
INDIAN INSTITUTE OF 
ADVANCED STUDY 

SIMLA 

I • 

I ; • 

}.· 

- ; 

.Library IIAS,Shimla 

1111mi111iil1l11li

1

W~1111 
00022741 

. ·' .: ... ,, 
1ririted from the - ' -
he University of Poona; ·, · 
tion, No. 25, pp. 19 i-o 30, 

.· \ -



Adjectives and Substantives as a Single Class in the 
" Parts of Speech " 

by 

S. O; Joshi 

The logically distinct word-classes dealing with grammatical facts are 
recognised as separate "parts of speech". The classification of grammatical 

1 

categories is different from that of words into " parts of speech". Such a 
classification of categories is based on the morphological structure. The 
term grammatical category refers to the morphemic form conveying the 
notion of gender, number, person, tense, mood, etc. "The parts of speech" 
is a logical categorisation presenting the general procedure for the classifica­
tion of words upon a plan which, although supported by logic, is in no 

. way contrary to the grammatical facts. It js generally said that a language 
bas a different grammatical category when we have a separate form to convey 
a particular concept. The grammatical categories may place different logical 
facts under the single category provided that they have the same grammatical 
function, notwithstanding they have nothing in common from a logical point 
of view. On the other hand, the logical categories may place the different 
grammatical facts under the sipgle category even if they may have nothing in 
common from a grammatical point of view. If the grammatical facts are 
based on logical distinction, the intended distinction becomes significant . 

With this background we will try to examihe the classification of 
nouns !nto ~djectives ( vise~a,:,.a) and substantives ( vise~ya ). Before 
attemptmg this, I furnish the traditional classification of the " parts of 
speech" presented by the Sanskrit grammarians in what follows. Yaska z, 
thhe "'doyfen among the early grammarians to handle this problem, presents 
t e ,our old classi6 t· • - -, , ca ion of" parts of speech ·' : naman: 'noun', akhyiita: 

verb , upasarga • • • · . genious an 
1 

. · preverb-preposition ' and mpiita: ' particle '. His 
1 ~~ t r f Sa ystks ~uns on parallel lines of linguistic and logical facts. The 
s ... uc u e o ans ut as th t f · . k 

I 
d' .' a O all the Indo-European languages, IS such that 

It ma es a c ear 1shnction b t b d fi d . e ween verbs and nouns. These two categories 
~an_. e e ne ~emantic~lly as well as morphologically. In Sanskrit, a verb 
is trn~nta, !hat IS to say, It ends in a tin suffix, whereas noun is subanta which 
ends m a sup suffix. To distinguish verbs from nouns semantically, Yaska 3 

58
lff. J. VENDRYES, Language, pp. 91-112; also JESPERSEN, The Philosophy 0 roramma 

pp. . 'J r, 

2. Nirukta I. i: '<!"ccfTR: ~.f ~@' :q-~f.f'mrr 
3. Ibid. I. i: ~~;:;,f~@m~&'f11T srRffl-'<:f I mcrsr~~ I . 

~l+ilf., I :.. ' ' .... I. I Tl I 'S'!:fm' ~cfSf!:l'RTR' 
-sr ~ • ~•-i:r ,:rr.:rsra-r•r -.rcra-:, ~<TT'1'J~a' ~or~Rl'rfrifisa- ;;r;,rfu q-qd) q>:fi+i-

~~cn:r;:a-, ~ ~~~ ~<A"T+rf'll: ~~ qf'ffift:'fu- I c':!, 
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says t~at a verb denotes activity in proces; which consists of definite sequence 
of begmning, middle and end. Nouns on the other band, do not denote a , 
process but a frozen action in the form of a substance. 

_R_egarding his classification of words into upasarga : • prepqsitions' 
and mpata : 'particles', one can say that they cannot be distinguished 
~o~phologically, because both of them are indeclinables and linguistically 
similar f?rms. But they are functionally different. · Particles serve to reveal 
the relation existing between two different words, whereas the prepositions 4 

serve to specify the meaning of the verb. Grammatically upasargas are always 
connected with verbs 5 while nipatas show rela'tion between the different 
words. The distinction between the upasargas and nipatas is not structural 
or morphological but it is functional. This functional classification corres­
ponds !o the grammatical fact that prepositions are always connected with 
\ erbs m the sentence and bring out inherent signification of the verbs, 
whe~eas the nipatas are regarded as word-connectives or sentence-con­
nectives. Although this classification furnished by Yaska has not attained 
the deg_ree of exactitude, still it can be claimed that this division of words is 
ba~ed on the combined aspects of form, meaning and function, and it is 
suitable to the structure of Sanskrit. 

By the phrase catvari padajatani: • there are four " parts of speech",' 
Yaska does not admit more or less number of the "parts of speech": 
Surprisingly enough, Yaska does not recognize adjectives, pronouns, adverbs 
as separate "parts of speech". He is aware of these categories but does 
not include them in bis fourfold classification of the parts of speech, nor does 
he give any reason for their non-inclusion. 

