BHARTRHARI ON THE INDIVISIBILITY
OF
SINGLE-WORD EXPRESSIONS AND SUBORDINATE SENTENCES

D. N. Tiwarl

The aim of Bhartrhari’s Philosophy of language is to explain the cognition

accomplished by expressions in usual communication. By the term ‘expression’
Bhartrhari means the unit of language which illuminates itself (its real nature)
and the meaning as well on the basis of which communications are accomplished.
It as such is a unit of communication comprising utterances, signs, symbols,
gestures etc. as instrumental in the manifestation of real language (sphota) and
the sphota as well which when manifested by them reveals itself and.the meaning
as well. Expression is not confined to tokens we utter, write or read because
communication is accomplished by it. It is the differences of tokens used that
the vitality or otherwise of an expression is decided; though Vaiyakaranas gi\}e
importance to the tokens popularly used in ordinary usages. An expression is
expressed in the mind of a speaker before communicating through utterances
and reveals meaning when it is revealed in the mind of the audience through
hearing and mainfesting sphota. The utterances/tokens by proxy are called
expressions. According to his philosophy there is no cognition without $abda
(language) and all cognition. is congition shot through and through by gabda.l
Sabda, for him, is indivisible-meaning-revealing unit i.e., sphota which is
mainfesied by verbal noises. The audible verbal noises are only instruments or
tools in manifesting the sphota which when mainfested, reveals itself and its
. meaning is revealed non-differently by it. It is through verbal noises that the
speaker communicates the language and the meaning (revealed in his mind by
it). The audible noises when heard mainfest the meaning- revealing §abda in the
mind of the hearer.

- Sphota, mainfested by tokens, reveals itself as vacaka (expressor) and the

Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. XXIV No. 2
April 1997

ay



198 D. N. TIWARI

vacya (meaning) it revealed non-differently by it. The cognition revealed by the
expression and the expression revealing cognition both in his philosophy are
non-different and individisible complete unit. An expression is indivisible
because it is used as a whole without the consideration of whole and part and
indivisibly reveals the meaning in the mind of the audience. Meaning is also
indivisible because meaning is awareness by expression and as such there is no
question of division of whole and part in awareness. By indivisible cognition
we mean the cognition of meaning retiring future expectancy involved in the
completion of a unit meaning. For Bhartrhari the complete and
meaning-revealing unit is inner and ubiquitously given real-language (vakya
sphota). Discrete words independent of sentence cannot be termed as expression
because they do not cause clearly specified cognition of meaning. 1 may utter
the discrete word ‘dog’ but what does it mean? Does it convey any specified
meaning e.g., ‘it is dog” or ‘A dog is running’ etc.? Certainly not, but if it does,
then the expectancy regarding the query ‘what of dog?’ is not accomplished and
as the expectancy of complete meaning is not exhausted by the use of word
‘dog’ independently of sentence, it cannot be termed a sentence. Sentence as
such is indivisible, inner meaning-revealing unit but for the sake of analysis and
grammar it is explained as an indivisible unit comprising indivisible parts
explained syntactically as letters, words, sentences which we utter, read or write
for communicating or which stand by proxy for the inner indivisible sentence
given in the mind. Sentence for Bhartrhari is sphota as it reveals itself and the
meaning as well. The long or short of size of the sentence-token is not a proper
criterion required for the definition of a sentence. He defines sentence from the
point of view of accomplishment of cognition of complete indivisible-meaning.
. By the term “sentence’ we mean as indivisible, inner and meaning revealing unit
L.e. sphota. It is not confined to token we read, write or speak. A sentence-token
is only instrumental in the manifestation of inner sentence which when
manifested by tokens or gestures etc: reveals its own nature and the meaning as
well. This unit (sphota) may be manifested by any sort of tokens i.c., letter,
word or sentence-token and may not be manifested by a large quantity of tokens.
Cognition can not be accomplished if the inner sentence is not manifested and
revealed in the mind. It is ubiquitously given and is known as expression when
it is manifested. It reveals both - its own self and the specific meaning of it as
well. Extinction of the expectancy of complete meaning is the criterion on the
basis of which he defines sentence as complete, indivisible and specific meaning
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- revealing - unit. If the expectancy of the complete meaning is retired even by
a single letter or word, they in that case function as an expression. If the
expentancy is not removed even by a sentence, that sentence as Bhartrhari
conceives is not different from independent words. In his philosophy discrete
words independently of sentence do not denote expression. How can a unit not
revealing clear specified meaning be termed expression? If it conveys a specified
meaning, then in that case it can not be construed as an independent word but
always as a single word expression. We are using the term ‘sentence’ and
‘expression’ in the same sense of sphota. Expressions are not confined to
utterances, gestures or signs we speak, read or write. It as such is inner
indivisible unit of a language which reveals itself and reveals meaning
nondifferently in the mind. It is the expressor of a complete meaning ie. a
unitary idea exhausting further expectancy involved in the completion of
meaning. Usually Vaiyakarnas take indivisible complete sentence as the
expression. It is the expression as it expresses not only its own self but the
meaning as well. If it will not reveal itself first its meaning can not be revealed.
They do not accept a meaning without a word. How can a Vacya (expressed)
be possible without a Vacaka (expressor)? The expressor of a complete sense is
termed as sentence. Now the question is what does Bhartrhari mean by single
word ‘expression’? By single word expression Bhartrhari does not take words
acquired by grammatical analysis of an indivisible sentence as expressor.
Expression is always the unit expressing complete unitary-meaning and in case
complete meaning is revealed even by the use of single words they are also
expressions.2 Expression is not a series of the marks on the paper or utterances
heard but a complete meaning - revealing unit. How can a single word be taken
as an expression accomplishing the complete meaning to be expressed by a
sentence, is a question the interpretation of which involves serious controversies
among Padavadins (those who accept word independently of a sentence as the
real unit of communication) and Vikyavadins (those who accept indivisible
sentence as the real language). Though both of them accept single word
expressions yet their interpretation on the cognition by single word expression
differs. The present discussion on the problem is confined to the interpretation
of anvitibhidhanavadi Mimansakas and akhandavakyavadin Vaiyakaranas in
general and that of Bhartrhari in particular,

