Chapter 3

Dharmakirti against the Self as the Basis of
Brahmanical Soteriologies

3.1. THE DOCTRINES OF THE SELF AS SOTERIOLOGIES

In PV 2.220-256, Dharmakirti engages in what appears to be the long-
est and most elaborate critique of Atmavada(s) found in his works.
Here however, the subject of the discussion is neither ontological nor
epistemological. These stanzas are not meant to demonstrate that the
self does not exist, nor that it cannot be apprehended by any means of
valid cognition. They address a soteriological issue and are aimed at
showing that if there is a self, there can be no liberation (moksa) from a
painful existence within the beginningless cycle of births and deaths
(samsara). This demonstration entails a detailed criticism of the way
the Atmavadins define liberation and what one should aspire to be
liberated from, since Dharmakirti’s opponents consider that liberation
can be obtained by discriminating the self from what is not the self
(anatman) and by achieving detachment (vairdgya)! from what we
wrongly take to belong to the self (atmiya).

1 Although there seems to be no perfect equivalent of the term vairdgya in European
languages, it is often translated thus (as opposed to rdga understood as “attach-
ment”). Admittedly, the word may sometimes mean “aversion,” “disgust,” “loathing”
(see MW s.v.). In the present context, however, it rather denotes a perfect indiffe-
rence or dispassion, i.e., a disposition contrary to raga (which designates the fact of
being “coloured,” ie., affected by something, as well as passionate desire or love).
As will be seen below, this state of dispassion excludes all passions, i.e, desire
(sometimes expressed by the word rdga) but also hatred or aversion (dvesa). It is
often opposed to a state designated by words that literally mean something like
“attachment”’: sneha (which means “love,” but also designates the property of being
sticky), sakti (which means “adherence,” “attachment” in the literal sense of the
term, but also “addiction” for instance), anuV'saiij- (which refers to the act of cling-
ing, adhering or being attached to), etc.



188 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

3.1.1. Sarikhya

Thus the Sankhyas hold that bondage arises from the confusion be-
tween an unconscious and active primordial nature (prakrti) or matter
(pradhana) and the Person (purusa) conceived as an inactive con-
sciousness.? Thus according to the SK,

and because of the opposition [between the possession of the three qualities
that characterizes matter and the Person’s status], it is established that the
Person is a witness, possesses isolation (kaivalya), neutrality (madhyasthya),
is the perceiver, and is not an agent. Therefore, due to association (samyoga)
with this [Person], the unconscious subtle body (lirniga) seems to be endowed
with consciousness; and in the same way, although agency belongs to the
qualities [of matter, the Person, which] is indifferent (udasina), seems to be
an agent.3

Individuals who are not liberated confuse matter with the Person in-
asmuch as they attribute agency to consciousness in spite of its being a
purely contemplative entity. But they also wrongly ascribe conscious-
ness to what is in fact a purely material entity (or rather, a collection of
entities), namely the subtle body (linga/lingasarira/stiksmasarira). The
latter is said to “go from the [evolute called] the Great to the subtle
[elements].”+ In other words, it comprises, besides the five subtle ele-
ments (tanmatra),5 the “thirteenfold instrument,”¢ i.e., the threefold in-
ternal organ (antahkarana) made up of the intellect (buddhi), the sense
of ego (aharnkara) and the mind (manas), together with the five sense

)

Although the SK for instance does not use the term atman to designate this con-
sciousness, Dharmakirti calls it an atman (see, e.g, below, PV 2.247-248) because it
is defined by the Sankhya as a lasting, unchanging entity that constitutes the very
foundation of a person’s empirical identity.

3 SK 19-20: tasmac ca viparyasat siddham saksitvam asya purusasya / kaivalyam ma-
dhyasthyam drastrtvam akartrbhavas ca // tasmadt tatsamyogad acetanam cetand-
vad iva lingam / gunakartrtve ca tatha karteva bhavaty udasinah //.

4 mahadadistuksmaparyantam (SK 40).

5 Le, sound (Sabda), tactile form (sparsa), visual form (ripa), taste (rasa) and smell
(gandha). On these see, e.g, GBh ad SK 3.

6 karanam trayodasavidham (SK 32).
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organs (buddhindriya) and the five organs of activity (karmendriya)’
According to the Sankhyas, as long as the subtle body goes on transmi-
grating, the individual is bound to experience pain, but liberation can
be achieved through a discriminative knowledge (vijiidna) that counte-
racts the confusion between matter and the Person. Thus SK 55 states:

In this [condition of living beings], pain, which is the result of ageing and
death, accrues to the conscious Person, because the subtle body has not
ceased; therefore [in this state], there is pain by nature.?

In his commentary, Gaudapada explains how liberation from this pain-
ful state can be achieved:

When the subtle body ceases, there is liberation; [and] when one obtains li-
beration, there is no [longer] pain. But how does the [subtle body] cease?
[Answer:] When the knowledge of the twenty-five elements constituting real-
ity (tattva) occurs. [This knowledge is] characterized by the perception
(khyati) of the distinction between [the quality of matter called] sattva and
the Person [and takes such a form:] “This is primordial matter, this is the in-
tellect, this is the sense of ego, these are the five great elements, [and] the
Person is distinct from [all of] them.” The cessation of the subtle body is due
to such a knowledge, [and] liberation is due to the [cessation of the subtle
body].°

The subtle body can be eliminated through knowledge0 that consists
in discriminating the Person from matter,!! described in the SK in the
following way:

~

=]

el

10

See SK 26: the five sense organs are the ear (sSrotra), skin (tvac), eye (caksus), ton-
gue (rasana) and nose (ghrana); the five organs of activity are speech (vdc), hand
(pani), foot (pada), anus (pdyu) and genital organ (upastha).

SK 55: tatra jaramaranakrtam duhkham prapnoti cetanah purusah / lingasyavini-
vrttes tasmad duhkham svabhavena //.

GBh 50,23-51,3: linganivrttau moksah /| moksapraptau nasti duhkham iti / tat pu-
nah kena nivartate / yadad paficavims$atitattvajiianam sydt / sattvapurusanyatakhya-
tilaksanam idam pradhanam idam buddhir ayam ahankdra imani pafica maha-

See, e.g, MV 53,21: jiidnena hi lingam nivartate /. “For knowledge makes the subtle
body cease.”
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Thus, through the repeated [meditation] (abhydsa) on the elements constitut-
ing reality arises knowledge [in the form] “[I] am not [this, this] is not mine,
[this is] not myself.” [This knowledge] is complete, stainless because itis de-
void of doubt (viparyaya),'? and pure (kevala).13

The commentaries diverge as to the meaning of the verse.14 However,
in spite of these diverging interpretations, the gist is the same: as the
MV puts it, the liberating knowledge “consists of the perception that

11

12

13

14

JM 110,12-13: tasya ca nivrttih pradhanapurusantaragjiiagnat. “And the cessation of
this [subtle body occurs] thanks to the knowledge that primordial matter and the
Person are distinct.”

See GBh 58,16 (aviparyayad asam$ayat), MV 58,9 (viparyayah sam$ayas tadviparito
"viparyayah) and JM 115,5 (aviparyaydd aham ity amanasamsayat).

SK 64: evam tattvabhydsan nasmi na me ndham ity apariSesam / aviparyayad vi-
Suddham kevalam utpadyate jiidnam //.

Thus GBh 58,14-15 interprets ndsmi na me nadham iti as “it is not me who exist; this
is not my body; since I am one [thing and] the body is another, [ am not [it]” (nasmi
ndham eva bhavami / na me mama sariram tat / yato "ham anyah Sariram anyan na-
ham iti /), whereas MV 58,6-7 understands it as “I am not the elements constitut-
ing reality, the elements constituting reality do not belong to me, [ do not belong to
the elements constituting reality; rather, these are material” (nasmi tattvani / na
me tattvani / ndham tattvanadm / kim tu pradhanikany etani /). JM 115,2-4 com-
ments: yad etat siksmasariram bhautikam ca tasmin na bhavamy api tu prakrtih /
na ma ityadi / na mamedam api tu prakrteh / ndham iti / napy aham prakrtir iti /.
“[I am not in this, i.e.,] I do not exist in that which is the subtle body and is material;
rather, primordial nature does; ‘it is not mine, etc.’ [means]: it is not mine, but
rather, the primordial nature’s; [it] is not myself, ie, neither am [ primordial
nature.” (Contrary to the other commentaries mentioned here, the JM does not
present the sentence as the expression of the liberating knowledge, but of the
repeated meditation that must lead to it; see JM 115,4-5: ity evam tattvabhyasat).
The TK, for its part, relies on a grammatical analysis and explains that in the first
element of the sentence, where the negation occurs with the verb “to be,” the
speaker simply denies his agency (see TK 170,19-20: ndsmity atmani kriyamatram
nisedhayati /. “With ‘I am not,’ [the speaker] merely denies the action [of being] in
himself.”). Vacaspatimi$ra understands the third element of the sentence (where
the subject occurs with the negation) as a denial that the self may be the substra-
tum of agency (see TK 170,24: aham iti kartrpadam /,“‘I’ is the word [designating]
the agent,” and TK 170,25-26: niskriyatve ca kartrtvabhavah /, “And if there is no
action, there is no agency”). Finally, regarding the second element, TK 170,26-27
explains: ata eva na me / karta hi svamitam labhate [...]/. “For the same reason, it is
not mine; for it is the agent that has the status of a possessor.”
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the qualities [belonging to matter] and the Person are distinct.”15 In
fact though, acquiring this discriminating knowledge does not lead to
an immediate and full liberation. Someone who possesses it no longer
performs acts that require a karmic retribution, but the merits and
demerits accumulated prior to this knowledge subsist in the form of
residual traces (samskara) and must first be exhausted before the Per-
son can be finally released from the body. Nonetheless, the cause of li-
beration remains discriminative knowledge, since transmigration can
only be made to cease through it:

Although due to the attainment of correct knowledge, merit and so on have
ceased to be causes, [the Person] remains trapped in a body due to the force
of residual traces, just as the whirling of [the potter’s] wheel [that goes on be-
cause of the impulse given to it. But] when one has obtained separation from
the body, [and] when matter has ceased [to be active] because it has reached
its goal,'® one obtains an isolation (kaivalya) that is both complete and defini-
tivel”

Thus according to the Sankhya, liberation from pain consists of a state
of perfect isolation in which the permanent, conscious and inactive
entity that is the Person has severed all ties with unconscious and ac-
tive matter by becoming fully aware of the radical difference that sepa-
rates them.

3.1.2. Nyaya

The Naiyayikas too contend that bondage stems from a wrong know-
ledge (mithydjiiana) primarily characterized as a confusion between
the self and what is not the self. For bondage consists in being attached

15 MV 58,11: gunapurusantaropalabdhirtipam.

16 1.e, enabling the Person to discriminate itself from the prakrti. See, e.g, SK 56: ity
esa prakrtikrto mahadadivisesabhiitaparyantah / pratipurusavimoksartham svartha
iva parartha arambhah //. “Therefore this, from [the evolute called] the Great to
the various [gross] elements, is [all] done by primordial nature for the sake of each
Person’s liberation (vimoksa); this endeavour is for the benefit of another [ie., the
Person,] as for one’s own benefit.”

17 SK 67-68: samyagjiianadhigamad dharmadinam akaranapraptau / tisthati samska-
ravasac cakrabhramivad dhrtasarirah // prapte Sarirabhede caritarthatvat pradha-
navinivrttau / aikantikam dtyantikam ubhayam kaivalyam dpnoti //.
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(virakta) to pleasure (sukha) and the means of realizing pleasure (su-
khasadhana),'8 and this attachment, which necessarily leads to pain
(duhkha), cannot disappear as long as wrong knowledge remains. Thus
while commenting on NSu 1.1.2, according to which “when wrong
knowledge, defects (dosa), activities (pravrtti), [re-]births (janman)
and pain disappear one after the other, liberation (apavarga) [occurs]
immediately after their disappearance,”19 Paksilasvamin specifies:

Wrong knowledge, which is of many kinds, occurs with respect to the [al-
ready stated] object of knowledge [the enumeration of which] starts with the
self and ends with liberation. [Le., wrong knowledge takes these forms]: first,
with respect to the self, “it does not exist”; with respect to [what is] not the
self, “[it is] a self’; with respect to pain, “[it is] pleasure”; with respect to
[what is] impermanent, “[itis] permanent”’; with respect to [what is] not safe,
“[itis] safe”; with respect to [what is] dangerous, “[itis] not dangerous”; with
respect to [what is] disgusting, “it is desirable”; with respect to [what] should
be rejected, “[it] should not be rejected.”20

The Naiyayikas’ concise definition of wrong knowledge is even more
telling:

But what is this wrong knowledge? It [consists in] apprehending as the self
what is not the self2

The following passage from the NBh makes clear that it is because we
take the impermanent body, sense organs, mind, feelings and cogni-
tions for their unchanging substratum that we suffer and transmigrate:

[Question:] But what is this wrong knowledge [said to be the cause of at-
tachment]? [Answer:] It [consists in] apprehending as the self what is not the

18 See NBh 247,3-11, quoted below, fn. 78, p. 206.

19 duhkhajanmapravrttidosamithyajiiananam uttarottarapaye tadanantardapdyad apa-
vargah //.On the order in which the initial compound should be read according to
the commentators, see below, fn. 23,p. 193.

20 NBh 6,9-11: tatratmadyapavargaparyante prameye mithydjiidnam anekaprakadra-
kam vartate / dtmani tavan nastiti / anatmany dtmeti / duhkhe sukham iti / anitye
nityam iti / atrane tranam iti / sabhaye nirbhayam iti / jugupsite 'bhimatam iti / ha-
tavye ’'pratihatavyam iti /. Note the proximity of this description with the four
Buddhist wrong notions (on these viparydsas see above, fn. 35, p.53).

21 NV 470,19-20: kim punas tan mithydjidnam / anatmany atmagraha iti /.
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self. The delusion [consisting in thinking] ‘1 am’ [with respect to what is not
the self] is [called] the sense of ego, since indeed, the [false] view of [some-
one] who sees what is not the self as ‘I am’ is the sense of ego. [Question:] But
what is the group of objects with respect to which the sense of ego [arises]?
[Answer:] The body, the sense organs, the mind, feelings and cognitions.
[Question:] How is the sense of ego that [arises] with respect to them the
seed of samsdra? [Answer:] Indeed, when the [sense of ego] has determined
(vyavasita) the group [of objects] that are the body and so on as ‘I am,” due to
the annihilation of these [objects], one [wrongly] considers that the self is an-
nihilated, [and being] overwhelmed by the craving (trsnd) for non-annihila-
tion, one dings (upadatte) to them again and again. Clinging to them, one
strives for [re-]birth and death. Therefore, because one is not free from a
body, one is not entirely freed from pain.22

According to the Naiyayikas, bondage occurs because we desperately
seek permanency in our body, sense organs, mind, feelings and cogni-
tions, which are by nature transient, instead of acknowledging that
permanence solely belongs to the substratum of subjectivity that alone
can legitimately be denoted by the word “I” - namely, the self. As a con-
sequence, the Naiyayikas state that liberation is achieved by acquiring
knowledge of reality or right knowledge (tattvajaana) in which the self
is no longer confused with any of its impermanent and contingent ad-
juncts,?3 and they claim that in the liberated state the self is free of all
pain because it is free of all causes of perception:

22

23

NBh 258,10-15: kim punas tan mithyajianam iti / andatmany dtmagrahah / aham
asmiti moho ’hankdra iti / anatmanam khalv aham asmiti pasyato drstir ahankdra
iti / kim punas tad arthajatam yadvisayo hankarah / Sarirendriyamanovedanabud-
dhayah / katham tadvisayo 'harnkarah samsarabijam bhavati / ayam khalu Sarird-
dyarthajatam aham asmiti vyavasitas taducchedad atmocchedam manyamano ’nu-
cchedatrsndyah pariplutah punah punas tad upadatte / tad upadadano janmamara-
naya yatate / tena Sarirendaviyogan natyantam duhkhad vimucyata iti /.

See, e.g, NBh 7,12-14: yada tu tattvajiidnan mithyajianam apaiti tada mithydjna-
ndpaye dosa apayanti / dosdpaye pravrttir apaiti / pravrttyapaye janmapaiti / jan-
mapdye duhkham apaiti / duhkhapaye catyantiko ‘pavargo nih$reyasam iti /. “But
when wrong knowledge disappears due to right knowledge, then the defects disap -
pear upon the disappearance of wrong knowledge. Upon the disappearance of
defects, activity disappears; upon the disappearance of activity, [re-]birth disap-
pears; upon the disappearance of [re-]birth, pain disappears; and upon the disap-
pearance of pain, ultimate liberation [occurs], which is the summum bonum ( nih-
Sreyasa).” On nihsreyasa, see Slaje 1986.
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In liberation, there is no body, etc., which are causes of perception. Therefore
liberation is the release from all pains. Because every seed of pain and pain
[itself] are cut off inliberation, liberation is the release from all pain.2*

While commenting on NSu 4.2.45 (“And this is absent in liberation”),25
Paksilasvamin likewise emphasizes that the liberated state is devoid of
all cognitions, specifying that “this [i.e,] the substratum and cause of
cognitions, [namely] the body and sense organs, is absent in liberation,
because [in liberation] there is neither merit nor demerit,”2¢ and he
adds that as a consequence, liberation is free of all pain:

Therefore liberation is the release from all pain. Because the seed of all pain
and the basis of all pain is cut off in liberation, liberation is the release from
all pain, since pain cannot arise without[its] seed and [its] basis.?”

Uddyotakara, for his part, criticizes the Buddhist view that liberation
does not consist in releasing the self but merely a series of momentary
thoughts (citta):

Others [say] that [only] the mind is released, because desire and so on have
power over it, since it is due to desire, etc., that the mind arises in different
[transmigratory] destinies?8 and with different supports [i.e., objects]; whe-
reas desire and so on have no power over the self. [We Naiyayikas answer
that] this is not [true], because [if it were, liberation] would be accomplished
effortlessly: those who consider liberation to be the non-producing and ces-
sation of mind, for those liberation would be attained without effort. Why?
Because [its] arising means [nothing but its] destruction: since what is born
[instantly] perishes, this is accomplished effortlessly. If [the Buddhist oppo-
nent replies] that liberation is the non-arising of the series [and not the mere
non-arising of one single momentary thought, we reply that] this is not [true

24 NV 495,2-4: tasya Sarirader upalabdhikdranasyabhavo ‘pavarga iti / tasmat sarva-
duhkhamokso ‘pavargah / yasmat sarvam duhkhabijam duhkham capavarge vicchid-
yate tasmat sarvena duhkhena vimuktir apavargah /.

25 tadabhavas capavarge /.

26 NBh 279,11: tasya buddhinimittasrayasya Sarirendriyasya dharmddharmabhavad
abhavo ‘pavarge /.

27 NBh 279,13-15: tasmat sarvaduhkhavimokso ‘pavargah / yasmat sarvaduhkhabi-
jam sarvaduhkhdyatanam capavarge vicchidyate tasmat sarvena duhkhena vimuktir
apavargah / na nirbijam nirdyatanam ca duhkham utpadyata iti /.

28 According to NVTT 203,11 (devamanusyadijatir gatis tatrotpattih).
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either,] because [the non-arising of the series] is impossible: the non-arising
of the series cannot be produced, because the series consists of a stream of
entities [existing] as causes and effects [that must go on producing new ef-
fects and causes, etc.]. If [the Buddhist opponent replies] that what is pro-
duced is the non-arising of [thoughts that] have not appeared yet, [then]
since the non-production of [thoughts that] have not appeared yet is [al-
ready] present [for the very reason that they have not been produced yet],
what could be produced [in liberation]? Therefore the release of [mere]
thought is absolutely unestablished.2?

3.1.3. Vaisesika

The case of the Vaisesika is somewhat obscure, as one of the vexed
problems with respect to the history of this system regards the actual
antiquity of its soteriological aspects. Thus modern scholarship has of-
ten presented the passages in the VSu related to yoga and liberation as
later additions to an original text exclusively devoted to a physico-on-
tological enquiry. This is, for instance, Faddegon’s opinion:

It is not the wish to discriminate soul from that which is not soul, ego from
non-ego, as conceived by later scholiasts, but itis the theoretical desire for a
correct classification and system of definition which has been the starting-
point of the Vai§esika system.30

Several other scholars have more or less adopted this opinion, 3t among
whom Frauwallner, who has argued in particular that the sentence
“Now, from here we shall explain dharma” (athato dharmam vyakhya-

29 NV 83,5-12: cittam vimucyata ity anye / ragadinam tatra samarthyad yasmad raga-

3

3

0

-

divasam cittam alambananantaragatyantaresitpadyate / na punar atmani ragadi-
ndm samarthyam iti / na / ayatnatas tatsiddheh / ye cittasyanutpadanam nirodham
capavargam icchanti tesam ayatnasiddho moksah / kim karanam / janmano vinasa-
rthatvat / jatam vinasyatity ayatnena siddham etat / santater anutpdado ‘pavarga iti
cet / na / tasyasakyatvat / santater anutpado na sakyah kartum / karyakaranabha-
vapravahasya santatibhavdt / andagatanutpadah kriyata iti cet / andgatanutpadasya
vidyamanatvat kim kriyata iti sarvatha na cittasyapavargah sidhyatiti /.

Faddegon 1969:12.

See Ui 1917: 73-74, Frauwallner 1956: 90, Halbfass 1991:314-315 and 311, Wezler
1982: 647 and Wezler 1983: 57. For a synthetic presentation of these scholars’ re-
spective positions, see Houben 1994:712-721.
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syamah) at the beginning of the VSii must have been a later addition
probably dating from Prasastapada’s time.32 Engaging in a detailed
examination of the complicated issue of the historical development of
the Vaisesika’s soteriological aspects is of course far beyond the scope
of this study. Suffice it to say here that, as noted by Halbfass and
Houben, the passage suspected by Frauwallner was already quoted by
Bhartrhari in this form,33 and that several scholars have convincingly
argued that, as Houben puts it, “the VaiSesika’'s concern with liberation
was [...] original in the system as it arose in a context in which Jainism
and Buddhism were challenging the Brahmanic society,” and that “the
sixth chapter (dealing with Vedas, dharma and liberation) formed the
very heart of the system.” 34

With respect to this Vaisesika view of liberation, it is worth noting
here that the VSi too considers that “desire comes from pleasure,”35
that this desire is “due to [the] craving”6 that arises from the expe-
rience of pleasure as well as “from the unseen [force]”3” of merit and
demerit, and that the “activity” resulting from it, which binds the indi-
vidual in samsdara3® because it produces merit and demerit in turn,
“presupposes desire (iccha) and aversion, [whether it is aimed] at
merit or demerit.”3 Candrananda, commenting on VSiu 6.2.18, “from
this [arise] contact and separation,”40 explains:

When merit and demerit have accumulated, then there is a contact [of the
self] with the body and sense organs called birth. And when they have been
exhausted, at the time of death there is a separation. But again, through merit

32 See Frauwallner 1956: 339, n. 387, and Frauwallner 1984.
33 See Halbfass 1986: 857 and Houben 1994: 717-719.

34 Houben 1994: 732; see also, e.g,, Biardeau 1964: 242-243, fn. 3 (cf. Biardeau 1968:
111), Bronkhorst 1993a and Isaacson 1993 (which focuses on the antiquity of yogic
perception in early Vaisesika).

35 VSu 6.2.12:sukhad ragah /.
36 VS 6.2.14: trpteh /.
37 VSu 6.2.15: adrstat /.

38 On the binding role of effort/activity in the VaiSesika, see, e.g, Bronkhorst 1986:
55.

39 VSu 6.2.17: icchddvesapiirvika dharmadharmayoh pravrttih /.
40 VSu 6.2.18: tatah samyogo vibhdgas ca /.
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and demerit, there is [another] contact with [another] body and [other sense
organs]| and [then] a separation [from them]: thus this beginningless living
being keeps coming back, just as the buckets of a well [that keep being emp-
tied and filled again].t

Similarly, Bhaviveka describes in the following way the Vaisesika view
of bondage:

By acting for what are characterized thus as dharma and adharma, there arise
pleasure (sukha) and pain (duhkha), and attachment [to the former] and
aversion [from the latter]. Being affected by these [attachment and aversion],
man is born again [in another world] as in this world and undergoes transmi-
gration.#2

However, according to Bhaviveka, the VaiSesikas consider that libera-
tion can be achieved through the realization that the self is distinct
from the body, sense organs and mental organ, a realization thanks to
which one achieves detachment from them:

When the soul (atman), which is different from body (Sarira), sense organs
(indriya) and mind (manas) is perceived, pleasure [or pain, which causes at-
tachment or aversion] does not arise, and by the complete abandonment of
the causes (sadhana), the future [dharma and adharma] also will not ensue.
The accumulated [dharma and adharma] are also discarded. On apprehend-
ing the true nature of the body, man will not begin to form attachment to it.
When man definitely apprehends the real soul and firmly understands the
true nature of the six padarthas, dharma [and adharma] also become extinct.
On this pointit is affirmatively stated as follows: “By completely abandoning
the body and the false notions formed by the mind, one attains the pure, per-
fect deliverance. [This state is] justlike fire whose fuel is burnt up.”

41 VSV 51,1-3: saricitau yada dharmddharmau bhavatas tada sarir endriyaih samyogo
janmakhyo bhavati / ksinayo$ ca tayor maranakale viyogah / punar apy abhyam
dharmadharmabhyam Sariradisamyogo vibhdgas cety evam anadir ayam ghati-
yantravad avartate jantuh /.

42 T] D243b6-7/P274a5-6 (as edited in Hattori 1994: 703): de Ita bu’i chos dan chos
ma yin pa’i mtshan fiid la ’jug pa las bde ba dan sdug bsnal yin la / de dag la chags pa
dan sdan pa’o // des byas pas di Itar yan skye Zin ’khor bar ‘gyur te //. Translation
Hattori 1994: 705.

43 T] D244a3-5/P274b2-5 (as edited in Hattori 1994: 703): gal te chos dan chos ma
yin pa med par ji ltar ‘gyur Ze na / ma ’ons pa mi 'byun Zin bsags pa ‘gog pa ste / de la



198 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

As noted by Hattori,4 the above-mentioned passage bears close resem-
blances to Prasastapada’s PDhS:

However, when someone, thanks to his activity preceded by knowledge [and
performed] without desiring a [particular] result, is born in a virtuous family
and wishes to know the means of getting rid of pain, he approaches a master
[and thus] receives the right knowledge (tattvajiidna) of the six [Vai$esika]
categories; upon the cessation of ignorance, he becomes detached (virakta).
Because [he] no [longer] has desire, aversion, etc., merit and demerit, which
are born from these, no [longer] arise, and the previously accumulated [merit
and demerit] cease due to the experience [that is their retribution]. And hav-
ing brought about satisfaction and pleasure [and] the separation from the
body, since desire, etc., have ceased, only a merit consisting in the cessation
[of activity] remains while producing a pleasure born from the perception of
the ultimate reality. Then, [since this] self is devoid of seeds due to [their] an-
nihilation, it ceases to be endowed with a body, etc. When the body, etc., no
longer arise, there is liberation [i.e,] a cessation (upasama) similar to [that
of] a fire the fuel of which has been burnt.45

Liberation (once more) involves the separation of the self from what is
not the self. This separation can be obtained, at least partially and/or
momentarily, in yogic states (where, “due to a particular contact of the
self and mental organ in the self, there is a perception of the self”46)

45

46

lus dan / dban po dan / yid las tha dad pa’i bdag mthon ba na dge ba skye bar mi
“gyur la / de sgrub par byed pa yons su spans pas ma ‘ons pa yan mi skye ba ste /
bsags pa ‘gog pa yan lus kyi de kho na fiid la rtogs par byed pa na chags par mi rtsom
pa’o // don dam pa’i bdag nes par rtogs $in tshig gi don drug gi de kho na fiid nes par
Ses pa na / chos kyan med par ‘gyur ba yin te / 'dir lus dan yid kyi rnam rtog ni //
thams cad spans nas dri med pa’i // yons su ’da’ bar de ‘gro ste // Sin zad pa yi me
bzin no //. Translation Hattori 1994: 705-706.

Hattori 1994: 706.

PDhS 66,2-10: jAanapturvakadt tu krtad asankalpitaphalad visuddhe kule jatasya
duhkhavigamo payajijiiasor dacaryam upasangamyotpannasatpadarthatattvajiiana-
sy@idnanivrttau viraktasya ragadvesady abhavat tajjayor dharmdadharmayor anut-
pattau purvasarcitayos copabhogan nirodhe santosasukham sSariraparicchedam cot-
padya ragadinivrttau nivrttilaksanah kevalo dharmah paramadrthadarsanajam su-
kham krtva nivartate / tada nirodhdn nirbijasyatmanah sSarirddinivrttih / punah-
Sarirddyanutpattau dagdhendhananalavad upasamo moksa iti /. Translation (mod-
ified) Bronkhorst 1986: 56-57.

VSu 9.13: atmany atmamanasoh samyogavisesad atmapratyaksam /.
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and becomes definitive at death when all karmic residues have disap-
peared:

Pleasure and pain are due to the contact between the self, a sense organ, the
internal organ and an object. When there is no production of this [contact]
since the internal organ remains within the self, the absence of pleasure and
pain for the embodied [self] is yoga [ ...] Liberation is the absence of contact
whereas the [unseen force] no [longer] exists, [and] the non-manifestation [of
anew body].»8

Dharmakirti’s non-Buddhist opponents - whether Sankhya, Nyaya or
Vaisesika - thus consider that liberation consists in getting rid of what
we wrongly take to be the self or to belong to it in some essential way.
As for Dharmakirti, he sets out to show that on the contrary, liberation
can only consist in getting rid of the self itself, since the wrong belief in
the existence of a permanent subjective entity is the root cause of pain
and transmigration.

3.2. DHARMAKIRTI'S MAIN TARGET: THE NYAYA’S SOTERIOLOGY

Dharmakirti criticizes in passing the Sankhya view on liberation, but
obviously this is not his main target. Dharmakirti’s commentators often
ascribe the position of the main opponent in these stanzas to someone
belonging to the so-called Nyaya-VaiSesika (as modern scholarship
usually designates it), or more precisely, to the “VaiSesika, etc.” (vai-
Sesikadi), i.e., to a doctrine admitted by both Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas.
The Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas share many views on liberation, so that
it is often difficult to determine whether a stanza is specifically aimed
at one of them only. However, it seems to us that Vetter is right to
consider that on the whole, Dharmakirti’s main opponent defends a
Naiyayika doctrines?

