A Mode of Commentary Generation
in the Nyayakandali

On the Relationship between the Text and the Meta-text

Katsunori HIRANO

“The configuration of texts” is one way of reading a text. This method follows the
idea that a particular text for study, which we can name the Small text (S-text), exists
as a knot of various relationships tying together groups of other connected texts.
These other connected texts are classified into four classes based upon their
relationship with the S-text: pre-text, inter-text, para-text, and meta-text. The “pre-
text” is a prerequisite for the S-text’s existence. Plot, drafts, proofs, and so on are
elements of the pre-text. The “inter-text” stands for the whole text, which is related
via quotation with the S-text in a broad sense. The relationship between the S-text
and the inter-text, then, is called “inter-textuality.” The “meta-text” is the
interpretation assigned to the S-text, and finally, the “para-text” is the collection of
other texts by the same author. If only a portion of a text is regarded as the S-text, the
rest of the text is regarded as the para-text.! Acting as the nucleus for the configuration
of other texts, the S-text forms what we can call the Large text (L.-text), in cooperation
with the other texts.

As Hirano [2007: 219-220] has already mentioned in detail, in classical Indian
philosophy, knowledge was conveyed from generation to generation in the form of
commentary on the original text.?2 Noting that the commentary text was one main
implement of communication, Hirano [2004] considered the relationship between the
commentary texts on the same material in the VaiSesika from the viewpoint of
quotation in order to show the genesis of a commentary text. To explain this
concretely, Hirano [2004] regarded the Vyomavati (Vy) of Vyomasiva (ca. 900-960), a
commentary text on the Padarthadharmasamgraha (PDAS) of Prasastapada (ca. 550—
600), as the S-text, and other commentary texts on the PDAS, the Nyayakandali (NK)

1 On the concept of the constituents of the text, see Matsuzawa [2003: 27-28] and Hirano [2007].

2 When I speak of “the original text,” I mean a text on which the commentary text makes
comment.

3 On the date of authors referred to in this paper, see Potter (ed.) [1995a (1970)] [1995b (1977):
9-12]. When I have followed other sources on their dates, I have referred to the sources in the
footnotes.
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of Sridhara (ca. 950-1000) and the Kiranavali (Kir) of Udayana (ca. 1050-1100), as the
inter-text, and showed the inter-textuality between the S-text and the inter-text.
Bearing the relationship between the S-text and the meta-text in mind, this
paper presents an annotated translation of the “chapter of inherence’s (samavaya)
definition” in the NK in order to show the mode of comment utilized in this chapter.
The definition of inherence in the PDAS is held to be the S-text, and the comment

portion on it in the VK is considered the meta-text. The definition of inherence in the
PDAS is as follows:

The relation, which is a cause of the idea ‘[this is] here (this is in that)’, between
entities that are incapable of existing separately [and] that stand as the
superstratum and the substratum, is inherence.*

(PDAS, no. 9: ayutasiddhanam adharyadharabhitanam yah sambandha ihapratyaya-
hetul sa samavayal.)

Regarding the NK as the meta-text, in this paper I have edited the “chapter of the
definition of inherence” in the NK, using the following printed texts of the NVK:

R: Prasastapadabhasya (Padarthadharmasamgraha) with Commentary Nyayakandali
by Sridhara Bhatta, edited with Hindi Translation by Durgadhara Jha,
Ganganatha Jha Granthamala vol. 1, Varanasi: Research Institute,
Sampurnanand Sanskrit Vishvavidyalaya, 1977.

S:  The Prasastapada Bhashya with Commentary Nyayakandali of Sridhara, edited
by Vindhyesvari Prasad Dvivedin, Sri Garib Dass Oriental Series 13, Delhi:
Sri Satguru Publications, 1984.

O: Nyayakandali being a Commentary on Prasastapadabhisya, with Three Sub-
commentaries, edited by J. S. Jetly and Vasant G. Parikh, Gackwad’s Oriental
Series 174, Vadodara: Oriental Institute, 1991.