We have to point out that anvitabhidhanavadi Mimansakas and
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Vaiyakaranas have interpreted Akhyata (verb) as sentence while Naiyﬁyii(as have
explained nama (nominal word) as sentence. The present discussion is not an
addition to the discussion on pada as a sentence or on sentence as pada. It aims
at explaining the concept of single word expression used for communication.
An account of controversy of Mimansakas and Vaiyakaranas on the problem of
single word expression as Bhartrhari has presented in his Vakyapadiyam is given
as follows:

For Vaiyakaranas, a word is an expression if the cognition of complete
meaning retiring expectancy is accomplished by it. For example, if some one
asks ‘Ramah kim karoti?” (What does Rama do?) and the other replies ‘pacati’
(cooks), similarly, if some other asks ‘kah pacati?” (who is cooking) and the
hearer replies ‘Ramah’, the compolete meaning is revealed only by the words
‘pacati’ and ‘Ramah’ respectively. The hearer’s expectancy for the meaning is
extinct only by the single word expression ‘pacati’ and ‘Ramah’ and that is why
they are distinguished not as discrete words but as single-word expression. Does
it mean to say that the word ‘pacati’ (cooks) is expressive of ‘Ramah pacati’
(Rama is cooking) and so does the word Ramah expressive of ‘Ramah pacati’
(Rama is cooking)? From the point of view of akhandavakyavadins it appears
contradictory to accept that a word expresses a sentential meaning because they
admit congitive difference between a sentence meaning and a word meaning.
From the point of view of padavadins also it apparently appears confusing to
accept a word expressive of sentential meaning because they accept sentential
meaning as association of word meanings. In order to avoid the confusion
Anvitdbhidhanavadi assumes that words express mutually related meaning
though they are expressive of their own independent meaning also. Vakyavadin
contends that a word independently of sentence is not an expression and that
independentaly of a sentence, it denotes universal by which no communication
can be accomplished. For example, if some one without a context utters, ‘dog’,
the expectancy of the hearer regarding ‘what of dog’ is not exhausted by the
word uttered and thus no communication is accomplished. But if some one asks
‘who is there’ and the other replies ‘dog’, the word ‘dog’ is used there as an
expression as complete meaning ‘there is a dog’ is accomplished by it. Now the -
problem is : if all meaning is the meaning of a word (§abda) how can the
meaning ‘there is dog’ will be explained to be expressed by the word ‘dog’
which is discretely expressive of only ‘dog’ universal and is not of ‘there is
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dog’? How can the cognition ‘there is dog” will be explained as that revealed
by the word ‘dog’? In order to explain these problems we have to observe the
specific matter of facts mentioned by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiyam.

A single word akhyita (verb), for Vaiyakaranas, is a sentence if it has a
fixed agent and accessory. The accomplishment of complete sense by a single
word expression like ‘verb’ is explained by Bhartrhari on the basis of cognition
of complete meaning3. For example, ‘Devo Jalam varsati’ (the deity rains water)
is cognized by the use of the word ‘varsati’ because the word ‘varsati’ having
a fixed agent (the deity) and the object (water) functions as an expression. Being
fixed, the object and agent of the action (varsati) are also cognized by the word
‘varsati’ itself. As the action ‘varsati’ can not be possible without an agent and
object, the agent ‘deity’ and the object ‘water’ are also cognized by the verb
‘varsati’, and thus, the word ‘varsati’ is an expression. In other words, the whole
specified meaning ‘Devo Jalam Varsati’ is the meaning expressed by the single
word uttered (Varsati). Therefore, it is a sentence. Mimansakas put a host of
arguments against Vaiyakaranas theory of single word expression. A brief survey
of Bhartrhari’s discussion may be given as follows: '

