IS CONFIGURATION (AKRTI) DENOTED BY A WORD ?

RAGHUNATH GHOSH

The Present paper gives a critical account of the theory of configuration
denoted by a word (Akrtivada) with a special reference to Sabara. Sabara has
opined that akrti or configuration of an object is denoted by a word while
Kumarila accepts that a word denotes universal which is equivalent to
Configuration (akrtf). The systems of Indian philosophy express their difference
of opinion on the view whether a word denotes universal (Jati), individual
(vyaktr) or form (akréi). An effort has been made in this paper to throw some
light on the theory which propounds that the configuration (2krti) is denoted by
a word according to the Pirvamimarnsakas in general and Sabara in particular.
Incidentally the Mimarhsd position on the eternality (nityatva) of a word, its
meaning and their relation that are very much connected with this Zkrtiviada has
been highlighted and defended, which is followed by some critical and evaluative
remarks.

It has been argued by the opponents that a word and its meaning are not
naturally related on account of the fact that both of them remain in two different
domains. Word remains in the mouth by virtue of being manifested there while
meaning exists in the external world i.e., outside the mouth. Moreover, a word
is understood as such but not as meaning while meaning is understood as such
but not as word. When someone utters the word ‘Cow’, it merely indicates an
animal endowed with the characteristic features like dewlap etc. The importance
of such deliberation lies on the fact that the word ‘Cow’ exists in speaker’s
mouth and the meaning referred to by this remains in the characteristics of the
cow. As the domain of a word (Sabda) and its meaning (Artha) is completely
different, there cannot be a natural relation between them as claimed by the
Mimarhsakas. !

In response to the above-mentioned view, Sabara has left no stone
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unturned to substantiate the fact that there is a necessary relation between a
word and its meaning. To him, a word always denotes configuration (akrtf) which
alone constitutes the meaning of a word. The meaning of the term ‘cow’ is an
animal characterised by a dewlap etc. (Sasnadivi§ista akrtiritibrumah). The
configuration (Zkrt/) cannot be said to be identical with universal (jati) or
individual (vyakti). Tt is also to be borne in mind that without akrti one cannot
have the idea of universal and individual. As one always remembers the form
or akrti through the utterance of a word, this, being the meaning of the same,
is permanently related (nitya) to the word.2 From this it follows that a word is
invariably associated with the configuration (2kr#i) which is actually perceived.
The object which is already perceived is always taken as being established, and
hence there is no necessity of forwarding some arguments in favour of its
existence (na pratyaksa sati sadhya bhavitum arhati).?  Sabara has described
akrti as a qualifier (vifesana) and hence, a qualified object (vidista) is known in
terms of its qualifier (videsapa). In other words, the knowledge of a qualified
object (visista) presupposes the knowledge of the qualifier (viSesana). Without
the knowledge of a qualifier i.e. akrii the objects like cow etc. cannot be known.
One can understand the meaning of the term ‘cow’ which is taken as visista in
terms of its configuration (akyt) which is qualifier (viSesana) here (Na hyapratite
visesane vi§istam kecana pmryerwmrhanrm).4 The main function of a qualifier
is to eliminate something from others (ftaravyavartaka). In the present case the
characteristics (dkrti) of a ‘cow’ like dewlap etc. serve the function of
distinguishing ‘cow’ from non- cow. Hence, dkrtf of an object distinguishes it
from the rest (ifarabhedaka) by a way of pointing out its characteristic feature.
As a word is the cause of the awareness of the form of an object (akrtipratvayasya
nimir[ﬂm),5 it is called visista and the dkrti which is known through this is
called eleminating or distinguishing factor.

The akrtr functions in two ways-first, it gives rise to the knowledge of
an individual (vyakt/) and secondly, it can show the inherent similarity among
the individuals by way of integrating them. That a particular cow (govyaktr) is
not different from other cows is known only through its aketi. That is why, dkrti
serves the function of a universal. In this way, the Mimarhsakas have tried to
show that dkrti is the key-factor which ultimately points to both individual
(vyakti) and universal (jﬂtf)ﬁ. The view of the Naiyayikas that a word refers to
universal, individual and configuration (vyaktyakritijatayastu padérfhab)7 can be
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refused by the Mimarnsakas in the above-mentioned manner. In fact, if akiti is
accepted as meaning of a word, it will adhere to the law of parsimony (Lighava).
There is no strong reason behind accepting the three (jati etc) as the meaning,
because the akrti of an object itself can refer to both individual and universal.