My translation is mainly based upon the S edition, with some reference to the R
edition and the O edition.5 In translating the NK I have consulted three commentaries:
the 7ippana of Naracandrasuri, the Paijika of Rajasekhara Stari Maladhari, and the
Nyayakusumodgama of Sidila Vommideva. These commentaries are in the O edition of
the NK. According to Potter (ed.) [1995a (1970)], Naracandrasiri flourished around
1210, and Rajasekhara Stri Maladhari flourished around 1350. He does not mention
Sidila Vommideva.6

The synopsis of the chapter of inherence’s definition in the VK is supplied for
convenient reference. It was made by myself, in consideration of the contents of the

4 On the translation of inherence’s definition in the PDAS, Jha [1982 (1915): 32] translates it as:
“Inherence is the relationship subsisting among things that are inseparable, standing to one
another in the character of the container and the contained—such relationship being the basis of
the idea that ‘this is in that.””

5 We have complete translations of the VK in English and Japanese: Jha [1982 (1915): 32-35] and
Honda [1990: 26-28].

6 On the three commentary texts on the NK, see the introduction in the Nyayakandali (O) and
Thakur [2003: 277-280]. Neither mentions the dates of éidila Vommideva.
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NK, not shown on the Sanskrit text itself. The synopsis is as follows:

[1] Entities that are incapable of existing separately (@yutasiddha)
[1.1] Consideration of separate existence (yuzasiddhi)

[1.2] The relation between eternal entities

[2] Entities that stand as the superstratum and the substratum
(@dharyadharabhita)

[2.1] The relation between merit and pleasure
[2.2] The relation between the ether and a bird

[3] A cause of the idea ‘this is here’ (iapratyayahetu)

[4] Entities that are incapable of existing separately (ayutasiddha)
[4.1] The relation between the bowl and the fruit of jujube
[4.2] Objection to the expression ayutasiddha
[4.3] Answer to the objection
[4.4] Difference between inherence and conjunction

Following the classification on the above synopsis, I will present a translation of the
chapter of inherence’s definition in the VK.

[1] Entities that are incapable of existing separately (ayutasiddha)

[1.1] Consideration of separate existence (yutasiddhi)’

[Prasastapada] considers the nature of inherence with [the words] “between entities
that are incapable of existing separately.” Separate existence (yuzasiddhi) [means]
different existence, different residence [in space], [or] the state, possessed by both of
two relata, of residing in respective loci independently of each other.8 It (separate
existence) is not present between two entities that are incapable of existing separately.
This relation between those [two entities] is inherence. For instance, [there is

7 TEXT: Usamavayasya svaripam® niripayati. ayutasiddhanam iti. yutasiddhi prihaksiddhif
prihagavasthitir ubhayor api sambandhinoh parasparapariharena prihagdsrayasrayitoam. sa yayor nasti
1av  ayutasiddhau, tayolh sambandhal samavayah yatha tantupatayoh. yady api tantavah
Cpatavyatiriktasraye® samavayanti, tathapy ubhayoh parasparaparihirena prthagasrayasrayitoam
nasti, patasya tantuso evdsrayitodt. yatra tu doayor api sambandhinoh parasparaparihirena
Vyatiriktasrayasrayitoam tatra yutasiddhif yatha toagindriyasarirayoh. Sariram hi toagindriyapariharena
prithagasraye svavayave samasritam, Ctoagindriyam ca Sariraparihdarena prihagasraye svavayave
samasritam,® tenanayol samyogo na samavayaj.

VARIANTS: (1) R, S, samavayasvaripam; (2) O, patavyatiriktah pate na; (3) R, S, omit.