If the agent and the object are meanings without words uttered and if
‘there is no meaning without a word is acceptable to Vaiyakaranas’, how these
meanings for which the words are not uttered can be said to be the meaning at
all? Does a meaning without a word is acceptable? If yes, how can it be expressed
and known without word (expressor)? If no, then the word must be accepted as
the expressor of sentential meaning and that will go against the fundamental
position of Vaiyakaranas. In this situation Mimansakas contend that
Vaiyakatanas have either to give up their theory that all meaning is meaning of
a word or to abandon the concept of single word expression. Can the word
uttered be accepted as a cause of cognition of the meaning of word unuttered?
If it is said that the complete meaning by a single word expression is cognized
by implication or by imposition of the meaning of the words unuttered then
indirectly cognized meanings may not be taken as the meaning revealed by words
uttered but as the meaning cognized by inference. Vaiyakaranas answer the above
objection of Mimansakas by saying that if a ‘verb’ having an object and agent
implied in it is used and if they are also cognized by implication on the basis
of the meaning revealed by the verb, the ‘verb’ then is called a sentence
expressing complete meaning. It is considered that as ‘verb’ implied with the
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meanings of an object and agent in the mind is spoken, complete meaning is
cognized as expressed by the ‘verb’ only. Mimansakas object to this position
of Vaiyakaranas by considering it as futile to take a single word ‘verb’ as
expressor (grahita) of the meaning of other words unuttered. Mimansakas
contend that if a complete meaning is accepted as the meaning of a single word,
the question of relation between different sorts of word nominative, accusative,
qualitative etc., will not be explained and therefore Mimansakas say that in such
cases the complete meaning is cognized by Srutarthapatti. For Mimansakas a
complete sentential meaning, in such cases, is cognized, on the basis of addition
of meanings of the words unuttered by inferences made on the basis of the
meaning known by the word uttered so as to accomplish the complete meaning.
According to them, the word ‘dvaram (door) when spoken is heard and for what
purpose the word ‘door’ is spoken - for closing or for opening - is approached
or inferred through the context of the meaning for which the word ‘door’ is
spoken. It is, they say, inferred by the meaning of the word ‘door’ that if it is
a cold time, the word ‘door’ is spoken for shutting (Pidhehi) but if it is a summer
day the word is spoken for its opening (udghataya) Rufuting Mimansaka’s
interpretation, Bhartrhari says that meaning is not as inferred entity but a being
or idea non-differently revealed by ‘Sabda’. Meaning for Vaiyakaranas is the
meaning of ‘$abda’. On this ground Bhartrhari explains the problem of single
word expression in two ways :-

I. The form of word-meaning is dependent on the sentential- meaning
and that convention is observed only with sentential meaning. Thus, the single
word spoken for communicating meaning manifests the complete sphota in the
mind of the hearer and the complete meaning is revealed by the sphota
manifested by the single word uttered and in such a circumstance the single
word serves as an expression expressing a complete sense.

2. The meaning of the word spoken is implied or imposed on the meaning
of the word unspoken. Mimansakas, objecting to this argument of Vaiyakarana,
say that if the meaning of the unspoken word is accepted to be accomplished
by the meaning of the word spoken then the question of cognition of a meaning
without a word arises which goes not only against the Vaiyakaranas theory of
‘a fixed word denotes a fixed meaning’ but also against their fundamental
assumption that all meaning is the meaning of ‘Sabda’. Vaiyakaranas say that a
single word if implied by the verb is to be considered as a sentence or an
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expression (Viakyam tadapi manyante Yatpadam - Carita Kriyam). Mimansakas
find it inconsistent to ac;:cpt the cognition of complete meaning of a sentence
only by a word uttered without bringing the words not uttered. Vaiyakaranas,
criticising the position of Mimansakas assert that if complete meaning is
cognized by bringing the words unuttered, there is no need of teaching the sutra
‘Kriyarthopapadasya ca karmani Sthaninah’4. (If there is a Kriyarthaka kriya or
if the verb is used for an action (expressed) intending an other action, the suffix
‘tumun’ is applied with the secondary word (accusative) associated with that
verb and when it is dropped due to certain reason, dative case is taught with
the word expressive of the object. For example, the word ‘phalani’ in the
expression ‘phalani dhartum jati’ is the object and according to the fixed rule
accusative case is applied with an object but as the verb ‘@hartum’ is used for
the action ‘jati’ (goes) the suffix ‘tumun’ is applied wiih the word ‘dhartum’
and is dropped due to certain reason. In case of dropping of the verb ‘ahartum’
dative case is taught with the object by the ‘sitra-kriyarthopadsya ca karmani
sthianani’, and , thus, the expression ‘phalebhyojiti’ is formed. In such cases,
the use of the dative case expresses the meaning of the word ‘ahartum’ also
which is not uttered. Objecting to this interpretation of Vaiyakaranas,
Mimansakas say tnat if the spoken word conveys the meaning of the word not
spoken, there should not be any need of teaching the sttra ‘Kriyartho “........... 4
For exarnple, if the meaning of the word ‘nih’ is conveyed by the word kranta,
what is the need of using the word ‘nih’ in the expression ‘Nigkranta’?
Answering the above objection of Mimansakas, Bhartrhari says that
‘Phalebhyojati’ is an expression separate from the expression ‘phalani dhartum
jati’ and they express their own meanings. Similarly, the word ‘nih’ of the
‘nigkrandta’ and the suffix word ‘nih’ are different. As they are similar and alike
they are mistaken to be the same. In these cases, Bhartrhari suggests® that their
meanings for the sake of brevity or easiness is decided by the factors like context
etc. Easiness (laghuta) is observed only in studies and not in communications,
and hence, it is taken that the meaning of the-word ‘nih’ is also conveyed by
the word ‘kranta’. From the point of view of the theory of §rutarthaptti,
Mimansakas consider it unjustified to accept the congintion of what is not uttered
by what is uttered because the nama-word, if uttered, is expressive of an
accomplished character while the verb-word is expressive of non-accomplished
character. How can a non-accomplished action be the cause of what is
accomplished in character and vice-versa? They add, the meaning of the
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non-uttered is accomplished by S$trutarthapatti. By Srutarthapatti Mimansakas
hold the accomplishment of the meaning of the word unuttered by the inference
made on the basis of the meaning of what is uttered in order to retire the
expectancy of a complete meaning. Vaiyakaranas, disagreeing with the views of
Mimansakas, assume that the meaning is always a meaning revealed by the word
(sphota). As fatness (Pinatva) is not seen without taking meal, the meaning ‘meal
taken’ is cognized by implication to fatness, similarly the meaning of the word
not spoken is also cognized as the complete sphota in those cases is revealed
by the single word uttered and the complete sentential meaning is revealed by
the complete spho;a.6 They accept that the inner, indivisible sphota is revealed
even without any utterances and in each case meaning is taken by them as the
meaning revealed by language (sphota).

