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LANGUAGE, THOUGHT AND COMMUNICATION
An Appraisal of Bhartrhari’s Theory of Language.

The basic feature of 20th century philosophy is the gradual
dominance of the problem of language and meaning. Different
facets of language in its relation to facts, meaning, convention
syntax, pragmatics have been discussed and debated in the philo-
sophical literature of our times. This trend in philosophy is still
going strong. However, it is interesting to note that approxi-
mately in 450 A, D., an Indian philosopher Bhartrhari advanced
a very comprehznsive theory of language. He belonged to the
Indian school of thought, which is known as the school of gram-
mar. But this school of thought did not discuss grammar as
the primary subject matter, their chief concern was the philosophy
of language. Bhartrhari, as is evident from his tireatise on
language — V@kyapadiyam, delved deep into the problem of
language to unfold its multiple nuances. His theory of sphota is
one of the oldest theories of meaning; yet its importance in the
contemporary philosophic background, in no way, appears out—
dated and obsolzte.

The term ‘laaguage ', as the modern philosophers understand
it, stands not only for the uttered sounds or a collection of written
words guided by certain grammatical rules and conventions, but
also is conceivel essentially as a vehicle of human communi-
cetion Once the communicative role of language is accepted
certain crucial questions automatically arise, such as — Does the
task of the philosopher end with an analysis of language as it
is used or shou!d he go beyond the level of uttered language to
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understand how the speech is understood ? Whether the meanings
of the utterances are conveyed from the speaker to the hearer
independent of any logical ground of communication ? If not,
which concept can serve as the logical ground of communication ?
It is a common experience that sometimes we fail to communicate
what we intend to speak and sometimes we fail to communicate
what the utterer wants to convey through his utterance. In such
cases communication fails, This shows that language as a tool of
communication points to certain residual concepts which are to
be explained if we are to view language as a communicative
apparatus. Bhartrhari's theory has a special appeal in the sense
that e anticipated these issues and made an elaborate discussion
on these problems. He examines language in its two dimensions -
as th: utiered spcech and as the bearer of meaning. His main
probiem is : how the meaning is communicated. So he -‘transgres-
ses tle level of uttered language to find its connection with
thousht and ultimately its connection with the universal ground
of m:aning. In this paper, I intend to explore Bhartrhari’s line
of aralysis and the way he explains the concepts that are invel-
ved ia1 the communicative aspect of janguage. Besides, I venture
to compare notes with some of the modern views regarding this
line of analysis with special reference to Frege' and Davidson’.
I chcose to discuss Frege and Davidson in this paper because
Fregd’s notion of *Thought” and Davidson’s notion of *Inter-
preta:ion’ seem to point to the same direction as Bhartrhari has
been trying to locate in his notion of sphofa.

Before we go on with our task of examining the language —
thought relation and the logical ground of communicition as
propounded by Bhariyhari, I deem it proper to say a few words
abou: the concept of Sabda. This term is used profusely in the
Indiaa philesophy of language. But the term has a special signi-
ficance in case of Bhartrhari’s philosophy, for $abda is not only
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the key concept of his epistemology but also of his metaphysics:
Sabdg in its ordinary sense implies sound, but philosophically tht

term implies the sound which can be used as a symbol- for the

expression of meaning, The essential nature of §abda lies in its

significative power. For Bhartrhari,” the term has still. deeper

significance. Sabda does not mean for him just a collection of
uttered spunds accompanied by a meaning;. it also stands for the

universal unit of speech and meaning, which js manifested

through the uttered sounds.” In the opening chapter of the

Vakyapadiyam Bhart-hari discusses the nature of §abda by reco-

gnising two elements in each significant word® ie, the slement of
sound and the element of logos or the rgal word which possesses -
significance of its own. The logos or the : real word {in modern
idiom we may also cx1l it the ‘content’ of utterances) is revealed

by the uttered sounds dhvani. This real word is ever present in

our thought and as such cannot be apprehended unless it is

conveyed by appropriate sounds. The Sabda which Bhartrhari

identifies with sphota is the ultimate ground of meaning and can

be manifested through different forms of uttercd sounds. The

variations in language and the variations in speaker’s intonations,

accents and pitch do not affect the ‘ meaning’ or the ‘real word'.

