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

by
S. D. Joshi

The logically distinct word-classes dealing with gx:ammatical fact§ are
recognised as separate “ parts of speech™. The classification of grammatical
categories is different from that of words into ‘¢ parts of: speech ”. Such a
classification of categories is based on the morphological structun‘e. The
term grammatical category refers to the morphemic form conveymg thf
notion of gender, number, person, tense, mood, etc. *The parts of spee.c‘h
is a logical categorisation presenting the general procedure for th.e c.las.smca-
tion of words upon a plan which, although supported by logic, is 1n no
.way contrary to the grammatical facts. It is generally said that a language
has 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 single category evenl 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 examie the classification of
nouns into adjectives (viSesana) and substantives ( visesya ). Before
attempting this, I furnish the traditional classification of the *“parts of
speech” presented by the Sanskrit grammarians in what follows. Yaska g,
the doyen among the early grammarians to handle this problem, presents
the fm,xrfold classification of ‘¢ parts of speech ™ : naman: ‘noun *, akhyata :
‘.vcrb. » Uupasarga: ¢ preverb-preposition’ and nipata: ° particle’.  His
ingenious analysis runs on parallel lines of linguistic and logical facts. The
structure of Sansk.nt., as that of all the Indo-European languages, is such that
it makes a clear distinction between verbs and nouns. These two categories
can be defined semantically as well as morphologically. In Sanskrit, a verb
is tinanta, that is to say, it ends in a tiz suffix, whereas noun is subanta, which
ends in a sup suffix. To distinguish verbs from nouns semantically, Yaska 3

1.
pp. 58 fT.

2. Nirukta 1. i: Feq7fT qEsETA ATHETR SR |

3. Ibid. 1. i: gg-THEgEASS sfewfer | wavgEETeaTs aeawgaThy
araTia B qmr‘tﬁ WEASI Waqd:, qATNGE AAARIRAATIR I Torelreqaw-
TR@IANTGT, 7L qTANT gegamiy: asar afwffy

J. VENDRYES, Language, pp. 91-112 ; also JESPERSEN, The Philosophy of Grammar,

~
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Z?‘yli th-at a verb _denotes activity in process which consists of definite sequence
cginning, middle and end. Nouns on the other hand, do not denote a
process but a frozen action in the form of a substance.

o m;la_etiar.dl‘ng hi.s clafsiﬁcation of words into upasarga : * prepasitions’
cephola ic;a " Pa;txcles » one can say "that _they canmot be distinguished
it forgms y;} ecause both of .them are indeclinables and linguistically
the relation e. . t.“t they are funct19na]ly different. - Particles serve to reveal
S g ecifms tIllg betvyeen two different words, .whereas the prepositions 4
Eerm P 1y the meamng_of the Yerb. Grammgtxcally upasargas are always

nected with verbsS while nipatas show relation between the different
words. The distinction between the upasargas and nipatas is not structural
or morphological but it is functional. This functional classification corres-
E’::l:s to the grammatical fact that prepositions are always connected with
whe:ea]: t;]he §egtence and bring out inherent signification of the verbs,

. € mipatas are regarded as word-connectives or sentence-con-
nectives.  Although this classification furnished by Yaska has not attained
the degree 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 x-nc]ude them in his fourfold classification of the parts of speech, nor does
he give any reason for their non-inclusion.

Panini (1. iv. 14), a true descriptive grammarian as he is, acknowledges
only two parts of speech : subanta: © a word ending in the case termination’,
tiranta : ‘a word ending in the verb termination’. According to him,
prepositions, particles, adverbs, adjectives fall under the category naman or
pratipadika. By the compilation of the lists of suffixes and by the use of the
fiction of omitted suffixes, it was possible for him é to construct a criterion for
assigning all adjectives, adverbs, prepositions, pronouns, particles to the
category of nouns. Thus Panini, who always avoids the problem of semantics
as assiduously as modern descriptive linguists, places all these grammatical
categories under the single name naman, inspite 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 Panini? defines the function of the upasargas and
nipatas. But in his descriptive categorisation, he includes upasargas and

4. Rk-pratisakhya XII. 8: f‘aﬁqmm@qmq;m‘f f‘ag‘fqﬁ |
geartagas AW Ao arEqRer n

Also Nirukta 1. 4: fqoqar I=aTaacagy faaafa o

P. C. CHAKRAVARTL The Linguistic Speculations of the Hindus, p. 175.

. Papini. 1. ii. 45: 1 i.37; IL iv. 82; IV.i 2.