8 In the chapter of fire (#g/as) in the NK as well, separate existence is explained in reference to the
argument of parts (@vayavas) and whole (azvayavin). See the NK, p. 42,4-6: prthagasrayasrayitoam
yutasiddhil ... prithagasrayasrayiroam cavayavayavinor bhinnatve "pi nastiti ... . (Separate existence
[means] the state [possessed by the relata] of residing in respective loci [...]. And although [the
whole and its parts] are different [each other], there is not the state of residing in respective loci
between the whole and its parts [...].)
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inherence] between the threads and the cloth. Although the threads inhere in a locus
other than the cloth (i.e. the fibers of cotton, @sus), both [the threads and the cloth] do
not reside in respective loci independently of each other, since the cloth resides in the
threads only.? On the other hand, where both of two relata reside in respective loci
independently of each other, there is a separate existence [between the two relata]:
for instance, between the sense of touch (wagindriya) and the body (sarira). Indeed,
the body is contained in the separate locus of it’s own parts independent of the sense
of touch [which itself does not inhere in all the parts of the body]. And the sense of
touch is contained in the separate locus [from a locus of the body] of it’s own parts,
independent of the body.!0 Accordingly conjunction (sa@myoga) is between the two [of
the sense of touch and the body], inherence is not [between them].!!

[1.2] The relation between the eternal entities'2

On the other hand, as to the eternal entities, separate existence [means] different

9 Both of two relata, the cloth and its component threads, have the state of residing in respective
loci (prthagasrayasrayitoa) which is one condition of separate existence (yutasiddhi), since the
threads resides in the cotton fiber and the cloth resides in the threads. However, the locus of the
cloth is the threads as the other relatum. That is to say, the cloth does not satisfy another
condition, “independence from each other” (parasparaparihiara). Accordingly, separate existence
is not found between the two relata: the cloth and its component threads. See the 7zppana (pp.
47,14-48,9): tantupatayor hi prihagasrayasrayitoam asti tantindm sodvayavasamavetaroat patasya tu
lantusamavelatodt param parasparaparihdro nasti patasya tantuso eva samavetarodr.

10 According to the VaiSesika, the sense of touch (rvagindriya) is not a part (avayava) of the body
(Sarira). The NK (p. 161,4-5) refers to a part where the body inheres as follows: “... Sarirasya haste
samavetaroat.” ([...] since the body is inherent in [its] hand.) Then, the NK (p. 38,11-13) says “za
ca paiicabhitasamavayikaranatoe Sarirasyaikatoam prapnoti soabhavabhedena bhedopapattel. manusam
Sariram prihivyatmakam gandhavatrodr paramanulaksanaprihivivat ....” (And if [the body] had the
five elements for [its] inherent cause, the body could not be one only. The reason [for this] is that
the diversity [of the body as the effect] is caused by the diversity of natural constitutions
[composed of the five elements as the cause]. [We conclude that] the human body is composed
of the earth (pr#hivi) since [the human body] has smell. Just like the earth in the form of atom.)
With regard to the sense of touch, the PDAS (no. 53) says “indriyam sarvapraninam
sparsopalambhakam  prihivyadyanabhibhitair  vayvavayavair  arabdham  sarvasariravyapi
roagindriyam.” (The sense of organ [which is one of four products of air] causes all living beings to
feel touch, is composed of the parts of air, which are not predominated by the earth etc., and is
the sense of touch which is pervading all over the body.) The NK (p. 45,17-22) has the same
contents as the PDAS: “yat sarvapraninam sparSopalambhakam indriyam tat ... vayvavayavair
arabdham ... roagindrivam iti samakhya ....” 'To sum up, the NK states that the body is composed
of the earth and that the sense of touch is composed of the air (v@yx). Therefore, the body inheres
in the parts—for instance, the hands of the body—which are composed of the earth atoms,
whereas the sense of touch inheres in the parts which are composed of the air atoms. Moreover,
to abide by the doctrine that a whole (zvayavin) is one in nature, it is necessary that both of the
parts (the natural constitution (svabhava) of the whole) and the whole belong to the same class:
carthness (prehiviroa), waterness (aproa), fireness (fejastoa), or airness (vayurva). The sense of
touch belongs to airness and the body belongs to earthness, so that the sense of touch is not a part
of the body. It is just conjunct with the body. See the PDAS, no. 192: magindriyasarirayoh
prihaggatimattoam ndsti yuteso asrayesu samavayo 'stiti parasparena samyogah siddha.

