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1. Introduction

We have a variety of ways or positions for dealing with the interpretation of a text. One 
way is “the configuration of texts.”1 The primary feature of this method is the idea 
that a particular text exists as a knot of various relationships tying together groups of 
other connected texts: pre-text, inter-text, para-text, and meta-text. In this way, a 
particular text for study, which we name the Small Text (S-Text), acts as the nucleus 
for a configuration of other texts, the S-Text forming what we call the Large Text 
(L-Text) with other texts. The S-Text is not analyzed in isolation, but within the 
L-Text in order to manifest the context, which is not referred to in the S-Text itself.2 
An important point of interpretation of the S-Text is to find the context under which 
the S-Text was generated. However, the context has “a tacit dimension,” which even 
the author of the S-Text did not realize.3 Previously Hirano [2007] has argued that the 
configuration of texts method gives us the opportunity of manifesting this tacit 
dimension. This configuration of texts is illustrated in Figure 1 in the next page.
	 Each constituent in the L-Text is explained as follows: the “pre-text” is a 
prerequisite for the S-Text’s existence. Plot, drafts, proofs, and so on are elements of 
the pre-text. “Inter-text” stands for the whole text, which has a relation of quotation 
with the S-Text in a broad sense. The relationship between the S-Text and the inter-
text then is called “inter-textuality.” “Meta-text” is the interpretation assigned to the 
S-Text. “Para-text” is the collection of other texts by the same author. If only some 
portion of a text is regarded as the S-Text, the rest of the text is regarded as para-text. 
Moreover, the tacit dimension is a part of context, which has influence on the genesis 
of the S-Text.4

1	 On “the configuration of texts,” see Matsuzawa [2003: 27–28] and Hirano [2007].
2	 On the concept of context, see Baldick [2001 (1990): 50].
3	 On the concept of a tacit dimension, see Polanyi [1966].
4	 On the concept of the constituents of the text and Figure, see Matsuzawa [2003: 27–28]. 
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4.1.37 and 38

The First Step in Constructing the Context

Katsunori HIRANO



186 Katsunori Hirano

	 This way may be highly useful for interpreting Indian philosophic texts since it 
is rare to have enough existing contextual information in reference to these texts. In 
this paper we will apply the Indian philosophic texts to the configuration of texts, 
specifically, the chain of texts from the NyAya school, which was mainly concerned 
with the study of logic in ancient India. Then we will consider the S-Text from the 
relationship with the inter-text, which is a first step in collecting material that might 
explain the genesis of the S-Text.

2. Indian Philosophic Texts

The chain of texts we will be exploring here consists of: the NyAyasUtra (NS), which is 
attributed to Gautama or AkSapAda (~A.D. 200)5 who is referred to as the founder of 
the NyAya school; the NyAyabhASya (NBh) by VAtsyAyana (ca. 450–500), which is a 
commentary on the NS,6 and the NyAyavArttika (NV) by Uddyotakara (ca. 550–610), 
which is a commentary on the NBh.7 These texts, the NS, the NBh, and the NV, 
respectively correspond to the text genre called the SUtra, the BhASya, and the TIkA.8

	 The general character of the SUtra is that it consists of a set of brief and significant 
aphorisms (sUtras). It does not elaborate on the doctrines of a school since it was used 
as useful hints for recollecting the doctrine by those who had already been given oral 
instruction about the doctrines. The doctrines of a school, which stem from the SUtra, 
were articulated in commentary texts called the BhASya (commentary) and the TIkA 
(sub-commentary). The BhASya contains explanation and interpretation of unclear 
meanings of aphorisms (sUtras) in the SUtra text. Therefore we can imagine that those 
who had not been given sufficient oral instruction on the doctrines could understand 
the SUtra with the help of the BhASya. Finally the TIkA makes a detailed description of 

5	 On the dates of authors, see Potter (ed.) [1995 (1977): 9–12]. On the date of Gautama, see Potter 
(ed.) [1995 (1977): 220–221].

6	 On the commentaries on the NS besides the NBh, see Hirano [2007: 220].
7	 On the commentaries on the NBh besides the NV, see Hirano [2007: 220–221].
8	 On the text genre in Indian philosophy, see Hirano [2003: 84–85].
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the BhASya, taking the objections from other schools into consideration.9

	 The NS, it has five chapters (adhyAyas). The first chapter deals with the topics 
the instrument of knowledge (pramANa), the object of knowledge (prameya), the 
nature of an argument, etc. The second chapter deals with doubt (saMZaya), general 
discussion of the instruments of knowledge, the meaning of words, etc. The third 
chapter deals with the self, the sense organs, judgment, etc. The forth chapter deals 
with causation, pain, the relation of whole and parts, etc. The fifth chapter deals with 
kinds of futile rejoinders, ways of losing an argument, etc.10 Each chapter is then 
divided into daily positions (AhNikas), and each daily position is composed of aphorisms 
(sUtras). An aphorism is referred to such as 4.1.38. The first number, ‘4’ of 4.1.38, 
indicates the number of the chapter. The second number indicates the daily position 
in the chapter. The third number ‘38’ indicates the number of the aphorism in the 
daily position.