The akrti, Sabara observes, is permanently related to an individual. As a
relation is called dvistha i.e. existing in two relata, the knowledge of one of the
relalta i.e. akrti gives rise to the knowledge of the another i.e. vyak[i.g It is a
self-evident fact that as soon as a word is uttered, an individual (vyakti) is
understood through it. It is very difficult to differentiate whether this awareness
of an individual arises from the word or from the akrtf denoted by the word.
Which one is more important in this context is to be understood with the help
of methods of agreement and difference (anv&yavyatjrcka).g When the akrtr of
an object is known, the individual is also known simultaneously as it serves as
a differentiating element of a particular individual from others. On the other
hand, when a word is uttered and corresponding akrtf is not remembered due
to some mental indisposition, it cannot give rise to the knowledge of vyakn’.m
From this Sabara intends to say that it is akrti alone which constitutes the
menaing of a word.

Now Sabara is trying to justify how Zkrti of an object is known. The
characteristic features of an object are known through the repeated use of the
term and its corresponding experience. Through the utterance of the word ‘Cow’
go) one can understand its akrti if there is repeated use of the term to refer to
this particular Zkrti. The configuration of an object is known through a word if
we are familiar with the constant use of the term.

Though Sabara has accepted the importance of repeated use of the word
to understand the akrti of an object,it should be clearly borne in mind that word
and its denotation (akrt7) do not depend on the conventional usage of the word.
To him a word is used to indicate a new-born calf which is not seen before. On
the other hand, a word ‘Cow’ has not been applied previously to a new-born
calf.!'! On account of this the term ‘Cow’ indicating an individual does not
depend on the actual usage of the term. In other words, it can be said that the
meaning of the term does not depend on the conventional usage. If the meaning
of a word depends on the experience, it would be regarded as conventional,
which is purely undesirable to the Mimansakas. 2 It may be recalled in this



446 RAGHUNATH GHOSH

connection that between a word and its meaning there is a constant or permanent
relation which indicates the non-conventional character of the same. 13

Sabara thinks that dkrii is the meaning of a word. This akrti is neither
opposed to meaning (artha) nor subordinate to meaning (artha), but artha or
meaning itself. The words by which some objects having akrti are expressed
remain in the visible world. But there are many words or sentences which cannot
express things having akrti as menaing. The injunctions like Svargakamo yajeta
cannot express the meaning in the form of akrt/ as these words do not bear any
visible character. The term * Vidhana i.c. injunction is derived from ‘vidhiyate
anena i’ i.e., that by which something is injuncted. This injunctive sentence
cannot be taken as capable of referring to akrti or to vyakti.'* When Sabara
says that a word indicates akrii of an object, it is applicable to only visible
dimension of reality. But so far as the non-visible (Adrsta) dimension of reality
is concerned, this thesis propounded by Sabara is not applicable there. For, the
words indicating the invisible (adrsta) dimension like devata, Svarga etc. do not
have any visible krti at all. As to the supersensuous entities like deity, heaven
etc.one cannot assign a proper name (samjAa) to them. One can name the objects
having particular features and one can do so keeping the particular features in
view. If there is an entity having supersensuous character, any outward feature
of the same is not found through which they can be described in terms of
language. After considering this dimension of reality the Mimarhsakas have
accepted the relation between a word (§abda) and its meaning (artha) as
apauruscya (i.e., not caused by any person). The imperceptible objects like diety
etc. cannot be described by name etc. because proper names are generally used
to inform the particular feature of an object. If these particular features are not
known at all due to their imperceptible charcter, the ascription of name is not
possible. That is why, the relation between a word and its meaning is described
as apauruseya (i.c. not caused by any person).!d

One can utter a word many times in different occasion and one can
understand the same word permanently due to its unifying significance. That is
why, Sabara has accepted the eternal character of a word due to the reference
to its kst If uttered.it produces a particular Zkr#/ without any fail. Here the
term ‘nitya’ is to be taken as conveying the sense of permanence, consistency
and continuity.
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If a word is pronounced eight times, it is known as the same by
everybody. This congnition of perceptual form gives the certainty of nityatva of
word. If a word ‘Cow’ is uttered in many times, the same set of phonemes
(g,am etc.) is realised in each case of perception, as they are not different from
a word.1®

