INTRODUCTION

THE SPHOTA THEORY

The theory of the sphota is one of the most important theories
dealing with the central problem of semantics, general linguistics
and philosophy of language. It is claimed that the origin® of this
“theory goes back to Panini’s Agtadhyayi® which mentions the
name of Sphotayana. Nage$a mentions in his Sphotavdda® that
the grammarian Sphotayana has first propounded the theory of
sphota. However, we do not know for certain who was the
first propounder of the sphota doctrine, irrespective of the fact
that Panini himself mentions the name of Sphotayana. The
specific mention of the name of Sphotayana neither sufficiently
indicates that Panini knew anything similar to the sphota theory
as developed by Bhartrhari in his V'dkyapadiya, nor does it point
out that this doctrine originally belonged to the sage

1. Some scholars believe that the indirect reference to the theory
of sphota is found in the view of Audumbarayana quoted
by Yaska in his Nirukta 1.1. Audumbarayana holds that the
classification of words into four categories is impossible, because
there is no separate existence of words apart from the sound-
units that follow each other in quick succession. The school
of Audumbariyana represents the germs of the sphota doc-
trine which was developed later on by Bhartrhari. See
J. BroucH, “Audumbarayana's theory of language’”,
BSOAS, XIV, pt. L
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2 Ceneral Introduction

Sphotayana. At best, the word may mean a remote descendant
of Sphota.*

When we come to Patafijali® we find the first reference to the
theory of sphota. The sphota theory was fully developed by
Bhartrhari and the later grammarians; but some of the notions
underlying this theory are found in Pataiijali's Mahadbhasya.
Therefore, I propose here to put together some of the ideas of
Patafjali on dhvani, sphota and $abda.

Patafijali’s iews on the nature of phonemes:

The search for the ultimate differentiating constituents of
language can be traced back to Patafijali's Mahabhdsya.
In the Pratvaharahnika® of his Mahabhasya, Patanjali discusses the
function of phonemes. First of all he raises the question whether
the phonemes are meaning-bearing units or not. As a prima-
facie argument, he puts forth the view that the phonemes are
the smallest significant units in the language. Phonemes may be

4 IV.i. 99: sl & |
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Sphota : Distinctive and Significative Levels of Language 3

regarded as meaningful units, because the minimally distinctive
words /ku:pa/ ‘well’, /su:pa/ ‘soup’, /yu:pa/ ‘sacrificial post’
convey different information. Since these words are distinguished
from one another by their initial single phonemes only, the
difference in meaning should correspond to the different
phonemes in the initial position of these words. Accordingly,
phonemes are meaningful, because a particular meaning
is not apprechended in the absence of a particular phoneme.
Thus he logically proves that, since the whole unit is meaningful,
its parts (phonemes) must be meaningful. The whole derives
its character from the constituents which make up the whole.
Patafijali furnishes an instance to support this. If a blind person
cannot see, a conclave of hundred blind persons too cannot see;
if a person is endowed with sight, a collection of such hundred
persons would also be endowed with such a faculty. Therefore,
since the whole is meaningful, its parts also must be meaningful.

Patafijali’s’ final answer to this question is that the verbal roots,
stems, suffixes and particles consisting of a single phoneme are
regarded as meaning-bearing units. But if a word consists of
more than one phoneme, meaning is not apprehended from
each phoneme separately. Patafijali no doubt admits that the
words kiipa, siipa and yiipa are distinguished from one another
by their initial single phoneme; nevertheless, the meaning is
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4 Ceneral Introduction

neither cognized through the distinctive phonemes /k/ /s/ and
/y/ in /ku:pd/ /su:pa/ and /yu:pa/ respectively, nor is it
conveyed by the identical segment /u:pe/.

Patafijali maintains that the significance of phonemes lies in
differentiating one word from another; but, according to him,
the differentiating unit is not necessarily the significant unit. His
view is that the isolated phonemes are not directly connected
with meaning. As far as the meaning is concerned, the words are
indivisible into phonemes. Therefore, Patafijali thinks that it is
necessary to postulate a single entity (samghdta) as the meaning-
bearing unit. To put it differently, the word as a whole, un-
connected with the isolated phonemes, conveys meaning. The
whole has its purposive activity which cannot necessarily be
correlated to its parts. The whole® should be looked upon as a
unit different from its parts, from the standpoint of function or
purpose and should not be necessarily considered as belonging
to the collection of parts. Patafijali presents an analogy to prove
his theory: The parts of a chariot, when disconnected from a
structural whole, are incapable of moving, while a chariot as a
whole is capable of doing so.

It is interesting to note here that Patanjali keeps the two
levels of the language apart. Accordingly, the function of the
language at the sound level is to differentiate one significant
unit from another. The function of the language at the word
level is to signify meaning. The later grammarians identify the
significative level of the language with the sphota concept. They
hold the view that the sphota is the single meaning-bearing
entity—either word or sentence. Patafijali does not identify

_e:. Ibid., p. 220: =¥ qRIwT sreg=avadaTAawT: | qav Afg CArF
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Sphota : Distinctive and Significative Levels of Language 5

sphota with the meaning-bearing nature of language. When
Patanjali says: ‘samghdla is one and indivisible’, he means to
say that it cannot be divided into phonemes as far as the
meaning is to be conveyed. In other words, a word undivided
into phonemes conveys meaning. When the later grammarians
say, ‘the word is indivisible’, they mean that it cannot be divided
into a sequence of either morphemes or phonemes. In their
opinion the theory of the akhandapadasphota: ‘indivisible word-
sphota’ abolishes the hierarchy of linguistic units and reduces
them to a single indivisible unit.

Pataiijali's views on the identification and isolation of
morphemes:

The problem of isolation of the morphemes is also discussed
by Katyayana and Patafijali.® In his commentary on the rules I.
ii.45 and L.iii.1, Patafijali presents the procedure for the identi-
fication and isolation of the morphemes. For this purpose he
furnishes the two sets of pairs pacali and pathali, vrksah and
vrksau.

9. [Ibid., p. 219: sdgar VTS AR | fF FIOH | HAw
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6‘ General Intreduciion

Forms Meaning
1. (pacati) He cooks (softening, agent, singularity).
2. (pathati) He reads (reading, agent, singularity).

3. (vrksah) A tree (an object bearing roots,
branches, fruits and leaves; singularity).

4. (vrksau) Two trces (an object, bearing roots, branches,
fruits and leaves; duality).

In the first pair, the comparison of items 1 and 2 reveals one
contrast in expression: /pac-/ : /path-/, and one in meaning:
‘softening’: ‘reading’. In the second pair, the comparison of
items 3 and 4 reveals one contrast in expression /-h/ : / -au/,
and one in meaning, ‘singularity’: ‘duality’. The first pair con-
stitutes one common phonetic element-ati, and common meaning
‘doer of action’ and ‘singularity’. The second pair constitutes
the common phonetic element vrksa-, with the common meaning
‘tree’. Patanjali states the two principles which would determine
the isolation and identification of morphemes:

(i) The common meaning should correspond to the com-
mon phonetic element, and

(ii) The difference in meaning should correspond to the
difference in phonetic element.

The first is called anvaya (agreement) and the second is
called vyatireka (contrast). For the identification of morphemes,
he gives the principle of anvaya (agreement in phonetic shape
and meaning). Further, his statements suggest that the process,
by which isolation and identification of morphemes can be
accomplished, is the comparison of different forms which are con-
stituted by recurring partials and distinct phonetic elements
having a common and different meaning respectively.

<10 Google NIVE




Sphota: Distinctive and Significative Levels of Language 7

In the passage of the Mahabhagya (Vol. 1, pp. 30-31) which
has been already referred to in the earlier section, Patanjali con-
siders phonemes to be the smallest differentiating units, but when
they are isolated from the finished word, they have no meaning.

In the passage under discussion he shows that, although the
finished word is used for the purposes of communication, it will
be possible to assign some meaning to the suffix and stem by
the process of contrast and agreement. Thus, while phonemes
cannot be correlated directly with the meaning denoted by the
finished form, morphemes can be said to have a direct connection
with the meaning conveyed by the finished form. This view of
Patafijali is analogous to the theory of the varnasphota developed
by later grammarians. Since, according to them, the term sphota
necessarily refers to the significant unit, they tried to interpret
the term varnasphota to mean the smallest meaningful units
like stems, roots and suffixes. Originally the term stands for the
smallest differentiating units rather than meaningful ones. To
Patafijali the term sphota need not necessarily involve considera-
tion of meaning. He has used the term sphota (probably “heard
sound”) strictly to point out its relation with dhvani (“spoken
sound”). Another noteworthy point in Patanjali’s discussion is
that he does not abandon the hierarchy of linguistic units and
reduce them to single indivisible units. Subsequently, the
upholders of the theories of akhandapadasphota: ‘indivisible
word-sphota’ and akhandavakyasphota: ‘indivisible sentence-
sphota’ maintain that the listener is not concerned with the
hierarchical structure of language at the time of communication.
Patafijali has not said anything similar to this. But his argument
has been that the significative unit cannot be dissolved into the
smallest constituents of language i.e. phonemes. It deserves to
be noted in this connection that, while discussing the meaning-
bearing aspect of grammatical units, Patafijali has never used
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8 General Iniroduction

the term sphota, which has become the subject of hair-splitting
discussion in the galaxy of later grammarians.

Pataijali’s views on the nature of Sabda (word):

The introductory chapter of the Mahdbhisya deals with the
definition of $abda. Patafijali'® furnishes us with two alternative
definitions of the term #abda. The first definition tells us that the
term $abda: ‘word’ stands for a meaningful segment. According
to the second definition, any meaningful or meaningless sound is
designated as $abda. Patafijali says, when the word gauh is uttered,
the following concepts come before the listener’s mind: ‘the
individual cow having a dewlap, a tail, a hump, hooves and
horns, her action, her colour, her form, besides the phonetic
shape g-au-h’. Accordingly, it becomes difficult to ascertain what
exactly is denoted by the term ‘word’. Patahjali finally says:
‘that is word which, when uttered, brings us the knowledge of
the object possessing a dewlap, a tail, a hump, hooves and
horns’. He knows the two-sidedness of word. One side represents
‘sound’ and the other ‘content’. When a word is uttered, its
sound is heard and its meaning is apprehended. Therefore, he
defines word as a ‘meaningful sound’.

Then he proceeds to contrast this sense of $abda with another
sense of #abda, which is accepted by a layman. He says that

10. Ibid., p. 1: g wifmy & wma: | f§ aEcAEATSEIsTEa-
gifagnadsd @ 73 | A FF A7 991 ... Fedlg TR |
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Sphota: Distinctive and Significative Levels of Language 9

dhvani: ‘sound’ is a popular term, and sound is designated
as $abda: ‘word.’ According to the second definition, any pho-
netic sequence is considered to be a word which need not
necessarily convey any meaning. This definition points out that
the name ‘word’ is given to the articulate sound.

