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The Mimamsa Concept of samskara and
the samskara in the Process of Cognizing

a Word-Meaning: purva-varna-janita-samskara*

Kei Kataoka

I. Introduction

In the Mimamsa system of Vedic exegesis, speech (sabda) is not word
(pada) but phoneme (varna, aksara).” So even the so-called word (pada)
is regarded as being in reality phonemes (varnas).? This frame limits the
Mimamsakas’ options for explaining the process of cognizing a word-
meaning (padartha-pratyaya, -pratipatti), because it is more natural to
say that a word-meaning is cognized directly through a word, rather
than through phonemes. For example, cowness (gotva) is ordinarily con-
sidered to be cognized through the word “cow” (“gauh”), not through
the phonemes [k//a/[u/ (/g/fau//h/), as is clearly shown in our usage
“word-meaning”.

To escape this dilemma between the theory of *varnasabdavada and
the observed fact of padarthapratyaya, the Vrttikara, whose explanation
of Jaiminisitra 1.1.3-5 is introduced in the S&bambhé;ya, adopts the
theory of *antyavarnakaranavada. According to this, a word-meaning is
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By contrast pradhanakarman is defined in Jaiminisitra 2.1.7 as that
which has the accomplishment of the act itself (karmanirvriti) as its aim
(ipsitatama).”

pradhanakarman : dravya — karman
gunakarman (= samskara) : karman — dravya

3. The Definition of samskarakarman as a sesa

Sabarabhasya ad 3.1.3 defines samskara as a sesa or an element subser-
vient to pradhanakarman. Samskdra produces in an element (padartha),
1.e. material (dravya), a capacity (s@amarthya) or suitability (yogyata) for a
certain purpose {prayojana, artha).

Sabarabhasya ad 3.1.3: samskaro nama sa bhavati yasm.iﬁ jate
padértho bhavati yogyah kasyacid arthasya. tenapt kriyayam
kartavydyam prayojanam iti so 'pi pararthah. A 660.9-11.

The samskara is that, by the arising of which an element becomes
suitable; for a certain purpose. It also has a purpose regarding the
action to be made. Therefore it also exists for the other [and
fulfills the definition of sesa]. '
Sabarabhasya ad 3.7.6: yat tasya samskartavyasya prayojanam tatra
samarthyam janayantiti. A 1078.4-5.

[Samskara is said to be “that which arranges (samskarotz?”.] For
it produces a capacity for the purpose of that which is to be
arranged (samskartavya).

In this way, samskara, like other elements, such as dravya alju-i guna,
assists pradhanakarman and thus fulfills the sesa’s definition of
“pararthatva” or “being for the other”. Thus samskarakarman .c.ould be
labelled *arthayogyatipadaka (that which brings about a suitability for a
certain purpose) or *prayojanasamarthyajanaka (that which produces
capacity).

samarthya
samskara — dravya — prayojana

4. “Purpose” (prayojana, artha) of the samskarakarman
Sabarabhasya ad 3.6.11-13 discusses the relationship of gunaprad-
hanabhdva, sesasestbhava between a ritual fire (agni) and pavamanestis
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(sacrifices for the pavamanal-agm]), which are performed after setting
up three or five fires (agnyadheva, agnyadhana). The opponent holds
that a ritual fire, which is already set up before the pavamanestis, serves
the pavamanestis in accordance with the maxim bhitam bhavyayopadisyate
(The produced is prescribed for the sake of what should be produced).!®
So the produced (bhiita) fire is regarded as subservient to the pavamanestis
which should be produced (bhavayitavya). Opposing this view, the
Siddhantin answers that the pavamanestis should be regarded as subser-
vient to the ritual fire (pavamanestayo hy agnyarthalt), because if the
bavamanestis, as the opponent holds, were served by a ritual fire, they
would be useless and so would the setting up of fire (agnyadheya), which
serves the pavamanestis through a ritual fire. For the pavamanestis do not
have any fruit (nisphalas tv istayah). But if the ritual fire is primary,
though it is a produced element (bhiita), after being purified by the
future pavamanestis, it will serve other rituals, such as the agnihotra,

darsapiirnamasa, etc., and thereby become useful (prayojanavattvac
cagninam).\)

purvapaksa : agni — pavamanesti — ? (nisprayojana)
siddhanta  : pavamanesti — agni — prayojana

Here the opponent takes the pavamanestis as pradhanakarman. The
Siddhantin, however, concludes that they are gunakarman (= samskara-
karman) because of their contribution to other rituals through ritual
fires. If we apply the above-mentioned definitions of samskara, i.e.
“dravyapradhana” and “*prayojanasamarthyajanaka” or “*arthayogya-
tapadaka”, the Siddhantin’s intention becomes clearer: the subordinate
samskarakarmans, i.e. pavamanestis, give to the primary element
(pradhana), i.e. ritual fires, a suitability (vogyatad) for a certain purpose
(artha, prayojana), such as to assist agnihotra etc.

5. The Unseen Effect (adrsta) of the samskirakarman
S&barabhdsya ad 3.1.22, dealing with the same topic, expands further
on the nature of “purpose” (prayojana, phala). The opponent, who holds
that the pavamanestis are pradhanakarman as before, apparently suggests
relying on the visvajinnyaya, viz. that one can assume a fruit of the
pavamanestis (kalpyam phalam) if they do not have any fruit taught in
the scripture.’? The Siddhantin, who holds that pavamanestis are
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samskarakarman and their fruit is the purification of the fire (agnisamskara),
rejects the opponent’s view, appealing to the principle of “adystakalpa-
nalpiyast nyayya” or “the least assumption of the unseen entities is right”."?
Following the opponent’s view, one has to assume two unseen effects,
i.e. that of svarga as a result of homa and that of unseen purification
(adystah samskdra) of the pavamanestis through the ahavaniya. In con-
trast, the Siddhantin assumes only one, i.e. unseen purificatory effect
upon the @havaniya through the pavamanestis.!9

To summarize, the procedure described here runs as follows: first
each element such as samskarakarman, dravya and prayojana, is posited
according to the definition of pradhdnakarman and samskarakarman. The
opponent holds that ahavaniya is for the sake of the pavamanestis and
the pavamanestis are for the sake of svarga, which is assumed lest they
should become purposeless. The Siddhantin, considering pavamanestis
to be a samskarakarman, holds that pavamanestis are for the sake of
ahavaniya, and ahavaniya is for the sake of other rituals such as the
agnihotra etc. Up to this stage one cannot decide which view is prefera-
ble, because both processes have purpose enough. Then the number of
unseen effects is counted, so that the “light hypothesis” or simple model
may be adopted in accordance with the maxim adrstakalpanalptyast
nyayya.

