
Concluding Remarks 

• Chapter- 5 

Concluding Remarks 

I 
n this thesis, we have seen in the course of our discussion 

that the Indian thinkers such as Paoini and Bhartrhari and 

the Western thinkers such as Wittgenstein and Chomsky 

have discussed the autonomy of language as one of the 

fundamental concerns of their philosophical thinking. Both Paoini 

and Bhartrhari were belonging to the group of ancient Indian 

linguists were influenced by the fundamental problem of 

communication as well as the problem of Reality. On the other 

hand, Wittgenstein and Chomsky are the philosophers of 

Western linguistic tradition. Among them, Wittgenstein was very 

much concerned about the problem of empirical language or 

communicative languages. Being an analytic philosopher, he has 

analysed language to define the nature of reality, whereas 

Chomsky is more concerned with the innate language, which is 

genetically given. Therefore, the philosophical outlook of 

Wittgenstein and Chomsky are different. It seems to us that both 

Paoini and Wittgenstein have discussed about the empirical 

languages. According to them language has no metaphysical 

status, it is rule-governed activity. On the other hand, Chomsky 

would propose to say that language is biologically determined 

and his empirical languages are rule-governed. However, in 

Bhartrhari's philosophy, language has been conceived both from 

empirical as well as from metaphysical outlook. 
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We think that Paoini accepts a unified system of language, 

which is organised systematically. His analysis of language is a 

system of meaningful noise and a pragmatic tool of 

communication in a speech community. He is of the view that a 

natural language grows and functions within the domain of social 

organisation and history, time and space. He has developed the 

Ad for the grammarians. It is a kind of text, which informs us 

more about how the people should perform, and less about how 

they actually performed. He has ·considered about a 

phenomenon that is deeply associated with human behaviour in 

general. In Sanskrit grammar, words normally derived from verb 

(root), and suffixes and other 'atomic' words are learnt through 

grammar, for it supplies the roots (and meaning) and the 

significance of the suffixes. The Jist roots (called Dhatupatha) is 

an integral part of PaQini's grammar. He also maintains that 

nominative case is used only because of this indication or 

meaning of any noun. Even the proper noun, gives at first the 

indication of a 'common form' of that 'particular thing'. It is only 

after this, that the relation between the thing and the noun 

becomes established. In Indian philosophy, the logicians (the 

Naiyaykas) are mainly interested in analysing propositional 

sentences from a standing point of view. The Grammarians, as 

well as the early etymological schools, conceive the sentence 

from the dynamic point of view and take the finite verb to be the 

most important element. The Mimamsakas concerned with the 

interpretation of Vedic injunctions, to analyse the implications of 

imperative sentences. The same Sanskrit sentence may be 

interpreted differently at the deep-structure level in the 

sabdabodha by the different schools of thought, because they 

differ in their basic standpoints. Among the ancient writers 



Concluding Remarks 

neither Paoini nor Gautama was interested in discussing the 

sentence. Paoini seems to have conceived the view that a 

sentence may include more than one finite verb, for his rule tin 

atinal) ordains the acute accent to a verb when it follows a non

verb (in a sentence). 

Like, Bhartrhari, Paoini has not defined language in a 

metaphysical sense, rather he has defined it in context of 

empirical domain or epistemological understanding. His approach 

is not like the Mimamsa, which focuses on the study of Vedic 

language. Instead, Paoini deals with spoken and Vedic languages 

as if they are of the same kind. Paoini has tried to investigate 

the word and their manipulation and acquisition. But, Bhartrhari 

has tried to find out the higher and higher levels of language 

until the word absolute was discovered. He maintains that all 

knowledge is intertwined with words and it is impossible to have 

cognition free from word-association. So the objects are 

understood as they are caught within the framework of words. 

Actually, he has shown how the grammar can be a means of 

theoretical knowledge, which leads towards mok~a or release. He 

has begun his study with the investigations of words, of how to 

manipulate and acquire them. But this systematic study of 

speech led to an awareness of higher and higher levels of 

language until the Word Absolute, Sabda Brahman, was 

discovered. 

Wittgenstein accepts that language is the universal frame 

of reference in which all human activities take place. Language is 

not only the form of life but also the form of existence. According 

to him, life, language, and the world all make one unique whole 

such that we cannot separate one from the other. For 

Wittgenstein, neither the self nor the subject belongs to the 
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world. Wittgeristein holds that language and its grammar cannot 

be justified by anything outside language since nothing exists 

outside language. 

After Wittgenstein, we have discussed about Chomskian 

concept of language. According to Chomsky, all human beings 

are genetically endowed with the ability to learn and use of 

language in general. The hypothesis as the course of language 

acquisition is determined by an innate language faculty which is 

popularly known as the innateness hypothesis. Chomsky 

maintains that the ability to speak and acquire languages is 

unique to the human beings. It reflects the nature of the human 

mind. 

The term sabda is normally used by the Grammarians to 

refer to a linguistic element, a meaningful unit of speech. The 

sutras of the Ad, refer to groups of verbal roots (dhatu) and of 

nominal bases (gaoa), hence the dhatupatha and the gaoapatha 

form adjuncts to the work. PaQini uses the term bha~a (speech) 

for the Sanskrit spoken by the cultured and educated people 

(si~ta), who are the final authority in the case of languages. 

PaQini's primary concern was to building up of Sanskrit words, 

both of Vedic and classical. He was concerned about verbal 

roots, pre verbs, primary and secondary suffixes, and nominal 

and verbal terminations. At the same time, he was also 

interested in syntactic problems involved in the formation of 

compound words and the relationship of the nouns in a sentence 

with the action indicated by the verb. PaQini did not neglect 

meaning, but he was aware of the fact that meaning was likely 

to be change over time and the people are the final authorities 

regarding meaning, who speak the language. Paoini generally 

accepts the view that verbal roots are the basic units to which 
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affixes are added. He seems to have conceived the view that all 

nouns do not derive. from verbal roots. According to him, the 

meanings of words are established by popular usage. Here, 

Wittgenstein also accepts that same thing that a language is 

essentially a public, rule-governed practice, partly constitutive of 

the form of life and culture of its speakers. Uses of language, 

and the words and sentences of language used, are bearers of 

meaning, objects of understanding that are subject to 

interpretation and misinterpretation, which are meant or 

intended by their user, and are embedded in the institutions and 

customs of their social life. Meaning for Wittgenstein, is a 

grammatical representation, that is, a representation of rules 

and their application. Meaning and rules constitute a single 

whole of language use, i.e., a language-game. A language game 

is the articulation of the embedded meaning insofar as the 

meaning is co-terminus with the rule-structure. In this sense, 

meaning is not external to language-use; it is its internal 

structure. Meaning, for him, is not a property of behaviour nor is 

it a mental content. It is in essence a grammatical function, i.e. 

a property of grammar. 