So Bhartrhari’s philosophy of language deals. with thz analysis

of uttrered sounds along with the role of grammar, conventions

uses of language in this level of language, as well as the commu.

nicative power of language and the logical conceptions involved

in the process of communication.

Bhartrhari undertakes an triadic analysis of meaning where
he makes a distinction between the Janguage, referents and
thought, which in actual practice we often obliterate. For him
the study of meaning involves the interrclationship berween the
uttered words and thoughts on the one hand ‘and the interrela-
tionship between the words and the referents on the other It

el
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should be noted here that in the pre-Wittgensteinian and Wittgen-
steinian era the philosophars have focussed too much attention
on the language—referen: relationship. This is the reason why
some of the philosophers viewed the concept of ‘thought® and
the terms associated with it as smacking of some sort of
psychologism. The concepts like ‘ thought ', ‘idea’ ‘understanding’
are warded off either as verbal dispositions or else have been
interpreted as non-significant, However, in the last two decades
philosophers have started taking interest in language-thought
relationship, as is evident fromn the writings of Quine, Davidson,
Guttenplan and others. Bharthari, surprisingly enough, took this
quite seriously and made intecesting contributions to this subject -
myatter. He highlights that if ineaning is understood to be com-
municable then thougkt must be taken as significant phase of the’
process of communication.

Btmrlrharl emphatically mekes it clear that “The meaning ef
an uttemncc is that which is conveyed to lhe listener by uttering
it there is no other definition of meaning” ( V@kyapadtyam-

o+

1-328),

‘This definition is the corner-stone of his philosophy of langu-
age. But this process of uttering the sentence and conveying the
meéaninig to the listener is not that simply explainable. One of the
peculidrities of the uttered speech is that it is not presented as a
whole. We utter word: sy lable by syllable and each syllable ‘is
no more heard the morient the next is uttered. So, if language
is to be taken as a vehicle of communication then the explana-
tion of meaning in terms of speaker, hearer, intention and belict
of the speaker, the context of utterance, etc., are not enough. In
fact, Bhartrhari discusses all ihese fuctors while analysing the
empirical 'level of langnage. But he shows that there is a need
for explorations into the depth analysis of communicability,
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which can be done by enumerating the connections between the
uttered sentences and thought and further by showing their
connection with the ultimate unity of meaningfulness. So ‘thou-
ght’ is to be presupposed as a relevant phase of understand-
ing the language. The unity of uttered words and ascription
of meaning to them involves further unification on the level
of thought. Of course, it may well be argued that what
Bhartrhari is offering is a psychological process through which
the succession of uttered letters are united. But Bhartrhari does
not analyse thought ‘1 terms of memories, ideas and associations
He insists that meani g is not conveyed from the speaker to the
hearer, rather the s»oken words serve only as stimulus to un-
cover or reveal the meaning which is already conceptually exis-
tent in the mind o7 the hearer* Sometimes though the full
sentence is not uttered, the hearer understands what the utterer
wants to convey. So, Bhartrhari is not analysing the psychological
process of uniting the letters through words. or words through
sentences. Nor does he interpret ‘ thought’ in terins of ideas, for
he explains communication in terms of sharing the common
content of meaning both by the speaker and the hearer.

Bhartrhari shows that thought is a definite phase involved in
the logical explanation of the communicability of language
Language needs thought and thought needs language. He says
“There is no thought or concepts without the operation of
words; all cognition is shot through and through by words;
all cognition is illuminated through words”™ (V. P 1. 1'1-4). Again
he emphasizes, we cannot be aware of anything if we take out
the name. If name or word is extracted from thte cognition, it
ceases to be a cognition since it lacks illuminai'on and conse-
quently its knowledge remains latent and inert. (}. P. I. 125). So
our thought and conceptionalization lacks significance without the
terms expressive thereof. Thought presupposes linguage. What-
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ever is conceivable is nameable and describable, and whatever is
not describable in terms of words is not thinkable It may be
the case that we may sometimes grope [or the rvight word, yet
there cannot be any thought totally devoid of linguistic cxpressi-
bility

Some traditional Indian philosophers have raised objections to
this sort of interpretation of knowledge and thought. Jayanta
Bhatta, a Nyaya philosopher, in his book Ny@ya Mafijari,
argues that there can be thought as well as cognition without
words and names. Accorcing to him we first of all cognize obje-
cts, then attach name¢s t» it. Prof. G.N Shastri provides an
answer for such a crit.c sra by pointing out that this would lead
to an infinite regress in an atiempt to explain why a particular
word should be used in response to a particular object®. More-
over, it is evident that Jayanta Bhatta's analysis, in this case, is
more about the temporal sequence of cognition than the logical
sequence of cognition. It has also been argued by Jayanta Bhatta
that if thought is to be interpreted in terms of language then a
child who does not know the language cannot think. But
Bhartrhari’s answer would be that a child does not think about
things; he is just aware of them and bare awareness is not
thought, Moreover, it may as well be argued that for Bhartrhari
thought does not mean zetual thinking but rather implies the
linguistic potency.