11 Regarding the argument in [1.1], see Shastri [1993: 117-120] and Bhattacharyya [1994: 19].

12 TEXT: nityanam tu yutasiddhih prthagavasthiti prthaggamanayogyata sa yayor nasti tav ayutasiddhau,
tayor yah sambandhah sa samavayo yathakasadravyatoayor iti.
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residence [in space, or] the capability of separate locomotion (prthaggamanayogyata).'3
It (separate existence) is not present between the two entities that are incapable of
existing separately. The relation between such two entities is inherence. For instance,
[there is inherence] between the ether (744saz) and substanceness (dravyatva).'*

[2] Entities that stand as the superstratum and the substratum
(adharyadharabhiita)

[2.1] The relation between merit and pleasure!s

If [inherence] were defined as, “the relation between entities that are incapable of
existing separately,” the relation between merit (karma) and pleasure (sukha), which
has a character of the relationship of cause and effect,!® would also come to be
inherence since there is no separate existence between these two [merit and pleasure]

13 As for “the capability of separate locomotion,” the VK (p. 160,7-9) defines and exemplifies it in
the chapter of disjunction (vibhaga) as follows: “dvoyor ekasya va parasparasamyogavibhaga-
hetubhiitakarmasamavayayogyata yutasiddih. doayoh paramanvoh prihaggamanam akasaparamanvos
canyatarasya prthaggamanam iyam tu nityanam.” (Separate existence [means] that two [eternal
entities] or one [of them] have the capability of having inherence of activity which consists of the
cause of conjunction with, and disjunction from, the other. As for two atoms, there is a [mutually]
independent locomotion; and as to the ether and the atom, there is a separate locomotion on one
(atom) of the two. However, this [kind of separate existence] is in the eternal entities.) On the
eternal ubiquitous entities, for instance the ether and the space (#5), the NK (pp. 160,27-161,1)
says “vibhinam tu doayor anyatarasya vd prihaggamandabhavan na parasparena samyogo napi
vibhagal ....” (However, as to the ubiquitous entities, there is neither mutual conjunction [with
the other] nor mutual disjunction [from the other], since there is no separate locomotion in one or
two [of the ubiquitous entities].) In this connection, locomotion (gamana) is a kind of activity
(karman) which is of five kinds: throwing upwards, throwing downwards, contraction, expansion,
and locomotion. See the PDAS, no. 6: utksepandpaksepanakuiicanaprasaranagamandani paicaroa
karmani. Moreover, the PDAS (no. 329) explains ‘locomotion’ as follows: “locomotion is that
which causes conjunction with and disjunction from a place in unfixed direction.” (yad aniyatadik-
pradesasamyogavibhdgakaranam tad gamanam ifi.)

14 Both the ether and universal do not have locomotion, since activity inheres in the material
substances (mirtadravyavritiroa) only. See the PDAS (no. 324). On the concept of “material
substances,” the VK (p. 290,20-21) comments that “inherence in the material substances [means]
inhering in the substances that have the delimited magnitude.” (martadravyavrititoam
avacchinnaparimanadravyavrttitoam.) In  addition, the ether has ultimate dimension
(paramamahatroa). See the PDAS, no. 19: Gkasakaladigatmanam sarvagatatvam paramamahattoam
sarvasamyogisamanadesarvam ca. On the concept of “ultimate dimension,” the NK (p. 22,15-16)
comments that “ultimate dimension [means] having unlimited magnitude.” (paramamahattoam
iyattanavacchinnaparimanayogirvam.) Regarding the argument in [1.2], see Shastri [1993: 119].