Thus, much like Paksilasvamin or Uddyotakara, this opponent con-
tends that the cause of samsara is attachment to that which is wrongly

47 VSu 5.2.16-17: atmendriyamanorthasannikarsat sukhaduhk he tadanarambha atma-
sthe manasi sasarirasya sukhaduhkhabhavah sa yogah /. See Wezler 1982: 660-663
and Nozawa 1996: 928.

48 VS 5.2.20: tadabhave samyogabhavo ‘pradurbhdavah sa moksah /.
49 Vetter 1990: 120, fn. 1.
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considered to belong to the self and enables one to realize pleasure
(sukhasadhana)5° According to this opponent, while the self is free of
defects (nirdosa), the attachment to these means of realizing pleasure
is defective (sadosa) insofar as it is in fact the basis of pain.5! Due to it
one craves (trsna-/paritrsnavat) pleasure and thus clings (upd\/ da-) to
samsaras? Similarly, the Naiyayikas consider that confusing the self
with the impermanent elements that are means of realizing pleasure
leads to a painful craving, which in turn leads to clinging to samsara.s3

According to Dharmakirti’s opponent, liberation therefore consists
in achieving a state (which once again closely resembles final release
as described by the Naiyayikas)54+ where the self is isolated (kevala,
vind)5s from all the elements wrongly attributed to the self,56 and as a

50 On the role of attachment to sukhasadhanas in bondage according to Dharmakirti’s
opponent, see PVV 87,19-21 (quoted below, fn. 82-83, p. 208), PVV 89,2 (quoted
below, fn. 111, p. 216), PVP D99a1/P114a4-5 and PVT Ne D140b4-5/P173b6-7
(quoted below, fn. 126, p. 220), PVV 89,24-25 (quoted below, fn. 131, p. 221), PVV
91,15-16 (quoted below, fn. 179, p. 233), PVV 92,16 (quoted below, fn. 212, p.
243), PVV 93,21-22 (quoted below, fn. 253, p. 253), PVP D108a7-b2/ P125b4-6
(quoted below, fn. 339, p. 273). Compare, e.g., with NBh 15,11-15 (quoted below, fn.
64, p. 202), NBh 245,9-14 (quoted below, fn. 74, p. 205), and NBh 247,3-11 (quoted
below, fn. 78, p. 206).

51 See PV 2.224. On the opponent’s definition of what is defective (sadosa) as the basis
of pain see, e.g, PVP D104b5/P121a4 (quoted below, fn. 257, p. 253).

52 See, e.g, PVP D97b4/P112b4-5 (quoted below, fn. 110, p.215).

53 On this craving and the subsequent clinging (either to samsara or to the objects
that bind to samsara) in Nyaya, see, e.g.,, NBh 2459-14 (quoted below, fn. 74, p.
205), NBh 258,10-15 (quoted above, fn. 22, p. 193) and NV 59,18-60,6 (quoted
below, fn. 73, p. 205).

54 See below, §§3.3.2ff.
5 See PV 2.225.

56 According to PVP D98a2-3/P113a2-3 (see below, fn. 115, p. 217), Dharmakirti’s
opponent has in mind “attachment, cognitions and sense organs, etc.” The Naiyayi-
kas consider that these elements are “the body, the sense organs, the mind, feelings
and cognitions” (see NBh 258,10-15, quoted above, fn. 22, p. 193). Besides
(atma)sneha, buddhi and indriya, other factors appear in Prajiidkaragupta’s and
Sakyabuddhi’s commentaries: thus, the self is a cause of pain when accompanied
(sahdaya) by merit (dharma), demerit (adharma) and residual traces (samskara) in
PVA 148,32-33; dharma and adharma recur in PVT Ne D140a1-2/P172b7-8, to-
gether with effort (rtsom, *[pralyatna). The VaiSesikas present effort, merit, deme-
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means to achieve this, he advocates the “cultivation of [the thought of]
pain” (duhkhabhavana)s’ By bringing to perception (pratyak,sz'\/k_r-)
the fact that everything is pain,5® this cultivation leads to the know-
ledge of the defects (dosa) that stain what we wrongly take to belong to
the self59 insofar as they are the cause of activity (pravrttinimitta)s°
and therefore lead to pain. This cultivation of pain, in which one rea-
lizes that pleasure, like poisoned food, is essentially mixed with pain, 61
is aimed at cutting off (*vyavaccheda?)s2 our belief that the elements
wrongly attributed to the self are endowed with good qualities3 and
thus supposedly induces a state of complete detachment that leads to
liberation from samsara.

As far as we know, such a cultivation was not prescribed in the
Vaisesika that Dharmakirti may have known, but Naiyayikas such as
Paksilasvamin and Uddyotakara do contend that in order to achieve
detachment and therefore liberation, one should cultivate (the thought
of) pain with respect to rebirth and the means to obtain pleasure. In
other words, according to them, one should concentrate on the thought

rit or residual traces as adventitious qualities of the self (see, e.g., PDhS 16,9-10,
quoted below, fn. 180, p. 233). On dharma and adharma as causes of pain and bon-
dage in the Nyaya, see above, fn. 26, p. 194, and below, fn. 73, p. 205. On the role of
activity (pravrtti) in bondage according to the Naiyayikas, see, e.g., NSu 1.1.2,
quoted above, fn. 19, p. 192, NBh 219,11-13, quoted above, fn. 71, p. 204, and fn.
225,p.246,below.

57 See in particular PV 2.226-227, 229, 238-239, 245-246, 249, 253-254 and their
commentaries. Here the term “thought” between brackets translates the word sari-
jAa found in the compound duhkhasariijiiabhavana/duhkhasafjiiabhavand used by
Paksilasvamin (see, e.g, NBh 247,3-11, quoted below, fn. 78, p. 206, and NBh 247,3,
quoted below, fn. 76, p. 206; see also, for duhkhasanjia, NBh 245,9-14, quoted be-
low, fn. 74, p. 205). Note, however, that Devendrabuddhi uses the expression *duh-
khakarabhavand, “the cultivation of the aspect of pain” (see PVP D108b2-3/
P125b6-8, quoted below, fn. 340, p. 274).

58 See PV 2.238.

59 See PV 2.236.

60 See PVT Ne D102b5-7/P118b6-8, quoted below, fn. 224, p. 246.

61 See PV2.231 and PVV 90,20-21 (quoted below, fn. 163, p.229), PVP D100b6/P116a8
(quoted below, fn. 172, p. 231), PVV 89,22-23 (quoted below, fn. 173, p.231).

62 PVP D106a2-3/P122b6-7 (quoted below, fn. 283, p.259).
63 See PV 2.245.

=)
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that these are intermingled with pain. While explaining why pleasure
has been omitted from the list of objects of knowledge enumerated in
NSi 1.1.9, Paksilasvamin thus states:

[The mention of] “pain” [without that of pleasure] is not a denial of the
awareness of pleasure [i.e, of that] which is experienced as pleasant; rather,
what is taught [by this] is the cultivation [consisting of a mental] concentra-
tion (samadhibhavana) [on the fact that re-]birth itself, along with the means
of obtaining pleasure, is pain, because it is intermingled with pain, since it is
[never] free of pain, [and] since it is endowed with various torments. It is [a
cultivation consisting of a mental concentration, i.e.,] one cultivates it while
being concentrated; [and] by cultivating it one becomes disgusted; [and he]
who is disgusted [obtains] detachment; [and he] who is detached [obtains] li-
beration. Liberation is the annihilation of the series of births and deaths [and]
the abandonment of all pain.s4

The cultivation of the thought of pain must lead to disgust (nirveda),ss
which in turn must lead to a detachment that brings about liberation:

That which is pervaded by this [torment], intermingled with it, which exists
without being apart from it, is [called] pain due to [its] association with pain.
He who sees that everything is [thus] pervaded with pain, wishing to get rid
of pain [and] seeing pain in [re-]birth, is disgusted; being disgusted, he is de-
tached; being detached, he is liberated.s6

64 NBh 15,11-15: duhkham iti nedam anukilavedaniyasya sukhasya pratiteh pratya-
khyanam / kim tarhi janmana evedam sasukhasadhanasya duhkhanusangad duh-
khenaviprayogad vividhabadhanayogad duhkham iti samadhibhavanam upadisya-
te / samahito bhavayati / bhavayan nirvedyate / nirvinnasya vairagyam / virakta-
syapavarga iti / janmamaranaprabandhocchedah sarvaduhkhaprahanam apavarga
iti /.

65 See NBh 15,11-15 (quoted above, fn. 64). On the cultivation of disgusting thoughts
described in the commentaries ad NSi 4.2.3, see, e.g, Oberhammer 1984: 38ff,
Oberhammer 1987 and Slaje 1995.

66 NBh 21,11-13: tayanuviddham anusaktam avinirbhdgena vartamanam duhkhayo-
gad duhkham iti / so yam sarvam duhkhenanuviddham iti pasyan duhkham jihasur
janmani duhkhadarsi nirvidyate / nirvinno virajyate / virakto vimucyate /.
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This cultivation is meant to make obvious the various defects that arise
from the confusion between the self and what it is not,67 but also their
causes, i.e., the various elements that are unduly confused with the self.
Thus NS 4.2.1 specifies that “through the right knowledge of the
causes of defects, the sense of ego ceases,” ¢8 and the NBh explains:

The objects of knowledge [the varieties of which have been enumerated in
NSa 1.1.9,] from the body, [sense-organs, objects of perception, cognitions,
internal organ, activity, defects, rebirth,] up to pain, are the causes of defects
insofar as wrong knowledge bears upon them. Therefore when the right
knowledge which bears upon them arises, [it] makes the sense of ego cease,
because it is contradictory that these two [i.e, this right knowledge and the
sense of ego,] may bear upon the same object.s

The knowledge of the defects’ causes allegedly brings about liberation
because the various defects are the causes of activity (pravrttinimitta).
Commenting on NSu 1.1.18 (according to which “the defects are cha-
racterized as prompting to act”),”0 Paksilasvamin explains that as such
they bind individuals to samsara:

Because [the defects] have a common substratum with cognitions, they are
qualities of the self; because they are the cause of activity and because they
have the power of connecting [the present life] with a new birth, they are the
causes of samsdra; because samsara is beginningless, they occur in a begin-
ningless series. Wrong knowledge ceases through right knowledge; when

67 See NBh 7,12-14 (quoted above, fn. 23, p. 193) and NBh 7,1-2: etasman mithyajia-
ndd anukiilesv arthesu rdgah pratikilesu ca dvesah / rdgadvesadhikardc cdsatyer-
syasuydmanalobhddayo dosa bhavanti /. “From this wrong knowledge [arise] desire
for things that are favourable [to the selfs pleasure]and aversion for those thatare
adverse [to it]. And because desire and aversion are at the head [of all the other
defects, in turn,] defects such as untruthfulness, envy, jealousy, [self-]conceit or
cupidity occur.” NS 4.1.3 distinguishes three sorts of such defects: tat trairasyam
ragadvesamoharthantarabhavat /. “This [multitude of defects] is [divided] into three
groups, because desire, aversion and delusion are distinct things.”

68 dosanimittanam tattvajianad ahankdranivrttih /.

69 NBh 259,6-7: Sariradiduhk hantam prameyam dosanimittam tadvisayatvan mithya-
jAanasya / tad idam tattvajiianam tadvisayam utpannam aharkaram nivartayati /
samanavisaye tayor virodhdt /.

70 pravartandlaksana dosah /.
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wrong knowledge ceases, the series of desire and aversion is cut off; this is li-
beration.”t

Upon seeing defects and action as the cause of pain, someone who
practices the cultivation of the thought of pain gets rid of pain and thus
gets liberated:

On the other hand, he who sees pain, the basis of pain and pleasure [whichis
always] intermingled with pain [ie., he who sees] that all of this is pain, tho-
roughly knows pain; and pain, [when] thoroughly known, is abandoned, be-
cause it is no [more] clung upon to, just as poisoned food. In the same way,
[he who knows pain] sees defects and action as the cause of pain; and as long
as the defects have not been abandoned, the annihilation of the series of
pains cannot occur; therefore he abandons the defects. And once defects have
been abandoned, activity does not lead to the connection [to a new birth] for
[someone] who has abandoned defilements, as has been said [in NSa
4.1.34]72

Cultivating the thought of pain therefore brings about the power to cut
off (vicchid-) any craving, as Uddyotakara specifies:

[He] who cultivates [the thought that] everything is pain has the thought of
non-attachment (anabhirati) with respect to the three worlds. And for [him]
who dwells (updsina) in this [thought], the craving regarding the three
worlds is cut off. What [we] call craving is one’s longing for rebirth. He who
cultivates [the thought] that everything is pain does not have this [craving];
for nobody longs for pain. Since [he] has abandonned [this] craving, he no
[longer] clings to these [things] which are instrumental in rebirth. Because
[he] does not cling to them, merit and demerit that have not yet arisen no
[longer] occur; as for the merit and demerit that have already arisen, they are

71 NBh 219,11-13: buddhisamdnasrayatvad atmagunah / pravrttihetutvat punarbha-
vapratisandhdnasamarthydc ca samsdrahetavah / samsdrasyandditvad anadind pra-
bandhena pravartante / mithyajiananivrttis tattvajiianat / mithydjiananivrttau ra-
gadvesaprabandhavicchedo ‘pavarga iti /.

72 NBh 258,15-20: yas tu duhkham duhkhdyatanam duhkhanusaktam sukham ca sar-
vam idam duhkham iti paSyati sa duhkham parijanati / parijiatam ca duhkham
prahinam bhavaty anupadanat savisannavat / evam dosan karma ca duhkhahetur iti
pasyati / na caprahinesu dosesu duhkhaprabandhocchedena Sakyam bhavitum iti sa
dosan prajahati / prahinesu ca dosesu na pravrttih pratisandhandya hinaklesasyety
uktam /.
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exhausted through [his] experiences. Because of the annihilation of the seed
of samsara that is merit and demerit, he is liberated, ie., he is not born
again.”

Here, Uddyotakara seems to have in mind another passage from Paksi-
lasvamin’s NBh:

Thus, for [someone] who sees that every locus of the arising [of the body,
sense organs and cognitions] is intermingled with various torments, the
thought of pain is firmly established with respect to both pleasure and the
means of obtaining pleasure[, namely] the body, sense organs and cognitions.
And because of this firm establishment of the thought of pain, [this individ-
ual] has the thought of non-attachment with respect to all worlds. [And] for
[him] who dwells in this thought of non-attachment with respect to all
worlds, the craving regarding all worlds is cut off. Because of the abandon-
ment of craving, he is freed from all pain, just as [someone] who understands
that milk is poison because of [its] having poison [in it] does not cling to
[milk, and] not clinging [to it], does notsuffer the pain of death.”*

The cultivation of the thought of pain is thus presented as the antidote
(pratipaksa) to pleasure, which for its part is compared to poisoned
food7s Paksilasvamin, while commenting on NSt 4.1.58 (which he

73

74

75

NV 59,20-60,5: sarvam duhkham bhavayatas trailokye ’syanabhiratisafijiia bhava-
ti / tam copasinasya trailokyavisaya trsna vicchidyate / trsna nama punarbhava-
prarthana / sasya sarvam duhkham iti bhavayato na bhavati / na hi kascid duhkham
prdrthayate / trsnaprahandd yani punarbhavasadhandni / tani nopadatte / tadan-
upddandad andgatau dharmadharmau na bhavatah / yav apy utpannau dharma-
dharmau tav apy upabhogat praksayam gacchatah / so 'yam dharmdadharmalaksa-
nasya samsarabijasyocchedad apavrjyate na punar jayata iti /.

NBh 245,9-14: evam sarvam utpattisthanam vividhabddhandanusaktam pasyatah su-
khe ca sukhasdadhanesu ca Sarirendriyabuddhisu duhkhasafijiia vyavatisthate / duh-
khasafijiidvyavasthandc ca sarvalokesv anabhiratisafijiid bhavati / sarvalokesv ana-
bhiratisafjiam updsinasya sarvalokavisayad trsnd vicchidyate / trsndprahdnat sarva-
duhkhdad vimucyata iti / yatha visayogat payo visam iti budhyamano nopadatte /
anupdadadano maranaduhkham napnotiti /.

For occurrences of the comparison of food poison in Nyadya texts besides NBh
2459-14 and NBh 247,3-11 (quoted below, fn. 78, p. 206), see NBh 258,15-20
(quoted above, fn. 71, p. 204); see also, e.g., NBh 8,2-3: tad yatha madhuvisasampr-
ktam annam andadeyam evam sukham duhkhanusaktam anddeyam iti /. “Therefore,
just as food mixed with honey and poison is to be avoided, in the same way, plea-
sure, which is intermingled with pain, is to be avoided.”
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takes to prescribe the cultivation of the thought of pain),’¢ further
explains:

76

7

~

78

And indeed, this [individual] firmly established in the consciousness of plea-
sure [wrongly] believes pleasure to be the highest human goal[, thinking]:
“There is no higher good besides pleasure; when pleasure is obtained, the
goal is attained, what was to be done is done.” Because of a wrong concep-
tion, he is attached (samrajyate) to pleasure and the objects that are means of
obtaining it. Being attached (samrakta), he attempts [to obtain] pleasure.
[And] for this [individual thus] attempting [to obtain pleasure] arises a pain
of various kinds that is the cause of [re-]birth, old age, disease, death, the
contact with undesirable [things], the separation from desirable [things], and
the non-occurrence of the [things he] longs for; [and] he wrongly believes all
this variety of pain to be pleasure. Pain involves (ariga) pleasure: without
getting pain, one cannot obtain pleasure. He whose intelligence is troubled by
the thought of pleasure, [thinking about pain]: “This is [all] pleasure because
it is aimed at [bringing about pleasure],” does not escape samsdra since he
runs [through it like the tiny creatures ceaselessly revolving in the state
described in the scriptures as] “Be born! Die!” (jayasva mriyasva).”” Therefore
[the NSii] teaches the antidote (pratipaksa) to this thought of pleasure,
[namely] the cultivation of the thought of pain.78

NS 4.1.58 states duhkhavikalpe sukhabhimandc ca /. “And because one wrongly
believes the variety of pain to be pleasure.” According to NBh 247,3, the following
should be supplied: duhkhasafjfiabhdvanopadesah kriyate, “[we] teach the cultiva-
tion of the thought of pain.”

See ChU 5.10.8: athaitayoh pathor na katarenacana tanimani ksudrany asakrd avar-
tini bhiitani bhavanti jayasva mriyasveti / etat trtiyam sthanam /. “Then there are
those proceeding on neither of these two paths - they become the tiny creatures
revolving ceaselessly. ‘Be born! Die!’ - that is a third state.” Translation Olivelle
1998:237.

NBh 247,3-11: ayam ca khalu sukhasamvedane vyavasthitah sukham paramapuru-
sartham manyate / na sukhad anyan nihsreyasam asti / sukhe prapte caritarthah
krtakaraniyo bhavatiti /| mithydsankalpdt sukhe tatsadhanesu ca visayesu samraj-
yate |/ samraktah sukhdya ghatate / ghatamdnasydsya janmajaravyadhiprdyandnis-
tasamprayogestaviprayogaprdrthitanup apattinimittam anekavidham yavad duh-
kham utpadyate / tad duhkhavikalpam sukham ity abhimanyate / sukhdangab hiitam
duhkham / na duhkham andsadya Sakyam sukham avaptum / tadarthyat sukham
evedam iti sukhasafijiio pahataprajiio jayasva mriyasveti sandhavatiti samsaram
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Uddyotakara too explains:

And he who wrongly believes that the variety of pain accruing to [someone]
who makes efforts so as to obtain pleasure is pleasure because it is a cause of
pleasure clings to it again [and again]. He does not escape samsadra [i.e.] he is
born again and again. The antidote to this thought of pleasure is taught
[here - namely, the thought that] everything is pain.”®

Dharmakirti devotes a great part of the stanzas translated below to
criticizing the Naiyayikas’ understanding of duhkhabhavana and to dis-
tinguishing it from the Buddhist understanding of duhkhabhdvana.
This fact is worth noting, because the reason why Dharmakirti primar-
ily targets Naiyayikas in this debate may well be the (at least apparent)
proximity of the Nyaya’s soteriology with that of Buddhism. For al-
though the Naiyayikas claim that liberation is a process of discrimina-
tion and isolation of the self from what it is not, and although they cri-
ticize the Buddhist view that no self is liberated, their soteriological
categories resemble very much the Buddhist ones. Similarities are par-
ticularly obvious in, e.g. the meditation on the thought of pain, but also
in meditations aimed at provoking disgust, the notion of right know-
ledge as an antidote to bondage, the three types of defects, concepts
that are analogous to the Buddhists’ bhava- and vibhava-trsna, similari-
ties with certain sequences of pratityasamutpada, reinterpretation of
the Buddhists’ four wrong notions, etc.8° As already noted by several
modern scholars, in all probability these resemblances are due to the
fact that the Nyaya'’s soteriology was influenced by that of Buddhism
through the intermediary of the YSu and YBh.8t These borrowings

nativartate / tad asyah sukhasaiijiidyah pratipakso duhkhasafijiiabhavanam upadis-
yate /.

79 NV 463,17-464,2: yas ca sukhdrtham yatamanasya duhkhavikalpo bhavati tam su-
khangabhavat sukham ity abhimanyamanah punas tad upadatte / punah punar
jayata iti na samsdram ativartate / tasyah sukhasarijiiayah pratipaksa upadeso 'yam
kriyate sarvam duhkham iti /.

80 See, e.g, Faddegon 1969: 352, Vetter 1990: 127, fn. 1 (which suggests in particular
that the Nyaya’s method of the cultivation of the thought of pain was borrowed
from Buddhism) and Halbfass 1997: 160 and 163, n. 37.

81 On the influence of the YSi and YBh on the NBh, see, e.g, Oberhammer 1964: 312-
315. On the absorption of Buddhist soteriological aspects within the YSt and YBh
see, e.g,, La Vallée Poussin 1937, Wezler 1987: 375-378 and Bronkhorst 1994. On
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might be the reason why Dharmakirti is so eager to present the Naiya-
yikas’ soteriological doctrine as a sort of misunderstanding of the
Buddhist doctrine of salvation — a misunderstanding that, according to
him, stems from the belief in the self’s existence to which the Naiya-
yikas continue to cling,

3.3. TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY OF PV 2.220-256

3.3.1. Dharmakirti’s Main Point: Detachment Presupposes
Detachment from the Self (PV 2.220-225)

As seen above, the Naiyayikas hold that liberation consists in achieving
a state of detachment where the self is entirely disconnected from the
various means of realizing pleasure (such as our body or sense organs)
that we wrongly take to belong to the self, whereas these means of
realizing pleasure are only adventiously associated to the self. Thus ac-
cording to Manorathanandin, the debate between a proponent of the
existence of the self (Atmavadin) and a proponent of selflessness (Nair-
atmyavadin) starts with this assertion from the Atmavadin:

Objection: Even if [someone] has an attachment to the self, due to [his] de-
tachment from what [supposedly] belongs to the self [and] is the means to
realize pleasure, he is not entangled in samsara.

Dharmakirti’s answer runs as follows:

(2.220) Of necessity, [someone] who is attached to the self is not detached
(virajyate) from what [supposedly] belongs to the [self and is the means to
realize pleasure].83 And there is no cause [that would allow him] to eliminate

the hypothesis that Buddhism influenced the Nyaya soteriology through this ab-
sorption, see, e.g., Wezler 1984: 336, Oberhammer 1984: 38ff. and Slaje 1995: 121 -
122. As for the alternative possibility that the cause of these resemblances may lie
in some other common source, see Oberhammer 1977: 210, fn. 287.

82 PVV 87,19-20: yady apy atmani snehavan tathapy datmiye sukhasadhane vairagyan
na samsaratiti cet /. To be compared with the nearly identical PVP D96a3/P110b8.

83 According to PVP D96a4/P111al and PVV 87,21. Note PVT Ne D139a2-3/P171b4-
5: bdag gi chags pa gan yin pa de bdag tu chags pa dan ldan pa dan ‘brel pa tsam gyis
byas pa yin gyirgyu lhag pa la ltos pa ni ma yin no // ’brel pa de yan dus thams cad
du khyad par med pa yin no Zes bya bar dgons so //. “Attachment to what [suppo-
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[his] attachment to a self [regarded as] free from defects [i.e., free from suf-
fering and absolutely devoid of affliction]8+.85

From the very beginning of the discussion, Dharmakirti states the gist
of his critique of the Nyaya position: no one can achieve detachment
from what supposedly belongs to the self without being detached from
the self, and the Naiyayika, by claiming that the self is free of defects
(i.e., devoid of any of the aspects that bind us to suffering and samsara),
makes liberation an unattainable goal. Manorathanandin draws the
consequence of this assertion:

Therefore how [could] liberation [be achieved] through a detachment that
would regard [merely] what [supposedly] belongs to the self [and not the at-
tachment to the self], since attachment to the self is contradictory to detach-
ment from what [supposedly] belongs to the self?86

The Naiyayika claims that liberation consists in freeing ourselves from
our attachment to various factors that we wrongly take to belong to the
self; but Dharmakirti points out that we cannot get rid of what we
wrongly consider to belong to the self as long as we do not get rid of
our attachment to the self itself.

(2.221a) Objection: [It is not the self but one’s] attachment [to the self which]
is defective [and should be eliminated].8?

The Atmavadin objects that the self is not defective in itself, and that it
is only the attachment to it that should be abandoned in order to reach
liberation, as Devendrabuddhi explains:

sedly] belongs to the self is due merely to the relation to possessing attachment to
the self, but does not depend on any additional cause. Now, this relation never
differs. Such is the intention.”

84 According to PVP D96a6-7/P111a4-5 (skyes bu de ni sdug bsnal dan bral ba dan
gcig tu rnam par 'tshe ba med pa’i bdag ‘dod pa yin pa de Iltar na bdag la chags pa
dan bral ba fiid ma yin no //. Tib. rnam par ‘tshe ba may render Skt. vihetha or vi-
himsa).

85 PV 2.220: niyamendatmani snihyams tadiye na virajyate / na casty atmani nirdose
snehdpagamakdranam /. See Devendrabuddhi’s formal application (prayoga) in
PVP D96a7-b1/P111a5-7.

86 PVV 87,22: tat katham atmiyavirdgan muktih / atmasnehasyatmiyavairagyavirodhi-
tvat /.

87 PV 2.221a:snehah sadosa iti cet.
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The opponent thinks as follows: The selfis free from defects, but [itis] the at-
tachment to this [immaculate self that] is defective. [And] since [it is] defec-
tive, the wise ought to eliminate [it], as [one ought to eliminate] a finger bit-
ten by a snake.s8

Manorathanandin similarly clarifies the Atmavadin’s position in the
following way:

Even though the selfis free from defects, the attachment to itis defective.8®
Here is Dharmakirti’s riposte:

(2.221b-222) [Dharmakirti:] Then [ie., since attachment is defective and
hence ought to be eliminated,]® what [should be done]? [The Atmavadin:]
Getrid of it! [Dharmakirti: But] it is impossible to get rid of this [attachment]
if its object], the self)]1 is [regarded as] unblemished (adiisita). [And indeed,]
the elimination of desire, aversion, etc.,% which are related to [i.e, arise from
one’s seeing] good qualities and defects [in a certain object, can only be]| due
to [the fact that one] no [longer] sees these [good qualities and defects] in the
object; but [this elimination can]not [take place according to] the method
(krama) that [obtains] in the [case of] external [things].93

88 PVP D96b2-3/P111a7-8: bdag ni fies pa med pa iiid yin la / de la chags pa gan yin
pa de fiid fies pa dan ldan pa yin no // fies pa dan Idan pa Aid kyi phyir mkhas pa fid
kyis dor bar bya ba yin te / sbrul gyis zin pa’i sor mo bZin no Zes de Itar gZan dag
sems so //. On the comparison with a finger bitten by a snake, see below, fn. 123, p.
2109.

89 PVV 88,1: yady apy atma nirdosas tathdpi snehah sadosa iti.

9% According to PVP D96b3/P111b1 (fies pa dan bcas payin na and bdag tu chags pa
skyon dan Idan pa fiid yin pa’i phyir) and PVV 88,1 (tatah sadosatvat).

According to PVP D96b4 /P111b2 (bdag) and PVV 88,4 (atmani).

According to PVP D96b7/P111b6, “etc.” includes jealousy (*irsyd). For a definition
of irsyd, see PVT Ne D139a7 /P172a3.

PV 2.221b-222: tatah kim tasya varjanam / adisite 'sya visaye na Sakyam tasyavar-
janam // prahadnir icchddvesader gunadosanubandhinah / tayor adrster® visaye na
tu bahyesu yah kramah //. [* PVuiy and PVpyy read adrstir, whereas PVwiy(tin) reads,
together with the PVP (passim), ma mthon bas.] This might be related to the
commentators’ explanation of prahani as prahanyupdaya (PVP D97al1/P111b7 and
PVV 88,10-11). Understanding prahani as prahanyupaya allows one to read adrstih
(“[The means for| eliminating [...] is [one’s] failing to see [...]"), whereas under-
standing prahadni alone fits well the ablative adrsteh, indicating the means or cause
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According to Dharmakirti, if, as the Atmavadin claims, it is only our at-
tachment to the self that is defective while the self remains free of de-
fects, then nothing can remove our attachment to the self. Manoratha-
nandin (anticipating Dharmakirti’s own explanation in PV 2.223) speci-
fies that we could get rid of attachment if attachment were merely due
to our seeing positive qualities in the very fact of being attached: upon
realizing that attachment is defective, we would cease to be attached.
But we are attached to something insofar as we see good qualities in
the thing to which we are attached. Therefore if the very object of our
attachment, namely the self, is not considered to be defective, it is
impossible to cease being attached to it:

Indeed, attachment is not clung to or abandoned due to its own good qualities
and defects, but [due to those] of [its] object. Now, [according to you] this
object][, the self)] is free from defects; therefore how to get rid of [attachment
to] it®4

Seeing the self as free of defects in fact means attributing to it a posi-
tive quality, namely the property of really existing; and it is this attri-
bution that prevents us from getting rid of our attachment to the self.
Thus, while commenting on Devendrabuddhi,’s Sakyabuddhi specifies
that if the self is not regarded as defective, it is impossible to cease be-
ing attached to it, “because the attachment to the self only arises from

of this elimination. On the issue of updya, note Sakyabuddhi’s (PVT Ne D139b1-
2/P172a5-6) interesting explanation: ma mthon ba tsam ni thabs su 'gyur ba ma yin
te / med pa ni rgyu mayin pa’i phyir ro // ‘on kyan yon tan ma mthon ba dan skyon
ma mthon bas 'dod chags dan Ze sdan mi skye ba de la go rim bZin du yon tan mthon
ba ma yin pa dan skyon mthon ba ma yin pa fiid ma yin par dgag pas mthon ba min
pa’i sgras bsad pa yin no //.“The mere absence of vision cannot be a means, for an
absence is not a cause[, and this is the reason why the negation in adrsti is not a
categorical one (prasajyapratisedha)]. Rather, [it is] through the non-vision of good
qualities and the non-vision of defects [that] desire and aversion no [longer] arise.
Here, the word ‘non-vision’ expresses, by [way of] an affirmative negation (*pary-
udasapratisedha), the fact that one does not see good qualities and does not see
defects, respectively.”

