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Sanskrit culture presents us with both the most highly 
articulated explication of ritual in antiquity and the most 
highly articulated ideological formation. The relationship be
tween ritual and ideology is an important, largely unmapped 
region of Indian intellectual history. The following analysis 
will consider the ways in which in traditional India ideas 
originating in the realm of ritual surface in the social world 
and come to ground asymmetrical relations of power—power 
as the ability to act in pursuit of ends and to control access to 
material and nonmaterial resources. 

In traditional India the discourse of ritual that has func
tioned as paradigmatic up to the present is that of Vedic ritual. 
The postulates of this discourse with respect to thought and 
action generally, in addition to its specific conceptual cate
gories, have come to be viewed as paradigmatic also for the 
social realm at large. This transposition of ritual onto society 
was an important condition for the development of a wide 
variety of features characteristic of the orthodox, vaidika 
tradition, which I have termed "Sanskrit culture." Through 
the transposition from one realm to the other, ritual discourse 
becomes a discourse of social power insofar as it sustains the 
relations of domination constitutive of traditional Indian 
society, which are characterized by the systematic exclusion 
from property, power, and status of three-quarters of the 
population for more than two millennia. Mediating much of 
this development is Purva-Mîmâmsâ, a complex body of 
traditional theory on the nature and meaning of the Veda. 

The Ritual and the Social 

It is possible to object at once that the image of "trans
position," the very idea of "ritualization of the social world," 
presupposes a distinction between the ritual and the social 
realms that does not hold. In the first place, one might argue 
that sociocultural practices typically exhibit a substantial 
"ritual" component to the degree that they constitute 
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formalized, conventionalized, ceremonial, and symbolic 
behavior. Furthermore, what makes traditional societies 
"traditional" is precisely the interpénétration of culture and 
ritual, whereas modernization may be characterized in part by 
the gradual carving out of a nonritual sphere. From yet 
another perspective, ritual can be viewed principally as a 
source of "symbolic capital," ultimately interconvertible with 
material capital, so that the ritual domain is disclosed as 
merely a subset within the general economy of practice.1 

I think this last perspective has the potential to reveal 
something profound about vaidika ritual practice strictly 
conceived, but it is a focus I do not wish to develop here. As 
for the indistinguishability of the ritual and the social, I admit 
that it is hard theoretically to establish separate domains for 
them and hard also to argue historically that in India there 
occurred a ritualization of the social (as Bourdieu, I think, 
might lead us to argue) or even a socialization of the ritual (so 
Hocart).2 However, concrete reasons force us to deny that for 
Sanskrit culture these realms are identical, and I will consider 
these reasons momentarily. I do find some sort of truth in the 
common sense contrast implicit in the very idea "ritual"; it 
presupposes "nonritual," which we therefore intuitively 
posit. There must be more than a nominalistic, not to say 
English nominalistic, reality to this nonritual domain, 
however. Consider the difference that exists, for example, 
between ritual prestations and tax/rent tribute. Wherever we 
believe the difference to lie—perhaps in the threat of coercive 
force—it is in part on the basis of this difference that con
temporary historians can work with the concept of 
segmentary state, a polity characterized by among other things 
a bifurcation between royal sovereignty and ritual suzerainty. 
Despite the fact that the application of this model to tra
ditional India has various problems—actually, it is the very 
dichotomy of dharma and artha, as unproblematically and 
unhistorically accepted by Dumont and his followers, that I 
argue against here—the difference between prestations and 
tax/rent tribute remains real and entails a dichotomy between 
two spheres of action.3 

Although I will be concerned in what follows with the 
historical process implicit in the notion of "ritualization" of 
the social, it is necessary also to reflect on certain structural 
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features of vaidika thought. What this structure confronts us 
with is a fact: the presence of ritual concepts in a realm that 
the tradition itself has constructed and identified as nonritual. 
Examining this fact may help us to assess in a new way some 
features of Sanskrit culture that are prominent in themselves 
but are particularly important for their contribution to the 
reproduction of social power. The features I would like to 
analyze in this essay—all of which are large themes that I will 
only be able to outline—are (1) the explicit rule-boundedness 
of Sanskrit cultural production; (2) the authority of "tradition" 
(smrti), and (3) the notorious absence of historical con
sciousness as indicated, it is thought, by the absence of an 
indigenous narrative historiography. 