~anini (I. iv. 14 ), a true descriptive gramm!lrian as he is, acknowledges 
only two parts of speech : subanta: ' a word ending in the case termination ', 
tiftanta : ' .a word ending in the verb termination'. According to him, 
prepositions, particles, adverbs, adjectives fall under the category niiman or 
pratipad1ka. By the compilation of the lists of suffixes and by the use of the 
fiction of omitted suffixes, it was possible for him 6 to construct a criterion for 
assigning all adjectives, adverbs, prepositions, pronouns, particles to the 
category of nouns. Thus Pa!lini, who always avoids the problem of semantics 
as assiduously as modern descriptive linguists, places all these grammatical 
categories under the single name nizman, Tnspite of the fact that these catego­
ries have nothing in common from a logical and functional points of view. 
It is true, of course, that Pa[lini 7 defines the function of the upasargas and 
nipittas. But in his descriptive categorisatiop, he includes upasargas and 

4. ~rk-prutii;iikhya XII. 8: f~Jcfrq<liifT~!JRf~lffllTT f<r~l!f~ I 

m=crrf~cff iTTlf f,rqrcr : '11'~: 11 

Also Nirukta I. 4: ~ ~cfii1Sef'l:f~ f.t'traf.i.i I 

5. P. C. CHAKRAVARTI, The Li11guistic Specu/atio11s of the Iii11dus, p. 175. 

6. PlI1.iini. J. ii. 45: J. i. 37; JJ . . iv. 82; IV. i. 2. 

7. ibid., I. iv. 57; I. iv. 59. 
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nipatas under the single category 'noun'. P~pioi !s ~!ways ~evoted to t~e 
technicalities of his system and does not care, 1f logic 1s sacnficed. Patan­
jali s generally follows Yaska's scheme of the "parts of speech ". 

Bhartrhari 9, a Philosopher-grammarian, maintains that some 
grammarians· consider only t_wo "parts of speech ", which are of funda­
mental importance. The words which present the static 10 notion are 
nouns, and words which convey the notion of process of happenings are 
verbs. According to this plan, all adjectives, pronouns, conjunctions and 
indeclinables are nouns, because they stand for the static existence. On the 
other hand, prepositions and adverbs express only qualities of action and, thus 
they are not differently viewed from the verb. Thus persuing the process of 
elimination, the Indian grammarians leave intact only two "parts of speech": 
nouns and verbs. All the other "parts of speech" fall within these two 
fundamental classes. To Bhartrhari 11 pronouns might be a subc1ass of nouns 
or adjectives. AccorJing to him pronouns are either restrictive adjectives or 
they stand for the things in general. Thus they function ·either like 
adjectives or like nouns, and when they are used to restrict the sense of the 
substantive, they are treated like adjectives. Similarly the Indian grammarians 
who were aware of the conception of adverbs, have not treated them as a 
separate "part of speech". The adverbs are grouped under the category of 
nouns, because structurally 18 they have similar ·forms with nouns. Alter­
natively adverbs may be grouped together with gatis or upasargas, since 
functionally they are like upasargas. 

The omission of adjectives, like that of pronouns, in the cJassific t' 
f h " f h ,, . a 10n o t e parts o speec , sprrngs from the fact that the contrast bet 
b · d d" • ween su stantives an a Ject1ves has not much grammatical importance r- th 

d . •· f h I ior e 
. e:cnrt10? Os t e ~nguage. The adjectives and substantives have the same 
m ecti?n m_ a?sknt. As in Greek and Latin, the chief difference between the 
Sanskrit adJ:ct~ves and substantives is that the former class varies in three 
~enders, as it is sho::'_n~~-their agreement with substantives. But substan-

8. Mahabhu.l!ya Paspa§u.:-~~~-~a)q~;ff;;q-= 
Vol. J. p. 3.L.17. ""~"' I KIELHORN, 

9. Vakyapadiya ( abbrev. VP) 3.I.1: 

fam ~!~ci, f~ "fc!m ~!:TTsfq- cff I 
ai-q~~cr cffcftrTir: "Sl"'liffi5R!flTTftrc@- II 

10. Helaraja on VP.III.I.I: fu~~~o<rf<Ni:r: qi:(lql,0,i{l fa~ 
;:i1+11li?41cr~~q: 1 

11. VP III.1.3: 

~a,raf i:r,r ~<f,lli:f "Sf~~ I 
"1roll"f~~ ms'l:T1 ~ fcrcrf&rcr: 11 
Also Hellirlija on VP.3.1.3: ii:€!:~~ iPTT lffu: 