The purpose behind Patafijali’s reading the alternative defini-
tion lies in the fact that the grammatical rules operate with two
kinds of words. Some rules operate with meaningful segments,
while the rules of euphonic combination etc. take into account
purely the sound elements. Thus, in the modern terminology,
the first definition lays emphasis on the morphemic character of
a word, whereas the second emphasises the phonetic character
of word. According to the commentators'? of the Mahdbhdsya,
the first definition refers to the sphota word, while in the second
definition, the dhvani and sphota aspects are regarded as non-
different. The commentators try to read in Patafijali’s statement
the theories developed later on the sphota word. This makes

11. The commentators on the Mahabhdsya interpret the word
pralilapaddrthaka in the second definition differently. Accord-
ing to them, the sound, which conveys a sense, is called a
word. They maintain that both the definitions refer to the
meaning-conveyor sound. But in such interpretation, the con-
trast between the two alternative definitions is not clearly
brought out. Moreover, my interpretation is supported by the
comparative study of the word prafitapaddrthaka which is
used thrice by Patafijali in his Mahabhdgya. For details, see
S. D. JosHi, “A definition of a word, an Interpretation”,
BDCRI, Vol. XXV, pp. 65-70.

12. Pradipa on the Mahabhisva (quoted in the footnote num-
ber 10) : srqafa | 7y safewizarg 7 sygeafoacnfagraga
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10 General Introduction

them think that the first definition refers to the meaningful word
i.e. sphota word. Patanjali has never used the term sphota'®
to refer to a single indivisible meaning-bearing unit. The term
sphota as used by Pataiijali always stands for the structure of
expression which may or may not have meaning. The idea that
the meaning-bearing word is the sphota is not implicitly or
explicitly stated by Patafijali, although such a concept has
occurred to later theorists.

Patafijali'* makes another important statement about the
nature of $abda. He says $abda is what is perceived by the
auditory organs, grasped through intellect, revealed by the
sounds pertaining to the region of the sky. By these three phrases,
Patafijali gives an adequate description of the process of com-
munication. Firstly, sound is revealed by the articulatory process;
secondly, it is received by the listener’s ear and finally the
auditory perception of the sound is translated into thought. It
is a characteristic feature of Indian thinkers, that language,
according to them, is primarily to be looked upon as an auditory
system. It is used to communicate our thoughts to listeners, and
accordingly, the perception of sounds by the listener’s ear plays
a very important role in the process of communication. By the
term buddhinirgrahyah: ‘grasped by the intellect’, Patafijali
indicates that word is a mental or psychical entity. The phrase
prayogena ubhijvalitah: ‘revealed by the sounds’ refers to the
sphota aspect of word. The term drotropalabdhih: ‘perceived
auditorily’ stands for the sound which passes from the speaker
to the listener. Patafijali points out that $abda. in its sphota
aspect, represents the auditory image of sound revealed by the

13. K. KunJunni RajA, Indian Theories of Meaning, p. 103.
4. Mbh. Vol. 1, p. 18: siiasfeudfgfmbar: amimfysafes:
ATHFTAIT: WX TF T QAAFTAT |
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Sphota : Distinctive and Significative Levels of Language 11

articulatory movements. Thus, he has used the term $abda in
different contexts to represent different aspects of words. The
first definition emphasises the significative aspect of word, the
second the articulatory aspect and the third statement speaks
of the word as the sound-image auditorily perceived. The term
$abda stands as a common name for these three aspects.

Patafijali’s views on the succession of phonemes:

It has been already pointed out that Patafjali postulates a
single entity (sarighdta) as the meaning-bearing unit. He
contends that the word as a whole, unconnected with the isolation
of phonemes, conveys meaning. That is to say, the whole denotes
a meaning without reference to its parts (phonemes). This

view appears to run on parallel lines with the view maintained
" by the later grammarians who assume that the sphota word is
an indivisible meaning-bearing unit. They express the view that
the meaning apprehended from a word cannot be derived from
individual phonemes taken singly, because in that case remaining
phonemes would be meaningless. It cannot be derived either
from a combination of phonemes because one cannot account
for the simultaneity of phonemes which are liable to destruction
as soon as they are uttered. The later grammarians say that there
cannot be the combination of what is non-existent with what is
existent. Thus, the sphotavadin maintains that the sequence of
phonemes is an impossibility. Since the unitary perception of
word cannot be explained with reference to the sequence of
phonemes, they postulate a single indivisible entity sphota as a
meaning-conveyer word. However, Patafjali’s reason for accept-
ing the whole as a single entity does not stem forth from the
unaccountability of the sequence of phonemes.

Go gle




12 Cencral Introduclion

Patanjali'” on the rule 1.4.109 argues that the vocal organs
do not produce the phonemes simultaneously. The simultaneity
of phonemes is impossible on account of their transient character.
Accordingly, there cannot be a single moment which may
comprise of all the phonemes uttered together. As a solution of
this problem, Patafjali says, the unity of words exists only in
our mind. In this conceptual word we have the notion of
succession of phonemes. The sequence of phonemes is to be
understood as a mental one. In other words, although phonemes
cannot be uttered together at a single moment, their conceptual
simultaneity can exist in the mind of the speaker and the listener.
In short, Patanjali does not find any difficulty in maintaining
the notion of sequence of phonemes which, as a whole, conveys
meaning.  The simultaneous cognition of phonemes that exists
in the mind explains the unitary notion of word which conveys
meaning. But this quality of meaning-bearing nature belongs to
the whole, and cannot necessarily be correlated with its parts
separately. To put it differently, the conceptual sequence of
phonemes can be viewed in its entirety as a single unit which
he calls by the term sathghdla. Consequently, Patafijali admits
the three propositions: (i) sarghata is divisible into phonemes
structurally, (ii) the sequence of phonemes can exist in our

15. [Ibid., p. 356: wratwdwwrE=ae Ghgar YqatarrrarcfgaranT
aaraifa) 7 fg awr aiegwafa | s s . g
quiafadY a1% | 7 & gagsarafy | Mffa arag TR FrEaay
AR 7 fraddd | gERER A Ak T feasdd | greg
feastdtd 7 &R AR | ssafandfaam | swfaraf:
geafq auif: | geafea: geaEd: | F9T90 LS T AT Foreq
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Sphota : Distinctive and Significative Levels of Language 13

mind and it forms the samghdta, and (iii) the meaning-bearing
nature of samghdla cannot be assigned individually to each
phoneme. )

This is, however, not admitted by the later grammarians.
Unaccountability of the succession of phonemes is the main
argument that is used by them to establish the entity of sphota.
From Patanjali’s point of view, the phonemes as differentiating
units are structurally parts of the samghdla, although they are
bereft of the significative function of satghdta. The later
grammarians assumne that the sphota word is revealed through
the phonemes, but it has no structural connection either with
the isolated phonemes or with a series thereof.

Palafijali’s piews on sphota and dhvani:

Patafjali,’® while explaining the rules 1.1.70 and 8. 2. 18,
directly refers to the word sphota. Here he describes the relation

16. Ibid., p. 181: faghiq) Faw srafeqar aut gaweanfamfaarnyg |
frpaealz afafaay | agfEofreadgan fafass ) 7@
Fhrmgrafuary wafa | oy anifaas | shafain sfme
feavaor | g 7ar | adaAraW Fwn =i sfig ol
wesfy shafEatn rsefy | fas sy rsefa anfesfiat
qarfafeaaor | faegw Soeqa: | afasormarar aafafwman)
TrigFaafesoreg afggrat @mam | oF afg wwe: a1 afT
TR | FAH | WATAIAAT | qEAr  wqtEva | wAHE
sifeafe ft weefs sfiaq g =g a@fom:
TRt ararda wafy safagpar afg:

wafq: eRzaT et safasg @w S )
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The meaning of the passage is not clear. According to
Kaiyata the passage means: ‘when a drum is struck, (while
(No. 16 Foot Note Contd. on page 14)
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(No. 16 Foot Note Contd. from page 13)

hearing the sound of it) one travels twenty feet, another thirty
feet, and still another forty feet’. NageSa interprets Kaiyata
to mean, ‘when a drum is struck, (while hearing the reverbera-
tion of it) one (drum-beater) travels twenty feet, another
thirty feet, and still another forty feet’. Accordingly, Nage$a
interprets the passage to mean that the sound produced by the
drum and stick remains of the same duration but increase and
decrease in the steps is caused by the reverberation of sound,
because it differs from drum to drum. To put it differently,
although the initial sound is the same in all cases, still rever-
beration causes difference in it. That is to say, reverberation
of sound lasts for a shorter or a longer period in the case of
different drums and it causes the repeated perception of the
original sound. The term sphota stands for the initial sound
(prakrta-dhvani) of the drum while the term dhvani stands for
the reverberation of initial sound. This reverberation is called
dhvani, and it is responsible for the increase or decrease in
lengths. See Prof. IYER's Article, ‘‘Bhartrhari on dhvani”,
ABORI, Vol. XLVI, p. 50. Also Prof. BRoUGH, ‘‘Theories
of general linguistics”, TPS, 1951, p. 35. BROUGH under-
stands the passage to mean ‘when a drum is struck, one drum-
beat travels twenty feet, another thirty feet, (still) another
forty feet’. The sphota (beating) remains the same, but in-
crease in steps is caused by the sound (produced by beatings).
If we follow NageSa's interpretation, ‘increase and decrease
in steps’ might have its cause in fast or slow walking of different
persons. Accordingly, Patafijali’s statement dhvanikrta vrddhih:
‘increase is caused by sound (i.e. dhvani = reverberation)’
would not solely be justified, because even if the duration of rever-
beration remains the same, difference in steps can be justified
by slow or fast walking of different persons. Context permits
only BROUGH’s interpretation, although it cannot be strictly
supported by grammar. Grammatically the subject of dhatva:
‘having beaten the drum’ and that of gacchati must be the same.
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Sphota : Distinctive and Significative Levels of Language 15

between the two aspects of word: sphota and dhvani. According
to him, the sphota aspect of word, which is suddenly revealed to
the listener’s ear, is quite different from dhvani which refers to
the distinctive or non-distinctive sound-elements uttered by the
different speakers in varied tones, pitches etc. From Patanjali’s
statements, it seems to me that the term sphota refers to the
constant element in the auditory image of the varied articulated
sounds, whereas the term dhvani refers to the physical arti-
culated sound which is associated with length, tempos and
various peculiarities of the individual speaker. The speech-pro-
perties belonging to the individual speakers are regarded
as non-distinctive from the point of view of the perception of
the sphota. Patafijali says that phonemes are fixed (avasthitah
varndh) and tempos or intonation depend on the speech-habits
of the speaker. The distinction between the sphota aspect and
dhvani aspect of a word is analogous to the distinction between
the phonematic and the phonetic patterns of word. Pataiijali,
while explaining the rule 1.1.70, says that the nature of
phonemes is not affected by a rapid, medium or a slow mode
of pronunciation. Here he brings in, in order to explain these
aspects, the analogy of the drum-beat. When a drummer
strikes his drum, the dhvani (i.e. the drum-beat) may last long,
so as to travel twenty, thirty or even forty steps, but sphota
remains precisely the same; the increase and decrease in the
steps is caused by the difference in the duration of dhvani.