In Bhartrhari's concept of language, we have observed that 

he treats the concept Sabda, as the ultimate concern and at the 

same time, like other classical philosophical systems, he has 

defined sabda as a pramal)a. He identified Brahman with Sabda

tattva or word-principle. According to him, Brahman is beyond 

birth and death is called Sabdatattva or speech element 

(Yadak$ram). He has used the term 'vivartate' to describe the 

fact that this Universe is manifested out of one Word-Principle or 

Sabdatattva. Regarding the relationship between words and 
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consciousness, he would propose to say that words have primacy 

over consciousness because consciousness vibrates through 

words. He holds that everything is a manifestation of Brahman 

i.e. 'Sabdatattva'. Even, all the cognitions in the world are 

apprehended through and intertwined with word. This power of 

understanding the meaning of word is due to the inherent 

power, pratibha (intuition) and sabda bhavana (linguistic 

potency), which exist in our-selves. Here, Pratibha, is the 

concept, which helps the hearer and the speaker to comprehend 

the meaning. It is the unique concept that can't be defined, as 

"it is this". It always exists in the mind or buddhi of the human 

being. He conceives, Reality as one and unchangeable. 

Bhartrhari introduces Time to explain the nature of Reality. He 

conceives Time as the a priori condition of our thought, 

knowledge and speech, which is the effective cause of the 

phenomenal world. His doctrine of Time or Kala emphasises the 

driving (Kalayati) power inherent in Brahman, which is the first 

cause of the bursting forth of the worldly phenomena. Helaraja's 

Tika on VP, asserts that there are three ontological levels in 

Bhartrhari's philosophy: Brahman, his Powers of Time and 

Space, and the diversity of phenomena. For Bhartrhari, it is 

through the power of time (kala) and space (dik) that the 

Brahman, which is one, appears as many. Kala and dik are not 

different from Brahman but are those aspects of Brahman, which 

allow manifested sequence to come into being. According to him, 

the world of objects and the world of words cannot be cognised 

independent of one another. What he simply means is that the 

true nature of the existence is beyond the scope of cognition. 

The real existence (mukhya satta) is unknowable. But he does 

not deny the existence of empirical world independent of 
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cognition. According to him, the objects are understood so far 

as they are caught within the network of the universal of words, 

because the properties of objects differ according to difference in 

circumstances, place and time. The objects have a metaphorical 

existence (upacara satta). 

The attributes of words are metaphorically superimposed 

on objects. For him vac is not just "uttered and articulated 

speech". It is the multi-layered phenomenon, and uttered speech 

(vaikharJ) is the final stage of the externalization of the linguistic 

process i.e. there are three stages of languages- the pasyantJ, 

madhyama and vaikharJ. VaikharJ is the verbal stage, i.e. when 

the language is presented in the audible form along with the 

elements of accent, tone, meaning, etc. 

He considers two kinds of 'word-entities' (i.e. two 

elements) in functional level, both of which may be called 

Sabda: one is sphota, which is the cause (production) of 

articulated speech (the speech-sound/dhvani/nada), and 

articulated speech is the effect and it is used to express the 

meaning. For him, sphota is the reflection of the 'word', which 

lies originally in one's mind and which is spoken by the speaker 

and received by the listener, through the medium of nada. The 

'word sense' (root word) or sphota may be treated as a seed in 

the mind. He describes 'word' or sphota as a self-luminous 

identity, because it can reveal itself as well as the object that 

comes into contact with it. 

Sphota, is self-revealing in nature though it is revealed by 

sounds, that means it reveals its own self as well as sounds. 

Sphota or sabdatattva, is one and eternal and it lies embedded 

in the intellect, it is like the fluid in the peacock's egg 
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(mayurao(ja-rasavat) with all its potentialities lying hidden. At 

this stage, Sphota is one and division less, but it can reveal itself 

differently. 

PaQini was mainly concerned with the formation of correct 

words. His system implies a sentence analysis, and his 

discussion of compound formations is based on syntactic 

considerations. He does not define a sentence (vakya), he has 

accepted the possibility of a finite verb preceded by another 

finite verb in the same sentence. Paoini's view of the sentence 

seems more akin to that of the · Mimarhsakas than to that of 

logicians. Even the later Grammarians agreed that there can be 

simple sentences with more than one finite verb if other 

conditions are fulfilled, for example, pasya mrga dhavati, "see 

the deer is running". 

It seems to us that his concept of language is autonomous 

in the sense that sphota is neither articulated nor guided by any 

grammatical rule. This concept sphota, is an a priori meaning 

whole. Sphota, is the sabdabhavana (linguistic potency), which 

remains latent in both speaker and hearer's mind. Speaker can 

meaningfully express it by an utterance and the listener can 

grasp it for the presence of sphota, in his mind. 

We have viewed that, as an Indian grammarian, Bhartrhari 

was in a sense metaphysician, because he has made a 

distinction between logos (language as such) and ordinary 

language. He has elaborately discussed the grammatical analysis 

for the practical purposes of empirical use. But the word and 

language have their transcendental dimensions, which is 

something over and above the empirical level. 
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Chomsky would conceive the same thing that Language 

plays a great part in our life. Language must be used to study 

language from within, because without the knowledge of 

language we can't define the language. According to Chomsky, 

'the idea that a language is · based on a system of rules 

determining the interpretation of its infinitely many sentences is 

by no means novel. Intimately related to the autonomy 

hypothesis is the claim that essential principles of language 

acquisition are innate, i.e.. genetically programmed. This claim is 

based ori what Chomsky (1967, 1980: 34ff.) has called the 

'argument from the poverty of stimulus', according to which 

there has to be an innate basis to language acquisition because 

the language stimuli received by the child are insufficient for 

acquiring abstract grammatical rules solely via inductive learning 

(Crain, 1991). Chomsky's beliefs about generative grammar are 

the factors, which help differentiate his views from structuralism; 

he believes that generative grammar must "render explicit the 

implicit knowledge of the speaker." (Chomsky, 1977, p.103). 

Chomsky's innate principle includes syntax, phonology, and 

morphology, and semantics. By 'semantics' he means the study 

of the relation between language and the world - in particular, 

the study of truth and reference. At the same time, he also 

generalizes his idea of UG, especially the process of parameter 

determination in acquiring a particular natural language for a 

subject. 

By the help of the generative grammar, sentences can be 

broken down into nouns, noun phrases, verbs, verb phrases, and 

determiners. The images below show Chomsky's rules for 

breaking down sentences. Even long, complicated sentences can 

be reduced these smaller parts. There are certain types of 
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sentences that generative grammar cannot handle. For instance, 

how does one put those sentence parts together to form a wh

(who, what, where, when, why) question, or a sentence in the 

passive voice, or a negative statement? Chomsky developed the 

idea of transformational grammar to cover these sori:s of 

sentences. The rules of transformational grammar show how 

these sorts of sentences can be transformed into the type of 

sentence that the system of generative grammar applies to. For 

instance, the phrase "What are you looking for?" would be 

changed to "You are looking for it". 