1 
~~rf·in,rflirr: ~'l:TT ~~: i fc.faise.qft!•ffil<fiT­
""''·'1 ~rr.ra<,i:(ci:, 

12. Pui;iyarlija uoderVP 2 5 . ~,,..~ • . . 
VA · · · •..• l't''illC,,,-,.,..,, ~ rr~r <f I 

RTI, Lmguis11c Speculations of the Hindus, pp. !53--4. 
Also CHAKRA-
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tives have definite d I . . 
. . gen er. n other words, adJectives agree 13 with 

substanti_ves 10 number and gender. This is not true in all the cases. There 
are certain_ exceptions to this grammatical distinction. Vyutpattiviida14 points 
out that JU the foJJowing examples-vediih pramanam : ' the Vedas are 
authorit~tive ', sata,h brahma,;alJ, : 'hundr~d brahn'.tins ', trayalJ. samudita 
hetuf; : t,he three facts put together constitute the cause', pratyak,anuma­
nopamanasabdfi1 pramii,jani : 'the instruments . of right cognition are 
~erception, inference, analogy and verbal testimony '-the words pramalJam, 
satam and trayalJ., although used adjectively do not agree with the following 
substantives in gender, number or both in gender and number. 

' 
Pariini, as is characteristic of him, does not define the terms vise~a'l).a 

and vise~ya semantically or structurally but uses them in the rule II.i.57 
which means: a case-inflected word standing for a qualifier is compounded 
with a case-inflected word standing for a qualificand. For example, 
nilotpala : 'a blue lotus ', raktotpala : ' a red lotus '. The words vise~ya and 
vise~a,;a are interpreted by the commentators 15 to mean the distinguisher 
( _bhedaka) anci to be distinguishc;d ( bhedya ). Here the words nl!a and 
rakta intend to differentiate the blue and red lotuses from the white lotus etc. 

Pataiijali, while interpreting the rule 16 ( II. i.57) finds it difficult to 
explain the terms vise~ya and vise~a1Ja. He tries to find out the contrast 
between vise~ya and vise~aiza placing them side by side in two sentences in 

13. Mahabha~ya en PaJJini I. ii. 52.: T'J"<f"f'iif,lT Ql$~Hll-ll~ITT f<-5s;•l<!'i:fifff.r . 
~ I · ·KIELHORN, Vol. I. p. 228. 

Also Samnsacakra: 

~ lf['q,f' 711" :;;i- fcr~f<rnfcr~ 1 
a~~tj i:flrq;:f m' '9" fcrefo@fcro~~71TM' 11 

14. Vyutpattivada, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, pp. 22-30: ~rff.r~f~~ 
'q" HSl'ii"@'1ifcnrr"f:f ff ..rRfti:rf 1f llf<fefifi('if "l I . ~ r;;;rr~ 'q" f0n:rf offl"fq~fjfifi"Sfl!PTT(Cfffq':'T .:r 
'! ~r,:rra:r~<ff~cci ~rJrr~ , ifcn: snn-ur, mr ~ ~41~1<!rq40!le!Trf!f1Rr: I 
.fi'f "fcrm4"rm: ~<Ii~~'' ~?i:r1,~mr.:rrma' iif'W°JT ~~: mcrcifsfcr ~r~ sri:rrur­
f q~~: 1:fiq' wirr: : f ffl&effcf ~(~"lJJc:fT'i:ffrroih:efo fif.U~fi!~l'ff~ ~ q''i:f~­
f;p:ri:rra I ~lfr-=rf<?Silf~!f~ cf~T f~'TITl-l'if ~: SPfrUfnfclf~: IDa'(Cfftt'~ifsfq-

... ef(I' ~i:r: ~1!flferr ~cr ~~~ ar~<{i:fficr 1 "' 

15. Ko.Biko. on PaJJini. II. i. 57: ~~<Ii f~ ~ fer~!'.{ I fcfl!T~ffl ~<Rr 
f.rl!T6m'i:frff ~5Tlli~.=r ~ra-.=r -~ ~~!@", er~~ ~r~fhrcrfu 1 

16. Mahabha,1ya OD P!lr)iDi. II.i.57 : l!"~T~ firm: smn;:q;r fcrcrflffi!'T ~i'cf, ~ 
fcfi~~;:r, a<:T faITT: sra-rrJ°, ~6TllT fcf'w~ori:c ! ~m:f cffQ aririlcf ~~;;r lfH ii15Ufr: 
srrm,=ii';; f.r<ITTTTTT ~c:!"Rf fa-m ~awr;;, ef;=f 1:fiffolf f~~T ~fa I Also Kaiyata on 
the Mahiibhaqya: ~~q" '3vifrf~a,- ~-;rq~cJ;)fififfi°fq~e4"ifr"f SITci'TTffiif f~.:r 
fiff~arl-!Tef~$r f.:f1:p:i:rcr ~fif ii!SUJT~ f~~~~•U f1f~~f{ I t& fa~ 
~'T fcrn~ ~~"f fi:f~lSf"IJf(Cfl-l'ffll'{ I 
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which the same word has both the uses. kr~~za/J, tilatz: • the sesamum (seeds) 
black• and ti/al; kr~IJii'J: 'the black ( substance as) sesamum seeds'. In 
these phrases, the first word of each pair is an adjective and the second is a 
substantive. Finally he comes to the conclusion that the difference between 
vise~ya and vise~a,:za lies in the point of view17 which we put forth. If we 
consider black as a whole class, the distinction is to be made among the 
groups of the diverse black things, and we say the black ( substance as) 
sesamum seeds. If we think, on the other hand, of the sesamum seeds in 
general, black, white, etc., the distinction is to be made of the black seeds 
from the white seeds, etc. 