In another context, Patafijali'” has used the term sphota to
denote the phonetic species of the phonetically different sounds.
Accordingly, he interprets the rule krpo ro lah (VIILii.18) to
mean that the ra-sphota (i.e. phonetic species of r-sounds) is
replaced by the la-sphota (i.e. phonetic species of [-sounds).

17. Ibid., p. 26: srgarvaa: wheATs fafammy | vgae gfasiadfa |
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16 General Introduction

Thus, we substitute l-sound for r-sound (karpaie=kalpate),
and the vocalic ! for the vocalic r. because in the rule the
phoneme r refers only to phonetic species of r-sounds. Here it
should be noted that, according to Pataijali, the two sounds,
consonantal r and the r-element in the vocalic r, which may not
be phonemically distinguishable, belong to the single sphota. In
the example quoted earlier, also, the difference in duration caused
by the rapid, medium and slow pronunciation of the speakers
is non-phonemic.

Yet, which of these phonetic variations of particular sounds
are regarded as non-discriminating in the sphota (phonemic) per-
ception of sounds, is not clearly brought out by Patanjali. He
does not furnish the necessary conditions under which two
sounds are regarded as distinctive and under which they are
not. For the non-distinctiveness of phonetically different sounds,
he states one condition: ‘If a sound is uttered in rapid, medium
and slow modes of pronunciation, its sphota perception remains
the same’.

Briefly stated, Patafijali’s opinion is that the term sphota is
somewhat analogous either to the phonematic pattern of
sounds or the phonetic species of sounds. Kaiyata,'® the famous
commentator on the Mahdbhdgya, in fact, agrees with the
latter view, Patafjali’s notion of sphota cannot be reduced pre-
cisely to modern linguistic terminology. Nor could we simplify
his procedure.

It emerges from this, that Patafijali in all probability might
have approached the problem of phonemics by a different
method which is presented in different conditions. It can only

18. Pradipa on Mbh. under Sivasiilras ' 3-4: wnfaewte zad: |
TATATAHATAANALAEFLATT I Eqrqrasraraar=iu |
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be said that, according to Patafijali, the term dhvani refers to
the articulate sound which differs in phonetic value with
reference to the variation in the utterance of different speakers.
The term sphota, on the other hand, stands for a type sound
whose limits of non-distinctiveness are not precisely defined.

While commenting on the rule 1.1.1. Katyayana says: ‘if
the sound ¢ is not added to the vowel 4, @ will not represent all
its varieties with different accents and qualities etc., because
the qualities render the phonemes distinctive’. Patafijali exem-
plifies this by saying that in the Vedic recitation, if a pupil
utters a vowel with different accents, the instructor slaps him
on his face for the mispronunciation. This shows that accents
are distinctive.

But in the descriptive system of Paninian grammar, the
accent, nasalization etc. do not render the vowel distinctive
as far as the application of this system is concerned. The pro-
cedure, followed by the descriptive system of grammar, purely
takes into account the phonological behaviour of phonemes
for the application of grammatical rules. All the different
phonemic entities &, &, 4, 4, 'd, '@ fall into a single class
dat, where the t indicates the non-distinctiveness of the members
in the class. The descriptive procedure of Panini does not ex-
amine the types of contrasts which exist in the language, but
examines whether the distinctive feature is significant for gram-
matical analysis or not.

With regard to the phonemic system of language the gram-
marians admitted the phonetic difference in the varieties of
vowels and consonants. But for the grammatical description of
language all of them are not necessarily relevant. Thus, the
task of specifying the distinctive and non-distinctive features of
phonemes is. intended as a mere technical aid for describing a

F.3
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18 General Iniroduction

language. With this in my mind, I made the statement that
Patanjali has approached the problems of phonemics by a
different method. The term sphota is not used by Patafijali
primarily with reference to the non-distinctiveness of phonemes
that exists in the language system, but it is restricted to the same
class of varied spoken sounds, whose distinctiveness may not be
grasped by the listener. This is suggested by his phrase ra-fruter
la-$rutir bhavati. In other words, according to Patafijali, the
distinction between the consonantal r and the r-element in the
vocalic T is not perceived auditorily and it is not relevant for
grammatical analysis.

Thus the following points emerge out of the Bhdgya discussion:
i) Patafjali’s conception of the indivisibility of wholes is quite
different from the later-developed notion of the indivisibility of
the sphota word. He assumes that a samghdla is endowed with
proper meaning, and it can be dissolved into smaller semantic
units in the form of stem and suffixes. These semantic units can
be further divided into ultimate differentiating constituents i.e.
phonemes, which are the ultimate constituents of language. The
phonemes are not necessarily endowed with a proper meaning.
While establishing the meaningfulness of sarhghdta and non-
meaning-bearing nature of phonemes, he has not relied for
support on the sphota theory.

ii) Patanjali distinguishes between the three different ap-
proaches from which speech-utterance may be studied: (1)
arthasarhpratyayakah $abdah: ‘meaningful word’, (2) dhvani:
‘articulate sound’ and (3) sphotasabdah: ‘an auditory impre-
ssion of sounds grasped through intellect’. The first is essentially
the same as the morpheme or morphemic-sequence. The second
is the articulate sound which gives rise to the impression of the
sphota in the listener’s mind. The abstract sound-image which
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disregards the furtive elements in the phonetic features of sounds
is called sphota.

ii) Patanjali is consistent in maintaining the terminological
distinction between the dhvani and the sphota aspects of words.
According to him, the phoneme (varna)™ is the sphota
which remains the same in all the different modes of utterances.
The term dhvani®® is used to denote speech-sound, which is
associated with all distinctions in the modes of utterances and
individual peculiarities. It manifests the sphota. The difference
in the speeds of utterance does not affect the sphota, but it is
felt to be associated with it, due to the difference in the sounds
which manifest the sphota.

iv) The word $abda®™, as used by Patafijali, may stand either
for dhvani or sphota on the one hand. or for the meaning-bearing
word (sarighdta) on the other. While his term $abda is common
to all these three, the terms dhvani, sphota and the meaningful
samghdla are not interchangeable. His term sphota stands in
much more intimate relation with the term dhvani than with the
arthasampratyayakasabda. There seems to be no natural inherent

19. I have used the term phoneme for the varna or sphota in its
loose sense. Exactly there is no parallel term in western linguistics
for the sphota or varna notions of the old Vaiyakaranas.

20. NageSa has interpreted the Bhdsya - passage somewhat dif-
ferently. To him sphota is the original sound and dhvani is a
kind of reverberation of the original sound. The original sound
(sphota) is perceived in shorter or longer time owing to the
differences in its reverberations. This explanation is based on
the prakriadhvani and vaikrtadhvani concepts developed by
Bhartrhari and his commentators. This distinction is nowhere
mentioned by Patafijali in his Mahabhdgya. See Prof. IYER's
article, op. cit., pp. 50-51.

21. See footnotes 5-10.
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20 GCeneral Introduction

relation between the sphota and the meaningful sarhghdta. The
significant unit, when revealed to the listener’s ear, may be
referred to by the term sphota not because it is significant, but
because it is auditorily perceived, and it is revealed by the spoken
sounds.

We are not sure to which degree Patafijali’s conception of
sphota or varna is similar to the modern conception of phoneme or
the phonemic pattern. He states that the r-element in the vocalic
rand consonantal r are not distinguished in the sphota aspect of
word. He also states that the slow and fast pronunciations do not
render the phoneme distinctive. All these are stray hints. They
do not sufficiently indicate under what conditions two phone-
tically distinctive sounds are united under the same vartta or
sphota. From his statements it is only implied that Patanjali’s
conception of sphota or varna is somewhat similar to the concep-
tion of modern phoneme or phonemic pattern of word. But
Patafijali never shows implicitly or explicitly any relation
between the sphota and the single indivisible meaning-bearing
word, as it is maintained by the later grammarians.

Bhartrhari's views on dhvani and sphota:

When we come to Bhartrhari, we find that he presents the
various views on the nature of dhvani and sphota in the words
kecit and apare etc. He holds the view that the sphota?? is mani-
fested by the sound which is produced by the conjunction of the
vocal organs with the points of articulation. In one of the

22. VP, 197:

gyerTRIaY: fagr oy frgar qar )
SIFTSISAFATT G497 TREA1ZAY:; 1)
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karikds®® he says that sphota is devoid of temporal distinctions.

The sphota is not short,*® long or prolated. This distinction be-
longs in reality to the manifesting sounds, but it is falsely at-
tributed to the manifested sphota with which sounds are perceived
as identical. Arguing on the same line, he states that the sphota
does not involve the differences in the speed of utterance
(vritibheda). The sound spoken by the speaker and heard by
the listener, is associated with the various differences in intona-
tion, tempos, pitch etc., but the manifested sound is devoid of
all these qualities.