If thought is interpreted in terms of linguistic expressibility,
the immediate conclusion may be that ‘thought’' does not have
conceptual autonomy and it is just equivalent to *'speech—dis-
position® as it has been put forward by Willfrid Sellars®. Bhar-
trhari, however, does not go to this extent in his interpretation.
According to him uttered speech and thuoght are only inter-depen-
dent stages of the same process. Speech principle, as Bhartrhari
states, manifests itself in three levels — they are Vaikhari,
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Madhyam@ and PaSy@nti. Vaikh@rf is the actual utterance,
expressing the intention of the speakers and understood by the
heart. Madhyam@ is mental and conceptual in nature. It repre-
sents the manifestation of meaning-essence on the level of thought,
All the eiements linguistically relevant to the uttered speech are
present in this stage in ibe latent form., The same meaning is
revealed by differcat forms of Madhyam@ depending on the
language adopted. These two stages correspond to the two
aspects of linguistic situation i.e., Vaikrta dhvani (the individual
utterances in purely phonetic terms) axi Pr@kyta dhvani (the
phonological structure, the sound pattern of the norm). The
Vaikrata dhvani is the actually spoken language accompanied by
the wariations in intonations, accent and pitch etc., whereas
Prakyta dhvani is marked by the absence of all non-linguistic
personal variations. However, both the speaker and the hearer
are conscious of the normal phonological structure. The time
sequence which is the characteristic of the uttered speech
is present at this stage. It is well-known that according to
Bhartrhari the linguistic communication is made possible because
of the identical meaning essence or sphofa. The meaning-essence
is the same though the language adopted for its communication
may vary. The Pra@krta and the Vaiky @ d'wanis are the external
aspects of language, and the internal i:poct, which is directly
attached to meaning, is spheta. This is the sequenceless, partless
integral linguistic symbol which is manifested through sequencial
utterances along with rules of convention, parts of speech etc, at
the Madhyama stage @nd Vaikhrgt stage. This accounts for the
possibility of translation of one larguage into another language
without the alteration of meaning, Sphota or the universal. mea-
ning essence is the same but languages may be different. (V. P.—
I. 95). According to Bhartrhari, speech and thought are only
two aspects of the same speech principle (V. P. IL. 31). He all
along highlights that senlence is the fundamental linguistic fact,
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words cr concatenation of words does not give us meaning in
true sense of ite term. The division into words and word mea-
nings is caly vieful means in the study of language. Pasyanti
is the stage of grasping the unity in meaning of the sentences.

Our brief discussions on tbe naturc of Vaikh@ri and Madhyama
and the aspects of language known as vaiky:a dhvani and pr@kyta
dhvani revez! that speech and thought zre not conceptually
reducible to one another. There is no scope for dismissing
thought as * verbal disposition . Similarly spoken language is
ilso not a copy of our thought. Onc and tne same thought can
be expressed in different forms even in one and the same
ianguage.