Thus Patafijali maintains that adjectives can be turned into substan­
tives and substantives into adjectives. The difference lies in the point of 
view of the person who is the speaker. Then Patafijali raises the question 
why the compound tilakrs,:za is not used in the language. To get rid of 
this difficulty, be gives up the notional definition of the words vise~ya and 
visesana. The notional definition of vise~ya and vise~a,:za expresses the 
difl";r~nce in the point of view of the speaker. The vise~a,:za stands for the 
qualifying term and the vise~ya for the qualificand; but this definition does not· 
help us in determining which words are intrinsically qualifying and which are 
intrisically qualificand. The notion of qualifier and qualificand is purely 
supjective with reference to the wish of the speaker. And thus adjectival 
notion can be easily turned into the substantivated notion. Therefore 
Patafijali tries to find a suitable terminology 18 which may point-·out th; 
intrinsic difference between the adjectives and substantives. Finally, he calls 
adjectives gul}avacanas: 'denotative of qualities', that are found in substances 
and in his terminology, vise~ya stands for dravyavacana: 'denotative of 
substances'. Both terms are fairly correct in representing the adjectives and 
substantives, because words like .~ukla etc. are generally adjectives and others 
like gaul,i, asva~, puru~alJ.. sakuni!z, etc. are always substantives Mo 
often Patafijali uses the terms gunavacana and dravvavacana for the a·d. • re 

• • • • • J Jectives 
and substantives respectively. Papm1 19 has also used several times th d 

. th ' 1·r . e wor gulJavacana m e sense qua 1_~m_g attribut~ ': Here I must mention that the 
term gu~avacana used by PatanJah and Pllpm1 on various occasions need not 
necessarily be taken to represent the Vaisesika 20 notion of guna A . 

th 
rr •, 'k th 

1 
• · . • ccordmg 

~o e r aise~1 as,d . e ~e ahon between quality ( gul}a) and qualified ( gu1Jin) 
1s permanent an 1t 1s always found inseparable But the g : , . · rammanans 
term gul}a stands for tbe_attnbutes or qualities separable or inseparable from 
the substances. According to the grammarians, the term gu'}avacana means 

17. J. VENDRYES, Language, p. 130. 

18. Mahabha~ya on Pa1,1ini IL i. 57: ffif ~cfRr~~: I fit; sr~rr,:t fi.t;" fcrnur­
f ilf~ I _ ~ 'ifTT<:f iifcf ~~'l:, <f;fT+f) '1,1Jf!11';~) I . • <f<';f f~ 3f;i;i":R~ ~Scfll'•lfo"ft ~~ ~ 
i{&f i:kSl'!l"A'"C I K!ELHORN, Vol. I. p. 399_ ' ' 

19. Pli,:iini II. i. 30; VI. ii. llS. 

20. ATHALYE, Tarkasan1araha, 2 d d 83 96 o, n e n., pp. - · 
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any ~ttributive21 word which serves to distinguish one object from the others. 
For instance karnavestakikam mukham · • the face ornamented with the ear­
rings'. Here the ·ter~ ·karr:zaveffakika 22• is guvavacana which can be easily 
separated from the substance. 

But this conception of gw:zavac~na and dravyavacana is not useful for 
the karmadharaya compound prescribed for the visefya-visefa,:za words 
because we see this compound formed out of collocations where both the 
members are, dravyavacana; e.g., iimravrk~al;.: 'a mango tree', simsapii­
vrkfal,z : 'a simsapa tree', similarly the karmadharaya compound is also seen 
in the case of the two gul}avacanas; e.g., suklakr~r_za!z : ' white-black '. The 
terms gu~iavacana and dravyavacana have definite meaning, and they cannot 
be normally interchangable. But the notion of vise~yavise~a,:zabhiiva is 
purely dependant upon the view of the person speaking. 

From a philosophical point of view, Patafijali 23 says that qualities are 
real and the notion of substance is a fiction. What we perceive is actually 
the quality, and substance is inferred thereby. The conception of quality 
becomes incompatible unless it has a substratum. Patafijali 24 also :finds out 
that qualities are often changed but substance remains the same. What he 
means to say is that the notion of substance is rendered necessary by the 
habits25 of our thinking. The notion of substance is assumed because we 
feel that qualities always reside in something. But this philosophical 
distinction between substance and quality has no great value from the 
grammatical point of view . 