7. 1bid., L. iv. 57; L iv. 59.
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nipatas under the single category ‘noun’. Panini is always flevoted to tlze
technicalities of his system and does not care, if logic is sacrificed. Pataii-
jali® generally follows Yaska’s scheme of the “ parts of speech ”’.

Bhartrhari®, a Philosopher-grammarian, maintains
grammarians consider only two parts of speech », which are of funda-
mental importance. The words which present the static1® 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!! pronouns might be a subclass of nouns
or adjectives. According 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!® they have similar forms with nouns. Alter-
natlv?ly adverbs may be grouped together with gatis or upasargas, since
functionally they are like upasargas.

I“‘he omission of adj:?ctives., like that of pronouns, in the classification
of the “parts of speech ™, springs from the fact that the contrast between
subst.ant.lves and adjectives has not .much grammatical importance for the
inecton i Sanskrt Ac i, Groek g o0 Substantves lave the same
Sanferit aifiact . reek and Latin, the chief difference between the

Jectives and substantives is that the former class varies in three
genders, as it is shown by their agreement with substantives. But substan-

that some

8. Mahabhasya Paspasa: e e
R T TR AN AT AT | KieLrorn,

" 0. Vc‘zkya.padiya (abbrev. VP) 3.1.1:
firen wfewead P st aswgsfy a7
ANgAT Fre: s fsaaTfag ||
10. Helaraja on VP.IIL.1.1: Fﬂmmm TETETY
sfagy:
ATATEATAE: | e
11. VP IIL1.3:
TEASHN J5 AT TL5qX |
i‘-;:rf‘q:gm% arsat Fa@ET faafaa: )
so Helaraja on VP.3.1.3: kX a’&qrrrn gar a1fg:
TRty o gater: i ﬁﬁ’mﬁ?ﬁ : -
T AqTITORTS |

> 5::yfr§l.j? lln.de.rvp_ 2.5.: fm |3’ﬂ‘|q0||;|‘| FeE Hg@fa?ar ¥ | Also CHAKRA-
T, Linguistic Speculations of the Hindus, pp. 153-4.
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tives i ’

Substarlllt";::s i‘iegzl;eb gender.. In othe'r .words, adjectives agree 13 with
are certain excoption se: an;l' gender. T"hxs is nf)t tfue in all the cases. There
ot Bt B e O this grammatical dl_stmctxon. Vyutpattivada't points
auttiorita vy . O.Wlng exarflples-—veda_/z pramanam : ‘the Vedas are
i t’h rees? a:n brahmanah : ¢ hun(.ired brahmins’, trayak samudita
nopdma'naéabdaﬁ ac s_pgt .together qonstltute the cause’, pratyaksanuma-
- infe} . Pramanani : ¢the 1nstrumc?nts . of right cognition are
Satam and ,tra " Ilcle,h analogy and .verl.)a] testimony *—the words pramanam,
betnn ayaz, although used adjectnyely do not agree with the following

‘ antives 1 gender, number or both in gender and number.

.Panini, as is characteristic of him, does not define the terms visesana
anc.l visesya semantically or structurally but uses them in the rule ILi.57
wplch means: a case-inflected word standing for a qualifier is compounded
w:th a case-inflected word standing for a qualificand. For example,
nf{otpala ¢ ‘a blue lotus’, raktotpala : <a red lotus’. The words visesya and
visesana are interpreted by the commentatorsS to mean the distinguisher
(bhedaka) ana to be distinguished ( bhedya). Here the words nila and
rakta intend to differentiate the blue and red lotuses from the white lotus etc.