9% PVV 88,4-6: na hi snehah svagunadosabhydm upadiyate tyajyate va / kim tu visqya-
sya / visayas ca nirdosa iti katham asya varjanam /.

9 See PVP D96b4-5/P111b2-3.
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the [false] view of the self as [really] existing.”% As a consequence, we
cannot eliminate “desire, aversion, etc.,” or, as the Naiyayikas put it,
“desire, aversion and delusion (moha)” - which constitute the defects
of the transmigrating individual?” - as we could get rid of some un-
wanted thing that we would regard as external to us.98

Indeed, Sridhara for instance claims that detachment from the
means of realizing pleasure arises in the same way as our avoidance of
ordinary unwanted things such as snakes or thorns, i.e., through a con-
scious effort to get rid of them caused by the realization that they are
defective:

[We] see [that people] avoid objects such as snakes, thorns and so on through
an effort that is a particular quality of the self[and consists in] an intentional
avoidance which presupposes the perception of a particular defect [in them].
From this [we] understand [that] the definitive avoidance of the body and
[other means of realizing pleasure] too has as its cause the particular quality
of the self that is [an effort consisting in] an intentional avoidance which pre-
supposes the perception of the defects in the [things to be avoided].»

However, as Devendrabuddhi emphasizes, one cannot get rid of the at-
tachment to the self as one gets rid of undesirable entities that do not
belong to the mental sphere, since attachment of the self cannot be

9% PVT Ne D139a5/D171b8: bdag tu chags pa ni bdag yod pa fiid du lta ba tsam las
skyes pa can fiid yin pa’i phyir.
97 See above, fn. 67,p.203,and 71, p. 204.

9% According to Prajiidakaragupta, the phrase “but [this elimination can]not [take place
according to] the method (krama) that [obtains] in the [case of] external [things]”
is a reply to the following: “Objection: But one [can] abandon something external,
even though it is endowed with good qualities.” (PVA 148,19 athapi syat / bahyam
vastu gunavad api parityajyate /.) However, as the other commentators emphasize,
Dharmakirti’s main point here seems to be rather that we can get rid of an external
thing just because we do not want it (aniccha), whereas we cannot get rid of our
attachment to the self (however hard we may want to abandon this attachment) as
long as we do not eliminate its cause, i.e, our belief in the self.

99 NK 27,1-3: drsto visayanam ahikantakadindm parityago visesadosadarsanaptirva-
kabhisandhikrtanivartakatmavisesagunat prayatnat / tena Sariradinam datyantikah
parityago ’pi taddosadarsanaptrvakabhisandhikrtanivartakatmavisesagunanimitto
vijiiata iti [...] /.
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uprooted as long as one does not eliminate its cause, i.e., the belief in
the self’s very existence:

When one has caught [something] undesirable like a thorn, one eliminates it
[by removing it and putting it] elsewhere, but itis not so with mental quali-
ties (*manoguna) [such as desire and aversion]. Therefore, how [can] attach-
ment to the self (*atmabhisvanga?), which comes from [one’s| seeing the self
as [really] existing, [be] eliminated as long as it has not been [cearly] es-
tablished that [its] cause (*nimitta), the [false] view of self, no [longer] ex-
ists7100

Manorathanandin too explains that while we can abandon some exter-
nal thing just because we do not want it, we cannot get rid of our at-
tachment to the self as long as the very cause of this attachment, i.e.,
the wrong notion that the self exists, is complete (avikala), i.e., as long
as the conditions for the production of its effect remain intact:

However, [it is] not [the case that] the method [employed] with respect to ex-
ternal things, viz. eliminating [them] just because [we] do not want [them]
(aniccha), can also be employed with respect to internal [factors] such as at-
tachment. [For] it is possible to eliminate [something] external that is [in
turn]| dependent on [some] external [factor just] because [we] do not want it,
but it is not possible to uproot [attachment, etc. ] which are dependent on the
[false] view of a self], just because we do not want it], since [attachment]
arises because [its] cause[, the false view of a self)] is complete. 101

Dharmakirti goes on:

(2.223) [And] indeed, attachment is not due to the good qualities [seen in] at-
tachment [itself]; rather, [it is due] to [one’s] seeing good qualities in the ob-

100 PVP D97a2-3/P112al1-2: tsher ma la sogs pa mnon par mi ‘dod pa gan yin pa de
phyun nas gZan du ‘dor bar byed pa de Itar yid kyi yon tan rnams ni ma yin no // de
bas na bdag yod pa fiid du Ita ba’i sgo nas ‘ons pa’i bdag tu mnon par chags pa ni ji
srid bdag tu mthon ba’i rgyu mtshan med par® ma grub pa de srid du gan las spans pa
yin /.aTaking PV 2.223 and PVV 88,15-17 (quoted below, fn. 101) into consid era-
tion, one is tempted to read rgyu ma tshan (ba) med par instead of rgyu mtshan med
par, i.e, “as long as it is not established that its cause, the [false] view of a self, is no
[longer] complete.”

101 PVV 88,15-17: na tu bahyesu vastusu yah kramo ’'nicchamadtrakrtatydgaripah sa
antaresv api snehadisu yuktah / bahyadhinam bahyam anicchaya tyaktum sakyam /
atmadarsanddhinam tu na Sakyapariharam / avikalahetutvenotpatteh /.



214 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

ject [of attachment. Now] if this cause is complete, what [will] prevent [its]
effect [viz. attachment to the self, from arising] 7102

According to Dharmakirti, attachment does not grow from our seeing
positive qualities in attachment itself, but rather, from our seeing good
qualities in the object of our attachment. As Devendrabuddhi points
out, this means that we cannot put an end to attachment just be cause
we see the defects of being attached:

If attachment [simply] arose due to seeing good qualities in attachment to the
self, then this [attachment] could cease to exist due to seeing defects in it.
[But this is not the case.]103

Dharmakirti further argues that attachment to the self cannot be elimi-
nated as long as its cause is complete, and Manorathanandin explains
that this cause is “the good quality [that we see] in the object [of our
attachment].”104 Devendrabuddhi specifies that the quality thus attri-
buted to the self is its mere existence:

The cause of [one’s] seeing good qualities in the attachment to the self is
simply that one sees the self as [really] existing. [Now,] this [cause] is com-
plete.105

As long as the cause of our attachment to the self remains intact, this
attachment cannot be eliminated. However, the Atmavadin has stated
earlier that the attachment to the self is defective, and Dharmakirti is
now about to ask him a question that Devendrabuddhi introduces in
the following way:

102 PV 2.223: na hi snehagundt snehah kim tv arthagunadarsanat / kdrane 'vikale tasmin
karyam kena nivaryate //.

103 PVP D97a5/P112a4-5: gal te bdag tu chags pa la yon tan du lta ba las chags pa skye
bar ‘gyur ba de’i tshe de fies par mthon ba las de med par ‘gyur na. The sentence is an
introduction to PV 2.223. Manorathanandin (PVV 88,18) simply introduces Dhar-
makirti’s verse with kim ca. As for Prajiidkaragupta (PVA 148,26),he holds PV 2.223
to provide a summary (sargraha) of what precedes.

104 PVV 88,22: karane 'vikale tasmin visayagune.

105 PVP D97a6/P112a5-6: bdag la chags pa’i yon tan mthon ba’i rgyu mtshan yan bdag
yod pa mthon ba tsam fiid yin no // de ma tshan ba med pa yin no //. See Devendra-
buddhi’s prayoga in PVP D97a7-b2 /P112a7-b1.
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[You have] said: Attachment is defective, and what is defective ought to be
abandoned by the wise, as a finger bitten by a snake. Now, attachment to the
self is defective [and] hence ought to be abandoned. With regard to this], let
us ask the following question]:106

(2.224) Or, what [does] the defectiveness which [you] observe in attachment
[consist of, so that attachment to the self would have to be abandoned]107? [If
you answer: The defectiveness of attachment consists in its being] the basis
of pain[, we shall reply: But] even so [i.e., even if this attachment is the cause
of pain,1%8 there will be] no detachment from it, just as [one is not detached]
from the self [in spite of its being the cause of pain], because one sees [it] as
being one’s own.109

According to the Atmavadin, attachment to the self must be abandoned
because it is the basis, i.e., the cause, of pain. Devendrabuddhi explains
that the Atmavadin thus regards attachment as the basis of pain
because due to it one craves for pleasure and thus clings to samsara,
which in turn is pain:

[He] who craves (*paritrsnavat) for pleasure due to attachment to the self
will cling to samsara, which is pain (*duhkhabhiita). Therefore the defect of
attachment is nothing but [its being] the cause of pain (*duhkhahetu), [and]
thus it is established as being defective.110

106 PVP D97b2-3/P112b1-3: chags pa ni skyon dan bcas pa yin Zin / fies pa dan Idan pa
gan yin pa de mkhas pa rnams kyis dor bar bya ba yin te / dper na sbrul gyis zin pa’i
sor mo Ita bu’o // bdag tu chags pa yan fies pa dan Idan pa yin pa de bas na dor bar
bya ba yin no Zes bsad pa gan yin pa dela [...] /.

107 According to PVP D97b3/P112b3 (gan gis 'di spans yin) and PVV 89,1 (yendayam
varjayitavyah).

108 According to PVV 89,5 (tathdpi duhkhahetutve 'pi). PVP D97b5-6/P112b6-7: gal te
yan de sdug bsnal gyi rten fiid yin pa’i phyir fies pa dan Idan pa dor bar bya ba yin
pa / deltar yan [...] /. “Even if this [attachment, which is] defective due to its being
the basis of pain, ought tobe abandoned, even so [...].”

109 PV 2.224: ka va sadosata drsta snehe duhkhasamasrayah / tathdpi na virago ’'tra
svatvadrster yathdtmani //.

110 PVP D97b4/P112b4-5: bdag tu chags pa las bde ba la yons su sred pa dan ldan pa
sdug bsnal du gyur pa’i ’khor ba len par ‘gyur ro // de bas na chags pa’i fies pa ni
sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yin pa de Itar na skyon dan Idan par grub pa fid do //. See
also Devendrabuddhi’s prayoga in PVP D97b4-5/P112b5-6.
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Manorathanandin gives a similar explanation:

To explain: [he] who is attached to the self craves for the means of realizing
the [selfs] pleasure [and therefore] clings to samsdra, which is pain.!11

However, according to Dharmakirti, even though the Atmavadin may
be right to regard attachment to the self as the cause of pain, he fails to
see that this attachment cannot be eliminated as long as it is consi-
dered one’s own. For regarding something as one’s own (whether this
thing is seen as a cause of pain or not) is nothing but being attached to
it; and the belief that something is our own stems from the belief in the
self’s existence. Thus Devendrabuddhi explains:

Just as one is not detached from the self even though the self is the cause of
pain, becauseit is the cause of the notion of “one’s own,” in the same way, one
will not be detached from the attachment to the self, if it is grasped as one’s
own, evenifitis the cause of pain112

The Atmavadin, however, refuses to draw from this the conclusion that
the cause of painisin fact the atman itself:

(2.225) Objection: The selfis not a cause of pain [when] in isolation (vina)
from these [factors that are attachment, cognition and sense organs, but only
when associated with them. Answer: But] these [factors] too are such [i.e.,
they are not causes of pain inisolation but only insofar as they are associated
with the self]! [And] thus, both of them [viz, the self and factors such as at-
tachment] are [equally] free from defects [since neither are causes of pain in
isolation]; therefore [one can]not [become] detached from either of them.113

11 PVV 89,2: tatha hy atmani snihyan tatsukhasadhanesu trsnavan duhkhabhtitam sam-
saram upadatte /.

11z pPVP D97b6-7/P112b7-8: ji Itar bdag la ran gi blo rgyu yin pa’i phyir / bdag sdug
bsnal gyi rgyu yin na yan ‘dod chags dan bral ba ma yin pa de Itar bdag la chags pa
yan ran fiid du bzun ba na sdug bsnal gyi rten fiid yin na yan 'dod chags dan bral bar
‘gyur ba ma yin pa [...] /. Note also PVV 89,5-6: yathatmani svatvadrster duhkha-
nidanab htitayd hetav dtmani na viragah /. “Just as one is not detached from the self,
which is the cause of [one’s] seeing [something] as one’s own, which [in turn] is the
cause of pain.” See also Devendrabuddhi’s prayoga in PVP D97b7-98a1/P113a1-2.

13 PV 2.225: na tair vina duhkhahetur atma cet te ’pi tadrsah / nirdosam dvayam apy
evam vairagyam na dvayos tatah //.
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The Atmavadin defends his contention that although attachment to the
self is defective insofar as it produces suffering and bondage, the self,
for its part, is free of such defects. He does so by objecting, in accor-
dance with the Nyaya doctrine, that in fact the self is not the cause of
pain in itself, i.e.,, when isolated from the factors that we wrongly take
to be the self.114 It can legitimately be considered a cause of pain only
insofar as it is associated with them:

It is because it is endowed with [things] such as attachment, cognitions and
sense organs, which [supposedly] belong to it, that the self is a cause of pain,
but not in isolation (*kevala?). Thus only the attachment to the self, etc., are
defective, but not the self11s

Dharmakirti replies that such a reasoning equally applies to the vari-
ous elements that, according to the Naiyayika, are adventitiously asso-
ciated to the self. Thus Devendrabuddhi explains:

114

115

116

Just as the self is not a cause of pain [when] in isolation, but [only] because it
is associated with [things] such as the attachment to the self, in the same way,
[things] such as the attachment to the self are not [causes of pain] in isolation,
but because they are associated with a self.116

On these factors see above, fn. 56, p. 200.

PVP D98a2-3/P113a2-3: bdag gi chags pa’i blo dan dban po la sogs pa dan ldan pa’i
phyir bdag sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fid yin gyi yan gar ba ni ma yin pa de Itar na bdag la
chags pa la sogs pa fiid fies pa dan ldan pa fiid yin gyi bdag ni ma yin no //. This
interpretation of bdag gi chags pa’i blo dan dban po la sogs pa dan Ildan pa’i phyir is
based on the wording of PVV 89,10: (na taih) snehabuddhindriyadibhir atmiyair (vi-
na duhk hahetur atma cet /).

PVP D98a4-5/P113a6-7: ji ltar bdag yan gar ba sdug bsnal gyi rgyu ma yin gyi 'on
kyan bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa dan Idan pa yin pa’i phyir yin pa de ltar na bdag la
chags pa la sogs pa yan yan gar ba ma yin gyi ‘on kyan bdag dan Idan pa fiid kyi phyir
ro //. Manorathanandin and Prajfidkaragupta provide a similar interpretation. Cf.
PVV 89,10-11: te 'pi snehdadayas tadrsa atmanam antarena na duhkhahetavah /.
“These [things] too - such as the attachment to the self - are ‘such’ [ie, they too]
are not causes of pain in isolation (antarena) from the self.” See also PVA 149,3-4:
na cadtmasnehddaya atmanam asrayam antarena duhkhahetavah /. “And [things]
such as attachment to the self are not causes of pain in isolation from the self, which
is [their] substratum (asraya).”
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The Atmavadin must therefore acknowledge that neither the self nor
what we wrongly consider to belong to the self are defective in them-
selves:

Just as the isolated self is not defective since it is not a cause of pain, in the
same way, [things] such as the attachment to the self are not defective, since
they are not causes of pain [in isolation].1?

As a consequence, in the Nyaya perspective, it is impossible to reach
detachment either from the self or from these various factors, since
they are both seen as free of defects. And yet the Naiyayika himself ad-
mits that they are both defective insofar as they are both causes of pain
when associated:

Just as one does not become detached from the self, which entails the same
defect as [things] such as the attachment to the self and the sense organs, in
the same way, one will not become detached from [things] such as the at-
tachment to the self, which share the same defect as the self.118

In other words, liberation is impossible:

And thus, samsara and defects are difficult [i.e, impossible] to escape, be-
cause [their] cause is complete.119

3.3.2. Cultivating the Thought of Pain (duhkhabhavana)
Does Not Eliminate the Notion of Belonging to the Self
(atmiya) (PV 2.226-228)

The Atmavadin does not admit his defeat so easily. He puts forward a
new argument that involves what Paksilasvamin and Uddyotakara

117 PVP D98a5-6/P113a7-bl: ji Itar bdag yan gar ba sdug bsnal gyi rgyu ma yin pas fies
pa dan ldan pa ma yin pa de Itar bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa yan? sdug bsnal gyi rgyu
ma yin pas na bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa yan fies pa dan ldan pa ma yin no //. @
Although yan (*api) makes sense (but is redundant with the second yan), one
wonders whether yan gar ba (“isolated/in isolation”), or even yan yan gar ba are
not to be preferred.

118 PVP D98a7-b1/P113b1-3: ji ltar bdag tu chags pa dan dban po la sogs pa dan fies
pa mtshuns pa can gyi bdag gi chags pa dan bral ba ma yin pa de Itar bdag dan
mtshuns pa’i fies pa bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa’i chags pa dan bral bar mi ‘gyur

ro//.

119 PVV 89,15: tathd ca samsdro dosas ca durvdra hetusakalyat /.



AGAINST THE SELF AS THE BASIS OF BRAHMANICAL SOTERIOLOGIES 219

present as the Nyaya's main instrument of liberation, namely, the culti-
vation of the thought of pain.

(2.226) Objection: By [subjecting attachment, etc., to] the cultivation of [the
thought of] pain, one can [become detached from them in spite of their being
one’s own], as a limb bitten by a snake [can] be abandoned [although it is
one’s own, after one has become detached from it because of pain].120

According to Devendrabuddhi, the Atmavadin’s reasoning is as follows:

A human being cultivates [the thought of] pain [by seeing pain] in [things]
such as the attachment to the self; and by [thus] cultivating [the thought of]
pain, he becomes detached from [things] such as the attachment to the self, as
someone who cultivates [the thought of] pain abandons a limb bitten by a
snake, although [this limb is] grasped as his own.121

The Naiyayika opponent considers that it is indeed possible to become
detached from the factors wrongly thought to belong to the self by cul-
tivating the thought of pain with respect to them, i.e., by cultivating the
idea that they are in fact causes of pain and not means of pleasure: this
cultivation can make us abandon them, as Manorathanandin putsiit,

just as the limb [that has been] bitten by asnake, although [it is] one’s own, is
abandoned after one has become detached [from it] due to pain, because [this
limb] is no [longer] a basis for enjoyment.122

While comparing this process to that of somebody resorting to the am-
putation of his own limb bitten by a snake, the Atmavadin might be im-
plying that the Buddhists, who also make use of this image in their so-
teriology,123 should acknowledge the possibility of eliminating attach-
ment to the self according to this analogy.

120 PV 2.226ab: duhkhabhavanaya sydc ced ahidastangahanivat /.

121 PVP D98b3-4/P113b6-7: skyes bu bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la sdug bsnal du
sgom par byed cin sdug bsnal bsgom pas kyan bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la "dod
chags dan bral bar ‘gyur te / dper na sbrul gyis yan lag bzun ba bdag gi iid du fie bar
bzun ba de yan sdug bsnal bsgom pa dan ldan pas spon bar byed pa |...] /.

122 PVV 89,17: yathatmiyam apy ahidastam arigam duhkhavasad virajya tyajyate / an-
upabhogdsrayatvat /.

123 See, e.g., RA 3.64: sbrul gyis zin la jiIta bur / sor mo bcad la phan bsad pa / de bZin
thub pas gzZan phan pa / mi bde ba yan bya bar gsuns //.“Just as one says that it is
beneficial to cut off a finger when [it has been] bitten by a snake, so the sage
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Dharmakirti’s reply runs as follows:

(2.226cd-228) [Answer:] The abandoning [of the sick limb occurs] due to
[one’s] abandoning the notion of [something] belonging to the self regarding
this [limb], but not in the contrary case [i.e, not as long as the notion that this
limb belongs to the self remains].12¢ [But] with regard to [things] such as the
[body and] sense organs,12> which are grasped as the basis of enjoyment [i.e,
as the means to realize it],126 what could prevent the idea that [they] are one’s
own? [And] therefore how (kutah) [could one ever become] detached from
them[, so that one could get rid of them]'?7? It is [indeed] obvious (pratyaksa)
to everybody [that] with respect to [things] such as hair that have fallen off
[one’s] body, a cognition accompanied by contempt (saghrna) arises, [whe-
reas] with respect to [such things when they have] not [fallen off yet,128 it is a
cognition] accompanied by love (sasprha) [that arises].12

According to Dharmakirti, only someone who has already abandoned
the notion that a limb is his own - i.e., belongs to the self — accepts the
amputation of this limb. In Devendrabuddhi’s words:

124

125

126

127

128

129

(*muni) says that if it helps others, even a [temporary] displeasure (*asukha) can
be brought about.”

Our interpretation of atra relies on PVV 89,22: tatrahidastange. As for viparyaye,
Manorathanandin (PVV 89,22-23) interprets it as atmiyabuddhisattayam; see also
Devendrabuddhi’s commentary quoted below.

adi is explained lus kyi dban po la sogs pa (*Sarirendriyddi) in PVP D99al/P114a5.
PVA 149,12 mentions $arirddisu. PVT Ne D140b4/P173b6 also points to the body
(lons spyod pa’i rten fiid kyis ni lus bzun ba yin no //).

asraya is explained sgrub par byed pa (*sadhana) in PVP D99al/P114a4-5, and
karanatvena in PVV 89,23. According to PVT Ne D140b1-5/P173b3-8, upabhoga
amounts to sukha, and dsraya to hetu (or karana), “because [it is] on their basis
[that] the pleasures of the selfarise” (PVT Ne D140b4/P173b6: de’i sgo nas bdag gi
bde ba skye ba’i phyir ro //). As for the sense organs, they are included because they
are instrumental in the pleasures of the self (*atmasukhasadhana) insofar as they
grasp objects (*visayagrahana).

According to PVV 89,25 (yena tyajyate).

According to PVV 90,4 (anyatracyutesu).

PV 2.226¢d-228: atmiyabuddhihanyatra tyago na tu viparyaye // upabhogasraya-
tvena grhitesv indriyadisu / svatvadhih kena varyeta vairagyam tatra tat kutah //
pratyaksam eva sarvasya kesadisu kalevardt / cyutesu saghrna buddhir jayate 'nya-
tra sasprha //.
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As long as one has not abandoned the notion that the limb bitten by a snakeis
the basis of enjoyment, one does not proceed to eliminate [it. But] when one
gets rid of the notion of [something] belonging to the self regarding it, [think-
ing:] “If it is not in its natural condition, this sick limb is not the basis of
enjoyment,” then one can eliminate this limb [...] Therefore as long as the no-
tion of [something] belonging to the self exists, one does not get rid [of any-
thing].130

If we consider our body or sense organs as ours, how could we ever
become detached from them? Or, as Manorathanandin puts it, “[how
could one ever become detached from] them [whereas, insofar as they
are] means of realizing enjoyment, [they are] parts of oneself?”131
Dharmakirti gives an example favoured by Buddhist authors, 132 namely
that of those elements (such as hairs or nails) that we love as long as
we regard them as part of ourselves, and to which we become indiffe-
rent or averse when they fall off the body: we keep loving them as long
as they are part of our body (which is in turn a means of realizing plea-
sure) so that we regard them as ours, 133 and we only cease being at-

130 PVP D98b6-7 /P114a2-4: ji srid du sbrul gyis bzun ba’i yan lag la lons spyod pa’i rten
gyi blo iams pa med pa de srid du dor bar spro ba ma yin no // gan gi tshe ran bZin
du gnas par ma gyur pa na man chad yan lag 'di lons spyod pa’i rten ma yin no Zes de
la bdag gi blo "dor bar byed pa de’i tshe yan lag de dor bar ‘gyur ro // [...] de bas na ji
srid du bdag gi blo yod pa de srid du dor ba ma yinno //.

131 PVV 89,24-25: tatropabhog asddhane sviyavayave.

132 As noted in Vetter 1990: 128, fn. 1, the passage is reminiscent of VisM 195,29-
196,1: tathahi kesalomanakhadantakhelasinghdnika-uccarapassavadisu ekakottha-
sam pi sarirato bahi patitam satta hatthena chupitum pi na icchanti attiyanti hara-
yanti jigucchanti / yam yam pan’ettha avasesam hoti tam tam ti evam patikilam pi
samdnam avijjandhakarapariyonaddha attasinehardagaratta ittham kantam niccam
sukham attati ganhanti /. “And then, when any such bits of it as head hairs, body
hairs, nails, teeth, spittle, snot, excrement or urine have dropped off the body,
beings will not touch them; they are ashamed, humiliated and disgusted. But as
long as anyone of these things remains in it, though it is just as repulsive, they take
it as agreeable, desirable, permanent, pleasant, self, because they are wrapped in
the murk of ignorance and dyed with affection and greed for the self.” Translation
Nanamoli 2010: 184,

See PVP D99a3/P114a7-8: skra la sogs pa lus las tha dad par ma gyur pa bdag gi
fiid du kun nas bzun ba yod na chags pa’i blo 'byun ba bZin no //. “As a cognition
accompanied by love arises when [things] like [one’s] hair, which are not separated
[yet] from [one’s] body, are grasped as being one’s own.”

13

@
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tached to them inasmuch as our belief that they belong to us disap-
pears.134

3.3.3. The Criticism of the Self’s Relations with What One
Ought to be Detached From (PV 2.229)

The commentators explain that the Atmavadin (who, according to Pra-
jiiakaragupta, is relying on the doctrine of the “Vaisesika, etc.,”135 i.e.,
here, most probably the Nyaya doctrine of liberation) then objects the
following:

Objection: One abandons the very notion of [something] belonging to the self
by cultivating [the thought of] pain [with regard to the different factors
regarded as belonging to the self].136

Dharmakirti replies:

(2.229) Indeed, the idea of one’s own [that applies] to these [factors]137 is
generated by [their various] relations [to the self],!38 e.g., [the relation of]

134 See PVP D99a2-3/P114a7: skyon bcas blo ni skye ‘qyur ro // ran gi blo ni ma rtogs
te / na’i lons spyod kyi rten sgrub par byed pa yin no Zes blo dan bral ba’i phyirro //.
“[With respect to things such as hair that have fallen off one’s body,] a cognition
accompanied by contempt (*saghrna) arises; [i.e,] the cognition of one’s own
(*sva[tva]buddhi) is no [longer] perceived, because it is devoid of the cognition
(*buddhi) that [these things] are instrumental (*sddhana, *sadhaka) in [being] the
basis of the I's enjoyment.” Note, however, that Manorathanandin seems to under-
stand that in both cases the hair, etc, are cognized as belonging to the self. See PVV
90,3-4: etac ca pratyaksam eva sarvasya kesadisu kalevardc cyutesv atmiyabuddhi-
visayesu saghrna buddhir jayate / janasyanyatracyutesv atmiyabuddhivisayesu sa-
sprha /. “And this is obvious for everybody: a cognition accompanied by contempt
arises with respect to [things] such as hair that have fallen off the body [and] are
the object of the cognition of belonging to the self;2 [and] people have [a cognition]
accompanied with love with respect to [such things] that are the object of the cog-
nition of belonging to the self ‘when [they have] not’ [ie,] when they have not
fallen [yet].” @ Although PVVums 17a5 bears the same reading as the edition, we
wonder whether the first atmiyabuddhivisayesu could be a corruption of anatmiya-
buddhivisayesu (in which case Manorathanandin’s explanation would be similar to
Devendrabuddhi’s).

PVA 149,18: kim ca / vaiSesikadinam /.
136 PVV 90,6: duhkhabhavanayatmiyabuddhir eva hiyata iti cet /. See also PVP D99b1-
2/P114b6-7.

13
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inherence (samavaya).13® [Now] since this relation [too] is exactly of the same
kind [i.e, complete,4° the idea of the factors being one’s own which is born
from it!*! can]not [be] abandoned even if one sees [defects in them]142.143

Dharmakirti is now targetting another aspect of the Nyaya’s soteriol-
ogy. The Naiyayikas consider that the self entertains various relations
(sambandha) with the elements to which it is associated in samsara,
and that these relations must cease in the liberated state. According to
Dharmakirti, they consist of “inherence, etc.” (samavayadi), and Prajna-
karagupta as well as Manorathanandin seem to explain the “etc.” in
terms of the sixfold classification of the relation between the sense
organ and the sensory object found in Uddyotakara’s NV.144 Thus,
among the relations between the sense organ and the object per-

137 l.e, “attachment, etc.” (snehadi) according to PVP D99b2/P114b7, “cognition, etc.”
(buddhyadi) according to PVV 90,8.

138 According to PVP D99b2/P114b7-8 (bdag la '‘phrod pa ’du ba’i ’brel pa las yin
no //).

139 On the meaning of °adi here, see the commentaries quoted below and PVP D99b2-
3/P114b8:so0gs pa smos pas ni lus lons spyod kyi rten fiid dan dban po lons spyod kyi
sgrub par byed pa fiid 'brel pa las skye ba. “With the word ‘etc,” [Dharmakirti means
that this idea] is generated by relations [such as] the body’s being the basis of the
[self’s] enjoyments (*upabhogdsrayatva) and the sense organs’ being instrumental
in [the self’s] enjoyments (*upabhogasadhanatva).”

According to PVP D99b3/P115al (de bZin yin / sia ma bZin du ma tshan ba fiid med
pa yin no //). At the very end of his commentary on PV 2.229, Manorathanandin
(PVV 90,13-14) explains na hiyate as follows: nimittasydvaikalyat, “because [its]
cause is complete.” Note also Prajiiakaragupta’s (PVA 149,23) explanation: ity atma-
sambandho na vyapaiti /. “Therefore the relation with the self does not disappear.”

