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Abstract

In this essay, my aim is to explain Vatsyayana’s solution to a problem that arises for his
theory of liberation. For him and most Nyaya philosophers after him, liberation consists in
the absolute cessation of pain (atyantika-duhkha-vimukti). Since this requires freedom
from embodied existence, it also results in the absolute cessation of pleasure. How, then,
can agents like us (who habitually seek pleasure) be rationally motivated to seek liberation?
Vatsyayana’s solution depends on what I will call the Pain Principle, i.e., the principle that
we should treat all aspects of our embodied existence as pain. If we were to follow this
advice, we would come to apply the label of pain (duhkha-samjiia) to all aspects of our
embodied existence, including pleasure. This would undermine our attachment to our own
embodied existence. I show that this fits with Vatsyayana’s general theory of motivation.
According to this theory, by manipulating the labels (samj7ia) using which we think about
the world and ourselves, we can induce radical shifts in our patterns of motivation.

Nyaya philosophers since Paksilasvamin Vatsyayana (4th or 5th century CE) have thought that liberation
(apavarga or moksa) is one of the highest goods (niksreyasa) of human existence; it is the highest good
that the science of the self (adhyatma-vidya) promotes. Nyaya is a science of critical inquiry (anviksiki). It
assists the science of the self (or functions as a science of the self itself) in two ways. On the one hand, it
yields an awareness of the truth (fattva-jiiana) about various epistemological tools, e.g., the means of
knowing (pramana), etc. The knowledge of these tools is necessary for inquiring into liberation and the
means to achieve it. On the other hand, it supplies us with an awareness of the truth about the knowable

entities (prameya), e.g, the self (dtman), the body (sarira), etc. Discovering that truth liberates us."

! Vatsyayana says in his commentary Nyaya-bhasya (NB) on Nyaya-siitra (NS) 1.1.1 (NB 3.11-3): “However, what
is reasoning (nyaya)? Reasoning is the examination of an object with the help of the means of knowing; it is
inference that is based on perception and testimony. It is critical inquiry. The investigation of an object that has been
apprehended by perception and scripture (@gama) is critical inquiry. That which proceeds by means of that is the
science of critical inquiry, i.c., the science of Nyaya or the discipline of Nyaya" (kah punar ayam nyayah?
pramanair artha-pariksanam nyayah| pratyaksagamasritam anumanam, sanviksa\| pratyaksagamabhyam
tksitasyanviksanam anviksa| taya pravartata ity anviksiki nyaya-vidya nydya-sastram|). He later says (NB 6.2-3):
“This very awareness of the truth and the attainment of the highest good are to be known in accordance with each
science. However, here, in the science of the self, the awareness of the self and so on is the awareness of the truth,
and the attainment of the highest good consists in liberation (apavarga)” (tad idam tattva-jiianam



Most Nyaya philosophers offer a purely negative characterisation of liberation. Liberation, for them,
consists in the absolute cessation of pain (atyantika-duhkha-vimukti). That involves freedom from
repeated birth (janman) and, therefore, all aspects of embodied existence.” This raises a problem. Since
pleasure can only arise within a body, a liberated being couldn’t experience pleasure. But ordinary agents
us are motivated by (at least) two kinds of desires: the desire to obtain pleasure and things that give rise to
pleasure, and the desire to avoid pain and things that bring about pain. But then it’s not obvious whether

we can, or should, be motivated to seek liberation at all.

In this essay, I will look at a solution to this problem, given by Vatsyayana in his commentary Nyaya-
bhasya (NB) on the Nyaya-siutra (NS). Vatsyayana’s solution depends on what I shall call the Pain
Principle, i.e., the principle that we should treat all aspects of embodied existence as pain. That explains
why we should act solely from the motive of avoiding pain, and therefore seek liberation in order to free
ourselves from all pain involved in embodied existence. On Vatsyayana’s proposal, we should treat all
aspects of our embodied existence as pain, not because they are literally pain, but rather because they are
inextricably connected to pain. This expansive application of the label of pain (duhkha-samjiia) is
supposed to undermine our attachment to embodied existence. I will explain how this idea connects up
with Vatsyayana’s thesis that thinking about the world under certain labels (samj7ia) or concepts—some
of which may inaccurately represent the world plays an important role in transforming us into agents who

are capable of seeking liberation.?

nihsreyasadhigagamas ca yatha-vidyam veditavyam| iha tv adhyatma-vidyayam atmadi-jiianam tattva-jianam|
nihsreyasadhigamo 'pavarga-praptih|). In his sub-commentary Nyaya-varttika (NV), Uddyotakara notes that the role
that Nyaya plays with respect to highest goods that are unobserved (i.e., liberation) is different from the role it plays
with respect to observed highest goods, e.g., goods like a good harvest and the conquest of the world (which are
promoted by economics and the science of politics respectively). In the latter case, it is useful insofar as it provides
an awareness of the truth about epistemological tools, e.g., the means of knowing and so on. In the former case, it is
useful insofar as it provides an awareness of the truth about the knowable entities (NV 10.19-22). For a slightly
different understanding of the purpose of Nyaya, see Jayanta Nyaya-marijari (NM1 7.7-14) and Kataoka’s (2006)
discussion of this issue.

2 The locus classicus for this conception of liberation is the NS 1.1.24 and Vatsyayana’s commentary on it (both of
which we shall discuss soon). Amongst early Naiyayikas, Uddyotakara, Vacaspati Misra (9th century CE), Jayanta
Bhatta (9th century CE) and Udayana (10th|11th century CE) elaborate this very conception; see Uddyotakara’s
Nyaya-varttika (NV) 81.2-83.15, Vacaspati’s Nyaya-varttika-tatparya-tika (NVTT 200.4-204.4), Jayanta’s Nyaya-
marjari (NM 430-521), and Udayana’s Atma-tattva-viveka (ATV 437.1-447.4). For discussion of this theory, see
Ram-prasad (2011, pp. 57-101). A notable exception is Bhasarvajfia (9th century CE), who defends the thesis that
liberation involves an awareness of pleasure; see his Nyaya-bhisana (NBhii 594-8). Among later Naiyayikas,
Gangesa Upadhyaya (14th century CE), Harirama Tarkavagisa (17th century CE), and Gadadhara Bhattacarya (17th
century CE) revised this earlier conception of liberation; see Gangesa’s Tattva-cintamani (TCM 397-442),
Harirama’s Mukti-vada-vicara (MVV), and Gadadhara’s Nava-mukti-vada (NVM).

3 My translation of “samjii@” as “label” is motivated by two reasons. First, this is consistent with Vatsyayana’s use
of the term in other contexts, e.g., in the context of defining analogy (upamana) which is supposed to yield



Here is the plan for this essay. I will begin by laying out Vatsyayana’s negative conception of liberation
(§1). Then, I will say why he rejects an alternative positive view according to which liberation consists in
the manifestation of permanent pleasure (§2). This raises a problem for Vatsyayana, namely that ordinary
agents like us cannot be rationally motivated to seek liberation: after posing the problem, I will sketch
Vatsyayana’s response to this problem, and show how it, as it stands, is inadequate (§3). I will then argue
that the response can succeed if we take Vatsyayana to be relying on the Pain Principle (§4). Finally, I
will explain how this principle fits with Vatsyayana’s more general theory that cultivating different labels
(samjfia) or concepts with respect to ourselves and the world can play an important role in transforming

our patterns of motivation (§5).

1. What Is Liberation?

Arguably, the Nyaya conception of liberation originates from Book VIII of the Chandogya Upanisad.*
Here, we find Indra, the king of the gods, and Virocana, the king of the demons, trying to engage another
god, Prajapati, in a dialogue about the nature of the self. Indra and Virocana want to discover the self, “by
discovering which one obtains all the worlds, and all one's desires are fulfilled.” At first, Prajapati
misleads them, making them believe that the self is just the body. Virocana goes back to the demons with
this belief, which, Prajapati predicts, will lead to their downfall. But Indra quickly notices that there
would be nothing satisfying about discovering the self if the self were just the living body. The living
body cannot be completely free from decay and death. So, if one were to discover that the self is nothing
more than a body that is subject to decay and death, one’s desires (including the desire to be free from
decay and death) wouldn’t be satisfied. Therefore, he returns to Prajapati. Prajapati misleads him once
again, first suggesting that the self is just the consciousness that remains active even in dreams, and then
suggesting that it is the unconscious body that persists even when one is in a state of deep sleep. In each
case, Indra notices a problem. First, the consciousness that remains active in dreams can never be
completely free from suffering. So, once again, there would be nothing satisfying about discovering that
that is the self. Second, the unconscious person is incapable of having conscious thoughts and experiences

about itself or other things, and thus lacks one of the essential characteristics of the self. At last, Prajapati

knowledge about the relation between a linguistic expression—a name (samdakhya) or a label (samjiid)—and its
referent on the basis of one’s prior knowledge of similarity (NB 13.11-19). Second, this also fits Buddhist theories
of samjiia: in the Vaibhasika tradition of Sarvastivada Abhidharma and in the Yogacara tradition, samjiia (which is
one of the five aggregates or skandhas) is best understood as the mental function of differentiating and identifying
objects through the apprehension of their characteristics. In that context, too, it involves attaching mental (but
perhaps not necessarily linguistic) labels to objects.

4 This parallel is suggested by Tarkavagisa (1978, p. 6); for discussion of the relevant passages, see Kapstein (1988).



reveals the truth about the self to Indra: “This body, Maghavan, is mortal; it is in the grip of death. So, it
is the abode of this immortal and nonbodily self. One who has a body is in the grip of joy and sorrow, and
there is no freedom from joy and sorrow for one who has a body. Joy and sorrow, however, do not affect
one who has no body.”” Thus, in this Upanisadic picture, the connection between the self and hedonic
states like pleasure and pain is merely contingent: when the self inhabits the body, it is subject to pleasure
and pain, but, when it is disembodied, it is affected by neither. For Nyaya philosophers like Vatsyayana,

liberation simply consists in this disembodied state of the self where it is invulnerable to pain.

To understand the Nyaya account of liberation, let’s start with a story that is laid out in NS as well as in
Vatsyayana’s commentary on it. According to NS 1.1.17, a practical undertaking (pravrtti) is any effort
(arambha) that gives rise to a mental, linguistic or physical action. Such practical undertakings are
produced by defects (dosa): namely, attachment (raga), aversion (dvesa) and delusion (moha). These
motivate us towards both vicious (papa) and virtuous (punya) practical undertakings (NB 20.3-7 on NS

1.1.18).% In his commentary on NS 1.1.20, Vatsyayana says that our experiences (samvedana) of pleasure

5 Chandogya Upanisad VI11.12.1 in Olivelle 1998, pp. 284-7: maghavan martyam va idam Sarivam attam mrtyund |
tad asyamrtasydasarirasyatmano 'dhisthanam |atto vai sasarivah priyapriyabhyam| na vai sasarirasya satah
priyapriyayor apahatir asti|

®The claim that these defects give rise to both virtuous and vicious practical undertakings might seem surprising.
However, there is some textual support for this claim in Vatsyayana’s own work. First, in his commentary on NS
1.1.2, he says (NB 7.1-6): “Due to this false awareness, there is an attachment towards agreeable things, and an
aversion towards disagreeable things. Moreover, due to the power of the attachment and the aversion, there are
defects (dosa) such as untruthfulness, envy, deceitfulness and greed. Motivated by the defects, a person who is
undertaking an action by means of the body practises injury, theft and forbidden sex. By means of speech, [he
practises making] false, harsh, slanderous, and incoherent [utterances]. By means of the manas [i.e., the inner sense],
[he practises] malice towards others, craving for others’ possessions, and nihilism (ndstikya). These very vicious
practical undertakings give rise to demerit (adharma). As for wholesome (Subha) [practical undertakings], by
means of the body, [he practises] giving, rescuing, and serving; by means of speech, [he practises making]
beneficial, and pleasing utterances as well as the study of the Veda (svadhyaya); by means of the manas, [he
practises] kindness, desirelessness, and faith by means of the manas. These very [wholesome practical undertakings]
casatyersyamayalobhadayo dosa bhavanti| dosailh prayuktah sarirena pravarttamano
himsasteyapratisiddhamaithunany dcarati| vaca anrtaparusasiicanasambaddhani| manasa paradroham
paradravyabhipsam nastikyam ceti| seyam papatmika pravrttir adharmaya| atha subha, sarirena danam paritranam
paricaranam ca| vdaca satyam hitam priyam svadhyayam ceti| manasa dayam asprham sraddham ceti| seyam
dharmayal). In his commentary on NS 1.1.18—“The defects have the defining characteristic of being an inciter of
action (pravartand)” (pravartandlaksana dosah)—Vatsyayana himself later says: “Being an inciter of action is the
property of being the cause of a practical undertaking. For attachment and so on cause a thinker (j7iatr) to undertake
virtuous or vicious [actions]. Where there is false awareness, there is attachment and aversion. [The opponent:] Why
are these defects, which are indeed experienced within oneself, specified by appealing to a characteristic? [Reply:]
Certainly, those who are attached, averse and deluded have the defining characteristic of action (karman). For an
attached person performs that action by means of which he obtains pleasure or pain. The same is true of someone
who is averse and of someone who is deluded. When [merely the expression] ‘attachment, aversion and delusion’ is
uttered, not a lot is said” (pravartand pravrttihetutvam, jiiataram hi ragadayah pravartayanti punye pape va| yatra
mithyajiianam tatra ragadvesav iti| pratyatmavedaniya hime dosah kasmal laksanato nirdisyanta iti?
karmalaksanah khalu raktadvistamiidhah, rakto hi tat karma kurute yena karmana sukham duhkham va labhate,



and pain are the results of our past practical undertakings and the defects that underlie them (NB 21.3-7).
This idea is based on a background belief in the karmic law, the principle that our practical undertakings,
depending on whether they are virtuous or vicious, give rise to an appropriate result, i.e., an experience of
pain or pleasure. When an agent acts virtuously, her practical undertaking produces in her a dispositional
property, i.e., merit (dharma), which gives rise to a future experience of pleasure. When an agent acts
viciously, her practical undertaking produces in her a different dispositional property, i.e., demerit
(adharma), which gives rise to a future experience of pain. Since merit and demerit are the immediate
effects of practical undertakings, they count as practical undertakings in a derivative sense (NB 7.6-7 on
NS 1.1.2). Since our embodied existence is just a sequence of one practical undertaking after another, we
cannot possibly experience all the pleasures and pains that we deserve to experience in one life. Thus, in
order to obtain these results, we must be born with the body, the senses, and so on. In this way, merit and
demerit bind us in the cycle of rebirth (samsara) where we acquire a body over and over again (NB

20.10-15, 21.3-7 and 212.12-213.7 on NS 1.1.19-20 and 3.2.66).