samskara (adrsta)
purvapaksa : agni — pavamanesti — svarga (adysta)

samskara (adrsta)
siddhanta : pavamdnesti — agni  — prayojana (adrsta)

6. The Seen Effect (drsta) of the samskarakarman

Sabarabhasya ad 11.1.27 deals with samskarakarman, such as thresh-
ing (avahanana) and grinding (pesana), which have seen effects. Here the
question is whether they should be performed until some seen effects are
accomplished or not. The Siddhantin concludes that they should, in
accordance with the maxim drste saty (or sambhavaty) adrstakalpananyayya
(If the seen is possible, assumption of the unseen is not right). Here the
act of threshing or grinding has a visible (pratyaksa, drsta) fruit, such as
tandula (threshed rice) or pista (ground rice).' If we gave up the perfor-
mance in the middle, we would be forced to rely on the assumption of an
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unseen effect, which is not acceptable when the seen effect is possible.

Here the purpose (artha, phala) is divided into two: the seen and the
unseen, out of which the former is preferred.!®

HI. The Characteristic Features of samskarakarman

1.

samskarakarman has a material as its primary element (dravya-

pradhana).
2. samskarakarman gives to the material a capacity (samarthya) or
suitability (yogyata) for a particular purpose (artha, prayojana).
3. samskarakarman is a subservient element (Sesa, parartha) that,
through a material (dravya), serves pradhanakarman (a primary
. act), which is also qualified as a purpose (artha, prayojana).

The fruit (phala, artha) given by samskarakarman in a material
(dravya) is either seen (drsta, pratyaksa) or unseen (adysta, kalpya).
The latter is also called samskara. This assumed unseen entity

(adrsta, kalpyam phalam) should be avoided or reduced if possi-
ble.

IV. An Examination of the saniskara in the Discussion of *padar-
thapratyaya

The following examines the notion of samskara which appears in the
.discussion of the process of cognizing a word-meaning (padarthapratyaya),
in order to show that the samskara here is not the *smytihetusamskara, as
it is usually interpreted, but the unseen purificatory effect‘ of sams-
karakarman. The synopsis of the so-called sphotavéda in the Sébarabhd;vya
(strictly speaking, in the explanation by the Vrttikira), which deals w.ith

the process of cognizing the object of a word (padarthapratyaya), is as
follows: ’

0. Sresil;:pposition: a meaning (artha) is cognized through speech (Sab-
a).
1. Speech ($abda) is nothing but phonemes (varna)."® (= Fact: artha
is cognized through varnas.) F 38. 3-5
2. The direct connection between varnas and padarthapratyaya is
denied, leading to anupapatti.’® F 38.6
a. Denial of two possibilities?® F 38. 6-9
b. Explanation by *sphota?” F 38. 9-10

c. Denial of smarana-process® F 38.11-12
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3. Adrstakalpana: artha is cognized from varnas through the unseen

medium of samskara.®® F 38.13

a. laukikavacana, which seems to conflict with the siddhanta®?
F 38.14-20

b. {dstravacana, which seems to conflict with the siddhanta®
F 38.20-24

c. Solution of the laukikavacana®® F 40. 1-7

d. Solution of the sastravacana®” F 40. 7-10

4. Denial of *sphotavdda by the number of unseen effects (adrsta).®®

F 40.11-12

In composing this section, the Vrttikdara most probably presupposes

the process of arthapatti (cf. [Kataoka 1998]), which is also sho?vn ex-
plicitly in the two slokas quoted in the Sabarabhasya ad 2.2.1.2 First the
seen fact (drsta) of padarthapratyaya is shown. Second, it is shown that
there exists inexplicability (anupapatti) in this fact, padarthapratyaya, so
long as we confine ourselves to the seen world. To keep this condition of'
anupapatti (or anyathanupapatti), which is the main cause for arthapatti
to function, all possible doctrines which explain the fact only with the
seen are denied. Thirdly, the unseen (adrsta) is assumed and samskara is
posited as a medium between varnas and padarthapratyaya so as to solve
the anupapatti. This is the stage where the doctrine of *antyavarnakarana-
vada is given. Fourthly, due to the smaller number of adrstas, the
Mimamsaka’s position is preferred to that of the Vaiyakaranas, who
hold the *sphotavada which involves two unseen effects: one is *sphota
itself and the other is samskara for *sphotapratyaya, which corresponds
to that for padarthapratyaya in the MImamsa view.
Problems in the previous interpretation If one follows the pre-
vious interpretation that the samskdra in the Vrttikara’s deﬁnition. 1s
nothing but a mental trace, which functions as a cause of recolle'ct.:lon
(smrtihetu), the following problems arise: First, besides his own position,
the Vrttikara (in 2c above), speaking through the Sphotavadins, men-
tions ;me model to be denied, according to which the phenomenon of
cognizing a word-meaning is to be explained as a recollection process.

antarhite ’pi sabde smaranad arvthapratyaya iti cen na. F 38.11‘
- [Question:] Although the speech has disappeared, one cognizes
the object by recollection. [Answer:] No.
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If we accept that the samskara is the cause of recollection, and so
regard the process as including recollection, the Vrttikara’s negative state-
ment would be inappropriate.’® Secondly, the context of the relevant
portion, which apparently follows the procedure of arthapatti, shows
that the Vrttikira intends the recollection model as that which can ex-
plain the phenomenon of the padarthapratyaya within our familiar “seen -
(drsta)” domain, without relying on any unseen effects (adrsta). It fol-
lows consequentially that the mental trace, which is always entailed by
the recollection, is to be included for the Vrttikara in the “seen” domain.
The samskara in the siddhanta, on the other hand, is explicitly stated as
an unseen effect (adysta) which should be postulated. If we took the
samskara to be the cause of recollection (*smytihetusamskara), we would
encounter the dilemma that the samskara is regarded by the same author
as “seen” as well as “unseen”. Thirdly, *smytihetusamskara, which be-
longs to the atman, does not fit by its definition with the samskara men-
tioned here, which accompanies the last phoneme.