These issues all have an "idéal" status, and I want to stay 
in that sphere for the present, while making no claims about 
actualization beyond insisting in passing that the idéal, what 
people think is or should be real, has reality too. These issues 
are all, conceptually speaking, interrelated as well, so there 
may be some overlapping in my discussion. In addition, all of 
them form part of a complex of ideas we can make sense of 
only if we first grasp some things about the nature of dharma 
and the Veda, about their relationship to one another, and 
about why we should have to bother our heads with Pürva-
Mïmâmsâ. 

Dharma, Veda, and Mimämsä 

One basic fact of Sanskrit cultural/intellectual history, 
although we rarely see any reference made to it, is that 
dharma, the key word of Sanskrit culture, historically derives 
from—or, what amounts to the same thing, is first self
consciously thematized within—the context of sacrificial ritu
alism. It is the task of Mimämsä to provide a coherent analysis 
of dharma (athâto dharmajijfwsa, PurvamimUms'äsutra 1.1.1). 
Mimämsä characterizes dharma as "some end [or human 
need/good] defined by Vedic injunction" (codarialaksano 
'rtho dharmah, 1.1.2), and as Mimämsä's elaboration mas
sively demonstrates, this refers in the first instance to ritual 
activities that we are directed to perform by the com
mandments of the Veda ("dharma, which means the Vedic 
rites such as the daily fire sacrifice," agnihotrHdilaksano 
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dharma, as áabara, the earliest extant commentator on the 
Purvamim~änis~äsutras, puts it).4 

There are two postulates in the Mimämsä definition of 
dharma that inform its philosophical project: first, that the 
Veda is an absolute authority for dharma (according to the 
later Mimämsä formula, codana pramänam evo), and, second, 
that the Veda is the only such authority (codanaiva 
pramänam). The first postulate rests on a Mimämsä 
epistemology that ascribes truth to what is not falsified (the 
embarrassment of unfalsifiability being ignored).5 The second 
rests on an unarticulated though perhaps self-evident axiom 
of the transcendent nature of dharma, which therefore can 
only be known through some source of knowledge (pramä^a) 
that is itself transcendent (that is, one that excludes 
perception, inference, and the rest of the pramänas other than 
eabdapramäna)ß As the Veda is held to be the only uncreated, 
because authorless and beginningless, discourse on ritual/ the 
Veda can be our only source of knowledge of dharma. 
Moreover, since dharma is by nature action and pertains 
axiomatically to the transcendent future (bhavisyat as opposed 
to bhuiam), the Veda's commandments on dharma can never 
be falsified and are thus inerrant. 

I would like to examine three problems raised by the 
Mimämsä understanding of dharma: the nature and reach of 
Vedic injunctions; the scope, consequently, of what counts as 
Veda; and the Veda's status as the only form of real 
knowledge. A discussion of these three problems leads us 
from ritual discourse to a discourse of social power. 

Rules and Cultural Practice 

The discrimination of ritual and nonritual realms, far 
from being categorically excluded for "traditional society" in 
India, is a basic polarity of Sanskrit discourse. From an early 
period, the dominant intellectual tradition posits two distinct 
spheres, laukika (everyday) and vaidika (Vedic, ritual). This 
distinction informs such foundational sciences of Sanskrit 
culture as grammar (vyakarana), where a differentiation of 
ritual and nonritual language (chandah and bh~äsä) is 
characteristic of the rule system, and Mimämsä itself, where 
the contrast is elaborated in the concepts drsfärtha (or prâpta) 
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and adrstartha (aprHpta). This latter opposition needs to be 
explained in order to establish the contrast between the two 
spheres, but also in order to appreciate how it came to be 
cancelled.8 