. Patanjali gives another classification 26 of words into four groups : 
words denoting class, quality, action and singularity. This classification 

· 21. Mahabha~ya on Panini I. i. I: "Devadatta retains the same name, no matter 
whether he is a boy, a yo~ng or old man, and shavc;d or wearing matted hair". In 
Patafijali's statement, the words sikhin, jati11 and muizr!in are gur;avacanas in grammar. 
But they cannot be termed as denotative of qualities, from the point of view 'of the 
Vaise.,ikas. KIELHORN, Vol, I. p. 42. 

22. Kasiku on PltQini VI. ii. 155 : ~~-~-~-31'<?1'{ ~T l-1' aftraT­
~~~m,; ,;o:i'r .-rursrfu~a- cffi~104,a1cm·11f.-i ;fcff;:a- I tjt:fJ"R I <fiOT­
~r1=1.ft tj,nfo·, ir{s', "'~"'<fi+l I rf 'Pf11f~q 3T~ilt6cf~i:r r 

23. Mahabhu.;ya on Pai;iini 5.1.119: Ai Tfii&rl'{ r'ifi~;:rfurr: I ~-~~~'TTWT•c!T 

~ : ' mrr~ ~01:fl{_ I •• 3frllq_ ~IR'+Zl'T ~&!"'\ I a~cf'!,1ffrl1TJ:l:fl{_ I Kll!LHORN 
Vol. II. p. 366. 

24. Mahabha.~ya Paspasuhnika KrnLHORN, Vol. I. p. 7. : anwfu1:rl.f'T -.rTi'lll 'i:f' ,rcrrn-, 
lolf~. 

25. JESPERSEN, The philosophy of grammar, p. 75: "While formerly substances 
were thought of as realities per se and -qualities were considered as having no existe?1ce in 
themselves, there is perhaps now a strong tendency· in the opposite direction, to look upon 
the substance or "substratum" of variou, qualities as a fiction, rendered more or less 

sary by our habits of thought, and to say that it 1s the "qualities" that ultimate! v 
neces_t t the real world i e everything that can be perceived by us and is of value to us." coast! u e ' · · . , 

26_ Mahfrbha.,ya, on the second Sivasrrtra, K1ELHORN., Vol. I. p. 19.: ~ 
~<Gr,;t 5fef'ff: 1 ;:;nfu~;u:, 1r.~:, f?tiZIT~~r:, ~ro<G~~l!!"T= 1 

G 
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springs from the fact that the words employed in communication are 
regarded as different with reference to the thing meant by them; e. g., the 
word gaul_z denotes the meaning ' class ' ( i. e. universal. co~cept of cow 
found in a particular cow). The second category of word~ hke sukla denotes 
the quality which is inherent in the substance. The third category of the 
words like calati denotes action inhereo.,t in the substance. The fourth 
category of the words like rjittlza always stands for the single object. This 
classification, which brings out the distinction among words, is based upon 
the nature of objects which they refer to. In this classification, the words 
jiiti and gu~w represent th.~ properties of substantives and adjectives respec­
tively. The term gwJa refers to qualities, while the term jati refers to a 
substance; furthermore the term jati refers to or is used to signify the essence 
of a thing which is co.nsidered universal nature of objects by the philosophers. 
The function of adjectives is to differentiate one individual from the rest 
within a single class. This classification is based on the things meant by 
words because they correspond to the external objects in the mode of their 
representation. The grammatical fact of agreement or concord between the 
adjectives and substantives is well brought out by Patafijali by classifying 
them logically as denotatives of qualities and substances. 

Bhartrhari 27, while speaking of g111_1as emphasises the differentiating 
character and the depending nature of the gufJas. The latter nature refers 
to the fact that one cannot conceive of gu!Ja without considering at the same 
time the substance in which that particular quality might inhere. In the sense 
of distinguishing ~ature, the term gu~za _can be applied to the adjectives. 
Helaraja commentmg on the Vu.kyapadiya III. p. 145, says: bhedakatva,ii 
ciitra mukhyatn gu~ialak~a,:zam : "the main characteristic of term guna is its 
differentiating nature ". · 

Bhartrhari28, while discussing the terms vise~ya and vise8a,w points O t 
that vise~ya-vise~a!Ja is a syntatic category and not a m~tphological ~r 
grammatical one. The designatives vise~ya and visesa11a re"er to d b f b" · • · 

11 
a wor as 

\~em er o
1 

c~1r.i mat1~~ an_d not as an isolated individual. If nlla and 
g a.~ a~e no. pu 10 ~o_m matton but used separately, they denote the similar 
n?lm1hnat hnott1hon1· (tprat1pah1ikartha ). - But if they are used in combination as 
m og a.a., e 1s ener t mks that nila designates an attr"b t r · 
referring to the wcrd ghata. The stem-meaning ( ·r· d'.k~ eh o an obJect . ( a- • pra 1pa I art a ) or word-
meanmg pa artha) conveyed by both nila and ghata f . . . appears to be the 
same rom a grammatical point of view. Thus according to Bhart h · th 
difference ·n v·• d ·· · ' r an, e 1 z,e~ya an v1se~a1Ja 1s not a morphological but a synta~tical one. 

27. ye. UL p . 145 : Poona University edn.: 

~,"t~ ~ffio1TTW 'SRfflm t 

1!,UIBf <n:~cfT~ ~W-f ~r~i:r 11 
28. Ibid. p. 116 : ' 

fcr.rr~~m:r~ '1~~1'i:i:rmi:rn I 
if 5fl"Rf'TT~~~ ~ct ~ITT~ II 
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. I~ the Vyutpattivada, 29. Gadadhara points out the two-fold function 