Pataiijali, while interpreting the rule¢ (II. i.57) finds it difficult to
explain the terms visesya and vifesana. He tries to find out the contrast
between visesya and visesana placing them side by side in two sentences in

13. Makabhasya on Panini 1. ii. 52.: fora=qrAr weawTATSTSY fosmramarfy
wafsg | Kiersorn, Vol. 1. p. 228.

. Also Samiisacakra:
afesst ag=d a1 = fawfrafasrer
afeosd qgad ar = fSufafaavwanfy n
14. Vyutpattivada, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, pp. 22-30: wqgaTTfrafiqess
= exgsfastrafsraseiafantzasaq | qaored = faafrafraswsaarearfar
g FAAMATRS FAEAR | FA: TAG, A AT AT TTIR |
qo “ faorcaTET: adFed ” SATAMGARAS AT AR 0 Aqregedsty ¥ smon-
facarea: &4 s, fa@safRqemEaEsETRaty frdemaray qumaTTEa-
frmia | @arAfssTRETS AT FARTIRT F=r: samorfrars. AT
...fq 7w @afear gl FETEHESTEIAT GETfigaits | )
15. Kasika oa Panini, 1L i. 57: ¥a% faftwwt ¥e fagsqq 7y '
fardrsgarfaar qrrATfaF AT gaT g awery, %algz;j;r ﬂﬁ?&",’
16. Mahabhiasya on Payini. ILL57 : A1 fort: seredi frafrar wafi, grouy
frdiomedd, aar fron gurd, FO0 faqewq | w19 afz qqda dgar e Feo:

e faafiar wafea faer fadwweda, &7 dad faogor sfy | Also Kaiyata on
the Mahabhasya: Fomes  I=AIRAT  wravwifrarfazsaurs sfyoagfy faswmsa

afrgasarafersaa Ao tfy gorwsqy fasafesaay faggng | oFf fas
ezt fasisaed Fomrarsaen® fagyoEaadan | )
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; th the uses. Kkrsnah tilah: the sesamum (seeds)
E’l::;:’,tzz;arﬁia:vo;i:%s:b?thc black (substance as) sesamum seeds ’.. In
these phrases, the first word of each pair is an adjective and- the secoix:dt is a
substantive. [Finally he comes to the concluflon that. the dxfferefnceh e ;;een
yisesya and vifesapa lies in the point of view!? which we put orth. Vﬁe
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 tt_Jrne‘d into sul?stan-
tives and substantives into adjectives. The diﬂ'erencjc? l.les-m the pomt' of
view of the person who is the speaker. Then Patafijali raises the question
why the compound tilakrsna is not used in fl?e language. To get rid of
this difficulty, he gives up the notional ?eﬁmtnon of t.llle words visesya and
visesana. The notional definition of visesya and w.ffz,sapa expresses the
difference in the point of view of the spgaker. The v1§e§azza §t?nds for t_he
qualifying term and the visesya for the q_uall'ﬁca'md; but th.ls fleﬁnltlon d(_)es not:
help us in determining which words are mtrms.lcally quahfym‘g and v.vhlch are
intrisically qualiﬁcand. The notion of qualifier and qualificand is .purely
supjective with reference to the wish of the spFaker. Anfl thus adjectival
notion can be easily turned into the substantivated notion. Therefore,
Patafijali tries to find a suitable terminology?® which may point-out the
intrinsic difference between the adjectives and substantives. Finally, he calls
adjectives gunavacanas: ¢ denotative of qualities’, that are found in substances,
and in his terminology, visesya stands for dravyavacana: ¢denotative of
substances >. Both terms are fairly correct in representing the adjectives and
substantives, because words like sukla etc. are generally adjectives and others
like gauh, asvak, purusak, Sakunih, etc. are always substantives. More
often Patafijali uses the terms gunavacana and dravyavacana for the adjectives
and substantives respectively. Panini? has also used several times the word
gunavacana in the sense qualifying attribute’. Here I must mention that the
term gunavacana used by Patafijali and Panini on various occasions need not
necessarily be taken to represent the Vaisesika® notion of guna. According
to the VaiSesikas, the relation between quality (guna) and qualified ( gunin)
is permanent and it is always found inseparable. But the grammarians’
term guna stands for the attributes or qualities separable or inseparable from
the substances. According to the grammarians, the term gunavacana means

17. J. VenDRYES, Language, p. 130.

18. Mahabhasya on Payini 1L i. 57: g& aamarasg: | f& saw 5 fadgor-

fafq | & =rfr 73 &35, g3 qorwsa | . L fg 9FRARg RITHATAN (TR A
T et | KiELHORN,  Vol. I p. 399.