It may be argued that a word uttered yesterday and that uttered today is
completely different. So how the sameness or nityatva of a word is established.
In reply, Sabara rejoins that a word uttered yesterday is not destroyed and hence
it is capable of being perceived today. The understanding of the previously
uttered word today is a kind of recognition which comes under perception. Had
it been perished the other day when it was uttered, there would not have been
the possibility of recognising it. It is evident from our day to day behaviour that
we can recognise our father, mother ete. for the second time, which leads us to
assume the sameness or nityatva of the object. This notion of nityatva or
sameness of an object leads them to accept that akrti is denoted by a word. For
this reason the Mimarhsaka® have taken the word ‘nitya’ in a completely
different sense. To them nityatva of an object is capable of being perceived.
Due to its perceptible character it can neither be taken as beginning-lessly eternal
(anadinitya) nor unchangeably eternal (kufasthanitya). For this reason nityava
cannot be taken in a metaphysical sense, but in the sense permanent and
consistent which is capable of being perceived. In other words, a word is called
nitya on the strength of our experience of its continuous and consistent use. The
nityatva does not refer to the temporarility, but it refers to the consistency
between a word and its meaning i.e. akara. The akara which is signified by a
word has got unity (aikarupya) and without parts (niravayatva), which are the
marks of ni!}farva.” Sabda being niravayava (having no parts does not have any
cause of production and destruction. As a word (sabda) is characterised by unity
etc, it is nitya in character. In order to substantiate this niftyatva of a sabda the
Mimarnsakas have accepted the unity of kara signified by it.

The aphorism of Jaimini - Akritistu Kr'iya'rthatvér’ls is formulated
primarily for the refutation of the theory called Vyaktivada and Substantiating
akritvida. One point is to be kept in mind that the term akrti is not taken as
combination of the parts (avayavasansthana) as accepted by the Naiyayikas. Akrti
which is denoted (vacvya) by a word is nothing but Jati according to Kumarila.
To him, the wise persons describe jati as akrti because it is jati alone through
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which vyakti is determined ¢ akrti). The object ie. jati through which a vyakes
is ascertained (vyaktirakriyate yaya) is called akril? 1f akrii is taken in the
sense of jati, then alone the niravayavatva of a word and its denotation can be
proved, which indicales the nitvatva of a $abda, If akrti s taken in the sense
of the combination of the parts, it will lose its nitya-characler. According to the
Mimarsakas, both Vicya ie. signified object and Vicaka i.e. the signifier are
taken to be nitya. Though each and cvery individual case of ‘cow’ is different
from each other, there are common features among all the cows through which
a cow is differentiated from a horse. These common features described as akrti
are perceptual and hence, no argument against this position is tenable. The truth
realised universally through perception cannot be challenged, as it will g0 against
perceptual awareness (anubhava). Hence, i.c. Vacya (i.e. akrtiy, Viacaka (a word)
and their relation are nitya.20

For another reason a word is described as nitya. In the sitra ‘sarvatra
vaugapadyat?! it has been said that due to simultaneity of knowledge of all
individuals a word has to be accepted as nitya. When the term ‘g0’ (cow) is
uttered, it can provide us the knowledge of all cows and hence, it can be accepted
as nitya. If dkrti in the sense of Jati is accepted as the meaning of a word, it
cannot be taken for granted thar it has relation with a word which is temporary
in nature. For, when an individual knowing relaion points to a particular cow
as the meaning of the term ‘cow’, the knower does not understand this particular
cow as the meaning of the term, but all the cows. Otherwise, there would not
have been the verbal comprehension of another cow. If a word is taken as
temporary (anitya), the relation or the knowledge of the relation between a word
and its akrti would not be possible at all. For, it is very difficult to ascertain
the meaning of all words if they are admitted as temporary. If a word is accepted
as external, it being in past and present can be apprehended by the knower
through the method of agreement and difference (anvayavyatireka) after

observing their relation in many times. Hence, a word and akrti is nitya.22

Jaimini and Sabara have forwarded another reason in favour of nityatva
of a word. If it is said that ten persons are fed, it indicates the difference of
individuals (vyaktibheda). On the other hand, the statement - “The person has
been fed ten times” indicates the non-difference of the individuals (vyaktyabhedz)
as well as difference of action (kriyabheda). If someone utters the word ‘cow’
ten times, it indicates the difference of the action of utterance and non-difference
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of the individual cow .23

Though the sun is seen in the east in the morning, in middle in midday
and in the west in the afternoon, the same sun is perceived by all. From the
movement of the sun one cannot assume the multiplicity of the sun. In the like
manner, the word perceived by various persons in various places cannot be said
to be many.z4

It may be argued again that the Mimarmsakas accept the word, meaning
and their relation as eternal. If it is so, the change of meaning of a particular
word in a difference place and time cannot be explained. The meaning of a
particular word which prevailed in ancient society may be changed in present
social context. As the present meaning is new to us or produced, the word,
meaning and their relation is not eternal.