15 TEXT: ayutasiddhayoh sambandha ity ucyamane, dharmasya sukhasya ca yah karyakaranabhavalaksanah
sambandhal so ‘pi samavayalh prapnoti, tayor datmaikasritayor yutasiddhyabhavar. tadartham
adharyadharabhiitanam iti padam.

16 On the relationship of cause and effect between merit and pleasure, see the NK, p. 260,34: ...
dharmadyapeksad yad utpadyate tat sukham. (That which is produced on the basis of [...] merit and
so on is pleasure.)
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that are residing in the same soul.!” Therefore, [in order to exclude the relation
between merit and pleasure from the concept of inherence, Prasastapada includes in
the definition] the expression, “between entities that stand as the superstratum and
the substratum.” 8

[2.2] The relation between the ether and a bird®

However, the purpose [of including the expression, “between entities that stand as
the superstratum and the substratum,” in the definition] is not to exclude the relation
between the ether and a [flying] bird, since it (the relation between the ether and a
flying bird) is excluded by virtue of the very expression, “entities that are incapable of
existing separately.”20

[3] A cause of the idea “this is here” (ihapratyayahetu)?

If it were so, the relation of the denoted and the denoter (vacyavacakabhiva) between
the ether and the [articulated] word ‘ether’??2 would be inherence. In order to exclude
it (the relation of the denoted and the denoter) [from the concept of inherence,
Prasastapada includes the expression] “a cause of the idea ‘[this is] here’.” The reason
[why the expression can exclude the relation] is that, in the case of the relation of the
denoted and denoter, the meaning of the word is known from the word, but [the idea]

17 As defined in [1.1], separate existence (yutasiddhi) means the state, possessed by both of two
relata, of residing in respective loci independently of each other. There is no separate existence
between merit and pleasure, both of which are regarded as the relata of the cause and effect
relationship, since they do not reside in respective loci that are themselves independent. That is
to say, since each of merit and pleasure has the state of sharing a locus (soul) with the other
(samandadhikaranya), their loci are not respectively independent but the same.

18 Regarding the argument in [2.1], see Shastri [1993: 122] and Bhattacharyya [1994: 19-20].

19 TEXT: na tv gkasasakunisambandhaniorityartham Cayutasiddhapadenaroa® tasya niroarttitaroat.
VARIANTS: (1) S, ayutasiddhipadenaiva.

20 In the chapter of disjunction, Sridhara admits that separate existence is between the ether and a
[flying] bird as follows: “[Prasastapada says that] ‘to the contrary, as to the transient entities,
separate existence [means] inhering in separate substratum’. [I will comment on it:] as to the
transient entities, two [transient entities] or one [of them] inhere in respective loci independently
of each other. ‘Inherering’ [in the statement by Prasastapada means] residing of two entities in
respective loci. Moreover, as to a [flying] bird and the ether, the other entity of the [flying] bird
resides in a different locus.” (The NK, p. 160,11-13: anityanam tu yuteso asrayesu samavayo
yutasiddhih. doayor anyatarasya va parasparapariharenanyatrasraye samavayo yutasiddhir anityandmn.
doayoh  prihagdsrayasrayiroam — samavayah®. — Sakunyakasayos — canyatarasya  Sakunel
prihagasrayasrayitvam.) The O edition (p. 384,2) shows variants with regard to (1): ghatapatayoh.
Regarding the relation between the ether and a [flying] bird, the Vy argues that it is excluded by
the expressions, “the superstratum and the substratum.” See the Vy, vol. I, p. 25,15-18.

21 TEXT: evam apy akasasyakasapadasya ca vacyavicakabhavah samavayah syat. tanniorityartham
thapratyayahetur iti. vacyavacakabhdaove hi tasmdc chabdat tadartho jiiayate na ro ihedam iti.