141 According to PVP D99b3-4/P115al-2 (‘phrod pa 'du ba la sogs pa’i 'brel pa las skye
ba’i bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la ran fiid kyi blo) and PVV 90,13 (sa svadhih).

144

o

14

)

According to PVP D99b3/P115al (bdag la chags pa la sogs pa’i fies pa de Itar mthon
yan), PVV 90,13 (dosadrstav api) and PVA 149,23 (dosadarsane ’pi). While com-
menting on sambandhah sa tathaiveti, Devendrabuddhi (PVP D99b3 /P114b8-115a1)
and Manorathanandin (PVV 90,13) had explained: chags pa dan bral bar 'dod pa’i
gnas skabs yin na yan (*vairagyecchavasthdyam api?), “even when [one] is [in] the
condition of aspiring to detachment,” and: duhkhabhavandyam api, “even if one cul-
tivates [the thought of] pain.”

143 PV 2.229: samavayadisambandhajanita tatra hi svadhih / sambandhah sa tathaiveti
drstav api na hiyate //.

144 On theissue of this classification’s origin, see Preisendanz 1989: 162, fn. 91.
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ceived,45 the NV distinguishes inherence, but also contact (samyoga),
inherence in what is in contact (samyuktasamavdya) or inherence in
what is inherent in what is in contact (samyuktasamavetasamavaya).
Similarly, Prajfiakaragupta explains:

With pleasure, etc., [the self has] a relation [consisting of] inherence; with the
body, [it has a relation consisting of] contact; with visual form, etc.,, which
have their substratum in the body [and are therefore inherent in the body,
the self has a relation consisting of] inherence in what is in contact [with it];
with [the properties of] being a visual form, etc., [which are inherent in the
visual form, etc., which in turn are inherent in the body in contact with the
self, the self has| a [relation consisting of] inherence in what is inherent [in
what is in contact with it]; with the auditory sense organ, [it has] a [relation
consisting of] contact; with the visual sense organ, etc., [it has a relation con-
sisting of] contact with what has a contact [with it].146

Whatever the exact meaning of °adi (“etc.”), Dharmakirti’s stanza expli-
citly mentions the relation of inherence, since according to the Naiya-
yikas, the elements from which we should detach ourselves inhere as
qualities (guna) in the substratum constituted by the self.147 As post-
erior Naiyayikas such as Jayanta explain, these qualities are adventi-

145

146

147

NV 28,19-29,1: sannikarsah punah sodhd bhidyate / samyogah samyuktasamavayah
samyuktasamavetasamavayah samavdyah samavetasamavayo visesanavisesyabha-
vas ceti /. “As for the contact [between the sense organ and the object mentioned in
NS 1.1.4], it is divided into [the] six [following] kinds: contact [per se], inherence
in what is in contact, inherence in what is inherent in what is in contact, inherence,
inherence in what is inherent (samavetasamavaya) and the relation between a
particularity and whatit particularizes (viSesanavisesyabhava).”

PVA 149,21-23: sukhadind samavayasambandhah / Sarirena samyogah / Sarirasri-
tai ripddibhih samyuktasamavdyah / riupatvadibhih samavetasamavayah / srotren-
driyena samyogah / caksuradind samyogisamyogah /. Cf. PVV 90,8-10: tatha catma-
nah sukhdadind samavdyah sambandhah / Sarirena samyogah / Sarirdsritai ripadi-
bhih samyuktasamavayah / Srotrendriyena samyogas caksuradibhih samyogisamyo-
ga atmasambandhah /. “And thus, the self’s relation with pleasure, etc, is inhe-
rence. The self’s relation with the body is contact; [its relation] with visual forms,
etc, which have their substratum in the body, is inherence in what is in contact
[with the self; its relation] with the auditory sense organ is contact; [its relation]
with the visual sense organ and so on is contact with what has a contact [with the
self].”

On this notion of inherence and Dharmakirti’s criticism of the self as an inherence
cause, see above, Introduction, §0.2.2.
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tious (agantuka) and not intrinsic (samsiddhika) to the substance that
is the self,148 so that their inherence within the self must disappear in
the state of liberation, which the Naiyayikas describe as precisely the
absolute separation (viyoga) of the self from these various elements.149
The same idea is found in the VaiSesika: thus Candrananda, comment-
ing on VSu 1.1.2 (“Merit is that thanks to which prosperity and the
summum bonum are obtained”),15¢ explains that whereas “prosperity is
the obtaining of a desired body in the worlds of Brahma, etc., and the
cessation of the non-beneficial, the summum bonum is liberation, which
consists in the self’s not possessing [its] specific qualities.”151 Dharma-
kirti, however, points out that there is no reason why such a relation
should cease: even if we are aware of the defects affecting the elements
that inhere in the self, why should this inherence vanish if its causes
(i.e., the locus in which the elements inhere and the elements them-
selves) are still present? But if the Naiyayika admits that there is no
such relation, then he is incapable of explaining how these elements
come to be regarded as our own.

3.3.4. The Naiyayikas’ Liberated State Cannot Be Desired by
Those Who Seek Liberation (PV 2.230-235)

According to the commentators, the next objection put forward by the
Atmavadin implicitly targets Sankhya ideas,152 or at least, someone
who does not admit that the self may have a relation such as inherence

148 See, e.g, NMwm11437,15-16/NMy 111.6,15: atmanas ca sukhaduhkhabuddhyadaya
dagantuka guna na mahattvavat samsiddhikah /. “And pleasure, pain, cognitions and
so on are adventitious qualities of the self: [They are] not intrinsic [qualities] such
as [the self’s] greatness.”

149 See, e.g, NV 81,2: tena Sariradina duhk hantenadtyantiko viyoga iti /. “[Final release is
the liberation from that, ie, it is] the absolute separation from that which begins
with the body and ends with pain.”

150 ySa 1.1.2: yato ‘bhyudayanihsreyasasiddhih sa dharmah /.

151 VSV 2,2-3: abhyudayo brahmadilokesv istasarirapraptir anarthoparamas ca / nih-
Sreyasam adhyatmano vaisesikagunabhdvaripo moksah /.

152 See PVP D99b5/P115a4 (grans can), PVT Ne D141a3/P174a6 (grans can), Vibh. 90,
fn. 1 (sankhyam praty aha /. “Against the Sankhya he says [what follows].”).
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to anything else,153 which is the Sankhya’s case.15+ Thus Devendra-
buddhi explains that a Sankhya opponent enters the debate at this
point and takes advantage of Dharmakirti’s refutation of the Naiya-
yika’s position so as to put forward his own thesis regarding the self:

The Sankhya [opponent] thinks [as follows]: Since [there can be] no detach-
ment from the idea, born of relations such as [that of] inherence, that attach-
ment to the self, etc, is one’s own, one cannot achieve liberation. According to
us, however, one remains in samsdra as long as the cognition that determines
primordial nature (*prakrti) and the Person (*purusa) as being one [and the
same] is present. But when one knows that primordial nature and the Person
are distinct, then one is liberated [from samsdra] because one knows that
primordial nature and the Person are different [things] (*prakrtipurusantara-
JjAdna?).1ss

If the Naiyayika is right, then as Dharmakirti has shown, there can be
no liberation, because the relation of inherence between the self and
the elements thought to belong to it cannot cease, so that one cannot
stop regarding attachment to the self, etc., as one’s own. The Sankhya
proponent, however, offers an alternative that has the advantage of
rescuing the self while explaining how we come to see extrinsic ele-
ments as belonging to the self, and how the self can be freed from these

153 See PVA 149,2-3 (atha samavaydadisambandham nangikuryadt / tatrapi pariharah /.
“But [even] if [the opponent] does not admit relations such as inherence, in this
[case] too [his objection] is refuted.”), PVV 90,14 (atha samavayaddir ndsty eva tada
[...]. “But if [the opponent considers that] there is simply no [relation such as] inhe-

”

rence, etc, then [...]").

154 On the opposition between Sankhya and VaiSesika in this regard, see, eg.,
Bronkhorst 1986: 57. The Naiyayikas and Vai$esikas criticize the Sankhyas for dis-
regarding the relation of inherence. For instance, in his commentary ad NSi 1.1.5,
Uddyotakara criticizes the Sankhya inference by showing that the seven relations
regarded by the Sankhyas as the basis of inference are invalid because none of
them expresses samavaya (see, e.g, Harzer 2006: 91).

15

5]

PVP D99b5-7/P115a4-6: gan yan grans can ‘phrod pa ’du ba la sogs pa’i ’brel pas
bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa ran gi blo bskyed pa gan yin pa de ni de la chags pa dan
bral ba ma yin pas grol bar mi ‘gyur gyi / kho bo cag gis ni ji srid du ran bzin dan
skyes bu dag la gcig fiid du nies pa can gyi blo yod pa de srid du ’khor ba yin Zin |/ gan
gi tshe ran bZin dan skyes bu gZan fiid yin par Ses pa de’i tshe ran bZin dan skyes bu'’i
khyad par Ses pa’i phyir grol ba yin no Zes sems na /. On the compound prakrti- or
pradhana-purusantarajiiana, see above, fn. 11, p.190.
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elements: bondage consists in confusing the Person with primordial
matter. In other words, the only relation between the self and the
elements wrongly ascribed to it in samsara is a wrong notion that
mixes them, but as soon as this wrong knowledge disappears, i.e., pro-
vided that the Person is discriminated from primordial matter, one is
liberated.156

According to the commentators, it is with this Sankhya objection in
mind that Dharmakirti’s opponent replies:

(2.230) [Objection:] Even if there were no [relation of] inherence, etc., [non-
etheless you must admit a relation since] all these [factors] help produce
(upakarita) [the self’s enjoyment].157

According to Devendrabuddhi, the Atmavadin with whom Dharmakirti
has been debating is trying to avoid the Sankhya’s solution to the prob-
lem raised by the Buddhist, and his answer runs as follows:

Even so, one should answer [in the following way]|: The idea that [factors]
such as attachment to the self are one’s own is not due to the fact that one
does not know that primordial nature and the Person are different [things];
rather, itis due to the fact that [these factors] are means of enjoyment. [And]
indeed, [two] distinct things that are external [to each other, i.e., not related
through inherence] (*bdhyavastu?), are not the cause of a single cognition.
The notion that these [factors] are one’s own could also be due to [their] help
in producing [the self’s enjoyment. Thus it is said:] “Even if there were no
[relation of] inherence, etc.” [To wit:] as regards all [these factors], things that
are external [to each other] (*bahyartha?), [even though they] lack inherence,
“help produce [the self’s enjoyment].” [To wit:] they are the causes of the idea
of one’s own. Thus, the idea of [these things as being] one’s ownis not due to
[one’s] determining primordial nature and the Person as being one [and the
same], for even if this [determination] is missing, [the idea that these things
are one’s own] exists on the basis of a relation between what helps produce
and what is produced with this help (upakaryopakarakabhava).1s8

156 See above, §3.1.1.
157 PV 2.230ab: samavayadyabhave 'pi sarvatrasty upakarita /.

158 PVP D99b7-100a3/P115a7-b2: de Itar yan brjod par bya ste / ran bZin dan skyes
bu’i khyad par Ses pa med pa’i phyir bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la ran gi blo ma yin
gyi / ‘on kyan lons spyod kyiyan lag fiid kyis yin no® // de Itar nab phyi rol gyi dnos po
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Dharmakirti’s Naiyayika (and/or Vai$esika) opponent refuses to con-
sider, as the Sankhya does, that we wrongly believe this or that extrin-
sic element (including the attachment to the self) to be our own be-
cause we would confuse the Person with primordial matter. He rejects
this hypothesis on the grounds that two distinct entities that are not
related through inherence cannot be the cause of a single cognition:
how could we ever come to confuse them? According to him, the notion
that these various factors are one’s own can be explained otherwise:
even assuming that these elements do not inhere in the self (an as-
sumption that Dharmakirti has just forced him to make), these ele-
ments help bring about the self’s enjoyment insofar as they are means
of enjoyment (upabhogarga); and it is this causality relation between
what helps and what is helped that is responsible for our belief that
they belong to us.

Devendrabuddhi thus reformulates the Atmavadin’s reasoning in
the following way:

The argument [is as follows]: an x that exists even if y is absent neither de-
pends ony nor is produced by y, as the rice sprout which, even if the barley
seed is absent, exists if the rice seed is present. Now, even if one does not
know that [primordial matter and the Person] are one [and the same thing],
the idea [that factors such as attachment, cognition and sense organs are]
one’s own exists if one knows that these two things that are external [to each
other] stand in a relation between what helps produce and what is produced.
The logical reason [involved in this argument] is an essential property.1°

tha dad pa dag ni blo gcig gi rgyu ma yin na / de dag la ran gi blor phan 'dogs par
byed pa’i sgo nas 'gyur ba yan yin no // ‘phrod pa 'du sogs med na yan / 'phrod pa 'du
ba ma yin pa’i phyi rol gyi don / thams cad la ni phan 'dogs yod // ran gi blo’i rgyu
yin pa de Itar na ran bZin dan skyes bu dag la gcig fiid du nes par byas pa’i ran gi blo
ni ma yin te / de med na yan phan gdags par bya ba dan phan 'dogs par byed pa’i sgo
nas yod pa’i phyir ro //.e Cf. Vibh. 90, fn. 2: upabhogangatvena (vrtteh) /. de Itar na
is interpreted here in the sense of 'di Itar, i.e., *yasmat.

159 PVP D100a3-5/P115b2-4: shyor ba ni gan Zig gan med na yan yod pa de ni de la Itos
pa med cin des byas pa ma® yin te / dper na nas kyi sa bon med du zin kyan sa lu’i sa
bon yod na yod pa’i sa lu’i myu gu Ita bu’o // ran gi blo yan gcig iid du Ses pa med na
yan phyirol gyi don dag la phan gdags par bya ba dan phan ‘dogs par byed pa’i drios
po’i Ses pa yod na yodP pa yin no Zes bya ba ni ran bZin gyi gtan tshigs so //. * ma
em.: DP om. ma. b na yod em. : DP om. na yod.
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Having thus explained how the notion that these factors are one’s own
arises, Dharmakirti’s opponent proceeds to show how this idea can be
eliminated:

160

16

=N

162

163

(2.230cd-231) The idea of [these factors being] one’s own may [simply]
cease (na bhavet) because [they] help produce pain, as [this idea ceases] re-
garding a finger [bitten by a snake. Objection from Dharmakirti:]1¢0 Indeed,
this [factor] is not exclusively [a cause of] pain'é![, insofar as in a certain
respect it is also a cause of pleasure.’2 Answer from the Atmavadin:163 But it
is] predominantly (bhilyasa) [a cause of pain], as poisoned food [which is
pleasurable and nonetheless causes pain. And] on account of [one’s] attach-

According to PVT Ne D141a7-b1/P174b4-5 (gcig tu de ni sdug bsial min Zes bya ba
la sogs pa ni grub pa’i mtha’ smra ba’o //.“[The sentence] na hy ekantena tad duh-
kham [belongs to] the Siddhantavadin.”). Cf. PVV 90,19, where na hy ekantena [...] is
immediately preceded by iti cet (“If [the opponent] objects that [...]") which marks
the end of the opponent’s objection.

According to PVP D100a7/P115b8 (sdug bsnal gyi rgyu) and PVV 90,19 (duhkham
duhkhahetuh).

According to PVP D100a7/P115b7-8 (rnam grans kyis bde ba’i rgyu iiid kyan 'di la
yod payinno //) and PVV90,19-20 (parydyena sukhahetutvad api /).

According to PVP D100b3-4/P116a4-5, which clearly takes bhiiyasa savisannavat
as part of the Atmavadin’s reply: de Itar ni ‘gyur mod kyi / gal te yan gcig tu sdug
bsnal gyi rgyu ma yin pa de Iltar na yan phal cher lus dan dban po la sogs pa sdug
bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yin pa’i phyir / bde ba fie bar byed pa’i blo dan chags pa dan bcas
pa’i blo fiid ma yin te / dug bcas zas bZin no //. “Suppose the following be urged
(*syad etat): Even though they are not exclusively (*ekantena) a cause of pain, nev-
ertheless (*tathapi), [things] such as the body and sense organs are predominantly
(*bhiiyasa) a cause of pain, and this is the reason why [they] are not [the object of]
the cognition [of what] helps produce pleasure (*sukhopakarabuddhi?) nor [the
object of] a cognition accompanied by love (*sasprhabuddhi?), as poisoned food (*sa-
visannavat) [which is pleasurable and nonetheless causes pain].” However, note
that Manorathanandin seems to understand bhilyasd savisannavat as the sequel of
Dharmakirti’s objection. See PVV 90,20-21: kintu bhilyasa tad duhkham savisanna-
vat / parinatiduhkhahetur apivisannam dpatasukham ca /. “Rather, it is [only] pre-
dominantly[, but not exclusively,] pain, as poisoned food. And although poisoned
food is a cause of pain [in the sense] of a change [for the worse], it involves plea-
sure at the present moment.” Vetter (1990: 130) seems to favour Manorathanan-
din’s interpretation.
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ment to a superior (visista) pleasure, one can become detached from [poi-
soned food insofar as it is] contradictory to this [superior pleasure].164

The Naiyayika portrayed by Dharmakirti contends that the notion that
this or that factor belongs to the self can be eliminated for the simple
reason that these elements cause pain: upon realizing that they cause
pain, we can let go of them, thinking “being the cause of suffering, they
ought to be abandoned,”165 just as we let go of a limb that we no longer
regard as ours because it brings nothing but pain. Devendrabuddhi
thus explains:

The argument [is as follows]: someone cannot have the idea of one’s own
concerning that which causes him an undesirable sensation, as the finger bit-
ten by a snake that is to be eliminated. Now, the complex [formed by things]
such as the self, the body and the sense organs is the cause of an undesirable
sensation. [The logical reason involved in this argument] is the perception of
[something] contradictory to the pervading [property].166

Dharmakirti then replies that the notion that these factors are ours
cannot disappear as easily as the Atmavadin contends, for the reason
that they are not merely causes of pain. If they were, we would not in
fact form any attachment to them and they would not constitute a sote-
riological obstacle; the difficulty of getting rid of them rather consists
in the fact that they are also instrumental in producing pleasure.

As a matter of fact, the Naiyayika does not deny that the various fac-
tors wrongly attributed to the self bring about pleasure.16? Nonethe-
less, as he points out in his answer to Dharmakirti, he considers that in

164 PV 2.230cd-231: duhkhopakardn na bhaved angulyam iva cet svadhih // na hy eka-
ntena tad duhkham bhiiyasa savisannavat / visistasukhasangadt syat tadviruddhe vi-
ragita //.

165 PVP D100a5-6/P115b5-6: sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid du ‘gyur ba dor bar bya ba yin
no//.

166 PVP D100a6-7/P115b6-7: shyor ba ni gan zig gan gi mi ‘dod pa’i tshor ba’i rgyu yin
pa de la de ni ran gi blor mi ‘gyur te / dper na sbrul gyis bzun ba’i sor mo dor bar bya
ba Ita bu’o // bdag dan lus dan dban po la sogs pa’i tshogs kyan mi ‘dod pa’i tshor
ba’i rgyu yin no Zes bya ba ni khyab par byed pa ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //.

167 See, e.g, NBh 15,11-15, quoted above, fn. 64, p. 202, where Paksilasvamin explains
that NS@i 1.1.9 must notbe interpreted as a denial of the experience of pleasure. See
also Halbfass 1997: 154-155.
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spite of their property of bringing about pleasure, these means of rea-
lizing pleasure can be abandoned in view of the greater benefit (i.e., li-
beration,) that can be expected from this abandonment, just as (ac-
cording to Paksilasvamin’s analogy)1¢8 we abandon what we know to
be poisoned food in spite of its good taste. The various elements that
are means of realizing pleasure are bound to produce pain, and the
pleasure that they bring about is necessarily intermingled with pain, 169
because of the craving that they induce170 and because due to this crav-
ing, one clings to pain.1’t However, the Atmavadin points out that we
are not condemned to being attached to poisoned food: as soon as we
discover some other food capable of bringing us some superior plea-
sure, we renounce eating what we know to be poisoned food, “so that
one may renounce poisoned food because there is another possibil-
ity,”172 as Devendrabuddhi explains. Manorathanandin, for his part, for-
mulates the reasoning in the following way:

But food which is poisoned and [yet] mixed with pleasure is regarded with
detachment by those who are attached to their own good; in the same way,
attachment [to the self], etc, must also be [regarded with detachment by
those who are attached to their own good].173

According to the Naiyayika then, detachment from the means of realiz-
ing pleasure is possible if we are aware of the possibility of liberation,
understood as the cessation of all pain. It is precisely this contention
that Dharmakirti is going to target in the next verses.

(2.232-234) [Answer:] One may [well] renounce a certain state of pleasure
(saukhya) due to craving for a superior pleasure, but if one does not expect
[to reach this superior pleasure], one acts, out of attachment to the self,

168 See, e.g, NBh 258,15-20 (quoted above, fn. 72, p. 204), NBh 245,9-14 (quoted
above, fn. 74,p. 205) and fn. 75, p. 205.

169 See, e.g, NBh 15,11-15 (quoted above, fn. 64, p. 202).

170 See, e.g, NBh 258,10-15 (quoted above, fn. 22, p. 193), NV 59,20-60,5 (quoted
above, fn. 73,p. 205), NBh 245,9-14 (quoted above, fn. 74, p.205).

171 See, e.g, NBh 247,3-11 (quoted above, fn. 78, p.206) and NV 463,17-464,2 (quoted
above, fn. 79, p. 207).

172 PVP D100b6/P116a8: rnam pa gzan srid pa’i phyir ro //.

173 PVV 89,22-23: nanu savisam annam sukhamisram ca vairagyavisayah svahitakama-
ndm / evam snehddir api syad iti|[...] /.
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[merely] according to what one obtains: [we] observe that if [a man driven by
lust] does not obtain the wanton woman [whom he is longing for, he can turn
his] desire (kamita) towards animals.”* [And since according to you, when
liberated, the self is in a state of isolation that amounts to being nonexistent,]
how does someone for whom the self is beloved above all (vallabha) accept
(icchati) the destruction of this [self]? [For] how can love (preman)'7s [itself]
desire (icchet) [something that has] ceased [to be the]| substratum of all expe-
riences, transactions (vyavahdra) and qualities?'76 [It cannot desire it,] for
suchis not the nature of love.l77

Dharmakirti is now criticizing the Nyaya’s definition of the liberated
state by showing that this state cannot be wanted, and that as such, it
prevents the individuals from seeking liberation.

He first points out that we do not abandon a certain pleasure (even

a pleasure that, according to the Atmavadin himself, is intermingled
with pain)178 as long as we cannot expect any pleasure superior to
what we are currently experiencing; but the Naiyayikas’ alleged libe-

174

17!

31

177

178

The reading nairasye is obviously correct, but Prajiiakaragupta and Manoratha-
nandin comment on nairatmye; we therefore leave PVV 91,7-14 (ad PV 2.232) out
of consideration. Vibhiuticandra (see Vibh. 91, fn. 1) was aware of this variant read-
ing.

According to Sakyabuddhi (PVT Ne D142a4/P175b3), preman is to be understood
in the sense of the agent, i.e, is the subject of the sentence (chags pa byed pa po fiid
du’o, *prema kartari). Among the arguments in favour of preman as the subject of
icchet, note PVV 92,2 (katham prema snehatisaya icchet) and PVP D101b1/P117a4-
5 = PVT Ne D142a4 /P175b3 (pratika: chags pa yis ni ji Itar dod).

Devendrabuddhi (PVP D101b1/P117a4) explains *guna as *prajiiadi. For an analy-
sis of anubhavavyavahdraguna, see especially PVT Ne D142a4-5/P175b4-5, where
Sakyabuddhi explains it as a dvandva compound, and then analyzes: gan la iams su
myon ba dan tha sfiad dan yon tan gyi rten fiid ldog pa yod pa Zes bya bar tshig rnam
par sbyar ro // (*yatranubhavavyavaharagundsrayo nivrtto 'stiti vigrahah /).

PV 2.232-234: kificit parityajet saukhyam visistasukhatrsnaya / nairdsye tu yathala-
bham dtmasnehat pravartate // alabhe mattakasinya drsta tiryaksu kamita / yasya-
tma vallabhas tasya sa nasam katham icchati // nivrttasarvanubhavavyavahdra-
gunasrayam / icchet prema katham premnah prakrtir na hi tadrsi //.

See PVV 91,3: kifcit saukhyam parinatiduhkhabahulam. “A certain state of pleasure
[ie., a state of pleasure] which is accompanied by pain [in the sense of] a change
[for the worse].”
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rated state cannot be regarded as such a superior pleasure. As Manora-
thanandin explains:

If one does not obtain a means of realizing a superior pleasure, and if [there
is] a cause of pseudo-pleasure, attachment to the self, which is strong,
prompts to act[so as to obtain it].17

Dharmakirti is attacking here one of the most peculiar features of the
Nyaya doctrine of liberation: because in the liberated state, the self
supposedly ceases to be the substratum of the impermanent qualities
that are instrumental in experiencing pain as well as pleasure, the (or
at least some) Naiyayikas contend that the liberated self is perfectly in-
sentient and deny that it may experience any kind of pleasure. The
same idea is found in the Vaisesika, since there too, liberation is con-
ceived of as the separation of the self from such qualities as knowledge
and pleasure.180 As is well known, this doctrinal element was rejected
by Bhasarvajina, a much later Naiyayika;181 but it was criticized early on
by some proponents of the thesis that liberation consists in a perma-
nent state of bliss,182 and Paksilasvamin already mentions their objec-

179 PVV 91,15-16: balavan atmasneho visistasukhasddhanasyaldbhe sukhabhasahetau
ca pravartayati /. Should one interpret sukhdbhdsahetau ca as a locative indicating
the object, i.e.: “the attachment to the self, which is strong, prompts to act even with
regard to a pseudo-pleasure”?

180 See, e.g., VSV 2,2-3 quoted above (fn. 151, p. 225). The specific qualities of the self
involve those mentioned in VSii 3.2.4 (i.e. “pleasure and pain; desire and aversion;
and effort”: see above, fn. 82, p. 20), as specified by Prasastapada in PDhS 16,9-10:
atmalingddhikare buddhyadayah prayatnantah siddhdh /. “The [qualities] beginn-
ing with ‘cognition’ and ending with ‘effort’ have been established [to belong to the
self] in the section [of the VS] devoted to the marks of the self.” (On the qualities of
the self, note also PDhS 16,7-9: tasya guna buddhisuk haduhkhecchadvesaprayatna-
dharmadharmasamskarasankhyaparimanaprthaktvasamyogavibhagah. “The quali-
ties of the [self] are: cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort, merit,
demerit, residual traces, number, dimension, separateness, conjunction and
disjunction.”) Note, however, that according to Vibhiticandra, Dharmakirti’s target
here is rather the Sankhya (see Vibh. 91, fn. 3, where sdarnkhyasya explains yasya in
PV 2.233c¢).

181 See, e.g., Narayanan 1983, Chakrabarti 1983: 171 and 173-175, Oberhammer
1984:285ff, Halbfass 1997: 156, Ratié 2011a:86-91.

182 See, e.g, NBh 23,4-5: nityam sukham atmano mahattvavat / tat tu mokse 'bhivyajya-
te / tenabhivyaktendtyantam vimuktah sukhi bhavatiti kecin manyante / tesam pra-
mandbhavad anupapattih /. “Some consider that, just as [its] greatess, the
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tion that “activity is aimed at obtaining [something] desirable (ista),”183

SO

that in order to be sought, liberation must be a desirable (and

therefore pleasurable) state:

Here is [our opponent’s] inference: “The teaching of liberation is aimed at ob-
taining [something] desirable, and [so is] the activity of [those] who seek
liberation; neither can be aimed at nothing.”184

Uddyotakara, for his part, mentions the objection in the following way:

[Objection:] In this [world], the ordinary people [whom we can observe],
when engaging in activity, do so in order to obtain [something] desirable;
now, those who are in the process of liberating themselves (moksamana) en-
gage in activity; [therefore] they too must have an activity aimed at obtaining
[something] desirable, [and] this very activity [can] have a goal [only] if
[there is] a permanent pleasure, [and] not otherwise.185

[t is again to be found in some later works such as Jayanta’s NM:

183

184

185

186

With respect to [liberation as we define it, some] proponents of Vedanta ob-
ject [the following]. Such a liberation[, which consists in the mere separation
from pain,] cannot be the goal of the efforts of [practically] rational people;
for who indeed would make effort so as to obtain a self in which no aware-
ness of pleasure whatsoever is attained, [as this self is] similar to a piece of
stone?186

pleasure of the self is permanent, but [only] becomes manifest in liberation, [and
that] thanks to this manifested [pleasure], one is entirely released [ie,] expe-
riences pleasure (sukhin). [But] because they have no means of valid cognition [to
justify it,] it cannot be [so].” On this controversy over the blissful state of the libe-
rated condition in the Nyaya, see, e.g, Chakrabarti 1983.

NBh 23,18: istadhigamartha pravrttir iti.

NBh 23,18-19: idam anumadnam / istadhigamdrtho moksopadesah pravrttis ca mu-
muksiunam / nobhayam anarthakam iti /.

NV 82,13-15: ihayam lokah pravartamana istadhigamartham pravartate / pravar-
tante ca moksamanadh / tesam apistadhigamarthayad pravrttya bhavitavyam [ seyam
pravrttir nityasukhe ‘rthavati nanyatheti / .