Suitability of the new interpretation The samskara mentioned
here is equipped with those features suitable to the unseen effect (adrsta)
of samskarakarman. As pointed out before, the samskarakarman is re-
garded as dravyapradhana, which has a material as its primary elements,
in which it gives a capacity for a certain purpose. Likewise here the
process (suggested rather weakly by the expression of “janita”) is a
samskarakarman, which has the last phoneme (antyo varna) as its pri-
mary element, in which it gives a capacity for padarthapratyaya. Here
the produced capacity is labelled as “samskara” (a purificatory effect)
and is qualified as “unseen” (adrsta), as is seen in S'dbarabhd;ya ad 3.1.22,
where particular fruits are labeled as “samskara” and “adystah samskara”.

samskara (adrsta)
parvavarna —> samskara — antyavarna — padarthapratyaya

As is shown before in the case of the samskarakarman, it is a common
procedure in the Sc"zbarabh&,vya {(and to all Mimamsakas) to examine the
nature of acts’ fruit and count the number of the adrstas in order to show
the superiority of the Siddhantin’s view. The similarity in the procedure
of both discussions, i.e. one on the unseen purificatory effect of samskara-
karman and the other on the process of padarthapratyaya, leads one to
think that both samskaras are of the same nature.
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V. A Parallel Discussion by Bhartrhari

The following points out the fact that Bhartrhari uses the terminology
of “samskara” to denote the samskarakarman and regards it as a device to
explai;l the process of *sabdabhivyakti or the manifestation of 'sl:?eech.
This fact implies that the concept of samskara current in linguistic de-
bate around AD 500, is not *smytihetusamskara but samsk&rakamzan or
its unseen effect. (Kumarila, too, discussing sabdabhivyakti in the Sloka-
varttika sabdanityata vv. 51c—87b, accepts this character of samskara and
establishes the Mimamsa position of the srotrasamskara.)

Mahabhasyadipiki prathamahnika 8.1: sa ca nadah srotrasyanugrahe
vartate. tadanugrhitam srotram sabdopalabdhau samartham bhavati,
.. ity eke. apare sabdasyaiva. . . .ubhayor ity apare. MBhD

I.17.15-17. .
And this sound functions to help the ear. The ear helped by this
[sound] becomes capable of the perception of speech. ... So say

some. Others say that it is the speech [which is helped by t.his
sound]. . . . Others say that it is both [i.e. ear and speech, which
are helped by this sound].

Vakyapadiya 1. v. 80 (VP 44.25-26):

indriyasyaiva samskarah sabdasyaivobhayasya vaf

kriyate dhvanibhir, vadas trayo "bhivyaktivadinam||

Sounds produce samskara (arrangement) either in the organ [of
hearing], speech or both. [There are] three doctrines held by
those who maintain that [speech is] manifested.

The samskara mentioned here has the features of the samskarakarman
as dravyc;pradh&na and *prayojanasamarthyajanaka. The expression
“$rotrasyanugraha” shows the dravyapradhana-aspect of the samskara-
karman. Further, “$abdopalabdhau samartham bhavati” reminds us of
Sabarasvamin’s description of samskarakarman, i.e. “padartho bhavati
yogyah kasyacid arthasya” and “tatra (= prayojane) samarthyam janayan-
.

VI. - The Intention of Kumarila

In the following I shall examine the motivation of Kumarila, who

The Mimamsi Concept of samskara 11

admits that the samskara here is vasanda or a mental trace, in order to
show that his interpretation does not contradict our conclusion but in
fact supports it if we understand his intention properly. In the Sloka-
varttika sphotavada, he introduces three interpretations of this samskara.
(The following synopsis of the Slokavarttika is based on [Omae 1998a],
with a slight modification by the present author. Mandana’s Sphotasiddhi.
offers us a good survey of Kumirila’s three positions (1, 3i, 3ii below),
which correspond to the purvapaksas of v. 5, vv. 6-7, v.8 in the
Sphotasiddhi [Iyer 1966: 13, 16-17, 20]. An English summary is avail-
able in Iyer’s introduction. Vacaspati, applying Mandana’s criticism about
the cause of cognizing a word-meaning (padartha) to that of a sentence-
meaning (vakyartha), also explains (and criticizes) three positions in his

Tattvabindu. 1 ="TB 25.13-26.13; 3i=TB 26.14-28.7; 3ii=TB 29.1-
33.6.)

1 samskarakalpand vv. 7490
2 anugvaha (adystakalpananirasa) vv. 95-98
3 samskara= vasana vv. 99~112
1 samskara = vasana (smrtihetu + arthapratyayahetu) vv. 99-104
i samskara=vasana (smrtihetu) vv. 109-112
a  citrabuddhi (parvavarnasmrti + antyavarnapratyaksa) v. 111
b samuccayajiiana (samastavarnasmrti) v. 112

1. Postulation of the samskara (samskarakalpana)

The first position interprets the samskara in the S’&barabhd;ya by ap-
pealing to the analogy with “various subtle functions” (v. 76c: sitksma
vyaparabhedah) in ritual, which are postulated in order to connect theo-
retically each téemporary ritual act so that one can explain their efficacity.
The unseen subtle functions which Kumirila mentions correspond in
the ritual context to the unseen effects (adysta) such as apitrva and purifi-
cation. This position, therefore, is to be understood as that which takes

the samskara to be an unseen effect. (A summary in Japanese is given in
[Omae 1998b: 468].)

2. Refutation of postulating unseen effects (adrstakalpananirasa)
The second position intends to explain the phenomenon of cognizing
a word-meaning without a postulation of any unseen effects. (A summa-

ry is given in [Omae 1998b: 468].)
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Slokavarttika sphota, v. 97:

vina samskarakalpena tadanantaravrttitah/
krtanugrahasamarthyo varno “ntyah pratipadakah/| SV 378.14-15
Without postulating the [unseen] samskara, the last phoneme,
due to functioning immediately after them [i.e. preceding pho-
nemes], helped and given [by them] the capacity [to let one cog-
nize a word-meaning], can be a communicator.

This position, presupposing the same structure of the samskarakarman
as in the previous position, regards the capacity (sdmarthya). or the effect
produced through the assistance (anugraha) as a seen objecF (adr;,tc?),
unlike the previous position, which takes it as an unse?n ob!ect. It 1331,
however, theoretically impossible in this case, as Kumﬁrl.la pomts“out, ”)
to posit an anugraha-phala or samarthya within the domain of thf: seen
world, without having recourse to something which fills the time gap
between the preceding phonemes and the last phoneme.

3. samskara as a mental trace (samskara = vasana)

Tﬁe .ﬁnal interpretation is the one which was to define his follower:.s’
orthodox interpretation. Kumarila pays attention to the fact that this
particular samskdra requires a different capacity from.the common
samskara, which functions as a cause of recollection (smrtihetu).