According to the behaviourist theories, the children learn 

grammar by a process of trait and error, and so should develop 

language by making characteristic types of errors that would 

need to be repeatedly corrected by the child's parents. 

Wittgenstein accepts the behaviourist concept of language and 

he has accepted the 'form of life', where a group of people 

decide to use a certain type of language for their particular 

community. There, the children learn those particular rules from 

their parents or elders. Wittgenstein has just given us two 

different training exercises that could be used to assist children 

in learning this primitive language game. In one of these, the 

adult points. to objects and names them and in the other the 

adult simply says the word (such as "beam") and the child 

repeats the word mechanically after the adult. These are 

familiar exercises for teaching children any language. In any 

instruction in language the following process will occur: the 

learner names the objects; that is, he utters the word when the 

teacher points to the stone.--And there will be a still simpler · 

exercise: the pupil repeats the words after the teacher--both of 

these being processes in teaching of language. And when the 
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child first learns to speak a simple word like "dog" the term does 

not necessarily fit into its schema of things so that he can use 

the term as more mature language users do. We can imagine 

that the child's word "dog" might initially be applied to a range of 

inappropriate things, not only cows and pigs, but it might be 

used to mean I want to go outside (where the child encountered 

the dog.) Here, we realise it because we are so familiar with the 

concept "dog" that we could well presume that the child was 

using it within the rules of our language when the child is not 

doing so. 

Chomsky would not accept such a type of behavoural 

approach to language. He asserted that parents do not teach 

their children how to speak grammatically correct language. The 

child's knowledge of language is innate. Language development 

occurs in all children with normal brain function, regardless of 

race, culture, or general intelligence. Bhartr:hari has also used 

the notion of a beginning less trace, which is inherent in 

consciousness. He discusses the trace of speech in relation to 

previous births. This residual trace of speech has no beginning 

and it exists in every one's mind as a seed. It is not possible to 

count it as the result of the effort of any person. Movements of 

the articulatory organs by children are not due to the 

instructions by others but are known through intuition. 

Both the later Wittgenstein and Bhartr:hari have started 

with the presumption that language is communicative, and 

language can be used to express various sorts of meanings. This 

difference may be ascribed to their inherent purpose in taking up 

the problem of language. Bhartr:hari was a grammarian

philosopher, so his affirmed task was to examine everything in 

terms of "what language presents'. Wittgenstein, in his PI, 
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investigates the nature of language to use it as a therapy. The 

language that we ordinarily speak, often leads us to form a 

picture of reality and this picture deceives us in some form of 

generalized world-view. Handling the concept of language is the 

ultimate aim of Bhartrhari and Wittgenstein's philosophy. 

Wittgenstein on TLP considers that the language and the reality 

(world) share the same logical structure. So by analysing the 

logical. structure of language, we can clear up the logical 

structure of reality. Atomic propositions, according to 

Wittgenstein, cannot further be analysed into proposition but to 

the elements, called the 'logical proper names' and these logical 

proper names refer to the simplest element of reality called 

'objects'. The entire analysis of the Logical Atomists leads to a 

form of Referential theory of meaning. For the logical proper 

names must be hooked to the referent- 'object'. The at9mic 

propositions are a picture of atomic facts. But in Bhartrhari's 

theory the level of referent and the level of language are non

differentiable, because, the referents and facts are not 

analysable except through language. According to Bhartrhari, 

any noun denotes primarily to the form of a substance, before it 

is related with that particular thing. Thus, the indicated form 

becomes its primary meaning. In Bhartrhari's philosophy, two 

types of meanings are distinguished: those, which have a fixed 

nature and those, which are obtained through extraction of 

partial meanings from putative complexes. Paoini's Ad bears the 

same theory that some meanings are fixed and some are 

abstracted through analysis. Par:tini's Ad is a kind of smr:ti whose 

object is the correctness of speech. For Bhartrhari grammar is 

I 
I 

l 
I 

I 
I 
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the first step in the ladder leading to liberation. This is the 

straight royal road for all those who desire salvation. 1 He 

declares in one of memorable verses of Brahmakaoc;Ja that 

.Grammar is the doorway to the salvation, the remedy for all the 

impurities of speech, the purifier of all the sciences and the 

every branch of knowledge. To him the highest goal is the 

attainment of Brahman. Here a question must be arises that 

'what type of salvation (apavarga) is aimed to be achieved by 

the study of grammar?' Bhartrhari's sphota theory is holistic for 

the reason that sphota is a unity and whole. The meaning that 

the sphota reveals is also a unity. Besides, there is no difference 

between the Sabda and the meaning. This conception of 

meaning being an indivisible entity/ is absolutely one (VP, 1.93-

103) and holistic in nature. Bhartrhari accepts the theory of 

akhaoc;Ja pak$a or sentence-holism. The meaning of a statement 

does not become clear from its mere 'form'. That type of 

meaning might be dubious and uncertain. According to this 

theory the sentence is the primary and indivisible unit of 

meaning. Here the sentence-meaning is grasped as a whole. 

Bhartrhari maintains that an individual word has no meaning; it 

will be meaningful when it is used in a sentence. This view is 

similar to that of Bhartrhari in the context that individual word 

has no meaning; it will be meaningful when it is used in a 

sentence in a certain context. Paoinian padas we think never 

stand in their absolute and isolated position, rather always in 

syntactic structure. He was concerned with the syntactical, 

1 VP. I. 16 

Jdamiidham padasthiinam siddhisopiinaparva(liim/ 

/yam sii mok§amii(liiniimajihnii riijapaddhatif:VI 
2 Matilal, B.K.(2001) Word and the World, Oxford University Press, 
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morphological, and phonological description of Sanskrit. He has 

also given due consideration to accentuation, which is a very 

important characteristic of any spoken language. However, 

semantics is one such branch of linguistics, which is left 

unattended by him. PaQini has noted a dual function of an 

expression to refer to both its own form and its meaning. Rule 

1.1.68 (svarh rOparh sabdasya sabdasarhjfia) states that in his 

grammatical text an expression serves to denote itself unless it 

is a technical term. The rule agner 9hak (4.3.23) introduces 

9hak eya after the term agni; the suffix is applied to the form 

agni and obviously not to its meaning (or synonyms). When iti is 

added to an expression in a rule, the preceding refers to the 

meaning and not to the form; thus in na veti vibha$a the 

sanctioning option applies to the meaning "or not" and not to the 

form na va. They hold that the division of speech into words and 

letters is a convenient fiction made for pedagogical purposes, to 

teach words with precision and economy of effort. The basic 

division of sentences into words and words into bases (nouns 

and verb roots) with their respective suffixes is seen to be 

phenomenal and not ultimately real. 