Liberation consists in an irreversible escape from this cycle of rebirth. According to NS 1.1.21, “pain is
that which has the defining characteristic of distress (badhana)” (badhanalaksanam duhkham). In his

commentary, Vatsyayana says:

Distress is synonymous with affliction (pid@) and sorrow (tapa). Anything, which is present
inextricably intertwined (anuviddha) and connected (anusakta) with it, is pain in virtue of being
related to pain. This being, who perceives that everything is intertwined by pain and desires to
avoid pain, becomes dejected (nirvidyate) with respect to this birth (janman). Having become
dejected (nirvinna), he becomes detached. Having become detached, he becomes free.’
The argument of this passage depends on the premise that, when a person sees that this birth is
inseparably connected to (an overwhelming amount of) pain, she will come to see all aspects of it as pain.
But what is birth? In his commentary on NS 4.1.55, Vatsyayana explains: “Since ‘birth’ means that

which is born [rather than to the event of being born], it stands for the body, the senses, and awareness-

events (buddhi)” (janma jayate iti Sarirendriyabuddhayah).® So, birth encompasses both physical and

tatha dvistas tatha miidha iti| ragadvesamohda ity ucyamane bahu noktam bhavatiti|). This second passage suggests
that vicious and virtuous practical undertakings arise from the defects.

"NB 21.11-3: badhand pida tapa iti| tayanuviddham anusaktam avinirbhagena vartamanam duhkha-yogad
dubkham iti| so 'vam sarvam duhkhenanuviddham iti pasyan dulkham jihasur janmani duhkha-darst nirvidyate|
nirvinno virajyate| virakto vimucyate)|

8 My translation here follows Angot’s (2009, p. 677) French translation and Tarkavagisa’s (1988, p. 318) Bengali
translation. Moreover, I am translating the terms “buddhi” and “jiiana” as “awareness” or “awareness-event.”
Standardly, these are translated as “cognition,” but that is slightly misleading, since, in contemporary philosophy



psychological aspects of our embodied existence. When an agent sees this birth as pain, she will lose all
attachment towards these aspects of embodied existence, and will desire to be free from it. In NS 1.1.22,
Gautama says, “Liberation is absolute freedom from that” (tad-atyanta-vimokso ‘pavargah). Vatsyayana

expands on this.

The absolute freedom from that pain which is birth is liberation. Why? Because it involves
relinquishing the birth that has been appropriated, and not appropriating another such birth. Those
who are learned in matters of liberation know this limitless state to be liberation.’

Thus, if liberation is just absolute freedom from birth, it just consists in a permanent disembodied state of

the self.'°

How can we attain this disembodied state? NS 1.1.2 sketches a story: “When suffering, embodied
existence, practical undertakings [or, alternatively, immediate effects of practical undertakings, namely
merit and demerit], defect, and false awareness cease one after another, due to the cessation of what
immediately follows from them, there is liberation” (duhkha-janma-pravrtti-dosa-mithya-jiiananam
uttarottarapdye tad-anantarapayad apavargah). Vatsyayana unpacks the story as follows. Our false
awareness about the world and ourselves gives rise to the three defects, on the basis of which we engage
in virtuous or vicious practical undertakings. These practical undertakings, by producing merit and
demerit, come to cause future births. Thus, false awareness indirectly gives rise to the cycle of rebirth.
Therefore, by eliminating such false awareness, we can eliminate each link in this causal chain, thereby

completely eliminating pain (NB 6.9-8.3).

2. The Permanent Pleasure View

and cognitive science, cognition is often distinguished from perception. But perceptual experiences can count as
buddhi or jiiana on the Indian view.

9 NB 22.1-2: tena duhkhena janmand atyantam vimuktir apavargah| katham? upattasya janmano hanam, anyasya
canupddanam| etam avastham aparyantam apavargam vedayante 'pavargavidah|

10 A similar account of liberation is put forward in Vaisesika Sitra 5.2.20 (VS 43.11): “Liberation is that which
consists in the absence of conjunction (samyoga) and the absence of appearance (pradurbhava) when that is absent”
(tadabhave samyogabhavo ‘pradurbhavah sa moksah). The commentator, Candrananda, explains the idea as follows
(VS 43.12-3): “Liberation is that which consists in (i) the absence of a conjunction between the self and the body,
called “life”, and (ii) the absence of the appearance of another body, when an unobserved karmic factor of this
nature, i.e., the cause for the beginningless egress (apasarpana) [of the manas out of the body at the time of death],
etc. is absent.” (evam-ripasyanady-apasarpandadi-nimittasyadrstasyabhave jivanakhyasyatma-manah-
samyogasyabhavo 'nyasya ca sarirasyapradurbhavo yah sa moksah|). I am taking “apasarpana” as referring to the
egress of the manas out of the body at the time of death following Candrananda’s commentary on Vaisesika Sitra
5.2.19 (VS 43.7). The “adi” (here, translated as “etc.””) probably refers to upasarpana, i.e., the ingress of the manas
into a new body at the time of birth. For some discussion of whether this is the right interpretation of these terms as
their occur in Vaisesika Sitra 5.2.19, see Honda (1992, pp. 296-7).



Vatsyayana contrasts his conception of liberation with another view. According to this latter view, the
state of liberation involves the manifestation (abhivyakti) of permanent pleasure (nitya-sukha).'' Call this

the Permanent Pleasure View. But Vatsyayana thinks that there is no good evidence that this view is true.

Some think: “In liberation, the permanent pleasure of the self is manifested (abhivyajyate) just
like its extension (mahattva). In virtue of that manifested pleasure, the absolutely free being is
pleased.” They face an incongruity (anupapatti) due to the absence of any means of knowing.
There exists neither perception nor inference nor any scriptural statement (agama), which could
show that, in liberation, just like the extension (mahattva) of the self, the permanent pleasure of
the self is manifested.'?

Why? The argument is this. Suppose there is a manifestation of permanent pleasure in the state of

liberation. Presumably, this is an experience (samvedana) or awareness of that pleasure. Either that

awareness is non-permanent, or permanent. But it can’t be either. So, the Permanent Pleasure View is

false. The crucial premise of this argument is that the awareness of permanent pleasure can be neither

permanent nor impermanent. Let’s motivate that premise in light of what Vatsyayana says.

If that awareness is non-permanent insofar as it has a beginning, the defender of the Permanent Pleasure
View would have to say what causes it.'* To avoid this line of questioning, she might argue that the
awareness of permanent pleasure is also permanent i.e., without a beginning or an end. That is
problematic, since it implies that the pleasure should also be always manifested in an ordinary state of

embodied existence. This has two implausible consequences.'* First of all, this would make it difficult to

! The source of this view is likely Upanisadic statements that equate the Brahman with bliss. For example, in
Taittiriya Upanisad 2.7.1, we find the statement, “[I]t is the essence, for only when one has

grasped that essence does one attain bliss” (raso vai sah | raso hy evayam labdhva’nandibhavati, Olivelle 1998,
205). Later Naiyayikas seem clueless about the source of this view. Following Udayana (KA 6.3), Gadadhara
ascribes this view to the Bhatta Mimamsakas (NVM 100.12). This seems wrong, since, in verse 105 of the chapter
called “Sambandhaksepa-pariharah” of Slokavarttika, Kumarila says (SV 475.13-4): “Moreover, if liberation is
postulated to have the nature of enjoyment of pleasure, then this would simply be heaven. And that is gradually
destroyed” (sukhopabhoga-riipas ca yadi moksah prakalpyate|svarga eva bhaved esa paryayena ksayi ca sahl|). In
his commentary, Parthasarathi takes this to be a Samkhya view (which also seems wrong).

12NB 22.4-7: nityam sukham atmano mahattvavan mokse ’bhivyajyate, yenabhivyaktenatyantam vimuktah sukhi
bhavatiti kecin manyante| tesam pramanabhavad anupapattih| na pratyaksam nanumanam nagamo va vidyate
nityam sukham atmano mahattvavan mokse 'bhivyajyata iti|

13 NB 22.8-9: “The manifestation of something permanent is an experience. Its cause is to be stated. [To explain:]
Since the manifestation of permanent pleasure is an experience or an awareness-event, its cause, i.e., that from
which it is produced, is to be stated” (nityasyabhivyaktih samvedanam, tasya hetuvacanam| nityasyabhivyaktih
samvedanam jiianam iti tasya hetur vacyo yatas tad utpadyata iti|)

1“NB 22.10-15: “If it is permanent like the pleasure (sukhavat), then there would be no distinction between someone
who is in the cycle of rebirth and someone who is liberated. Just as the liberated being possesses (upapanna)
pleasure and its experience which are [both] permanent, someone who is in the cycle of rebirth will also end up
being like this. For both [the pleasure and its experience] are permanent. And if this were admitted, then it would be
accepted that these are present together with and at the same time as the results of merit and demerit [i.e., ordinary
pleasures and pains]. [To explain:] The pleasure and pain, which are results of merit and demerit and are



explain the distinction between someone who has achieved liberation and someone who hasn’t. After all,
both would experience permanent pleasure! If the distinguishing characteristic of the state of liberation is
supposed to be the manifestation of permanent pleasure, the presence of that defining characteristic in an
ordinary embodied state implies that there is no difference between the two states. Second, even if an
embodied being could experience such permanent pleasure, it would experience such pleasure at the same
time as and together with other pleasures and pains that arise as a result of the merit and demerit left by
her previous practical undertakings. But such simultaneity and co-presence aren’t apprehended in

ordinary experience. '’

The defender of the Permanent Pleasure might attempt to avoid these consequences by arguing that the
awareness of permanent pleasure is impermanent, i.e., has a beginning. If it has a beginning, then it must
be produced by something. For Vatsyayana, our experiences of ordinary pleasures are produced by an
internal monitoring mechanism—the manas—which serves as a faculty of introspective attention and
makes us aware of our own hedonic states when it is conjoined to the self (NB 11.15-21 on NS 1.1.4).
When the self possesses pleasure, the conjunction (samyoga) between the manas and the self (atman)
makes us aware of the pleasure. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that it’s the conjunction (samyoga)
between the manas and the self (atman) that also produces the awareness of permanent pleasure. But,
since the self'is all-pervading, the manas is always conjoined to the self. So, there must be some enabling

condition, or auxiliary cause (sahakari-nimitta), which explains why this conjunction sometimes produces

experienced in a sequence in the places of production (utpatti-sthana) [i.e., in beings that are born with a body, the
senses, and awareness-events], they would be accepted as accompanied by and simultaneous with the permanent
pleasure and the permanent experience of it. There is no absence of pleasure or an absence of manifestation. For
both are permanent” (sukhavan nityam iti cet? samsarasthasya muktenavisesah| yatha muktah sukhena tat-
samvedanena ca san nityenopapannah, tathd samsarastho 'pi prasajyata iti, ubhayasya nityatvat| abhyanujiiane ca
dharmadharma-phalena sahacaryam yaugapadyam grhyeta| yad idam utpatti-sthanesu dharmadharma-phalam
sukham duhkham va samvedyate paryayena, tasya ca nitya-samvedanasya ca sahabhavo yaugapadyam grhyeta| na
sukhabhavo nanabhivyaktir asti, ubhayasya nityatvat|)

15 In his Nyaya-varttika (NV) Uddyotakara brings out the implausible consequences of this (NV 82.4-6): As
Uddyotakara explains, “There would be no sequence in which pleasure and pain are experienced. Since this being
would apprehend permanent pleasure, any effort for the sake of liberation would be futile. Moreover, this being
doesn’t avoid pleasure, since it is impossible to avoid it in separation (viveka) [from permanent pleasure]. For
anyone who seeks to avoid pain also ends up avoiding pleasure. Furthermore, if this being doesn’t ever apprehend
pain, for the sake of avoiding what would he undertake actions?” (sukha-duhkha-samvedana-paryayas ca na syat,
nityam ayam sukham upalabheta tatas ca moksarthah prayaso vyarthah syat| na cayam khalu sukham jihasati,
viveka-hanasydasakyatvat| dubhkham jihasamanah sukham api jihdasati| na cayam kaddcit duhkham upalabhata iti
kasya hanartham pravartate|) The worry is that, since ordinary pains and pleasures, which are aspects of embodied
existence, are experienced at the same time as permanent pleasure, it’s not possible to distinguish the ordinary
pleasures from the permanent pleasure. So, it’s impossible to avoid the aspects of embodied existence that cause
pain without giving up on permanent pleasure. And, if the response is that this person never experiences any pain at
all, then there would be no need to seek liberation at all.



the awareness of permanent pleasure and not always.'® More generally, the question is this: if the self
does possess permanent pleasure, why is one only aware of it sometimes but not always? As Uddyotakara
goes on to note, it’s not easy to escape this line of questioning easily. For example, the opponent might
argue that the mere presence of permanent pleasure itself is sufficient for the conjunction between the self
and the manas to produce an awareness of pleasure. But if the awareness of pleasure could arise from this
conjunction merely due to the presence of its intentional object, then the contact between the self and the
manas could produce the awareness of intentional objects such as colour, etc. merely by depending on
those intentional objects themselves. If that were to happen, we would always be flooded by various
awareness-events about different intentional objects. Moreover, the agent would always undergo the
awareness of permanent pleasure. But, as we’ve seen, that too doesn’t happen.'” Therefore, the opponent
must explain why the conjunction between the manas and the self only sometimes produces the

awareness of permanent pleasure.