According to Bhartrhari’, if $rutarthapatti theory of Mimansakas is taken
in view, there may be four possibilities of bringing together of the meaning of
the words not spoken.

1) First the word unspoken is brought in the the proximity of the word heard
and then the meaning of the implied word (upacaritagabda) is associated
with the meaning of the word uttered.

2) The word not spoken is brought in by the meaning of the word heard.
3) The meaning of the word not spoken is brought in by the word heard.

4) The meaning of the word not spoken is brought in by the meaning of
the word spoken.

Criticising these four possibilities of cognition of a complete meaning by
a single word, Bhartrhari says that the first of the above four possibilities is not
proper because the word brought in by the proximity of the word heard can not
be explained. The word spoken is heard and the word not spoken is unheard
and as such there is no question of proximity between a heard and & non- heard.
The second alternative is also not justified because there is no proximity between
the word heard and the meaning brought in by disposition. Similar is the.case
with the third alternative. There will be no proximity with the word brought in
and the word heard and similar is the case with their meaning because the word
unuttered will be brought in after the cognition of the meaning of the word heard
and then the meaning of the word brought in will be associated with the meaning
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of the word heard and cognized first. In such a case the meaning acquired in
the last will not be more than imagination.

The fourth of the alternatives is also not acceptable to Vaiyakarnas
because they believe no meaning without a word. An expressed itself is not an
expressor at the same time. How can an expressed (Vicya) be the expressor
(vacaka) of an other expressed (vicaya)?

Mimansaka refuting Vaiyikaranas position may say if the verb ‘pithehi’
not spoken (or destroyed) is taken to be brought in by the word ‘dvaram’ (the
word in accusative case expressive of an object) which is only spoken then there
will be a case of simultaneous presence of ‘verb’ and ‘object’. It is contradictiory
to accept that meanings of accomplished and of a non-accomplished character
are simultaneously expressed by the same word and in that case the problem as
to whom should one take the primary meaning of the word (to the verb brought
in or to the object spoken) arises. It is not justified to accept the ‘verb” brought
in as primary because as a rule the meaning of word heard is considered primary
and to accept the object as primary is not justified because a ‘verb’ for
Vaiyakaranas is the primary word in a sentence. Both of the meanings of the
word ‘Dvaram’ may not be cognized simultaneously as primary because one
(the action pidhehi or udaghataya) is impossed while the other object
(door=dvaram) is expressed. Answering the above objection of Mimansakas,
Bhartrhari, from the side of Vaiydkaranas, says that in cases the nama
(nominal-word in the example the object=dvaram) is brought in by the verb, the
verb’ functions for the nama also and so is the case when nama word is brought
in, it has the form of verb also and then on the basis of association and
disassociation (anvaya-vyatireka), their primary and secondary meanings are
known distinctly. Vaiyakaranas accept® that there are some words which are of
the form of nama and verb also. For example, word ‘ajapayah’ in the expression
‘Ajapayah pitva Satriin’ occupies both the forms of ‘verb’ and of the ‘nama’
also. The word ‘ajapayah’ is derived by Vii’ and the form ‘jayati’‘is taught
by the VT] and, then, in the sense of incentive (prerand) the suffix ‘nyant’ is
added to form the word ajapayah’ which means ‘made victorious’. If it is taken
to be derived as ‘ajayah payah’ it conveys a different meaning *‘the milk of the
goat’’. Now, which one of the two meanings of the word ‘ajapayah’ should be
taken in use? is decided by means of association and disassociation made on
the basis of contextual factors.
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Mimansakas may put a host of arguments against the Vaiyakaranas
position mentioned above. Are all words conveying finished character are derived
from roots or are they indeclinables (not derived by roots)? Are the words ‘nama’
and ‘dkhyata’ not spearate or are the words conveying accomplished character
made out of roots? Have they (nominal words) no meaning separate from the
meaning of roots? If they are not different, then on what ground it is said that
‘being’ is primary meaning of the nima words and ‘becoming’ is the primary
meaning of akhyata words? If the verb is taken separate from nama, only then
it can be said that ‘becoming’ is the primary meaning of verb and likewise
‘being’ is the primary meaning of nama. If the word is accepted as that having
all forms - nama and verb simultaneously, how can their primary and secondary
significations be decided? Answering these objsctions, Bhartrhari says that the
sentence is inner, indivisible (Buddhistha) and real unit of language, and that,
all individual words =re indivisible parts of sentence and thus, the parts uttered
in some uses manifest, the irdivisible sphota form which complete meaning is
revealed. The primary and secondary meanings of a word are determined
analytically on the basis of the word utterd because the word is uttered with the
consideration of primary or central meaning of the expression. The primary logic
of an expression lies there with the manifestation of the sphota from which
meaning is revealed. If the sphota is revealed even by a letter uttered, the
complete meaning of the sphota is cogmzed which extincts the expectency for
a complete meaning.