The point on which Bhartrhari and Wittgenstein appear 

very close to each other in sentence-holism, that is, as the 

meaning of the inflections of words, verbal or nominal, depend 

upon the concerned words and those of words themselves 

depend on the sentences of which they are parts. The logic 

behind this relation is that the whole is prior to the parts. 

Bhartrhari was a holist. He maintained that unless a word is used 

with a definite object or in a definite sense, it remains useless 

and meaningless. He considers 'sentences' as the primary units 

of meaning, not the words. Bhartrhari's indivisibility (akhao9a 
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pak$a) theory of sentence stands opposed to the kharxfa pak$a 

(divisibility) or abhihitanvaya theory of Nyaya, Bhatta Mimamsa 

and Vedanta. According to these schools, though the sentence 

expresses a unitary meaning yet the word-meanings that 

constitute it do not lose their autonomy. In this theory, the 

meaning of the whole sentence manifested through figuring out 

first the meanings of individual words. Bhartrhari's indivisibility is 

also different from Prabhakara theory of sentence-contextualism 

(anvitabhidhana). According to sentence-contextualism words 

that constitute a sentence lose their individual meanings since 

they form a part of a unitary sense. In his philosophy, Sphota is 

one, indivisible, eternal, part less, and as devoid of internal 

sequence. In karikas of VP, Bhartrhari has mentioned three 

types of sphota- varl)a sphota, pada sphota, and vakya sphota, 

but his primary interest lies in vakya sphota. He asserts that 

neither the sentence nor the word accept any divisions. It has 

been definitely stated that letters have no metaphysical 

existence. He openly declares that word does not comprise 

letters and the division of word into stems and suffixes has been 

asserted for practical purposes alone. Pratibha is described by 

Bhartrhari as the perceiving of the meaning whole of the 

sentence (vakya-sphota) in a flash of intuition. 

Wittgenstein's argument is based on the holistic 

characterization of meaning, where it has been accepted that no 

meaning can be given to the notion of a correspondence 

between a meaning and a machine structure. It is not that the 

semantic correspondence thesis is ·necessarily false, but it is 

senseless. According to Wittgenstein, a sentence 'acquires' 

meaning not by being paired with a structure of meaning 

particles, but by its role in a 'background language'. Wittgenstein 
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accepts behavioural concept of language learning system. 

Children learn their native language without understanding the 

meaning of those words. To define this he has given an example,. 

that if an adult person asked a child "How old are you?" and the 

child holds up three fingers without knowing that each finger 

stands for a year -- or even what a year is. He accepts that 

"language game" has several related meanings. Individual 

games have their own unique rules. There are different rules for 

interpreting words in the different language games. To him, 

Grammar is not abstract; it is situated within the regular activity 

with which language-games are interwoven. " ... the term 

'language-game' is meant to bring into prominence the fact that 

the speaking of language is part of an activity, or of a form of 

life" (PI 23). Wittgenstein is prepared to accept that "The rules 

of grammar are arbitrary in the sense that the rules of a game 

are arbitrary. It seems to us that by the concept grammar he 

means the following: (1) Grammar determines meaning; 

meaning is not read off the world. (2) Grammar is unverifiable, 

i.e., any attempt to justify a choice of grammar by verification 

will be circular. It is neither right nor wrong, neither correct nor 

incorrect. (3) The meaning of a word, sign, etc., is determined 

by the grammatical rules and these rules are arbitrary. (3) 

Grammar gives the rules for the use of words, but what is 

affected through their use is a contingent matter, which 

grammar says nothing about it. 

From the above discussion, it appears to us that each and 

every component is very much important to define the nature of 

language. Without any component of language whether it is 

morphology or syntax, it is totally impossible to define a 

language in its form. As a linguists, Par:tini gives much 
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importance to its parts as words (padas) existing in the total 

structure of language, not islolately or independently. In his 

derivational process the sentences are the core item, because 

that process starts with sentence and ends in sentence 

construction. In his process, every individual thing requires an 

individual word to express it and one word has no capacity to 

express many things or objects. He considers that the proof of 

the meaning of a word is determined in the usage of a people 

and not in the suffixes. To define the nature of meaning he has 

used an example- a person, who has never heard the name 

'grammar', understands fully when told him to bring a Raja

puru$ha. He brings an official and not a king, nor even any 

person in general. By this way, PaQini has tried to define that the 

sense of a word is determined by usage, not by the grammatical 

rules. Bhartrhari upholds the view that there are two kinds of 

meanings: etymologically or grammatically derived ones, and 

fixed ones i.e. based on roots. He accepts a unique position 

regarding the problem of sentence meaning. There is the 

significating power (sakti) between the relation of a word 

(sabda) and its meaning (artha). Here, the relation is implicitly 

shown, but it cannot be said.3 According to him, a word is never 

fixed in one particular sense only; they have indeterminate 

meaning in different contexts. According to Bhartrhari semantics 

depends on the syntax (outer forms of words). From this it is 

3Patnaik, Tandra.(2007) Sabda: A study of Bhart{hari 's Philosophy of Language, New Delhi: 

D.K.Printworld(P) Ltd. p.l83 
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clear that he has considered semantic as the second order of 

component. 

In his philosophy Sphota is defined as sequence less, part 

less and indivisible whole. The sphota is considered to be non

differentiated, because the rules of grammar, syntax and the 

speaker's way of expression may vary from language to 

language, but such variations do not affect the basis of 

'language', as the ultimate ground of words and meanings. But, 

Bhartrhari's concepts of akarhk$a and yogyata of sentence 

forming words, not to be found in Wittgenstein, are functionally 

replaced by the concept of the rules of game. According to 

Bhartrhari, the reality is an unbreakable and unanalysable 

whole. Our worlds are mental constructs (ka/pana) or linguistic 

constructs (vikalpa), because the real world is beyond our 

limitation. In other words, our language does not and cannot 

refer to the objects or real referents. But the early Wittgenstein 

accepted the Referential theory of meaning, while the . later 

Wittgenstein asserts that language is not primarily referential in 

nature, and it made philosophers becoming aware of the multiple 

dimensions of meaning analysis. In a sense, both Bhartrhari and 

Chomsky were the linguistic analysts, for that reason they were 

not interested with the question of existence of empirical facts. 

So, they do not accept the referential theory of meaning, as the 

Realists have done. Bhartrhari also propounds that language is 

the limit of one's universe. All cognition is illumined only when 

penetrated by word (sabda). This is the common view of 

Bhartrhari and in Wittgenstein's philosophy. 