When it comes to our ordinary pleasures, our awareness of such pleasures arises from the conjunction
between the self and the manas due to the presence of previously accumulated merit. If the opponent now
appeals to something like merit to explain how the awareness of permanent pleasure arises, she will face a
different challenge. Where does that merit come from? Perhaps, the opponent could say that even a

liberated self may have some merit left over from yogic meditative absorption (yoga-samadhi), and that

16 NB 22.16-19: “If it is impermanent, then a cause is to be stated. If the experience of permanent pleasure that arises
in the state of liberation is impermanent, the cause—from which it is produced—is to be stated. The cause of the
experience of ordinary pleasure is the conjunction between the self and the manas along with some other cause.
Suppose you say, “The conjunction between the self and the manas is the cause of the experience of permanent
pleasure.” Even if this is right, the other auxiliary cause of that experience is to be stated”(anityatve hetuvacanam|
atha mokse nityasya sukhasya samvedanam anityam? yata utpadyate sa hetur vacyah|atma-manah-samyogasya
nimittantara-sahitasya hetutvam| atmamanahsamyogo hetur iti cet? evam api tasya sahakari nimittantaram
vacaniyam iti]). As Uddyotakara explains the matter, this has to do with the nature of conjunction (guna) as a
produced quality of substances (dravya) (NV 81.11-3): “If you think that the conjunction between the self and the
manas is the cause of the awareness, then the cause that it depends on (apeksa-karana) is to be stated. For, amongst
substances, qualities, and movements that are produced (arabdha), conjunction isn’t an independent cause” (yadi
manyase atma-manah-samyogo jianasya karanam, tasya tarhy apeksa-karanam vaktavyam| na hi dravya-guna-
karmasv arabdhavyesu samyogo nirapeksam karanam))

17NV 81.14-19: “If you think that the conjunction between the self and the manas is the cause of the awareness [of
pleasure] insofar as it depends on the pleasure that is permanently established in the self, then that isn’t reasonable.
For it conflicts with the state of isolation (kaivalya). Just as [on your view] this conjunction between the self and the
manas produces the awareness of pleasure depending on only the intentional object [i.e., pleasure] and without
depending on any other cause, so also it would produce awareness-events about intentional objects like colour and
so on merely by depending on them. And, if that is the cause, then the state of isolation will cease, since this self
apprehends all objects. Moreover, this is also unreasonable because it leads to the undesirable consequence that
there would be permanent apprehension” (atha manyase atma-manah-samyogah nityam atmani vyavasthitam
sukham apeksamano jiana-karanam bhavatiti, tan na yuktam, kaivalya-virodhat| yatha'vam atma-manah-samyogo
visaya-matram apeksamanah anya-nimitta-nirapeksah sukha-jiianam karoti, evam ripadin api visayan
apeksamanah tad-visayani jianani kuryat| tatas ca kaivalyam nivartate, sarvan arthan ayam atma upalabhate iti|
nityopalabdhi-prasangdc cal).



allows us to become aware of this permanent pleasure.'® But, since practical undertakings cease
completely in the state of liberation, the accumulated merit will run out at some point. At that stage, there
will be no awareness of permanent pleasure. If that happens, there will be no difference between that state

and the state where there is no permanent pleasure."’

Moreover, if the defender of the Permanent Pleasure View insists that the merit doesn’t run out, she needs
to explain why that is so. We have strong evidence for the generalization that things that are produced are
destroyed; on the basis of that evidence, we can infer that the merit, produced by yogic meditative
absorption (yoga-samadhi), should also be destroyed. In contrast, there is no inference to the contrary.
One cannot get out of this problem by claiming that the merit itself is permanent, i.e., something that isn’t
produced or destroyed. For that implies that the awareness of permanent pleasure is also permanent. Thus,
the previously mentioned objection will apply again: namely, that the permanent pleasure will be

experienced together with ordinary pleasures and pains.*’

In response, the defender of the Permanent Pleasure View might try to say that the relation with the body

somehow serves as an impediment to the permanent pleasure being experienced at the same time as other

18 This fits with the idea that the awareness of the truth that leads to liberation is produced by yogic meditative
absorption. See NS 4.2.38.

19 NB 22.20-23.5: “The cause of merit is to be stated. If merit is the other cause, its cause—from which it arises—is
to be stated. Since the [merit] which is produced by yogic meditative absorption conflicts with the cessation of
actions, when it is destroyed, the experience will cease.[To explain:] if the merit produced by yogic meditation is the
cause, then, due to its conflict with the cessation of actions, the experience would cease if it were to be destroyed.
And if there is no experience, there is no distinction between this state and one where the experience is absent. If,
due to the destruction of merit, there is a cessation of experience, then the permanent pleasure isn’t experienced. As
a result, there is no inference in favour of a specific view (visiste), i.e., whether [the permanent pleasure] isn’t
experienced insofar as it is present or insofar as it absent”’(dharmasya karanavacanam| yadi dharmo nimittantaram?
tasya hetur vacyo yatah utpadyata iti| yogasamadhijasya karyavasayavirodhat praksaye samvedananivrttih| yadi
yogasamdadhijo dharmo hetuh? tasya karyavasayavirodhat praksaye samvedanam atyantam nivartate| asamvedane
cavidyamanenavisesah| yadi dharmaksayat samvedanoparamo nityam sukham na samvedyata iti| kim vidyamanam
na samvedyate, athavidyamanam iti nanumanam visiste 'stiti|)

20NB 23.6-12: “And the non-destruction of merit isn’t supported by any inference. For merit has the property of
being produced. There is no inference that shows that the merit that is produced by yogic meditative absorption isn’t
destroyed. Rather, there is an opposite inference that shows that, insofar as it has the property of being produced, it
is impermanent. However, anyone, according to whom the experience of permanent pleasure doesn’t cease, must
infer that its cause is permanent. And it has been said that, if the experience were permanent, then there would be no
distinction between someone who is liberated and someone who is caught in the cycle of rebirth. Just as, for the
liberated being, there is permanent pleasure and the cause of its experience, but the experience doesn’t cease due to
the permanence of the cause, so also should be the case for someone who is caught in the cycle of rebirth. If this is
right, then it would be accepted that [this experience] is accompanied by the experience of pleasure and pain
produced by merit and demerit” (apraksayas ca dharmasya niranumanam utpatti-dharmakatvat| yoga-samadhijo
dharmo na ksiyata iti nasty anumanam| utpatti-dharmakam anityam iti viparyayasya tv anumanam)| yasya tu
samvedanoparamo nasti tena samvedana-hetur nitya ity anumeyam| nitye ca mukta-samsarasthayor avisesa ity
uktam| yatha muktasya nityam sukham tat-samvedana-hetus ca, samvedanasya tuparamo ndasti, karanasya nityatvat,
tathd samsarasthasyapiti| evam ca sati dharmadharma-phalena sukha-duhkha-samvedanena sahacaryam
grhyetetil).

10



pleasures and pains. This view would be extremely bizarre. In the Nyaya picture, the whole purpose of the
body is to give rise to experiences of pleasure and pain. So, it’s quite strange to say that the body prevents
the experience of pleasure from arising, and, yet, a disembodied being can still experience permanent
pleasure.”' As Vatsyayana notices, in order to avoid this inelegance, the opponent must say that the body

itself is permanent. But that simply contradicts what is observed.?
The upshot: the Permanent Pleasure View is hard to defend.”

3. The Problem of Motivation

Even though the Permanent Pleasure View faces these problems, it has a virtue that Vatsyayana’s view
lacks. As we have seen, for Vatsyayana, liberation is complete freedom from embodied existence. But our

embodied existence brings with it lots of different kinds of pleasure. Given that we are at least part-time

2I'NB 23.13-17: “Suppose you say: “The impediment to that is the connection with the body and so on.” [We reply:]
No, since the body and so on are for the sake of enjoyment, and the opposite isn’t inferred. Let the following be your
view: “The connection of a person caught in the cycle of rebirth with the body and so on serves as the impediment to
the cause of the experience of permanent pleasure. So, there is no lack of distinction.” But this is unreasonable. The
body and so on are for the sake of enjoyment. It is unreasonable that they will prevent enjoyment. And there is no
inference to the conclusion that there is some enjoyment that a disembodied self can undergo” (Sariradi-
sambandhah pratibandha-hetur iti cet? na, Sariradinam upabhogarthatvat viparyayasya cananumanat| syan matam
samsaravasthasya sariradi-sambandho nitya-sukha-samvedana-hetoh pratibandhakah, tenaviseso nastiti| etac
cayuktam, sariradayah upabhogarthas te bhogapratibandham karisyantity anupapannam; na casty anumanam
asarirasyatmano bhogah kascid astiti|)

22 NB 24.1-6: “Moreover, one goes beyond what is observed in the same manner with respect to the body and so on.
[To explain:] Just as one desires permanent pleasure having abandoned observed impermanent pleasure, so also
must one posit a permanent body, permanent senses, and permanent awareness-events for the liberated being by
going beyond the observed impermanent body, senses, and awareness-events. And, if this is right, it is better to posit
that the liberated being also has the nature of being alone (aikatmya). If you say that this conflicts with what is
demonstrated, the same is true [of the permanence of pleasure]. Since the permanence of the body and so on cannot
be posited insofar as it conflicts with the means of knowing, the same sort of permanence of pleasure cannot be
posited insofar as it conflicts with the means of knowing.” (drstatikramas ca dehadisu tulyah| yatha drstam anityam
sukham parityajya nityam sukham kamayate, evam dehendriyabuddhir anitya drsta atikramya muktasya nitya
dehendriyabuddhayah kalpayitavyah, sadhiyas caivam muktasya caikatmyam kalpitam bhavatiti| upapatti-
viruddham iti cet? samanam| dehadinam nityatvam pramana-viruddham kalpayitum asakyam iti? samanam
sukhasyapi nityatvam pramana-viruddham kalpayitum asakyam iti) I am translating the term “aikatmya” as “the
nature of being alone” taking “eka” to mean alone or solitary. Here, I am following Uddyotakara who takes it to
refer to the state of isolation (kaivalya) (NV 82.10) that we encountered in footnote 17. The same interpretation is
given by Tarkavagisa (1981, p. 246).

23 Later, Vatsyayana revisits the question of how we should interpret the scriptural statements that seem to suggest
that the state of liberation involves the manifestation of pleasure. His solution is simple: we should take them to be
talking about the absence of pain. He says (NB 24.7-10): “Moreover, there is also no conflict with any scriptural
statement, since such statements only speak about the absolute absence of the pain that is the cycle of rebirth. Even
though there is some scriptural statement to the effect that the liberated being possesses absolute pleasure, it is
congruous that the term “pleasure” is applied to mean the absence of pain. For it is observed that the term “pleasure”
often is applied to mean the absence of pain in common usage” (atyantike ca samsaraduhkhabhave sukhavacanad
agame 'pi saty avirodhah| yady api kascid agamah syat muktasyatyantikam sukham iti? sukha-sabda atyantike
duhkhabhave prayukta ity evam upapadyate| drsto hi duhkhabhave sukha-sabda-prayogo bahulam loka iti|).
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pleasure-seekers, why should we seek to free ourselves completely from our embodied existence? At a
certain juncture, Vatsyayana himself expresses the thought (albeit as a false awareness) as follows, “With
respect to liberation, [there is the false awareness]: ‘This cessation of all effects (karya) is certainly
terrible. Given that liberation involves the loss of everything, many good things disappear. So, how could
an intelligent person want that liberation which involves the destruction of all pleasure and is without
consciousness??* There’s a more rigorous way of putting the point. We can be rationally motivated to
bring about a state of affairs by means of actions that are themselves painful only if we rationally think
(or expect) that realizing that state of affairs will result in some positive payoff, i.e., some desired
outcome, which will outweigh the pain that we undergo in bringing it about. If this is true, then we cannot
be motivated to realize the state of liberation. For, insofar as the state of liberation involves a perpetual
disembodied existence, it involves a loss of all that we value about our lives. So, it doesn’t bring about
any desired outcome at all. In contrast, if we were to accept the Permanent Pleasure View, then this
problem can be avoided. If the state of liberation involves the manifestation of permanent pleasure but no
pain, then it contains an enormous amount of pleasure. Assuming that pleasure is at least one of the things

we desire, we can be rationally motivated to seek liberation if we accept this view.

Vatsyayana is aware of at least a version of this problem. While discussing the Permanent Pleasure View,
he considers the objection that “a practical undertaking is for the sake of attaining a desired object
(ista).”*® Uddyotakara glosses the objection as follows: “Here, this ordinary person undertakes action for
the sake of attaining a desired object. And those who desire liberation undertake actions. For them too, the
practical undertaking must be for the sake of attaining a desired object. This very practical undertaking
has an end (artha) if there is permanent pleasure in liberation, not otherwise.”?® The argument is simply
this. All (rational) practical undertakings are motivated by a desire to obtain a desired object. So,
(rational) practical undertakings aimed at liberation must also be motivated by a desire to obtain a desired
object, i.e., pleasure. That cannot be accounted for on Vatsyayana’s conception of liberation, since, for
him, liberation involves no pleasure. But it can only be explained by appealing to something like the

Permanent Pleasure View.