Slokavarttika sphota, v. 102:

yady apt smrtihetutvam samskarasya vyavasthitam|

karyantaresu samarthyam na tasya pratisidhyatel/[ SV 379.9-10
Although the samskara is already posited separately as a cause of
recollection, its capacity for other effects is not denied.

In this way, Kumarila, after identifying Sabara’s samskara as the well-
known cause of recollection, i.e. a mental trace (bhavana, vdsana), post'u-
lates on to this “seen” locus a new “unseen” property, i.e. the capacxt?
(samarthya) of being a cause to cognize a word-meaning (arthabuddhi-
hetutva). (A summary is given in [Omae 1998b: 468—467])

Slokavarttika sphota, v. 103:

tena samskdrasadbhidvo nanenaivam prakalpyate/
tasy&rtizabuddhihetutvam adystam kevalam krtam{[ SV 379.13-14
Therefore it is not the existence of samskdra that is thus postulat-
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ed by this [author, i.e. Sabara]. Only its being the cause to cog-
nize an object is postulated as an unseen object.

This idea apparently assumes the maxim which is formulated later as
“dharmikalpanatah dharmakalpana laghiyasi” (To assume the property
is lighter than to assume the locus.). To explain, Kumarila intends to
reduce the assumption so that he could show the superiority of the
Mimamsa theory over the sphota theory. By postulating a mere property
(dharmakalpana), he makes the presumption even lighter than that of
Sabara, who postulates the locus itself (dharmikalpana) in Kumirila’s
eyes.’” Our assumption is confirmed by a parallel discussion by Kumarila
in the Slokavarttika stinyavada, where a Buddhist opponent, using the
Mimamsakas’ own idea, applies this general rule to attack their position
that an external object (artha) is postulated.

Slokavarttika Siinya, v. 18:

anekakalpanayas ca jyayasi hy ekakalpanal

saktimatrasya bhedas ca vastubhedad visisyatef] SV 194.26-28
For [,in general,] it is better to postulate one thing than to postu-
late many. And [when it is inevitable to postulate one thing,] the
separation [and postulation] of a mere capacity is superior to the
separation [and postulation] of an entity. (It is better to postulate
a vasana, i.e. the capacity of a cognition, than to postulate an

external object, in order to explain the fact that we grasp blue
etc.)

The Buddhist regards the vasana as a capacity ($akti) of a cognition
(7fiana), the postulation of which is less and better than postulating an
entirely separate entity, i.e. an external object (artha). In the same man-
ner but on a different level, Kumdrila, in our relevant portion of the
sphotavada, considers the arthabuddhihetutva to be a capacity (s@marthya)
of a well-known cause of a recollection, i.e. samskara as equivalent to
vasand (v. 103: tasya [samskarasyal arthabuddhihetutvam; v. 102: samar-
thyam . . . tasya [samskarasya]). In consequence we can assume that
Kumarila intends this position, which postulates only an unseen capacity
“arthabuddhihetutva” in the well_-known samskara (= vasana, mental trace),
to be better than the first interpretation, which postulates an entirely
separate entity “samskara” (an unseen effect of a preparation-act).?¥
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This attitude of reduction leads him to the further step that one does
not need to postulate at all a new capacity, i.e. arthabuddhihetutva. For,
so long as one can get the same result with this samskara, it is better to
depend on its well-known character, i.e. smrtihetutva, without postulat-
ing a new capacity. (Summary is given in [Omae 1998b: 4671.)

Slokavarttika sphota, v. 109:

yad vé pratyaksatal piirvam kramajiianesu yat param/
samastavarnavijianam tad arthajiianakaranam|| SV 380.14-15
Or, first cognizing sequentially [the individual phonemes] by per-
ceptions, one cognizes afterwards all the phonemes. This cogni-
tion is the cause of cognizing a [word-]Jmeaning.

Kumiarila shows two further possible models. In both cases recollec-
tion (smarana) plays a key role as a “time-gap-filler”: 1. a variegated
single cognition which has access to both present and past phonemes (v.
111: citrariipam . . . buddhim sadasadvarnagocaram,), i.e. a cognition which
consists of the perception of the last phoneme and the recollections of
the preceding phonemes, becomes the cause of cognizing a word-mean-
ing; 2. a single recollection of all phonemes (v. 112: smaranan . . . sarvesu),
including the last phoneme, is the cause of cognizing a word-meaning.
(Cf. [Omae 1998b: 467].)

This idea presupposes the maxim “drste saty adrstakalpananyayya’.
In this way, Kumirila, excluding a postulation of an unseen effect
(adrstakalpana), finally developes the Mimamsa theory that it is possible
to cognize a word-meaning from the last phoneme simply through recol-
lecting the (preceding or all) phonemes.

As mentioned before, the superiority of the Mimamsa theory to the
sphotavada depends on the smaller number of unseen objects postulated.
Kumirila, starting from the position that the samskara is an unseen
effect, intends to reduce the weight of postulation as far as possible: first
he halves the postulation, i.e. he postulates only a new capacity, ie.
arthabuddhihetutva, through the identification of the samskdra as the
well-known cause of a recollection (va@sand); then he goes further and

finally succeeds in completely avoiding any new postulation, by utilizing
the well-known character of the vasana, i.e. smytihetutva. It can be ob-
served that Kumarila tries to add his own contribution, while being fully
aware of the previous idea that one has to postulate the unseen locus
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itself.

dharmikalpana — dharmakalpana — kalpana-abhava (samskara =
vasana) .

Regarding his intention to contribute to the Mimamsa theory through
reducing postulation, one can see that Kumarila’s interpretation that the
samskara is nothing but a vd@sana rather supports our conclusion thét
there existed the position that the samskara was an unseen effect.

VII. Conclusion

1. The samskara mentioned in the S'a’bambhé;ya is not related with
smarana and therefore different from *smytihetusamskara, because
the Vrttikdra mentions smarana besides the *antyavémakamnavéda.

2. 'The samskara mentioned here is regarded by the Vrttii{éra as

adysta while the process of smarana is shown in this .context as

devoid of any adrsta. So samskara here is different from *smrtihetu-
samskara. '

*.Smrtihetusamskdra belongs to the atman, according to its defini-

tion, while the samskara mentioned here does not belong to the

atman but to the last phoneme. So these two are different.

4. The structure of samskarakarman and *samskarakarya (= adrstah
samskara) is consistent with that of this samskara. o

5. The way to decide the preferable view, based on choosing that
which has the smaller number of the unseen effects, is common to
both.