In Bhartrhari's philosophy, Language is essentially a non

natural phenomenon. That is, it essentially belongs to the realm 

beyond the spatia-temporal speech-phenomena. Language 
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(sabda) has a dual existence: it is a plurality of utterances (nada 

or dhvani) and also a unity of meaning (sphota). For him sabda 

means something more than "language". It is the name of a 

complex phenomenon implying an activity as well as a principle. 

As a type of activity, it is something, in which all human beings, 

in fact, all sentient beings are engaged. To him, sabdatattva are 

the word-principle. On the contrary, in Wittgenstein's philosophy, 

the main thing is the spoken word or the written word, with all 

its levels, determined by its usage. According to Wittgenstein, 

thought must be expressed in language and it has to follow the 

rules of language, i.e., the logic of our language. Thought is 

possible only in accordance with the logic of language. Indeed, 

for Wittgenstein, the logic of language is also ipso facto the laws 

of thought. 

On the contrary, Chomsky believes that in all languages 

there are certain phonological, syntactic and semantic units 

which appear as universal for their nature. For that reason 

Chomsky describes the child's acquisition of language 'as a kind 

of theory construction', which implicitly exists there. The child 

needs no explicit instruction in constructing this ideal theory. The 

innate features of the human mind produce syntactical 

structures. Though ,we use these structures in communication, 

still they are not essentially connected with communication. If 

Chomsky's views about the innate contribution to language 

acquisition are accepted then we find that grammar then 

provides a striking example of strong innate constraints on the 

form of human thought. 

In Wittgenstein's philosophy, we have seen that he has 

defined Language as a "multiplicity", involved "countless 

different kinds of use" (PI, 23). He would propose to say that to 
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understand a sentence means to understand a language and to 

understand a language one should be a master of a technique 

(PI, 199). Such mastery cannot be projected beyond what is 

described in the "particular circumstances" or in the particular 

"form of life". Wittgenstein does not think that there exists 

something beyond the world, the totality of facts. He has 

described reality within the frame of language. Outside it there is 

nothing else. In PI, he has emphasised on the use of language or 

the rules of a particular language game. To him, Language game 

and the games are surely rule-governed activities. He defines 

that particular game has the particular rules. In this way, he has 

tried to define the uniqueness of a particular language-game, 

which is justified in a particular form of life. Language has a 

certain structure, it is rule governed and its rules are self

defined. The use of language is something that cannot be 

taught, i.e. we cannot use language to teach it in the way that 

could be used to teach someone to play the piano and we cannot 

use language to get outside language (PR, sect.6). In that sense, 

the use of language is self-governed in the way that the rules 

are autonomously real in the language-game. 

In the book, Zettle, to define the autonomy of the use of 

language, Wittgenstein has distinguished language from cooking. 

Regarding the process of cooking, he has accepted that we cook 

badly if we don't follow the particular rules of cooking, but we 

can't play chess badly if we do not follow the rules of chess. At 

the same way, we should maintain the certain rules in a 

particular language game. He emphasises the fact that language 

and its grammar cannot be justified by anything outside 

language since nothing exists outside language. A sentence 

cannot be spoken or understood outside of all of language; 
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nevertheless, Wittgenstein ridicules the idea that the whole of 

language is therefore in some sense present at every moment. 

In language, Wittgenstein holds, there are "countless different 

kinds of use of what we call symbols, words and sentences. He 

rejects the linguistic essentialism. He defines Language not as 

something fixed and given, but new language-games may come 

into our existence and others may become obsolete and get 

forgotten (PI, 23). In PI, Wittgenstein focuses on the "forms of 

life" or social practices within which language is actually being 

used in various ways. 

The concept of the meaning of an expression is a holistic 

one, i.e. an expression has a meaning only in the context of the 

language to which it belongs. The meaning of an expression is a 

correlate of understanding, it is what one understands when one 

understands the expression and knows what it means. The 

criteria of understanding an expression fall into three broad 

kinds: correct use, i.e. use in accordance with the established 

rules for the use of the expression, giving correct explanations of 

the meaning of the expression in context, and responding 

appropriately to the use of the expression by others. 

Like Chomsky, Bhartrhari also maintains the existence of 

universal word or Sabdabrahman or 'speech element' or 'word 

sense' in our mind from the beginning of our life or sociological 

refinement or tradition. The eternal word, remains in the mind in 

its 'minute form', which becomes perceivable by the ears, only 

when it is activated by its own causes. The eternal word, which 

resides in Breath (Pral)a) and mind (buddhi) is strikes or moves 

at different places of articulation and becomes manifest in the 

form of different sounds. According to Bhartrhari, a word is 

retained originaHy in the mind and it is its external application 
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only that we hear it severally at different occasions and in 

different contexts. Like Bhartrhari, Chomsky maintains that the 

semantics (Meaning) depends on syntax or syntactical structure 

of the sentences. 

According to Chomsky, one of the qualities that all 

languages have in common is their "creative aspect". By this 

concept of creativity, Chomsky clearly means the capacity that 

all native speakers of a Language have to produce and 

understand an indefinitely large number of sentences that they 

have never heard before. The native speaker's 'creative' 

command of his language, it should be noted, is in normal 

circumstances unconscious and unreflecting. He is generally 

unaware of applying any grammatical rules or systematic 

principle of formation when he constructs either new sentences 

or sentences, he has previously encountered. And yet the 

sentences that he utters will generally be accepted by other 

native speakers of the language as correct and will be 

understood by them. Let us define an ambiguous sentence i.e. 

'colourless green ideas sleep furiously'. Chomsky, basing on our 

linguistic intuition define the sentence that it is not meaningful, 

but nonetheless grammatical. 

Bhartrhari also agreed to the concept of creativity. For 

him, the meaning of the sentence is a flash of insight (pratibha). 

When the word-meanings in a sentence are detached (from out 

of the sentence) and (thus) understood, a different flash of 

insight is produced (out of it). That flash of insight presented by 

the word-meanings is described as the meaning of the sentence. 

We can define Chomsky's whole theory as it is, 1) rule 

governed and 2) creative as well. It is rule governed in the sense 

that the human being have develop some rules for forming and 
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using expressions of their native language and it is creative in 

the sense that the human beings spontaneously produce and 

understand expressions that they have never encountered 

before in their linguistic experience. We are endowed with the 

innate knowledge of UG or the information about the kinds of 

rules. Though these rules are pre-programmed, we need to learn 

them in order to learn a language or to invent a new language. 