In response, Vatsyayana rejects the claim that all practical undertakings are motivated by a desire to

obtain a desired object, i.e., pleasure.

24 NB 6.16-8 on NS 1.1.2: apavarge bhismah khalv ayam sarvakayoparamah, sarva-viprayoge 'pavarge bahu ca
bhadrakam lupyata iti katham buddhiman sarva-sukhocchedam acaitanyam amum apavargam rocayed iti|

25 NB 23.18 on NS 1.1.22: istadhigamartha pravrttir iti cet?

26 NV 82.13-15: ihayam lokah pravartamanah istadhigamartham pravartate| pravartante ca moksamanah| tesam
apistadhigamarthataya pravrttya bhavitavyam, seyam pravrttir nitya-sukhe'rthavati nanyatheti|

12



No, since it is for the sake of the cessation of an undesired object (anista). This is the inference:
“It is for the sake of attaining a desired object that liberation is taught and that people desirous of
liberation undertake action. Both of these aren’t without an end (artha).” And this is
unreasonable. It is for the sake of the cessation of an undesired object that liberation is taught and
that people desirous of liberation undertake action. Since the desired object isn’t possible without
being intertwined with the undesired object, even the desired object ends up being undesired. One
who acts in order to avoid an undesired object also avoids the desired object, since it is not
possible to avoid one in separation from the other.”’

In his gloss, Uddyotakara says, “In ordinary people, two kinds of practical undertakings are observed:
those for the sake of attaining a desired object, and those for the sake of avoiding an undesired object.”?®

This response depends on a background picture of motivation. So, let’s expand on this.

As I have already said, within the Nyaya system, a practical undertaking (pravrtti) is just the
commencement (arambha) of any mental, physical or linguistic action (NS 1.1.20). Vatsyayana says that
the motive (prayojana) underlying any such practical undertaking is an object that causes the practical
undertaking in virtue of being determined by the relevant agent as a thing to be attained or avoided:
“That, motivated by which the agent undertakes an action, is the motive” (yena prayuktah pravartate tat
prayojanam) (NB 3.9 on NS 1.1.1). The thought is explained further later in the commentary on NS
1.1.24, which says, “That in relation to which a person undertakes an action is the motive” (yam artham

adhikrtya pravartate tat prayojanam) (NB 26.14).

If, having determined an object to be something to be attained or avoided, a person performs the
act that serves as a means to obtain or to avoid it, then that object is to be understood as the
motive. For it is a cause of practical undertakings. The relation (adhikara) with the object consists
in the determination, “I shall obtain this object, or avoid it.” An object, which is thus determined,
is something that the agent is related to.”

In his preamble to NS 1.1.1, while motivating the theoretical enterprise of Nyaya, Vatsyayana seems to

explain what the motive is: it is either pleasure and something that brings about pleasure, or pain and

something that brings about pain.

Certainly, having apprehended an object by a means of knowing, this subject desires to obtain it,
or desires to avoid it. The striving of this subject who is motivated by desire to obtain and desire
to avoid is said to be a practical undertaking. Moreover, the success of this consists in a
connection with a result. The one who strives, while desiring to obtain or desiring to avoid that

27NB 23.18-22 on NS 1.1.22: na, anistoparamarthatvat| idam anumanam — istadhigamartho moksopadesah
pravrttis ca mumuksiinam, nobhayam anarthakam iti| etac cayuktam, anistoparamartho moksopadesah pravrttis ca
mumuksinam iti| nestam anistenananuviddham sambhavatiti istam apy anistam sampadyate, anistahanaya
ghatamana istam api jahati, vivekahanasyasakyatvad iti|

BNV 82.15-6: dve pravrtti loke drste, istadhigamartha'nistadhigamartha ca

2 NB 26.15-7: yam artham aptavyam hatavyam va vyavasaya tadapti-hanopayam anutisthati, prayojanam tad
veditavyam, pravrtti-hetutvat| imam artham apsyami hasyami veti vyavasayo 'rthasyadhikarah, evam
vyavasiyamano 'rtho 'dhikriyata iti|
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object, either obtains that object or avoids it. The objects are pleasure and the cause of pleasure,
and pain and the cause of pain.*’

If we take these passages seriously, it seems plausible to ascribe a form of psychological hedonism to
Vatsyayana. For Vatsyayana, an agent can be motivated by two kinds of desire: the desire to obtain

pleasure (or a means to pleasure) or the desire to avoid pain (or a means to pain).
The sub-commentator, Uddyotakara, makes this idea explicit in his Nyaya-varttika:

What, then, is the motive? This is the ordinary meaning: “That, motivated by which a person
undertakes an action, is the motive.” What is a person motivated by? Some say, “By righteous
conduct (dharma), profit (artha), pleasure (kama) and liberation.” In contrast, we observe that a
person is motivated by the attainment of pleasure and the avoidance of pain. And all objects
motivate a conscious being in virtue of being the means to pleasure and pain.*' *

Slightly later in the same discussion, Uddyotakara refines this picture helpfully by isolating two different

kinds of motivational profiles.

People either have attachment, etc. (ragadi-mat), or are unattached (vita-raga). Among them,
attachment has the defining characteristic of inclination (abhisarniga) towards an object. Those
who have this have attachment, etc. Detachment, in contrast, has the defining characteristic of
disinclination (anabhisanga) from enjoyment (bhoga). Those who have that are unattached.
Practical undertakings are of two kinds in accordance with the distinction amongst people. The
practical undertakings of those people are of both kinds in accordance with the distinction
amongst people. The practical undertaking of an unattached person is of one kind. Of those, the
practical undertaking that belongs to unattached people has as its end (artha) the avoidance of an
undesired object. They undertake actions thinking, “We shall avoid something undesired.” But
they don’t have any inclination towards anything. The practical undertaking of people who have
attachment, etc. is of two kinds. The practical undertakings of these people who have attachment,
etc. are of two kinds, either aimed at the acquisition of a desired object, or the avoidance of an
undesired object. Thinking, “I shall obtain a desired object,” [a person who has attachment, etc.]

30NB 1.7-10: pramanena khalv ayam jiiatartham abhipsati jihdsati va| tasyepsa-jihdasa-prayuktasya samiha
pravrttir ity ucyate| samrthyam punar asyah phalenabhisambandhah| samthamanas tam artham abhipsan jihdsan
va tam artham apnoti jahati va| arthas tu sukham sukhahetus ca, duhkham duhkha-hetus cal

3UNV 12.11-14: kim punah prayojanam iti? yena prayuktah pravartate tat prayojanam iti laukiko'vam arthah| kena
punah prayujyate? dharmartha-kama-moksair iti kecit| vayam tu pasyamah sukha-duhkhapti-hanibhyam prayujyata
iti| sukha-duhkha-sadhana-bhavat tu sarve'rthas cetanam prayojayanti|

32 The same idea is repeated in Uddyotakara’s sub-commentary on NS 1.1.24 (NV 96.13-16): “In [the expression]
‘that object in relation to which’ (yam artham adhikrtyeti), the relation is a determination. A determination of
what? Of the means to pleasure and pain. One attempts to obtain pleasure having undergone the awareness, ‘This is
a means to pleasure.” And one attempts to avoid pain having undergone the awareness, ‘This is a means to pain.’
Since this ordinary person is motivated by the acquisition of pain and avoidance of pain, the acquisition of pleasure
and the acquisition of pain are the motives.” (vam artham adhikrtyeti vyavasayo'dhikarah| kasya vyavasayah?
sukha-duhkha-sadhananam| idam sukha-sadhanam iti buddhva sukhavaptaye yatate| idam duhkha-sadhanam iti
cadhigamya duhkha-hanayeti| sukha-duhkhayor avapti-hanabhyam ayam lokah prayujyata iti sukha-duhkhapti-hant
prayojanam iti|)
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undertakes an action due to attachment. Thinking, “I shall avoid an undesired object,” [such a

person] abstains due to aversion.*?
For Uddyotakara, there are two kinds of motivational profiles: attached and unattached. Unattached
agents don’t perform any actions in order to obtain pleasure. This is because such unattached agents have
no desire for pleasure at all; as Uddyotakara puts it, they are disinclined towards enjoyment. They only
perform actions in order to minimize pain. By contrast, attached agents (i.e., those who have attachment,
etc.) perform actions for two kinds of reasons: sometimes to obtain pleasure, and at other times merely to
avoid pain. This idea is useful in understanding Vatsyayana’s reply to the problem that we considered

above.

In response to that problem, Vatsyayana points out that not all (rational) practical undertakings (even in
attached agents like us) are for the sake of attaining a desired object: we are at least sometimes motivated
to act in order to avoid an undesired object, i.e., pain, e.g., in the case where we avoid food mixed with
honey and poison in order to avoid the deadly consequences of poison. We can use this to explain how
someone is rationally motivated to seek liberation. All of us face a choice between liberation (i.e.,
permanent disembodied existence) and repeated embodied existence. The pleasure that we undergo in
virtue of having a body, the senses, etc. is unavoidably connected to pain. Since it’s not possible to obtain
that pleasure without also obtaining the pain that comes with it, the pleasure is to be avoided. The thought
is anticipated in Vatsyayana’s commentary on NS 1.1.2, where he says, “Just as food mixed with honey
and poison is not to be obtained, so also pleasure connected to pain is not to be obtained.”** Since the
pleasure that is part of embodied existence is connected with pain (either in virtue of being invariably
accompanied by it, or in virtue of having the same causes, the same locus or the same subject’”), and we

can be rationally motivated to act for the sake of avoiding pain, we can be rationally motivated to avoid

3NV 2.9-17: purusa ragadi-manto vita-ragas ca| tatra rago visayadisv abhisanga-laksanah| sa yesam asti te
ragadi-mantah| vairagyam punar bhoganabhisvanga-laksanam| tad yesam asti te vita-ragah| pravrtter dvaividhyam
purusa-bhedanuvidhanena| tesam purusanam yah pravrttayas tah purusa-bhedam anuvidhiyamana ubhayaripa
bhavanti| vita-raga-pravrttir ekadhd)| tatra ya vita-raganam pravrttih sa khalv eka-riipa anista-pratisedhartha
anistam hasyama ity evam eva pravartate, na punar esam kvacit abhisvango'stiti| ragadi-mat-pravrttis tu dvi-rijpal
ya ete ragadi-mantas tesam yah pravrttayas ta dvividha bhavanti, istanista-visayadhigama-pratisedharthah| istam
apsyamiti ragat pravartate| anistam hasyamiti dvesan nivartate|

34 NB 8: 2-3: tad yatha madhu-visa-samprktannam anadeyam iti evam sukham duhkhanusaktam anadeyam iti|

35 T am following Uddyotakara’s gloss of the passage here. See NV 25.1-4: “The connection is a relation of
invariable concomitance (avinabhava): where there is one, there is the other. Alternatively, having the same cause is
the connection: those very things which are the means to pleasure are the means to pain. Alternatively, having the
same locus is the connection: where there is pleasure, there is pain. Alternatively, being apprehended by the same
subject is the connection: he who apprehends pleasure also apprehends pain.” (anusarngo'vinabhavah, yatraikam
tatretarad iti| samana-nimittata vanusangah, yani va sukha-sadhanani tany eva duhkha-sadhananiti|
samandadharata vanusangah, yatra sukham tatra duhkham iti| samanopalabhyata vanusangah, yena sukham
upalabhyate tena duhkham apiti|)
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embodied existence exactly in the same way as one avoids the food mixed with rice and honey. Thus, we

have no reason to prefer the Permanent Pleasure View even on these grounds.

It’s far from obvious whether this argument succeeds. Suppose, along the lines suggested by
Uddyotakara, that we are agents who have attachment, etc. So, we are motivated to act by two kinds of
desires: the desire to gain pleasure and things that give rise to pleasure and the desire to avoid pain and
things that give rise to pain. These two desires will often pull us in different directions. Suppose, on a
night out with friends, I am wondering whether I should order a third gin and tonic. On the one hand, I
might be tempted to do so solely because of the breezy joy that gin brings me. On the other hand, I might
hesitate, since I worry that I will be mildly hung-over tomorrow. Whether I order the gin and tonic
depends on how much weight I attach to these desires. For example, there is no good reason to think that
an attached agent like us is rationally required, under these circumstances, act on the desire to avoid the
pain that hangovers involve, and refrain from ordering the gin and tonic. If [ am predominantly a
pleasure-seeker, I will perhaps attach a little less weight to my desire to avoid pain and go ahead and
order the gin. And, intuitively, there’s nothing irrational about doing so. Why can’t the case of liberation
be exactly like this? Typically, we are motivated by both the desire to attain pleasure and the desire to
avoid pain. All of us have lives that are flawed in virtue of being inescapably painful at times. But
interspersed between these pains are lots of pleasures that we care about. Provided that we rationally
attach suitable weights to our desires to gain pleasure and to avoid pain, we may still rationally forgo
liberation and seek to continue our embodied existence. So, unless Vatsyayana tells us why the correct
way of weighing our desires to gain pleasure and to avoid pain will always favour opting for liberation,
his solution to the problem raised above cannot be convincing.* In the rest of the essay, I will explain

how the solution can be made to work.