The interdependence of thought and language and their fur-
ther refercnce to the ultimaic ground of meaning brings us to
the central concept of Bhartrhari’s philosophy, viz., sphota.
“his is $ebda in the truc sense of the term. Sphofa is a term
which caimot be accurately translated into English. It has been
ranslatec as ‘- meaning essence >’ or * word-essence "%, impli-
cit speeca element®,  ‘integral linguistic symbol’. ¥ Prof. G. N.
Shastri, however, is of the opinion that the Greek conception of
7gos can best convey the meaning of the t«tm sphofa. According
‘0 him * The fact that logos stands for 2. idea as well a2s a
word wcnderfully approximates to the concept of sphofa™. *°
Sphota comes from the root sphur which can be translated as
* burstin;—forth ”’. Nagesa Bhatta in the sphofav@ida describes
sphota as that from which meaning bursts forth and also as an
cntity wt-ch is manifested by spoken letters. Philosophically,
sphofu is the symbol standing for the unity of spoken syllable
nd conveyed meaning Meaning is clearly distinguished on the
one hand from the words and on the other from the denoted
abjects. “phofa stands for the universal meaning essence shared
oth by the spiaker and the hearer so that the communication
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of verbal manifestation can be possible. This linguistic potency
and the meaning-essence remains unaffected by the peculiarities
of the spoken language. It is grasped both by the speaker and
the hearer. So though the uttered sounds die after the arc pro-
nounced the whole sense of the sentence is conveyed by the
speaker and understood by the hearer. Often in the books on
Indian philosophy the concept of sphofa is unnecessarily mysti-
fied, and its episternic significance is ove¢ si1adowed by the meta-
physical interpretation of the term.

Il

On the background of one of the oldest theories of meaning
and language, outlined briefly above, it will be quite interesting
to compare notes with the views advanced by two m_'oderh
thinkers, Frege and Davidson. I discuss their view-points with
reference to two of their papers — “ Thought — A L'ogicai
Inquiry " by Frege and ‘* Thought and Talk ' by Davidson. It
'is to be noted that the thought-language issue, in recent times,
has gained tremendous importance. Largely as a resuit of
Frege's work it has been brought to the light that some concepts
which are necessary to describe language are also an integral
part of the description of the mental attitudes. Frege's most
significant discovery in the field of philosophy of language is the
distinction between the sense and reference. In addition to the
name and reference, he adds a third element which he calls the
sense, which implies the meaning cr the descriptive content of
the word. So he undertakes a triadic analysis of Janguage in
terms of words, referents and sense. This is very akin to
Bhartrhari's analysis of language. Frege extends this distinction
from the singular and referring expressicns to the predicate ex-
pressions and to the whole of sentence. He points out that
sentence (which can, at least, be true or false) cxpresses a
thought, Frege, in his paper, < The Thought — A Logica Inquiry "
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makes a detailed analysis of the concept of ‘thought ’. He says :
“[ call a thought something for which the question of truth
arises. So I ascribe what is.false to a thought as much as- what
is true. So I czn say : thought is the sense of the sentence with-
out wishiiig to say as well that the sense of every. sentence is a
thought. The ihought, in ditself immaterial, clothes itself ih ‘the
material parmeat of a sentence and thereby becomes compre-
hensible 1o us. - We say a scntence expresses a thougnt ", *!

It may secm that there is striking similarity between the
Fregean view cf language-thought relation and that of Bharts-
hari’s vie~ on this issue. Yet the difference in their approaches
to the problew: is qu.te eas;ly detectable. Commg to the points
of _almtlal ty. ‘Vc may note that Frege's admission of thought as
being in mate; ial, but cbmpréhensible through t_hé material
garment of the uttered speech points to the similar  distinction
made by Bharijhari between dhvani (the verbal and empirical
manifestation ¢f language) and $abda (the unempirical principle
of speech). Similarly, while defining thought as immaterial,
Frege does not concedc to the view that thoughts are subjective
*.deas’. Bbartrhari also does not interpret madhyama vék in
terms of ideas bf.'CduSB he assumes that the intention of the
speaker to say something and understanding of the utterance by
t1e heare. is b: sed on the common grasping of the conteat of
speech. Eut there is' a basic difference between Frege's and

hartrhaii's approach. Frege does nof start with the assumptlon
.hat langeage 18 communicative in nature and language can have
multiple facetﬂ He takes up the analysm of thought to locrlte
the content of the sentences in order to locate the stat tus of
ruth, Ttis is cvident from his analysis of the phases of thought—

nguage relationship, i. e.,

1 Apprehension of a thought — Thinking
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2. Recognition of a truth — Judgement’
3. Manifestation of judgement ~ Assertion

Frege makes a distinction between the thought and the
assertion of thought. We may however, say that Frege's notion
of thought stands for the propositional content, which can be
expressed through various sentences and in various languages.
So the apprehension of thought may be similar to pasyanti vak
of Bhartrhari. The judgement and assertion may be comparable
to the Madhyam@ and vaikhart stages. But this sort of compari-
son is quite misleading. The concept of truth is the focal point
of Frege’s thought—language analysis. The conception of *{ruth’
works as the connecting link between the level of thought and
assertion, Consequently, on the level of language assertions
occupy the unique position. Frege excludes imperatives, exclama-
tions, poetics, efc., from the scope of thought. '* At some points
he wants to retain the conceptual autonomy of thought, yet it is
the logic of assertion and truth—conditions, which becomes the
determining factor of meaning. ;