3. The Commentary on the NS 4.1.37

For this paper, we are concerned with ontological discussions concentrating on two 
sUtras in the 4th chapter of the NS. The two sUtras at the first daily position of chapter 
4 in the NS are as follows:11

Everything is non-existent since mutual absence is proved in the entities.
(The NS 4.1.37, p. 977,2: sarvam abhAvo bhAveSv itaretarAbhAvasiddheH.)

No, since identity of entities is proved.
(The NS 4.1.38, p. 980,2: na, svabhAvasiddher bhAvAnAm.)

The relationship of the above two sUtras is that of an objection and an answer to it. 
That is to say, the former sUtra, 4.1.37, is the objection and the latter sUtra, 4.1.38, is 
Gautama’s answer.12 Each sUtra does not give the readers a detailed explanation of 
each ontological standpoint upon which the opponent and Gautama respectively base 
their own arguments. Therefore, first we must look into the commentary of 
VAtsyAyana, the NBh, on the above NS 4.1.37 in order to know the standpoint of the 
opponent and the interpretation of unclear meanings of the statements of the sUtra.13

[Objection:] Everything is non-existent as long as it belongs to the existent. 
Why? Because mutual absence is proved in the entities. [That is to say,] a cow is 

9	 On the explanation of the media of the Indian philosophic texts, see Chatterjee and Datta [1984 
(1934): 10–12], Dasgupta [1997 (1922): 62–67], and Hirano [2003: 84–85].

10	 On the summary of the NS, see Matilal [1977: 78–80] and Potter (ed.) [1995 (1977): 221–238].
11	 On the translation or explanation of the NS 4.1.37 and 4.1.38, see Junankar [1978: 364–367], 

Gangopadhyaya [1982: 303; 305], Jha [1984 (1912–1919): 1511; 1515], and Nakamura [1996: 
345–346].

12	 On the dispute between two sUtras, see Halbfass [1993 (1992): 151–152].
13	 On the translation or explanation of the NBh for the NS 4.1.37, see Junankar [1978: 364–367], 

Gangopadhyaya [1982: 303–304], Jha [1984 (1912–1919): 1511–1513], VidyAbhUSana [1990 
(1930): 144–145], and Honda [1999: 245–248].
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not existent in the form of a horse. A cow is not a horse. A horse is not existent in 
the form of a cow. A horse is not a cow. In this manner, since the cognition of 
non-being (asat) or negation (pratiSedha) has grammatical agreement with a word 
for the existent (bhAva), everything is non-existent.
	 [Answer: The objection is] wrong, because there is a contradiction between 
the two words (“everything” and “non-existent”) in the statement of the thesis 
which is “everything is non-existent,” and between the thesis and the reason. 
The word “everything (sarva)” means the state of being the non-remainder of 
many things. And the word “non-existent (abhAva)” means the denial of the 
existent. The former “everything” is discernible and the latter “non-existent” is 
indiscernible. In this case, how can everything which is discerning be [identical 
with] non-existent which is indiscernible? Non-existent which is indiscernible 
can never be stated as being many things or being the non-remainder.
	 [If you argue that] it is just this everything that is non-existent, [that is to 
say,] whatever you (the NaiyAyika) think to be everything is non-existent, [we 
answer that] even so, the contradiction is not removed. The cognition of many 
things and the non-remainder cannot occur with reference to the non-existent. 
And [in fact] there is the cognition of everything. Therefore [everything is] not 
non-existent (abhAva).
	 Moreover, there is a contradiction between the thesis and the reason. The 
thesis is the denial of existent, which is stated as “everything is non-existent.” 
The reason is [stated as,] “since mutual absence is proved in the entities.” After 
admitting and depending on the mutual absence in the entities, as the mutual 
absence being proved, it is said that “everything is non-existent.” If everything 
were non-existent, it would not be possible that the mutual absence is proved in 
“the entities.” If the mutual absence were proved in the entities, it would not be 
possible that “everything” is non-existent.14