36 Vatsyayana does have a second response to the worry that the defender of the Permanent Pleasure View raises.
His thought is that if someone is motivated to attain liberation in virtue of being attached to pleasure, then that
person cannot really be liberated, since attachment itself is well-known as bondage. He writes (NB 24.11-18):
“Moreover, [if this view is right,] given that the attachment to permanent pleasure won’t be destroyed, there won’t
be any attainment of liberation. For attachment is well-known as bondage. [To explain:] This person, who is striving
for liberation due to an attachment to permanent pleasure, thinking, “Permanent pleasure is manifested in
liberation,” wouldn’t attain liberation, and cannot attain liberation. For attachment is well-known as bondage. And it
is not congruous that someone should be liberated even when there is bondage. [The opponent:] The attachment to
permanent pleasure, when destroyed, isn’t an impediment. The attachment of this person to permanent pleasure is
destroyed. When that is destroyed, his attachment to permanent pleasure isn’t an impediment. [Reply:] If this is
right, then, whether or not the liberated being possesses permanent pleasure, the attainment of liberation isn’t in
ayam mokse nityam sukham abhivyajyata iti nitya-sukha-ragena moksaya ghatamano na moksam adhi-gacchet,
nadhi-gantum arhatiti| bandhana-samdajndato hi ragah| na ca bandhane saty api kascin mukta ity upapadyata iti|
prahina-nitya-sukha-ragasyapratikitlatvam| athasya nitya-sukha-ragah prahiyate, tasmin prahine ndasya nitya-
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4. Shifting Motivational Profiles

For Vatsyayana, there is something wrong about the motivational profile of attached agents, i.e., agents
who are motivated, in equal if not greater measure, by the desire to obtain pleasure. This is suggested by

his defence of a certain principle.
The Pain Principle. We should treat all aspects of embodied existence as pain.*’

When an attached agent fulfils the requirement laid down by the Pain Principle, she no longer sees
anything as pleasant and sees everything as painful. As a result, she no longer is motivated to act for the
sake of pleasure, and only desires to avoid pain. Thus, she undergoes a shift in her motivational profile,
whereby she transforms into an unattached agent. From this perspective of detachment, she now sees that
the only way of getting rid of pain once and for all is to free herself from repeated embodied existence. If
I am right, then the Pain Principle gives us an indirect explanation of why even an attached agent should
seek liberation. In a nutshell, the explanation is this. An attached agent should treat all aspects of
embodied existence as pain. Once she does so, she should seek to avoid those aspects (since she also has

the desire to avoid pain). That is why she should seek liberation.

Before moving on, it’s worth explaining how this helps us address the worry that I raised at the end of the
last section. Consider the gin and tonic example. In that scenario, it seems that I am rationally permitted
to order a third gin and tonic because that will bring me pleasure. But Vatsyayana would say that this is a
mistake. If the Pain Principle is true, then it is irrational for me even to think that there is any pleasure to
be gained from drinking the gin. So, no matter how much weight I actually attach to my desire for
pleasure, I cannot rationally let considerations about pleasure play any role in my decision-making. The
same goes for our deliberation about whether to continue our embodied existence. If the Pain Principle is
true, we should treat all aspects of embodied existence as painful. So, no matter how much weight we
actually attach to our desire for pleasure, we cannot rationally continue our embodied existence on the

basis of the consideration that it promises to yield pleasure.

Why is the Pain Principle true? In the rest of this section, we shall look at Vatsyayana’s defence of this

principle.

4.1 A Contrast: The Naive Pain Principle

sukha-ragah pratikiilo bhavati? yady evam, muktasya nityam sukham bhavati, athapi na bhavati, nasyobhayoh
paksayor moksadhigamo vikalpyate iti|)
37 See Matilal (2004, p. 17-19).
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An initial thought might be that the Pain Principle is true, because all aspects of embodied existence in

fact are pain. This suggests:
The Naive Pain Principle. All aspects of embodied existence are pain by their own nature.

The Naive Pain Principle is a descriptive claim, but the Pain Principle is a normative one. But, using a
suitable assumption (e.g., the assumption that, if a claim is true, we should treat it as true), we can explain

why the Pain Principle is true by appealing to the Naive Pain Principle.*®

However, as Vatsyayana notes in his commentary before NS 4.1.55, the Naive Pain Principle is in tension
with what we know by perception: all conscious living beings experience pleasure; it’s not possible to

deny its existence.

It has been said that “pain is that which has the defining characteristic of distress” (NS 1.1.21). Is
this very claim a rejection of pleasure which is experienced within oneself (pratyatma-vedaniya)
and is perceived by every living creature, or is it some other alternative? He has said that it’s
something else. Why? Surely, pleasure, witnessed by all ordinary people, cannot be rejected.
Rather, this is a teaching of cultivation (bhavana) of the label of pain (duhkha-samjiia), for the
sake of avoiding pain, addressed to someone who has become dejected with regard to the pain
caused by the experience (anubhava) of the uninterrupted series of births and deaths, and,
therefore, desires to avoid pain.*’

When NS 1.1.21 defines pain as that which has the defining characteristic of distress, Vatsyayana
interprets it as saying that every aspect of embodied existence, including pleasure, counts as pain insofar
as it is inextricably connected to pain. But this isn’t supposed to be a literal denial of the existence of
pleasure. Rather, it is meant to instruct someone who has become dejected with respect to the pain that is
involved in our embodied existence and wishes to avoid it. This person is being taught to cultivate the

label of pain with respect to all aspects of our embodied existence. In both Buddhist and non-Buddhist

38 Note that I am not relying here on the contested principle (sometimes called Hume’s law) that it is not possible to
derive a normative conclusion (i.e., a conclusion about what should or ought to be the case) solely from a
descriptive premise (i.e., a premise about what is the case). Defenders of this principle say that, in order to derive a
normative conclusion from a descriptive premise (or a set of descriptive premises), we would need an additional
(normative) premise which connects the descriptive premise to the normative claim. For example, to derive the
claim that one should not set a cat on fire from the premise that setting a cat on fire causes it gratuitous pain, we
need an additional premise, i.e., that one should not cause any living being any gratuitous pain. I don’t have to
accept this. My point is simply that, merely from the claim that every aspect of embodied existence is pain, nothing
follows about what we should believe about various aspects of our embodied existence, or how we should treat
various aspects of our embodied existence. But if we adopt a suitable assumption, e.g., that, if a claim is true, we
should treat it as true, or that, if an object is /', we should treat it as F, we should be able to derive the Pain Principle
from the Naive Pain Principle.

39 NB 244.11-245.2: uktam ca badhanalaksanam duhkham iti| tat kim idam praty-atma-vedaniyasya sarva-jantu-
pratyaksasya sukhasya pratyakhyanam, ahosvid anyah kalpa iti? anya ity aha| katham? na vai sarva-loka-saksikam
sukham Sakyam pratyakhyatum| ayam tu janma-marana-prabandhanubhava-nimittad duhkhan nirvinnasya
dubkham jihasato duhkha-samjiia-bhavanopadeso duhkha-hanartha iti|
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contexts, the term “bhavana” or “bhavand”—which I am translating here as “cultivation”—often refers to
the sustained development of a mental state.*” When a person is taught to cultivate the label of pain, she is
being taught to engage in a sustained development of a mental state where she applies the label of pain to

every aspect of embodied existence and thereby perceives everything as pain.

As Vatsyayana emphasises in his commentary on NS 4.1.58, this isn’t a literal use of the term “pain.”
Vatsyayana here entertains a worry that if one asserts the sentence, “Birth is just pain,” one thereby
conveys that there is no pleasure involved in ordinary existence. That is false. The response to the worry

is that this is an example of metonymy (upacara). Here’s the exchange.

[The opponent:] If this is so, why is it not said, “Birth is pain™? If such is to be said, the person
who has said the following, “Birth is just pain,” conveys the absence of pleasure.

[Reply:] So, this expression “just” is certainly for the sake of the cessation of birth.

[The opponent:] Why?

[Reply:] Birth isn’t pain by its own nature, but rather in virtue of a metonymic use (upacara) of
“pain.” The same is also true of pleasure. So, this [birth] is produced by this [pleasure] alone.

However, birth is not simply pain.*!

In his commentary on NS 1.2.14, Vatsyayana gives an example of metonymy while discussing verbal

tricks (chala) in a debate.*? In order to describe the reactions of an audience to high melodrama in a play,

40 For Buddhist uses of this term “bhdvana” in this sense, see Digha Nikaya (DN xxxiii.1.10), Majjhima Nikaya
(MN 36 and 44), especially the Cilavedalla Sutta, and Anguttara Nikaya (ANI Liii.1 and 3 and I.vi.1-2). For
relevantly similar uses of the term “bhavana” or “bhavana” in the context of Yoga, see Yoga-sitra 1.28, 1.33, 2.1,
and 2.33 (YS 33.2, 38.10-12, 57.4-5, and 105.12). Amongst these passages, Yoga-siitra 2.33—“When distressed by
[wrong] thoughts, there should be cultivation of the opposite” (vitarkabdadhane pratipaksabhavanam)—is
particularly important, since it speaks of the cultivation of the opposite (pratipaksa-bhavana). Following this, in the
9th chapter (ahnika) of Nydayamaiijart, Jayanta claims that practising the cultivation of the opposite
(pratipaksabhavanabhyasa) can help us get rid of the defects (dosa) by uprooting the underlying false awareness
(NM II 449.1-451.4); for discussion, see Slaje (1995).

41'NB 247.13.16: yady evam kasmad dubkham janmeti nocyate? so 'vam evam vacye yad evam aha duhkham eva
Jjanmeti tena sukhabhavam jiapayatiti janma-vinigraharthiyo vai khalv ayam eva-sabdah| katham? na duhkham
Jjanma svaripatah, kim tu duhkhopacarat; evam sukham apiti etad anenaiva nirvarttyate na tu duhkham eva janmeti|
42 Tzohar (2018) translates “upacara” as “metaphor.” This seems inaccurate. Both are non-literal uses of
expressions: a metaphorical use of an expression involves the application of an expression to designate something
similar to the primary referent of the expression, while a metonymic use of an expression involves the application of
an expression to designate something that is an attribute of the primary referent of that expression. Just to understand
the distinction, consider two examples:

(1) Juliet is the sun.
(2) The pen is mightier than the sword.

On the Nyaya explanation of these sentences, when (1) is uttered by Romeo, the expression “the sun” doesn’t
designate the primary referent of the expression, i.c., the sun, but rather something that is similar to the sun; in (2),
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someone might say, “The benches are crying” (maricah krosanti). But a quibbler might take this utterance
literally, and say, “The people on the benches are crying. But the benches aren’t crying” (maricasthah
purusah krosanti, na tu marncah krosanti). The problem, as Vatsyayana diagnoses it, is that the hearer
construes literally (pradhanyena) an expression—namely, “benches”—that is used in a secondary sense
(bhaktyd prayoge). As Vatsyayana goes on to explain, “Metonymy is characterised by a meaning that is
derived (nitartha) on the basis of accompaniment (saha-carana), etc. The designation (abhidhana) of an
object that possesses something (fad-vat), when it isn’t that thing (a-tad-bhave), is metonymy.”* Since
the benches here are accompanied by the people sitting on them, the people, who possess the benches in
virtue of the relation of sitting on them, are referred to or designated by means of the term “benches.”
That is why this is an instance of metonymy. The same is true of birth. The term “pain” doesn’t literally
refer to “birth.” But pain is an attribute of any birth. So, we can refer to “birth” by using the term “pain”

as a metonym. The same goes for pleasure insofar as it is invariably connected to pain.

In his sub-commentary on NS 1.1.21, Uddyotakara gives us some further reasons for thinking that the

Naive Pain Principle is false. The first is an argument from linguistic usage.

Some say that everything is pain by nature. This isn’t right, since it conflicts with perception. For
it’s not possible to deny the existence of perceptible pleasure. Suppose it is said that it’s a variety
(vikalpa) of pain. Someone might say, “Pleasure is simply a variety (vikalpa) of pain. However, it
doesn’t exist by its own nature.” No, since the negative particle (na7i) cannot be applied to a
variety [of something]. For it isn’t observed that the negative particle (nafi) is being applied to a
variety [of something]. Indeed, with respect to a variety of brahmin, no one applies the term
“non-brahmin.” In the same way, the term “non-pain” shouldn’t be applied to a kind of pain.**

Pleasure is called “non-pain.” If it were a variety of pain, then we wouldn’t call it “non-pain”, just as we

don’t call a brahmin of a certain kind “non-brahmin.” So, pleasure isn’t a kind of pain.
The second argument is more complex.

Moreover, if there were no pleasure, then merit (dharma) would be futile. Since merit is the
means to pleasure, merit will be futile in the absence of pleasure. It is not reasonable that the

the term “the pen” stands for the written word, which, in virtue of some relation, is an attribute of the primary
referent, i.e., the pen.

43 NB 49.17-18: upacaro nitarthah sahacaranadi-nimittena| atad-bhave tad-vad-abhidhanam upacarah)|

NV 80.9-13: sarvam svariipato duhkham iti kecit| na, pratyaksa-virodhat| na hi pratyaksam sukham $akyam
pratyakhyatum iti| duhkha-vikalpa iti cet? athapidam syad duhkha-vikalpa eva sukham iti, na punah svaripato'stiti?
na, vikalpe nan-prayogasambhavat| na hi vikalpe nan pravartamano drstah| na hi brahmana-visese bhavaty
abrahmana iti| evam dulkha-visese'duhkham iti na syat|
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result of merit is the cessation of pain. For, then, given that there would be the undesirable
consequence that merit has an absence as its result, merit would have an absence as its result.*’
If there were no pleasure (but only pain), then there couldn’t be any experience of pleasure, so the merit
we may have accumulated by performing virtuous acts would have no effect. And if the result of such
action were only the removal of existing pain, then it would have an absence as an effect. This contradicts
the ordinary manner in which merit is supposed to work: for example, rituals like the new-moon and full-
moon sacrifices (darsa-paurnamasa) are supposed to produce merit, which, in turn, is supposed to

produce a positive effect, e.g., heaven.