The rules (vidhi) that the Veda communicates are divided 
by Mimämsä into two different types: those that are drstartha 
("whose purpose is obvious," = prapta, self-evident, naturally 
available) and those that are adrstartha ("whose purpose is not 
obvious," = aprapta). As an example of adrstartha, there is 
nothing "self-evident" about the Vedic injunction, "One must 
perform the daily fire-sacrifice (yajña)" However, since Veda 
is defined as that which enables us to know the human good 
called dharma, something not knowable by any other means, 
and is thus unfalsifiable, the injunction is a compelling one 
for which no justification is necessary; it is self-legitimating. 
By contrast, a rule such as "One must pound [de-husk by 
pounding] the sacrificial grain" is drstartha, an injunction 
whose purpose appears straightforward* to us. Such pounding 
prepares the grain for use as an oblation. The authority of 
rules of this latter sort would derive exclusively from their 
empirically proven efficacy.9 Both sorts of rules are found in 
the Veda, and in addition to their sacrificial significance 
Mimämsä is interested in them because what basically 
distinguishes them—the presence/ absence of instrumentality 
or utility (drstarthatva)1*— characterizes for early Mimämsä 
the distinction between the ritual and nonritual domains and 
the authority legitimating the norms of practice in each. 

A good illustration of the differentiation of these rule types 
and their spheres of application is found in the third and 
fourth adhikaranas of Purνamìmlms'asutra 6.2. In the third 
topic the principle is established that, once begun, a Vedic rite 
must be completed. The question is raised in the fourth topic 
whether this principle extends to other types of action: "Is it 
obligatory to complete everyday actions (loke karmani) like 
Vedic actions, insofar as the knowledge of all such acts that 
fulfill human goals11 derives from the same source?" 
(PurvamimZms~äsütra 6.2.16). The answer is that the com
pletion of everyday actions is not obligatory, and the reason 
given frames a central postulate of early Mimämsä: s'astra 
(that is, the Veda) does not apply to nonritual actions, but only 
to those that, without the Veda, we would never undertake 
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(. . . apfapte sästram arthavat, 6.2.18). Sabara elucidates: There 
are textualized rules (grantha) for building a house or wagon, 
and these must derive from some smrti. However, the 
assumption that this smrti derives from 's'astra (that is, Veda) 
is unwarranted. There is nothing transcendent (adrstartha) 
about the action involved. We can know how to make 
beautiful things even without the Veda and transmit this 
through smrti (smaryate). We do not have to assume the 
Veda as the source for this, but only for what we cannot 
otherwise know.12 

Until we understand the nature of smrti,13 it may be 
unclear why anyone would be led, as in the above example, to 
extrapolate from ritual injunctions to everyday actions in the 
first place. My point in adducing this passage here is primarily 
to show that mapping off a realm of nonritual action was a 
real and essential component of early Mimämsä ritual theory. 
However, I also want at this point to suggest that its boun
daries are inherently fuzzy and that later Mimämsä 
interpretation worked to obscure them further rather than to 
clarify them. Whether out of a compulsion of rationality, 
following a relatively autonomous development of ideas, or 
somehow in response to sociocultural representations about 
rules and practices, later Mimämsä moves away from a strict, 
almost naive interpretation of rules to one that is much more 
expansive. 

First, in the absence of a closed canon of the Veda—and 
that Mimämsä itself had to open this canon up will become 
clear in what follows—the proposition "Vedic rules are non-
instrumental" was easily reversed: any noninstrumental 
cultural rule could be viewed as Vedic in origin. There is in 
addition a real ambiguity as to what constitutes the difference 
between the two categories of rules. Only an explicit theori-
zation of the concept itself of instrumentality could ground 
the distinction, and this is what we nowhere get in Mimämsä. 
That it could not be an absolute distinction anyway Mimämsä 
itself came in time to realize. The eighth-century Mimämsaka 
Kumärila argues that there must be in every adrstartha rule 
an element of instrumentality and in every drstartha rule an 
element of noninstrumentality. Since the injunction to per
form the daily fire-sacrifice is communicated to us by the 
Veda, and Vedic injunctions axiomatically define dharma, 
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which itself is some human need or good (artha), there must 
be some good to be secured from the rule requiring us to 
perform the rite, making the rule instrumental or utilitarian. 
Conversely, the fact that the sacrificai grain should be husked 
by pounding rather than by any number of other possible 
procedures implies that some unknowable purpose is served 
by conforming to this particular prescribed method—what is 
known in Mimämsä as the niyamavidhi, or restrictive 
injunction—and this can only be Vedic in origin. As Kättaka 
observes, "One can always succeed in identifying instru
mentality in Vedic action, but this doesn't make it non Vedic 
. . . even if the instrumentality is perfectly real."14 