Like Wittgenstein, he thinks that human language use is rule

governed in a very strong way. With the help of the knowledge 

of these rules, the speaker can be acquainted with the 

knowledge sentences and their meanings. But, unlike 

Wittgenstein, he opposed the behaviourist position. He argues 

that language acquisition cannot be defined without accepting a 

linguistically specific system of principles and parameters that 

every· healthy (in the relevant sense) child is genetically 

endowed with, a system i.e. UG or as the Language Acquisition 

Device (LAD). He maintains that the human mind is 

preprogrammed to learn any language. He has accepted that our 

brains have some sort of a "language device" that permits us to 

understand language naturally. This language mechanism 

contains an understanding of UG, hypothetical basic grammar 

rules that apply to all languages. A person's innate ability to 

learn language, coupled with environmental influences, allows 

one to easily learn the grammar of their particular language. It is 

true that children's environment plays a crucial role in acquiring 

their native language or communicative competence. Language 

development in children occurs spontaneously and does not 

require conscious instruction or reinforcement on that part of 

adults. In a very short period of time (a span of four to five 

years) children enable to develop the very complex linguistic 
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systems, moving from one word stage to multiword stages, on 

the basis of limited and often fragmentary data. 

To define this UG, Chomsky has proposed to define 

Internalised language and Externalised language (social 

languages). For him, Internalised language is that which exists 

in the mind, ultimately in the brain of the human beings and is 

the cause of Externalised language. Externalised languages, on 

the other hand, can be varied from culture to culture (the form 

of life in Wittgenstein's sense). Chomsky has drawn a distinction 

between competence and performance. Competence is 'the . 

speaker-hearer's knowledge of his language', while performance 

is 'the actual use of language in concrete situations' (Chomsky 

1965, p. 4). He distinguishes between "I(nternal)-language" and 

"E(xternal)-language." !-language is "the system of knowledge 

of language attained and internalized in the mind/brain," that is, 

the internalised grammar. E-language is the "externalised 

object" of this grammar; the infinite set of sentences that the 

grammar weakly generates. Chomsky argues that the proper 

focus of linguistics is on the properties of !-language. The innate 

structure of Universal Grammar guides the process of first 

language acquisition by strongly constraining the form of the 

attained particular grammar. 

It seems to us that Chomskian concept of innate language 

or UG is autonomous in the sense that human beings are born 

with innate ability to acquire the ability to grasp a language, 

though Chomsky has not defined UG as autonomous. According 

to more recent revisions of generative grammar, the innate 

'universal grammar' is autonomous with regard to other 

cognitive domains and is itself organised into modular 

subsystems of principles (concerning government, binding, 
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thematic roles etc.; Chomsky 1981, 1982). In this connection, I 

am happy to refer that sentence, which Chomsky has sent me 

during our discussion via mail. I had asked him, 'whether UG 

should be counted as autonomous?' In this response, he says, 

'The term Universal Grammar is used to refer to the genetic 

component of the language faculty. Its existence is not in 

question~ any more than there is a question about the existence 

of a genetic component for the visual system. In these and 

other cases there is no general issue about autonomy. The only 

questions are: what is it, and how does it enter into the 

functioning of the organism?' 

It is clear from his speech that he is more interested to 

define the nature of UG than to define it as autonomous. It 

seems to us, that the UG might be autonomous as it fulfills some 

criterion. It is universal in the sense that all human beings are 

genetically endowed with UG, which is internal and as well as it 

is a priori concept. UG is the cause of all external languages and 

it is self-illuminated and self-defined. In that sense, it appears to 

us as autonomous. 

We have discussed different components of language 

which are very much relevant for understanding the nature as 

well as the concept of autonomy of language. Here, an obvious 

question arises that, 'which component is much relevant in this 

discussion of autonomy of language?' We have already been 

acquainted with the vital components of language such as 

syntax, semantics, phonology and morphology. These are 

integral parts in the system of language. However, these are not 

counted as isolated branches; rather they are internally related 

with each other. It's true that all of them have emphasised on 

grammar or grammatical structure or rules of languages. In 
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Indian philosophy, both Paoini, Bhartrhari have accepted the 

importance of grammar (vyakaraoa). 

In the work SS, Chomsky hold that syntax is autonomous 

and independent of meaning. However, it does not follow that 

the fact semantics and the other components are not important 

in this sense. During our discussion, I have asked Chomsky, 

regarding his particular opinion that syntax is autonomous and 

independent of meaning. In this response, he answered, that's a 

common misunderstanding, based on the fact that I use the 

term "syntax" in its traditional sense, and the sense of modern 

logic and philosophy: referring to symbolic manipulations. In the 

context of cognitive science and bio-linguistics, that means 

anything happening internal to the brain. Subcomponents of 

syntax are what are often called "semantics," "pragmatics," 

"morphology," "phonology." As for what happens within the 

mind/brain, it's meaningless, as far as I know, to ask whether 

it's "autonomous." Technically, obviously not, it depends on 

many other things that are happening within the body and the 

environment. There are criticisms of the notion "autonomy qf 

syntax," but no defenses of it, to my knowledge, because the 

notion remains utterly obscure. 

To define the concept UG, Chomsky has used the terms like 

'innate universals', 'innate mental structure', 'innate 

endowment', etc. He has accepted two type of structure- one is 

Surface structure (grammatical) and the other is Deep structure 

(logical). The deep structure of a sentence reflects a sentence as 

expressing a thought; the surface structure of a sentence 

reflects a sentence as expressing its physical shape of sound 

sequence. Chomsky has demonstrated that sentences of 

identical surface structure may refer to entirely dissimilar deep 
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structures; and that a single surface structure may legitimately 

refer to several possible deep structures. Only "rules of 

transformation" of deep structures can, in his view, satisfactorily 

account for these discrepancies. The essential point here is that 

the relation between surface and deep structure (or, more 

simply, between appearance and meaning) is thought to be 

mediated by laws of conception. 

Though surface structures fail to clear up meanings of 

ambiguous sentences, still they determine at least part of 

meaning. Chomsky is of the opinion that if the grammar of a 

language is 'supplemented' by a U.G, which is part of the human 

biologically endowed language faculty, we will be able to see the 

modus operandi of the organization of particular grammar. 

Chomsky is of the opinion that a sentence may be grammatical 

even if it has no literal meaning. The sentence color less green 

ideas sleep furiously, is grammatical, though staying lower in the 

degree of grammaticalness. 

Like Chomsky and Bhartrhari, Wittgenstein has accepted 

the importance of grammar in his philosophy, though his concept 

of grammar is different from Chomsky and Bhartrhari. By 

grammar, Wittgenstein means the rule-structure of language or 

the norms or regularities, which govern the use of language. It is 

grammar, alone which gives a clear view of the meaning of the 

signs in language. According to Wittgenstein, Grammar is not 

abstract, it is situated within the regular activity with which 

language-games are interwoven: " ... the term 'language-game' 

is meant to bring into prominence the fact that the speaking of 

language is part of ari activity, or of a form of life" (PI 23). His 

concept of Grammar is totally based on language-game or form 

of life. As Chomsky, he has not defined grammar in terms of 
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innate language; his concept of grammar is related with 

empirical languages. In TLP, he has defined language in context 

of truth-functional verifiability. But in PI, he has refined his 

theory by accepting the use theory of language. Wittgenstein 

says that the meaning of a word is its use in the language. 