Davidson in his paper * Thought and Talk " retains Frege's
basic insight but avoids Frege's commitments to ‘thought’ and
truth—values as platonic entities. Davidson makes further deve-
lopments on Fregean thesis by modifying Tarski's notion of
truth. Regarding thought—language relation, however, he clearly
maintains that thought is not a speech-disposition. According
to him : % ;.. the parallel between the structure of thoughts and
the structure of sentence provides no argument for the primacy
of either, and only.a presumption in favour of their interdepen-
dence . '? This is the primary premise from which he concludes
that “a creature must be a member of speech community if it is
to have a concept of belief. -And given the dependence of other
attitudes of belicf we can say more generally that a creature
that can interpret speech can have the coneept of thought”. ™
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This inierpretation, again, seems fairly close to Bhartrhari's
analysis of thought-language relationship. But as we have noticed
in case of Frege, Davidson also makes the concept of ‘truth’
.the central point and consequently highlights the role uf asser-
tions on the level of language. The conception of truth as the
key-concept leads to the importance of assertions on the level
of language and of belief on the level of thought. So Davidson
describes thought as the inter-locking system of beliefs which
can be held to be true, though he admits that “hought can be
autonomous in respect of belief. He says ** .. although most of
thoughts are not beliefs, it is a pattern of belief that allows us to
identify any thought; analogously, in' the case of language,
although most utterances are not concerned with truth, it is the
pattern of sentences held true that gives sentences their mean-
ing . '* The attitude of holding a sentence to be true rclates

belief and interpretation (understanding of an utterance) i a
fundamental way.

So, in case of Frege as well as Davidson the notion of truth
has a vital role to play in the explanation of meaning. This
obsession with truth and assertion may be due to the fact, as it
has been observed by Prof. D. M, Datta, that “In English the
word knowledge implies a cognition, attended with belief ™. ™
However, Prof. Datta tries to adjust the notion ‘belief’ in the
typical setting of the Indian philosophy of language He is of the
opinion that “... a v@kya (sentence) asserting a fact produces a
belief in the fact which forms its objective intention (td&iparya).
A v@kya comes, therefore, to be a source of knowledge about
facts ”.'" I, on my part, would prefer to disagree with Prof.
Datta’s interpretation of the role of belief and nature of state-
ments in the Indian philosophy of language. Though there in no
unanimity of opinion amongst the Indian philosophical schools
of thought regarding the nature of language, source of language,
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the unit of meaning, etc., yet v@kya is not defined in terms of
factual and assertive sentences alone Nor is belief understood
in the sense of objective intention. Imperatives, interrogatives,
metaphorical and suggestive use of sentences are also analyzed
by the Indian philosophers in the context of v@kya. John Brough
correctly observes that in the west '“most of the philosophic
discussions of meaning confine itself to a relatively small portion
language behaviour, namely, statements which describe or report
a state of affairs — the propositions of the natural sciences, of
more generally, such statements as are traditionally handled by
logic ".'* This obsession still continues. Though in recent times
some philosophers have devoted their attention to the logic of
imperatives, aesthetics and cther forms of language but an inte-
grated study of language along with its multiple forms of expres-
sion are not quite often undertaken. Witigenstein in his hilo-
sophical Investigations highlights this multiplicity of linguistic
uses and reacts against Fregean analysis of language in terms of
truth But his non—cssentialistic stance makes him concentrate
more on the functions of language than on the explorations into
its structural basis. In post—Wittgensteinian era communicetion-
intention theorists, have made further examinations of the basic
concepts of communication, viz., the pragmatics of language, the
role of intention, belief, the speaker-hcarcr relationship, ectc.
But by deoing this, they have most often concentrated on the
level of uttered speech. Here Bhartrhari seems to score over his
modern counterparts in the sense that not only does he examine
the language at the level of the uttered speech but probes also
deeper to bring out the ultimate logical grround of meaning. He
claborates with equal zest the role of usage, convention, syntax,
speaker-hearer relationship, the context of the speech, when he
analyses language at the level of the verbal manifestations or
speech. But he, at the sametime, is of the opinion that we must
go beyond the level of the uttered speech to find out how the
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meaning is conveyed inspite of the variations in the form of
" language adopted and the peculiarities of the speaker. T feel,
Frege as well as Davidson are also in search of this ultimete
basis of meaningfulness, which I propose to take up in the ccn-
cluding part of my paper. But for the time beirg our problem
is : can we fis the Indian notion of language i1 the model of
assertions ?