While commenting on the verses® 75-77 of the first Kanda
of the Vakvapadiya, Harivrsabha® says that the sound is of two
kinds: primary (prakriadhvani) and secondary  (vaikria-
dhyani)*. That sound is primary which causes the perception
of the sphota and without which the form of the sphota remains

23. Ibid., 1.75-77:
eRreeqTfraseer wfweraafa: |
ggoarfaids Ffads w=em
FaTaEfaas gragoaaifay |
VIFAET €24 FS: ToqeAQINAA ||
TR AfarTad fag g dgarn |
SITT: GRS TRIeTeRT & fired )

24. Harivrsabha's Vrtti on VP. 1.76 (quoted by IYER, op. cit.,
P 52): eAfERIeaY; qUFRITAFISIAT FRIE T8 w7 Sofafae
TR | T WA 9TFA: agATRIOWTdl aeRTfgesror uaqena
tfa frrrafaf weewr gft dga s=00

25. 1 take the explanation of these terms from IYER, op. cil.,
pp. 53-54.
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unmanifested.” However, the secondary sound is regarded as
the cause of the continuity of the perception of the already
manifested sphota. The perception of the sphota does not dis-
appear with the primary sound at once. It continues to be
perceived again and again, uninterruptedly for a longer duration
of time. It lasts for a short time in a quick speech, a little
longer in the medium speech and still longer in a slow speech.
But this continued perception of the sphota cannot be explained
unless we assume that the manifesting sounds also continue in
the succeeding moments. These sounds which become the cause
of difference in the speed of utterance are called secondary
sounds. However, the difference in duration associated with the
secondary sounds is not even falsely attributed to the sphota, be- -
cause the secondary sound is produced after the manifestation
of the sphota. Although the secondary sounds do not manifest
the sphota, these (sounds) become the cause of continued per-
ception of the sphota already manifested by the primary sounds.
In short, the distinction between prakrtadhvani and wvaikria-
dhvani, drawn by Harivrsabha, may be shown as follows:

The primary sound is produced by the conjuction and dis-
junction of the organs with the points of articulation, and
it causes the perception of the sphota and of the secon-
dary sound. The sphota is wrongly perceived as identical
with the primary sound. Accordingly, the properties of
primary sound such as length, pitch etc. are wrongly felt to
be associated with the manifested sphota which, in reality, is free
from such a distinction. The secondary sounds which originate
from the primary sounds are produced after the manifestation

26. Ibid., pp. 52-53: g% Srza’ I A7 faar eRrewgRAeTe T
efifeoad draeg Amfwens wheeT O grefrsada gfamrc
STHNISH |
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of sphota. They cause continuity of the perception of the
sphota through the provision of continued reverberation® of
primary sounds. The secondary sounds, while causing the con-
tinuity in the perception of the sphota, are associated with the
differences in speeds—slow, medium and rapid—of utterance.
The difference in the speed of utterance means greater or smaller
number of repeated cognitions of the sphota. The length of
the time of continued cognition of sphota solely depends on the
speed of utterance with which secondary sound is associated.*
The difference in the mode of utterance of the secondary sound
does not affect in any way the nature of the sphota which is al-
ready manifested by the primary sound. In other words, the
secondary sounds are not considered as identical with the al-
ready manifested sphota, and, accordingly, the properties of the
secondary sounds are not superimposed on the sphota®

It emerges from this discussion that the listener’s ability
to receive auditory impression of sphota is unaffected by
changes in the frequency of the speaker’s voice. Speech remains

27. Helaraja (on verse 64, Kailasamuddesa, TSS., CXVI)
interprets the term Vaifrtadhvani to mean the secondary sounds,
which are echos or reverberations of the primary sounds of the

first moments. He reads: wreaeafafacfasasy mﬁm.
TEAT § TITISTSACEAT a7 G A9 ArArae g9 fegan:
SSHATTEEAI F AARTAAICAT: TRTAGAGURLIT VA
eqfaearar  gafedeafa wwafm 1 (Quoted by IVER, op.
cit., p. 58.)

28. See note 26.

29. Vrttion VP. 1.77 (quoted by IYER) op. cit., p. 53: qEATY-
qefaasafaddo dgaq eafrr  agsaaasty eReTe agoare-
STV geafaaaneagaag AFafa |
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intelligible to a listener even if it is transmitted at twice the rate
of normal talking. Similarly, even if it is slowed down, it does
not make any significant change from the point of the listener’s
ability to discriminate words (sphota). The variability
involved in the perception of speech-sound uttered at a rapid or
slow rate does not affect in any way the quality of the primary
articulate sound.

However, in the case of length we observe some significant
contrast in the articulatory position of the organs. In Sanskrit, as
in many languages, two speech-units may be distinctively diffe-
rent, because a certain articulatory position is held longer in
one of the speech-units than in the other. Since the time-distinc-
tion is associated with the articulatory positions of sound pro-
ducing organs, length is recognised as a part of the phonetic sys-
tem of language.® But speed involves the manner of moving the
vocal organs from one position to another at a faster rate.
Accordingly, it is not considered to be a part of the phonetic
system of language. In other words, difference in speed is regard-
ed as non-distinctive pattern of speech, and it is held as a
secondary sound. But length of time is associated with the posi-
tion of the articulatory organs in as much as it is regarded as
associated with a primary sound.

Bhartrhari refers to the distinction between the primary sound
.and the secondary sound in his commentary® on the Mahabhdsya

30. [Ibid., p. 53. wafqaT GO TRIEET FAETH IISVAS JEATTEATY
waq: feafose: erRvefuen af@dd | (See also Helaraja,
quoted by IYER, op. cil., p. 58): gasw & (dzasFa:) wk-
aearg afgat 7 fraafar |

31. Mahabhagyadipikd, ABORI, Veol. XLIV, p. 49: gaaddw
vt frammenay | o frae gEdsfrarsserer
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on the first Sivasiitra. He says that the sound produced by the
contact of articulatory organs is designated as primary sound.
And that which is produced by such a sound (by holding the
same articulatory position®?) is also to be known as the primary
sound. The primary sound, which continues also in succeeding
movements, is responsible for the distinction in vowels. When the
succeeding primary sound is produced, the activity of the arti-
culatory organs is not considered to have ceased. These primary
sounds manifest the sphota, and these are perceived as identical
with it. The sound which comes from another sound (after the
cessation of activity of the articulatory organs) is called second-
ary sound, which arises from the previous sounds. It does not
affect the quality of vowels (it only causes difference in speed).
The distinction between the primary and secondary sounds as
brought out by Bhartrhari remains essentially the same as that
pointed in Harivrsabha’s commentary on the Vakyapadiya,
because, in both the texts, the primary sounds are regarded as
distinctive, whereas secondary sounds are not. Nevertheless,
Bhartrhari’s passage seems somewhat obscure and does not
clearly bring out the distinction between the second kind of
primary sounds and secondary sounds.

Ffacargar. FFgFan | a9 FoEfrnagray o awa at
migat | anai feagsfer: | awg wfaar afsay @ dva )
) fastqrarand | 399 § 9 W IUSed) g5q sfa oy famiw:
afy wsRFaTAE  fawwed gamanfasfeorafs faw-
wreed | a9 Adeay g g7 Fonfaea: g gafey of
(w?)ufe  wewaEwRTEE (7) groE Fomfreraear-
qaafafa

32. The portion appearing in the brackets is supplied by me to
make the sense of the passage clear.
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Bhartrhan, in his commentary®® on the Mahabhdgya under the
Sivasiitras 3-4, also mentions the two alternative views regarding
the nature of primary and secondary sounds. According to the
first view, the primary sound reveals the nature of sphota, while
the secondary sound causes distinction not in a single phonemic
unit taken by itself, but only in the whole unit combined out of
two or more units. The second view maintains that, according to
some, sphota is produced by the contacts and separations of the
articulatory organs, while (the secondary sound is) a kind of
reverberation which arises from the (primary) sounds.

Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya records the three different
views* regarding the nature of the relation between dhvani and
sphota. He says that some are of the opinion that dhvani is
perceived as identical with sphota. The commentators explain

33. Mahabhagyadipika, op. cil., p. 76: F=afas TFIE LR
wafa | 99 9 safaw sratwr eReEasfista Aif @ afg o
qarat s eafy: ®eamaer sfaorewcarama smfay | aeEE
fasien gfaqres: 7. w9zmed 7. @ar fy TEEnha ) ...
qqaT WAAg qfg FAT AT | T FEATH THIT T G-
frarmrea A AT AT | AT A WeRT U |

34. VP. 1.81:

eRrEEqrfaamT sqquzufaead |

#frag eafreas sassg: swfega 1
Punyarija under V'P. 1.81: 797 Surggaeamgaada ehfewmr-
At 789 qar sAfrEIAeIT ug ewREmafeAnAeey gfr
#gifaewas | [t will be interesting to note here that K. A. S.
IYER points out in his introduction (p. ix) to the translation
of the Vikvapadiva (Deccan College, 1966) that the
commentary on Kinda |, published at Benares, is not a
commentary of Punyaraja.

Google



Sphota : Distinctive and Significelive Levels of Language 27

this by means of the analogy of the japa-flower. The redness in
the crystal appears to be real, when it is placed next to the
japd-flower. The same is true with regard to the sphota which
1s not distinctly perceived from the dhvani. Thus the length and
other peculiarities of sound are wrongly attributed to sphota.

His second view regarding the nature of relation between the
dhvani and sphota maintains that the sounds, although they are
not cognisable by themselves, cause the manifestation of the
sphota. The commentators explain this by the analogy of senses.
The senses®®, without themselves being perceived, cause the
perception of the objects. In the same way the sphota is perceived
through the sound which is itself imperceptible.

His third view on the relation between dhvani and sphota
points out that the perception of sphota is not identical with
the perception of sound. Sometimes we perceive the dhvanis
without perceiving the sphota,” just as we perceive the light
without seeing the flame.

Bhartrhari also records three different views on the nature of
sphota. He says that, according to some, the term sphota stands
for the initial articulated sounds produced by the various
degrees of contacts of the articulatory organs with the points of
articulation. The sound belonging to the first moment, according
to this view, is the sphota, while the sound resulting from the
sphota and belonging to the succeeding moments, are called
§abdajah $abddh (sounds produced by sounds). The succeeding
sounds (dhvanayah) are regarded as a chain of repetition of

35. Vriti on VP. 1.81 (quoted by IYER, op. cit., p. 59): h‘]ﬁ'ﬁ_
gafamifaamme  sEien @ fagdrefagas: @
safrarRrTreT: weawg fafre wefa |

36. Ibid., p. 59: Fwer ¥R AT EREETHAAIW FLTWlM: |
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the first sound (sphota)®. These sounds, moving like waves,
become weaker and weaker as they spread farther and farther
from the sphota word. _

In anqther view suggested by Bhartrhari,*® both the dhvani
and the sphota are said to be produced simultaneously. This is
explained by the analogy of the flame and the light. The flame
and the light are produced at the same moment. However, from
a distance we see the light without seeing the flame. In the
same manner, from a distance we may hear the sound and not the
sphota. According to this theory, there is no interval between the
perception of the sphota and that of dhvani. But these two
aspects of a word are kept apart from each other, just as the
initial sound of a bell and its reverberations are regarded as
quite distinct from each other. These two views ' mentioned
above suggest that the sphota is regarded as a transitory sound
rather than the eternal entity.

In accordance with the third view®, the sphota represents
the universal nature of individual dhwvanis. It is the individual
that helps the manifestation of the universal. The varied indi-
vidual sounds are called dhwvanis, and the class-nature of these
sounds is considered to be the sphota.