Mimansakas may argue if the sentence is inner indivisible unit and only
for the specific purpose of making the inner indivisible understandable to
ignorants, it is artificially divided into different kinds of words or alternatively,
if the indivisible is linked with word-meaning only for ordernary practice, then
the question arises; what is the need of studies like grammar? It is sufficient to
accept it just as a matter of ordinary practice, and, hence, all studies in this
regard are useless. Answering this objection, Bhartrhari says that §abda is
ubiquitously given as inner-indivisible sentence and a pada (word) is acquired
by grammatical analysis of it. Stepping from words to sentences is an easy means
for understanding an indivisible and for the easiness (Laghava) the studies like
grammar etc. are needed. Mimarnsakas may further argue as to how the ordinary
persons know that, that is the meaning of that §abda? Answering the problem
Vaiyakaranas say that §adba is eternally related with its meaning which is known
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by the observation of the use of it by the elders. It is not ture to say that ordinary
persons take $abda as divided into words and words into roots and suffixes and
then synthesizing the meanings of roots and suffixes they use the words for
communicating. Taking this matter of fact into consideration Vaiyakaranas do
not feel a need for assuming anything ‘alaukika’ (transcendental) other or more
than the sentence as real unit of communication. Sentence as sphota is not an
ontological being but a cognitive being. It is cognized as revealed by itself when
it is manifested by utterances/tokens, gestures etc. The ontological being is
accepted by inference as ontological substratum of the congition of it but so far
as cognition is concerned sentence is known as being of awareness which reveals
itself and the meaning as well.

On the basis of the observations made above, it may be concluded that
the cognition of meaning in usual communication is accomplished not by words
but by sentences and if it is accomplished even by single word uttered, in that
case the meaning cognized is taken as complete meaning of indivisibile sphota
which, in those cases is manifested by that token. In one line, it can be said
that a single word, for Bhartrhari, is a sentence if a verb is implied with or if
the complete sphota is mainfested by it. The uttered word serves only as
instrumental in the mainfestation of sphota and the meaning is inevitably revealed
by the sphota which when manifested by utterances reveals itself and as the
meaning as well,

On Subordinate Sentences

While discussing the issues of sentence Bharthari has considered the
meaning of subordinate sentences which are dependent on other sentence for
conveying complete unitary meaning. By subordinate sentence Bhartrhari means
a sentence the meaning of which does not satisfy the expectancy for a complete
meaning and which for conveying a complete meaning is dependent on a
complete expression. As subordinate sentences themselves are not complete
meaning revealing units, they are comparable to the single-word expressions.
As clear and distinct specified meaning is not revealed discretely by them, for
complete meaning they are dependent on 2 complete sentence. Bhartrhari says:
whenever there is a confusion regarding the clear meaning by a subordinate
sentence, the meaning of it is decided on the basis of evidential sentence (linga)
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to be found elsewhere in the $astras like Veda etc.9 For example, by the
expression ‘aktah Sarkara Upadadhati (wet pebbles should be placed on the altar)
one may have the expectancy as to what liquid should the pebbles be wetted
with and the statement ° tejo vaighrtam (Ghee (refined butter) is the brilliance)
is taken as evidential statement on the basis of which it is decided that ‘the
pebbles should be wetted with refined butter’. A complete sentence according
to Bharthari is an independent unit which reveals an independent complete
meaning. As subordinate sentences, though they appear to be sentences, are not
discretely capable of revealing complete meaning exhausting expectancy for a
unit meaning their treatment is not different from that of single word expression.
As regards single word expression, it has already been discussed in previous

pages.