of adJec!tves : identification and differentiation ( bhedat, abhavas ca ). The 
collocation ni/o gha{a!z shows that the adjective nila corresponds in number, 
gende~ and case to the noun which it qualifies. This correspondence shows 
that ~ila is not intended to refer to the objects different from gha(a, i. e. the 
~uahty ' blue ' is non-different from the qualified 'jar '. The use of adjectives 
m lang~age also aims at the elimination of other qualities. For instance, the 
w~rd nila_ is used in the phrase nllo gha(a~ to eliminate non-blue jars. But 
this function of elimination cannot be attached to the adjectives in all the 
cases .. For example, in the collocation prameyo gha~a(i 30 : • a knowable jar', 
the um versa I attribute prameya cannot eliminate anything because we do not 
find anything in the world which cannot be made the object of knowledge. 
In such cases the adjectives do not indicate itaravylivrtti but simply 
the identification of the qualified with the qualifier. TJms the phrase 
prameyo gha{a~ intends to mean that knowability is emphasised as one of the 
aspects of a jar. 

· Gada1harabhatta31 further . points out that the qualifier and quali­
ficand are considered as belonging to a single entity. The adjective nlla 
differentiates a blue jar from the white, black, red jars, etc. The class of 
jars is divided into sub-classes : black-jars, blue-jars, yellow-jars, etc. All 
the sub-classes are considered the qualified individuals falling within the 
larger class of jars. A qualifying word nlla presupposes a class of jars 
having more than one qualified individual i e. blackjar, yellowjar ete. The 
adjective nlla differentiates one qualified individual from the other qualified­
individtral of the same class. It means32 : the qualifying word differentiates 
the individuals of the same class and not individuals of the other classes. 
The adjective ni/a differentiates the blue-jars from the yellow-jars, but it does 
not differentiate a jar from other classes bearing the same colour ( blue birds, 
etc. ) In other words, in the phrase nllo gha(a!z we regard a jar as represent­
ing a whole class, and by adding the adjective nila to gha(a we distinguish 
the individual or qualified individual among the jars, that is to say, the 
group of jars, possessing diverse colours ( blue, black, yellow, etc.) are 
differentiated. To be explicit, an adjective distinguishes the individual of 
the same class but not the classes of the same attribute. 

29. Vy11tpattivada op. cit., p. 81 : 

i~s+rrcr~ fcrir:r11Jf<r+rcta-~~-: I fcrf~m'i:l'~~&fTc:fmc{ 1 

30. Ibid., p. 82: 3f~ srirlr) ~ ~q) ffl~~fcflitfmrJ'il>-irmrf~ ... 
fcr~ffl-ir~:ir~r~+f'cf: 1 

31. Ibid., pp. 87-92: ~c~l.Ti( I ~ ~<f"!:~T!:TR"1J'J'Wh I ... ar<pm11t~­
~["1'Ffcl(Cf"Tf~q ~cf I 3f'J.c:i61.lf<fflf"l66dT~f<f f<mT">lr ~1g'1Qlifll(~:.cirm<{fucp:r­

t<ITT~<il mi{T•l'.l>l'i:1m,ft'rcn ~i¥crilcr 1 

32. R. C. 1>ANDEYA, The Problem of Mea11i11g in Indian Philosophy, Motilal 
Banarasidass, p. 154. 
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The substantive is possessed of various qualities but the adjective 
singles out the particular quality to the exclusion of others. This idea is 
s~ggested by the definition: bhedyain33 vise~yam, bhedakain vise~ar,,am : 
'qualifier is distinguisher and qualificand is to be distinguished'. This 
conception of adjectives and substantives is somewhat different from what 
was held by Western 34 Semantists. The modern semantist 

35 
would say that 

an adjective expresses the general quality; and the substantive, which refers 
to a particular individual, renders the quality individualized. According to 
this conception, substantives have a more special signification and adjectives 
have a more general signification. Indian philosophers think

36 
that content 

of substantives is greater than that of the adjectives because substantives 
denote objects possessing various qualities and adjectives single out one 
quality to the exclusion of others. The word gha{a may be used with 
reference to the jars possessing qualities blue, black, white, red, etc. The 
adjective nila makes a quality definite instead of indefinite. In the Indian 
terminology the modern semantist would say vise~ya is bhedaka and 

vise~alJa is bhedya. 
, . . ~imilary commenting on the formation of the karmadharaya compound 
simsapavrk~at,: • a simsapa tree', Kaiyata says that the word vrksa in the 
~ompound sifnsapiivrk~a is vise~ya, because the content 37 of · s~bstantive 
~~ greater than that of adjective; and the word simsapa is visesana because 
le:s ::tent deno~~~ b~ it is less than that of substantive. Certainly there ar~ 

f d" m~er of s1msapa trees than the trees in general. Again this conception 
o _a J~ctives and substantives is exactly contrary to the west 'd· 38 f 
adJecbves and substantives. ern 1 ea o 

accordi!~t ::et:~tr;:e:c:;s;:!:
rd

;:~::: :~~o;of adjectives and substanti~es 