Prof. Datta, in order to show that in the Inlian philosophy
of language the role of belief and truth are equally accepted,
tries to highlight that the two of the conditions of meaningful
sentences admitted by some schools of Indian philosophy, at
least, refer to belief and truth-conditions. The Ny@ya, Mimarhsa
and Ved@nta schools of philosophy accept four conditions for
the meaningfulness of a v@kya (sentence); they are — Akarks@
(syntactic expectancy) Yogyata (logical compatibility), sannidhi
(phonetic contiguity) and f@tparya (intention or the general
“purport of the sentence ). According to Datta t@tparya refers to
the belief of the speaker. But t@tparya is understood in terms of
the intention of the speaker. This is an additional qualification
_of sentences besides Ekdﬂkﬁd’ , Yogyat@ and Sanridhi. The inten-
tion of the speaker, according to some, isto be recognised in
order to discern meaning when a sentence is ambiguous. But
‘intention’ and ‘belief’ are not identical conc:pts. They have
different implications. So S@parya docs ot refer to ‘belief” at
all. Similarly, Yogyatd@, in the true sense of the term, does not
“ compatibility with facts”, as it has been interpreted by Prof.
‘Datta. Prof. K.X. Raja correctly observes : ‘“ It is necessary to
distinguish between inconceivable combirations like “the circular
squre’ and the conceivable combinations whick are against cur
experience such as ‘the rabit's horn’. Strictly speaking it is the
inconceivability of mutual association of word—meanings that
renders the whole sentence non-sensical; it is not the lack of



Language, Thought and Communication 363

correlation with the actual facts, but impossibility of connecting
the word-meanings that stands in the way of verbal comprehen-
sion”"'®. So, neither the concept of belief is accepted as one of
the conditions cf knowing the sentence meaning nor the factual
statements the compatibility with facts) is the only type of state-
ments. Bhartrhari does not emphasize the role of belief for he
holds that the content of speech is not transmitted by the speaker
to the utterer, rather the spoken words serve as a stimulas to |

reveal the meaning which is already present in the mind of
the hearer.

Bhartrhari strongly holds that it is the sentence which is the .
primary unit of meaningful speech, and there is certein self-
sufficiency and completness about its expressive capacity when
the meaning is understood along with the intention of the speaker.
He also is of the opinion that there is a natural fitness (Yogya(@)
between the language and meaning. It is by learning the conne-
ction through tae convention that we can decipher the meaning
connoted by words. But our uttrerances as such have a meaning
potency. So truth does not come in between meaning and langu-
age. Bhartrhari accepts the self-validity, which is metaphorically
called as self-illumination of language. He, of course, talks of
truth and falsity of the utterances by admitting the distinction
between the primary meaning i.e, the denoted object and secon- .
dary meaning i.c., the mental status of the conceptions in reletion
to meaning. Words, according to him, are concerned with the
secondary meaning and within this realmm can convey meaning
whether they heve anything corresponding to them in the outside
tte world or nct. The basic point is that as soon as meaning is
cognized it has a cognitive meaning, The sentence * Tree exists ™
is true if corresponding to it the external object called ftree’
exists, but the sentence ** tree exists " is false if the sentence has
a conceptual stztus on the level of thought but nothing corres-
ponding to it exists in the outside world.*" So, in a sense, speech



364 TADRA PATNAIK

in its conceptual level points to something which is ecither truc
or false. But on linguistic level he does not confine his analysis
to assertions only. I do admit that both Frege and Davidsen
accept that language can have other uses too. But they prefer to
concentrate on the logic of assertions. This may be convenient
for the formalistic explanation of language. But when language
is viewed as a vehicle of communication we may find that the
study of language is much more complicated and excavating the
logic of language through the concepts of ‘belief’ and ‘truth’
do rot solve all the problems. The basic approach to the
language—thought relation in case of Bhartrhari is different from
that of Frege and Davidson. Bhartrhari explains ‘thought’ and
‘language’ from the stand-point of communicability. Bui Frege -
does not proceed with the assumption that language is essentially
communicative in nature. He makes a distinction between the
‘thought' and:‘language’ to show the distinction between the
propositional content and the sentence. Bhartrhari also tries to
locatz the content of speech, But it is not the content of the
speech only with which he is exclusively concerned; he also tries
to trace further unity of all our meaningful utterances. Davidson,
on the other hand, tries to locate the counter—part of assertions
on the level of thought to locate the mental attitudés that are
accompanied by sentences like I believe, I feel, I think, I doubt
ete., which he does ultimately in terms of belief.