Two or more than two Related Sentences Partake The Unit Sentences'’

This issue is actually related to Bhartrhari’s discussion on how two
sentences - the rule sentence and the exception sentence form one complete
sense. There are chiefly two sorts of sutras (sentences) used in Paninian
Grammar. They are rule sentences or general rules and exception sentences or
particular rules. A rule according to the interpretation ‘ Prakalpyacapavada-
visayam at ut§argobhi nivisate’ is that in which its exception is dropped to form
a general rule. For example the suffix ‘an’ is taught with the root if the object
(Karma - accusative case) is a secondary word (Upapada) as we find in the
sentence ‘Kumbham Karoti Kumbhakarah® (Kumbhakara is he who makes pots).
The word Kumbham (pot) is an object, a secondary word and hence suffix‘an’
with ‘Kr’ is an applied to form the word Khumbhakarah. Similarly the words
svarnakarah etc., are accomplished by general rule. Taking the general rule into
consideration it may be asked that there should be the application of suffix ‘an’
with the word ‘go’ (cow) as it is an upapada (accusation) in the expression ‘go
dadati’. To this Bhartrhari says that on account of exception sentence (apavada
siitra) dto nupasarge kah!l if object is a different upapada (different from
accusation suffix ‘ka’with akarananta) roots is applied and then the ‘ka’ is
changed for ‘e’. Thus, hy rule suffix ‘n’ is appiied with the word in accusative
case and by exception suffix ‘an’ is replaced by suffix ‘ka” which is changed
for ‘e’ as we find in the formation of words like godah, dhandah etc.
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According to the rule ‘para nityantarangayavadanamottarottaravaliyah’
the exception sentences are stronger than rule sentence and the stronger delimits
the weaker. As per the sitra, the factors mentioned in succeding sequense are
considered gradually stronger than the factors precedent in the sequence and the
exception sentence being higher in the succession are taken as the limitor of the
rule or precept. The general rule that suffix ‘afi’ is applied if the object is a
secondary word, is limited by the exception and thus the suffix ‘ka’ is applied -
on the place of ‘aii’. The rule and exception thus form one complete sentence
expressive of a complete unit meaning. In order to explain the theory that tule
and exception sentence form one complete sentence Bhartrhari gives the example
from usual usage. The sentence Brahmananam dadhi diyatam Matharam Vina.!2
(all Brahmins except Mathara be given sour :ailk) is a complete one sentence
comprising a rule sentence - All Brahmins be given sour - milk and an exception
sentence - except Mathara(who is concerned with curd).

The fact of cognition of complete sentential meaning by more than one
dependent sentence may be interpreted with the help of the example given above
in following three ways.!3

1. There are two sentences - rule and exception. Out of them exception
sentence being mighty delimits the former to form a single complete sentence
conveying complete meaning. In the above example, ‘‘All Brahmins be served
sour milk™’ is a rule sentence which is equally applicable to Mathara also but
the exception sentence ‘except Mathara’ delimits the force of the rule sentence,
and, thus, the unitary meaning ‘All Brahmins except Mathara (who is concerned
with curd be served sour - milk is cognized).

2. Rule and exception sentences jointly convey the single complete
meaning. In the above example the meaning ‘All Brahmin except Mathara be
served sour - milk’ is cognized jointly by the two sentences - all Brahmins
should be served sour milk - rule and ‘except Mathara’ - exception.

3. According to some the two-rule and excecption - sentences even if
they have different verbs (tin) and so appear to be different sentences, yet being
related are combined together to form one sentence having a single principal
verb. In the above example, there is only one principal verb ‘be served’ (diyatam)
and, thus, the sentences ‘all Brahmis except Mathara be served’ are synthesized
together to form a single complete sentence conveying complete unitary meaning.
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In all the three sorts of interpretations mentioned above, the complete
meaning is cognized by the accomplishment of unitary form (ekavakyata) of the
two sentences and this accomplishment of unitariness (ekavakyata) of sentences
is known because of their mutual expectancy in expressing a complete meaning.

Explaining the unitariness (ekavakyata) of two related sentences - rule
and exceptions - Bhartrhari says that the rule (niyam) and exception (pratisedha)
are injunctions applicable to all instances in general. If there is a certain given
rule only then exception is taught to delimit the given injunction (given to all
in genefal). For example, in the expression ‘All except Saurabha go out’, all the
students of a class including™Saurabha are commanded to go out first - is a given
position and then the given position is barred at least for Saurabha by the
exception sentence ‘Saurabha is not allowed to go out’.

Explaining the issue in detail the commentator Punjardja says that
‘ Arthavadadhaturapratyayah Prati-padikam’!4 (The meaningful unit which is
neither root nor suffix is termed pratipadika) is a given general rule for
difining the pratipadikas and then to identify compounds as pratipadika the
special rule - ‘Krttaddhita Samasasca’ !> is taught. It may be argued from the
side of Miminsakas that if pratipadika sanjfia is already taught by the
Sotra ‘arthavadha-turpratayayah’ which is prohibited by the sutra ‘Krttadhita
samasasca’, then the rule and exception will be contradictory to each other. They
may say that both of the sentences are independently expressive or their own
meanings, and, thus, in the absence of one being related with the other, how
c¢an they together form one sentence? For Bhartrhari exception and rule sentences
are not different but related as they unitedly convey unitary meaning. The
exception sentence is taken as a part of general rule and both of them partake
a complete sentence.