eSlern need not necessanly 

33. Kusiku on Pai:iini 11. i. 57_ 

. 34. JESPERSEN, Philosophy of Grammar 7 . " special than adjectives, they are appl"c bl • p. 5 . . On the whole substantives are more 
3S J y I a e to fewer obJects than adjectives" 

" • • • E':IDRYES, La11guage, pp. 130-3 . ,. . . goodness IS a v1rtue ", there is this di l. Doubtless, between ' Peter is good " and 
hzed, rendered concrete in a cert . b . ffe~ence, that good expresses the quality individua­
of the \1)lality itself abstractly am _emg,!. e. Peter-whereas goodness is the expression 

d
. . . conceived also " the 1 1. a Jecllve 1s referred to a part' 

1 
. . • genera qua 1ty expressed by the 

instead of indefinite which _itc~ abr rndividual, that is to say, whenever it becomes definite 
' 1 1s Y nature " 

36. This is known to JES • guished as having a more . PER~EN'. op. cit., p. 81: "Substantives are broadly distin-
signification because the f special signification, and adjectives as having a more general 
the latter the possession ;rmer. connote the possession of complexity of qualities, and 

37 K · 0 one single quality " · a1yata on Maho.bha.s . · ~ ~ . ~~~~ .. . f<lirffl .Ya II. 1. 57: ~~~ olfTqofic~~;fcf, ~ <_! 
~ olTTq"ifi~ fcri~ <I'· Also Nagesa on Kaiyata, op. cit. oinc;;ramtr<fiGflfcm1fN­

~" ~"I I if~q- ill""E>-"'- I 
38. J. VENDRYES La •<t<:1 the content or adjecti~es ':Kuage, p. 131: "We often express this difference by saying that 

P• 75: " On the whole su:s:a_re~ter than that of substantive "; also JESPERSEN, 
0

1;· cit., 
to fewer objects than ad· . Olives are more special than adjectives, they are nppltcable 

Ject1ves . th ' in e parlance of logicians ". 
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be exaggerated. The Westerner, when a statement like nilo gha~a!z is 
uttered, will consider the category nila as a whole, and the substantive 
gha~a renders that quality individualised. The Indian Philosophers think 
that from the above statement the listener would consider that the speaker 
wants to present the category of jars as a whole, and the word nlla 
differentiates blue jars from the other individuals of the same class. To the 
Indian thinkers, the statement is conditioned by the speaker's will and it does 
not speak of external nature of things at all. Since viewing towards 
adjectives and substantives in this angle is purely subjective, Patafijali thinks 
that adjectives can be turned into substantives. 

The terms visesya and visesana are not restricted to the adjective and 
substantive words but they are als~ ~sed by the philosophers to point out 
the principal and subordinate status of linguistic expression. By way of 
illustration, the Sanskrit grammarians, while explaining the phrase rajna!z: 
puru~a!z 'king's man', assign the principal status ( vise~yatva) to the 
constituent puru~a!z and the subordinate status ( vise~al}atva) to the other 
constituent riijna~: •king's·. Thus the terminology vise~ya and vise.~alJil is 
conveniently used to make a distinction in the rank or status of the various 
linguistic expressions. According to the grammarians, the genitive attribute 
( vyadhikaralJ(lvise~alJa) rajna!z is also designated as vise~al}a : ' surbor­
dinate' with respect to the meaning puru~a(1. Thus these terms stand for 
the words occupying principal and subordinate positions. 

To sum up : It is v~ry difficult to provide a satisfactory definition of 
the coni:;epts vise~ya and vise~a,:za, because we do not have any adequate 
criterion for the differentiation of adjectives and substantives. The words 
standinii for the vise~ya and vise~al}a have not a fixed grammatical aspect. 
Patafiajali maintains that vise~OlJa can be turned into visefya and vi~~ya 
into vise~a1:a. According to him, the difference indicated by vise~ya and 
visefalJ{l lies in the point of view of the speaker and thus these are inter­
changeable. 

The main difference between adjectives and substantives, which is 
grammatically important, is that the substantives have fixed gender, while 
the adjectives vary in gender and number following the substantival character. 
This intended grammatical di~tinction is ~ot always borne out by the words 
standing for vise~ya and vise~ar;,a. Accordingly, in the expression iimro 
vrk~a~ or in the compound amravrk~a~: • a mango tree•, amra is the 
visesana ( differentiating attribute) possessing a fixed gender. Similarly, in 
the . e~pression satam brahma,:za~ : ' hundred brahmins •, sata is vise~al}a 
but does not sho':. agreement ~itb the ~ubstantive in ge~der and number. 
Both the teriils vise/ya and v1se~Ql}a ~omt out t?e ~emant1c character of the 
rammatical forms. The words standmg for adJect,ves and substantives may f certain grammatical character, but this fact does not correspond to the 

s:::ntic character intended by the terms vi~efya and vise~a~ia. These terms 
t 

O 
wide to include even those cases where we do not find structural 