These developments in the Mimämsä conception of rules 
are important because they make possible the participation of 
a vast range of provisional sociocultural norms—all norms 
being provisional until they are thematized in discourse—in 
an invariable transcendent legitimacy conferred by Vedic 
ritualism. In fact, classical Sanskrit culture witnesses a process 
of "vedacization" of noninstrumental rules taking place in 
every realm of practice. Textualized sastric injunctions soon 
are found covering everything from procedures for defecation 
to how to write beautiful poetry.15 It is this development that 
helps impart that peculiar homeostasis to certain regions of 
Sanskrit culture best exemplified in the history of the Sanskrit 
language itself.16 

The Mimämsä understanding of rules ultimately enables a 
Veda-like authority to attach not only to the noninstrumental 
dimension of sociocultural production, but to tradition as 
such. The very substance of tradition is the fact that we do 
things one way rather than another, and this brings it under 
the rubric of the "restrictive injunction" (niyamavidhi). 
Tradition becomes intelligible, and its imperative force is 
renewed, once we assume that its peculiar arrangements serve 
some unknowable purpose. Finally, the failure or refusal to 
conceptualize instrumentality per se (similar to the case of 
"interest" discussed below) was the enabling condition for the 
extension of ritual legitimation to the social and economic 
order at large. 

That a more capacious, almost infinitely expandable cate
gory of rules was made available by later Mimämsä was not, 
however, a sufficient condition for the ritualization of the 
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social. Also required was an expansion of the concept of 
dharma and thus the field of applicability of Veda-like texts. 

"Tradition" as "Revelation" 

During precisely what period in the history of Sanskrit 
culture the extension of the concept of dharma took place is 
not entirely clear. There are good reasons, including the 
struggle over the appropriation of the term in early 
Buddhism, Jainism, and elsewhere (a struggle that was still 
echoing throughout the medieval period), for situating this 
extension within the context of late Vedic heterodoxy.17 In 
any case, it was a development of central importance for 
Indian intellectual history when dharma ultimately spilled 
over its original conceptual confines of "ritualism"—the 
confines of "sacrifice, recitation, giving," as Chändogya 
Upanisad 2.23.1 identifies the three components of dharma— 
and found wide application in domains beyond Vedic 
ceremonialism. 

I might illustrate briefly this spill-over process by taking an 
example from grammar, which I feel is particularly cogent 
given the cultural representativeness of language generally, 
and especially in India. At the beginning of his MahUbhUsya, 
when the purposes of grammar are discussed, Patañjali cites 
the celebrated formulation of his predecessor, Kätyäyana: 
"Although language is naturally communicative (lokato 
'rthaprayukte éabdaprayoge), grammar is necessary in order to 
regulate behavior in accordance with dharma (ê~astrena 
dharmaniyamah)." Patañjali elaborates, using some of the 
distinctions we have already encountered: just as there are 
prohibitions against eating certain animals (although these 
can satisfy hunger), or against sexual relations with certain 
women (although these can satisfy passion), so grammatically 
correct words must be used (even though the sense might be 
communicable through incorrect words), for only thus can 
(spiritual) success (abhyudaya) be secured. That the usage here 
envisaged is nonritual is corroborated by the character of the 
entire MaKâbKâsya, as well as by later discussions even in 
Mimämsä.1** 