It is obvious from the discussions made that Bhartrhari pays much
importance to the cognition of meaning in defining sentence and does not
consider the syntactical form of sentence as an inevitable factor in deciding the
character of sentence. If the cognition of complete meaning is accomplished
even by a single word like nima or Kkahyﬁta,'thcy are sentence and if one or
more than one relative sentence is not discretely capable of revealing unitary
cognition, it, from the sense of meaning, is not different from discrete words;
rather it is comparable to the words. A sentence is that which independently
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expresses a unitary (complete) meaning. Two or. more than two related sentences,
if they together reveal a unitary complete meaning are one independent sentence.
Thus, it is clear that Vaiyakaranas in general and Bhartrhari in particular have
adoptéd a cognitive outlook in characterizing sentence as a complete meaning -
revealing unit. In cases where many verbs are used in a sentence, the sentence
is one if other verbs are subordinated to or if they qualify the principal verb.

However, the meaning of discrete word acquired by grammatical analysis
of sentence and considered independently is taken as universal and also
individual by its implication. In all the cases of the interpretation of word,
compound word and sentence Bhartrhari is seen always conscious about the
concept of indivisibility of sentence as original unit of communication and he
explains that the different theories of interpreting sentence as a synthesis of
many words are based on artificial analysis. It is the analysis that is the cause
of diversity but from the point of view of cognition as revealed in communication
and also from the fact of convention, the indivisible meaning is expressed by
indivisible sentence without the consciousness or awareness of parts in it, and
it is only for ignorants that the indivisible unit is made understandable through
divisions or analysis. Taking the discussion in view. Bharatrhari philosophizes
that the parts of the indivisible are also indivisible; they are also used for
meanings without the consideration of their constituent letters and, hence, a word
can also not be taken to be a synthesis of letters, It is the moment of articulated
discrete sounds on account of which the word is taught as association of
phonemes. This interpretation of the unit of language is quite in tune with
Bhartrhari’s sententialism or sententialisitic holism.

However, cognition of complete meaning, for Bharatrhari is the criterion
of sentence and that is the reason he accepts that in some cases a letter and in
some other cases, a single word are also sentences if the sentence by the word
uttered is revealed by them. Not only that, but a large expanded set of words
(which may ordinarily be called sentence), if not capable of revealing complete
sentence, is not accepted to be a sentence, and, thus, largeness and shortness of
sentence token is not important. A sentence is an inner - indivisible unit which
reveals the meaning satisfying the further expectancy. for the completion of
meaning. For example, the expression ‘asvah dhavati’ (horse runs) is a sentence
revealing complete meaning, though, the expression does not convey anything
about whose horse and what colour etc. of the horse is. There may be
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expectations of these meanings to a hearer also but only for that expectancy,
the expression cannot be called incomplete sentence because that expectancy is
not caused out of incompleteness of the expression but out of detailed description
and the expectancy for detailed description does not make a sentence incomplete.

It is also obvious from the discussion made that Bhartrhari has strongly
defended not only his theory of indivisibility of sentence against padavadins
arguments but has given a criterion of sentence as a unit of communication
revealing a complete unit meaning exhausting expectancy for the completion of
meaning on the basis of which his concept of the non-difference of sphota
(indivisible complete meaning .revealing - unit) and of the sentential meaning
(indivisible pratibha revealed by the sphota) may consistently be explained.

Padavadins bother more about explaining sentence from syntactical point
of view while Vaiyakaranas aim at explaining communication. Communicaiton
is accomplished by indivisible sentence and, as such, it is not accomplished by
discrete words independently expression universal. As communication is
accomplished by specific and distinct cognition exhausting expectancy, the words
conveying universal cannot be taken to be a unit of communication. The
indivisible cognition is revealed by the indivisible unit and that unit is taken as
sentence by Vaiyakaranas.

To sum up. we can say that the controversy of padavadins and
Akhandavakyavadins is based on their differences of outlook towards explaining
sentential meaning. Padvadins try to explain the sentential meaning on the basis
of pada (word) as the real unit of language while Vakyavadins consider
themselves justified in accepting it as the meaning of indivisible sentence. From
the point of view of pada as the expressor of sentential meaning, the Vakyavading
position is criticised as defective while from the point of view of
Akhandavakyavadins the theory of padavadins is explained as inconsistent.
Bhartrhari has given due importance to both of the aspects while defining
sentence. As a meaning for him is clear, distinct, indivisible, inner-being revealed
by sentence, he considers sentence as an indivisible sphota on the basis of which
the cognition is accomplished in usual communication. This indivisible meaning
- revealing sentence is explained to ignorants as a piecemeal construction. It is
quite agreeable to say that language theory is therefore about formations and
not about origin in the radical sense.!® As an explanation of indivisible sentence,
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the theory of padavadin§ is very significant but from the point of view of
cognition revealed in the mind, Bharatrhari considers padavading theory only as
helpful in understanding the indivisible sentence up to a point. It is obvious from
the discussions made earlier that he does not give importance to the syntactical
definitions of sentence only but successfully philosophizes the cognitive nature
of sentence (Sabda) also. ‘‘The $abda reveals itself and the meaning as well’”.
No study of language is philosophical or conceptual if it does not investigate
the concepts as they figure in the mind by expressions. If we study the concept,
and, hence, the concept of sentence as it is understood in communications or as
it figures in the mind, it becomes lively, interesting and philosophical. Mere
syntactical dignosis is unphilosophical and is not different from descriptive
linguistics. From the cognitive point of view, Bhartrhari seems justified in
accepting sentence (inner-sphota) as complete meaning - tevealing - unit of
communication exhausting further expectancy of independently complete
indivisible unit. In this definition, the long or short size or shape of a sentence
is not accountable because, it is contradictory to take about the length or brevity
of an indivisible unit. What is important for this difinition of sentence is the
cognition of complete indivisible meaning revealed non-differently in the mind
by inner-indivisible-unit (sphota). The long or short in shape and size are the
qualities of utterances wrongly understood by ignorants as the nature of sentence
(sphota). i