The third argument is that, according to Uddyotakara’s theory of practical motivation, there are two

different kinds of practical undertakings depending on the underlying motivation.

Moreover, the two-fold-ness of practical undertakings, which is ordinarily observed, wouldn’t
exist. One person undertakes action, thinking, “I shall attain a benefit.” The other undertakes
action, thinking, “I shall avoid something undesired.” Given that there will be no benefit [i.e.,
pleasure], there would be no two-fold-ness of practical undertakings in ordinary practice.*®
Some practical undertakings are motivated by the desire to obtain pleasure, while others are motivated by
the desire to avoid pain. This distinction between the two kinds of practical undertakings wouldn’t make
sense if everything were just pain by its own nature. Why should we want to keep the distinction? The

distinction at least helps us explain the difference between an attached agent and an unattached one. The

attached person acts out of both kinds of desires, while the unattached acts only out of the second.

The fourth argument is the most significant. The thought is that the advice that various sages give—
namely, that one should treat every aspect of one’s embodied existence as pain—wouldn’t make sense if

everything were actually pain.

Furthermore, the cultivation of pain (duhkha-bhavana) wouldn’t be taught. For, given that the
opposite (pratipaksa) [i.e., pleasure] would be absent, there would also not be any attachment
(sakti) [to pleasure]. Since no one is attached to pain, the cultivation of pain wouldn’t be taught.
Therefore, everything is not “pain” in the primary sense. Rather, everything is said to be “pain”
by way of teaching the cultivation of pain. *’

BNV 80.13-16: yadi ca sukham na syad dharma-vaiyarthyam| kim karanam sukha-sadhanam dharma iti, sukham
ca nastiti vyartho dharmah| duhkha-pratisedhah phalam asyeti na yuktam, dharmasyabhava-phalatva-prasangat
abhava-phalo dharma iti syat|

46 NV 80.16-18: pravrtti-dvaitam ca loke drstam tan na syat| hitam apsyamity ekah pravartate, anistam hasyamity
aparah, hitasyabhavat pravrtti-dvaitam loke na syat|

TNV 80.19-20: duhkha-bhavanopadesas ca na syat, pratipaksabhave sakty-abhavat| na hi kascid dubkhe sajyata iti
dubkha-bhavanopadeso na syat| tasmat mukhyatah sarvam dubhkham, duhkha-bhavanopadesena tu duhkham ity
ucyata iti|
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The reason why the advice makes sense is that we in fact experience pleasure, and this experience leads to
bad consequences. To counteract those bad consequences, it’s necessary for us to focus on pain. As
Uddyotakara notes, if everything were pain, then its opposite, i.e., pleasure, wouldn’t exist. So, there
would be no attachment to pleasure. Since no one is attached to things other than pleasure, e.g., pain,

Vatsyayana’s advice that we cultivate the label of pain wouldn’t make much sense either.

While these arguments may show that the Naive Pain Principle is false, it still doesn’t explain why the

Pain Principle is correct.
4.2 Three Arguments for the Pain Principle
Vatsyayana gives at least three arguments for the Pain Principle in his commentary on NS 4.1.55-8.

The first argument is the Argument from Connection. In his commentary on NS 4.1.55—“All production
of embodied existence is simply pain due to a connection with various kinds of distress”(vividha-
badhana-yogad duhkham eva janmotpattih)—Vatsyayana argues that, if a person were to notice the many
different kinds of distress that embodied beings are subject to, she would (rationally) come to think of

both pleasure and the means to pleasure as pain.

Since ‘birth’ means that which is born [rather than the event of being born], it stands for the body,
the senses, and awareness-events. The appearance (pradurbhava) of the body and so on, which
involve an arrangement of parts, is production. Pain is of many kinds: slight, moderate, and acute.
Acute pain belongs to beings in hell, whereas moderate pain belongs to animals. Human beings
undergo slight pain, and gods and unattached beings undergo even slighter pain. In this way, for a
person who perceives these places of production [i.e., beings born with a body, etc.] as connected
to pain, the label (samj7ia) of pain is established with respect to pleasure and with respect to the
body, the senses, and the awareness-events that serve as a means to pleasure. Due to the
establishment of the label of pain, a label of disinterestedness (anabhirati) is established with
respect to all the realms.** The person who devotes himself to the label of disinterestedness, the
thirst with respect to all the realms is broken. Due to the abandonment of the thirst, he is freed
from all pain. This is just as in the case of a person, who, taking milk to be poison due to a
connection with poison, doesn’t acquire it. As he doesn’t acquire it, he doesn’t attain the pain of
death.*

48 For a parallel discussion of the label of disinterestedness with respect to all realms (sabbaloke anabhiratasariiia)
in a Buddhist context, see Anguttara-Nikaya (ANIV XLVI.9-10).

49 NB 245.7-14: janma jayate iti Sarirendrivabuddhayah| sariradinam ca samsthana-visistanam pradurbhava
utpattih| vividha ca badhanda hina madhyama utkrsta ceti| utkrsta narakinam, tirascam tu madhyama, manusyanam
tu hina, devanam hinatard vitaraganam ca| evam sarvam utpatti-sthanam vividha-badhananusaktam pasyatah
sukhe tat-sadhanesu ca Sarirendriyabuddhisu duhkha-samjia vyavatisthate| dubhkha-samjia-vyavasthanat sarva-
lokesv anabhirati-samjiia bhavati| anabhirati-samjiiam updasinasya sarva-loka-visaya trsna vicchidyate, trsna-
prahanat sarva-duhkhad vimucyate iti| yathd visa-yogat payo visam iti budhyamano nopddatte, anupadadano
maranaduhkham napnoti||
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The thought depends on the previously discussed analogy of the food mixed with poison. Suppose one
knows that there is poison in the saucer of milk. One may desire the pleasure of drinking milk, but one
also knows that the deadly consequences of poison outweigh the benefits of drinking the milk. In such a
scenario, regarding the milk mixed with poison merely as poison and not as milk (and therefore
disregarding the benefits of milk) might help one steer clear of it, and thus may prevent one from
undergoing the pain of death. In the same way, embodied existence contains both pleasure and pain, but
the pain outweighs (both in variety and amount) the pleasure. So, treating all aspects of embodied
existence as pain helps us disregard their attractions, and thus allows us to effectively avoid pain that
accompanies embodied existence. Regarding all these pleasures as pain loosens our attachment to them.
This paves the way for freedom from all suffering. That is why one should treat all aspects of embodied

existence as pain.

The second argument is the Argument from Desire. It proceeds from the idea that if we apprehend
pleasure as pleasure, we will end up in more pain than we otherwise would. In his commentary on NS
4.1.57—For someone who experiences, there is no absence of the cessation of distress due to the defect
of seeking” (badhanda-nivrtter vedayatah paryesana-dosad apratisedhah)—Vatsyayana explains the

thought as follows.

Seeking (paryesana) is craving (prarthana), the thirst for obtaining an object. The defect of
seeking is this. The one who experiences [pleasure or a means to pleasure as such] seeks it. That
thing which this person seeks either isn’t obtained, or, having been obtained, is endangered. Or,
something lesser is obtained, or the object is obtained along with many obstacles. Due to this
defect of seeking, there are many kinds of mental sorrow (manasa-santapa). In this way, for the
one who experiences [pleasure or a means to pleasure as such], there is no cessation of distress
due to the defect of seeking. Since the cessation of distress is absent, the cultivation of the label of
pain is taught. For this reason, birth is pain, not due to the absence of pleasure.*

The argument is this. The experience of pleasure, when one regards it as pleasure, gives rise to more
suffering than pleasure. This is because, when one apprehends pleasure as pleasure (or a means to
pleasure as a means to pleasure), that apprehension gives rise to cravings, and cravings are never fully
satisfied, thus giving rise to many different kinds of mental pain. So, the only way to avoid such pain is to
not to apprehend pleasure as pleasure (or a means to pleasure as a means to pleasure) but rather as pain,

so that no desire for re-experiencing such pleasure arises again.

50 NB 246.7-12: paryesanam prarthand visayarjana-trsnd| paryesanasya doso yad ayam vedayamanah prarthayate
tac casya prarthitam na sampadyate, sampadya va vipadyate, nyiinam va sampadyate, bahu-pratyanikam va
sampadyate iti etasmat paryesana-dosan nanavidho manasah santapo bhavati| evam vedayatah paryesanadosad
badhandya anivrttih| badhana nivrtter dubhkha-samjia-bhavanam upadisyate | anena karanena duhkham janma na
tu sukhasyabhavad iti|
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The third argument is the Argument from Error. It proceeds from the idea that if we apprehend the
pleasure involved in embodied experience as pleasure, we will end up falsely treating even the pain
involved in embodied existence as pleasure insofar as it serves as a means to pleasure. In his commentary
on NS 4.1.57—“And since there is erroneous awareness of pleasure in varieties of pain” (duhkhavikalpe

sukhabhimandc ca)—Vatsyayana explains the thought as follows.

And this person, who abides in pleasure, takes pleasure to be the final aim of human existence,
thinking, “There is no highest good other than pleasure, and, when pleasure is attained, one
attains one’s end and accomplishes that which was to be accomplished.” On the basis of a false
awareness (sarnkalpa), he is attached to pleasure and to the objects that serve as the means to
pleasure. Being so attached, he strives for pleasure. For this person who is striving, there arise all
the different kinds of pain which are caused by birth, old age, disease, death, contact with
agreeable things, separation from disagreeable things, and the dissatisfaction of cravings. Yet, he
erroneously takes this variety (vikalpa) of pain to be pleasure. Pain is a constituent element
(anga) of pleasure. It is not possible to attain pleasure without attaining pain. The person, whose
intellect (buddhi) is struck by the perception of pleasure in the form, “This is indeed pleasure,
since it is a means for attaining that pleasure”, rushes on and doesn’t surpass the cycle of rebirth,
following what is said [in the Chandogya Upanisad 5.10.8], “Be born! Die!” The cultivation of
the label of pain is taught as an antidote (pratipaksa) to this label of pleasure. Birth (janman)
counts as “pain” due to a connection with pain, not due to an absence of pleasure.”!

The thought is that we tend to treat even pain as pleasure insofar as it serves as a means to pleasure. That
is counterproductive, since it inures us to the painfulness of embodied existence, thereby preventing us
from getting out of the cycle of rebirth. So, if we want to avoid this error that perpetuates the pain
involved in embodied existence, the best policy will be to treat all aspects of embodied existence as pain.
We therefore need to cultivate the label of pain with respect to embodied existence, and treat the pleasure

involved in embodied existence as pain.

Let’s take stock. If these arguments are sound, then the Pain Principle is true. If we accept the Pain
Principle, then we should treat all aspects of embodied existence as pain and therefore must lose all desire
for pleasure and objects that give rise to pleasure. As a result, we should only retain our desire to avoid
pain. So, our motivational profile should come to match that of an unattached agent. Since liberation
consists in permanent freedom from pain, we would then be required by rationality to seek liberation.

That is how we would be rationally motivated to seek liberation.

SINB 247.3-12: ayam khalu sukha-samvedane vyavasthitah sukham paramapurusartham manyate na sukhad anyan
nihsreyasam asti sukhe prapte caritarthah krta-karaniyo bhavati| mithya-sankalpat sukhe tat-sadhanesu ca visayesu
samrajyate, samraktah sukhaya ghatate, ghatamanasydsya janma-jara-vyadhi-prayananista-samyogesta-viyoga-
prarthitanupapatti-nimittam anekavidham yavad duhkham utpadyate| tam duhkha-vikalpam sukham ity
abhimanyate| sukhanga-bhiitam dukham| na duhkham anasadya sakyam sukham avaptum| tadarthyat sukham
evedam iti sukhasamjiiopahataprajiio jayasva ceti samdhavatiti samsaram nativarttate| tad asyah sukha-samjidayah
pratipakso duhkha-samjiia-bhavanam upadisyate|duhkhanusangad duhkham janmeti, na sukhasyabhavat|
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5. Manipulating Desires with Labels

In this last section, I want to argue that the theoretical work that the Pain Principle is supposed to do
within Vatsyayana’s framework reveals something quite general about his theory of human motivation.
According to Vatsyayana, we can transform our motivational profile simply by adopting certain

meditative practices where we use certain labels and not others to think about the world and ourselves.
5.1 The False Origins of Attachment and Aversion

Vatsyayana argues that the three defects—attachment, aversion, and delusion—are all based on or involve
false awareness of some sort.”> Why? Following NS 3.1.26—“No, since attachment and so on have a
sankalpa as their cause” (na, sankalpanimittatvad ragadinam)—Vatsyayana’s story appeals to a mental

state called sarnkalpa. He repeats the story at a number of places.

Indeed, it is found that this attachment of living beings that enjoy intentional objects (visaya) is
produced by a sankalpa. And a sankalpa has as its origin (yoni) the recollection (anucintana) of
intentional objects that experienced earlier.”

Attachment and aversion don’t arise in anyone who isn’t deluded. But, in a deluded person, they
arise in accordance with a sankalpa. The sankalpas that are agreeable (ranjaniya) with respect to
intentional objects are causes of attachment. The sankalpas that are disagreeable (kopaniya) are
causes of aversion. And both these kinds of sarnkalpas are nothing other than delusions, since they
have the characteristic of being false awareness. These very attachment and aversion have
delusion as their origin.**

From false sarnkalpa-s that are agreeable, disagreeable and deluding (mohaniya), desire,
attachment and delusion arise.”

