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With this volume on the theme of tradition, pluralism, and identity, we celebrate
the lifelong achievements of Professor T. M. Madan both as scholar extraordinatre
and wonderful human being, a man who is as secure in his own identity when he is
talking with a villager in Kashmir as when he is addressing a scholarly audience in
Texas. The Indian tradition down the centuries, however, has managed pluralism
primarily within the context of interlocking group identities, the most basic of
which is caste. And the caste system, according to the currently prevalent view,
is based on purity, each caste being located on a hierarchical gradation of purity.
The higher the caste the greater the degree of purity.

This thesis was laid out most boldly and most compellingly by Louis Dumont
int his seminal work Homa hizrarchicas. first published in 1966, Purity, according
to Dumont, is the basis of hierarchy in traditional India and 1s, therefore, the
idealogical principle behind the caste system. Quigley (1993: 1), in his critique of
the Dumontian thesis, acknowledges that the prevalent view among both Hindus
and outside observers considers castes (© be ‘hierarchically ranked on a purity—
pollution scale’. Madan (1989: 165) himself states that *according to traditional
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caste ideology, which is obviously the brainchild of Brahmins, the key to the rank
order lies in the notion of ritual purity.”

Dumont’s thesis has not gone unchallenged. Ina ‘Review symgosium” publi-
shed just four years after the appearance of Homo hierarchicus and organised by
Madan with contributions from ten scholars.! several critiqued the central point of
Dumant’s thesis that caste 15 based on purity. Mekim Marriow's { 1990) efforts to
construct an *Indian ethnosociology” using what he terms "Hindu categories” are in
large part directed against Dumont. In the same volume Nicholas Dirks undertakes
4 frontal attack on Dument’s thesis, claiming thit in his own ethnographic work
he has *found that purity and pollution are not the primary relational coordinates
which endow hierarchy with its meaning and substance” iDirks 1990: 61). In his
recent book Quigley (1993) likewise challenges the premiise that caste is based on
the gradation of ritual purity.

The connection between caste and purity that is at the heart of Dumant's thesis,
furthermore, appears not to be based on ethnographic data. This is a point asserted
repeatedly by reviewers, and it is the basis for Dirks' (1990) critique. Madan
(1971: 9 remarks that the ethnologists ‘complain of his [Dumont's] attitude to
empirical evidence’ and acknowledges Dumont’s ‘devaluation of the ethnographic
datm’, but he notes:

What distinguishes this work from the usual social anthropological discussions
of caste is that it does not proceed from fieldwork to a model of how the system
works. Instead it begins with a cardinal explanatory principle—hierarchy—and
boldly sets out to build a model thereon. throughout maintaining the position
that theory or ideology overrides and encompasses sthnography. . . . Models,
therefore, are not o be judged as true or false but as possessing more or less
explanatory power.

Yet Dumont cannot invoke the principle of hierarchy and its basis in purity
totally a priori; they must be derived in some way from the evidence of how the
Tndian society functions or from the native social ideology. So, if not ethnography
then what is the source of such evidence? Some think that his source is Sanskrit
texts. Berreman (1971: 22-23) explicitly states that Dumont ‘relies heavily on
some classical Sanskrit texts while ignoring others’ and concludes that his thesis
‘conforms well to the theory of caste purveyed in learned Brahmanical wracts. But
it bears little relationship to the experience of caste in the lives of the many millions
wheo live it in India.’ Von Fiirer-Haimendorf (19712 24) notes Dumont’s ‘expertise
in classical Indology”.

Are the classical texts of Brahmanism, then, the inspiration behind Dumont’s
‘model’ of the caste system? These texls, especially the technical literature on

| afudan (1971} Besides Madan, the reviewers were E. Leach. G.D. Bemgman, ., von Forer-
Haimendorf, RS, Khare, V. Das, 1.5, Uberoi, 1.0, Heesterman, D, Kantowsky, and M. Singer, with 3
respunse by Dumont, Especially critical of Dumont’s thesis are Bormeman, Yeena Das. und Eherol. For
& recent defence of punty as the basis of caste from # psychoanalytic perspeclive, see Dundes (19971,
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Dharma ( Dharmasastra), however, recognise only the division of human soCiety
into four varnas. Their social ideology is hased on varna and not on caste (jar).
castes heing subsumed under vama ideology is hybrid forms. Leach (1971: 13)
appears to hint that Dumont’s ideology is borrowed from the Erahmanical theory
of varna when he remarks on

Dumont's insistence that the structure of jari organization which is “out there”,
external to the observer, is integral with the structure of varmeg hierarchy. ... As
anthropological outsiders we need 10 pay ¢lose attention to the varnag system
because it helps to make sense of the facts on the ground and. in turn, continually
forces the facts on the ground into a coherent pattern.