In brief the single word independently of a sentence denotes universal
which on one hand cannot be taken as expression of a complete specific
meaning accomplishing communication. On the other hand if the complete
meaning is revealed by single word uttered then that single word in that case
at worst be construed as a word but as a sentence or expression expressing
complete unitary meaning. It is clear now that the sphota is foundational and
the tokens are only instrumental in the manifestation of it. The manifestation of
it may be accomplished by any amount of complete or incomplete utterances
but if once it is manifested it reveals itself and its meaning as well and
communications are accomplished. It may not be manifested even by a complete
sentence-token and in some cases it may be manifested even by a letter or by
a word. Thus from the poin: of view of accomplishment of cognition the length
or brevity of tokens is not given importance in the philosophy of grammarians
though they for grammar and analysis accept them as of high importance because
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no explanation, clarification and definition is possible without these tokens and
that is the reason they explain the indivisible cognition and the indivisible
expression infusing cognition on the basis of the process of piece-meal analysis.
Taking this process in view they define a pada also as an indivisible unit which
isolately of a complete sentence (sphota) expresses universal on the basis of
which communication may not be accomplished. Communications are
accomplished as the awareness of complete specified meaning and that meaning
is revealed not by words (popularly expressive of universal) but by indivisible
sentence. Thus, in one line, accomplishment of communication is the criterion
of expression and communications are accomplished by sphota. We don’t take
sphota as an ontological being but as cognitive being of a character of awareness
_which is known as revealed as Vacaka and the Vacya as revealed non-differently
by it in the mind. Expression comprises both of the character of a Vacaka and
Vacya. This does not mean that we are denying the syntactical difference of a
pada and of a sentence token in our sphota theory of language. For us, a pada
and a sentence - token respectively stand by proxy for the pada-sphota and
vakya-sphota which are manifested respectively by their respective token. A
pada-sphota independently of a Vakya-sphota is not an expression accomplishing
communication but a unit revealing universal while a Vakya - sphota (explanined
as formed by different padas) is taken as a urity revealing complete distinct
sphota from which meaning in its completeness and exactness is revealed. We
only awant to emphasize that a Vakya sphota is manifested by a sentence token
and that it may in communication be manifested even by single letters or words
(token) also and in the case these utierances also serve as single word expression
and not as isolated letters or words or sentence token constituted by them.
Vaiyakaranas concept of eternal relation as natural fitness of language!” can not
be explained properly if language as sphota is not taken into account, and, if
language as sphota is taken into account the meaning is taken as revealed
non-differently by it in the mind and then it is proper to accept the tokens as
only tools for manifesting sphota which reveals itself and the meaning as well.!8

The nature of a word indepencently of a sentence, as Bharatrhari says,
is not definite; they are used differently in different expressions, for example,
the verb’ pac’ (cooking) is used as’ Paka’ (cooked material) denoting a finished
character, as’ pacti’ (cooks etc.) denoting non-finished character as ’pacanah’
(fire) and is used also in different persons and numbers. How can the limit of
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a pada will be determined if it is taken independently of a sentence? How can
their meanings be differentiated? According to Bhartrhari it is only due to their
use in the expressions that their forms are decided by the analysis of the sentence.
Not only that but the meaning cognized on the basis of analysis of the sentence
may be different from the meaning of the indivisible sentence and hence the
descrete and complete meaning revealed even by single word utterances cannot
be explained without -taking it as the meaning revealed by a complete sphota
manifested by them.

If pada itself independently of a sentence is taken as the expression and
if the form of a pada is changed or juxtaposed when analysed which of the form
- the former or the latter be attended for association of it with the next word
will be difficult to decide; for example, ‘Dadhyanya’ is analysed in the ‘Dadhi’
and ‘anaya’ (the ‘i’ of the word ‘dadhi’ is reposed for ‘ya’) and hence it becomes
difficult to decide from which point (avadhi) the next word ‘anaya’ be attended
ie. form ‘i’ of ‘dadhi’ or from ‘ya’ of ‘dadhya’? In such a situation it is
improper to accept that the word ‘dadhi’ in the same form is independently
expressor of the meaning. The self restrained and veridical character of cognition
revealed by language in the mind cannot be explained if sentence as indivisible

unit is not taken into account. !9
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