6. The parallel discussion by Bhartrhari supports this interpretation.

Kumarila’s commentary, which mentions the same interpretation

as ours and is motivated by a particular intention to go two steps

b.eyond 1t, supports rather than opposes our interpretation, con-
sidering his special motivation.
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According to the Mimamsa siddhénta, sabda is defined as the object which is grasped
by the organ of hearing (cf. srotragrahane hy arthe ... F 38.4). So those eternal
sounds which are made manifest by human beings as well as by drums are equally
regarded as sabda. Therefore it is too narrow to translate sabda as ‘speech’. The
relevant portion of the S’&barabh&_sya, however, which mainly deals with the argu-
ment with the so-called sphotavadins, has nothing to do with drum sounds. What
the Vrttikara intends as sabda here is that which communicates a word-meaning, i.e.
either varna or sphota. So it is ‘meaningless’ to translate sabda as ‘sound’. F urther-
more, it might cause an unnecessary confusion to translate §abda as ‘sound’, since
‘sound’ includes dhwani (or nada), which Mimamsakas clearly distinguish from the
eternal fabda. For these reasons I translate here $abda as ‘speech’.

Sdbarabh&;ya ad 1.1.3-5, Vrttikara: tasmad gaur iti gakaradi visarjaniyantam padam
aksarany eva, na tebhyo vyativiktam anyat padam nama iti. F 40.9-10. “Therefore
the word “gauk”, which begins with {g/ and ends with [h/, is nothing but phonemes.

It is not a distinct thing beyond these [phonemes) called “word”.”

“Erinnerung” [Strauss 1932: 17] ; “impression” [JTha 1973: 19) ; “Sabara says that
the meaning is conveyed by the last letter aided by the impressions produced in the

mind by the preceding letters. . . . The impressions or samskara-s are the traces left

on the mind by experience and can produce the recollection, when needed, of what

has been experienced.” [Raja 1969: 111]; “Der letzte Laut zusammen mit dem
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durch die fritheren Laute erzeugten Eindruck bringt (den Gegenstand) zur Kennt-
niss.” F 39 ; “impressions” {D’Sa 1980: 78] ; “The invisible binder between pho-
nemes are “menta) dispositions” (samskara) only, imprinted by previous phonemes.
The last phoneme associated with mental impressions produced by previous ones, is
that which makes us know (the object). Thus, in case of audition and comprehen-
sion of a language, samskaras work like a sort of immediate memory.” [Kapani
1992-93: 22-23] )

Vaisesikasiitra 9.22: atmamanasoh samyogavisesat samskarac ca smytih. VS 70.11.
“Rec(')llection [arises] from a particular conjunction between dtman and manas and
from samskara.”

Dasapadarthi 53 (Reconstructed Sanskrit): smrtihetur iti ya atmasamaveta ekadravyo
drstanumanajiianasamskarajanyo bhavanavisesah sa eva smrtihetur ity ucyate. Caus.e
o‘f”recollection: That which is inherent in soul, has one substance [as its locus], is
produced by direct or inferencial cognition or impression, and which is a particular
mental act, is called cause of recollection.” [Miyamoto 1996: 175]
Prasastapadabhasya 304: bhavandsamjiiakas tv atmaguno drstasrutanubhiitesv artheff
smrtipratyabhiffianahetur bhavati. P 62.6-7. “Besides, that [samskara] called “bh.é'_vana
is a quality of the dtman and becomes the cause for recollection and recognition of
objects experienced, either seen or heard.” .
Slokavarttika sphota, v. 99: atha va vasenaivastu samskdrah sarva eva hi /
drdhajfianagrhite *rthe samskaro 'stiti manvate || SV 378. 24-28. “Or, the samskara
V[A:nentioned in the S&barabh&;ya] can be [interpreted as] nothing but a mental trzfce.
Because each and every [expounder] admits that there is a samskara after an object
is grasped by a firm cognition.” N
According to the Prakaranapasiciki (PrP 457-458), samskarakarmans are divided
into four, i.e. @pti (to get), utpatti (= utpadana, to generate), vikrti (to deform), and
samskrti (to purify). Among them, only the samskyti (also called samskara) h?s an
un.see.n effect (also called samskara). Kumirila already presupposes this classifica-

thyadhananam kriyata iti. A 270. 21-22. . )
Sabarabhasya ad 2.1.7: dravyam hi gunabhitam, karmanirvrtter ipsitatamatvat. A
406.10-11. “For the material is subordinate, since the accomplishment of the act
[itself] is the thing that is most desired to be reached [in this act].”
Cf. Sabarabhdsya ad 2.1.4: bhavyarthas te bhiitdrthaih samuccaritah. bhiitasya
bhavyarthatayam drstarthata. bhavyarthasya prayojanavata utpattir art-ha'f)atz’, ’sé ca
bhiitena kriyata iti drsto 'rthah. bhavyasya punar bhitarthatayam na ku'.iczd d'rsya.te,
kalpyate cadrstam. A 388. 12-15. “Those [words], which denote the [objects] which
should be produced, are pronounced together with those denoting the produced
[objects]. If the produced [object] is for the sake of the [object] wh.ich should be
produced, it has a seen purpose. The production of the object which should‘ be
produced, which has its [own] purpose, is useful. And that [production o.f the object
to be produced] is made by the produced [object]. Thus the purpose is §een. By
contrast, if [the object] to be produced is for the sake of the produced [object], no
" [purpose] is seen and [so] an unseen [effect] is [to be] assumed.”

11) Sabarabhasya ad 3.6.12: na va tasam tadarthatvad (Jaminisitra 3.6.12). pavamanestayo

12)
13)

14)

15)