Brahmanical scholarship is consistent on this point, and the technical literature on
Dharma continues to [ocus on varna as the basis of Indian society throughout the
medieval period and right up to modern times,

In Dumont's ( 1980 66-91) own freatment of varmea, however, he states clearly
that although varna and jari are both based on hierarchy divorced from ‘power’,
the varna hierarchy is not based on the pure and the impure {1980: 66, 73). 5o,
according to Dumont, on this crucial point the two systems of social hierarchy in
India diverge. And yet he acknowledges that much of the caste ideology, which
Madan ( 1989: 363) calls ‘the brain-child of Brahmins', is derived from the vama
ideology. We are then faced with not just a theoretical or ideological problem but
with a historical gquestion: when and how did caste ideology of purity/impurity
emerze out of the varpa hiﬂrurchy?2 The historical question is raised by Madan
(1971: 123 It is not clear, however, at what time Dumont believes the crucial
structural elements of the caste system. &5 presented by him, to have crystal-
lized. Is it plausible, furthermore, that the same Brahmin intelligentsia that kept
purity out of the varma hierarchy would have made it the cornerstone of the caste
hierirchy?

Even though, as Dumont himsell ackn owledges, varna merarchy isnot based on
a gradation of purity/impurity, nevertheless the same Brahmanical social thinking
that developed the vama ideology also placed great emphasis on purity, creat-
ing intricate and minute rules on pollution and purification. These rules and the
ideology underlying them have not been subjected to thorough scholarly scrutiny.

An important way to get a handle on that ideology, 1 think, is to study the vocabu-
lary of purity/impurity in these texts. Seholars regularly use Sanskrit equivalents in
dealing with purity under a tacit assumption that this will somehow take us closer

1 Another question is the idenlogical basis of the varna higrarchy, 1 question Dumant never fully
answers except w0 draw a distincticn between dignity” and “power” and the separation of stamus from
power. The mythical legitimisation of the varna division is, of coarse, conrzined in the Purise Hymn
of the R Veda (10.50) which portrays the eseation of the four varmar from Tour parts of the creatar’s
hody and posits thereby a biological (racial/generic?) basis for vernes, The early vedic 1gxts, however,
indicate that mw power wits & central ingredient in varrna hierarchy, illustrated by the metaphor of focd
and cater, the lower varpos being the “food’ of the upper varnas (sce Smith 1991},
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1o the reality on the gmundﬁ et there is no single term in Sanskrit for either the
substantives "purity/impu rity™* or the adjectives "pu refimpure’. The exisience ofa
large number of terms in a language for a broad area of human experience is prima
facie evidence for that area being central to that culture and for its nuanced and
often technical treatment by that culture. It is nteresting to note, however, that,
despite the enormous amount of writing on the concept of purity in India, there has
been no sustained and detailed study of the Sanskrit (or other vernacular) terms
for *purefimpure’, That is what this paper attempts to do within the confines of the
ancient Dhiarma texts in an allempt 1o uncover the cornplex ways in which they deal
with the category today subsumed under ‘purity”. This is an exercise in philology
in the best sense of the word, 2 philological study that is context-sensitive and
therefore refuses to reify anything,s least of all words, and examines the changing
patterns of word usage that opens a window into the changing reality of the social
world lving behind the language. Such a study may also throw some valuable
light on the ongoing scholarly debate about the caste system and contribute to the
cross-cultural study of purity and pollution, 1o which I will return in the concluding
section of this paper.

1
The vocabulary of pure/impure

The principal terms for purefimpure in the Dharma literature belong to seven
families.® some of which contain several individual terms with their own nuances
and technical meanings. For convenience I introduce sach family under 1ts most
praminent representative in the order I treat them.”