According to him, what one says, or what people in general say, 

can change. Ways of life and uses of language change, so 

meanings change, but not utterly and instantaneously. Here, his 

view of meaning is some how similar to Bhartr:hari. Bhartr:hari 

also accepts the view that meaning is dependent on usage and 

on speaker-listener relationship and the capacity of each of 

them to express and to comprehend what is going to be 

expressed and what has been expressed. But for Chomsky, 

Syntax is the core element in his theory. According to Chomsky, 

sentences are of two types-some are grammatical and others are 

less grammatical. Chomskian opinion is that a sentence may be 

grammatical even if it has no literal meaning. The deep structure 

of a sentence reflects a sentence as expressing a thought; the 

surface structure of a sentence reflects a sentence as expressing 

. its physical shape of sound sequence. Though surface structures 

fail to clear up meanings of ambiguous sentences, still they 

determine at least the part of the meaning. 

Like Chomsky, Bhartr:hari has also accepted the concept of 

creativity. According to him the trained or cultured people know 

the words by their nature. They are acquainted with the various 

powers hidden there in the words, as well as in the nature of all 

the beings. Grammar becomes an instrument in their hands, to 

show or display the powers of the words, through their different 

usages in different times and contexts. According to him, 

language is not at all connected with the external world. It is 
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connected with the mental reality of which it presents a 

restricted view due to the restricted nature of cognition. The 

mental reality is a creation of buddhi, which has a boundless 

capacity to create objects. Due to the inherent lack of abiiity to 

language as well as due to the limited nature of cognition 

language fails to display reality in its own ·form. Often it 

misrepresents and obscures reality. Further, language and 

reality are so opposed to each other that reality starts where 

language ends. Language can never reach reality (Reality). Here, 

by language, Bhartrhari is referring to the verbal language or 

articulated speech (vaikhari), not the language-as-such. Since 

cognition of a complete reality, Bhartrhari opines, is not possible, 

words based on such cognition present objects different from 

their own form4
• 

Bhartrhari's philosophy is different from the Nyaya 

philosophy. Navya-Nyaya philosophers think that God did not 

just create the objects and the sounds, but also instituted a 

relation of meaning between the sounds and the objects and due 

to this relation, sounds bec:;ome expressions of a language. Like 

them (as referential theory), Bhartrhari does not accept that the 

words directly refer to the existent objects i.e. one to one 

relation between word and object. He accepts a kind of square 

relation, where sphota refers to the buddhistha artha and word 

refers to the material object. There are the direct relations 

between sphota and word and between buddhistha artha and 

material objects. Hence, sphota refers to the idea or concept of 

4 VP. ID.3. 54 

ak{lsnavisayiibhiisarh sabda{l pratyayam iiSrita{ll 

artham iihiinyariipe(la svariipe!Ja svariipe(liiniriipitam/1 
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the object. In his view, one object is different from other on the 

basis of its name or "words". He does not accept the existence of 

nirvika/paka jfiana, because to him all the words stand for 

concepts. All forms of awareness imply the presence of words. 

For Bhartrhari, words can only refer to the universal of objects. 

Nyaya . and Mimarhsa accept the concept of aka f) sa or 

mutual' expectancy of the words in a sentence. Apart from 

akal)sa, they accept Yogyata (semantic competence), asatti 

(phonetic contiguity) and tatparya (Speaker's intention). This 

view is challenged by Bhartrhari, who holds that sentence itself 

is the primary unit of meaning; therefore akal)sa as a condition 

of sentence meaning is redundant. BhartDhari has accepted 

speaker's intention or tatparya, but this concept is different from 

Nyaya theory of tatparya. In Nyaya philosophy tatparya has 

been used as a concept to define the speaker's intention (iccha), 

but Bhartrhari has used the term abhipraya or vivak!?li instead of 

iccha. Bhartrhari identified three discernible elements in an 

utterance, viz. the sound pattern/form of words (vacaka), the 

meaning expressed (vacya) and speaker's intention (vivak!?li}. 

Vacya is the meaning to be expressed and vacaka is the 

meaning expressed through the stretch of sounds. In a broad 

sense, vacya stands for the meaning-content (artha) and vacaka 

for stretch of words. Here, intention of the speaker is the cause 

of uttered words. In this sense, the intention of the speaker is a 

part of the network of factors that help us to understand the 

notion of linguistic communicability. Grammarians have defined 

vivak!?li as ku/abadhu, it never cross the certain limit (vivak!?li ca 

kU/abadhuriva maryadam natikramati'f, but vivakf?a is applicable 

5 DaQ<;Inatha in H ridayahiiri(fi 
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only for the external language or empirical language (vaikharJ), 

not for the internal language (sphota). 

The sabdabodha approach of analysing the meaning of a 

sentence is analogous to the deep-structure level in Noam 

Chomsky's analysis of a sentence. He distinguishes between the 

surface level and the deep structure level. The underlying 

relations exist in between the elements of sentence at the 

surface level. Thus, ghatasya nirmitil), "making the pot," and 

caitrasya nlrmitil) "creation by Caitra," though similar in Sanskrit 

at the surface level, have different sabdabodhas. The genitive 

case· in the first phrase indicates the object of the verb, while in 

the second expression the genitive case indicates the agent; the 

former is ghatakarmika nirmitil), creation that has the pot as its 

object, but the latter is caitrakartrka nirmitil), creation that has 

caitra as its agent. 

If we focus on Indian philosophy, we would find that some 

Indian philosophers have accepted a significative power (sakti) 

as the relation that exists between a word (sabda) and its 

meaning (artha). This relation is considered to be permanent 

and stable, so that linguistic discourse is possible. Even though 

PaQini did not accept lak$al)a as a separate function in language, 

later Grammarians such as Patanjali did so. Paoini does not 

mention or provide for the condition of yogyata or consistency, 

given- as one of the conditions for the unity of the sentence. 

Agnina siikati ("He sprinkles with fire") is grammatically correct, 

though from the semantic point of view it may not be proper, 

because sprinkling can be done only with a liquid and not with 

fire. 

Their syntactic form cannot distinguish a metaphoric 

sentence and a normal sentence. All metaphoric sentences are 
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semantically deviant but syntactically normal. In such cases 

there is a semantic obstruction based on the violence to the co

occurrence restriction for one of the lexical items. In the 

sentence "He is an ass", the word "ass" referring normally to the 

animal also called a donkey, is syntactically identified with the 

boy, who is known from the context to be a human being 

(componential analysis also shows that he is a human being). 