Our problem does not end with showing the difference of
approach to the problem of language—thought relationship as
envisaged by Bhartrhari on the one hand and Frege and David-
son on the other. It will not be too much out of context to say
that both Frege and Davidson are in search of the logical ground
of meaning as has been done by Bhartrhari. This logical ground
can be located in the concept of ‘thought’ in case of Frege and
concept of ! interpretation” in case of Davidson.
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Frege holds that “‘thought’ belongs weither to my inner
world as an idea nor yet to the outer world of material, percep-
tual things . *! So “« Thoughts are by no means unreal but their
reality is of a quite different kind from that of things And their
effect is brought about by an act of the thinker without which
they would be ineffective, at least as far as we can see. And yet
the thinker does not create them but must take them as they
are’ They can be true without being apprehended by a thinker
and are not wholly unreal ”. Even then. they could be apprehen-
ded and by this he means that they could be brought mto
operation. ‘

This sort of explanation of the concept of * thought”” comes
closer to the concept of sphota, the ultimate ground of meaning
unaffected by the speaker and the objects of the world. For
Frege ‘thought ' implies *truth’ self-evident in the sense that
‘It is not true for the first time when it is discovered, but is
like & planet, which, already before any one has scen it, has
been in interaction with other planets . * The word ‘true’ is
here used by Frege definitely in a different sense than it has
been used ‘as & characteristic of assertions, Here *thought”
stands for the logical ground of language and meaning. Is not
Frege's description of *ihought’ approximating the Bhartrhari's
concept of sphota which is self—expressive and self~valid ? Frege
further observes, “ one sees a thing, one has an idea, one ap-
prehends or thinks a thought. When one apprehends - or thinks °
a thought one deces not create it but only comes to stand in &
certain relation, which is different from seeing a thing or having
an idea, to what already existed before-hand *.** Bhartrhari
conceives sphofa, also, as the meaning-essence or the implicit -
principle of meaning neither definable in terms of objects nor in
terms of the words used. Here I do not intend to claim that
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Frege's views are nothing new but have already been anticipated
by Bhartrhari. I have already indicated the differences of - their
approach to the problem of language. But once language is
analysed in its depth it is apt to direct us towards some sort of
unity, which Frege locates in the concept of ‘thought’, whereas
Bhartrhari conceives it through the assumption of the concept of
spheta, ;

Davidson, while trying to do away with Frege's entitative
commitment to ‘ thought * advances the theory of interpretation.’
He says, * we usually think that having a language consists
largely in being able to speak, but in what follows speaking
will play an indirect part, what is essential to my argument is
the idea of an interpreter, someone who understands the
utterances of another ”.* Here is a -thesis which  interpretes
both thought and speech in terms of communicability. But what
is the ground of interpretarion ? Davidson’s answer is that- the
method of interpretation * puts the interpreter in' general agree-
ment with the speaker, according to the method the speaker .
holds the sentence true -under specified conditions, and these
conditions obtain, in the opinion of the interpreter,- just when
the speaker holds the sentences to be true . ¥ So, for Davidson, -
ultimately holding a belief to be true is the central point.of
communication. But on what ground does the interpreter - judge
an utterance to be true ? Is it because of its relation to the facts
and referents 7 Davidson again clarifies : ¢ this notion of - truth
is nct a semantical notion : language is not directly in: picture... -
it is a part of the frame. For the notion of a true belief depends -
on te notion of a true utterance, and this in turn cannet be:
without a shared—language *.* So from the notion of communi- -
caticn he comes to .the concept of truth to return again to
communication. In any case, it scems that we cannot -escape the
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universal ‘meaning—essence’ or in other words, the logical
ground of meaning, if language is to be interpreted in terms

of communicability.
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