. suci—sauca, asuci, asauca
7. fudhyati (fadhavat, indhana —suddhi, Suddha, asuddha

I Bes, for example, Marrion {1994; 33). Madan hirmeelf 1 concerned about the use of the modam
English term ‘purity” to descnbe the lived reslive of Indian life:

1 use deliberately, but only as far a5 scems reasonable, the upekrit words Sl and Suddha ingigad
of ‘zuspicipusness’ and “purity”. The former two words or dedvatives [rom the sume are in use
in most languages of India. My hesitation in using the (wo English words throughout the chapter
arises from the fact that they have become omnibus words and concesl more than they revenl (Madan
|uga: 49-50,

4 The ahatract term “purity”, as we will see, is absent in the voeabulory of Dharme exis.

5 squrtott's (1990) vse of the teom ‘Hindu' s misleading. pointing as il does to & reified and
unchanging substance or calegory. These is & similar reified use of ‘Hindu' with referenee to food in
Khare {1992}, ahout which 1 have written elsewhere (Olivelle 1993). i thie contexi-sefsitive maune
of Indian culters, see Ramanujan | ).

6 | huve ignored o few terms, such as kalmasa, which in the Dharma literature abways refers to moral
turpitude orsif: A 122.4; 12425, |.28.18; 1.29.1 (the fast three repezt the same expression]; B245
Vi 78,6 (same as Bh M 4260 1218 12:22; V1 1.36: 23.60: 52,14 Y L2168

T g a3 not [0 make MARETs More comples than they already are, | have not treated separtely
compound terms, such a5 vifuddhi and parisuddhi (and other enmpounds with the prefixes vis, paris
sie.). These. as far as T ean tell, do not add new meanings of nUAnces, EXCCpL D make the term more
imiensive, So parisuddha o viguddho may mean “purified 1w an extranrdinary degrees’.
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3, proyata—aprayaid

& piyate (piia, apiita}—pavitra, pavand
5. wcchisia

6. medhva—anedhya

7. malg {amalamirmala)

Let me make a few general comments before proceeding 1o a more detailed
analysis of each term. First, srammatically negative ferm (e.£.. agicior amedhva)
is not always simply the opposite of the positive; negatives often develop their
own semantic overlay, creating highly technical meanings, This is a common phe-
nomenon in Sanskrit as witnessed by the well-knowmterm afiimsd, whose meaning
goes well beyond what may be expected from the simple negative of lumsd,

Since there is considerable semantic overlap between several of these terms. the
use of one in a particular text orcontext may not always be of special significance.
Often the selection may be based on the exigencies of metre (in verses), or on
alliteration and other ‘sound effects’. There is the danger of ‘reading 0o much’
into a word. In this study, I have tried to survey a broad sampling of cases before
determining whether nuances and technical meanings are attnched to particular
terms in particular contexts or by particular authors.

In my discussion of individual terms, [ will focus on several significant guestions.
Does atermrefer: (g)toa personorioa thing: (#) toacondition (that is, to a person
or thing being pure, or more senerally to the abstract ‘purity’} or to a transition
{that is, a person of thing becoming pure, the recovery of lost purity]; (¢] to what
we have come b call ‘ritual purity’, to comman cleanliness, or to the areas of
morality and criminal law (four areas that are not always as cleanly distinguished
in ouT SOUTCES 4% in our own minds): (d) to an individual in his own exislential
being or to a class or group {orto an individual as part of a group)? The resolution
of these questions. [ believe, 1s important not only to our understanding of ancient
Indian world views and ritual practices. but also to the ongoing debate on the role
of purity in caste identity and hierarchy.