16)
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hy agnyarthah. yady agnir istyarthah syt tatas tadartham agnyadheyam istinam
upakuryat. nisphalds tv istayah. tadartham agnyadheyam api nisphalam syat. katham
punar agnyarthata pavamanestinam. nisprayojanatvad eva prayojanavattvac cagninam.
bhavayitavya apistayo bhitanam agninam arthena kriyeran. tasmad agnyadheyam na
pavamanestyartham. A 1038. 2-6. “However [it is] not [so]. Because those
[pavamanestis] aim for that [ritual fire]. For pavamanestis are for the sake of the
ritual fire. If the ritual fire is for the sake of sacrifices, then setting up of fire, which
aims for that [fire], would assist sacrifices. But the sacrifices lack purpose. The
setting up of fire too, which is for the sake of those [sacrifices], would lack purpose.
[Opponent:] How then are the pavamanestis for the sake of the fire? [Siddhantin:]
Only because [pavamanestis would become] purposeless [according to your view].
And because [according to our view] fires have purpose. The sacrifices, though [they
are] to be produced, should be done for fires, which are [already] produced. (= The
maxim “bhiitam bhavyayopadisyate” is not applied to this case.) Therefore the set-
ting up of the fires is not for the sake of the pavamanestis.”
Sﬁbambh&;ya ad 4.3.15.
S&bambh&,vya ad 2.1.7: alpiyasy adystakalpana nyayya. A 406.7; Sﬁbarabh&;ya ad
2.2.1: adystarthanam upakarakalpanalpiyasi nyayya. A 462.1-2.
S‘&barabh&;ya ad 3.1.22: nanv ahavaniyo ’tra yagasyadhikaranatvena gunabhiitah
sriyate. satyam. adhikaranam ahavaniyah. tathapi tv ahavaniyartha eva yagah.
prayojanavattvad ahavaniyasya, nisprayojanatvat pavamanahavisam. katham esam
nisprayojanata. phalasravanat. kalpyam phalam iti cet, satyam kalpyam. agnisamskaras
tu tatphalam, na svargah. svarge kalpyamane dvir adystam kalpyeta, homac ca svargo
bhavati, tasya cahavaniyenapare ’‘dystah samskara iti. tasmad agnyarthata
pavamanahavisam. A 737. 11-738.1. “[Opponent:] Here [in this passage], the offer-
ing fire is taught [by the locative-ending] to be the subservient element, in as much
as it is the locus of the sacrifice. [Siddhantin:] True, the offering fire is the locus. But
even though [it is] so, the sacrifice is only for the offering fire. Because the offering
fire has a purpose but the pavamanestis lack a purpose. [Opponent:] Why do they
(= pavamanestis) lack a purpose? [Siddhantin:] Because [their] fruit is not [explicitly]
taught. [Opponent:] [Their] fruit is to be assumed. {Siddhantin:] True, [it is] to be
assumed. But their fruit is purification of the fire, not heaven. If heaven is assumed,
then something unseen would be assumed twice: heaven arises from the offering and
another unseen, i.e. purification of the offering, [arises] by the offering fire. There-
fore the pavamanestis are for the fire.”
Strictly speaking, the fruit is not tandula itself but the tandula’s suitability (yogyata)
for purodasa produced in the vrihi. The same is so of pista.
Sdbarabh&;ya ad 11.1.27: wrthin avahanti tandulan pinasti ityevamadinam
dystaprayojananam kriyanam a tandulanirvrtteh prayogah syat. kutah. etasam prayoge
pratyakso rtho nivvartyate. tandulah pistani ca. tais ceha prayojanam, purodasasya
karyatvat. tasmad etasdm tadartha eva prayogo vijiayate. vadi sakrd eva
musalasyodyamananipatane krtvotsrjyeta upalayd va prakarsanapakarsane, yad esam
karyam tan narva nivvartyeta. ata asam tannirvrttydpavargah syat. a tandulanivustter
@ ca pistanirurtter abhyasa iti. A 2115 [misprinted as 3015). “Those acts which have
a seen purpose [prescribed as] e.g. “One threshes rice.” and “One grinds rice.” etc.
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are performed until the threshed rice [or the ground rice] is accom.p'lished. [Oppc?—
nent:] Why? [Siddhantin:] Because in performing these [acts], a \{ISlble purpf)se is
accomplished: threshed rice and ground rice. And these are useful in this [sacrifice],
because a rice-cake is to be made [from them]. Therefore performing these [acts] are
known to be for that [rice-cake] only. If one gives up after only a single [perfor-
mance of] raising and pounding the pestle or pushing and pulling the millstone,
their result to be made (= rice-cake) would be never accomplished. Therefore [one
should know that] they are completed by accomplishing that (= threshed ri-ce, ground
rice). That means [one should] repeat [the action] up to the accomplishment of
threshed rice and the accomplishment of ground rice.”
Sabde cen nimittabhiite svayam avabudhyate. F 34.21. “If, when speech is present a’s’
a cause [for the cognition of an object], one cognizes {the object] oneself, [then] . . .
atha gaur ity atra kah sabdah. gakaraukaravisarjaniya iti bhagavan %paz:fzr:mh.
Srotragrahane hy arthe loke sabdasabdah prasiddhah. te ca :’rotragrahaz.tzli. “Then
what is the speech in this “gauh”? The reverend Upavarsa [says], [Prafljna:] [Thi
phonemes] [gf [au/ [h/ [are speech].” [Udaharana:] Because the expression ‘l‘speech'
is universally known in this world as referring to the object grasped by the organ 3f
hearing. [Upanaya:] And they (/g/ [au/ [h/) are grasped by the organ o_f }}earmg.
yady evam arthapratyayo nopapadyate. katham? “[Opponent (= Sphotavadin):] If so,
the cognition of an object is inexplicable. [Question:] Why?” N -
1. ekaikaksaravijfidne (hy) 'rtho nopalabhyate. 2. na caksaravyatirikto ‘nyah kascuf
asti samu;i&yo nama yato ’rthapratipattih syat. yada (hi) gakdro na tada
aukdravisarjaniyau. yada aukdravisarjaniyau na tada gakarah. “ [O'pponefxt:] Ir} c‘og-
nizing each phoneme, the object is not apprehended. And there 1s~nothmg d%stmi:t
beyond the phonemes, a so-called whole (= [gauh/), through which the object is
cognized. When [g/ is [there}, [au/ and [h/ are not. When [au/ and [h/ are [there],
/gl is not.” . ‘ .
ato gakaradivyatirikto ‘nyo gosabdo ’sti yato ’rthapratipattil syat. There.fore there is
a distinct speech ‘gauh’ beyond phonemes such as [g/ etc. through which one cog-
nizes the object.” ‘ i .
antarhite (’pi) sabde smaranad arthapratyaya iti cet. na. smyter api k;m_uk-at'vad ak_safazs
tulyata. “{Question:] Although the speech has disappeared, on.e cogn.xzes the object
by recollection. [Opponent:] No. [For] the recollection, since it also is momentary,
is similar to phonemes.” .
pcirva-varuaj(:f)nitasarglsk&rasahito ‘ntyo varnah pratyayaka ity adosah. “[Siddhénn‘n:]
The last phoneme accompanied by a samskara, which is born ou't of the precec})mg
phonemes, makes [one] cognize [the object of a word). So there is no problem.
nanv evam (apt) sabdad artham pratipadyamaha iti laukikam vacanam anupapannam
sydt. ucyate. yadi nopapadyate anupapannam nama. na hi laukikam vacanam anupa-
pannam ity etavata pratyaksadibhir anavagamyamano ’rthah sakyo ’bhyupagantum.
laukikani vacanany upapannarthany anupapannarthani ca drsyante. yatha devadatta
gam abhyaja ityevamadini. dasa dadimanisad apipa ity evamadini ca. “{Opponent:]
Then the worldly usage “We understand an object through a word.”.would bec.ome
‘inexplicable. [Siddhantin:] We answer. If [it would become] inexplicable, let 1t.be
inexplicable. For we can not accept an object that is not apprehended by perception
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etc. by the mere reason that worldly usage would be inexplicable, Among worldly
usages, [both] are seen, [i.e.] those which have explicable objects such as “Devadat-
ta, drive the cow near.” and those which have inexplicable objects such as “Ten
pomegranate fruits, six cakes of flour.” (Cf. Mahabhasya 1.2.45, Kielhorn ed. I.
217.12-13.)”