Semantically this identification is not possible. The apparent 

anomaly can be solved by interpreting word properly in the 

context of utterance. Such intentional deviance is choice as a 

communication device by poets everywhere. If the variance 

cannot be solved the sentence becomes no sentence. But from 

Pal)ini's point of view all such sentences, metaphoric as well as 

unusual ones are grammatically acceptable. This is an important 

opinion regarding the discussion of semantic and syntactical 

relation. In this regard Bhartrhari accepts that metaphorical or 

ambiguous sentences can be meaningful without fulfilling the 

criterion of grammatical structure. It is the fact that vaikharJ or 

empirical languages have some limitations but language as such 

has no limitation, it is free flouting and boundary less. But the 

Naiyayika philosophers, who accept one to one relation or 

referential relation between word and object, have not accepted 

this type of opinion. 

PaQini further considers that the meaning of a word (pada) 

depends on the grammatical rules or meta-rules (paribha$a) of 

the language. In his language, meta-rules (paribha$aS) have 

autonomous existence, as they are not guided by any other 

rules. Actually, he has accepted the existence of meta-language 

or meta-rules in his regular language (Sanskrit), because to him, 

meta-rules have the capacity to control the whole process in its 
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domain of circles. For its existence it does not depend on other 

rules but for the correct interpretation, meta-rules help the other 

rules. So, in this context, meta-rules would claim the 

autonomous status. On the other hand, Meta-rules or paribhli$liS 

are autonomous, because they are self-evident or self-justified. 

Wittgenstein in the TLP concentrates on the structural and 

semantical aspects of language. But in PI, he shifts his attention 

to the functional and pragmatic aspect of language. His dictum 

"Don't ask for the meaning, ask for use"- brings into prominence 

the communicative dimension of language. In PI, Wittgenstein 

shows that our language does have multiple functions and 

forms. Meaning can be determined in various ways depending on 

what activity is intended to be performed by its use and the 

context of its use. He compares language with a toolbox. As the 

toolbox contain varied sorts of tools, and each of them is meant 

for specific functions, similarly language performs various sorts 

of function. The rule of one "language-game" cannot be applied 

to another language game. There are multiple forms of 

language, and multiple ways of interpreting their meanings. 

Expressions of a language may be used correctly or incorrectly. 

They are correctly used if they are used in accordance with the 

received explanations of their meaning. The meaning of an 

expression is also a correlate of explanation - it is what is 

explained by an explanation of meaning. An explanation of 

meaning is a standard for the correct use of the expression - a 

rule for its use. Even Wittgenstein also accepts the view that 

language cannot be taught and it is self-illuminated process. 

According to Wittgenstein, in a certain sense, the use of 

language is something that cannot be taught, i.e. we cannot use 

language to teach it in the way in which language could be used 
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to teach someone to play the piano. Here, his view of language 

understanding is same as Chomskian understanding of 

. Language, where he has accepted the concept of UG as the 

innate language. Though Wittgenstein would not accept any kind 

of innate capacity of language, actually he is accepting the 

importance of characteristic of the particular culture of a 

linguistic community. For him, to Jearn a language is to Jearn to 

perform a wide variety of acts and activities that characterise the 

culture of a linguistic community. Wittgenstein would propose to 

say that the use of language is self-governed in the way the 

rules are autonomously real in the language-game. Rules are 

internally related to the structure of language and the world. 

It seems to us that Wittgenstein's and Paoini's language is 

based on empirical or epistemological ground. Each of them has 

accepted the behaviourism for understanding the native 

language. as such. Bhartrhari has defined language to 

epistemological and metaphysical understanding, while Chomsky 

is not interested to define language in the space of metaphysical 

understanding. Chomsky's language, unlike others, is mentalistic 

in nature. He has opposed the behaviourism. Both Bhartrhari 

and Chomsky have accepted that there is a certain type of 

grammar (UG) or language-as-such or thought (speech-element) 

in our mind or brain. This in turn is reflected that language is 

innate. 

Autonomous linguistics implies, first of all, that language 

structure can be studied irrespective of the use of language. The 

autonomous aspect of language, we think, would be made clear 

if we carefully foresee the division of language as made by 

different linguistic philosophers. St. Augustine has divided 

language into two kinds: Artificial and Natural. He would like to 
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identify bodily behaviour with natural language of the man and 

the verbal language with the non-natural language or artificial 

language, which can be learnt by a child only through natural 

language. We would propose to divide language into Man-made 

and a priori. Man-made language is the verbal, symbolic, body 

language, which we use in our day-to-day life to express our 

thought. The above-mentioned four linguistic philosophers have 

accepted man-made language, but some of them would propose 

to accept another kind of language, which should be counted as 

a priori or internal language. A priori or internal language is the 

cause of man-made language or external languages. We have 

seen in the above discussion that PaQini and Wittgenstein have 

defined only the man-made language or external language. 

Actually they are more interested to define a systematic and 

rule-governed language. But if we go through Bhartrhari and 

Chomskian philosophy of language we would found that they 

have defined language on the basis of cause-effect relation. 

Metaphysician Bhartrhari and Materialist Chomsky have accepted 

such kind of language, which we would propose to define as a 

priori. 

According to Bhartrhari, 'sabda-bhavana' or speech 

element is 1) Eternal,2) Root of all manifested language 

(external language/Nada/dhvani). 3) Innate 4) It is Universal 

Language 5) As the internal language (Sphota), it is located in 

the mind or budd hi and 6) A priori 

Chomsky's Universal Grammar is 1) Innate 2) Internal 

language, located in the mind or brain 3) Universal 4) Cause of 

all languages, and 5) A priori 

According to Chomsky, the study of Ia langue and the ideal 

speaker's competence are logically prior to any study of parole 
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and performance. This has _led to the Chomskian division of labor 

between linguists and psychologists: first linguists determine 

what is assumed to be the speaker's linguistic competence (and 

this is done by autonomous linguistic-structural methods), and 

only then are psychologists (and psycholinguists) encouraged to 

investigate how this 'competence' is put to use in performance. 

If we would accept this kind of a priori language then it 

would be easy to define the autonomy of language without any 

misunderstanding, because we have already discussed in the 

Introduction in what sense Kant had accepted free will or 

morality as autonomous. According to him freewill is self

illuminous, self-defined and a priori concept. A priori nature of 

language appeals us to accept it as autonomous. Bhartrhari and 

Chomsky have defined internal language as self-luminous, self

justified and universal and cause of all language and as well as a 

priori. It seems to us that that their concept of Internal 

Language, which exists necessarily, should be counted as 

autonomous. So, in this sense language might be autonomous 

and independent in nature. 