For a diachronic study of the terms for purefimpure we need both an absolute
and a relative chronology of the Dharma texis. Unfortunately, as is the case with
most ancient Tndian literature, we cannot place certain or accurale dates against
any of these texts. In footnote 8 [ give a tentative chronology that may be of some
help for those unfamiliar with this literature.®

B fane {1968} gives the following chionalogy: Guutame 0300 B.C.E.; Apastamba 450-350
B.CE; Boudhdyana 300-200 B.CE: Vasistha 300-100 B.CE. Manu 2nd century B.CE w CE
and century (1 would place him closer (o the later than the farmer dmey, Visno 300 BCE-CE. X
{the current inflared text C.E. AX-600); Y Ejfiavalkya C.E. first twi centufies; Nirada C.E. 100-30{;
Vaikhanasa C.E. 300400, This son of chronology is & mere house of cards without 1o much sup-
porting evidence, My own opinion 15 that. whatever may be said about the original versions, with
regard (o the [Exts o8 we have tiem now, Apastamba is the oldest, followed by Gautama, Baudhiyana
¢although this text has pnderpong extensive additions), and Vasistha, all probably composed betwesn
the 4k and 15t centuries B.CE. Then come Manu, Nanda, Yijaavalkya. Wisnu, and Yuikhinasa inno
particular order (zee Lanviere's cOMMELLS N, vol, 2, pp. sbx—xxin Manw is probably the oldest of this
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Within the confines of this paper it is not possible to discuss fully and in detail
every occurrence of these terms in the Dharma literature, [ will confine myself to
presenting illustrative examples for each major meaning or nuance, relegating to
the charts attached to each Family of terms the exhaustive listing of the evidence.

1. Suci

The term suci is an adjective derived from the verbal root sk and in its earliest
usage meant ‘shining, bright. white’. By the time ol the early Dharma 1exts the
term had acquired its traditional meaning of "pure’, although more literal meanings
continued to coexist.? As its primitive meaning indicates, Suci alludes to a positive
guality (bright, pure) in a subject, and its dynamic meaning refers to the regaining
of this lost quality. In contrast, we will see that suddhi refers directly 1o the getting
rid of impurities, the positive quality being indicated indirectly as the result of
such purification. For the sake of clarity. I give below four significant areas in the
semantics ol suct.

1. Animportant distinction our texts make is between the purification of persons
and of things, such as vessels, seats, or a piece of ground.'” Suci is the most
common term for ‘pure’ with reference 1o persons.!! When a text wants to
make this distinction clear, it invariably uses fuct (or its derivative Seiee) see
section 1.2) for persons and Suddhi for things. The use of separate terms
points to an ideological distinction between persons and non-persons in the
area of punity.

Gautama is the first author to use the expression dravyasuddhih (*purifi-
cation of things'). He introduces the section (G 1.29-34) on the differcnt
methods for cleansing articles made of metal, clay, wood, and so forth with
this expression (G 1.29) and distinguishes that from personal purification,
sawca (G 1.35), a topic he deals with in the very next section (1.35—45). This
distinction is brought out most clearly by Manu. In the first chapter he gives
a table of contents which lists faucam and dravyanam suddhih (M 1.113) as
two separate entries, the former referring to personal purification and the lauter

grouph, 4l of them compaosed well into the commen era, although Visnu contains sections belonging
to on 0ld safn XL

9 Kalidmse, in his Ruusambdni (1,20 for exumple, calls *summer” the hot seasan, fucl. References
in the Dharma texts to zod as furi probably liave the meaning of bright or shining: A 1227 B 1104
1.13.2. Inerestingly, the word "pure’ itsell is derived from the Indo-Europesn roat for fire, from which
is derived the Cireek myra and English ‘pyre’ and *fire”, 5 well a5 the Sanskrit pdyare (see section 4 o0
mavale),

W 1 this study T make the broader distinction between persons and *non-persons’, the later including
animaks, objects, activities (e.g.. rites), bodily discharges, and detached pans of the human body, such
45 hair and nails, Within the category of ‘person” §include “pune’ used with reference to the human
biody (farira) or hodily pans (akga), such as hands and mouth.

U fpasramba, possibly the earfiest Dharma text, uses prayata (sec section 3 in preference (o it
with regard to personal purity, using the latier mostly in its second meaning. This mery indicate 2

evelopment of the purity vecabulary within the Dharma tradition, 1t may, however, be simply & matier
of personal preference or idiosyncrasy, or even a regional difference in the vocabulary,
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to the cleansing of things. In the body of the text he maintains this distinction
with a verse that concludes his discussion of personal purification and intro-
duces the next topic. the purification of things: esa Saucasya val prokiak
sarirasva vinimayah / ndndvidhanam dravyanam Suddhel Souea nirayam
/1 (1 have explained above the settled practice regarding the purification of
the body. Listen now to the settled practice regarding the cleansing of things')
(M 5.110). This distinction is also evident in a rule that prohibits vedic recita-
tion when a person finds that ‘the ground where the recitation takes places
is unclean or he himself is impure’: svadhyavabhamim asuddhdm amanam
casucim (M 4,127).