37. K. A, S. IYER, “Who are anityasphotavddins”, POC, 1935,

pp. 258 ff.
38. VP. 1.103 and 104:
o wafa av e ewEFra 7 frgd
T WRHA: TIAIHAAGHF: 1|
gUreHAT {1967 safanrs g wena |

T T WY AT 9T T WA 11

See also note 34.
39. VP.1.93: sqssmrafwsrgar wifa: ewe gfr om@r)
! #fiag sa7aq qIrear safaedT gwfeqar
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Bhartrhari has used the term sphota only nine times in the
V dkyapadiva and that too occurs in the first Kanda of it. Like
Patafijali, Bhartrhari has also invariably used the term sphota
in its relation with the dhvani. Without referring to the dhvanis,
he has nowhere used the term sphota. Bhartrhari has nowhere
clearly stated in his Vakyapadiya that “sphota is over and above
the sounds, it is indivisible and without any inner sequence,
and it is a meaning-bearing unit of the language.” It is now
necessary to translate’® the nine verses of the Vikyapadiya,
where the term sphota occurs, in order that the moot question
whether sphota is or is not a meaning-bearing unit may be
examined.

VP.1.49"

Just as a reflection (of the object) appearing elsewhere (as
in waters) assumes its (water’s) properties, owing (to its
association) with the movement of it (water), similar is the
relation between sphota and ndda (sound).

Notes*?:  The reflection of the moon in the waters appears
to be associated with the properties of water
such as agitation, etc. However, in reality, reflec-
tion by itself is free from (or without) such pro-
perties. Similarly the sphota appears to have varied
properties of sounds which differ in length and
various modes of utterances.

40. 1 have made use of Prof. K. A. S. IYER's and Miss M.
BIARDEAU's translations of the Vakyvapadiva, Kanda-l.
(Deccan College, 1966 and Paris, 1964, respectively)
wherever necessary.

41. wfafers qavax feas Arafrarram

aesra Fafrarafa @ o eREaTY: | .

42. Notes are based on the commentaries of Punyarija and

Harivrsabha (quoted by IYER in his article, ABORI, op. cit.).
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VP.1.75*

The difference in duration (which gets introduced in the
auditory perception) of the sphota which does not involve the
temporal distinction, but which appears to assume the duration
of (succeeding) sounds— is explained by the difference in
conditions which delimit the (continued) perception (of the
sphota through the secondary sounds).

Notes:  The difference in various modes of pronunciation as
rapid, medium and slow belongs in reality to the
secondary sounds which are responsible for the con-
tinued cognition of the sphota. Nevertheless, they are
felt to be associated with the sphota, although it is
without time-distinction, because the act of repeated
perception of the sphota is wrongly conceived as mixed
up with the differences in the modes of pronunciation
of the secondary sounds.

VP.1.77*

The secondary sounds, after the manifestation of a word,
give rise to the difference in the speed of utterance, but the
sphota in its essence is not rendered distinctive by them.

Notes: The primary sound causes the manifestation of the
sphota. Accordingly, the properties of the primary
sounds are falsely attributed to the manifested sphota.
Therefore the sphota of the articulated sound a ap-

43. areenfaaseer safrremafa: |
ggonTfaAdT Ffedg g 0

44, ezt afwarRd fads g 43T |
T4 gAY THEIRAT &4 frad 1
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VP.1.81*

pears to be different from that of 4. After the mani-
festation of sphota, the sounds which also continue in
the succeeding moments are called secondary sounds.
These keep up the continuity in the perception of
the already manifested sphota. The sphota continues to
be perceived as long as the secondary sound lasts.
The difference in rapid or slow mode of pronunciation
of the secondary sound does not in any way affect the
nature of the sphota which is already manifested by
the primary sounds. The secondary sounds are not
considered identical with the sphota. Accordingly,
variabilities in the secondary sound do not make any
significant change in the perception of the sphota.
Therefore the properties of the secondary sounds are
not attributed to the sphota. In other words, difference
in speed is regarded as the non-distinctive pattern of
speech, and thus, it is a secondary feature.

According to some, the sound is perceived as identical with
the sphota. Some hold that the sound is not perceptible at all,
while others suppose that (sound is perceived) as an inde-
pendent entity.

Notes:

There are three different views on the manifestation
of the sphota word. The sound which is closely bound
up with the sphota is not perceived separately, like the
colour which is not separately perceived from the
object. But for others, the sound, without getting it-
self perceived, causes the perception of the sphota, as

45.

sRERTfaTa exAgufaeay |
#frag safrdder: waensd: awfeo 1)
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the sense-organs and their qualities which, being them-
selves unperceived, cause the perception of objects.
While, according to some others, sound is also perceived
without giving rise to the apprehension of the form
of sphota. In other words, the perception of sound is
not regarded as identical with the perception of the
sphota.

VP.1.93*

Some believe that the sphota (stands for) the universal (con-
cept) which is manifestable by many (i.e. varied) individual
(sounds), and corresponding individual (instances) are what
one imagines to be sounds (dhvanis).

Notes:— The varied individual sounds are called dhvanis,
whereas the universal nature of these varied indi-
vidual sounds is considered to be the sphota.

VP.1.97*

Just as there is a fixed eternal relation between a thing which
enables one to perceive (i.e. sense-organs) and the thing to be
perceived (i.e. objects), similar is the relation of manifester
and manifested between the sounds and the sphota.

Notes:  The colour inherent in the sense of vision, being it-
self an imperceptible entity, is regarded as the cause
of the manifestation of external colour of objects. In
the same manner, the sounds which are themselves

46. aFweaFcafrsrgar arfa: emre sfq egar
#fr9g swFaa qarear sl swfeaar: 1

47. agomreray: fagt faaar Srerar aar )
IEYRSAF AT q9T THIEATEAY: 1|
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imperceptible entities, become the causes of the mani-
festation of external objects. The opponent’s idea was

that the manifesting sounds exist in the vocal organs,
whereas the sphota word exists in ether (dkasa). The

reply given to this is that there is the fixed eternal
relation between the manifester and manifested. There
can be a causal relation between the two things be-
longing to the different regions, and the effect may
bear a different quality not found in its cause.

VP.1.102*®

Others say that whatever is produced by the conjunction
and disjunction with the points of articulation is the sphota;
while the sounds originated from the (initial) sounds are the
dhvanis.

Notes:  According to the view mentioned in this verse, sphota
is the first sound and it is transitory. It results from
the conjunction and disjunction of the organs with
the points of articulation. On the other hand, the
sounds which originate from the first sound and
spread in all directions, carrying reflection of the
first sound, are the dhuvanis.

VP.1.103*°

Whether the sound (appears) small or large (in duration),
it does not make (any) difference in the duration of the sphota.
But the series of sounds (which follows it) is subject to increase
or decrease (in duration).

48. T: FERIRrATITRT FIO RIS |
§ THIT: TEEOT: TN AT FATITAT: |

49. R Agf a1 TR TRrEew® 7 fRay )
qIET ARHAT: THATITIRAE: 1)
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The increase and the decrease in duration of sounds
are not regarded as the properties that reside in the
original sound. However, the sound produced by
striking the stick against the drum causes uninter-
rupted succession of sounds. This succession of sounds
is subject to the increase or decrease in duration.

VP.1.106%*

Even after the organs have ceased to vibrate, other sounds,
also originate from the sphota, like the series of flames (which
streams forth) from other flames.

Notes:

When the vibrations follow one another without in-
terruption, the sound produced by the contact of or-
gans with the points of articulation does not disappear
without producing a series of sounds. Even if the
activity of sound-producing organs has ceased, the
primary sound gives rise to the secondary sound. Since
the articulatory position no longer exists, the variability
produced by the secondary features of sounds in the
speed of utterance does not affect in any way the
quality of the articulatory sounds and that of the
sphota manifested thereby. The origination of the
secondary sounds has the same nature of continuity as
that of flames proceeding from burning fuel. Just as
the series of flames causes the manifestation of object,
so the continuity of secondary sounds helps the mani-
festation of the sphota for a longer duration of time.
Difference in speed is regarded as the non-distinctive
pattern of speech and thus, it is a secondary feature.

50.

Faafegarrrsfy FTor sgaasir )
TRITTIANTATTT STMST SIS 1|
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It may be seen from the foregoing translation that Bhartrhari’s
statements on the nature of sphota do not support the view that
‘the real word is sphota, it is indivisible and without any inner
sequence, and it is meaning-conveyer unit’. What we get from
Bhartrhari’s statement is that the sphota is manifested by the |
sounds produced by the articulatory organs. That the sphota is
indivisible and it is a meaning-conveyer word, is nowhere stated
clearly by Bhartrhari.

He has used the words avibhiga and abhinnakala®® while des-
cribing the relation between the dhvani and sphota. The phrases
do not intend to maintain the indivisibility of the sphota as under-
stood by the later grammarians. This will be clear from the
context in which these words are used by him. The context
suggests that the manifested sphota is free from the temporal
distinction even if the manifesting sounds are endowed with it.
The temporal distinctions pertaining to primary and secondary
sounds are wrongly ascribed to the nature of sphota. The later
grammarians, probably on the basis of these statements, lay em-
phasis on the indivisible nature of the sphota. They also quote
another statement of Bhartrhari to support their theories of
akhandapadasphota: ‘indivisible word as a meaning-bearing
unit’ and akhandavakyasphota: ‘indivisible sentence as a mean-
ing-bearing unit’. Bhartrhari says in his Vakyapadiya:52 “There
are no phonemes in a word and there are no words in a sentence’.
Viewed from the theory of language-communication, Bhartrhari
speaks of indivisibility of speech-unit. According to him, the
meaningful speech-unit cannot be correlated to the plurality of

51. VP.1.75, 1.81:
52. VP. 1. 73: q@ 7 auf faa auisaagar 7 T |
FMATIALTATHG TFTq®wy T F397 1)
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phonemes. To put it differently, Bhartrhari®*® maintains that
meaning-bearing units, viz. pada or vdkya, cannot be divided
into smaller significant units. Like Patanjali, Bhartrhari alsc
holds the view that the meaning is neither cognised through the
phonemes /k/, /s/ and /y/ in /ku:pa/. /su:pa/ and /yu:ps/.
nor is it conveyed by the identical segment #pa. Therefore, like
Patafijali, Bhartrhari too holds the opinion that the word as a
whole unconnected with the isolated phonemes conveys meaning.
However, the term indivisibility (akhandatva) employed by
later grammarians assumes a different significance. What follows
in the next paragraphs represents the later grammarians’ view
on the nature of sphota.

The later grammarians®* contend that each phoneme cannot

convey any meaning, because in that case we might comprehend
some meaning from individual phonemes constituting a word.