In reply, it may be said that though the word, different meaning of it and
their relation exist near our auditory sense organ, it is not always related to us.
As a word is all-pervasive, the nature of it is covered with non-agitated air.
When the air of the mouth of the speaker hits this non-agitated air, the air
becomes divided leading to the manifestation of sound. So, the sound is not
always manifested though eternal in character. Following the same line of
argument it may be said that from the non-manifestation of a particular meaning
it does not follow that this meaning was not associated with the particular word.
Different meaning of a word may exist in non-manifested condition and
afterwards it may be manifested. Hence, there is no origination of the meaning
of the particular word. Keeping this manifestation in view, perhaps Sabara has
used the term ‘Aupattika’ (having a beginning) as an adjunct of word, meaning
and their relation. It should also be kept in view that once a particular meaning
is attached to a particular word, it will go in future conventionally. Hence, the
term ‘Aupattika’ or ‘Nitya' is to be taken in a technical sense mentioned above,

It has been stated earlier that the term nitya is not used in the sense of
absolute eternity, but it has been accepted as a permanent and consistent entity.
The view is substantiated again through the coinage of the term ‘aupattika; in
the sense of nstya which means the coexistance of the sound with its meaning
in an ‘inborn’ relation. As the Vedas are not made by any individual
(apauruseya), the sound, its meaning and their relation are not produced, which
again leads us to accept the nityatva of it.
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It has been stated earlier that Sabara accepts dkrti as the meaning of a
word and this Zkrti is neither jati (universal) nor Vyakti (individual). But
Kumarila differs from Sabara and accepts akrti in the sense of jati. Let us
consider which view is logically tenable. So far as my understanding goes, akrti
in the sense of universal as observed by Kumarila is not logically sound. If krti
were taken in the sense of jati, why the Purva-mimarsakas had not introduced
the term ‘jati" instead of krti. Tt is true that universals like cowness etc. cannot
be grasped if there were no ‘akrti’ at all. Inspite of this ‘krti’ should not be
taken in the sense of jati because the domain of the former is different from
that of the latter. It may be argued that if dkrti is not taken in the sense of Jjati,
the nityatva of it cannot be justified. It is also not true, because the term ‘nitya
has been used in this context as permanent and consistent as told earlier. This
type of nityafva remains in the akrti also. Moreover, the universal ‘cowness’
etc. though accepted as ‘nmitya’ and inhered in many individuals, seem to be a
vague property. If someone enquires what cowness is, it is very difficult to reply
without referring to the external and internal characteristics of a cow. Hence,
the generic property ‘cowness’ for example, presupposes the extrinsic and
intrinsic features of the cow, which is called ‘akrt7’. But for Zkrti Jati is not
capable of being understood. The derivative meaning of the term ‘akrt’ (vyaktih
akriyate yaya) is more applicable to the characteristic features (akrti) of a cow,
but not to cowness. In fact, Zkrti of an object is basic through which both
universal and individual are comprehended. For this reason perhaps  the
Naiyayikas have given emphasis on the three - universal, Zkrt/ and individual
as the meaning of the term, which proves that they have realised the importance
of ‘akrti’ also. An object does not realise or see that akrti of that obejct. Hence,
&krti is the direct thing which is directly related to the word. Through this akrti
the universal and individual are apprehended indirectly. The directly apprehended
thing i.e. “akrtr’ should have to be taken as the meaning of a word, ‘but not
others. Hence, Sabara, I think, is more consistent in his analysis than Kumarila.

Sabara has argued that a word, its meaning i.e. ‘Zkrti’and their relation
1s nitya and hence he does not admit the conventional usage as the cause of the
menaing. This view, I think, is not totally acceptable. It has already been
discussed that the Mimarhsakas have interpreted the term nitya as permanent
and consistent. But one should ascertain whether there is consistency between
a word and its meaning. For this purpose we have to depend on convention or
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our earlier experience regarding the use of the same. D.S. Ruegg has drawn our
attention to the another interpretation of the term sitya in the following way-
T that the linguistic theory comparable with nitya will be comprehended
more easily, if one translates the term nitya by invariable (and nityava by
‘invariability’) instead of ‘permamant’.25 Even if this meaning of the term nitya
is taken for granted, the problem arises how the invariability of a word and its
meaning can be determined without looking into past experience. I think
conventional use has got a prominent role in determining this nityatva in the
sense of invariability. This notion of ‘invariability’ in the sense of nityatva may
be substantiated with the following reason. A word and its meaning is
comprehended in each case, because this comprehension depends on the
comprehension of the relation of concomitance between a word and its meaning.