19. Panini IL. i. 30; VI, ij. 115.
20. ATHALYE, Tarkasarhgraha, 2nd edn., pp. 83-96-
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;zz a;tl;]tsr:::ljtlve]il_ word Whif:h serves to distinguish one object from.the others.
For i ce argzave.y{al_clkam mukham : -‘ the face ornamented with the ear-

8s’. Here the term karpavestakika®® is gunavacana which can be Easily
separated from the substance,

But this conception of gupavacana and dravyavacana is not useful for
the karmadharaya compound prescribed for the viSesya-visesana words
because we see this compound formed out of collocations where both the
members are dravyavacana; e. g., amravrksak : ‘amango tree’, Simsapd-
vrksah : “a simsapa tree”, similarly the karmadharaya compound is also seen
in the case of the two gunavacanas; e.g., Suklakrsnak: ¢ white-black’. The
terms gunavacana and dravyavacana have definite meaning, and they cannot
be normally interchangable. But the notion of visesyaviSesanabhava is
purely dependant upon the view of the person speaking.

From a philosophical point of view, Patafijali # 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? 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
habits®s 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® of words into four groups :
words denoting class, quality, action and singularity. This classification

' 21. Mahabhasya on Papini I. i. I: “ Devadatta retains the same name, no matter
whether he is a boy, a young or old man, and shaved or wearing matted hair ”. In
Patafijali’s statement, the words $ikhin, jatin and mundin are gunavacanas in grammar.
But they cannot be termed as denotative of qualities, from the point of view 'of the
Vaisesikas. KIELHORN, Vol, I. p. 42.

22. Kasika on Panini VL. ii. 155 : #arfa—srg—fga—wren w@anal ¥ afgar-
weaTgaaRfa G Togfaed FAATATTL GG IR Wafeq | garfa | Hof-
FerwIeaT HIfE, qE, FOAIRF | T FOFIs=fany, aHTOIC HR | »

23. Mahabhasya on Panini 5.1.119: f& g-'ﬁfsqm FIAT: | TEETAETIRTT
O :, qAISFAE ReA | . . HAG veifeent geme | FEAATTETH | KIELHORN
Vol. II. p. 366. N

24. Mahabhasya Paspa§ahnika KIELHORN, Vol. L. p. 7. ATHEFTT =TT = 'q'arﬁf,
god  gAEdad.

25. JesperseN, The philosophy of grammar, p. 75: * While formerly substances
were thought of as realities per se and-qualities were considered as baving no existence in
themselves, there is perhaps now a strong tendency in the opposite direction, to look upon
the substance or “ substratum *’ of various qualities as a fiction, rendered more or less
necessary by our habits of thought, and to say that it 1s the ¢ qualities ' that ultimately
constitute the real world, i. e. everythiug that can be perceived by us and is of value to us.”

26. Mahiibhasya, on the second Sivasutra, KieLHORN., Vol. 1. p. 19.: agsa'tﬁ

szt wAfe: | Sfawein, et e, agssmaeagat: |
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springs from the fact that the words empl'oyed mtcgm:gzrx;u.:a:o;, :};:
regarded as different with reference to th:a th.mg mez-m rsa){ conce,p bl s
word gauk denotes the meaning ©class’ (i.e. Umved L s dERATEES
found in a'particular cow). The second category %1 wotxi, iid B ey of e
the qualty e enores itl} the'n;f;:inﬁ' the esubstance. The fourth
ike calati denotes action 1 1 ; . !
zvzg;iir;ﬂ:;‘ the words like dittha alw.ay.s st?nds for the smgle. ot:)]escetc.1 u'lr')l:;
classification, which brings out the ffixstltr;ctlolr:l z:g;csmfla»svs?gg:,ﬁ-:)sn z;.he s
j i er to. .

t't'le' nat:jjre (:faol‘?é;‘;iss:}tnig.*.ﬂ;)er)(;pl;ties of substantives and adjectives respec-
'i?:lelsn Tgl;le' term guna refers to qualities, whilt? the term‘ j&f‘i refers to a
Subste;nce; furthermore the term jati refers to or is u.sed to signify .tlhe ess}fncse
of a thing which is considered universal na_ture of obgect's .by thefphl osct)lp er t
The function of adjectives is to diﬂ'er.entlz.lte one mdmdual' rom the re;

within a single class. This classification 1s baseq on }he things meefa‘nth y
words because they correspond to the external objects in the mode of their
representation. The grammatical fact of agreement or c:)_an)rd betwee_n ic
adjectives and substantives is well b.r.ought out by Patafijali by classifying
them logically as denotatives of qualities and substances.