nanu ca sastrakar@ apy evam ahuh, purvaparibhiitam bhavam akhyatendcaste vrajati
pacati ity upakramaprabhrtyapava;gapw'yantam 1ti yatha. na sastrakaravacanam apy
alam imam artham apramanakam upapadayitum. “[Opponent:] Moreover the re-
vered author of the Sastra (= Nirukta 1.1) also states as follows: One denotes by a
verb an action which is sequential (pitrvaparibhiita). For instance [one denotes with
the verb forms] ‘he goes’ ‘he cooks’ [an action] which starts with the undertaking
and ends with the completion. [Siddhantin:] Even the statement by the author of the
Sdstra cannot make explicable such an object that lacks means of being known.”
apt ca naivaitad anupapannartham. aksarebhyah samskarah, samskarad arthaprati-
pattir iti bhavanty arthapratipattay aksarani nimittam. gauna esa Sabda it cet. I. na
gauno ’ksaresu nimittabhavah. tadbhave bhavat tadabhdve cabhavat. 2. athapi gaunah
syat. na gaunah sabdo ma bhid ity etavata pratyaksadibhir anavagamyamano ‘rthah
sakyah parikalpayitum. na hy agnir manavaka ity ukte agnisabdo gauno ma bhid iti
Jjvalana eva manavaka ity adhyavasiyate. “Moreover, this [laukikavacana) does not
have an inappropriate object. For the phonemes do become a cause for cognizing an
object in this way: From phonemes [arises] a samskara, from the samskara [arises] a
cognition of an object. [Opponent:} This speech (= phonemes) is secondary [as a
cause for the cognition of an object]. [Siddhantin:} The character of the phonemes

as a cause is not secondary. Because if they (= phonemes) exist [the cognition] arises,

and if they do not exist [the cognition does] not arise. Or [it] may be secondary. We
cannot posit such an object that is not apprehended by perception etc. by the mere
reason that the speech should not become secondary. For, when it is said, “The boy
is a fire”, it is not determined, “The boy is an actual fire.”
the speech “fire” should not become secondary.”

na ca pratyakso gakaradiblyo *nyo gosabda iti. bhedadarsanabhavad abhedadarsanac
ca. gakaradini hi pratyaksani, tasmad gaur iti gakaradi visarjaniyantam padam aksarany
eva, na tebhyo vyatiriktam anyat padam nama iti. “And the speech

‘gauh” distinct
from [phonemes such as] /gl etc. is not visible. Because [its] distinction [from pho-

nemes] is not seen and [its] non-distinction [from phonemes] is seen: For [only]
phonemes /g/ etc. are visible [i.e. “gauh” is not seen as distinct] and therefore the
word “gauh” which starts with /gl and ends with [h/ is only phonemes, not the so-
called word, which is distinct and beyond those [phonemes] [i.e.
non-distinct].”

, by the [mere] reason that

“gault” is seen as

nanu samskarakalpanayam apy adrstakalpana. ucvate. Sabdakalpanayam sa ca,
sabdakalpana ca. tasmad aksarany eva padam. “ [Opponent:] Also when a samskara is
assumed, [you] are assuming something unseen. [Siddhantin:} In [your case of]
assuming the speech (= a whole pada “gaul”), [there exists] that [assumption of the

samskdra] and the assumption of the speech. Therefore a word is nothing but pho-
nemes.”