Although the NS 4.1.37 itself is composed of objection against the NyAya’s doctrine, 
the NBh on the NS 4.1.37 is composed of not only an explanation of the objection but 
also an answer to the objection by the commentator VAtsyAyana. At the beginning of 
the commentary on the NS 4.1.37, the objection is explained. That is to say, as a basis 
of argument—“everything is non-existent since mutual absence is proved in the 
entities”—“grammatical agreement (sAmAnAdhikaraNya)” is introduced. The remainder 

14	 The NBh, p. 236,5–19: yAvad bhAvajAtaM tatsarvam abhAvaH. kasmAt? bhAveSv itaretarAbhAvasiddheH. 
asan gaur aZvAtmanA, anaZvo gauH asann aZvo gavAtmanA, agaur aZva ity asatpratyayasya pratiSedhasya 
ca bhAvaZabdena sAmAnAdhikaraNyAt sarvam abhAva iti. sarvam abhAva iti pratijñAvAkye padayoH 
pratijñAhetvoZ ca vyAghAtAd ayuktam. anekasyAZeSatA sarvaZabdasyArthaH. bhAvapratiSedhaZ 
cAbhAvaZabdasyArthaH. pUrvaM sopAkhyam, uttaraM ca nirupAkhyam. tatra sarvam upAkhyAyamAnaM 
kathaM nirupAkhyam abhAvaH syAd iti? na jAtvAbhAvo nirupAkhyo ’nekatayA vA, aZeSatayA vA ZakyaH 
pratijñAtum iti. sarvam etad bhAva iti cet? yat sarvam iti manyase abhAvaH sa iti. evaM ced anivRtto 
vyAghAtaH. anekam aZeSaM ceti nAbhAve pratyayena ZakyaM bhavitum. asti cAyaM pratyayaH sarvam iti. 
tasmAn nAbhAva iti. pratijñAhetvoZ ca vyAghAtaH. sarvam abhAva iti bhAvapratiSedhaH pratijñA. bhAveSv 
itaretarAbhAvasiddher iti hetuH. bhAveSv itaretarAbhAvam anujñAyAZritya cetaretarAbhAvasiddhyA sarvam 
abhAva ity ucyate. yadi sarvam abhAvo bhAveSv itaretarAbhAvasiddhir nopapadyate. atha bhAveSv 
itaretarAbhAvasiddhiH sarvam abhAva iti nopapadyate.
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of this section is composed of a rejection of the objection. That is to say, VAtsyAyana 
rejects the objection by pointing out two contradictions in the opponent’s statement, 
which is in a form of the NS 4.1.37.

4. The Commentary on the NS 4.1.38

Following the NS 4.1.38—“No, since identity of entities is proved”—is the answer for 
the NS 4.1.37. We will next examine the interpretation of the NBh on the NS 4.1.38 as 
follows:15

[I] Everything is not non-existent. Why? Because the entities really exist by 
virtue of their own nature. It is asserted [by the NaiyAyika] that the entities exist 
by virtue of their own property. And the entities’ own property is what? 
Substance, quality, and action have the common [property] of being (sat) etc. 
Substances have [their own] peculiar property of the possession of action and so 
on. Moreover, earths (pRthivI) have [a unique property] ending with touch.16 
Indeed, each [entity] has endless difference. And the distinct properties of 
universal, particular, and inherence are grasped. Therefore, [if everything were 
non-existent,] there would not be the difference of object, which causes right 
cognition as being etc., since absence is indiscernible. However, [the fact is that] 
there is [the difference of object]. Therefore, it cannot be said that everything is 
non-existent.
	 [II] Or, [we can interpret] “no, since identity of entities is proved” as “[no, 
since their] own specific nature (svarUpa) [of entities is proved].” When the word 
“cow” is uttered, what is understood is substance characterized by a universal, 
not merely non-existence. And if everything were non-existent, non-existence 
that is called “cow” would be recognized. Moreover, the word “cow” would 
signify non-existence. However, when the word “cow” is used, a particular 
substance is understood, and not non-existence. Therefore, [the opponent’s 
view “everything is non-existent”] cannot be right.
	 [III] Or, [we can interpret “no,] since identity [of entities] is proved” [as 
follows]. [The opponent] said that a cow is not existent in the form of a horse. 
[However,] why do you not say that a cow is not existent in the form of a cow? 
Since you do not say so, [it follows that] a cow is existent in the form of a cow, 
[and this point is indicated by the statement] “identity [of entities] is proved 
(svabhAvasiddhi).” Moreover, why do you not say that a horse is not a horse, or a 
cow is not a cow? Since you do not say so, it is understood that the substance 
exists by virtue of its own specific nature.
	 [IV] And when non-difference (avyatireka) is denied, the cognition of non-

15	 On the translation of the NBh for the NS 4.1.38, see Gangopadhyaya [1982: 305–307] and Jha 
[1984 (1912–1919): 1515–1517].