NMwu 11.431,17-432,1 /NMy 111.2,11-13: tatra vedantavadina® ahuh - nayam idrso
moksah preksavatam prayatnabhimir bhavitum arhati / ko hi nama $ilasakalakal-
pam apagatasakalasukhasamvedanasampadam? atmanam upapadayitum yateta /.4
tatra vedantavadina NMy : atra tavad vedantina NMw. b °sampadam NMy : °samspar-
Sam NMp.
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Jayanta’s opponent further explains:

But if the self were insentient in this [liberated] state [and thus] in no way
different from a stone, then liberation would be done with! Only samsdra, in
which at least pleasure is enjoyed, would be a state worth [experiencing],
however occasional (antarantarapi), stained with pain [and] meagre [this
samsaric pleasure may be. For] let [us] ponder over this: what is preferable -
the experience of a little pleasure, or the annihilation of all pleasures?187

The objection seems to have been some kind of topos!s8 and its actual
authorship is unclear. Jayanta attributes it to Vedantins, but was it re-
ally formulated in the first place (i.e., at least from the NBh onwards)
by “early Vedantins,” as some modern scholars assume, 18 or by other
early Naiyayikas whose doctrines have not come down to us?1% In any
case, Dharmakirti apparently exploits this very objection when he ar-
gues that there can be no expectation (nairasya) of the Naiyayika'’s libe-
rated state since it is devoid of pleasure, so that if one loves the self,
one cannot desire this state: if liberation is a mere lack of pleasure,
there is no reason why we should abandon the pleasures of samsara,
however infected they may be by pain. It is worth noting too that a
Vedantin such as Mandanamisra formulates against the Naiyayikas
and/or Vai$esikas an objection very close to Dharmakirti’s here:

And a liberation defined as the cessation of the specific qualities [of the self,
namely] consciousness and so on, is not different from the view of annihila-
tion; for even if [something] exists, [its] entirely lacking perception is not

187 NMw 11.432,4-7 /NMy 111.2,15-18: yadi tu jadah pdsananirvisesa eva tasydm avastha-
yam atma bhavet tat krtam apavargena / samsara eva varam avasthanam@ yatra
tavad antarantarapi duhkhakalusitam api svalpam api sukham upabhujyate /
cintyatam tavad idam kim alpasukhanubhavo bhadraka uta sarvasukhoccheda eva /.
a gyasthanam NMy : astu NMw.

188 On the comparison of the Nyaya’s liberated state with a stone (and on the state-
ment that being a jackal in the Vrnda forest would be preferable to liberation
according to the VaiSesika/Nyaya), see Halbfass 1997: 156 and 161-162, n. 26; see
also Frauwallner 1956:105, n. 142 and Mesquita 1995: 253.

189 See, e.g., Jha 1984: 1.285ff, Chakrabarti 1983, Halbfass 1997: 155, or Framarin
2008. On the paucity of our knowledge regarding pre-Sankarian Vedanta, and for
bibliographical references on the subject, see, e.g,, Qvarnstrom 1989: 15-18.

190 See, e.g., Potter 1977b: 688, n. 21; see also Shamasastry 1937:355-356.



236 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

different from nonexistence. And who would long for the nonexistence of a
self beloved above all? Therefore liberation would not be a human goal.19

One can wonder whether here Mandanamisra has borrowed the criti-
cism from Dharmakirti, or if they have both drawn it from a common
source. At any rate, Dharmakirti’s ironical analogy in PV 2.233ab (a
man who wants a woman but cannot hope to get one contents himself
with an animal) is explicitly quoted by another Brahmanical author,
namely, the Naiyayika Udayana. Quite amusingly, the latter exploits it
against the proponents of the thesis that liberation consists in bliss, as
an illustration of the fact that as soon as desire arises, it can focus on
any object (so that someone who desires a liberation imagined as an
eternal bliss is bound to end up desiring worldly objects as well):

And this [process supposedly leading to the removal of ignorance] can never
reach its end since, the intention [to act] being dependent on the traces [left
by former] pleasure, once this [intention to act] arises, one can act even with
regard to sensuous objects [even though one is] desirous of superior plea-
sures, according to the illustration [given by Dharmakirti]: “[We] observe
that if [a man driven by lust] does not obtain the wanton woman [whom heis
longing for, he can turn his] desire towards animals.”192

Interestingly enough, Paksilasvamin already addresses the objection
according to which a liberated state devoid of pleasure cannot be de-
sired. His main line of argument consists in pointing out that we do not
merely act so as to get something that we desire, but also so as to avoid
what we do not desire. According to him, the objection does not hold
“because [activity can also] be aimed at avoiding [something that is]
not desirable”;193 one can endeavour to obtain liberation with the sole

191 BSi 16,14-16: vijianadivisesagunanivrttilaksana ca muktir ucchedapaksan na bhi-
dyate / na hi sato 'py atyantiko darsanabhdavo ‘bhavad visisyate / kas ca sarvatah
preyasa atmano 'bhavam abhikanksed ity apurusartho moksah syat /.

192 ATV 922,3-8: durantam ca tat / tadabhisandheh sukhasamskarasahakaritaya tad-
udbhave visistasukhdbhilasino vaisayike 'pi pravrttisambhavat / alabhe mattakasin-
ya drstd tiryaksu kamitety udaharandd iti /. Chakrabarti (1983: 177) considers that
the “rather obnoxious illustration” belongs to Udayana himself; Dravid (1995:434)
presents the quotation as a general “saying.”

193 NBh 23,18: anistoparamarthatvat.
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aim of getting rid of pain, and in order to get rid of pain, it is necessary
to renounce whatever is the object of our desires:

And this [inference put forward by our opponent] does not hold, since the
teaching of liberation is aimed at avoiding what is not desirable, and [so is]
the activity of [those] who seek liberation. Even [that which is] desirable
turns out not [to be] desirable because it is intermingled with [what is not]
desirable, since no desirable [thing] can exist without being pervaded with
[something] undesirable. And [someone] making efforts so as to get rid of
what is not desirable also abandons what is desirable, because itis impossi-
ble to getrid [of one of them while] separating [it from the other].19+

Paksilasvamin emphasizes that this position is in keeping with scrip-
ture (even though they may state that liberation involves a permanent
pleasure) provided that one understands the term “pleasure” as merely
denoting an absence of pain (and the Atmavadin portrayed by Dharma-
kirti may well have this reasoning in mind when mentioning a “supe-
rior pleasure” in PV 2.231):

And even though there may be [some] scripture [teaching that the liberated
state is pleasant, this does] not [entail any] contradiction since the mention of
pleasure [in this scripture simply] means the absolute absence of the pain
[which characterizes] samsara. [In other words:] even though there may be a
certain scripture [teaching] that for [someone who is] liberated there is an
absolute pleasure, this is possible in the following way: the word “pleasure” is
used [here] in the sense of an absolute absence of the pain [which characte-
rizes] samsara. For [we] observe that in the world, [people] frequently use
the word “pleasure” in the sense of an absence of pain.1%

Uddyotakara similarly explains:

194

195

NBh 23,19-22: etac cayuktam / anistoparamadrtho moksopadesah pravrttis ca mu-
muksindam iti / nestam anistendnanuviddham sambhavatity anistanubandhad istam
apy anistam sampadyate / anistahandya ca ghatamana istam api jahati viveka hana-
syasakyatvad iti /.

NBh 24,7-10: atyantike ca samsaraduhkhabhdve sukhavacanad dgame ’pi saty avi-
rodhah / yady api kascid agamah syan muktasyatyantikam sukham iti sa sukhasabda
atyantike samsdaraduhkhabhave prayukta ity evam upapadyate / drsto hi duhkha-
bhave sukhasabdaprayogo bahulam loka iti /.
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[This objection does] not [hold], because [we] observe [that there are] two
[kinds of] activities: two [kinds of] activities are found in the world, [namely
those] that are aimed at obtaining [what is] desirable and [those] that are
aimed at getting rid of [what is] not desirable. Among them, it is uncertain
whether the state of renunciation (parivrdjya) is aimed at obtaining [what is]
desirable or at getting rid of [what is] not desirable. If [you reply that we
know this] from scripture [ie., that we] know from scripture that a liberated
self possesses a permanent pleasure, since [we] learn [from the scripture]
that the liberated self experiences pleasure, [we answer that] scripture too
must be examined in the following way: does it say that [the liberated self]
possesses (yoga) a permanent pleasure, or rather that it is completely sepa-
rated (viyoga) from pain? And [we| observe in the world that the word “plea-
sure” is frequently used in the sense of a [mere] absence of pain as well. And
thus, when [they] cease to have (viyoga) fever, etc., even ordinary people are
found to say: “[Now] we have come to experience pleasure (sukhin)."1%

Paksilasvamin further argues that if someone who aspires to be libe-
rated wanted bliss, he would never obtain liberation, since he would
remain attached to pleasure (and therefore to the bondage of samsara
as well):

196

[Besides,] one does not obtain liberation if one does not get rid of the desire
of a permanent pleasure, because it is acknowledged that desire is bondage. If
that is the case, he who strives for liberation incited by desire for a perma-
nent pleasure, [thinking:] “A permanent pleasure is manifested in liberation,”
cannot obtain liberation; [i.e.] he is not capable of obtaining [it]. For desire is
acknowledged to be bondage; and it is not sound [to say] that although there
is [such a] bondage, somebody [can] be liberated. [On the other hand, some-
one] who has abandoned the desire of a permanent pleasure encounters no
obstacle [to the obtainment of liberation. Le,] on the other hand, he [who
really seeks liberation] abandons the desire of a permanent pleasure; since

NV 82,15-21: na / pravrttidvaitadarsanat / dve pravrtti loke drste / istadhigama-
rthanistahandrthae ca / tatredam parivrdjyam kim istadhigamdrtham aho 'nistaha-
ndrtham iti sandihyate / dgamad iti cet / dgamad etad gamyate muktasyatmano ni-
tyam sukham iti /| muktah sukhi bhavatiti Sriiyate /| dgamo 'py evam vicaraniyah /
kim ayam nityena sukhena yogam dahota duhkhenatyantikam viyogam daheti / drstas
ca duhkhabhave ’pi sukhasabdaprayogo bahudha loka iti / evam ca jvaradiviyoge
laukika apy dcaksanaka bhavanti sukhinah samvrttah sma iti /. @ istadhigamadrtha-
nistahdnartha conj. : istadhigamarthanistadihandrtha Ed.
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this [desire] is abandoned, this [person] has no desire of a permanent plea-
sure that would be an obstacle [to liberation]. If that is so, [there is no desire
of a permanent pleasure,] whether [someone] liberated possesses a perma-
nent pleasure or not, in either case, his obtainingliberation is not doubtful.1%7

[t is striking that Dharmakirti does not mention any of these Naiyayika
replies to the objection according to which the liberated state as they
describe it cannot be desired nor, as a consequence, aimed at. Instead
of attacking these responses, he points out in PV 2.234 that in the
Nyaya system, because the liberated state is devoid of pleasure, it
amounts to naught, since it is no longer what the Naiyayikas them-
selves consider it to be, i.e., “the substratum of all experiences, transac-
tions and qualities.” As Sakyabuddhi explains:

But if, in the state ofliberation (*nirvanavastha), [the self] is devoid of the na-
ture [consisting in being the] substratum of the experience of all pleasures
and pains, then it has no possibility of pleasure; how|, then,] could [we] ac-
cept that one [may] long forit?198

Dharmakirti’s commentators point out that by presenting liberation in
such a way, the Atmavadins implicitly admit the self’s impermanence,
since according to their own definition of the self, the liberated state as
they describe it is indistinguishable from the self’s perishing. Deven-
drabuddhi thus introduces the passage in the following way:

197 NBh 24,11-18: nityasukhardgasydprahdane moksadhigamabhavo ragasya bandhana-
moksdya ghatamano na moksam adhigacchen nadhigantum arhatiti / bandhanasa-
madjiato hi ragah / na ca bandhane saty api kascin mukta ity upapadyata iti / prahi-
nanityasukharagasyapratikilatvam / athdsya nityasukhardgah prahiyate / tasmin
prahine nasya nityasukharagah pratikilo bhavati / yady evam muktasya nityam
sukham bhavaty athapi na bhavati nasyobhayoh paksayor moksadhigamo vikalpyata
iti /.

198 PVT Ne D142a1-2/175a8-b1: ci ste mya nan las ’das pa’i gnas skabs na bde ba dan
sdug bsnal thams cad fiams su myon ba’i rten gyi no bo dan bral ba iiid yin pa de bas
na de la bde ba’i srid pa yod pa ma yin na / dejiltar don giier bar byed ces 'dod pa

[.]/.
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Don’t you [Atmavadins] admit that [liberation is] the isolation (*kaivalya)
from any substratum of experience, etc.? [But] since this isolation is not dif-
ferent from nonexistence, [you] will indirectly admit that this self perishes.1%°

While commenting on Devendrabuddhi’s introduction to the same pas-
sage, Sakyabuddhi explains:

For ifitloses its [very] nature of self, [namely its nature of being] the substra-
tum of qualities of the self such as pleasure and pain, then it will be without a
nature [of its own], because [you Atmavadins] do not accept [this] nature [as
that of the self in the liberated state] and because no new nature is [ever]
produced [in this state, for] if a new nature were produced, the self would
turn out to be impermanent. Such is [Devendrabuddhi’s] intention.200

Devendrabuddhi, for his part, adds:

If the [opponent] admits that the substratum of experiences, transactions and
qualities [has] ceased, then he should admit that it is no [longer] a self. Thus,
there is not the least difference between [something that is] without a nature
of its own (*nihsvabhdva?)[, like a hare’s horn]2! and [something that has]
ceased [to be the] substratum of experiences, transactions and qualities.202

He concludes:

199 PVP D101a7/P117a2-3: lonis spyod la sogs pa’i rten thams cad ma tshan ba fid du
’dod pa ‘am | med par khyad par med pa fiid kyi phyir / don gyis bdag de ’jig pa fiid
yin par 'dod par ‘gyur ro //. According to LC 1771b, Tib. ma tshan ba may render
Skt. kaivalya.

200 PVT Ne D142a2-3/P175b1-3 (commenting on med par khyad par med pa’i phyir in
Devendrabuddhi’s introduction): 'di Itar gal te bde ba dan sdug bsnal la sogs pa
bdag giyon tan gyi rten bdag gi ran gi o bo de las iams pa de bas na rio bo med pa
fiid du 'gyur te / ran gino bo khas milen pa’i phyir dan no bo gzan skye ba med pa’i
phyir ro // 1o bo gZan skye na ni bdag iiid mi rtag pa fiid du ‘gyur ro Zes bya bar
dgons so //.

201 According to PVT Ne D142a5-6/P175b6 (ran bZin med pa las te ri bon gi rd la sogs
pa las Zes bya ba’i don to //).

202 PVP D101b4-5/P117b1-3: gal te 'di iid iams su myon ba dan tha sfiad dan yon tan
gyirten ldog pa can du 'dod pa de’i tshe des ni de’i bdag med pa Aiid yin par ‘dod par
“gyur ro [/ de ltar na ran bZin med pa las fiams su myon ba dan tha sfiad dan yon tan
thams cad kyi rten Idog pa can yin par khyad par cun zad kyan yod pa ma yin no //.
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Therefore whoever does not accept that the self is nonexistent ought not to
admit that all the [self]’s experiences, etc, [have] ceased [in the liberated
state].203

Manorathanandin gives a similar explanation:

Moreover, [you] accept [that] the self is in [a state of perfect] isolation be-
cause [things] like cognitions, the sense organs and the body being causes of
pain, one becomes detached from them [and consequently] abandons them.
Therefore [you] ought to accept that [it] perishes, since in the state of libera-
tion, this self is entirely severed from experiences, etc, [and] since there is no
difference [between thus lacking the nature of a self] and perishing.204

Dharmakirti comes back to this idea in PV 2.255, at the very end of his
long criticism of Atmavada as the main obstacle to liberation. For now
however, the argument does not seem to be put forward as a general
remark regarding the internal contradiction of Atmavada (seen as a
doctrine that asserts the existence of the self and yet advocates reach-
ing a state where the self is as good as annihilated). Here, it rather
seems to serve the specific purpose of showing that the Naiyayikas fail
to answer their opponents’ objection: it is useless to assert as they do
that one does not act merely so as to obtain pleasure but also so as to
avoid pain, because someone who seeks liberation while being at-
tached to the self cannot want such a state, i.e., cannot really seek such
a liberation, as the nature of attachment is precisely not to be able to
want the disappearance of what we are attached to. As Devendra-
buddhi puts it:

203 PVP D101b7/P117b4-5: de bas na gan Zig bdag gan yin pa med par mi 'dod pa des
ni de’i iams su myon ba la sogs pa thams cad kyan ldog pa can yin par ‘dod par mi
bya’o //.

204 PVV 91,17-19: kim ca / yadi buddhindriyasariradinam duhkhahetutvat tesu vaira-
gyat tattyagat kaivalyam dtmana istam / muktidasayam tadatmabhogadisakalapa-

_____

cchedabhavan Ed.
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[It is not the nature of love to] long for [something] desirable whose nature
turns out to be as good as nonexistent, since itis devoid of any substratum of
experience, etc.205

However hard the Naiyayikas may try to justify the absence of pleasure
in their liberated state, they themselves cannot make an effort to ob-
tain liberation, because they cannot want it. Dharmakirti concludes:

(2.235) [Therefore]2s in all cases, believing in the self greatly2? (alam)
strengthens [one’s] attachment to the self; [and] this [attachment to the
self208 which is the] seed of the attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to
the self, remains intact (tadavastha) [as long as one believes in the self].20

The belief in the self, far from being helpful to someone who seeks libe-
ration, makes attachment to the self virtually unshakable. This attach-
ment to the self is in turn the cause of what the Atmavadin claims to
eradicate, namely attachment to what is thought to belong to the self,
and it is bound to go on producing its effect as long as the very belief in
the self is not eliminated.

3.3.5. The Criticism of the Naiydyikas’ Understanding of
duhkhabhavana as a Means of Liberation (PV 2.236-246)

Dharmakirti now turns back to the Nyaya’s main instrument of libera-
tion, i.e., the cultivation of the thought of pain. According to Manora-
thanandin, the following verses answer this objection from the Atma-
vadin:

205 PVP D101b3/P117a7: lonis spyod la sogs pa’i rten thams cad dan bral ba fid kyis med
par mtshuns par ‘gro ba’i bdag fiid can gyi 'dod pa don du grier bar byed /.

206 According to PVV 92,5 (tasmat) and PVP D102al-2/P117b7 (gan gi phyir de Ita yin
pa de’i phyir).

207 Skt. alam is rendered by Tib. §in tu (PVP D102a2/P117b7) and explained aty-
artham in PVV 92,7.

208 Devendrabuddhi explains tat as *atmasneha in PVP D102a2/P117b8.

209 PV 2.235: sarvathatmagrahah sneham atmani dradhayaty alam / atmiyasnehabijam
tat tadavastham vyavasthitam //.
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Suppose the following be urged: Detachment arises due to seeing defects in
what [supposedly] belongs to the self. [Against this, Dharmakirti] says [...].210

The Atmavadin considers that detachment can be achieved by making
us aware of the defects in what we wrongly take to belong to the self,
and according to him, this perception of the defects can be brought
about by the cultivation of the thought of pain. Dharmakirti is about to
show at length that this cultivation is useless.

(2.236) Even if [one makes] an effort [in order to become detached from
pain,21! attachment to the self] which exists (vrttimat) provided that [it can]
rest on [one’s seeing even] the slightest (lesa) positive quality [in the self],212
opposes detachment from [the things] that [supposedly] belong to the self
and conceals their defects.213

According to the Atmavadin, the cultivation of the thought of pain
makes obvious the defects of the means of realizing pleasure that we
wrongly take to belong to the self. In other words, it shows how they
actually bring about pain. According to the Nairatmyavadin, however,
this cultivation cannot achieve its goal, because our attachment to
these factors rests on attachment to the self, which in turn rests on our
belief that the self exists; and as Devendrabuddhi remarks,

if one does not eliminate attachment to the self, one cannot eliminate attach-
ment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self.214

210 PVV 92,12:syad etat / atmiye dosadarsandd vairagyam utpadyata ity dha |[...] /.

211 According to PVP D102a3-4/P118al1-2 (gal te yan sdug bsnal la chags pa dan bral
ba’i phyir / 'bad rtsol rtsom pa yod pa de Ita na yan /). Note also PVV 92,15: dosa-
darsanad yatne ’pi sati. “Even if there is an effort due to [one’s] seeing defects [in
what supposedly belongs to the self].”

212 According to PVP D102a4/P118a2 (bdag gi yon tan gyi cha mthon ba’i sgo nas).
Note however PVV 92,16: atmiyesu gunalesasya sukhasadhanatvasya samasrayanat.
“Provided that [it can] rest on [one’s seeing even] the slightest good quality in the
[things supposedly] belonging to the self[, namely their] being means of realizing
pleasure.”

213 PV 2.236: yatne 'py atmiyavairagyam gunalesasamasrayat / vrttiman pratibadhnati
taddosan samvrnotica //.

214 PVP D102a5/P118a4: bdag tu chags pa dor ba med na / bdag gi chags pa dor bar
bya bar nus pa mayinno //.
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This attachment to the self, which rests on our seeing even the slightest
positive quality (i.e., mere existence)?15 in the self, prevents us from
seeing the factors’ defectiveness (i.e., the fact that they cause pain)216
and hence from becoming detached from them. Manorathanandin
draws the consequence of this:

Therefore how can [someone] who is attached to the self be detached from
what [supposedly] belongs to the self? For attachment to the self is the root] -
cause] of all defects.21”

To this the Atmavadin replies that by becoming detached from the self
we can become detached from what we wrongly consider to belong to
the self, though the self is not per se responsible for our attachment:

(2.237) Objection: [But one] becomes detached from the self as well. [An-
swer:] Now|, even if we admit that one can become detached from a self re-
garded as free from defects], just as he who becomes detached [from the self
thus considered] does not abandon the self [for all that, in the same way, he
will not abandon what supposedly belongs to the self just because he has be-
come detached from it].218 As a consequence, cultivating [the thought of] pain
is useless.219

As Devendrabuddhi explains,220 the Atmavadin’s answer is unaccepta-
ble because PV 2.220cd has already shown that there is no way to be-
come detached from a self seen as perfectly free of defects. Manoratha-
nandin too reminds his readers of this impossibility:

215 See, e.g, PVP D97a6/P112a5-6,quoted above, fn. 105, p.214.

216 See PVV 92,17: taddosams ca duhkhasadhanadin. “And [it conceals] their defects,
i.e., [their being] means of realizing pain, etc.”

217 PVV 92,17-18: tat kuta atmasnehavata atmiye vairdgyayogah / dtmasnehasya sar-
vadosamilatvat /.

218 According to PVP D102b2 /P118b1 (skyes bu bdag la chags pa dan bral du zin kyan
bdag spon ba mayinno // de bZin bdag gi yan chags pa dan bral na yan de dor bar
‘gyur ba ma yin pa de Itar na). The wording is closely similar to PVV 92,24-25 (na
hy atmani virakto 'pi tam tyajati / tathatmiye ’pi viraktas tam na tyaksyatiti [...] /).

219 PV 2.237: atmany api viragas cen nedanim yo virajyate / tyajaty asau yathatmanam
vyarthato duhkhabhdvand //.

220 See PVP D102b1/P118a8: deiid 'dir fies med gan la chags pa dan bral ba’i rgyu ni
yod pa ma yin no Zes bya bar bsad zin to //.
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And there is no cause [that could] remove the attachment to a self free of de-
fects.221

Nonetheless, here Dharmakirti provisionally admits that we can be-
come detached from the self;222 nevertheless, even then we would not
really abandon it, since we would still believe in its existence; and for
the same reason, we would not really abandon what we wrongly take
to belong to it. Devendrabuddhi summarizes the argument in the
following way:

Thus, one gives oneself up to the cultivation [of the thought] of pain in order
to achieve detachment, which is the cause (*nimitta) of [one’s] getting rid of
pain; [but] if (*yada), although one obtains detachment through this [cultiva-
tion of the thought of pain], one does not get rid of the self, then, similarly, he
who cultivates [the thought of] pain will not get rid of what [supposedly] be-
longs to the self2z

An Atmavadin relying on the doctrine defended by Paksilasvamin and
Uddyotakara might object that even though the self is not eliminated
when we become detached from it, pain at least is eliminated; and pain
is precisely what someone seeking liberation tries to avoid. Devendra-
buddhi explains why such a reasoning does not hold:

Suppose the following be urged: Although one becomes detached [from the
self], one eliminates pain [alone], which can be eliminated, whereas the self
cannot be eliminated. [To this one should answer: But] then, if one does not
get rid of the self, which is the cause of activity (*pravrttinimitta) [leading to]
pain, this [pain] does not cease either, [and] thus one does not eliminate what
[supposedly] belongs to the self. Or, if [you] accept that one eliminates the na-

221 PVV 92,20-21: na catmani nirdose snehdpagamakdranam asti /.

222 See PVP D102b1/P118a8-b1l (gZan yan bdag la chags pa dan bral ba yan bla ste /
de Itar na yan [...] /). See also PVV 92,21 (bhavatu tavat tathapi).

223 PVP D102b3-4/P118b2-4: de Itar na sdug bsnal bsgom pa sdug bsnal dor ba’i rgyu
mtshan 'dod chags dan bral ba kun nas byed pa’i phyir tshol bar byed do // gan gi
tshe des kyan 'dod chags dan bral ba thob pa yod na yan bdag dor ba fiid ma yin pa
de’i tshe / de dan “dra bar sdug bstial bsgoms pas bdag gi yan dor bar mi ‘gyur ro //.



246 SELF, NO-SELF, AND SALVATION

ture which is the cause of activity [leading to] pain, [then] it will follow that,
since [it] is of a perishable nature, the selfis not aself.22¢

According to the Naiyayikas, activity (pravrtti) leads to pain, and the
defects (dosa) are the causes of activity.225> However, Dharmakirti has
already shown that it is the belief in the self’s existence that constitutes
the real defect, i.e.,, the real cause of bondage. As a consequence, the self
must be the real cause of activity that leads to pain, so that pain itself
cannot cease as long as we do not cease believing in the self’s existence.
If the Naiyayika really seeks to eliminate the cause of activity, he
should rather endeavour to eliminate the self itself, i.e., he should ac-
cept the doctrine of nairatmya.

Dharmakirti is now about to adduce a third reason why the cultiva-
tion of the thought of pain as advocated by the Naiyayikas is useless.
Devendrabuddhi introduces the verse in the following way:

Moreover], let us consider the following objection:] He who cultivates [the
thought of] pain can become detached from what [supposedly] belongs to the
self, [for] he can make pain [directly] perceptible (*pratyaksl'\/ kr-) through
cultivation, because all undertakings of [salvific] means such as cultivation
are aimed at having [something directly] perceptible, because a specific re-
sult other than this one is not established. [Now,] in order to show that, since
[pain] is not different when [the cultivation of the thought of pain and the
subsequent perceptualization] exist, there is no detachment [from what
(supposedly) belongs to the self] even by means of the perception produced

224 PVP D102b5-7/P118b6-8: de Itar ni 'gyur mod kyi / 'dod chags dan bral ba yod du
zin kyan dor bar nus pa can gyi sdug bsnal dor ba yin gyi / bdag dor bar nus pa can ni
mayin no Ze na / de’i tshe sdug bsnal ’jug pa’i rgyu mtshan bdag dan ma bral na de
yan ldog pa med pa fiid yin pa de Itar na bdag gi yan dor ba fiid ma yin pa ‘am / sdug
bsnal la ’jug pa’i rgyu mtshan gyi ran bZin spon bar khas len na ’jig pa’i ran bZin can
yin pas na bdag bdag med pa iid thal bar ‘gyurro //.

225 See, e.g, NSt 1.1.18, quoted above, fn. 70, p. 203, and NBh 219,11-13, quoted above,
fn.71,p. 204. According to the Naiyayikas, activity leads to pain because it produces
merit and demerit (dharmadharma) which in turn lead to the experience of plea-
sure and pain. See, e.g, NS 1.1.2, quoted above, fn. 19, p. 192, NBh 258,10-15,
quoted above, fn. 22, p. 193, and NBh 7,12-14, quoted above, fn.23, p. 193.
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by the cultivation [of the thought of pain, Dharmakirti] states [the following
stanza].z26

(2.238) Even by cultivating [pain], it is nothing but pain that the [yogin]??
may make [directly] manifest [to himself. But] this [pain, which is taught in
your treatises as a means towards liberation and which, according to them,
must be cultivated, |22 is already perceptible prior [to the cultivation process.
Thus] even 50,22 [he who makes pain directly perceptible to himself through
cultivation]?30 does not become detached [from what supposedly belongs to
the self].231

The Naiyayikas’ cultivation of the thought of pain is supposed to bring
about the immediate awareness of pain, but this attempt is perfectly
redundant insofar as we experience pain as the most evident of facts.
As Manorathanandin explains, pain is already perceptible prior to the
cultivation process, “when one experiences the blow of a sword for in-
stance” (Sastraprahdradyanubhavakala).232 Now, there is no point in
revealing what is already obvious, and this cultivation has no effect
whatsoever on the pain that we are already experiencing, so that it

226 PVP D102b7-103a2/P118b8-119a3: gZan yan sdug bsnal bsgoms pas bdag gi la
’dod chags dan bral bar ‘gyur zin / “dis kyan bsgom pas sdug bsnal mnon sum du byed
par ‘gyur te / bsgom pa la sogs pa thabs rtsom pa thams cad kyi 'bras bu ni mnon
sum du gnas pa can fid yin pa’i phyir ro // de las lhag pa’i ’bras bu’i khyad par grub
pa med pa Aid kyi phyir ro // de’i yod na yan khyad par med pa’i phyir / ‘dod chags
dan bral ba mi ’byun ba ni bsgom pas byas pa’i miion sum las kyan yod® pa yin no Zes
bstan pa’i phyir / sdug bsnal bsgoms pas kyan de dag ces bya ba la sogs pa smos te /.
a yod em. : med DP.

227 According to PVP D103a2/P119a3 (*yogin) and PVV 93,1 (bhavaka).

228 According to PVP D103a3/P119a4-5 (lun las bstan pa’i sdug bsnal gan yin pa de
gan bsgom pas bsgom par bya ba gan yin pa de) and PVV 93,4 (tac ca [...] praty-
aksam eva duhkham snehadi).

229 PVV 93,5: tathapi pratyaksikrtatmasnehdadiduhkhatve 'pi. “‘Even so’ [ie.] even if
[cultivating the thought of pain] makes [directly] perceptible the fact that attach-
ment to the self and so on are pain.”

230 According to PVP D103a3-4/P119a5-6 (bsgom pas kyan sdug bsnal mron sum du
byas pa can).

23

=

PV 2.238: duhkhabhavanayapy esa duhkham eva vibhavayet / pratyaksam pirvam
api tat tathapi na viragavan /.