Since a phoneme, taken as a single unit, has no meaning, a
collection of phonemes (that is, taken as a whole) also has no

53. VP. 2.169: am;qqq{qrqtmsﬁm iﬂﬁl
garsaleaarfaca gavaeda T |

54. Pradipa on the introductory passage of Mbh., (Haryana-
Sahitya Samsthana, edn., p. 7): Farsoor gureafafEasy e
FrEFaEq ar qrawcatassfa. auiai gas  arawey fadrarfaaort-
SATOMATFTAFIA | AAGF g qeAFHeafard TWade Io<d-
W, afwsafaad g sRdarfrsasar guImaTTaREETa-
qEIAT FraFey qA’ @’ gErEEanfaTafaggagTa-
gufareaT:  ERRr Arifsmgar Frawr  faealor qEg
spreqTfaa: |

It will be interesting to note that Kaiyata's commentary which
derives its authonty from Bhartrhari’s pronouncements, con-

siderably differs here from the Mahdbhasyadipika of Bhartrhari.
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meaning. Furthermore, it is impossible to maintain a collection of
phonemes, since these are transient. In the word gauh, when au
is uttered, g disappears. It is impossible to maintain a combination
of what is non-existent with what is existent. It is of no use to
say that the collective remembrance of all phonemes in a single
memory-impression conveys meaning, because in that case we
will not be able to distinguish between the words like nadi, dina,
rdja and jard which are constituted by the same phonemes. There-
fore, the grammarians assume that the sphota is indivisible into
phonemes and their sequences. It is only manifested by the
articulatory sound and is considered as a meaning-bearing unit.

It will be interesting to note here that the later grammarians’
idea of indivisibility seems to claim that the semantic units cannot
be divided into smaller distinctive units i.e. phonemes. They say,
the sphota: ‘meaningful unit’ is over and above the phonemes
and is without any inner sequence. However, Bhartrhari’s idea
of indivisibility of pada and vdkya is something else. He means
to say that the significative level of language cannot be divided
into smallest units i.e. phonemes, because phonemes have no cor-
relation with meaning which is denoted by samghdta: ‘whole’.
He does not maintain that pada cannot be structurally divided into
smaller differentiating units. Bhartrhari’s explanation suggested
here is based on my own understanding and interpretation of
the Vakyapadiva, but of course, I may have misunderstood him.

It seems to me that Bhartrhari does not favour the view that
the sphota is the indivisible and meaningful unit. He states
three different views on the nature of sphota. He points out that
(i) according to some, sphota®® is cognised as identical with
sound; (ii) according to another view, sphota stands for articulate

55. VP., 1.81.
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sounds produced by the contacts of the different vocal
organs with the points of articulation; and (i) ac-
cording to the third view, sphota represents the universal®®
sound, whereas the term dhvani refers to the individual
sound. Thus, according to Bhartrhari, if the sphota is a sound
or a type sound or for that matter, even a phoneme manifested
by sound, it cannot be obviously the denoter. It is inconsistent to
say that the sphota is the sound auditorily perceived in the time-
series-pattern and at the same time indivisible and meaningful.
The later grammarians®’ maintain that when the speaker utters
a sound, not only are phonemes heard and cognised by listeners,
but also the indivisible entity in the form of the sphota word.

Thus, according to them, in the cognition of the word gauh the
phonemes appear as a part of the word while the cognition
of the padasphota appears to be partless. This appears to be
paradoxical. Nowhere has Bhartrhari mentioned the view
that three sounds g au and h in the word gauh reveal the
three phonemes to the listener and also the indivisible sphota
entity gauh. He® says that each sound reveals the phonemes

56. Ibid., 1.93:
57. Vaiyakaranabhiiganasira, Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit
Series, pp. 589-90: fuT T ATAHAFIATIIITAT ARAT TG FISA

mHre 3fg gdkar ¥ REsave: fasgfa | QW oifcans
THTAFRIRfEaTafade TR a=gsaREuiTRY  19-
FEAE] FIEIH |

58. VP. 1.84:

AR TfgIaTaTaTH=a" sqfaar &g |

arafaafearrat a8 aQsaardd |
The later commentators, however, say Sabda is perceived as a
single unit. See Mahabhasyapradipoddyota, op. cit., p. 11:

TEAF AT AT TFT: THITAT qRWA T THT |
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(sphota) and when the last sound accompanied by the im-
pressions of the previous sounds is perceived, the word is grasped
in the mind. )

Thus, according to Bhartrhari, the listener may perceive each
phoneme, but he cannot perceive the word as a whole. Only the
perception of the phonemes gives rise to the mental image of
a single whole. The later grammarians, on the other hand,
contend that they perceive the word as a single unit. This reali-
sation is, according to them, based on the common experience
of the unitariness of a word or a sentence in the form ‘this is
one word or one sentence’. However, according to Bhartrhari,
the unitariness of a word or a sentence is purely conceptual.

I get the impression that—unless, of course, I am mistaken—
all this confusion has arisen in the mind of the later gram-
marians, because they identify Patafijali’s and Bhartrhari’s con-
ception of $abda with the concept of sphota. All the statements
of Patanjali and Bhartrhari regarding the nature of $abda are
interpreted in the light of the sphota doctrine. I feel that
Bhartrhari’s conception of sphota can only be interpreted on a
careful analysis of his statements with regard to the sphota. The
later interpretation of sphota departs from the line of thought
associated with the vdkyapadiya. To support my statement, I
present two or three instances to show how Bhartrhari’s
statements on $abda are utilised by the later grammarians to
establish their new interpretation of sphota.

(i) Bhartrhari while discussing the nature of $abda makes the
statement about the nature of word.”® He says that gram-

59. VP. 1.44: gramIrmwsdy et weafaaY fag: 1

uw) fafad ssammaisT sgead 1
cf. also R. JAKOBsON, Fundamentals of Language, Nether-
lands, 1956, pp. 2-4, and 24.
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marians recognise two kinds of words. Of these two, onc is
said to be the cause of articulate sound, while the other is as-
sociated with meaning. Hence, Bhartrhari says that the linguistic
utterance can be analysed into two different levels: sound or
differentiating level and semantic or significative level. On the
basis of this statement, the later grammarians contend that,
out of these two levels, the significative level of linguistic utterance
is regarded as sphota. The linguistic utterance which is directly
related to the meaning is the sphota. Accordingly, it cannot be
divided into smaller constituents, because in conformance with
the established opinion, sphota is the single partless utterance.
In the context of meaningful speech-unit, Bhartrhari has never
used the term sphota. He has strictly reserved it for indicating
the distinctive function of language possibly from the point of
auditory perception of sounds that reached the listener’s ears®.
Bhartrhari’s statements clearly point out that any sound, revealed
to the listener’s ear through the process of articulation, is the
sphota, which need not necessarily involve the notion of meaning.
In other words, he has used the term sphota in the context of
distinctive function of language. On the other hand, the later
grammarians use the term sphota with reference to the significa-
tive aspect of language. They have made use of Bhartrhari’s
verse to establish their favourite doctrine of meaning-bearing
nature® of sphota, assuming that the significative aspect of
§abda is the sphota. It seems to me that their assumption does
not have the support of Bhartrhari.

In the same manner, Bhartrhari has never said that sphota is
self-revealing. His statement points out that just as a light,

60. VP. 1.81, 97.

61. Sphotavada, op. cil., p. 9: wx THUiwTIfafa TRE:, Tr=w
gfer aram | @ T AvERETRTRTET FUiTEdY T gerd: |
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while revealing itself,** reveals others as well, the Sabda is like-
wise self-revealing, i.e. a word fully cognised reveals the object
to be cognised. This self-revealing character of word, has been
applied to the sphota by the later grammarians to propound the
metaphysical concept of the $abdddvaita. :

It is erroneous to hold that sphota reveals itself. Actually,
Bhartrhari®® has only said that sphota gets manifested through
the articulate sound. On the other hand, one can say that
Sabda is a self-revealing entity, because $abda, as a single unit,
cannot be revealed by sounds. The later grammarians® have
gone so far as to identify sphota with the vedantic Brahman.
It is interesting to note that the doctrine of sphota developed
by Bhartrhari becomes subsequently merged in the $abdaduvaita

62. VP. 1.55: yrgwca ATgHad T § AT JST€ T4 |
T4 FAMRTHA qEIAfeA ||
See also ibid., 1.83. Actually, according to Bhartrhari, the
‘term grdhyatva refers to the form of a word cognised through
the sounds, while the term grahakatva stands for the meaning-
conveying nature of a word. The later grammarians, how-
ever, identify these concepts with the nature of svaparaprakd-

. $akatva of the Brahman.
63. Ibd., 1.97:

TemTeE: fagr ahgar fagar gagv
S FUSTSAFATA I THISTRAT: 1|
64. Vaiyakaranabhiiganasara, op. cit., p. 606:

g7d frsgsgam gsgstacd fAessEe |

wER ygeed quifen A 0
ﬂg‘f%‘qiiﬁ ‘oA qEE: TEeANfa. ', cawe Aran wwrla
a4y ", « aeg WAy g9 fag faafa xﬁr sfafed @aTTFraw
Wuﬁswrﬁt‘a Thie 3fa atfirs enewsnfadasd gaufa
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philosophy of Bhartrhar, as understood by the later gram-
marians.

(ii) In the first chapter of the Vidkyapadiya, Bhartrhari® deals
with the metaphysical and semantic problems side by side. He
states that the eternal word is the supreme reality; it is trans-
cendental and devoid of all qualities. Sabdabrahman is the
originator of $abdaprapatica as well as arthaprapafica. It is existence
in its essence. From this Sabdabrahman the whole universe
evolves. It does not change nor does it cease. Both the denoter
(vdcaka) and the denoted (vdcya, i.e. supreme existence)
should not be looked upon as two different realities®. But these
are the two aspects of the one ultimate reality and, therefore,
it is identical with them in essence. The whole phenomenon of
material existence is only an appearance (vivarta) of the
$abdabrahman.

It may be that Bhartrhari was a staunch believer in the
Advaitic concept of the Brahman. Accordingly, he tried to link
grammar with Advaita. In fact, later grammarians have taken
the trouble to identify Bhartrhari’s sphota doctrine with the

éabdddvaita concept. How far sphota is one with $abdabrahman
is a matter which has to be continuously reexamined in the light

65. VP. 1.1 and 2:
FAfEfred g7 MeRaTR I |
faadd s sfFar sy a3:
uFRe garFr fare sfsrsgarsan |
wyaFey sfa afrna: gaadds ady

See also ibid., 1.13, 1.23-30 etc.