Throughout the Dharma literature, the term for *pure’ within the sections on
personal purification is invariably suci. Even putside these sections, sucl most
frequently refers to the purity of persons rather than of things {see Figure I:
Ala-bl.

Suci is not used exelusively with reference to people, however, although
this is its primary sense. It has a broader application; animals, clothes, mines,
and water are said to be suci. The most frequent use of suei outside the con-
text of persons, however, occurs in the set phrase Sucaw dese ('in a clean [or
cleansed] place’) with reference to the area where a ritual act is 10 take place
{see Figure 1: A2.b)

The connection of swei with persons carries over into the area of morality and
personal character. Thus, in many CORIEXs, especially in the appointment of
ministers and other public officials, fuci is used with the meaning of ‘upright’,
‘honest’, ‘loyal’, ‘trustworthy’—that is, a man of character and integrity. The
king ‘should appoint Aryas who are upright and honest to protect his sub-
jects’ (@ryani chucin satyasilin prajaguptaye nidadhvé [A 2.26.4]). The king
himself, as well as his ministers, officials, supervisors of mines and gambling
houses, ambassadors, judges, and witnesses in a court should be suci upright
(Figure I: A.l.c)

In the area of criminal justice Suci means ‘innocent’, although this meaning
is recorded only in the somewhat late texts of Manu and Nirada. A man who
hias undergone an ordeal successfully is said to be suei (M 8.115). A king's
power is demonstrated by that fact that his word can make a puilty person
{a@fuci) innocent (fuci), and vice versa (N 18.49).

When suci is used with the first meaning, it most frequently indicates ‘puri-
fication’ or *becoming pure’ rather than ‘being pure'; that is, suci indicates
that a person has become pure through some purificatory activity (see
Figure 1: A.la). This usage, together with its counterpart in suddhi (see
section 2,1), shows that the concern of Dharma authors was with the con-
stant struggle 1o recover lost purity rather than with some abstract notion of
*purity’ that may attach to persons or groups.

This dynamic meaning is most evident in the expression Sucir bhaver (“he
becomes pure’) coming at the end of the description of purificatory rituals.
Thus. after he has bathed in and drunk a mixture of cow’s urine, cowdung,
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Avsuch
l. Person:
"o hecoming pures A T 1RGN G 1A% 922621 B 1605 1.8.23; 1824 1.B25

[ 138 L B4 E508; 428 Va4l 1031 23.31: 3021 M 25T, 2,107 2. 176; 4.35:
5 106 5.14%; 887 (twiceh Y13 1.095 1. 225 280 (7 3.21: 3.26: .51 V2289,
93.40: 23 ,55; 66,15 N 1287 20017 Vkh 13200
freed from sin: ¥ 3.245; 3,257, 3.303.

b, being pure: B 10,5 (owicedk M5 106 Y 1. 137; V1 22,89 {thnce},

. morally upright: A 2.15.11; 225.1% 2640 0 11.4: B2 46 Va 2.0 M 2108 215
5 1086; 7,27 7.31; T.38: 7.60; 7.62; 1.63: 64 8779, 186 9,335 Y 128 1121 1308
[A12 1322 1.355; 2191 Vi AT 3010 N 1133 L2059 VR 3.5 (0

d. eriminally innocent: MEILS N |EAD (rwiced

e god: A 1227 B 1104 & 1,13.%

. Mon-persons:

2. becomes pure: ¥ 12,15

h. is pure:
pluce (§ecau dese): A (11,23 2433 2186, G 1360 B 181 {32520 W 2.222; 3,206