Bhartrhari?’, while speaking of gunas emphasises the differentiating
character and the depending nature of the gunas. The. latt.er nature refers
to the fact that one cannot conceive of guna w1t!10ut .cons'ldermg at the same
time the substance in which that particular quality m1gh.t inhere. In tt:xe sense
of distinguishing nature, the term guna =can be applied to the ad_]CCthCS..
Helaraja commenting on the V&kyapad.zya L p. .14§, says: bhedaka.tva.m
catra mukhyarm gunalaksapam : ¢ the main characteristic of term guna is its
differentiating nature .

Bhartrhari®, while discussing the terms visesya and viSesana, points out
that visesya-visesana is a syntatic category and not a morphological or
grammatical one. The designatives vifesya and viSesana refer lo a word as
a member of combination and not as an isolated individual. If nila and
ghata are not put in combination but used separately, they denote the similar
nominal notion (pratipadikartha). But if they are used in combination as
niloghatah, the listener thinks that nila designates an attribute of an object
referring to the word ghata. The stem-meaning ( pratipadikartha ) or word-
meaning ( padartha) conveyed by both nila and ghata appears to be the
same from a grammatical point of view. Thus, according to Bhartrhari, the
difference in visesya and viSesana is not a morphological but a syntactical one.

27. VP, 1II. p. 145 : Poona University edn.:
gafiTdzs: qIsaIT Sqaad |
TORE qRIFAATAED ATEH IIFTH
28. Ibid. p. 116 :
faqaufadicaeg gaareTsray o
T wifaafeFrdes adq safafcsady o
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of a djei?ivtehse-ViJ:iutp‘-miva-da’ # Gadadhara points out the two-fold function
eollgeation m’.lo Zntlﬁcatlon and dlﬂ'erex}tlaflon ( bhedah abhavas'ca ). The
gerder and o gt atah shows th'at tl}e adje(.:tlve nila -corresponds in number,
that nila is o :e o the noun which it qua!lﬁes. 'Thls correspondence shows
quality blueo’ .lntended‘ to refer to the 'ob_;ecfs dlﬁ‘t?[‘ent from ghata, i.e. the
in la 1s non-different from the qualified ¢ jar °. The use of adjectives

Hgltlag.e also aims at the elimination of other qualities, For instance, the
W(?I'd mla.ls used in the phrase nilo ghata% to eliminate non-blue jars. But
this function of elimination cannot be attached to the adjectives in all the
il For example, in the collocation prameyo ghataf3: ¢ a knowable jar ’,
the universal attribute prameya cannot eliminate anything because we do not
find anything in the world which cannot be made the object of knowledge.
In §uch cases the adjectives do mnot indicate itaravyavrtti but simply
the identification of the qualified with the qualifier. Thus the phrase
prameyo ghatak intends to mean that knowability is emphasised as one of the
aspects of a jar.

Gadadharabhatta3! turther _points out that the qualifier and quali-
ﬁ?and are considered as belonging to a single entity. The adjective nila
.dlfferentiates 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 nila presupposes a class of jars
having more than one qualified individual i e. blackjar, yellowjar ete. The
adjective nila differentiates one qualified individual from the other qualified-
individual of the same class. It means®: the qualifying word differentiates
the individuals of the same class and not individuals of the other classes.
The adjective nila 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 nilo ghatah we regard a jar as represent-
ing a whole class, and by adding the adjective nila to ghata 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. Vyutpattivada op. cit., p. 81 ;

FAsHrase fastqufawady | fAfaesveammrsamag |

30. Ibid., p.82: 9 TAA G2 TATAY FHTEATsBOIfaaIfamIesfagar. ..
fraqufrR A aTd He dwa: | '

31. Ibid., pp. 87-92 : STATEATAICFAT | ToA TATTHAATHIIOGN: | ... AGUUHE -
ggufraaifzed o | yqaatriTsargnane faforsn aigreTrasasaragfaad-

arfaaT arATAveaTEiad: gAGEAHT |
32. R. C. PANDEYA, The Problem of Meaning in Indian Philosophy, Motilal