adysto yo 'sruto varthah sa nastity avagamyate| tasminn asati drstas cec chruto va na
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viruddhyate|| viruddhyamane kalpyah syad jayate tena so ’rthavan| visesas cen na
gamyeta tato naiko ’pi kalpyate[| A 462.3—6. “The object which is unseen or unheard
is understood as non-existent, so far as the [object] seen or heard is not contradicted
in case it (= the unseen or unheard) does not exist. If [it is] contradicted, it (= the
unseen or unheard) is to be assumed, through which that (= the seen or heard)
become purposeful. If the difference is not understood [between assuming less and
more], one should not assume even one [additional unseen or unheard object] more
than that [which is already assumed].” .
Salikanatha noticed this problem. yadi bhavanatmakah tada tasya varnasmytima-
trahetutvad . . . antarhite sabda ity ato na visesah. BhP 36.14-37.2. “If [the samskara
mentioned in the S'&barabhcisya is] a mental trace in nature, then, since it [i.e.
samskara) is a cause of a mere recollection of [each] phoneme, . . . [this opinion is]
not different from that which is proclaimed as ‘antarhite sabde . . .’.”
Slokavarttika sphota, v.101: samskare nispramane tu pirvavrttatvakalpanam |
nispramanakam eveti nanugrahaphalam bhavet|| SV 379. 4-5. “On the other hand, if
the samskara lacks its evidence [i.e. if you do not accept the existence of samskaral,
there i's no evidence to assume [those preceding phonemes’] having functioned be-
fore [the last phoneme, since the pitrvavritatva lacks its locus.]. Therefore the effect
of assistance [by preceding phonemes] would be impossible.”
One should not forget that Kumarila has his own well-defined notion of capacity
(Saktt, samarthya) and that he uses the term consistently. I can point out at le?st
three dimensions of Kumdrila’s concept of a capacity: 1. ontologically, a capacity
belongs to an entity, e.g. jiidnasakti to atman (atma, vv. 72¢-73), bodhakasamarthya
to sabda (arthapatti, v. 5), dahanasaktatd to vahni (arthapatti, v. 3), *vahanasakti to
ratha (sphota, vv. 86, 89) and so forth. It is subsidiary to its locus (@sraya, adhara)
and so it should disappear if its locus is destroyed (niralambana, vv. 194-196b). It is
atindriya (upamana, v. 14; sabdanityata v. 45), innate (codand, v. 47cd), therefonte
unquestionable (akrti, v. 28¢cd: na ca paryanuyogo ’sti vastusakteh kaddcana). It is
made manifest by vyafijaka, functions as a cause (ka@rana) of its own particular result
(siinya, v. 253) and therefore does not bring about other result (sambandhaksepa,
v. 33cd: gavader nabhidhanasaktir devadattapade yatha); 2. epistemologically it is an
“unseen” (adrsta) object which should be postulated from a seen result (kdrya)
through the arthapatti-pramana, which functions so long as there remai'ns an
anyathanupapatti. Once the anyathanupapatti is solved, there is no justification to
postulate any more (sambandhaksepaparihara, v. 29: anyathanupapattya ca s’aktisa(?b-
havakalpanam| na caikayaiva siddhe ‘rthe bahvindm kalpanesyate][). Since a capacity
functions as a cause and is postulated based on a visible kdrya, it is sometimes called
karyanumeya (Gkrti, v. 26cd; $abdanityata, v. 44ab). But, strictly speaking, arthapatti
is different from anumana, as is established in the arthapattipariccheda (arthapatti,
v. 85cd: bhedabhede visamvadah krtas tatra ca nirnayah); 3. exegetically, in confor-
mity with the rule that less postulation is better (because the arthapatti does not
function any more once the trouble of anyathanupapatti is solved), a capacity, being
an unseen object, should be reduced if possible (siinya, v. 18ab; vakya vv. 121—
122b). If a postulation is inevitable, the postulation of a capacity is regarded as
better than that of a whole entity (siinya, v. 18cd), considering the ontological weight
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of a capacity as subsidiary and “lighter” than that of its locus. In the present context,
Kumirila equates the arthabuddhihetutva to a capacity (samarthya) and clearly says
that one can fulfill the job by postulating only the arthabuddhihetutva as an unseen
object (v. 103cd: tasyarthabuddhihetutvam adrstam kevalam krtam). Therefore it is
not inappropriate to assume that Kumirila has in his mind the distinction between
dharma and dharmin. One might argue that since Kumarila does not explicitly use
the terms dharma or dharmin, it is totally irrelevant to apply the general rule here..
But the reason why he does not mention it, I think, is rather that such a way of
analysis is so familiar and automatic that he, as a Mimamsaka, does not need to
proclaim “I am applying such and such a rule”, not that he does not presuppose
such an idea. One of the famous Mimamsa traditions in Kerala, in fact, supports my
view. Rsiputra Paramesvara, in his Gopalika commentary on Mandana’s Sphotasiddhi
passage (SS 48.4-5: tasmar k&ry&ntaraparikalpitasatl&kasya samskarasyaiva
sSaktyantaraparikalpanamatram astu), mentions that the relevant position of the
vdsanapaksa is intended to avoid the postulation of a locus, “matrasabdena
dharmikalpanam vyavartayati” (SS 51.17). He further explains that the problem in
the first interpretation “samskdrakalpana” is the postulation of a locus (dharmikalpand),
“nanv esa samskarah smytihetuh, anyo va. tatra smytihetoh sakteh saktyantarayogah
ityadir eva diisanam, anyatve dharmikalpanaiva dosa it (SS 86.9-10). (cf.
Tattvavibhavana, a commentary on the Tattvabindu by the same author: smyrtibije hi
dharmamatram kalpyam. adystantare tu dharmy api. TB 28.1 1~12.) After regarding
Paramesévara’s explanation, we can see that it is not only relevant to bear in mind the
general idea, but essential in order to understand Kumarila’s intention in this con-
text.

On the contrary, if one does not accept that Kumarila bears this maxim in mind, we
would not be able to explain his statements which contrast the opposite characters of
the two things: samskara (= vasana), the existence of which becomes the locus of the
capacity arthabuddhihetutva, is well accepted by everyone (i.e. drsta), while the
arthabuddhihetutva, which is the capacity (samarthya) of the samskara, is not well
established and therefore is to be newly posited as an unseen object (adrsta). Fur-
thermore, we also would not be able to explain why this interpretation is preferable
for Kumirilg to the first if we assume that Kumirila is unaware of the different
“heaviness” of dharmin and dharma, since the number of postulations is the same in
both cases, i.e. samskarakalpana and arthabuddhihetutvakalpana, and therefore there
would be no criterion to judge the latter better.

In the context of Vedic exegesis, Mimamsa explicitly uses its view of the different
“weight” of an entity and its property in discussing padarthas (ritual elements) and
their krama (sequence). Ritual elements such as sipping (@camana) and so forth,
even though they are taught in smrii-texts, have privilege over the sequence taught
in §ruti-texts. Therefore the act of sipping can enter between the vedakarana and
vedtkarana and split them, even though these two elements are taught to be imme-
diate neighbors in sequence (vedam kytva vedim kurydt). For it is inappropriate to
cancel padarthas in favor of krama, which is a subsidiary element (guna) of padarthas.
(Sdbarabh&.gya ad 1.3.7: Gcamanam padarthah, padarthanam ca gunah kramah. na ca
gunanurodhena padartho na kartavyo bhavati. A 198.5-1 99.2.) Kumirila mentions
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the general idea behind this discussion: “dharmadharmivirodhe ca dharmi?w
balavattarah|[” A 196.25. (And when there is a contradiction between a }ocus and its
property, the locus is stronger [than the property].) The basic idez.l which st‘l‘pport.s
the above argumentation is consistently seen in our relevant discussion of the “heavi-

ness” of postulation.
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Play and Eros: Girls’ Swing Play and
Swing Songs in Orissa, India

Yumiko Tokita-Tanabe

Introduction

This paper deals with a hitherto downplayed aspect of femininity in
India that is related to a value found in some of the ritual play among
unmarried girls in Orissa and in the discourse of nostalgia among mar-
ried women regarding their childhood. Fieldwork on which this paper is
based was conducted in Garh Manitri, Khurda district, Orissa, from
April 1991 to November 1992, in Puri and Bhubaneswar from Decem-
ber 1995 to December 1997 and during subsequent visits to Puri and
Bhubaneswar. It is my contention that one aspect of “play” of unmarried
girls suggests their erotic pursuit of link with the realm of the sacred and
the transcendental through their femininity.? In this paper, I would like
to pay attention to elements of transcendental eros? and existential aspi-
ration implicated in the value of femininity in India. It involves the
freedom of the self/soul from the limitations and constraints imposed by
the body and from the social ties that bind the living being to this world.?
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Sexuality in the Ritual of First Menstruation.” In M. Tanaka and M. Tachikawa (eds.)
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