The Mimarhsa-positon against the conventional use may somehow be
defended in the following way. The notion of nityatva in the sense of consistency
or invariability is mainly dependent on the phenomenon of aikardpya i.e. unity
of forms. If a word ‘cow’ or ‘jar’ is pronounced many times, each and every
time it will provide us with the same aksti of a cow i.e. Sasnadimattva or that
of a jar i.e. Kambugrivadimattva. Due to this unity of forms which are the
meaning of the word, it is assumed that there is nityatva between a word and
its meaning. To verify that there is such unity of experience or conventional
usage may be essential. From this it does not follow that the meaning of a word
is determined conventionally. How can the unity of forms be known if we do
not have repeated observation of the occurence of the word and its krti or
meaning? In order to know this aspect convention is essential no doubt, but the
relation between them is already established due to their ‘nitya’ or consistent or
invariable character. The nityatva is already there, but conventional usage is to
know it as such. In this connection an effort has been made to refute the view
that the meaning of a word is created through convention among men following
the line of Kumarila. According to Kumarila, such convention could act in three’
ways. First, a convention is established for the benefit of each man. Each person
can know that this would be the meaning of this. Or secondly, convention is
established each time when a word is uttered. Or, thirdly, the convention is
established by God at the time of initial creation. The first alternative is not
acceptable, because if the relationship fixed by such convention is one and the
same, it would be considered as artificial and diversity of experience could not
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be explained. The second alternative is also not tenable, because a single
utterance of a word cannot establish convention. If somehow convention is
accepted, it cannot justify the usage of the same eternally. The third alternative
is also not acceptable, because there is no place for God (in Piirvamimamsa)
who can be accepted as the cause of setting up coention. Hence, the meaning
of a word is not created through convention.26

Moreover, if a word, its meaning and their relation is accepted as
conventional but not nitya, the initial verbal usage to denote as object at the
time of first creation cannot be explained. An animal having dewlap etc. is
denoted by the term ‘cow’ at the time of initial creation after dissolution. As at
this stage, there is no convention, how is such usage possible? In reply, it can
be said that between these there is a nityasambandha. Between the word ‘cow’
and akrti denoted by it there is consistency or invariability. That is why, the
word gives rise to its dkrti {nvariably. For, this relation is otherwise described
by the Mimarhsakas as aupattika i.e. inborn, which implies that as soon as a
word is originated, it inheres the capability of indicating a particular akrti. Even
if it is accepted that there had been in existence before that and hence the said
relation between them could have no beginning in time.

It has been said earlier that proper name or samjia cannot be assigned
to the real objects that are adrsta in character. The words like heaven, devara
etc. have no comprehensible external character or akrti which can be denoted
by the terms. If it is so, the problem arises how can the meaning of these words
be known? If akrt/ constitutes the meaning of a word, these words would have
been meaningless due to the absence of akrti capable of being seen. In reply,
the Mamamsakas could say that Jkrti is common in both drsta and adrsta
dimension of reality. The akrti existing in the invisible object is not capable of
being discussed, as it is not in the specific form. Dr. Gachter observes :
“*Moreover, he (Sabara) sees no reason to explain the akrti of devata in any
concrete way, simply because there is no complete information available apart
from their presence in and through Sabda. Sabda has its support in the invisible
as is known from inference based on perception in the visible dimension of
realitv... In fact he does not and cannot deny akrti for the adrsta dimension
without restricting $abda only to the drsta dimension... However, it is evident
for him that one cannot describe the invisible, the krti of the invisible dimension
is not at our disposal in which sense it is ineffable’”.2’ In fact, akrti is to be
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accepted as of two types-vyakta (manifested) and avyakta (non-manifested). The
invisible objects like svarga, devata etc. must have some ‘akrti’ which is not
capable of being expressed. Had it been not there, there would not have been
corresponding concept with the utterance of the terms. It cannot be said that
these are meaningless words and hence these words give rise to meaning which
is nothing but ‘akrtr’ of them. Though these akrtis cannoOt be expressed due to
the absence of any external concrete form, some akrtis in the forms of ideas
have to be accepted there. Hence, Sabara’s view that akrti is denoted by a word
is very much consistent.
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