Banarasidass, p. 154,



. u 27
ADJECTIVES AND SUBSTANTIVES IN THE « pARTS OF SPEEC
. ses jective

The substantive is possessed of various quallftlesthtlrlst lhTfL i:‘:ﬁ::‘;s
. R 3 the exclusion of O . '
singles out the particular -qua.hty e e visesyam, bhedakarn visesanam :
suggested by the definition: bhedyam A b:a distinguished”.  This
* quatifis iy distinguidier m:id q‘:)]atlelf:t:?vnes ;s somewhat different from what
conception of adjectives and subs ist 35 that
was hzld by Westim a Semantists. The rgodern semantist ¥ woulhdi css);eérs
an adjective expresses the general quality, and tl%e.subsyantlve, x Fomem i
to a particular individual, renders the quality .mdl.v1d_uahz:cd. dcco(;. i t%ves
this conception, substantives have a more spec.lal slgn1ﬁcatl9n :;n o agjec o
have 3 o nerlsgniaton, Todisn pilosophes (% (L

. 3 t of the adjectives

(olf SUbStagglv:S 5 gr:;tif]\‘g ts:?iotuhsa qualities and adjectives single out one
enote objects poss be used with

: : hers. The word ghata may
quality to the exclusion of ot . .
reference to the jars possessing qualities blue, blac:k, Whl'te, feld’ titc.l (;I:he
adjective nila makes a quality definite instead of 1.n'deﬁmt.e. bhnd ]: n 1ag
terminology the modern semantist would say viSesya is Dhedaka an
visesana is bhedya. .

Similary commenting on the formation of the karmadharaya comPound
Simbapavrksah: *a Siméapa tree’, Kaiyata says that the word vrksa in t.he
compound Simsapavrksa is viSesya, because th’e. .c'onteqt 37.of substantive
is greater than that of adjective; and the Word Stms.apa is vz&e:_s‘ana because
the content denoted by it is less than that of substantive. (;ertalnly there aro
less number of §immSapd trees than the trees in general. Again this conception
of adjectives and substantives is exactly contrary to the western idea3® of
adjectives and substantives.

But the difference, regarding the notion of adjectives and substantives
according to the two systems—Indian and Western—need not necessarily

33. Kasika on Panini IL. i. 57.

34. JESPERSEN, Philosophy of Grammar, p. 75: *“ On the whole substantives are more
special than adjectives, they are applicable to fewer objects than adjectives .

35. J VENDRYES, Language, pp. 130-31: ¢ Doubtless, between ¢ Peter is good ™’ and
« goodness is a virtue *’, there is this difference, that good expresses the quality individua-
lized, rendered concrete in a certain being i. e. Peter-whereas goodness is the expression
of the Quality itself abstractly conceived” also ¢ the general quality expressed by the

adjective is referred to a particular individual, that is to say, whenever it becomes definite
instead of indefinite, which it is by nature **.

36. This is known to JESPERSEN, op. cit., p.81: * Substantives are broadly distin-
guished as having a more special signification, and adjectives as having a more seﬂel'f:il
sxgn;ﬁcation because the former connote the possession of complexity of qualities, an
the latter the possession of one sin ity **

. gle quality . - < .

3. Kaiyata on Makabhasya I1. i, 57: qered savaeaTtgasqesa, e g
sFeafaaaaET ... fadauda.  Also Nageéa on Kaiyata, op. cit. B L L LKL
AR saTwe frsaataaty aeny | ing that

38. J. VENDRYES, Language, p. 131: « We often express this difference by saying the
the content of adjectives is greater than that of substantive '; alsO JESPERSEN, aféab];
p.75: « On the whole substamiv they are applu

i es are ial than adjectives,
to fewer objects than adjectives, more spect

in the parlance of logicians
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be exaggerated. The Westerner, when a statement like nilo ghatah is
uttered, will consider the category nila as a whole, and the substantive
ghata renders that quality individualised. The Indian Philosophers think
that from the above statement the listener would consider that the speaker
v‘{ants tf’ present the category of jars as a whole, and the word nila
dxﬁ'c.:rentu_ates 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
no.t sPeak of external nature of things at all. Since viewing towards
adjectives and substantives in this angle is purely subjective, Pataiijali thinks
that adjectives can be turned into substantives.