22 As an example under the relation “the denoted and the denoter,” the Vy also shows the relation
between the ether and the [articulated] word ‘ether’. Regarding “the [articulated] word ‘ether’,”
the Vy uses the Sanskrit term ‘@kdsasabda’, whereas the NK uses ‘@kasapada’. See the Vy, vol. 1, p.
26,13.
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“this is here” is not [known from the word].23

[4] Entities that are incapable of existing separately (ayutasiddha)

[4.1] The relation between the bowl and the fruit of jujube?

[If inherence were defined as “the relation], which is a cause of the idea ‘[this is]
here,” between entities that stand as the superstratum and the substratum,”] the
relation between the bowl and the fruit of jujube could not be excluded [from the
concept of inherence]. Therefore, [Prasastapada places the expression in the
definition,] “between entities that are incapable of existing separately.”?

[4.2] Objection to the expression ayutasiddha?

On this point, some people?’ state a dilemma on the expression of ‘ayutasiddha’, [that
is to say, does it mean that] two separable entities do 7oz exist, or that two inseparable
entities exist??8 If [it means that] two separable entities do not exist, what is the
relation between the two entities? [In this case, there is not any relation between
them] since two possessors (relata) of property (relation) do not exist.?? If [it means
that] two inseparable entities exist, in this case too, what ever would be the relation
[between two inseparable entities]? [There is not any relation between them] since
[the two inseparable entities] do not exist as being different entities at all. Indeed,

23 The narrow application (@vyapti) of the definition of inherence is pointed out in this case. That is
to say, although the VaiSesika doctrine admits that the relation between the ether and the
articulated word “ether” is inherence, the relation is excluded from the concept of inherence by
the expression “a cause of the idea ‘[this is] here’.” However, even though the definition has the
defect of narrow application, it is regarded as a correct definition in Indian philosophy. On this
point, see Matilal [1990 (1985): 176-202] and Sato [1995: 25-27]. Moreover, regarding the
argument in [3], see Shastri [1993: 123] and Bhattacharyya [1994: 21-22].

24 TEXT: adharyadharabhitanam ihapratyayahetur iti kundabadarasambandho na vyavacchidyate
tadartham ayutasiddhanam iti.

25 The relation between the bowl and the fruit of jujube subsists between entities that stand as the
contained (the fruit of jujube) and the container (the bowl), and causes the idea, “the fruit of
jujube is in the bowl.” However, this relation does not subsist between entities that are incapable
of existing separately, since the bowl and the fruit of jujube are entities that are capable of
existing separately (yutasiddha).

26 TEXT: atra kecid Cayutasiddhapadam® vikalpayanti kim yutau na siddhau ahosvid ayutau siddhau,
yadi yutau na siddhau kas tayoh sambandho dharminor abhavar. athayutau siddhau tathapi kah
sambandho prihaksiddhatoad eva. bhinnayor hi sambandho yatha kundabadarayor iti.

VARIANTS: (1) R, S, ayurasiddhipadam.

27 According to the Nyayakusumodgama (p. 50,18), which is a commentary on the NK, “some people”
(#ecid) indicates the propounder of identity relation (/Zdarmya), who does not tolerate inherence
relation. (na hi bhavati rigpe rasa iti samavayam asahamanams tadarmyavadina utthapayanti atra kecid
iti.)

28 The different point of two alternative views for the expression ‘ayutasiddha’ is that which the
negative participle ‘@’ modifies—siddha or yuta. In the former case, ‘@yutasiddha’ means that two
separable entities do #or exist. In the later case, it means that two izseparable entities exist.

29 In this case, property (dharma) stands for a relation and property-possessors (@harmin) stand for
the relata (two entities).
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there is a relation between two distinct entities, for instance, between the bowl and
the fruit of jujube.