The intentional objects of desire are objects of the senses. That is why they are said to be colour,
etc. And, when those are made into objects of false sarnkalpas (mithyasankalpyamana), they give
rise to attachment, aversion, and delusion.>

52 Compare Nagarjuna's Mila-madhyamaka-karika 23.1 (MMK 198.8-9): “Attachment, aversion, and delusion are
said to be produced by a sankalpa; they arise depending indeed on an error that is either good or bad (sankalpa-
prabhavo rago dveso mohas ca kathyate | subhdasubhaviparyasan sambhavanti pratitya hi ||) In his commentary,
Candrakirti says that“sankalpa” is simply thought (vitarka).

53 NB 150.11-2 on NS 3.1.26: ayam khalu praninam visayan asevamananam sankalpajanito rago grhyate|
sankalpas ca piarvanubhiita-visayanucintana-yonih|

54 NB 221.9-11 on NS 4.1.6: amidhasya ragadvesa notpadyete| miidhasya tu yatha-sankalpam utpattih| visayesu
ranjanivah sankalpa ragahetavah| kopaniyah sankalpa dvesa-hetavah| ubhaye ca sankalpd na mithya-pratipatti-
laksanatvan mohad anye| tav imau moha-yont ragadvesav iti|

55 NB 256.11-2 on NS 4.1.68: mithya-sarkalpebhyo rafijaniya-kopaniya-mohanivebhyo raga-dvesa-moha
utpadyante...

56 NB 259.14-5 on NS 4.2.2: kamavisaya indriyartha iti rispadaya ucyante| te ca mithyasarnkalpyamana
ragadvesamohdan pravartayanti|
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From these passages, it is clear that, for Vatsyayana, a sarikalpa is a false awareness,’’ which can be of
three kinds: agreeable, disagreeable, and deluding. Presumably, when an agent recollects a previously
experienced object, she undergoes an awareness-event that portrays that object in a certain way. That is a
sankalpa. When the sankalpa is agreeable, it portrays the object in a pleasing way. Then, it gives rise to
attachment towards that and other similar objects. When it is disagreeable, it portrays the object in an
unpleasant way. That gives rise to aversion. Finally, when it is deluding, it perhaps portrays the object in
an inaccurate way, which in turn gives rise to a delusion. But, since, for Vatsyayana, any false awareness
is a kind of delusion, any sarnkalpa must also count as a delusion. So, attachment and aversion only arise
in beings who are deluded in some way. That is why delusion is the most vicious of the three defects (NB

221.7-8 and 256.14-6 on NS 4.1.6 and NS 4.1.68).

This seems like a radical claim, so let me explain why it might make sense. For Vatsyayana, delusions are
of four kinds: false awareness (mithya-jiana), uncertainty (vicikitsa), pride (mana), and confusion
(pramada) (NB 220.7-8 on NS 4.1.3). Amongst these, sarnkalpas fall under the category of false
awareness. But do all our attachments and aversion depend on some kind of false awareness? The

typology of desire that Vatsyayana puts forward does seem to suggest this.

Start with attachment. As Vatsyayana notes, there are five kinds of attachment: lust (kama), stinginess

(matsara), longing (sprha), thirst (trsna), and greed (lobha). Uddyotakara explains these as follows.

Amongst those, lust is the desire with respect to women; the craving that arises with respect to
women is lust. And thus, they have said, “He who doesn’t lust doesn’t rejoice.” The desire not to
give up something that isn’t be diminished is stinginess; stinginess is the desire not to give up
something which, when given away or enjoyed, isn’t diminished, e.g., the desire of the form,
“May he not drink the water from the king’s reservoir.” The desire to acquire an unowned object
is longing; the desire to obtain an object that isn’t owned is longing. Thirst is the cause of being
connected to rebirth; the craving for rebirth is thirst. Greed is the desire to unjustifiably
(pramana-viruddha) acquire someone else’s possession; a person who acquires someone else’
possession unjustifiably is called greedy.’®

57 Uddyotakara doesn’t seem to agree with Vatsyayana here. In his sub-commentary on NS 3.1.24, while explaining
Vatsyayana’s claim that the recollection (anu-cintana) of a previously experienced object is the origin of
attachment, he says: “The craving (prarthana) for an intentional object that was experienced earlier is the sankalpa”
(pirvanubhiita-visaya-prarthand sankalpah) (NV 347.14). The problem with this interpretation is that it makes it
hard to understand how sarikalpa could be a kind of delusion or a false awareness. In his commentary, Vacaspati
glosses this remark by saying that: “The meaning of the sentence ‘pirvanubhiita-visaya-prarthana sankalpah’ is
that the sanikalpa that is for the sake of a craving is the sarnkalpa behind that craving, and that has as its intentional
object something that was experienced earlier” (pirvanubhiita-visaya-prarthana sankalpah|prarthandarthah
sankalpah prarthana-sankalpah| sa ca pirvanubhiitavisayaityarthah|) (NVTT 475.1-2).

S8 NV 424.16-425.3: tatra kamah stri-gatabhilasah| ya stri-gata prarthana sa kama iti| evam cahuh -
nakamayamano mandayata iti| aksiyamana-vastv-aparityageccha matsarah| yad vastu diyamanam
upabhujyamanam va na ksiyate tad-aparityageccha matsarah, sa matsarah| yatha rajakivodapanan modakam pa iti|
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Vatsyayana goes on to explain that the defining characteristic of all these different kinds of attachment is
clinging (asakti), which Uddyotakara glosses as inclination (abhisanga) towards various objects (NB
220.10; NV 426.1-2).

Let’s move on to aversion. Aversions, for Vatsyayana, are also of five kinds: anger (krodha), envy
(irsya); indignation (asitya); malice (droha); and vengefulness (amarsa) (NB 220.7 on NS 4.1.3).

Uddyotakara explains these as follows.

Anger is the cause of the agitation of the substrata of the body and the senses; anger is that upon
the production of which the substrata of the body and the senses are agitated. Jealousy is the
desire to thwart the adherence (abhinivesa) of others to a common object; the desire to thwart the
adherence of others to that which is common, i.e., unacquired by anyone, is jealousy. Indignation
is impatience with respect to others’ virtues; the impatience that arises after one hears about
others’ virtues is indignation. Malice is the desire to harm others; the desire of an incapable
person to harm others is malice. Vengefulness is the intolerance of someone who has been
harmed; the intolerance of someone who has been harmed is vengefulness.*

Vatsyayana goes on to explain that the defining characteristic of all these different kinds of aversion is

non-endurance (amarsa), which Uddyotakara takes to be a form of intolerance with respect to pain and

the means to pain (NB 220.10; NV 426.2).%°

For Vatsyayana, all these attachments and aversions are based on a mistake either about the objects of the
senses that we are attached or averse to, or about ourselves. In some of these cases, the explanation might
be obvious. For example, in the case of stinginess or greed or jealousy, the desire may be driven by a false
belief about who should be or is the rightful owner of an object; similarly, indignation may be based on a
false belief about one’s own superiority, malice may be based on the false belief that one can harm
another person, and vengefulness may be based on the false idea that one harmful act can be

compensation for or undo the effects of another harmful act. What I want to focus on is Vatsyayana’s

a-sva-vastv-adaneccha sprha| yad vastu svam na bhavati, tasyd ya aditsa sa sprha| punar-bhava-pratisandhana-
hetu-bhiita trsnd trsnd| ya punar-bhava-prarthand sa trsna iti| pramana-viruddha-paradravyddaneccha lobhah|
pramana-viruddham para-dravyadanam kurvano lubdhah ity ucyata iti|

39 NV 425.5-10: sarirendriyadhisthana-vaikrtya-hetuh krodhah| samjate yasmin Sarivendriyadhisthanani vikytani
bhavanti sa krodha iti| sadharane vastuni parabhinivesa-pratisedheccha irsya| yad-aparigrhitam sadharanam
vastu, tasmin yah parabhinivesa-pratisedhabhiprayah sa irsya| para-gunaksamatd asitya| ya para-gunan srutva
aksamatopajayate, sd asitya parapakareccha drohah| asaktasyapi ya param praty apacikirsa sa drohah|
apakardasahisnutda amarsah| ya krtapakarasydasahisnuta so'marsah|

An anonymous referee suggested that I read as the compound “Sarirendriyadhisthana-vaikrtya-hetu” as a bahuvrihi
compound and translate it as “the cause of the agitation that has the body and the senses as its substratum.” I think
this reading doesn’t fit the next sentence very well: that seems to be saying that, when anger is produced, the
substrata of the body and the senses (Sarirendriyadhisthanani) are agitated.

60 T have translated the term “amarsa” once as “vengefulness” and then as “non-endurance.” The reason for this is
that Vatsyayana himself seems to be using the term in two different senses in the two contexts: in the first context,
it’s a specific kind of aversion, while, in the second, it’s a common character shared by all kinds of aversion.
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treatment of two kinds of attachment: the first is thirst (trsna), i.e., the desire for rebirth, and the second is

lust (kama), i.e., sexual desire.
5.2 Thirst and Lust

Let’s begin with thirst. In his preamble to NS 4.2.1, Vatsyayana claims that the kind of true awareness
that helps us escape the cycle of rebirth can’t be about everything. It is directed at a certain object whose
nature, when concealed from us by false awareness, gives rise to the cycle of rebirth and therefore to all
our suffering.®' What is that false awareness? Vatsyayana’s reply: It's a false awareness about the self.
When the nature of the self is hidden from us by this false awareness, we come to have the desire to be

born again. This leads to rebirth. Vatsyayana explains the nature of this false awareness as follows.

It is the ego-construction (ahankara), i.e., the delusion that consists in the apprehension of the
self in what is not the self and takes the form, “I exist.” The ego-construction is the view of
someone who perceives what is not the self in the form, “I exist.”

[The opponent:] What are the objects about which there is ego-construction?

[Reply:] The body, the senses, the manas, the hedonic states (vedana), and the awareness-events.
[The opponent:] How is the ego-construction about them the root of the cycle of rebirth?

[Reply:] Indeed, this person who determines, “I exist,” with respect to things such as the body,
etc., is overwhelmed by a thirst for their non-destruction insofar as he thinks that their destruction

is his own destruction, and appropriates them over and over again. Having appropriated them, he
proceeds to be born and to die. Since he can’t surpass that, he isn’t completely freed from pain.®*

81'NB 250.4-9: “[The opponent:] But indeed, sir, amongst all the intentional objects that there are, does the
awareness of the truth [that gives rise to liberation] arise with respect to each one of them, or does it arise with
respect to some? [Reply:] What is the distinction here? [The opponent:] It doesn’t arise, one by one, with respect to
all intentional objects, since the objects of awareness are infinite. It also doesn’t arise with respect to some of them.
For, given that the delusion won’t cease with respect to anything with respect to which it [i.e., the awareness of the
truth] doesn’t arise, there will be the undesirable consequence that some delusion will be left over. And it is not
possible to destroy the delusion with respect to one intentional object by means of an awareness of the truth about
another. [Reply:] Only a certain false awareness counts as delusion; not just any non-production of the awareness of
the truth. The intentional object—-a false awareness arising with respect to which becomes the origin of the cycle of
rebirth—is to be apprehended truly.” (kim nu khalu bhoh yavanto visayas tavatsu pratyekam tattva-jiianam
utpadyate, atha kvacid utpadyata iti| kas catra visesah? na tavad ekaikatra yavad visayam utpadyate jiieyanam
anantyat| napi kvacid utpadyate, yatra notpadyate tatranivrtto moha iti mohasesaprasangah| na canyavisayena
tattvajiianenanyavisayo mohah sakyah pratiseddhum iti\mithya-jiianam vai khalu moho na tattvajiianasyanutpatti-
mdtram| tac ca mithya-jiianam yatra visaye pravartamanam samsara-bijam bhavati sa visayas tattvato jiieya iti|)

2 NB 250.10-16: andatmany atma-grahah, aham asmiti moho harkara iti| anatmanam khalv aham asmiti pasyato
drstir ahankara iti| kim punas tad artha-jatam yadvisayo hankarah? sarirendriya-mano-vedana-buddhy-adayah|
katham tad-visayo 'hankarah samsara-bijam bhavati? ayam khalu sarivddy-arthajatam aham asmiti vyavasitah tad-
ucchedenatmocchedam manyamano 'nucchedatrsnaya pariplutah punah punas tad upadatte| tad upadadano
Jjanmamarandya yatate| tenaviyogan natyantam duhkhad vimucyata iti|
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On Vatsyayana’s view, the kind of false awareness that gives rise to the cycle of rebirth is ego-
construction, i.e., a false awareness about oneself. Since we identify ourselves with the body, the senses,
the manas, the hedonic states, awareness-events, etc., we take our own existence to be tied up with their
existence. Now, we don’t want our own destruction. This, presumably, is explained by our desire for
pleasure: if we want pleasure and our own existence is our only means of getting it, we should want our
own existence to continue. Then, given that we take ourselves to be our body, etc., we also want the body,
etc. not to be destroyed. This gives rise to thirst, i.e., the desire for embodied existence, which causes us

to be born again and again.