232 PVV 93 4.
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cannot bring about any detachment. Devendrabuddhi thus reformu-
lates Dharmakirti’s reasoning in the following way:

And [here,] the argument [is as follows]: he who is attached to the self
(*atmasnehavat?), even though he perceives pain in a direct manner, does not
become detached through it [from what supposedly belongs to the self], like
the human being in the condition of an ordinary person (*prthagjana). Now,
the human being who wishes to perceive pain in a direct manner is attached
to the self even after [he has made it perceptible by means of cultivation. The
logical reason involved in this argument] is the perception of [what is] con-
tradictory to the cause (*karanaviruddhopalabdhi).33

While commenting on this stanza, Devendrabuddhi emphasizes the dif-
ference in this respect between the Naiyayikas’ cultivation of the
thought of pain and the Buddhist cultivation of selflessness:

The treatise that teaches [that] the mere cultivation of [the thought of] pain
[is enough] in order to [achieve] liberation does not teach anything [that
would be] unperceived [otherwise]. For the manifestation [of pain] thanks to
the cultivation [of the thought] of pain is not known to be a cause of detach-
ment. Thus, the treatise is useless even though it teaches this [cultivation of
the thought of pain as a salvific means. On the contrary,] our [treatises] are
correct because [according to them], one becomes detached through selfless -
ness, which [remains] first unperceived [and] then [only] is made [directly]
perceptible through cultivation.23

The Naiyayikas’ doctrine is useless because it teaches nothing that
would be unknown prior to its understanding, whereas the Buddhist
path leads to the direct realization of the thus far unperceived selfless-

233

234

PVP D103a6-7/P119a8-b2: sbyor ba yan gan bdag la chags pa dan ldan pa de ni

sdug bsnal mrion sum du mthon du zin kyan de las "dod chags dan bral bar fie bar ‘gro

ba ma yin te / dper na so so’i skye bo’i gnas skabs can gyi skyes bu de fid Ita bu’o //

sdug bsnial mnon sum du mthon bar "dod pa’i skyes bu de yan phyis kyan bdag tu

chags pa dan Idan pa yin no Zes bya ba ni rgyu ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //.

PVP D103a4-6/P119a6-8: grol ba’i phyir sdug bsnal bsgom pa tsam ston pa’i bstan
bcos kyis ma mthon ba cun zad kyan bstan pa med de / ’di Itar sdug bsnal bsgom pas
rnam par bsgoms pa ‘dod chags dan bral ba’i phyir rgyur rtogs® pa ma yin pa de ltar
na de ston par byed pa yin du zin kyan bstan bcos kyi ‘bras bu med pa fiid yin no //
kho bo cag gi ni snar bdag med pa fiid ma mthon ba phyis bsgom pas mnon sum du
byas pas ’dod chags dan bral ba’i phyir rigs pa yin no //. @ rtogs conj. : DP rtag.
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ness. Thus according to our authors, ordinary persons (prthagjana) are
per definitionem under the sway of ignorance (avidya), of which we al-
ready know that it consists in the twofold false view of the self or per-
sonalistic belief (atmadrsti, satkayadrsti) 23> However, through listen-
ing to the Buddhist teachings (the so-called srutamayi prajiia) and re-
flecting upon them by means of the pramanas (the so-called cintamayi
prajiia), they gain an initial insight into selflessness and enter the path
properly speaking, i.e., cultivation (the so-called bhavanamayi prajia),
which entails two main segments: first, the path of vision (darsana-
marga), in which they secure a first intuitive insight into the nobles’
truths, i.e.,, the fundamental structure of reality, and get rid of the
speculative (vi- or pari-kalpita) form of the personalistic belief; and
second, the path of (mental) cultivation (bhavanamarga), in which they
gradually uproot all the remaining defilements. Finally, upon the
transformation of the basis-of-existence (asrayaparivrtti) — which coin-
cides with the attainment of liberation - the innate (sahaja) form of the
personalistic belief is eradicated.

The Atmavadin could nonetheless argue that the cultivation of the
thought of pain does reveal something thus far unperceived, namely
the defects inherent in what we wrongly think to belong to the self.
Thus according to Devendrabuddhi, the following stanzas answer this
objection from the Atmavadin:

[Objection: But we] observe that someone becomes detached due to seeing a
defect in something236

Dharmakirti shows, however, that as long as we believe in the self’s
existence, making these defects obvious is of no avail:

(2.239-241) Even if [someone’s] mind momentarily (tatksanam)?7 swerves
by [observing] a [certain] defect in one [thing usually recognized as a means

235 See above, Introduction, §0.1.1.

236 PVP D103a7/P119b2-3: gal te la lar iies pa mthon ba las skyes bu ‘dod chags dan
bral ba mthon o //.

237 e, according to PVP D103b2/P119b5 (ji srid fies pa mthon ba’i bar la), “as long as
he observes [this] defect.”
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238

239

240

241

242

243

244

245

of realizing the self’s pleasure],38 yet it does not become [entirely]* de-
tached from this [thing], as a lover [who has become detached from a certain
woman because he sees a defect in her does not become detached] from
another woman.?* For when one distinguishes between what is to be
avoided (tyajya) [e.g., the unattractive woman from whom one is detached]
and what is to be sought (upddeya) [e.g., the attractive woman to whom one
is attached]?*! the attachment that has arisen regarding the [attractive]
one?% s the seed [i.e., the cause,]?*® of the rise, in turn, of all [other] attach-
ments|[, including the attachment to what one was previously detached from].
An immaculate attachment to an immaculate [self], and the [diverse imma-
culate] means], such as the sense organs, which are means of providing en-
joyment for this self],2#* and the world consists of just this.245 Now|, under

According to PVP D103b1/P119b4 (bdag gi bde ba sgrub par byed pa fiid du khas
blans pa’i yul ‘ga’ Zig la). Note, however, PVV 93,7: ekatraparadhakarini, “in one
offending [thing].” In fact the two commentaries are not contradictory, as the
Naiyayikas advocate a variety of cultivation of the thought of pain that focuses on
the disgusting or offending aspects of things usually regarded as instrumental in
pleasure: see above, fn.65, p. 202.

According to PVV 93,11 (viraktah sarvatha).

According to PVP D103b3-4/P119b7-8 (dper na ‘dod pa dan Idan pa 'ga’ Zig bud
med gZan la skyon cun zad mthon bas chags pa dan bral ba / gZan la chags pa dan
ma bral ba fiid yin pa Ita bu’o // yul gZan la ’byun ba can gyi 'dod chags kyi lhag ma
ni bud med de la yan 'dod chags skye ba’i rgyur ‘gyur ro / /).

According to PVP D103b5-6/P120a2-3 (skyes bu 'ga’ Zig dor bar bya ba yin / dper
na mron par 'dod par bya ba ma yin pa’i bud med Ita bu’o // ‘ga’ zig blan bar bya ba
yin te / dper na mnon par ‘dod pa’i bud med Ita bu’o // de Itar na blan bar bya ba dan
dor bar bya ba sna tshogs pa fiid yod na’o //).

Devendrabuddhi clearly takes eka to refer to the thing recognized as desirable
(PVP D103b6-7/P120a3-4: blan bar bya bar ‘dod pa’i don gyi rjes su 'bran ba can
no //). Manorathanandin takes it to refer to either the tyajya or the upadeya (PVV
93,15: ekasmin bhavini dvesavisayatayanurdgavisayataya va /).

That is, *nimitta according to PVP D103b7/P120a4 (’dod chags kyi yul gyi rjes su
’byun ba can gyi chags pa de ni / sa bon yin te rgyu mtshan yin no //) and karana ac-
cording to PVV 93,18 (sd saktir bijam kdaranam).

According to PVP D104a6/P120b4-5 (bdag skyon med pa’i lons spyod sgrub par
byed pa dban po la sogs pa de dag kyan skyon med yin no / /).

L.e, according to PVP D104a7/P120b5-6, of the self (*atman), of the attachment to
it (*tatsneha) and of things such as the sense organs and the body ( *indriyasarira-
di). Note PVV 94,1: tribhir jagatah sangrahat /. “Because the world exhausts itself
(sangraha) in [these] three [things].”
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such circumstances,] from what [can] the [person longing for liberation] 246
become detached?24

There is no point in making obvious the defects inherent in the means
of realizing the self’s pleasure, since the awareness of these defects is
incapable of putting an end to our attachment to what we consider
ours: if we happen to realize that something considered ours is defec-
tive, for all that we do not become detached from it, just as a lover who
has seen a defect in the woman he loves and gets detached from her
does not thereby acquire detachment with respect to all women. De-
vendrabuddhi explains:

The remaining [part] of the desire that was born regarding one object [i.e.,
the woman whom one used to love] can become the cause of the rise of de-
sire even towards the woman [from whom one had become detached in the
meantime]. Thus [itis the seed of the rise,] in turn, [of all other attachments.
To wit:] even if the vision of good qualities is a cooperating [factor in the rise
of desire, the fact that one sees defects certainly does not guarantee that de-
sire does not rise anew, so that] at a certain time, one can feel desire even for
that very woman from whom one used to be detached (*vairdgyavisaya?).
Thus, one is [certainly] not entirely detached [from this object].248

According to PV 2.240, the very distinction between what is to be
avoided and what is to be sought involves attachment, since attach-
ment to what is to be sought in turn gives rise to all other attachments,
including those that regard objects from which we used to be detached.
Devendrabuddhi explains:

246 According to PVV 94,1 (sa moktukamah).

247 PV 2.239-241:yady apy ekatra dosena tatksanam calita matih / virakto naiva tatra-
pi kamiva vanitantare // tydjyopddeyab hede hi saktir yaivaikabhdvini / sa bijam sar-
vasaktinam paryayena samudbhave // nirdosavisayah sneho nirdosah sdadhanani
ca /@ etavad eva ca jagat kvedanim sa virajyate //. @ Note PVwmiy(tin): skyon med yul
can chags pa dan // sgrub byed kyan ni skyon med yin /, suggesting a distributive
meaning for nirdosah.

248 PVP D103b4-5/P119b8-120a2: yul gzan la 'byun ba can gyi ‘dod chags kyi lhag ma
ni® bud med de la yan? 'dod chags skye ba’i rgyur ‘qyur ro // de Itar na rnam grans
kyis yon tan mthon ba lhan cig byed pa yod na yan dus gcig gi tshe shar 'dod chags
dan bral ba’i yul du gyur pa’i bud med de fiid la yan 'dod chags dan ldan par 'gyur ba
de Itar na / $in tu ‘dod chags dan bral ba Aid ma yin no //. @ See PVT Ne D143al-
2/P176b4-5.b See PVT Ne D143a2/P176b5.
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Someone may [well] be detached, at a [certain pointin] time, from a certain
[thing supposedly] belonging to the self; nonetheless, since [this person] has
not abandoned attachment to a self,2%% he can in turn, due to this very seed [of
another attachment], feel again an attachment for [something supposedly]
belonging to the self, as [one falls in love] with another woman. Therefore,
this [person] is not entirely detached from acertain [thing].250

The commentator then emphasizes the contrast with the Buddhist path
in this respect:

And this defect does not pertain to the [Buddhists’] perception of selflessness
(*nairatmyadarsana) [as a means toward salvation], because the perception
of selflessness makes one detached from all [this, viz. both] the self and what
[supposedly] belongs to the self indifferently. Moreover, [for the Atmavadin]
there [can] be no detachment from attachment to the self, etc., because, given
that the self is immaculate, [things] like desire for this [self] are no less
immaculate [than the self].251

Dharmakirti concludes in PV 2.241 that if, as the Atmavadin contends,
the root of attachment and suffering is nothing but the self’s adventi-
tious association with elements wrongly regarded as belonging to it,
then nothing is defective in any way: neither the self (since it is free of
defects when isolated from the means of experience), nor attachment
to it (since the object of this attachment is immaculate), nor even the
means of pleasure wrongly ascribed to it. For as Manorathanandin
explains, even the means of realizing pleasure, which the Naiyayika

249 Note that Tib. bdag tu chags pa, although it most often renders atmasneha, is occa-
sionally found to render atmiyasneha: the passage could also mean “because he has
not abandoned the attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self.”

250 PVP D103b7-104a2/P120a4-6: 'di dus gcig gi tshe bdag gi 'ga’ Zig la gan 'dod chags

dan bral bar ‘gyur ba de Itar na yan / bdag tu chags pa ma spans pa fiid kyi phyir / sa

bon de fiid kyis bdag gi la yan rnam grans ‘ga’ zig gis chags par ‘gyur te / bud med
gZan la bZin no // de bas na de la la la sin tu "dod chags dan bral ba ma yin no //.

PVP D104a4-5/P120b2-4: bdag med par mthon ba la yan skyon 'di yod pa ma yin

te / bdag med pa fiid mthon ba las bdag dan bdag gi thams cad la khyad par med par

’dod chags dan bral ba fiid kyi phyir ro // gZan yan bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la

’dod chags dan bral ba fiid ma yin no // de Itar na bdag skyon med pa yin pa’i phyir /

de la 'dod chags la sogs pa yan skyon yod pa mayin te /.

25

=
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tries so hard to see as defective, are in fact immaculate insofar as they
are not associated with the self: 252

The means of enjoyment as well [i.e.] the sense organs, the body, etc., [and
the sense organs’ objects, i.e,] sounds, tastes, visual objects, etc, are immacu-
late; because [according to the Atmavadins,] all these [things] which are the
self, etc., considered individually, are not causes of pain.2s3

Devendrabuddhi makes clear that as a consequence, in the Atma-
vadin'’s perspective there is nothing to be detached from:

252

253

254

255

256

257

258

And since this [all] is immaculate, detachment cannot be cultivated. And since
there is nothing else to be abandoned, from what can this person become de-
tached so that (s)he might beliberated from the bondage of samsara?5

(2.242) Objection: [Although attachment to the self for instance has an imma-
culate object, i.e., the self] it255 is [not only endowed with good qualities but it
is] also defective?s6 [inasmuch as itis the basis of pain. Answer:] The [defec-
tiveness which you define as being the basis of pain]%7 is the same for the
self. 8[Thus as long as] the [person who strives for liberation?? has] not

Dharmakirti has already shown this in PV 2.225.

PVV 93,21-22: upabhogasadhanani cendriyasariradini Sabdarasariipadini nirdosa-
ni / atmadinam sarvesam pratyekam duhkhahetutvabhavat /.

PVP D104a7-b1/P120b6-7: 'di la skyon med pa fiid kyi phyir ‘dod chags dan bral ba
fiid bsgom par bya ba ma yin no // dor bar bya ba gZan yan yod pa ma yin pa’i phyir
skyes bu de dag gan la chags bral 'gyur gan gis ’khor ba’i ‘chin ba las grol bar
‘gyur® /.a P om. gan gis 'khor ba’i "chin ba las grol bar 'gyur /.

PVV 94,3 seems to include tasya in the objection and interprets it as snehendri-
yadeh. Devendrabuddhi (PVP D104b4-5/P121a4) seems to exclude tasya from the
objection (as does the pratika: gal te skyon bcas yin na yan) and to treat it as *mu-
muksoh purusasya. However, Devendrabuddhi’s (PVP D104b2-3/P121a1-2) expla-
nation of the objection clearly refers to atmasneha as the subject: de Itar ni 'gyur
mod kyi / gal teyan bdag skyon med pa’i yul can bdag tu chags pa la sogs payin pa
de ltar na yan sdug bsnal gyi rten fiid yin pa’i phyir ’di skyon dan Idan pa yin no //.
“Suppose the following be urged: Even if [things] such as the attachment to the self
have the immaculate self as their object, they have defects because they are the
basis of pain.”

According to PVV 94,3 (na kevalam gunavatta sadosatapi) .
According to PVP D104b5/P121a4 (sdug bsnal gyi rten gyi mtshan fiid de /).

Note Manorathanandin’s (PVV 94,5) introduction to PV 2.242cd: evam tarhy atma-
dosam eva vairdgyabhavanaya jahyad iti cet /. “Objection: [If it is] so, then through
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[become] detached from the [self],26® which entails the [very same] defect
[as] the [above-mentioned factors, i.e, the defect of being the cause of
pain],?6! from what does he now become detached?262

The Atmavadin defends his position by arguing that his thought has
been distorted by the opponent: he does hold that attachment to the
self has an immaculate object, but this does not make attachment to the
self free of defects. On the contrary, this attachment is wrong and must
be eliminated, since the Atmavadin has already made clear that it is the
basis of pain.

Dharmakirti answers that the same can be said of the self, which, ac-
cording to the Atmavadin himself, must also be regarded as a basis of
pain, at least inasmuch as it is associated with the means of experience.
Thus, if we do not get detached from the self although we see it as a
cause of pain, we cannot get detached from anything else that we might
wrongly consider to belong to the self, as Devendrabuddhi makes clear:

Just as one is not detached from the self although it is the cause of pain, simi-
larly, one will not be [detached] either from what [supposedly] belongs to the
self.z63

Manorathanandin further explains:

the cultivation of detachment, one may abandon the self’s defect only [and not the
self itself].”

259 According to PVV 94,7 (sa mumuksuh); see also PVP D104b6/P121a6, quoted above,
fn. 255, p. 253.

260 According to PVP D104b5/P121a5 and PVV 94,7 (tatratmani).

261 According to PVT Ne D143a2-3/P176b5-6 (gan la bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa 'byun
ba’i nan tshul can de’i skyon yod pa Zes bya ba ni bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa la "byun
ba’i nan tshul can gyi skyon gan yin pa’i skyon de fiid ni sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yin
no //). Whereas Manorathanandin provides no explanation of taddose, Devendra-
buddhi (PVP D104b5-6/P121a5) clearly interprets itas a bahuvrihi compound (gan
la bdag tu chags pa la sogs pa 'byun ba’i nan tshul can de’i skyon yod pa Zes bya bar
tshig rnam par sbyar ro //).

262 PV 2.242: sadosatdpi cet tasya tatratmany api sa sama / tatraviraktas taddose kve-
danim sa virajyate //.

263 PVP D104b6/P121a6-7: ji Itar sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yod na yan / bdag la 'dod
chags dan bral ba Idan pa ma yin pa de ltar bdag gi la yan mi ‘gyur ba |[...] /.
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Just as one is not detached from the self, although it is defective, because one
sees the self [as existing], similarly, due to attachment, one will not become
detached from [something else] although it too has the defect of the [self], be-
cause onesees [it] as belonging to the self.26+

Devendrabuddhi thus reformulates Dharmakirti’s reasoning in the fol-
lowing way:

And [here,] the argument [is as follows]: an x that does notoccur even though
ay is present does not have this y for its cause, as a sprout of rice does not
exist even though a seed of barley exists. Now, detachment from the self does
not occur even though [its] being the cause of pain exists. [The logical reason
involved in this argument] is the perception of [something] contradictory to
the pervader (*vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi).265

Dharmakirti goes on:

(2.243ac) [Moreover, if] attachment [to what supposedly belongs to the self
were] born of the vision of good qualities,?¢6 the vision of defects could [cer-
tainly] annul [it]. But this [attachment?” indeed] bears on the sense organs,
etc., however it is not of such a kind (evam) [i.e, it is not born of the vision of
good qualities in the sense organs 268,269

Dharmakirti is now attacking the Atmavadin’s contention that attach-
ment to the things that we wrongly believe to belong to the self has as
its sole cause the fact that we see good qualities in them. If it were the

264 PVV 94,7-9: yatha sadose 'py atmany atmadarsanad aviraktas tatha taddose ’pi sne-
had atmiyatvadarsanan na virajyete /.

265 PVP D104b7-105a1/P121a7-8: shyor ba 'an gan zig gan yod na yan mi ‘gyur ba de
ni de’i rgyu mtshan can ma yin te / dper na nas kyi sa bon yod na yan sa lu’i myu gu
med pa lta bu’o // bdag la 'dod chags dan bral ba yan sdug bsnal gyi rgyu fiid yod na
yan mi gyur ro Zes bya ba ni khyab par byed pa ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //.

266 According to PVP D105a1/P121a8-b1 (gZan yan gal te bdag gi la chags pa 'di yon
tan mthon ba las 'gyur ba / de’i tshe [...] /).

267 According to PVP D105a2/P121b2 (chags pa de) and PVV 94,15 (where sa ca sne-
hajendriyaday is likely to be emended into: sa ca sneha indriyadav).

268 According to PVP D105a2/P121b2 (yon tan mthon ba las ’hyun ba ma yin) and PVV
94,15 (gunadarsanan na drstah).

269 PV 2.243ac: gunadarsanasambhiitam sneham badheta dosadrk / sa cendriyadau na
tvevam [..]/.
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case, this attachment could certainly be annulled through realizing that
these factors are in fact defective, and the Naiyayika’s cultivation of the
thought of pain would be an effective means of liberation, “for the
vision of defects [would be] contradictory to the cause of the attach-
ment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self.”270 But we are not at-
tached to such things as our sense organs because we would see posi-
tive qualities in them:

[Although it relates to the sense organs, this attachment] is not born of the vi-
sion of good qualities; rather, the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the
self arises due to [its] being the basis of [the selfs] enjoyment, etc. Now, how
could the vision of pain, which does not annul the cause of the attachment to
what [supposedly] belongs to the self [i.e.,] the notion of what [supposedly]
belongs to the self, remove the attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to
the self?271

Dharmakirti then adduces several reasons to show that the Naiyayika’s
cultivation of pain is useless:

(2.243d-244) [It is not born of the vision of good qualities in the sense or-
gans, and therefore cannot be eliminated through the cultivation of the
thought of pain,] because even children for instance have [attachment to their
sense organs, etc.]; because [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the
self]272 occurs even with regard to what [is one’s own but] has defects], like
one’s own impaired sense organs];2’3 because [attachment to what suppo-

270 PVP D105a1/P121b1:skyon du lta ba bdag gi chags pa’i rgyu dan ‘gal ba’i phyir /.

271 PVP D105a2-3/P121b2-3: yon tan mthon ba las 'byun ba ma® yin gyi / ‘on kyan lons
spyod kyi rten fiid yin pa la sogs pa’i sgo nas bdag gi blo bskyed pa yin na de ji Itar
bdag gi chags pa’i rgyu bdag gi blo la sdug bsrial mthon ba gnod par byed pa ma yin
no // bdag gi chags pa la gnod par ’gyur /. [ ma conj.: DP om. ma.] The Sanskrit
original of the last (and, as far as its Tibetan translation is concerned, problematic)
segment of Devendrabuddhi’s explanation is provided by Vibh. 94, fn. 3: datmiya-
buddher abadhakam duhkhadarsanam katham atmiyasneham apanudet /.
According to PVP D105a7/P122a1 (rjes su chags pa) and PVV 94,19 (snehasya). Cf.
below, ad PV 2.244b, PVP D105b1/P122a3 (bdag gi chags pa) and Vibh. 94, fn. 6
(snehah).

According to PVP D105a6-7/P121b8-122al (mig la sogs pa bdag gi la yan bdag gi
fiild du bzun ba la) and PVV 94,18 (svakiye caksuradau gunavikale). As examples of
the defects involved, see PVP D105a7/P122al (rab rib dan lon ba dan Za ba dan

27,

)

27.

w
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sedly belongs to the self] does not occur with regard to what [belongs] to
someone else even if [it is] endowed with good qualities|, like another per-
son’s beautiful eyes];?7* or [again,| because [even] when it is one’s own, one
abandons [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self] with regard to
what is dead for instance[, like one’s fallen hair, nails or amputated
limbs]275.276

First, even children, who do not discriminate yet between defects and
good qualities, are attached to their sense organs, which shows that
our attachment to our sense organs does not arise from our finding
positive qualities in them:

274

275

276

277

Even children and cattle, etc, who do not conceptualize the good qualities
and defects (*a[pariJkalpitagunadosa?) of [things] like the eyes that are [sup-
posedly] related to the self, are attached to the eyes, etc. One ought to
understand that, since this [attachment] exists even when there is no seeing
of good qualities, it is not produced by the [latter].277

gzugs nan pa la sogs pa, i.e., *timira, *kanaftval, Zza ba [?], *vairtipya) and PVV 94,18
(kanatva).

According to PVP D105b1/P122a2-3 (skyes bu gZan fiid du mnon par 'dod pa’i mig
la sogs pa yon tan dan ldan pa gan yin pa de la) and PVV 94,19 (anyatra parakiye ne-
tradau dosarahite gunavaty api).

According to PVP D105b2/P122a4 (gan gi tshe bdag gi yan ‘das Sin Zig par gyur pa
la’o //). Examples and explanations of adi are found in PVP D105b2-3/P122a4-5
(sogs pa smos pas ni ran gi lus las bog pa la sogs pa’i yan lag dan fin lag de dan ‘dra
ba khyad par med pa yon tan Idan par mtshuns pa dag la) and PVV 94,23 (atitadau
kesanakhddau / adisabdal linangulyadau |...] /).

PV 2.243d-244: balader api sambhavat® // dosavaty api sadbhavad abhavad guna-
vaty api / anyatratmiyatayam va vyatitadau vihanitah //. @ PVvetter and PVmiy(rin)
read darsanat instead of sambhavat, but all commentators comment on sambhavat:
PVP D105a5/P121b6-7 (yod pa’i phyir ro), PVA 155,19 (bhavat), PVV 94,16 (sam-
bhavat).

PVP D105a5-6/P121b7-8: byis pa dan phyugs la sogs pa bdag dan ’brel pa’i mig la
sogs pa la yon tan dan skyon du brtag pa dan bral ba la yan mig la sogs pa de la
chags par ‘gyur ba fiid yin no // yon tan mthon ba de med par yan 'di yod pa’i phyir
des byas pa ma yin no Zes bya bar rtogs par ‘gyurro //.Cf.PVA 155,18-19: balapasv-
adinam caparikalpitagunadosanam bhavat /. “Because children, cattle, etc., have
[an attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self] although they do not con-
ceptualize good qualities and defects.” See also PVV 94,15-16: balader api gunapa-
riksam anupagamya® caksuradav dtmiyatvamatrena snehasya sambhavat /. [® guna-
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Manorathanandin further explains that the real cause of the child’s at-
tachment to his organs is his mere apprehension of these organs as his:

The presence and absence of attachment are not [respectively] due to the vi-
sion of good qualities and defects [in the object of attachment]; rather, [they
are respectively| due to the vision [of this object] as belonging to the self
(atmiyatvadarsana) [and] to the lack of [such a] vision, because [attachment
and its absence respectively] conform to the presence and absence of this [vi-
sion].278

Second, we are attached to our sense organs even though we realize
that they are impaired, which shows that the awareness of our organs’
defects does not prevent us from being attached to them:

Therefore the [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self] occurs
even from [one’s] seeing defects.279

In contrast, we are not attached to the others’ sense organs, even
though we may notice their virtues, and we cease to be attached to
what we no longer consider ours (such as fallen hair), “because one ab-
andons attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self when one
gets rid of the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self.”280 As a
consequence, “attachment [to what supposedly belongs to the self] is
not produced by the vision of good qualities,”281 but stems from our
very belief that it does belong to the self:

Therefore, since [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self] does not
occur even when one sees good qualities and occurs when there is a notion of
what [supposedly] belongs to the self, [this attachment,] which arises from

pariksam anupagamya conj. : gunapariksa 'bhyu(paga)mya Ed.] “Because children
for instance can have an attachment to the eyes, etc, whereas they have not [yet]
undertaken an examination of [their] good qualities [i.e.,] due to the mere fact that
[they regard the eyes, etc,] as belonging to the self.”

278 PVV 94,16-17: gunadosadarsanan na snehabhavabhavau / kim tv atmiyatvadarsa-
nadarsandt tadanvayavyatirekanuvidhanad iti /.

279 PVP D105a7/P122al1-2: de bas na yon tan dan skyon mthon ba las kyan 'di ‘gyur ba
yinno //.

280 PVP D105b3/P122a5: bdag gi blo dor bayod na bdag gi chags pa dan bral ba’i phyir /.

281 PVP D105b3/P122a5: chags pa yon tan mthon bas byas pa mayinno //.
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the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self, does not have the vision
of good qualities forits cause (*nimitta).2s2

Dharmakirti has shown that our attachment to the elements that we
take to belong to the self does not arise from our seeing positive quali-
ties in them, but from the mere fact that we take them to be ours. The
Atmavadin might attempt to escape the objection by showing that non-
etheless, our very notion that the means of enjoyment belong to us
arises from our seeing positive qualities in them. In this way, he could
show that Dharmakirti’s argument does not affect his position: the
cultivation of the thought of pain can lead us to detachment by making
us cease to see the means of enjoyment as endowed with positive qual-
ities, and therefore by making us cease to see them as ours. According
to Devendrabuddhi, PV 2.245 answers such an objection from the
Atmavadin:

Suppose the following be urged: [Well,] the vision of good qualities is not the
cause of attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self. Rather, [its
cause] is the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self. But this [very]
notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self arises from the vision of good
qualities. Therefore, one becomes detached from what [supposedly] belongs
to the self by breaking, by means of the cultivation [of the thought] of pain,
the vision of good qualities which is the cause of the notion of what [suppo-
sedly] belongs to the self2s3

Dharmakirti’s answer runs as follow:

(2.245-246) And for this very reason, nor is the observation of good qualities
the cause of the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self. Therefore
[i.e, since this notion does not have the vision of good qualities for its

282 PVP D105b3-4/P122a5-6: de bas na yon tan mthon ba la yan med pa’i phyir dan
bdag gi Ses pa yod na yod pa’i phyir bdag gi blo las byun ba ni yon tan mthon ba’i
rgyu mtshan can ma yinpa |[...] /.

283 PVP D106a2-3/P122b6-7: de Itar ni ‘gyur mod kyi bdag gir chags pa’i yon tan
mthon ba ni rgyu ma yin no // ’o na ci yin Ze na / bdag gi blo fiid yin no // bdag gi blo
de yan yon tan mthon ba las 'gyur ro //® des na sdug bsnal bsgom pas bdag gi’i blo’i
rgyur gyur pa yon tan mthon ba’i rgyun bead pa las bdag gi chags pa dan bral ba yin
pa [..] /.2 To be compared with Vibh. 95, fn. 3: syad etat / atmiyasnehasyatmiya-
buddhir eva hetuh / sa tu gunadarsanat [...] /.
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cause,]?8 it28 is not abandoned either due to the vision of non-qualities [i.e.,
defects].286 Furthermore, [we] indeed observe that due to attachment, 2 one
superimposes unreal good qualities onto that [which is taken to be one’s
own,28 so that attachment prevents the vision of defects]. Therefore how
[can] a [soteriological] injunction [prescribing the cultivation of the thought
of pain]®? annul this [attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self2 if,
as is the case, it] does not annul its cause [i.e., the vision of the self]2917292

Dharmakirti has just shown that our attachment to the elements
thought to belong to the self does not stem from our observing positive
qualities in them. He now specifies that he has refuted by the same to-
ken the contention that our very notion that they belong to the self may
arise from our observing such good qualities in them. Rather, as Mano-
rathanandin specifies, the cause of this notion can be nothing but the
vision of the self:

And the cause of the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self is not ob-
serving good qualities, but rather, the very vision of the self.2%3

As a consequence, the cultivation of the thought of pain as the Nai-
yayikas define it cannot have the power to eliminate our attach ment by

284+ According to PVP D106a5/P123al (yon tan mthon ba’i rgyu can ma yin pa de’i
phyir) and PVV 95,1 (tasmad gunadarsana hetukatvab havat).