[4.3] Answer to the objection3¢

Others®!' do not accept it (the statement of dilemma on the expression of ‘ayuzasiddha’
mentioned above). Indeed this (the expression of ‘ayutasiddha’) does not have such a
meaning [as “two separable entities do not exist.”] The reason [for this] is that “two
separable entities do not exist” [means that two separable entities] do not arise, so that
inherence is not recognized between non-beings. Moreover, this (the expression of
‘ayutasiddha’) does not have such a meaning [as “two inseparable entities exist”] since
“two inseparable entities exist” [means that] two entities exist with identity. Indeed,
if [two entities] were identical, there would be a single entity, not two entities, since
the property of possessing a nature of two entities has a character of absence of
identity [of two entities]. And [in the case of inherence, both relata] are not in reality
an identical entity.3? The reasons [for this] are that both configurations (Z4ara) of the
two [entities] appear in a different form (7Zpa) from each other,? [and that] the very
property of being known by cognition of different configurations is the character of
difference. Otherwise, it would be impossible to separate between difference (dheda)
and identity (@bheda). Therefore, ‘ayutasiddh’ does not [mean] identity (svarapabheda)
[of two entities] either, but [the expression of] ‘ayutasiddhanam’ means between
entities that do not reside in respective loci independently of each other. And this
being the case, it would not be impossible for a relation to exist [between entities that
are incapable of existing separately] since a different nature [in each of two inseparable
entities] is possible and a close mutual contact between different entities is not

30 TEXT: tadapare na “mrsyanti. na hy Casyayam artho?, yutau na siddhau na nispannao iti asatoh
samavayanabhyupagamat. napy asyayam arthah, ayutau siddhaov Cekatmakau siddhavd iti ekatmakatve
hy ekam eva vastu syan nobhayam, parasparatmakatoabhavalaksanatoad ubhayaripatayih. na ca
tadekam vastu  paramdarthatah. parasparavilaksanena ripena tayor dakarayoh pratibhdsandat,
vilaksanakarabuddhivedyatvasyaiva  bhedalaksanatvat.  anyatha — bhedabhedavyavasthanupapatreh.
tasman na svaripabhedo py ayutasiddhif kim o ayutasiddhanam iti - parasparapariharena
prihagasrayandsritanam ity arthah. tatha ca sati sambandho nanupapannalh, svaripabhedasya
sambhavad bhinnayos ca parasparopaslesasya dahanayahpindayor iva vina sambandhendsambhavat.
VARIANTS: (1) R, S, mrsanti; (2) S, ayam asyartho; (3) R, S, omit.

31 The Paiijika (p. 50,16-17), which is a commentary on the NK, interprets ‘@pare (others)’ as the
Vaisesikas (apare vaisesikal).

32 According to the Paijika (p. 51,16), the word ‘tad’ in “na ca tadekam vastu” signifies nature
(svaripa) of two entities, for instance, the threads and the cloth (7ad iti tantupatasvaripam).

33 On this portion, the Nyayakusumodgama (p. 50,23-24) comments that “the cloth is in the threads”
[and] “cowness is in the cows,” since both entities that are incapable of existing separately, [for
instance,] the parts and the whole [and] the universal and the possessor of universal, appear as
possessing the properties of number and so on which are inconsistent with the other, it is
unsuitable that [both entities] are identical. (parasparavilaksaneneti iha tantusu patah iha gosu
gotvam ityevam ayutasiddhayor avayavavayavinor jatijatimarol parasparaviruddhasaikhyadidharma-
vattaya pratibhasanad ekaroam ayuktam.)
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possible without a relation, like that between the fire and the iron ball.3*

[4.4] Difference between inherence and conjunctionss

However, the only difference [between conjunction and inherence] is as follows:3¢ [In
the case of conjunction,] after the fire occurs, [the fire] has a relation to the iron ball.37
On the other hand, in this case of [inherence], being born by the power of its own
causes, it (the effect or the product)3® is simultaneously related to it (the cause).?” For
instance, the action of cutting off [is related to] what is to be cut off.*> [We have done]
enough of [this consideration of inherence].
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