Consider now the second example: lust or sexual desire. In this case, the desire arises from a failure to see
the object of desire for what it is. In his commentary on NS 4.2.3—“The cause of those [defects] is an
erroneous awareness with respect to a partite object” (tan-nimittam tv avayavy-abhimanah)—Vatsyayana

writes:

The cause of those defects, then, is an erroneous awareness (abhimana) with respect to partite
objects. Indeed, in men, that consists in the label “woman”, along with all its dressings (sa-
pariskara). And in women, it’s the label “man.” In contrast, the dressing consists in a label based
on marks (nimitta- samjiid) and a label based on secondary characteristics (anuvyarijana-samjia).
A label based on signs is of the following sort: “tongue” and “ears”, “teeth” and “lips”, “eye” and
“nose.” A label based on secondary characteristics takes the form, “The teeth are like this,” “The
lips are like this.” Since this very label enhances the attachment that is lust, and gives rise to

defects that are connected to it, it is to be abandoned.®*

The idea seems to be this. Sexual desire arises from applying certain concepts or labels to certain material
objects. The person may apply the label “woman” to a certain body, along with a number of other

concepts.®* Uddyotakara explains:

83 NB 260.7-13 on NS 4.2.3: tesam dosanam nimittam tv avayavyabhimanah| sa ca khalu stri-samjiia sapariskara
purusasya, purusa-samjia ca striyah| pariskaras ca nimitta-samjia anuvyanjana-samjia ca|nimitta-samjia—
rasanda-srotram, dantostham, caksurnasikam iti| anuvyanjana-samjia ittham danta ittham osthayv iti| seyam samjna
kamam vardhayati tad-anusaktams ca dosan pravartayati iti vivarjaniya)

6 The distinction between marks (nimitta) and secondary characteristics (anuvyaiijana) is fairly common in the
Buddhist literature, especially in Sarvastivada, Sautrantika and Yogacara traditions. In particular, Vatsyayana’s
passage here bears a remarkable similarity to the advice that the Buddha gives Nanda on the restraint of the senses
(indriyasamvara) in verses 41-44 in the 13" canto of Aévaghosa’s Saundarananda (Sau 93.13-94.2): “Here, the senses
must necessarily operate with respect to their own intentional objects (gocara). But, with respect to those [intentional
objects], neither the marks (nimitta) nor the secondary characteristics (anuvyarnjana) indeed should be apprehended.
Having seen a visible form with your eyes, you—insofar as you adhere to the mere elements (dhdtu)—cannot
conceptualize (kalpayitum) it as either ‘woman’ or ‘man.’ If some apprehension of a woman or man were to occur
somewhere, you cannot linger over their hair, teeth and so on as wholesome (subhatah). Nothing should be taken
away from that; nothing should also be added; what exists should be seen as the kind of thing it is and the way it is”
(avasyam gocare sve sve vartitavyamihendriyail | nimittam tatra na grahyamanuvyanjanameva ca || alokya caksusa
ripam dhatumdtre vyavasthitah |strl veti puruso veti na kalpayitumarhasi ||sacet stripurusagrahah kvacid vidyeta
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And even there, there are two labels: a label based on a mark and a label based on a secondary
characteristic. A label that is based on a mark is of the following sort: “teeth,” “lips,” etc. The
label that applies to teeth, etc. on the basis of tooth-hood, etc. is a label based on a mark. And,
similarly, a label that is based on a secondary characteristic involves the projection (adhyaropa)
of something on to the mark in the form, “It is thus”: “The teeth are thus,” “The lips are thus,”
etc. This very label, which is cultivated by means of a projection, is a delusion.®®
Some of these may be labels based on marks (nimitta) of a woman’s body, e.g., her teeth, her lips, etc.,
which the subject identifies on the basis of their defining characteristics or marks, such as tooth-hood.
But some of the others may be labels based on secondary characteristics (anuvyarijana). For example, one
takes one’s lover’s teeth to be a string of pearls, the application of the concept “string of pearls” will be a
label based on a secondary characteristic, i.e., a similarity with other objects. The application of these
latter labels, as Uddyotakara notes, always involve delusion, since they involve projection of properties

that are in fact absent from the relevant objects. Since these labels (allegedly) create sexual desire, they

are to be abandoned.
5.3 Cultivating Labels

How can we get rid of these kinds of attachment and aversion? In his commentary on NS 4.2.2,

Vatsyayana explains the process as follows.

First, meditate on them [the objects of the senses]. And for one who reflects on them, the false
sankalpa about colour, etc. ceases. When that ceases, reflect on the body, etc. in relation to the
self. From the meditative awareness (prasamkhyana) of that, the ego-construction with respect to
oneself ceases. This person, who roams with a mind that detached from himself and the world
outside, is said to be free.*
In his explanation of this passage, Uddyotakara says that our ordinary attachments towards our own
material possessions are based on the thought that there is something special about these material
possessions insofar as they belong only to us. We think, “These are just mine.” But the awareness that

undermines that false judgement has the content: “These are not mine, they are shared just like something

kascan |Subhatah kesadantdadinnanuprasthatumarhasi || napaneyam tatah kimcit praksepyam napi kificana |
drastavyam bhiuitato bhiitam yadrsam ca yatha ca yat ||). This translation is partly based on Covill (2007, pp. 249-
251). For a similar passage in Asanga’s Sravakabhiimi, see SBh 9.13-10.3. For discussions of these ideas in the context
of Abhidharma theories of perception, see Dhammajoti (2007, pp. 19-20).

85 NV 471.20-2: tatrapi ca dve samjiie nimitta-samjiia anuvyanijana-samjiia ca| nimitta-samjia dantaustham iti|
dandadisu dantatva-nibandhana samjiia nimitta-samjind| evam ca anuvyanjana-samjia ittham danta ittham osthav
iti, ittham ity adhyaropena nimittasya| seyam adhyaropena bhavyamana samjiia mohah|

8 NB 259.15-260.2: tan pirvam prasaiicaksita| tams ca prasaiicaksanasya ripadivisayo mithyasankalpo nivartate|
tannivrttav adhyatmam Sariradi prasaricaksita| tatprasankhyandd adhyatmavisayo 'hankaro nivartate| so 'vam
adhyatmam bahis ca viviktacitto viharan mukta ity ucyate|| I am translating “prasamkhyana” as “meditative
awareness” primarily following Vacaspati, who defines it as “an awareness of the truth that is produced by
meditative absorption” (samadhijam tattva-jiianam) (NVTT 607.11-2).
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to be used for purposes of worship, or something that is stolen, or fire, or something that is inherited,
etc.”®” The thought, then, is that, by discovering the nature of objects of the senses, we can get rid of
some of our attachments. However, in order to undermine other attachments e.g., thirst for rebirth, we will
have to meditate on the nature of the body, the senses, the manas, etc. Here, we need a different kind of
meditative awareness. As Uddyotakara puts it, “The meditative awareness consists in the perception of

distinctness with respect to the body, etc. in the form, “These are not selves.””®®

In relation to lust, Vatsyayana offers the following advice. We can overcome the negative effects of the
labels that give rise to sexual desire by cultivating foul labels (asubha-samjid).* Foul labels raise to

salience certain features of the body that elicit disgust.

However, their abandonment consists in a label based on parts by means of distinguishing them,
e.g., a label such as “hair on the head”, “body-hair”, “flesh”, “blood”, “bones”, “ligaments”,

9 G 2

“veins”, “phlegm”, “bile”, “excrement”, etc. That label is said to be a foul label (asubha-samjiia).
A person who cultivates it loses the attachment that is lust.”
By cultivating foul labels with regard to the body, one comes to see the body really to be the foul object
that it is, i.e., a mass of hair, flesh, blood, bones, ligaments, veins, etc. Since these labels elicit disgust

instead of lust, they can serve as the antidote to lust.

Interestingly, the work that foul labels do in undermining lust can be carried out by the label of pain with
respect to thirst. As we saw earlier, Vatsyayana thinks that we should apply the label “pain” to all aspects
of embodied existence in order to induce a motivational shift, such that we first become disinterested with
respect to all the realms, and then lose our thirst with respect to all the realms. Recall what he says in his

commentary on NS 4.1.55:

In this way, for a person who perceives these places of production [i.e., beings born with a body,
etc.] as connected with pain, the label (samjfia) of pain is established with respect to pleasure and
with respect to the body, the senses, and the awareness-events that serve as a means to pleasure.
Due to the establishment of the label of pain, there will be a label of disinterestedness
(anabhirati) with respect to all the realms. The person who devotes himself to the label of

67 NV 471.7-8: naite mama daiva-cauragni-dayadi-sadharana iti|

8 NV 471.10: Sariradisu naite atmana iti vyatireka-darsanam prasamkhyanam|

% For similar discussions of foul labels in the Buddhist context, see Nagarjuna's Maha-prajiia-paramita-sastra in
Lamotte (1970, 1311-1328), Buddhaghosa's Visuddhimagga 6.1-94 (VM 145-161), and Santideva's
Bodhicaryavatara 8.40-85 (BCA 145-153). For discussion of this concept in Nyaya, see Slaje (1995).

"0NB 260.11-3: varjanam tv asyah bhedenavayavasamjia| kesa-loma-mamsa-sonitasthi-snayu-Sira-kapha-
pittoccaradi-samjia| tam asubhasamjiiety dcaksate| tam asya bhavayatah kamaragah prahiyate|
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detachment, the thirst with respect to all the realms is broken. Due to the abandonment of the
thirst, he is freed from all pain.”!
This passage suggests that the primary function of applying the label of pain to all aspects of embodied
existence is to undermine a specific kind of attachment, namely thirst. Vatsyayana in fact revisits the
point again in his preamble to NS 4.2.1. After arguing that the conflation of the self with the body and so

on generates thirst, he says:

However, he who perceives pain, the basis of pain, and the pleasure that is connected to pain in
the form, “This is all pain,” is comprehensively aware of (parijanati) pain. And the pain, when
comprehensively apprehended (parijiiata), ceases. For it isn’t appropriated, like food mixed with
poison. In this way, he perceives the defects and the karmic factors as causes of pain. Moreover,
since it isn’t possible to destroy the uninterrupted series of pains unless the defects cease, he
avoids the defects. Furthermore, when the defects have ceased, it has been said, “there is no
practical undertaking for the sake of rebirth (pratisandhana) in a being whose defilements have
been destroyed” (NS 4.1.64).7
The lesson is supposed to be this. Just as the foul labels are useful for undermining the false awareness
that underlies sexual desire, so also the label of pain is useful for undermining a number of errors about
pain. An ordinary human being labours under the misconception that she is her body, her senses, etc.
Insofar as she desires her own continued existence, she desires to be born again and again. This is thirst.
However, a person who is subject to thirst misunderstands the nature of the pain that she undergoes. She
takes the pain that necessarily accompanies embodied existence to be a necessary evil that she must
accept in order to obtain the pleasure that she truly values. As we saw in our discussion of the arguments
for the Pain Principle, either this person fails to realize how our attachment to pleasure gives rise to pain
that outweighs the pleasure in variety and amount, or how our experiences of pleasure as pleasure gives
rise to more pain, or how our attachment to pleasure misleads us into thinking of even pain as pleasure.
However, applying the label “pain” to all aspects of embodied existence serves as an antidote to all these

errors. This, in turn, gives rise to a comprehensive awareness (parijiiana) of pain. This ultimately

undermines our desire for rebirth.

"L NB 245.9-13: evam sarvam utpattisthanam vividhabadhananusaktam pasyatah sukhe tatsadhanesu ca
Sartrendriyabuddhisu dubhkhasamjiia vyavatisthate| duhkhasamjiiavyavasthandat sarvalokesv anabhiratisamjia
bhavati| anabhiratisamjiiam upasinasya sarvalokavisaya trsna vicchidyate, trsnaprahanat sarvadubkhad vimucyate
iti|

"2 NB 250.15- yas tu duhkham duhkhayatanam duhkhanusaktam sukham ca sarvam idam duhkham iti pasyati sa
dubkham parijanati| parijiiatam ca duhkham prahinam bhavaty anupadanat savisanna-vat| evam dosan karma ca
dubkha-hetur iti pasyati| na caprahinesu dosesu duhkha-prabandhocchedena sakyam bhavitum iti dosan jahati,
prahinesu ca dosesu na pravrttih pratisandhanaya hina-klesasya (NS 4.1.64) ity uktam| My translation of
“pratisandhana” as “rebirth” might seem strange, but this follows Uddyotakara's gloss under NS 4.1.64 (NV
467.11-2): “However, pratisandhi is being born again when the previous birth has ceased” (pratisandhistu pirva-
Jjanma-nivrttau punar-janmal)
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The contrast between the case of sexual desire and this case of thirst lies in this. While the antidote to
sexual desire requires us to focus on foul labels that correctly describe the objects of sexual desire, the
label of pain doesn’t correctly describe all aspects of embodied existence. In fact, Vatsyayana himself
thinks that the application of the label of pain to all aspects of embodied existence involves treating
something that isn’t literally pain as pain. So, this is simply meant to be a useful delusion that can undo
the foundations of our attachment to pleasure. This suggests that, on this view, a false awareness can be a

guide to the truth about pain.

The upshot is this. Vatsyayana believes that some of our desires—which are either forms of attachment or
of aversion—are invariably based on some false awareness which obscures or conceals the true nature of
the object of desire. The only way to get rid of them is to meditate on (i.e., repeatedly think about or focus
on) these objects by means of certain labels. By manipulating the labels using which we think about such

objects, we can get rid of those desires.
6. Conclusion

In this essay, I have explained Vatsyayana’s solution to a problem that arises for his theory of liberation.
For him, liberation is a permanent state of disembodiment: it involves absolute cessation of pain, but, as a
result, also involves absolute cessation of pleasure. The problem was this: How can agents like us—who
habitually seek pleasure—be rationally motivated to seek liberation? Vatsyayana’s solution depends on
what I called the Pain Principle, the principle that we should treat all aspects of our embodied existence as
pain. If we follow this advice, we would come to apply the label of “pain” to all aspects of our embodied
existence, including pleasure. This in turn is supposed to undermine our attachment to our own embodied
existence. As I went on to argue, this fits with a general theory of human motivation that Vatsyayana
defends, namely that, by manipulating the labels using which we think about the world and ourselves, we

can induce radical shifts in our patterns of motivation.
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