are. t~on in gender and number of adjectives. Thus the choice of the terms 
varia 1 
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visesya and vise~ar_za is not happy. These terms lead to a misunderstanding, 
bec~use the words which are grammatically substantives can act as vise~a,:za 
and the words which are structurally adjectives can act as vise~ya, in the 
semantic explan~tion of the sentences. 

Therefore, Patafijali uses the terms gw;avacana and dravyavacana for 
the adjectives and substantives. This somewhat corresponds to the English 
terminology of adjectives and substantives. These terms cJearly point out 
the distinction between dravyavacana which denotes substances and gu'IJ,ll­
vacana which denotes qualities. The difference between adjectives ( gu,:za­
vacana) and substantives ( dravyavacana ) actually depends upon the things 
meant by them. Pataiijali points out that the linguistic character of adjectival 
and substantival words are fundamentally characters of the things meant by 
them. The words functioning as adjestives and substantives have the same 
intrinsic value which corresponds to the external objects denoted by them. 

In Yaska's four-fold classification of the " parts of speech ", the word 
naman includes all substantives, adjectives, pronouns, etc. This classifica­
tion falls within the scope of Morphology. In this grammatical classification, 
functional approach is not violated. In other words this classification is not 
based on the representation of the external facts. Infact this is a mor'pho­
functional classification. For instance bhavati is a verb in form bhavah a 
noun, pra( bhavati) !s a preverb-pre~osition and ( ghatal_i pa(a(z) ca i~ a 
particle. The only difficulty is that if the forms pra and ca are taken out of 
the context, their particular category cannot be decided. Therefore, these 
categories are con~extually explained, when they form part of a linguistic 
expression. In this classification the adjectives and substantives are not 
recognised as separate categories. Ya.ska has grouped them under a_ single 
category of nouns. 

Another way of classification is rank or relation of the words to each 
other_. This classification points out relative importance of the elements of 
the g1v~n sentence. The term vise~ya refers to the modifier ( qualifier or 
su~ordma_te) ~nd_ the term vise~ar_za refers to the primary or qualificand. 
This classtfiction ts not theoretically restricted to the finished words ( pada) 
b_ut ~!~0 a~p icable to the morphemes and phrases. The Sanskrit gramma­
rians c?nstder that the suffixes are primary with respect to stems which are 
subordinated to suffixes. From this we say that words like sukla, nila etc. 
ha_ve always~ tendency to occur only with the words which represent the 
pn_ma~ notion °~ substantives. This analysis is not restricted to the 
adJect;es-substantives but also applicable to adverbs-verbs, noun-verbs, 
etcd. h ~ rlel e s?me affinity between the first word of each pair of related words 
an t e 10 owmg word Th fl . b d' .. ) d h d • . · e rst 1s generally su or mate ( v1sesana an 
tt e steucroeno/sthpnmary ( vise~ya ). This classification represents a hi~rachical 
s rue e semantic · · 

P t . 
1
., units and bas no absolute grammatical value. 

a anJa I s fourfold 1 . 
grammatical facts t . c ass1fication is logical corresponding to the 
Yaska's classificatio:o stnctiy falling within the scope of morphology. But 

, ' as has already been mentioned, is more or less' morpho-
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logical but not logical. Pantafijali classifies the categories corresponding to 
the external facts of the things meant by words. His terms dravya and gur.za 
seem to be too narrow to represent in its entirety the concepts-adjectives 
and substantives. In his classification: dravya and gu'}a, coHocations like 
paean devadatta& are not properly taken care of. 

The popular terms vise~ya and vise~a'}a are too wide to represent the 
concepts of adjectives and substantives, as has already been exemplified. 
Moreover, vise~yavis~ear.za is a syntactic term which represents the hierar­
chical structure showing the principal and subordinate status of the linguistic 
elements. 

1 In conclusion, it can be stated that Sanskrit philosopher-grammarians 
were aware of the grammatical and logical distinction between the substan­
tives and the adjectives. In fact they have attached greater importance to 
logical difference than to the grammatical aspect. To put it particularly, 
the nature of things meant by the words only justifies the classification of 
words -into adjectives and substantives. This is in no way a morphological 
classification but a classification supported by the logical facts. This makes 
it clear that no serious importance was attached to this terminology strictly 
from the grammatical point of view. Thus these two categories were grouped 
under the single class nouns. 
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