16	 According to Gangopadhyaya [1982: 305], the peculiar properties of earth are color (rUpa), taste 
(rasa), smell (gandha), and touch (sparZa).
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being (asat) has grammatical agreement with the existent. Difference (vyatireka) 
means the relation of conjunction and so on. In this case, non-difference means 
the relation named “identity.” And when this (relation) is denied, the cognition 
of non-being always has a grammatical agreement [with the existent]. For 
instance, it is said that the fruits of jujube are not existing in the bowl. [When] it 
is said that a cow is not existent in the form of a horse, and a cow is not a horse, 
non-difference between cow and horse is denied, [in other words,] there is not an 
identity between cow and horse. And when this [the relation of identity] is 
denied, the cognition of non-being has grammatical agreement with the existent 
cow, [which is stated as] a cow is not existent in the form of a horse. For instance, 
when conjunction between the fruits of jujube and the bowl is denied, the 
cognition of non-being has grammatical agreement with the real existent (the 
fruits of jujube), [which is stated as] the fruits of jujube are not existing in the 
bowl.17

The interpretation of the NS 4.1.38 by VAtsyAyana offers four reasons for rejecting the 
objection. That is to say, in order to reject the opponent’s argument, “everything is 
non-existent,” he insists that the entity has “its own nature (svarUpa),” and that a 
word of a particular entity signifies existence, and that since even the opponent does 
not say “a cow is not a cow,” identity of the entity must be admitted by the opponent 
too. Lastly, “the cognition of non-being has grammatical agreement with the existent” 
does not prove the non-existence of being since it is caused by the deny of relation 
(identity, conjunction, etc.) between entities. Hence it follows that the entity must 
exist with its own nature.

17	 The NBh, pp. 237,5–238,3: [I] na sarvam abhAvaH. kasmAt? svena bhAvena sadbhAvAd bhAvAnAm 
svena dharmeNa bhAvA bhavantIti pratijñAyate. kaZ ca svo dharmo bhAvAnAm? dravyaguNakarmaNAM 
sadAdisAmAnyam. dravyANAM kriyAvad ityevamAdir viZeSaH, sparZaparyantAH pRthivyAH. iti ca, 
pratyekaM cAnanto bhedaH, sAmAnyaviZeSasamavAyAnAM ca viZiSTA dharmA gRhyante. so ’yam abhAvasya 
nirupAkhyatvAt sadAdisaMpratyAyako ’rthabhedo na syAt. asti tv ayam. tasmAn na sarvam abhAva iti. [II] 
athavA na svabhAvasiddher bhAvAnAm iti svarUpasiddher iti. gaur iti prayujyamAne Zabde jAtiviZiSTaM 
dravyaM gRhyate, nAbhAvamAtram, yadi ca sarvam abhAvaH gaur ity abhAvaH pratIyeta, goZabdena 
cAbhAva ucyeta. yasmAt tu goZabdaprayoge dravyaviZeSaH pratIyate nAbhAvaH, tasmAd ayuktam iti. [III] 
athavA na svabhAvasiddher iti. asan gaur aZvAtmanety ucyate. asan gaur gavAtmanA kasmAn nocyate? 
avacanAd gavAtmanA gaur astIti svabhAvasiddhiH. anaZvo ’Zva iti vA gaur agaur iti vA kasmAn nocyate? 
avacanAt svena rUpeNa vidyamAnatA dravyasyeti vijñAyate. avyatirekapratiSedhe ca 
bhAvenAsatpratyayasAmAnAdhikaraNyam. saMyogAdisambandho vyatirekaH. [IV] atrAvyatireko 
’bhedAkhyasambandhaH. tatpratiSedhe sadA cAsatpratyayasAmAnAdhikaraNyam. yathA na santi kuNDe 
badarANIti. asan gaur aZvAtmanA, anaZvo gaur iti ca gavAZvayor avyatirekaH pratiSidhyate, gavAZvayor 
ekatvaM nAstIti. tasmiMZ ca pratiSidhyamAne bhAvena gavA sAmAnAdhikaraNyam asatpratyayasya asan 
gaur aZvAtmaneti, yathA na santi kuNDe badarANIti kuNDabadarasaMyoge pratiSidhyamAne sadbhir 
evAsatpratyayasya sAmAnAdhikaraNyam iti. The last paragraph in the translation is explained by 
Gangopadjyaya [1982: 307] as follows: In short, the contention that the positive entities do not 
really exist, because they have grammatical agreement with the term ‘non-existent’, is not 
logical, for such agreement only implies the absence of the relation of identity, and not the 
unreality of objects.
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5. New Views in the NBh