S5 Y 118 1227, ViGLIT: YR 3.5,
others: B 597 1,83 196 L13:] (e sacrifice); 1.13.4:3.5.213.9.2 Vo 347 1427 2004
2840 5,130 5131970 YRS 1191511928 [ 193 Wi 23.49:23.50, 73.52: N 1842,

td

1. sauea

| Purificatici:
&, prrson; A 24503 GLAs: 14 92507 1444 B P62 1605 7.0 [wice); 1.8:1:
1.8.3: 1.8.4: 18,117 185k ].S.Sﬁ;_l.!d.l':}'_ 245 211,24 250 3.0.25; 3126 (twice)
Vo 435 457 61T 6,08 L 28 1RIT 19 47- 28.6; M 1113 2615 269 3126 3192,
4.0% 4 148; 4,175 594, 5.97; & 09§: 5 100; 5,106 {owicel: & [0 5, 137 5,139 5,140
5 146 743 9.0 15Y LIS 10T 171 10 1209 1232 170 VI 2076; 22 .89 (twiceh
+9 93: 23.42; 60,24 60.26; 91.18; Vkh 2.9 {pwiee) 3.4,
b. thing: B 1.14,16; Ya 348353 M 50145 5 |18 (iwice) 555 VE13.34 {divine image)
2. Virwe: 03 523 1050 Va 6.23: 1135 M 3235 692 1063 1235Y 1127 3,66, 3,037 330
Vi 26 Vish 1.3 24,
i, asuct
1. Person:
u. impure: = 16.46; B |.6:14; Va4 38 (7 sipner): 56, MATH 412N 4,147 4,143; 5.75, 3.76;
470 5.8 384586 (7R Y L3S 1149 330, Vi 96.26; Vih 214, 3.3 3.4
b, morlly bad {sinnerl: A 131,02 1.21.1%; 1.29.14; 1.28.15 P A L R e
G9.11:0.16;2322: 8 1,105 2.2.15 223% 1224 N 1424,
e puilty: NOTEAL 1549 (twice).
2. MNon-persons:
a. impure (adj.): B 1,96, Va 4770 1430, M AI2LG Y LIAS Y 70.17; 98.70; N 18.42; Vkh 3.5,
b. filthy subsiznce (nounk A 1229, M possibly 5.86; ¥i 5, 106 6013 N 5a.

. Géanca (asanca)

Period of impurity: G 2.3 141 1473 14.29; 16,18 B 1LILL LUVLIE; L1%; Va 4.0 406 423,
4300434 436, 23,24, M 359, 5615 5.62; 5.74; 5.80; 5.97 {twice); 11183 Y 3.6 3008 32T,
Vi 1913 118 203 Ap.1: 22,1 22.6; 22.7; 22.8 ({twice): 29102211 22,12 X 138
27,14 (twice): 22150 22162217 12, B: 77.19: 22.21; 22.33: 22,35 (thrice), 7758 22.39; 22.44
272.47: 22.96; 27.5: ¥kh 241214038,
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milk, curd. ghee, and a decoction of Kuda grass,’a man who has been bitten
by a worm is purified’ (krmidasrah sucir bhaver: B i.11.38); More com-
monly, however, the verb bhaver is dispensed with and the prescription of
the rite concludes with just sucih—"after bathing he hecomes pure’ (smdna
sucih- M 2.176); ‘after bathing the father becomes pure’ (upasprsva pitd
sucih: M 5.62) and with regard to food particles stuck to the teeth, a4 man
becomes pure by simply swallowing them’ (nirgirann eva lac chueth: G 1.40;
B 1.8.25; Va 3.41).

The dynamic meaning is also prevalent whenever Suci is used adfecrivally.
Thus, when a text states that a *suci Brahmin’ should do something, itdoes not
mean that a ‘pure Brahmin® (static meaning) should do it but that a Brahmin
‘having become or made himself pure” should do it. and refers 1o a purifica-
tory rite such as hathing or sipping watet that would precede any ritual act.
Thus. when Manu (M 4.35) describes what a vedic student should do when he
recites the veda: k_{pmkem.rrukhafnmjrurd;inra.f: fitklambarah sucih (*having
cut his hair, beard and nails, keeping himself subdued, wearing white clothes,
pure’), the ferm pure as dan attribute of the student while studying indicates
that he should make himself pure before study, just as he should cut his hair,
make an effort to subdue his senses. and wear white clothes.