66. Ibid., 2.31: IFaWTIEIYT AYTATAASY: THEAA |
TFEGATTHAT HY weratagyw fegal 1
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not only of the so-called metaphysical implications involved in
the vakyapadiya, but also of the linguistic principles enunciated
by Bhartrhari. The metaphysical aspect of word-doctrine has
been wrongly attributed to the doctrine of sphota. The higher
reality of the $abdabrahman is confused with the lower reality of
sphota. The identity between $abda and the Brahman conceived
by the later grammarians is based on the misunderstanding
of the real nature of sphota. This ultimately leads to the mis-
understanding of the modern Sanskritists that the sphota doctrine
is ‘mysterious’’. The importance of the sphota theory, from the
point of linguistic interpretation, has been overlooked and
neglected by the later commentators. It will be interesting to
note here that Bhattoji Diksita in his Sabdakaustubha®® an-
ticipates that the linguistic theory of sphota has no direct con-
nection with the metaphysical doctrine of $abdabrahman. He
states that Bhartrhari, dealing with the nature of linguistic
utterance, incidentally discusses the illusory creation of world.
It is also interesting to note that Sarnkara®criticizes the doc-
trine of sphota and spares the doctrine of the $abdabrahman which
generally agrees with his philosophical thinking. By identifying
the doctrine of $abda with sphota the later grammarians have
subjected the theory of sphota to a great deal of unnecessary
mystification and, as a result, the importance of this theory from
the point of linguistic interpretation has been side-tracked.

67. J. BROUGH, op. cil., pp. 41-42.
68. Sabdakaustubha, Chokhamba Sanskrit Series, p. 10:

- gufewrRywg gaaframtn ssaam sfr afassawmonr-
ATHAEAT TR W §9 TOgrada Aafe ggvafe
speqraarfrafasTan wam Adgfdasdaafer afe sawg
ST |

69. DBrahmasiitrasamkarabhagya under 1.3.28.
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The later grammarians classify the sphota into eight varieties™.
The fundamental principle underlying this classification is
meaningfulness and indivisibility. At the first level, sphota is
basically divided into three categories: varnasphota, padasphota
and vakyasphota. The varnasphota theory maintains that roots,
stems and suffixes are the smallest meaning-vehicles in  the
language. They cannot be further divided into smaller meaning-
ful units. On the other hand, the theories on the padasphota and
vikyasphota maintain that meaning is understood by a listener
from a word or a sentence as a whole. The theories of
akhandapadasphota: ‘word as an indivisible meaningful unit’
and akhandavdkyasphota: ‘sentence as an indivisible meaningful
unit’ maintain that word or sentence as a unique entity conveys
meaning. The theory of jatisphota maintains that the universal
nature of speech-unit is denotative, whereas the vyaktisphota
theory denies the plurality of indivisible speech-units.

The later grammarians claim that Bhartrhari himself has
developed these theories. To prove this they quote the following
statements of Bhartrhari:

(1) ‘There are no phonemes in the word and no words in
the sentences’. This™ verse is quoted by the later grammarians
to prove the indivisibility of the word-sphota. Similarly, to sup-
port their theories on the jatisphota and vyaktisphota they refer
to the following verse:

(ii) Some believe that sphota’™ (stands for) the universal
(concept) which is manifestable by many (i.e. varied) individual

70. This has been fully explained in the section “‘on the classifica-
tion of sphota”.

71. See note 52.

72. See note 39.
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(sounds), and corresponding individual (instances) are what
one imagines to be sounds (dhvanis).

The first statement suggests that it is the sentence that com-
municates the meaning to the listener. Viewed from the theory
of language communication, the primary unit of language is
sentence and not the words or phonemes. Bhartrhari’s theory of
indivisibility of words and sentence denies that words and
sentences are constructions of smaller constituents. The listener
hears the sentence as undivided linguistic utterance and does not
identify the sentence-elements like words, stems, suffixes,
phonemes etc.

One should not ignore the important fact that, while describing
the nature of vakva and pada in the second and third kinda of
the Vakyapadiya, Bhartrhari has never used the term sphota. The |
later grammarians interpret the term sphota to mean indivisible
meaning-bearing speech-unit, and find it convenient to quote
Bhartrhari’s statements which deal with the indivisibility of
meaningful speech-unit, to support their views on the akhandatva
and arthavativa of sphota. Bhartrhar’’s analysis of language
‘breaks down’ into two broad levels: (1) Sabda or morphemic
level involving both simple and complex meaningful units. His
final view is that the sentence is a meaningful unit which cannot
be dissolved into ultimate constituents: morphemes and phonemes.
(2) The second level is phonemic or distinctive. According to
him, it has two different aspects: (i) sphota or auditorily grasped
speech-unit which is heard but not necessarily understood, and
(i1) sound which reveals the sphota. The analysis of later gram-
marians also ‘breaks down’ into two levels (1) sphota or significa-
tive level and (2) sound or distinctive level. The difference
between the view of Bhartrhari and that of later grammarians

lies in the fact that what is $abda level of Bhartrhari becomes the
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sphota level of later grammarians. Bhartrhari’s discussion on the
nature of sphota is free from the significative aspect of language,
and he tries to explain the nature of relationship between the
sounds emitted by the vocal organs and the sounds received by
the listener’s ears. The later grammarians have shifted Bhartr-
hari’s conception of the sphota from the feature level of language
to the semantic level.

I furnish here another instance to indicate that the chief char-
acteristics of sphota are not meaningfulness and indivisibility,—
a theory which won the recognition of later grammarians. In
fact, the term varnasphota provides evidence for thelateness of such
a recognition. This term originally represented the smallest dis-
tinctive unit heard by a listener. According to Pataifijali and Bha-
rtrhari, the term varnasphota need not necessarily involve the con-
sideration of meaning. The later grammarians, however, are
faced with the difficulty in interpreting the term varnasphota, be-
cause a phoneme as a single unit is neither invariably meaningful
nor does it necessarily involve the question of divisibility.
Therefore, they have assigned a new meaning to the term varna-
sphota™ to represent the smallest meaningful units like stems, roots
and suffixes, which may exactly fit in with their conception of
sphota. This deliberate attempt to assign a new meaning to the .
term varnpasphota only indicates that the term originally might
not have been used in the sense of the significant unit.

Bhartrhari’s statement with regard to jatisphota™ is also essenti-
ally confined to the relation between sphota and dhvani. Accord-

73. Laghumanjusa, Kashi Sanskrit Series, 1963, pp. 453-54:a=%
sFfTTafraETRE T AT AT A — g AT yagrafg®
W IFd: SFfavcagnatasafrassq wivae: arersfe-
QAT T FERT: |

74. See note 46,
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ing to him sphota represents a class of universal sounds, whereas
dhvani represents a particular sound. Sphota is a class of sounds
related to the individual instances of sounds through a relation
of the manifester and the manifested. It seems to me, from
Bhartrhari’s statement, that the term sphota represents the con-
stant distinctive phonetic features which are sorted and extracted
from the gross spoken sound-matter. In the sphota perception
non-distinctive redundant phonetic features are eliminated.
Another important thing, worth to be noted here, is that
Bhartrhari considers sphota to be merely a class whose members
are not themselves sphotas’. Bhartrhari mentions three different
views regarding the relation between sphota and dhvani. The
first view states that the sphota entity perceived by the listener is
not different from the sound (dhvani) produced by the speaker.
To put it differently, the concept of sphota cannot be divorced
from the concept of sound. The second view states that the
relation between sound and sphota is that of manifester and
manifested. That is to say, the sphota is not sound but it re-
presents “the minimum sum”® of a sound-matter re-
vealed to the listener’s ears in which the non-distinctive per-
sonal element is eliminated. The third view propounded
by Bhartrhari is the generic view. According to this
view, sphota is opposed to dhvani as a class to individual. He
makes another statement regarding the function of phonemes
from the communicative aspect of language. According to this
theory, varndh: ‘phonemes’ are abstract fictional entities.
Phoneme, in this case, is a fiction in the same way as a morpheme
or a word is in a sentence. This fictionality of phonemes shows
merely a functional aspect of language and it does not affect the
distinctive analysis of it.

75. J. BROUGH, op. cil., p. 45.
76. 1 borrow this terminology from R. JAkoBsoN, op. cit., p. 14.
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While mentioning the generic view, Bhartrhari points out
that sphota is always a generic representation, while dhvani re-
presents particular sounds. According to him, the term vyakti-
sphota does not exist. For him, vyaktis are always sounds and
jati is the sphota. This may serve as an additional proof to
point out why sphota is not a meaningful sound. If the
dhvanivyakti does not stand necessarily for a meaningful unit,
how can jatisphota, which necessarily includes all the dhvani-
vyaktis in a general form, be a meaningful sound?

The later grammarians,”” however, have extended this concept
to the words and sentence. According to them, the word har is
a universal, it is a class comprising a host of varied individual
utterances made by different people. This universality of word
corresponds to the semantic universality, as, for instance, the
word gauh denotes the class of cows into which all individuals
are grouped. It appears to be strange, however, that this uni-
versality of word and sentence does not correspond to the generic
nature of varnasphota, not only because a word cannot be
divided into phonemes, but also because the word-sphota is not
revealed by varnasphota but by the dhvanivyaktis. Nagesa makes
the observation that the individual sounds always reveal the
generic nature of sphota. The padajatisphota™ of later gram-
marians does not mean the class of spoken word-events, whose
members are individual word-events, but a class whose individual
members are sounds rather than individual word-events. Similarly,
the padavyaktisphota does not mean individual word-events

77. Vaivakaranabhiisanasara, p. 603: 7 gfeaafaegarrsdiar
gdafeafrmara=ady sfireamam  Ygarasavsaraar  sfa-

frfteaTasaswecaeaT |
78. Vaivakaranabhiisanasara, op. cit., p. 605: wfeagrasaay saqgq
TT st arrerfengia gfagaerd: |
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spoken with varied accents and tones. It, on the other hand,
denies the plurality of word-events. The jatisphota assumes the
plurality of individual word-events while vyaktisphota denies this.
The latter view maintains that word is only one but it appears
to be manifold owing to the variation in the manifesting sounds.
The new grammarians (including Kaunda Bhatta) hold the
jatisphota™ view while the modern school (Nage$a and his fol-
lowers) support the view of vyaktisphota.