285 e, according to PVP D106a5/P123a2 and PVV 95,1, the notion of what supposedly
belongs to the self (bdag gi blo = atmiyabuddhi).

286 According to PVV 95,1-2 (agunasya dosasya darsanat).

287 PVP D106a7/P123a5 explains: bdag tu chags las (*atmasneha). Should bdag tu chags
rather be reconstructed as *atmiyasneha?

288 Devendrabuddhi (PVP D106a7/P123a5) seems to explain tatra as *atmiyasnehe,
while Manorathanandin (PVV 95,7) explains it as atmiye, preferable in our opinion.

289 According to PVP D106b1/P123a6 (grol ba’i phyir brjod pa’i cho ga) and PVV 95,8-
9 (vidhir diksa duhk habhdvanddiriipah).

290 According to PVP D106b1-2/P123a7 (bdag gi'i chags pa de la) and PVV 95,9 (tam
snehadim).

291 According to PVV 95,8 (tasya snehdadeh karanasyatmadarsanasya).

292 PV 2.245-246: tata eva ca natmiyabuddher api guneksanam / kdranam hiyate sapi
tasman nagunadarsandt // api casadgunaropah snehat tatra hi drsyate / tasmat tat-
kdranabadhi vidhis tam badhate katham //.

293 PVV 94,25: atmiyabuddher api na guneksanam karanam kintv atmadarsanam eva.
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making obvious the defects of what we are attached to. As Manoratha-
nandin points out, the reason for this is that perceiving these defects is
not contradictory to the cause of attachment:

For a [particular] property suppresses something [when it is] contradictory
to [its] cause, as fire [eliminates] a specific horripilation [caused by cold. And]
indeed, the vision of a self is the cause of attachment, of the vision of what
[supposedly] belongs to the self, etc. Now, the vision of defects is not contra-
dictory to this [vision of aself].24

According to Devendrabuddhi, Dharmakirti further points out that at-
tempting to make obvious these defects is all the more useless since we
naturally tend to superimpose good qualities onto what we take to be
ours; “and due to [this] superimposition of unreal qualities, one never
finds oneself in the position of seeing the defects.”295 Devendrabuddhi
thus introduces this verse by explaining:

Moreover, the notion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self, [and] hence
also attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self, exists as long as one
has not got rid of attachment to the self. Now, this [attachment] prevents the
vision of defects [...] Thus how [can there be] a vision of defects [under such
circumstances], so that attachment to what [supposedly] belongs to the self
might be eliminated through it[i.e, through the vision of defects] 72%

Dharmakirti concludes that the Naiyayikas’ cultivation of the thought
of pain is pointless, since it is incapable of achieving the goal that the
Naiyayikas ascribe to it, i.e.,, eliminating our attachment to what we

294 PVV 95,4-5: karanaviruddho hi dharmo® nivartakah kasyacid yathagni romaricavise-
sasya / dtmadarsanam hi snehdtmiyadrsadeh karanam / na ca tadvirodhini dosa-
drk /. [® dharmo PVVys 18a3 : dharmi Ed.] What Manorathanandin has in mind here
is the perception of something contradictory to the cause, karanaviruddho palabdhi,
the example of which is the elimination of a specific horripilation by fire, which
contradicts its cause, i.e, cold: see NBm 2.40/NBs 2.41 and NBTwm 137,3-138,2/NBTs
35,9-20.

295 PVP D106a7-b1/P123a5: yon tan med par sgro ‘dogs pa las kyan skyon mthon ba’i
skabs Sin tu med pa fiid yinno //.

296 PVP D106a6-7/P123a3-5: gZan yan ji srid du bdag tu chags pa dan ma bral ba de
srid du bdag gi blo yod pa / de bas na de srid du bdag gi’i chags pa yan yod pa yin
no // de yan skyon mthon ba [...] la gags byed pa yin pa de Itar na gan las skyon
mthon ba yin zin | gan gis de las bdag gi chags pa zad par ‘gyur /.
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take to belong to the self. He then states the reason for this: such a cul-
tivation has no power to eliminate the cause of this attachment,
namely, our belief in the existence of the self, so that, as Manoratha-
nandin explains, it cannot destroy our attachment to the means of en-
joyment, “because the negation (nisedha) of the effect cannot be
achieved without the suppression (nivrtti) of [its] cause.”297

3.3.6. Dharmakirti’s Refutation of the Sankhya Position (PV
2.247-248)

According to the commentators, the next couple of verses are directed
against the Sankhya soteriology. Devendrabuddhi thus considers that
these stanzas are a reply to an Atmavadin who defends the Sankhya
thesis that attachment is due to the confusion between the Person and
primordial matter,2%¢ and whose objection runs as follows:

As for us, we do not claim that attachment is due to the vision of good quali-
ties, but rather, that attachment is [due to] a cognition which [erroneously]
unifies primordial nature and the Person. Therefore, since one eliminates the
idea of one’s own by knowing that primordial nature and the Person are dis-
tinct [things], one becomes detached [from what supposedly belongs to the
self] .29

Manorathanandin gives a similar explanation:

As for the representatives of the Sankhya, they think [as follows]: As long as
one regards the Person and primordial matter, which are [respectively] con-
scious and unconscious, as being one, (s)he is possessed of attachment and is
not freed; [whereas] when (s)he perceives [their] difference, there is no
[more] attachment, and (s)heis released.3%

297 PVV 95,9: karananivrttyad karyanisedhasya kartum asakyatvat /.
298 See above, §3.1.1.

299 PVP D106b2-3/P123a7-8: kho bo yon tan du mthon ba las chags par mi smra’o // o
na ci yin ze na / ran bzin dan skyes bu dag la blo gcig tu byed pa ni chags pa yin no //
des na ran bzin dan skyes bu gZan du Ses pas ran fiid kyi blo dor ba’i phyir 'dod chags
dan bral ba yin no Ze na /.

300 PVV 95,11-12: sankhyas tu manyante / cetandcetanayoh purusapradhanayor yavad
aikyam manyate purusah / tavat sa snehavan amuktas? ca / bhedapratitau na sneho
vimuktas® ceti /. @ amuktas conj. : ayuktas Ed. bvimuktas conj. : viyuktas Ed.
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According to the Sankhya, we are attached to things such as our sense
organs because although these are in fact nothing but evolutes of the
primordial, unconscious and active matter, we wrongly identify them
with the self, i.e., the Person understood as a pure, passive conscious-
ness. Devendrabuddhi notices that the Sankhya position has already
been set aside earlier and refers back to PV 2.230ab.301 There, accord-
ing to Devendrabuddhi’s interpretation of the verse,302 the Naiyayika
opponent was criticizing the Sankhya thesis that we regard what does
not essentially belong to the self as ours because of some confusion be-
tween the Person and primordial matter. Devendrabuddhi then adds:

[But] let [us] admit that [attachment] is produced by [such] a unitary cogni-
tion. Even so, it is incorrect that the cognition of the self is one with [that of]
the sense organs, etc.303

In other words, Dharmakirti is now going to refute in his own name the
Sankhya position; but whereas, according to Devendrabuddhi, the Nai-
yayika was attacking the Sankhya thesis in PV 2.230 on the grounds
that “[two] distinct external things are not the cause of a single cogni-
tion,”304 here Dharmakirti is ready to concede that attachment might be
the result of a unitary cognition confusing two distinct entities. How-
ever, he is about to show that attachment to things that we consider to
belong to us does not arise from the confusion between the Person and
primordial matter:

(2.247-248) [Even] an [ordinary, non-liberated] person (ayam janah) knows
that the self is distinct from [things] such as the sense organs. [And this (s)he
knows] because [(s)he] longs for ever better [sense organs, but not for an
ever better self, and] because [(s)he] knows [that things like hair and limbs
are subject to] destruction and arising [while the self is lasting]. As a conse-
quence, attachment [to what supposedly belongs to the self] is not due either
to [one’s] seeing [primordial matter and the Person] as being one|, because

301 See PVP D106b3-4/P123a8-b2: “dir phyi rol gyi don dag la gcig tu Zen pa med na
yan phan ‘dogs par byed pa tsam gyis ran fiid kyi blos chags pa yin no Zes bsad zin
to//.

302 See above, fn. 158, p. 227.

303 PVP D106b3-4/P123a8-b2: blo gcig gis byas payin pa yan bla ste / de Itar na yan
dban po la sogs pa la bdag fiid kyi blo gcig pa fiid ‘thad pa ma yin no //.

304 See above, fn. 158,p. 227.
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such an attachment exists even when this view does not3% Thus this is the
real cause of the attachment to what supposedly belongs to the self:] itis by
nature that, being attached to the self, one is attached to (anu\/ raiij-) the in-
ternal factors of perception.36

Dharmakirti’s reply to the Sankhya opponent consists in showing that
attachment to what we consider to belong to the self cannot be the
result of a confusion between the self and matter (or more precisely,
between the Person and the subtle body, which includes the sense or-
gans),307 because any ordinary person (i.e., anyone who is not yet libe-
rated) is already aware of the difference between his or her sense or-
gans and the self understood as a permanent entity. This knowledge is
obvious from the fact that we do long for better sense organs but not
for a better self. Thus Manorathanandin explains in the following way
why it is obvious that ordinary persons know this difference:

Because [this person] longs for [things] such as eyes and a body which are,
[as Dharmakirti says, pardpara, that is,] ever different (apardpara) from
[those] having defects such as blindness [i.e,] ever better [than those]; but
[(s)he] does not desire another self. Therefore, even if (s)he is not liberated,
this person knows [that] the selfis distinct [from the sense organs, etc.].308

As for Devendrabuddhi’s lengthier commentary, it explains that when
wishing that we had better organs, we are actually longing for organs
other than those that we currently possess, whereas we never long for
another self. Even if we happen to long for a better self, we are not
thereby aspiring to a self that would be other than the actual self, pre-
cisely because we consider the self a permanent entity:

Because [this person] longs for sense organs, etc., that are better than the
eyes, etc.,, obtained earlier [and] devoid of good qualities, thinking: “I wish my

305 According to PVP D107a4/P124a4 (de med na yan yod pa’i phyir ro //).

306 PV 2.247-248: paraparaprarthandto vindsotpattibuddhitah / indriyadeh prthagbhi-
tam dtmadnam vetty ayam janah // tasman naikatvadrstydpi snehah snihyan sa
atmani / upalambhantarangesu prakrtyaivanurajyate //.

307 See above, §3.1.1.

308 PVV 95,14-16: kanatvadidosayuktaparaparasya visistavisistasya caksuhsariradika-
sya prarthanatah / dtmanas canyasyanabhilasatah / tasmat prthagbhiitatmanam
ayam amukto ’pi jano vetti /.
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eyes, etc, were other, better than these [ones],” but not: “I wish my self were
other [than this one].” And even when [this person] has such a longing, “I
wish my self were so [and so],” (s)helongs for a [better]| condition of a lasting
self, not for another self Therefore, [this person] has the cognition that the
sense organs, etc., are different from the self.30

Besides, ordinary persons distinguish the sense organs from the self
insofar as they are aware of the sense organs’ impermanence, whereas
they consider the self a lasting entity:

And this [person], by seeing that the self is lasting, has the cognition that
[things] such as hair, nails, limbs and the eye, etc., arise and cease to exist;
therefore (s)he does not believe that [they] are one [and the same].310

As a consequence, attachment to what we think to belong to the self
cannot originate from the confusion between primordial matter and
the Person: although we do consider that the sense organs belong to
the self, we do not identify the sense organs with the self, and yet, de-
spite our distinguishing between the sense organs and the self, we are
attached to our sense organs. What, then, is the cause of this attach-
ment? According to Dharmakirti, when one is attached to the self, one
is ipso facto or by nature3!! attached to the internal factors of percep-
tion, i.e,, “to the sense organs and so on [regarded as]| belonging to the
self, which are the means of realizing [the self’s] enjoyment.”312 Deven-
drabuddhi explains:

309 PVP D106b4-6/P123b3-5: gan gi phyir snar thob pa’i mig la sogs pa yon tan med pa
las mchog ste [...] dban po la sogs pa [...] don du giier ba’i phyir ro // “di las bdag gi
mig la sogs pa gZan khyad par du gyur cig siiam pa yin gyi na’i bdag gZan du gyur cig
ces ni ma yinno // gan gi tsheyan na’i bdag 'di lta bar gyur cig ces don du grier bar
“gyur ba de yan bdag gnas pa’i gnas skabs don du giier ba yin gyi / bdag gZan du don
du giier ba ni ma yin no // de’i phyir mig la sogs pa bdag las tha dad pa’i blo dan ldan
payinno //.

310 PVP D107a1-2/P123b8-124al: ‘di kyan bdag gnas pa fiid du mthon bas skra dan
sen mo dan yan lag dan mig la sogs pa skye ba dan ’jig pa’i blo dan Idan pa fiid kyi
phyir gcig tu Zen pa can ma yinno //.

311 le, by prakrti. Here Dharmakirti might be playing with the meaning of the word,
which of course also denotes the Sankhya’s primordial nature.

312 PVP D107a6/P124a6 (which explains upalambhantarangesu): dban po la sogs pa
lons spyod sgrub par byed pa bdag gila’o (*upabhogasadhanesv indriyadisv atmiye-
su). Cf. PVV 95,24,
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As a consequence, attachment to the self indeed has the property of arising
merely from the vision of the self as [really] existing. This [attachment to the
self] is [in turn] the cause of [one’s| attachment to what [supposedly] belongs
to the self, [and] prevents detachment from what [supposedly] belongs to the
self. Thus, the cultivation of [the thought of] painis [simply] useless.313

The mere belief in the self’s existence generates attachment to the self,
and mere attachment to the self generates in turn attachment to what
we think to belong to the self. As a consequence, the Naiyayika’s culti-
vation of the thought of pain is useless, because it is aimed at de-
stroying attachment to what we regard as belonging to the self while
leaving intact its root cause, namely, our belief in the self’s existence.

3.3.7. The Naiyayikas’ Cultivation of the Thought of Pain as a
Misunderstanding of the Buddhist Path (PV 2.249-254)

From PV 2.249 onwards, Dharmakirti endeavours to show in what way
the Buddhist view of detachment differs from the Naiyayikas’ and how
the cultivation of the thought of pain should be understood in the Bud-
dhist perspective. As already noted above (§3.1.2), Dharmakirti seems
to engage at length in this discussion with a Naiyayika for the reason
that the latter’s soteriology comprises many features (among which,
most importantly, the cultivation of the thought of pain) very similar to
those of Buddhism (and perhaps indirectly borrowed from the latter).
As a result, Dharmakirti seems eager to show the superiority of the
Buddhist path while presenting the Naiyayikas’ “crypto-Buddhist” so-
teriological notions as a basic misunderstanding of the Buddhist, self-
less soteriology.

According to Devendrabuddhi, the next stanza is a reply to the fol-
lowing objection:

But do [we] not observe that one becomes detached [from what supposedly
belongs to the self] upon seeing the present pain of living beings? Therefore

313 PVP D107a6-7/P124a7-8: des na bdag tu chags pa bdag yod pa fiid du mthon ba
tsam las 'byun ba’i nan tshul can med pa can ma yin te / de ni bdag gi la chags pa’i
rgyu yin no // de bdag gi la 'dod chags dan bral ba’i gags byed pa yin pa de Itar na
sdug bsnal sgom pa 'bras bu med pa yinno //.
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how [can you say that they do] not become detached [from it] by means of
the cultivation [of the thought] of pain?314

Dharmakirti answers in the following way:

(2.249-250) As for the disgust (nirveda) for [one’s] present pain, [it is] not
detachment: such [a thing] is aversion (dvesa). [And] even then [i.e, in this
condition where disgust prevails]3!s there is attachment [to what supposedly
belongs to the self],316 because one seeks another[, more satisfactory] condi-
tion. Because aversion originates from pain (duhkhayoni), it lasts just as long
[as there is pain3!7 But] once this [pain] has ceased [due to the presence of
something contradictory to its cause,38 a person3!?] recovers its original na-
ture [of loving what supposedly belongs to the self]320.321

The Nyaya’s cultivation of the thought of pain is aimed at bringing
about disgust: according to Paksilasvamin, “by cultivating it, one be-
comes disgusted; [and he] who is disgusted [obtains] detachment; [and
he] who is detached [obtains]| liberation.”322 Dharmakirti, however,

314

315

316

317

318

319

320

321

322

PVP D107a7-b1/P124a8-bl: srog chags rnams kyi da Itar gnas pa’i sdug bsnal
mthon nas 'dod chags dan bral bar ‘gyur ba mthon ba fiid ma yin nam / deji Itar na
sdug bsnal bsgom pas ’dod chags dan bral ba ma yin Ze na /.

According to PVP D107b3/P124b5 (gnas skabs gan la yan skyes bu ’di la lar yid
’byun ba de tshe yan) and PVV 96,3 (tadapi nirvedavasthayam).

According to PVP D107b3/P124b5 (bdag gi la yan chags pa).

According to PVP D107b5/P124b8 (ji srid du 'di sdug bsnal ’jug pa de srid du 'di’i yid
byun ba ’jug par ‘gyur ro //) and PVV 96,6-7 (sa nirvedakhyo dveso yavad duhkham
anuvartate tavanmatram tavatkalaparimanam samsthitir asyeti /).

According to PVP D107b5-6/P124b8-125al (gan gi tshe yan de ’jug pa’i rgyu dan
“gal ba’i rkyen fie bas sdug bsnal Idog par ‘gyur ba de’i tshe sdug bsnal de log na) and
PVV 96,10 (tasmin duhkhe karananirodhan nivrtte).

According to PVP D107b6/P125al (skyes bu de) and PVV 96,11 (sattvadarsi). Note,
however, that the stanza could also be read as meaning thatafter taking the form of
aversion, attachment recovers its original nature when pain ceases.

According to PVP D107b7/P125al (bdag gi’i chags pa las byun ba’i mtshan fiid can
gyiran bzin) and PVV 96,10-11 (svam eva prakrtim visayesv aviragalaksanam).

PV 2.249-250: pratyutpannat tu yo duhkhan nirvedo dvesa idrsah / na vairagyam
taddapy asti sneho ’vasthantaraisanat // dvesasya duhkhayonitvat sa tadvanmatra-
samsthitih / tasmin nivrtte prakrtim svam eva bhajate punah //.

See NBh 15,11-15, quoted above, fn. 64, p. 202. On nirveda in the Nyaya, see also
above, fn. 65,p. 202.
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considers that this disgust is in fact no detachment at all, but a kind of
aversion. Now, the Naiyayikas themselves acknowledge that aversion
is still a form of attachment, or its negative side: according to Paksila-
svamin, liberation consists in the cessation of the series of desire and
aversion.323 Dharmakirti explains that it is the case because someone
full of aversion for his or her present condition does not cease to aspire
to another, more pleasurable condition. Devendrabuddhi comments:

[Even in the condition where disgust prevails,] because one seeks a pleasura-
ble condition other than the present painful condition, attachment [to what
supposedly belongs to the self] is not abandoned.32+

Manorathanandin similarly explains:

[Even in the condition where disgust prevails, there is attachment,] because
one seeks another condition [i.e,] a [condition] different from the condition
that arouses disgust because of pain. For when there is no attachment, the
rejection of one [thing] does notlead to the desire of another.325

In fact, this accusation had already been put forward against the Nyaya
by the time the NV was composed, and Uddyotakara denies that the
Nyaya’s prescribed abandonment of pain may amount to mere aver-
sion:

[Objection: But] even if [someone seeking liberation] acts out of aversion,
[thinking,] “I must abandon pain,” even so, [this person] cannot be released,
because aversion is acknowledged to be bondage; for [you yourself acknowl -
edge that] bondage [consists of] both desire and aversion. [Reply:] No, be-
cause it is not an obstacle; [i.e.,] abandoning pain is not an obstacle [to libera-
tion]. On the contrary, the [person who endeavours to achieve liberation] is
not averse to pain; and since (s)he acts without being averse [to anything],

323 See NBh 219,11-13, quoted above, fn. 71, p. 204, and NBh 7,12-14, quoted above,
fn. 67, p.203.

324 PVP D107b4/P124b6: da Itar gyi sdug bsnal gyi gnas skabs ma gtogs pa’i bde ba’i
gnas skabs gZan tshol ba’i phyir chags pa ma spans pa yinno //.

325 PVV 96,4-5: avasthantarasya duhkhahetor nirvedakdrinyam avasthdayam vilaksana-
syaisanat / na hi sneham antarenaikatydgad aparavaricha /.
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(s)he reaches an abandonment of pain that is not an obstacle [to libera-
tion].326

According to Dharmakirti, however, this denial is meaningless, since
the Naiyayikas’ rejection of pain cannot be anything but aversion, i.e,, a
hatred that still stems from attachment, as long as the root cause of at-
tachment, namely the belief in the self, has not been eradicated. As a
result, his pseudo-detachment is bound to cease as soon as the cause of
pain disappears and to recover its original nature of love for what he
still believes to belong to the self.

By way of contrast, Dharmakirti now explains what authentic de-
tachment is, i.e., what detachment is in the Buddhist perspective:

(2.251) On the other hand, what [we Buddhists] call “detachment”3?’ [is noth-
ing but the] equanimity (auddasinya)?? towards everything [which characte-
rizes the arhats - who are] like the sandalwood [in the presence of] the
axe3?9 - [and which is] due to the abandonment of repulsion (tyaga) and
clinging (upadana).33°

What the Buddhists call detachment is indifference or equanimity (au-
dasinya) “‘towards everything’ [i.e.,] towards all objects, which, due to
the absence of the [false] view of a [substantial] living being, are no
longer determined as being harmful or beneficial [to the self].”331 This

326 NV 83,1-4: yady api dvesat pravartate duhkham hdsyamiti tathdpi na mucyeta /
tvat / apratikilam duhkhahanam bhavati / na punar ayam duhkham dvesti / advi-
sams cayam pravartamdno pratikilam duhkhahdnam adhigacchatiti /.

327 PVV 96,18: vairagyam ndma agamaprasiddham kathyate /. “What is called ‘detach-
ment,” ie, known through scripture [as ‘detachment’].”

328 PVV 96,17-18: audasinyam anunayapratigharahitatvam. “Equanimity [ie.,] being
devoid of inclination and hostility.”

329 See below, fn. 332, p. 270.

330 PV 2.251: audasinyam tu sarvatra tyagopadanahdnitah / vasicandanakalpanam vai-
ragyam nama kathyate //.

331 PVV 96,15-16: sattvadrstyabhavat sarvatra visaye pratikil atvanukiilatvabhyam an-
adhyavasite. See also PVP D107b7-108al/P125a3-4: bdag gi dnos po Zes bya ba fie
bar len pa’i phun po’i tshogs srid? pa la ie bar mkho ba rnams la btan sioms su gnas
pa la’o //. [@ PVT Ne D144b1/P178b1 reads sred.] “[‘Equanimity, ie,] a state of
indifference (*upeksavastha?) towards [all things] that are conducive (*upayogin?)
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equanimity arises from the abandonment of the attitude consisting in
clinging, but also of the repulsion that drives us away from things
without constituting a genuine detachment. And whatever may be the
exact meaning of the sandalwood and axe simile illustrating the nature
of this equanimity,332 Dharmakirti is here pointing out that detachment

to the [re-]birth of the group of the upadanaskandhas [commonly referred to as]
‘body(/embodiment)’ (*atmabhava).”

As pointed out by Vetter (1990: 146, fn. 1), Norman (1960: 270-271) has studied
the original meaning (common to early Jaina and Buddhist sources) of the com-
pound vasicandanakalpa: “like the sandalwood tree [in the presence of] the axe”
(but note Bloomfield’s [1920: 342] rendering: “he for whom the [cooling] sandal is
not different from a [painful] sword”). Norman comes to his conclusion on the basis
of Bohtlingk’s Spriiche no. 401, 2313 and 7099: apamanito ’pi kulajo na vadati puru-
sah svabhavadaksinyat / na hi malayacandanataruh parasuprahatah sravet pi-
yam //; chinno 'pi candanatarur na jahati gandham vrddho 'pi varanapatir na jahati
lilam / yantrarpito 'pi madhuratam na jahdti hiksuh ksino 'pi na tyajati Silagunan
kulinah //; sujano na ydti vairam parahitabuddhir vinasakdle 'pi / chede ’pi canda-
nataruh surabhayati mukham kuthdrasya //. In Norman’s (partial) translation
(1960: 270): “Even when disgraced, a noble man does not speak [...]; when struck
by the axe the sandalwood tree would not put forth evil-smelling sap.” “Even when
cut down the sandalwood tree does not give up its smell; [...] even when destroyed
a noble man does not abandon his morality and virtue.” “Even at the time of de-
struction a noble man whose mind is devoted to the good of others does not be-
come hostile; even when being cut down a sandalwood tree perfumes the blade of
the axe.” Note, however, that Devendrabuddhi’s, (Sakyabuddhi’s and) Manoratha-
nandin’s explanations of the compound suggest that these had forgotten the origi-
nal meaning of the simile. See PVP D108a2-5/P125a5-b1: de la skyes bu gcig sems
dan ba can gyis lag pa gcig Sin tu tsan dan gyis byugs la gZan rnam par sdan bas lag
pa cig sos $in tu bcad pa de la skyes bu de dag de (P : D de ji) Itar ’jug pa dag gi nan
nas gcig yid byun ba ‘am / cig Sos la mnon par chags pa med pa de bZin du tsan dan
dan ste’u la yin te / ‘on kyan gfii ga la rjes su chags pa dan / khon khro ba med pa’i
mtshan fiid can gyi btan siiom su gnas par ‘gyur ba de Itar na / grol bar 'dod pa’i
bdag fiid can / tsan dan dan ste’u dag la mtshurnis par ’jug par ‘gyur ro // don de fiid
bstan pa’i phyir tsan dan dan ni ste’u bZin Zes smos payin no //.“In that respect, one
person has placidly (*prasannacitta?) smeared (*vi\/Iip-?) one hand entirely with
sandal while another [person] has cut off one hand with contempt (*vidvesa?); from
among the two actions of that kind [proper to] these two persons, one is without
[any] agitation (*udvega) and the other without [any] attachment (*abhisvarga?),
[and] so it is with regard to the axe and the sandal. However, [it is] with regard to
both [of them that] one should dwell in equanimity, which consists ( *laksana) in
the absence of [both] inclination (*anunaya?) and hostility (*pratigha?). Thus, he
whose nature is to desire liberation ought to act similarly with regard to [both] the
sandal and the axe. In order to indicate this meaning, [Dharmakirti] says: vasican-

33,

R
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is a state of real indifference rather than a mere aversion, and that the
Atmavadins are incapable of making us reach such a state.

However, Dharmakirti himself has stated in PV 2.222ac that desire,

aversion, etc., can be eliminated only provided that the good qualities
and defects of objects are no longer seen. Now, as Devendrabuddhi
makes clear, this seems to be contradictory to Dharmakirti’s rejection
of the cultivation of the thought of pain (since the latter is supposed to
prevent us from seeing good qualities in objects) and the Atmavadin
could exploit this apparent contradiction:

Objection: If one does not eliminate attachment to what [supposedly] belongs
to the self, etc., by means of the cultivation of [the thought of] pain, how [is it,
then, that] you have said above|, in PV 2.222ac]: “[And indeed,] the elimi-
nation of desire, aversion, etc., which are related to [i.e., arise from one’s
seeing] good qualities and defects [in a certain object, can only be due to the
fact that one] no [longer] sees these [good qualities and defects] in the ob-
ject”? Do you claim that the cultivation of [the thought of] pain is the means
to get rid of desire, etc., or do you claim that the cultivation of [the thought of]
pain [can]not destroy it? [There is obviously] a contradiction here.333

Besides, as Manorathanandin points out, Dharmakirti’s position could
seem contradictory to his own scriptures, since the Buddha himself is
said to have taught the cultivation of the thought of pain:

33,

@

Objection: If [one does] not [achieve] liberation by eliminating attachment,
etc., by means of the cultivation of [the thought of] pain, how [is it,] then,

danakalpa.” The translation of this passage is tentative. Devendrabuddhi’s explana-
tion is reminiscent of Ydjiiavalkyasmrti 11.3.53: yah kantakair vitudati candanair yas
ca limpati / akruddho ’paritustas ca samastasya ca tasya ca //.“If someone pricks
him with thorns, or anoints him with sandal, he is neither angry nor satisfied with
all and with that man.” Translation Bronkhorst 1986: 46. See also PVT Ne D144b1-
3/P178b2-4. PVV 96,16-17 explains vasicandanakalpanam as saksatkrtanairatmya-
tattvanam.

PVP D108a5-7/P125b1-4: gal te sdug bsrial bsgom pas bdag gi’'i chags pa la sogs pa
spon ba ma yin na / ji ltar na ran Aid kyis shar yon tan skyon dan rjes 'brel ba’i / "dod
sdan la sogs spans pa ni // de dag yul la mthoh med pa // Zes bsad pa yin na / ci
bdag nid kyis sdug bsnal bsgom pa ‘dod pa la sogs pa spon ba’i thabs su brjod nas /
yan na sdug bsnal bsgom pa 'di Zi bar byed pa ma yin no Zes brjod pa 'dir ‘gal lo Ze
na /.
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[that] the Blessed One has preached the cultivation of [the thought of]
pain?334

Dharmakirti anticipates these objections by explaining that admittedly,
the Buddhist scriptures teach some sort of cultivation of the thought of
pain, but not in the sense understood by the Naiyayikas:

(2.252) [It is not with reference to the painfulness consisting of physical and
mental pain that] the cultivation of [the thought of] pain is taught [in our
scriptures; rather, the cultivation of the thought of pain is taught there] with
respect to (matva) the [kind of] painfulness [consisting of] the conditioning
factors (samskara). And according to us [Buddhists],335 this [kind of painful -
ness] consists in [these factors’] arising from [causes and] conditions. This is
[not directly the salvific means properly speaking, but] the basis [ie., the
cause,]336 of the perception of selflessness|, the latter being the direct means
to achieveliberation].33”

The Buddhist position involves no contradiction, because the cultiva-
tion of the thought of pain is not advocated by the Buddhists with ref-
erence to the “painfulness [consisting of] pain” (duhkhaduhkhata) but
only to the “painfulness [consisting of] conditioning factors” (samska-
raduhkhata) 338

334

335

336

337

338

PVV 96,20-21: nanu yadi duhkhabhavanayd snehadihdnya na muktis tat katham
bhagavatokta duhkhabhdvaneti /.