We shall apply the chain of texts from the NyAya school to the configuration of texts. 
The configuration of texts is illustrated in Figure 2 below.

inter-text 

para-text 

the NyAyasUtra (the NS 4.1.37~38)

pre-text meta-text S-Text the NyAyavArttika

the NyAyabhASya (the section of interpretation of the NS 4.1.37~38)

not-existent

tacit dimension 

In case the S-Text is a part of the NyAyabhASya, 
the rest in the S-Text is the para-text.  　　　

Figure 2

While the NBh is regarded as the S-Text, the pre-text, the plot, draft, and proofs etc. 
by VAtsyAyana, who is the author of the S-Text (the NBh), are not existent or have not 
been preserved. Therefore the pre-text of the NBh is not mentioned in this case. 
Regarding the inter-text, the NS is denoted as the inter-text for the NBh since the NBh 
comments on the NS in the form of quoting words or phrases from the NS. In other 
words, inter-textuality can be pointed out between the NS and the NBh. In addition, 
a particular text in which the objections in the NBh are mentioned is also held to be 
the inter-text. Therefore, if the objection in the NBh is identified with a particular 
text, this text is also added to the inter-text of the NBh. Regarding the para-text, if 
VAtsyAyAna wrote other texts besides the NBh, these texts are held to be the para-text 
of the NBh. However, we do know whether he wrote any texts besides the NBh. So 
other texts by VAtsyAyAna cannot be placed into the configuration of texts. On the 
other hand, if only a part of the NBh were to be regarded as the S-Text, the remaining 
parts of the NBh would be regarded as the para-text of the S-Text. The interpretation 
section in the NBh on the NS 4.1.37 and 38 is regarded as the S-Text in this paper, 
therefore, it follows that the remaining sections in the NBh amount to the para-text. 
Regarding the meta-text, since the NV is a commentary on the NBh, it is regarded as 
the meta-text of the NBh.
	 While the statements of sUtra are simple, the writing of the NBh is more 
explanatory. When commenting on the sUtra, the NBh offers new or original views,18 
which were briefly mentioned at the end of the preceding third and fourth chapters, 
that the sUtra does not explicitly refer to. In this section, I will approach these new 

18	 On the study of the “originality” of the text from a viewpoint of the quotation theory, see Hirano 
[2004]. 
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views from a different angle. With regards to the comment on the NS 4.1.37, 
VAtsyAyana points out two contradictions in the opponent’s argument: between the 
words of “everything” and “non-existent,” and between the thesis and the reason. 
Then, with regards to the comment on the NS 4.1.38, he points out the inconsistency 
between experience and the opponent’s view. That is to say, if everything were non-
existent, we could not perceive the diversity of entities, although we do, in fact, 
perceive this. Second, there is an inconsistency in the use of words. If everything were 
non-existent, a particular word would signify something non-existent, however, we 
experience, in fact, that a word signifies something existent. Moreover, VAtsyAyana 
exposes the fact that the opponent also cannot help admitting the identity of entity.

6. Conclusion

Positioning the NBh as the S-Text, this paper has considered the NBh with reference 
to the NS as the inter-text. To be precise, the section of interpretation in the NBh on 
the NS 4.1.37 and 4.1.38 was positioned as the S-Text, and was considered with 
reference to the inter-text—the NS 4.1.37 and 38. This concerned a pair of sUtras 
composing a dispute over an ontological issue. To put is briefly, the NS 4.1.37 declares 
an entity non-existent, and, on the contrary, the NS 4.1.38 declares the entity 
existent.
	 In order to explore these sUtras, we first discussed the new views mentioned in 
the interpretation of the NBh. The new views are not declared in the object of 
interpretation: the NS 4.1.37 and 38. That is to say, VAtsyAyAna presents several 
reasons as new views which support the entity to be existent and rejects the opponent’s 
argument. Now that we are sure that the NBh offers new views, the next step is to 
discuss what was the tacit dimension under which the new views were generated. 
This, of course, needs further consideration. In subsequent studies, I will consider the 
interpretation in the NBh on the NS 4.1.37 and 38 as the S-Text with reference to the 
para-text, which consists of the rest of the section in the NBh, besides the portion of 
interpretation, in the NBh, on the NS 4.1.37 and 38. Consideration from the para-text 
will provide material for discussing this tacit dimension under which the new views 
were generated.
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