There are occasions, however, when fuci means Being pure. an affirmation
that a person or thing is in & state of purity. When such a static meaning is
intended, fuci invariably stands in the position of the predicate rather than a
simple attribute!*—thus, §vd nlargﬂgr'uhaflf $ucih {‘in catching 2 deer a dog
is pure’: B 1.9.2); ahatam viisasdm Suci (‘new clothes are pure’s B 1.13.4%
nityam dsyant suci strindim (‘the mouth of a woman is always pure’: M5.1300.
The predicative meaning, however, iz comparatively infrequent and oceurs
mostly with reference to objects rather thap to persons.

The multiple meanings and nuances of fuci permit the authors sometimes ta play
with that diversity. A good example is Manu 5.106 {variants in Vi22.89. Y 332y
sarvesdm eva Saucdnam arthasaucam param smriam /Yo ‘rrhe Sucir hi sa Sucirna
mrdvarisucth suci R *Of all forms of purifications [a], keeping oneself pure [b]in
iransactions is the best, smom': say, for a man is pure [c] when he mukes himself
pure [d] with respect 10 wransactions (or procuring wealth); he is not pure [e] by
becoming pure [ f] using earth and water.” Here [a] has the general meaning of
purification {see section 2.1}, while [b] already horders on keeping oneself honest.
[c] and [e] appear 10 have the static meaning of being pure (as predicate), bt
that state is earned through a dynami¢ process of purification [d] and [f], where
{d] again has the meaning of honesty and integrity, while [f1is washing to get
rid of stain and smell. As this verse shows, the four meanings 1 have sepurated
[or heuristic purposes are seen by the authors a5 forming a single spectrum of
mesnings.

12 sppears that when fuci used adjectivally has a somewhet static meaning, then it refers to moral
charaeter { upright’s meaning # 2 rather than (0 personal purity.
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L.I. Sauca Saucaiswhat Sanskrit grammarians call ‘a vrddhi derivative’, that
is. a word derived from another word by strengthening its first syllable, Wea get
suuca from suci with the strengthening of “u’ to the vrddhi grade of the diphthong
sau’. Words derived in this manner indicate in the most general way a relationship
{o the meaning expressed by the primary word. When the derived word is a neuter
cubstantive, however, as is the case with faica. it often expresses an abstract com-
cept. Accordingly, we should expect quea to mean “purity’ . [is primary meaning,
however, is not the absiract quality of *purity” but the dynamic process of "purifica-
tion”. This may well be due to the specialisation of meaning that vrddhi derivatives
often undergo; but 1 think it is more likely that this meaning became attached 10
‘anca because, a5 we saw, the primary meaning of fuci is not simply “being pure’
but *becoming pure’. Thus sauca came 10 mean ‘that which is connected with
becoming pure’, that is, the process by which a person becomes purc.

Just as suci acquired the specialised meaning of ‘becoming pure’ witlh reference
to persons, so sauce is used specifically with reference to the purification of persons
(see Figure I: B.la), We saw above that the Dharma literature distinguishes the
purification of persons from that of things by using fawca for the former and swdahi
for the latter. The rules of personal purification ars collectively referred to as sauca
thus, a teacher 15 instructed to teach Sauca 1© his students (M 2.69: Y 1.15).

Although sanca is used as a general term for purification by bathing, wiashing,
sipping water. purificatory rites. and penances, it is used especially with reference
1o washing the anus, the penis, and the hands with water and earth (used as acleans-
ing agent) after voiding urine or excrement. Thus, for example, kriasaucdvasista
iz earth ‘left over from a previous purification’ after toilet (Va 6.17). Manu (£.93)
instructs a person to perform awca after he has risen in the morning and answered
the call of nature. And when texts refer to the different degrees of sauca for stu-
dents, householders, hermits, and ascetics. they are speaking about the purification
after toilet (Va 6.19; M 5.137),

I have failed to notice a single occurrence of sauca as an ghstract noun indi-
cating ‘punty’ in the Dharma literature.'* The closest we come to such a usage
is in passages that list Seuca among other virtues or habits that a person should
cultivate (Figure 1: B.2). The earliest such occurrence is in Gautama: arhdsedy
dimagundh/dayd sarvabhiresi ksanrir anasiyd saucam andydso mangalam
akarpanyam asprheti—"Now, the gizht virtues/qualities of the self are: compas-
<ion toward all creatures, patience, lack of envy, sauca. tranguillity, having an
auspicious disposition, generosity. and lack of greed” (G 8.22-23). The commen-
tutor Haradatta, citing a series of verses that explain each of these virtues, states
that sauca tefers to the purification of things, mind, spesch, and body. Later,
explaining the provision that even Sadras should cultivate the virtues of truth-
fulness, not getting angry, and sanca, Haradatta gives the same explanation. 1