The terms viSesya and viesapa are not restricted to the adjective and
substantive words but they are also used 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 rajnah:
purusah ‘king’s man’, assign the principal status (visesyatva) to the
constituent purusah and the subordinate status (visesanatva) to the other
constituent rajriak: ‘king’s’. Thus the terminology visesya and visesana is
conveniently used to make a distinction in the rank or status of the various
linguistic expressions. According to the grammarians, the genitive attribute
( vyadhikaranavisesana) rajhah is also designated as visesana : ¢« surbor-
dinate > with respect to the meaning purusa. Thus these terms stand for
the words occupying principal and subordinate positions.

To sum up : It is very difficult to provide a satisfactory definition of
the concepts visesya and visesana, because we do not have any adequate
criterion for the differentiation of adjectives and substantives. The words
standing for the viSesya and visesana have not a fixed grammatical aspect.
Patafiajali maintains that vifesana can be turned into visesya and vikesya
into visesana. According to him, the difference indicated by visesya and
vifesana 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 distinction is not always borne out by the words
standing for visesya and viesana. Accordingly, in the expression amro
vrksah of in the compound amravrksah: ‘a mango tree’, amra is the
yidesana ( differentiating attribute ) possessing a fixed gender. Similarly, in
the expression Satam brahmanak : ‘handred brahmins’, $ata is viSesana
but does not show agreement with the substantive in gender and number.
the terms visesya and visesana point out the semantic character of the
matical forms. The words standing for adjectives and substantives may
ertain grammatical character, but this fact does not correspond to the
haracter intended by the terms visesya and viSesana. These terms
de to include even those cases where we do not find structural
r and number of adjectives. Thus the choice of the terms

Both
gram
have €
semantic €
are too Wi
variation in gende
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visesya and visesana is not happy. These terms lead to a misunderstanding,
because the words which are grammatically substantives can act as viSesana
and the words which are structurally adjectives can act as visesya, in the
semantic explanation of the sentences.

Therefore, Patafijali uses the terms gunavacana and dravyavacana for
the adjectives and substantives. This somewhat corresponds to the English
terminology of adjectives and substantives. These terms clearly point out
the distinction between dravyavacana which denotes substances and guna-
vacana which denotes qualities. The difference between adjectives ( guna-
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
ndman 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 morpho-
functional classification. For instance, bhavati is a verb in form, bhavah a
noun, pra(bhavati) is a preverb-preposition and (ghatah patak) ca is 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 contextually explained, when they form part of a linguistic
expresﬁioﬂ- In this classification the adjectives and substantives are not
tecognised as separate categories. Yaska has grouped them under a single
category of nouns.

Ano.ther Wiy Of.CIassiﬁcation is rank or relation of the words to each
other. This classification points out relative importance of the elements of
the given sentence. The term visesya refers to the modifier ( qualifier or
sulzordma.te) fmd_ the term visesana refers to the primary or qualificand.
This clasmﬁca.tlon 'S Dot theoretically restricted to the finished words ( pada)
b.ut als ° aPphcable to the morphemes and phrases. The Sanskrit gramma-
rians"consider 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_v e always & tendency to occur only with the words which represent the
P :ll.ma.ry n:;f‘: Of substantives. This analysis is not restricted to the
:t (-:‘.ecnv‘(;s:ee :0?::;’;; but also applicable to adverbs-verbs, noun-verbs,
v s Followitig wOrgltYIPetween tpe first word of each. pair of 1t<,alated words
s sacond 18 primaryi ”he first is .generally subordinate (vzse.gfma) a}ud
structure of the Semanti‘;we”ja ). This classification represents a hierachical

Patanjali’s fourory units 'and }'Jas no absolute grammatical value.
grammatical facts, not strict;:lassnf.icatlon is logical corresponding to the
Yaska’s classification y falling within the scope of morphology. But

1, as hag 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 guna
seem to be too narrow to represent in its entirety the concepts—adjectives
and substantives. In his classification: dravya and guna, collocations like
pacan devadattah are not properly taken care of.

The popular terms viSesya and vifesana are too wide to represent the
concepts of adjectives and substantives, as has already been exemplified.
Moreover, viSesyaviSseana is a syntactic term which represents the hierar-

chical structure showing the principal and subordinate status of the linguistic
elements. : '

, 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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