Bhartrhari’s concept of $abda is analogous to a certain extent
to the modern concept of linguistic sign®. A linguistic sign is
considered a two-sided entity by modern linguists. According
to Bhartrhari also, $abda is related to the phonetic structure on
the one hand, and to the semantic fact on the other. Bhartrhari®
says that the grammarians recognise two kinds of words: sound-
word and semantic-word. The latter is not a material word but
a psychical entity or mental equivalent of an articulated sound
(buddhistha)®?. Bhartrhari’s philosophy of $abda starts on the
higher plane of linking a name with a thing signified. The con-
cept of sphota emerges, on the other hand, in the context of how
language utilizes the sound-matter. To explain the process of
revelation of sound-matter to the listener, he examines the dis-
tinctive function of language. In this respect, the final view of
Bhartrhari seems to be that dhvani represents the articulate sound

79. Sphotavada, p. 99.

80. This has been already pointed out by K. K. RAjaA, op. cit.,
p. 121. See also F. DE SAUSSURE, Course in general linguistics,
pp. 65-66, London.

81. VP. 1.44. ,

82. This modern terminology, although it does not exactly cor-
respond to Bhartrhar’s words, is somewhat useful to inter-
pret the Vakvapadiva, which is otherwise a “‘closed book™ to the
modern semantists. Also cf. R. JAKOBsON, op. cit., pp. 2-4.
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associated with gross matter, whereas the term sphota represents
a class sound sorted and extracted by the listener from the gross
sound-matter. Sphota cannot be pronounced, so, to represent
the notion of sphota, one may use the term phoneme or phonemic
sequence®®, much used by the linguists today, because both
of them represent the abstract entity extracted from the gross
sound-matter.

Like Pataiijali®, Bhartrhari also uses the term $abda in the
Vkyapadiya to mean various things, such as: (i) the supreme
reality, the Brahman®. (ii) From the stand-point of communica-
tion, Sabda represents indivisible meaning-bearing unit®. At
the beginning of the second book of the Vakyapadiya, Bhartrhari
defines the sentence in the words eko’navayavah $abdah: ‘a single
undivided speech-unit.” He maintains that a sentence is indivi-
sible®” into constituents, because the process of communication
is not concerned with the division of sentence into its consti-
tuents. Bhartrhari’s theory of the indivisibility of the sentence
maintains that the listener hears the sentence as an undivided
linguistic unit, and does not identify the word-elements like
stems and suffixes etc. while he understands the meaning of the
speech-unit. In other words, the process of undestanding the
sentence-meaning is indifferent to the constituents and their
meanings. In this sense he says that sentence is over and above
the phonemes. This should not be taken to mean that word and

83. Cf. J. BrROuUGH, op. cit., p. 40.
84. See footnotes 5-10. '
85. VP. 1.1-2.
86. Ibd., II.1:
AreqTaarss: garar sifa: guraafat
THISTIYT: s FA qgaTagha
87. Ibid., 1.73.
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sentence are over and above the phonemes at the articulatory and
auditory levels of language. (iii) With reference to the percep-
tion of speech-unit also, the term $abda is used by Bhartrhari®s.
It is in this last aspect, that $abda may be sphota. When the
speech-unit intends to represent the significative value attached
to it, it is meaning-bearing speech-unit, but when it intends to
represent the differentiating sound-values attached to it, it is
the sphota. Since $abda is a two-sided entity, one side of it is the
sphota while the other side is arthavatsvariipa. In its former capa-
city the speech-unit might be auditorily grasped, but not neces-
sarily understood semantically. The word sphota reflects the
relationship between the words and their constituents at the
level of distinctive function of language. The perception of
sphota enables the listener to grasp the sound-pattern of lan-
guage even without apprehension of the meaning. The term
sphota stands for a single phoneme or sound-pattern, subjected
to the listener’s ear, which may or may not be meaning-bearing.
It is in this sense that Bhartrhari, while describing the nature
of dhvani, has used the term $abda®. Similarly, while com-
menting on Patafijali’s definition of $abda, he has used the
word sphota in the sense of signifying word’s own phonetic shape®.
He clearly states there the two-fold function of word: signi-
ficative and distinctive (self-revealing nature). Only in its latter
aspect dabda is spho!:a.

88. 1.44, 1.54, 1.59 etc.
89. VP. 1.77, 103, 104 etc.

90. Mahabhasyadipika, ABORI, Vol. XLIII, p. 3: ot 7157-
AT FHAM AT FRA: A geArcwr qfgedt gy
qeargawfaafa: | ga: | pdamidaTTr i oty
% eIl AEEy FAafagy | a8 g AR | 39T quy
FUIAT WP quienfa smsvafw | GF aui aEeTaly #
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Bhartrhari’s analysis of language generally breaks down into
two broad aspects: significative and distinctive. The words
prakrii, pratyaya, Sabda, pada and vakya are used to represent
the meaning-bearing aspect of language. His final view is that
the division of sentence into words and that of words into stems
and suffixes is a grammatical fiction, although a useful one, for
the description of language. Sentence, as he says, is one single
undivided speech-unit. The analysis at the word (pada) level is
not totally denied by him. According to him, such an analysis
would be useful for learning the language. However, the ulti-
mate truth lies in the fact that the sentence is a single un-
divided speech-unit, and the word is an unreal abstraction. As
regards the indivisibility (akhandatva) of the speech-unit, a doubt
remains in my mind, as to whether Bhartrhari maintains that
divisibility of speech-units into smaller significant units is
grammatical fiction or that phonemes are also the unreal ab-
stract entities of language. It appears to me, however, that
when he says: ‘there are no phonemes in the word’, it means
that phonemes have no connection with the meaning. That
is to say, phonemes do not play any independent part in
conveying the sense. However, the importance of phonemes as
distinctive units is not denied by him. In fact, the indivisible
meaning-bearing unit is grasped through the sounds emitted by
a speaker and heard by a listener.

FANAE: SRR af  gxedr  quisnfanfasrssmfia |
AT JAAH | TTAFeq gfaafe: | ggeardeawy | RS
WRrRAT A | @ g FATHT: AGTIHTST ITE) SATRHA
=fa | -7 wa fpafea we smewTsEASITEER T 9 |
TaT YT eTHE SwrEgd faergia gwrmafa | gecErenfor:
zfraavey: THIT: @ ATHFARIFTIYT SrEATT TFTTI T |
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At the distinctive level of language, Bhartrhari first makes
distinction between dhvani and sphota. Sphota is not merely
sound-entity, but it is a class of which the varied individual
instances are dhvanis. Sphota is not emitted sound, but it is
auditorily perceived. Sphota is opposed to dhvani as a class to
individuals. Sphota is not associated with the gross phonetic
features of sound. The sound-producing movements reveal the
sphota in such a way that the listener enables himself to extract
only the relevant distinctive class-features of sound by
way of eliminating its non-distinctive individual variations.
Therefore, sphota is the revealed (vvangya), whereas dhvanis are
the revealer (vyafijaka). To explain the distinction between
dhvani and sphota clearly, Bhartrhari speaks of two aspects of
dhvani:  prakriadhvani: ‘primary sound’ and vaikrtadhvani:
‘secondary sound’. Prakrtadhvani is a spoken sound produced by
vocal organs which manifests the sphota. The features of primary
sounds are attributed somewhat wrongly to the abstract entity
sphota which is revealed through the primary sounds. To put it
into modern terminology, which, of course, may not exactly
correspond to Bhartrhari’s way of understanding, the sound
endowed with primary features can be recognised as a part of
the phonemic system of language. The vaikrtadhvanis represent
the secondary features of language. For their production the
articulatory position is not directly responsible, but they are
produced by the primary sounds ($abdajah $Sabdah). Helaraja
calls them ‘reverberation of sounds’. The secondary features, like
speed of utterance, do not affect in any way the quality of the
primary sound and sphota, for they are produced from the
primary sounds after the manifestation of sphota. Therefore, the
secondary features are not even wrongly superimposed on the
abstract sound-entity sphota. To put it into modern terminology,
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the secondary features do not form part of the phonemic system
of language.

From the foregoing discussion it will be clear that, according
to Patafijali and Bhartrhari, the term sphota may refer to a single
phoneme or a sound-pattern, which is revealed by dhvani.
Sphota as the indivisible meaning-bearing eternal word is
nowhere suggested in either Pataiijali’s Mahabhagya or Bhar-
trhari’s Vdkyapadiva. 1 do not see anything mysterious in the
sphota doctrine. The great masters Patafjali and Bhartrhari, while
making pronouncements on sphota, are not engaged in irrational
speculations. However, the later grammarians regard the sphota
as an indivisible meaningful eternal word from which the
whole universe evolves. One may see that their way of des-
cribing sphota is almost parallel to that of describing the
supreme reality. All the elaborate terminology—Brahman, satta,
avyakta, $akti, avidya etc.—is employed by later grammarians to
describe the nature of sphota. All this confusion arises on their
part—as I have already explained in great detail—because they
identify the metaphysical concept of $abda with the doctrine of
sphota. Another possible reason for misunderstanding Bhartrhari’s
text is that he packs his arguments into small pithy verses which
de ith metaphysical, linguistic and semantic doctrines side
by sidle. This unusual mixture has resulted in diverse interpreta-
tions of his teaching. Accordingly, Bhartrhari’s linguistic doctrine
is quite forgotten in the wake of metaphysical and semantic
philosophy of language.

To conclude our discussion on Bhartrhari, if one were allowed
to cut across the terminological tangle, which has been involved
in Bhartrhari’s thought, one may differentiate the linguistic
clements from the non-linguistic semantics on the one hand,
and. the metaphysics of the Vakvapadiya on the other. The later
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commentators, in my opinion, might have failed to draw the
distinction between the linguistic interpretation and the philo-
sophical thought of Bhartrhari. Subsequently, the sphota doctrine
has assumed a new interpretation at the hands of grammarians,
logicians and literary critics.

Sphota—the views of later grammarians:

What is the nimitia of $abdabodha (verbal knowledge)? How
does the listener grasp the meaning of a sentence? How is the
meaning of a sentence communicated? Does the division of a
sentence into words and that of words into their grammatical
components concern the listener? When the listener grasps the
meaning of a sentence, does he account for the inter-relation
of the words in the sentence and of the phonemes constituting
the word? Is a sentence to be regarded as the single meaning-
bearing symbol? Or is it made up of different sound-units ar-
ranged in a particular order? These are the various questions
which have puzzled the Indian philosophers since a long time
and have been answered differently by Indian thinkers.

The grammarians (sphotavddins) hold that the sentence-
sphota conveys the meaning of a sentence which is a single
meaning-bearing unit indivisible into smaller grammatical com-
ponents and into phonemes. The sphota has no time-order even
if we dissolve it into smaller units at the descriptive level of
language. On the authority of Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya (1.44),
the later grammarians maintain the two-fold aspect of a
word : **dhvani and sphota, viz. (i) the phonetic aspect of a word
which forms the structure of expression and (ii) the semantic
aspect of a word which is connected with meaning. In fact,

9]1. K. K. RajJa, op. cit., p. 117.
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