13 Blere D ke *purity” 25 an abstract concept connected in some ways to the way iLis psed by Dumont
as an chjective state inherent in different custes. Sawca does refer o *puriny” in the sense of concem
with, and the procedures for, *hecoming pure’ queh concern ls evident 15 the use of the term fiar &
specific virtue or hibit.
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think the natural tendency of the native commentator 1o take fauca even within
the context of yirtues as attention to internal and external purification is correct.
Virtues. after all, are not unalterable states, like being white or tall; they are habits
1o be cultivated. It mukes better sense, therefore, to see the virue of sauca as the
habit of engaging in activities of purification.'*

Although fauca applies most frequently to persons, it is used pecasionally in
come texts with reference to the purification of things (see Figure 1 B.Lb}. Thus
Baudhiyana uses it for the purification of honey and milk (B 1.14.16), Vasistha
for the puritication of arucles made of rapes, bamboo, and leather {Va 3.53), and
Manu for the purification of metal vessels and grain (M 5.1 18: 6.533).

1.2. Asuci Eventhough asuciisthe negative of suci, its earliest usage indicates
that it had already acguired a technical meaning connected more with Suei in the
sense of ‘upright, honest, innocent” than in the sense of "pure’.

Apastamba uses asuci eight times. Certainly in six of these and in all likelihood
alsoina seventh, ' afuel is used notasan adjective butas a substantive with refer-
ence toa type of sinner. The sins that create this state are called asucikara, ‘making
someone asuci. Apastamba does not know or does not recognise the distinction
commen in later literature between mahdpdtaka and upapataka. grievous and
secondary sins causing loss af caste, He begins the section on sins by stating that
<social interaction with outcastes (pating) is not permitted, as also with degraded
(apapdrra) people (A 1.21.5-6). Then he describes one group of sins which he
calls patanivani (‘causing loss of caste’™ A 1.21.7-11), and a second group of sins
which he calls gsucikardni (‘causing someone 1o be asuei’ s A 1.21.12-19). These
fwo groups must correspond 1o the two categories of people in the imtroductory
slatement; an asuci, therefore, 1s an apapatra. 4 desraded person with whom social
interaction is forbidden,

Gautama uses asuci four times (see Figure [ B.la, b}, Certainly inthree of them,
and possibly also in the fourth (G 16.46), the term has the same o7 similar technical
meaning. Thus, when somecns 56s an aiier, he should look at the sun to regain
purity (G 23.22). An asuci is also listed alongside mleccha and ardhdrmika {bar-
harians and the unrighteous) as people with whom one should not speak (G 9.16).

Besides Apastamba’s patanivani sins, Baudhiyana is the earliest writer to men-
tion the traditional upapdtakani, secondary sins causing loss of caste (B 2.2.1-14).
Nevertheless, he gives as a third class of sins. the asucikarani (B 2.2.15). This
category of sins disappears from the Dharma vocabulary after Baudhiyana.

14 The ather option in these contexis is 1o take gauca o8 refesring 1o suci in the sense of upright and
honest. 1Fthat is the meaning, then the vinue 10 be cultivaned is uprightness or honesty

15 The dnubtful cuse is the compound asucifukls which can mean ‘impure semen’ or ‘the semen of
an imgpure min’, meaning the semen of a man who has commined o crime making him an ggeel. The
sentence redds: afucifuklom yar mirvariare Ad tent sirhir sRprEvO L) vidvare— Likewise, there can
be no associntion with what 15 produced [1.e., child] by the semen of @ sordid man’ (A 129.14% [ think
here alse afwc refers to the elass of sinners Tisted sariier, for ntherwise it s difficull to explein how
the iseue of impure semen would be subject to such serous social disubilities. The s expression
oocurs in the very same ConieRt alsoin B 2.2.24. The eighth case is A 1.2.79 digcussed loter,