According to PVV 97,1 (no ‘smakam saugatanam).

According to PVP D108b4 /P126al-2 (bdag med pa fiid mthon ba skye ba’i thabs yin
te /) and PVV 97,2 (asrayah karanam).

PV 2.252: samskaraduhkhatam matva kathita duhkhabhavana / sa ca nah praty-
ayotpattih sa nairatmyadrgasrayah //.

Note PVV 96,23-24: na hi duhkhaduhkhatam abhisandhaya tadbhavanokta kim tar-
hi samskaraduhkhatam /. “For it is not with respect to the painfulness [consisting
of] pain that this cultivation [of the thought of pain] has been taught; rather, [it is
with respect to] the painfulness [consisting of] the conditioning factors.” On the
three painfulnesses (duhkhatdtraya) in Buddhism, see Schmithausen 1977. From
relatively later parts of the sitras onward, Buddhism distinguishes three forms of
painfulness: painfulness of pain, painfulness (lying) in transformation(/decay), and
painfulness of the conditioning factors (where items 1 and 3 are genitive-tatpuru-
sas and item 2, a locative-tatpurusa; see Schmithausen 1977: 921). These three
forms were originally related to the three varieties of (affective) sensation (veda-
nd). The pleasant (sukha) sensation is painful inasmuch as it changes for the worse;
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Devendrabuddhi first explains that according to the Atmavadins, we

are attached to things because we see positive qualities in them, and by
this vision of good qualities, the Naiyayikas mean that we regard these
things as means of pleasure for the self. In contrast, for the Buddhists,
the vision of positive qualities is much more complex and involves a
number of convictions, such as the belief in permanence, pleasurable-
ness, but also selfhood or the property of belonging to a self - and as a
result, its antidote involves the realization of selflessness:

[Answer:] This is not the case, for [we] do not admit that the vision of good
qualities [as you present it, i.e.,] being a means for the pleasure of the self, is
[really] the vision of good qualities, so that one could admit that attachment
vanishes through the vision of defects. Rather, the qualities consist of [being]
permanent, [being] pleasurable, [being] a self and [being] what [supposedly]
belongs to the self, and seeing them separately or altogether is the vision of
good qualities [that we have in mind]. One gets rid of it by means of its anti-
dote [i.e.,] the perception of impermanence, etc. [And] since this is the inten-
tion, there is no contradiction.33?

Devendrabuddhi then explains Dharmakirti’s distinction between pain-
fulness consisting of psychological and/or physical pain and painful-
ness consisting of the conditioning factors:

339

The cultivation of the aspects of pain, etc, that is taught in [our authoritative]
treatise(s) does not consist in [that Kind of] pain characterized as the painful-

the unpleasant (duhkha) sensation is painful simply inasmuch as it amounts to
psychological and/or physical pain; the neither-unpleasant-nor-pleasant (aduhkha-
sukha, viz. neutral) sensation is painful inasmuch as it is conditioned. The doctrine
of the three painfulnesses was later reinterpreted so as to match Buddhism’s claim
to the universality of suffering. Moreover, new interpretations were put forward in
order to provide the three compounds with a symmetrical analysis as karmadha-
rayas: duhkham eva duhkhatd, samskdrd eva duhkhatd, and viparinama eva duh-
khata.

PVP D108a7-b2/P125b4-6: de ni ma yin te / 'di ltar yon tan mthon ba bdag fiid kyi
bde ba sgrub par byed pa fiid ni / “dir yon tan mthon bar ‘dod pa ma yin na / gan gis
na de skyon du mthon ba las chags pa zad par 'dod par ‘gyur / ‘o na ci yin Ze na / rtag
pa dan / bde ba dan / bdag dan / bdag gi 7iid la sogs pa ni yon tan yin Zin de mthon
ba yan lhan cig gam / so sor yon tan du mthon ba / de’i giien po mi rtag pa id la
sogs par mthon bas spon ba yin no Zes dgons pa’i phyir ‘gal ba yod pa mayin no //.
On the aspects (akara) “(im)permanent,” “(un)pleasurable,” “self(less)” and “be-
longing to a self(/empty),” see Introduction, §0.1.3.
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ness [consisting of] pain, [which is] due to the associated [mental factors] or
to [that which is] related to them [i.e., to the objects that one experiences as
painful]; rather, [it is] while having in mind another [kind of] pain [that] it
has been taught [by the Blessed One. Objection: Now,] what does [this] cul-
tivation of [the aspect of] pain consist of? [Answer:] Having cognized painful -
ness [consisting of] the conditioning factors, having acknowledged painful -
ness [consisting of] the conditioning factors, [the Blessed One has] taught the
cultivation of painfulness [consisting of] the conditioning factors.3

In the Buddhist perspective, the cultivation of the thought of pain has

as

its sole object the fact that conditioning factors are causally pro-

duced in dependence on other conditioning factors, or, as Devendra-
buddhi puts it, the fact that “the [successive] moments of an entity are
dependent on causes (*hetupdratantrya).”3+ This thought is the basis
of the awareness that everything is empty of self:

340

341

342

By ascertaining through reason(ing) that the entities which perish instanta-
neously [are] impermanent, one can progress to [the determination that]
what is impermanent is dependent on causes, perishes at every moment [and
is] not an agent. Therefore, if one cultivates [the fact] that “this is not the self”
or “this is not what belongs to the self,” one will know [i.e., perceive in a di-
rect manner,] that [everything] is empty of a person.3%2

PVP D108b2-3/P125b6-8: bstan bcos las sdug bsnal la sogs pa’i rnam pa bsgom pa
bsad pa gan yin pa de yan de dan mtshuns par Idan pa ‘am / de dan ’brel ba las® de
sdug bsnal gyi sdug bsnal iiid kyi mtshan fiid can gyi sdug bsnal ma yin gyi ‘on kyan
sdug bsnal gZan la dgons nas bstan pa yin no // ‘o na sdug bsnal bsgom pa gan yin Ze
na / 'du byed sdug bsnal fiid mkhyen nas / 'du byed kyi sdug bsnal fiid du bZed nas /
"du byed kyi sdug bsnal bsgom pa gsuns pa yin /.2 Note PVT Ne D144b4/P178b6: de
dan mtshuns par ldan pa ni sems dan sems las byun ba’i tshogs so // de dan ’brel pa
las ni sdug bsnal gyi iams su myon ba’i‘gyur ba’i yul lo //.

PVP D108b4/P126al: dnos po skad cig ma rnams ni rgyu’i gzan dban fiid yin no //.
hetuparatantrya also occurs at PVV 97,1.

PVP D108b4-5/P126a2-3: skad cig mar zad pa can gyi drios po mi rtag pa rigs pas
nes par byas pas mirtag pa ganyin pa de ni rgyu’i gZzan dban skad cig ma re rer ’jig
pa can byed pa med par ’jug par ‘gyur ro // de bas na 'di ni bdag gam bdag gi ma yin
no Zes bsgoms pa na / gan zag ston pa fid du rtogs pa ‘gyur ro® //. a Note PVT Ne
D144b4-5/P178b6-7: rtogs par 'gyur ro Zes bya ba mnon sum du byed pa’o //.
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Although cultivation of the thought of pain thus considered is not a
means of liberation per se,343 it is the cause of the perception of self-
lessness. The latter, at which all cultivations (including that of the
thought of pain) are aimed, is the real means of liberation, as Manora-
thanandin emphasizes while introducing the following verse:

To explain: entities, which are the effects of causes, perish at [every] moment
[and] occur in series, are neither of the nature of a self nor controlled by a
self. Therefore the cultivation of the painfulness [consisting of] the condi-
tioning factors is conducive to the perception of selflessness; and this is the
[real] cause of liberation. This is what [Dharmakirti] says [in PV 2.253] 3%

(2.253) As for liberation, [one achieves it] by perceiving emptiness [i.e, the
fact that everything is empty of a self.345 All] the remaining [forms of] cultiva-
tion [viz. those of impermanence, pain, etc,]3% are [only] aimed at this
[perception that everything is empty of self3#”. And] this is the reason why
[the Blessed One] has said that pain[fulness] is [established] through imper-
manence, [and] selflessness through pain[fulness] .34

Devendrabuddhi explains the beginning of the stanza in the following
way:

343

344

345

346

347

348

“By perceiving emptiness” [i.e,] by no [longer] perceiving [anything in the
form] “I” and “mine,” [one has] no [longer] attachment or disgust towards an-
ything [and] thus one is liberated from the bondage of samsara. As a conse-
quence, liberation is [achieved] by perceiving selflessness [i.e,] by seeing
emptiness, whereas all the remaining [forms of] cultivation, such as [that] of

PVP D108b4/P126al: de ni bsgom pa na yan dnos su grol ba’i phyir ma yin no //.
“[But] even if one cultivates it, it is not in order to really [achieve] liberation.”

PVV 97,3-4: tatha hi hetuphalabhiitah ksanaksayino bhavah prabandhapravrttayo?®
natmartpad ndpy atmadhisthitad iti samskdraduhk hatabhdvana nairatmyadarsandnu-
kuld saiva ca muktihetur ity aha [...] /. @ prabandhapravrttayo PVVys 18bl : pravrt-
tayo Ed.

According to PVV 97,6 (Stinyataya nirdtmataya drsteh).
According to PVV 97,6 (Sesasyanityaduhk hader bhavanah).
According to PVV 97,6-7 (tadartha niratmatadarsandrthah).

PV 2.253: muktis tu Sinyatadrstes tadarthah sesabhavanah / anityat praha tenaiva
duhkham duhkhan niratmatam //.
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impermanence, aim at this [perception of emptiness, i.e,] result in the per-
ception of emptiness.3#

And again:

Cultivations [such as those] ofimpermanence and pain are means to perceive
emptiness but are not really the cause of liberation. For this very reason, the
Blessed One says that pain is due to impermanence, and selflessness to
pain.3s0

Dharmakirti himself specifies in the stanza that this is the reason why
the Buddha has said that painfulness is established through imperma-
nence and selflessness is established through painfulness. In this re-
spect all the commentators quote the following sitra text from the
Madhyamagama:

Corporeity, O monks, [is it] permanent or imper manent? - Impermanent, O
Venerable. [And] that which is impermanent, [is it] painful or pleasurable? -
Painful, O Venerable. That which is impermanent, painful and subject to
change, is it suitable to regard it [in the following way,] “This is mine,” “I am
this,” “This is my self”? - No, O Venerable.35!

349 PVP D108b5-7/P126a3-5: ston pa iiid mthon ba las [...] na dan na’i Zes bya bar
mthon ba med pas ‘ga’ Zig la yan rjes su chags pa ‘am [ ‘ga’ Zig las skyo® ba med pa de
Itar na / ’khor ba’i chin ba las grol bar 'gyur ro // de bas na bdag med pa fiid mthon
ba de ni / ston pa fiid Ita bas grol bar ‘gyur gyi / mi rtag pa fiid la sogs pa bsgom pa
lhag ma gan yin pa de dag thams cad de don yin / ston pa fiid mthon ba’i ’bras bu can
yinno //.2skyo em. :skye DP.

PVP D108b7-109a1/P126a5-6: mi rtag pa dan sdug bsnal bsgom pa dag ni ston pa
fiid mthon ba’i thabs yin gyi / dnos su grol ba’i rgyu ma yin pa’i gtan tshigs de phyir /
bcom Idan “das fiid kyis mi rtag pa’i rgyu las sdug bsnal dan sdug bsnal gyi rgyu las
bdag med gsuns |...] /.

See PVP D109a1-3/P126a7-b1: dge slon dag di Ita ste / gzugs rtag pa ‘am mi rtag
payin / btsun pa mirtag pa lags so // mirtag pa gan yin pa de bde ba yin nam sdug
bsnal yin / btsun pa sdug bsnal lags so // mirtag pa dan sdug bsnal dan / rnam par
"gyur ba’i chos can gan yin pa de la 'di ni na’o // 'di ni ha’i’o // 'di ni bdag go Zes bya
ba de ltar blta bar rigs pa ma yin no // btsun pa de ni ma lags so Zes bya ba lta
bu’o //. PVV 97,11-14: ripam bhiksavo nityam anityam va / anityam bhadanta /
yad anityam tad duhkham sukham va / duhkham bhadanta / yad anityam duhkham
viparinamadharmakam kalpyan nu tad evam drastum@ etan mamaiso "ham asmy esa
me atmeti / no hidam bhadanta /. [* drastum PVVys 18b2 : drastur Ed.] PVA 157,17~
19: ripam bhiksavo nityam anityam va / anityam bhadanta / yad anityam tad duh-

35

<)

35

iy
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Devendrabuddhi explains in what sense the knowledge of imperma-
nence and painfulness (understood as painfulness consisting of the
conditioning factors, i.e., as the mere fact that conditioning factors are
produced in dependence on other conditioning factors) can be consi-
dered a means of liberation:

In

Thus painfulness is established on account of impermanence, [and] imper-
manence and painfulness are [in turn] the means towards selflessness[, and]
this is the reason why they are said to be the means towards liberation.
Therefore, knowing impermanence and painfulness is not directly the cause
of liberation; rather, [it is] the cause of the vision of emptiness, which is the
basis of liberation.352

contrast, Dharmakirti now depicts the result of the cultivation of

pain as understood by the Atmavadin:

35!

)

353

(2.254) And failing to be(come) detached [from what supposedly belongs to
the self, one] is subject to craving [and] relies on all [sorts of] undertakings
[aimed at securing pleasure and avoiding pain.353 Thus] failing to be liberated

kham sukham va / duhkham bhadanta / yad anityam tad duhkham viparinamadhar-
makam kalpyan nu® tad evam drastum etan mamaiso 'ham asmy esa mamadtmeti /
no hidam bhadanta /. [*nu conj.: tu Ed.] The text translated above runs as follows:
ripam bhiksavo nityam anityam va / anityam bhadanta / yad anityam tad duhkham
sukham va / duhkham bhadanta / yad anityam duhkham viparinamadharmakam
kalpyan nu tad evam drastum etan mamaiso 'ham asmy esa me atmeti / no hidam
bhadanta /. The parallel Pali text (MN I11.19 [no. 109: Mahdpunnamasutta]) runs as
follows: (tam kim marfifiatha bhikkhave /) ripam niccam va aniccam va ti / aniccam
bhante / yam pananiccam dukkham va tam sukham va ti / dukkham bhante / yam
pandniccam dukk ham viparindmadhammam kallan nu tam samanupassitum / etam
mama eso ’ham asmi eso me atta ti / no h’ etam bhante /. The reference to the Pali
canon is indicated at Vibh. 97, fn. 2 (most certainly to be interpreted as a footnote
by Sankrtyayana himself). On etam mama eso "ham asmi eso me atta ti, see Collins
1982:96 and 98.

PVP D109a3-4/P126b1-3: de Itar na mi rtag pa fiid kyi phyir sdug bsnal fiid du rab
tu bsgrubs pa bdag med pa fiid kyi mi rtag pa fid dan / sdug bsnal ba fiid thabs su
gyur pa’i phyir grol ba’i thabs su gsuns pa yin no // des na mi rtag pa dan sdug bsnal
ba iid Ses pa drios su grol ba’i rgyu ma yin gyi ‘on kyan grol ba’i rten du gyur pa ston
pa fiid du lta ba’i rgyur gyur pa fiid yin no //. See also PVV 97,14-15.

According to PVP D109a7/P126b6-7 (bde ba dan sdug bsnal thob pa dan yons su
spans pa’i phyir ’jug pa la brten pa’o / /).
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from defilements and actions, such [a person]35 is said to be3%s entangled in
samsara.3sé

According to Manorathanandin, the subject of this sentence is “he who
sees the self.”357 However, according to Devendrabuddhi, it is rather
“he who possesses the cultivation of [the thought of] pain”;358 and here,
Devendrabuddhi certainly has in mind the Nyaya’s way of understand-
ing this cultivation. In other words, someone who, following the Nya-
ya’s method, merely cultivates the thought of pain instead of cultivat-
ing the thought of the conditioning factors’ painfulness as defined by
Dharmakirti, can only fail to become detached from what (s)he regards
as belonging to the self, because (s)he remains inexorably attached to
the self. (S)he is thus bound to go on craving, and for this reason
“[(s)he] relies on the causes that bring about actions [and are] cha-
racterized as rejecting and clinging.” 359 Because (s)he thus rejects and
clings, (s)he cannot free him- or herself “from defilements and actions,”
which, according to Manorathanandin, “have the [false] view of a self
and activity for their [respective] causes.”360 According to Devendra-
buddhi,

354 Te, according to Devendrabuddhi, “the person who wishes to be(come) detached
withoug having eliminated the [false] view of self’ (PVP D109b1-2/P126b8: skyes
bu 'dod chags dan bral bar "dod pa bdag tu Ita ba ma spans pa can no //).

355 On the meaning of nama here see PVV 97,23: samsari nama prasiddhah. “[Such a
person is] well known under the name of samsarin.”

356 PV 2.254: avirakta$ ca trsnavan sarvarambhasamasritah / so ‘muktah kleSakarma-
bhyam samsari ndma tadrsah //.

357 PVV 97,17: atmadarsi sah.

358 PVP D109a6-7/P126b5-6: gan gi phyir de Itar sdug bsnal bsgoms pas 'dod chags
dan bral ba ma yin pa de’i phyir / sdug bsnal bsgoms pa dan ldan pa bdag dan bdag
gi 'dod chags dan bral ba ma yin no //. “[And] since, in this way, one does not
be(come) detached through the cultivation of [the thought of] pain, he who pos-
sesses the cultivation of [the thought of] pain does not become detached from the
self and what [supposedly] belongs to the self.”

359 PVV 97,19-20: hanyupadanalaksanan karmaprasavahetiin samasritah /.

360 PVV 97,23: kleSakarmabhyam datmadarsanapravrttikaranak abhyam.
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he causes desirable and undesirable actions and defilements such as attach-
ment to thrive; thus failing to be liberated from defilements and actions,
these cause [him] to take a new existence.36!

Attachment as well as actions requiring a karmic retribution lead him
to rebirth, so that he remains trapped in the cycle of rebirths.

3.3.8. The Inconsistency of the Nyaya’s Soteriology with Its
Atmavada and the Soteriological Necessity of Selflessness
(PV 2.255-256)

Before concluding that the way to liberation consists in cultivating the
thought of selflessness rather than that of pain, Dharmakirti once again
attacks the Naiyayikas’ depiction of the liberated state. So far he has
shown that contrary to what the Atmavadin claims, it is impossible to
get rid of our attachment to what we regard as belonging to the self
without getting rid of the very belief in the self. According to his com-
mentators, however, here he provisionally accepts his opponent’s view
that one can abandon what is wrongly believed to belong to the self
without getting rid of the belief in the self, and he does so in order to
show the absurd consequence to which such a position leads anyway.
Devendrabuddhi thus introduces the next verse in the following way:

Therefore so far [it has been shown] in this way [that] if one grasps a self,
there is no elimination of what [supposedly] belongs to [this] self, so that one
[could] accept [that] liberation [occurs]. Alternatively, let us admit that one
eliminates [what supposedly belongs to the self]. Accepting [this provisional-
ly], one ought to say [what follows].362

361 PVP D109a7-b1/P126b7-8: las 'dod pa dari mi dod pa dan mnon par chags pa la
sogs pa’i ion mons pa gso bar byed pa de Itar na / de fion mons las las grol ba ma
yin / de dag gis kyan yan srid pa len par byed pa |[...] /.

362 PVP D109b5/P127a6: de de Itar na re Zig bdag tu 'dzin pa yod na bdag gi dor ba med
pa gan gis na grol bar ‘dod / dor ba yan bla ste / khas blans nas brjod par bya’o //.
Cf. PVV 97,24-25: tad evam atmani sati natmiyatydgah / tathd’muktir ity uktam /
bhavatu vatmiyatydgas tathdpi |...] /. “Thus in this way, it has been said that if there
is a self, [there can be] no elimination of what [supposedly] belongs to the self,
[and] thus no liberation. Alternatively, let us admit that there [can be] an elimina-
tion of what [supposedly] belongs to the self [even if there is a self. But] even so
[...]” Note Prajiiakaragupta’s somewhat different introduction in PVA 157,26-27:
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(2.255-256) He363 who would reject (necchet) only what [supposedly] be-
longs to the self [while claiming not to reject the self would] possess neither
an experiencer|[, since there would be nothing left to be experienced,] nor,
then, a self; for the characteristic of the [self] is [precisely] to act and to expe-
rience [the results of action]. Therefore, O [you] who desire liberation, uproot
the [false] view of a [substantial] living being, [a false view] whose seed, [a
previous] similar [false view, occurs in] a beginningless series364.36>

According to Dharmakirti, even if the Naiyayika managed to get rid of
the factors that he regards as leading to craving, he would be left with
no experiencer, since there would be nothing left to be experienced in
his liberated state, “for being an experiencer requires [something] to

363

364

365

athapi sydt / dtmiyam eva paramadrthato ndsti / tena kutah snehasambhavah / sne-
ho hi nama visaye bhavati / na nirvisayah / tad apy asat /. “Suppose the following
be urged: That which [supposedly] belongs to the self does not really exist. There -
fore, how can there be an attachment [to it]? [And] indeed, what we call ‘attach -
ment’ bears on an object [and is] not objectless. [Answer:] This too is false[, be-
cause] [...]."

PVV 97,25 explains asya as atmiyasya. With asya thus interpreted, PV 2.255ab
could be rendered as follows: “[For him] who would reject only what [supposedly]
belongs to the self, there is neither an experiencer of that [which supposedly be-
longs to the self] [...].” Devendrabuddhi’s (PVP D109b6-7/P127a7) explanation re-
mains unclear (de gan gi tshe des dor ba de’i dus na bdag gi yin no Zes bya ba de’i
tshe rgol ba po / 'di’i za ba po ste /), but he is likely to interpret asya as the correla-
tive of yah, ie., *asya vadinah (note that Manorathanandin added tanmate, ie., “in
the doctrine of him [who] [...],” in order to supply a correlative of yah.

Or more literally, “whose seed [...] has a beginningless series.” For an analysis of
the compound, see PVP D110a6-7/P128al-2: gan la thog ma med pa’i rgyun yod pa
de ni thog ma med pa’i rgyun can no // ’jig tshogs su lta ba gan la rigs mtshuns pa sa
bon yod pa de ni rigs mtshuns pa’i sa bon can te /. “That which has a beginningless
series is anddisantdna. The personalistic [false] view which has a homogenous seed
is tulyajatiyabijaka.” The compound belongs to the bahuvrihigarbhabahuvrihi class.
Note also PVV 98,13-14: anadisantanas tulyajatiyah purvaptrvasattvadarsanasva-
bhavo 'vidyadrtpo bijam karanam yasyas tam, “that whose seed [i.e.,] cause is [some-
thing] homogenous - the series of which is beginningless - whose nature is each
preceding perception of a [substantial] living being [and] consists of nescience.”
Following Manorathanandin, the translation would be: “whose seed is the homo-
genous [false view of a (substantial) living being,] the series of which (= tulyajatiya)
is beginningless.”

PV 2.255-256: atmiyam eva yo necched bhoktapy asya na vidyate / atmdpi na tada
tasya kriyabhogau hi laksanam // tasmad anadisantanatulyajatiyabijakam / utkha-
tamulam kuruta sattvadrstim mumuksavah //.
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be experienced,” as Devendrabuddhi and Manorathanandin put it.366
Devendrabuddhi further clarifies Dharmakirti’s reasoning by reformu-
lating it into the following inference:

That for which there is nothing to experience (*hhogya, *bhoktavya) cannot
be an experiencer (*bhoktr), as the son of a barren woman (*vandhyaputra).
Now, the self that longs for liberation has nothing to experience. [The logical
reason involved in this argument] is the non-perception of the pervader.36”

However, a self that would be no experiencer at all would no longer be
a self, “for if there is no experiencer, it follows that there is no self ei-
ther.”368 The reason for this is that the Naiyayikas themselves define
the self as the agent (kartr) of all actions and as the experiencer (bhok-
tr) of all pleasant and unpleasant experiences that result from actions.
As a matter of fact, they even rely on this definition of the self so as to
prove its existence: according to them, the self must be inferred
because a permanent agent and experiencer must be postulated so as
to account for both action and its karmic retribution in the form of
pleasure and pain.36° If, however, the liberated self is free of action,
pleasure and pain, it is no longer a self, as it loses ipso facto the very
characteristic that makes it a self. The argument is reminiscent of the
following passage in ASvaghosa’s BC, which is likely to target the view
of the liberated self propounded by the Vaisesikas370 and/or Naiyayi-
kas:

And a knowing subject (ksetrajia) free of a body must be either knowing or
without knowledge. If he is knowing, there is [something] to be known for
him, [and] since there is [something] to be known, he is not released. But if he
is proven to be without knowledge [in the liberated state], what is the point

366 PVP D109b7/P127a8: za ba po iiid ni lons spyod par bya ba la brten pa can fiid yin
pa’i phyir ro //. The Sanskrit of the PVP passage is found at PVV 97,26: bhogyadpe-
ksatvad bhoktrtvasya /.

367 PVP D109b7/P127a8: gan la lons spyod par bya ba yod pa ma yin pa de ni za ba por
yan ‘gyur ba ma yin te / dper na mo gsam gyi bu Ita bu’o // bdag grol bar 'dod pa’i
yan bdag gi’i lons spyod par bya ba yod pa ma yin no Zes bya ba ni khyab par byed pa
mi dmigs pa yinno //.

368 PVV 98,6: bhoktrabhave atmapi ndstiti prasangat /.

369 See above, Introduction, §0.2.2, and Chapter 2, §2.2.

370 See Bronkhorst 2005: 593.
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of the self that you postulate? For [the property of] not knowing is well
known without [having recourse to] aself, as [forinstance] in the case ofa log
or a wall37t

Devendrabuddhi, for his part, explains that being neither an agent nor
an experiencer is contradictory to the very definition of the self pro-
pounded by the Atmavadin:

If it neither performs actions nor experiences the results of the actions per-
formed [in the past], it is not a self, [and] thus it violates the characteristic of
the self372

The same idea is spelled out by Manorathanandin:

[What is] called a selfis the agent and experiencer. But if what [supposedly]
belongs to the self no [longer] exists, for which purpose is an action to be
performed, or what is there to be experienced? [And] since there [can] be no
agent and no experiencer, one must accept that there is simply no self. Con-
sequently, if there is a self, [there is] what [supposedly] belongs to [this] self;
[and] if there is attachment to it, etc., samsara cannot be annihilated at all.373

The Atmavadins thus absurdly defend the existence of the self while
seeking to reach a state where the self as they define it ceases to exist.
As a consequence - or, as Devendrabuddhi puts it, “since thus, the per-
ception of selflessness alone is the path in order to reach the city of
nirvana37+ [and] not another one [like] the cultivation of pain, etc.”375 -

371 BC 12.80-81: ksetrajiio visariras ca jiio va syad ajiia eva va / yadi jiio jiieyam asyasti
jieye sati na mucyate // athdjiia iti siddho vah kalpitena kim dtmana / vindpi hy
atmandjiianam prasiddham kasthakudyavat //.

372 PVP D110a2/P127b2-3: gan gi tshe las rnams mi byed cin las byas pa rnams kyi
’bras bu fiams su mi myon ba de’i tshe de bdag med pa fid yin pa de Itar na / bdag gi
mtshan fiid las Sin tu "das pa yinno //.

373 PVV 98,7-10: karta bhokta catmocyate / yada catmiyam eva nasti kimartham kar-
ma kartavyam kim va bhoktavyam / kartrtvabhoktrtvabhavad atmabhava eva svikr-
tah syat / tasmat saty dtmany atmiyam tatsnehddisattve 'nuccheda eva samsara-
sya /.

374 On the city of/which is nirvana, see above, fn. 6, p. 3, Venkataramanan 1975: 294,
AKVy 721,25-30 (where the compound is analysed nirvanam eva puram) and
Bhattacharya 1973:58, fn. 3.
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it is the belief in a permanent, substantial living being that must be
eradicated in order to escape samsadra.

As for this false view itself, it is nothing like a permanent, substan-
tial entity, but rather, a series of momentary beliefs arising in a begin-
ningless causal series. Devendrabuddhi explains:

The [intended] meaning is: each subsequent [moment of nescience] arises in
dependence on each preceding [moment of] nescience, [and this] from a be-
ginningless time.376

As Dharmakirti has shown, the only way to break this series consists in
cultivating painfulness as consisting of the conditioning factors; i.e., sal-
vation lies in the cultivation of the thought that all conditioning factors
are produced in dependence on causes and conditions. Or, as Deven-
drabuddhi concludes:

If you desire liberation from worthless samsara, uproot the personalistic
[false] view by cultivating the perception of selflessness with great effort! 377

375 PVP D110a5-6/P127b7-8: gan gi phyir de Itar na mya nan las 'das pa’i gron khyer
thob pa’i phyir / bdag med pa fiid mthon ba fiid lam yin gyi gZan sdug bsnal la sogs
pa bsgom pa ni ma yin pa /.

376 PVP D110a7-b1/P128a2-3: ma rig pa stia ma sna ma fiid la brten nas phyi ma phyi
ma 'byun ba ste / thog ma med pa’i dus nas [...] /. Cf. PVV 98,14-15: sattvadarsanam
avidyasvabhavam pirvapirvam uttarottarasya sattvadarsanasya hetur ity arthah /.
“The [intended] meaning is: each preceding perception of a [substantial] living
being, which consists in nescience, is the cause of each subsequent perception of a
[substantial] living being.”

377 PVP D110a6/P127b8-128a1l: gal te khyod 'khor ba sfiin po med pa las grol bar ‘dod
pa de bas na ’bad rtsol chen pos bdag med pa mthon goms pas ’jig tshogs su ni lta ba
dag rtsa ba fiid nas bcom par gyis /.