What is true of the development of the concept dharma is 
equally true both for narrowly ritual terms, such as bali 
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("offering, oblation," later "tax, tribute") and y ajaman a 
("patron of the sacrifice," later simply "patron"), and for other 
concepts central to the entire social and economic project of 
Dharma-Sästra and other normative discourses. Purusärtha 
("human need/goal"), for instance, was first conceptualized 
within the domain of Mimämsä (Pürvamlm'äms'asutra 
4.1.Iff.) and only thereafter passed into the extra-ritual sphere. 
AdhikHra, the "entitlement" or, better, "right" to participate in 
certain forms of social action—which I believe to be one of the 
building blocks in the construction of the idea of inequality in 
early India—has likewise a Mimämsä provenance as "the 
right to sacrifice"19 and is later generalized in such influential 
social discourses as the Bhagaväd-Gitä. In fact, much of the 
social idiom of traditional Indian society in general appears to 
be originally of ritual coinage.20 

The expansion of the realm of dharma beyond the ritual 
realm, which can thus be clearly traced historically, was a fact 
that the custodians of vaidika dharma confronted directly. 
This was assuredly not because they felt the paradox 
Heesterman believes he has identified and many Indologists 
accept: that the Vedas have really nothing to do with dharma, 
that these texts have "ultimate authority over a world to 
which they are in no way related," that "there is no common 
measure between the Veda and the social world, no 
connection between sruti and dharma" (1978;1981:61).21 The 
intellectual history of early India demonstrates that the 
paradox—if indeed it is a paradox—is actually the other way 
around: the social world had originally nothing to do with 
dharma, since the first dharma, as the Rg-Veda puts it, was the 
sacrifice (1.164.50). By the time of the classical and medieval 
commentators, however, no one saw any discontinuity 
between sacrificial and social ritualization.22 What is of 
concern to Mimämsä is principally the fact that texts other 
than the Veda, and practices other than what is directly 
enjoined by the Veda, count as dharma in daily life.23 Its 
luxuriant discussion of this fact is centered on the relation 
between smrti and sruti (Pûrvamlmâmsâsûtra 1.3).24 

The failure of Western (and Westernized) Indology to be 
precise about the meaning of these two key terms, sruti and 
smrti, has prohibited us from grasping the larger implications 
of how Mimämsä conceives of their relationship, which is in 
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fact the original and determinative conception. A review of 
the standard literature shows how imprecise at best and how 
mistaken at worst our understanding of these two basic 
concepts and their relationship to one another has been: 
MSmrti, '(tradition fondée sur la) mémoire', Vopposant à sruti 
'revelation'" (Renou and Filliozat 1947:381,270); " . . . Smrti 
('remembe/ed'), as distinct from the earlier Vedic literature, 
which is Sruti ('heard'), which was believed to have been 
directly revealed to its authors, and therefore of greater 
sanctity than the later texts" (Basham 1954:112-113); "smrtis, 
that is, traditional texts, as contrasted with the literature of the 
Vedic period, which is known as sruti, revealed scriptures or 
'authoritative fexfs'"(Radhakrishnan and Moore 1957:xix); 
"semi-canonical scriptures called Smriti, '(human) Tradi
tion'—as opposed to the Vedas, which are Shruti '(divine) 
Revelation'" (Raghavan and Dandekar 1958:217); "[die] 
bruti—d.h. . . . '[das] Hören' der ewigen Wahrheit durch 
inspirierte Weise in der Vorzeit . . . Smrti—[die] Erinnerung', 
d.h. [das] Herkommen " (Gonda 1960:107).25 

There is a knot of confusion and contradiction in these 
definitions. What makes "memory" and "tradition" coter
minous? Is not Veda tradition? How does the "memory" of 
smrti differ from the memory necessary to transmit sruti? Are 
not the smrtis "heard" in this oral culture just like the Veda? 
If "hearing" means revelation, why is the Veda invariably 
said to have been "seen"? How can the Vedic tradition 
(vaidikaparampafa) be beginningless, as the oldest formu
lation represents it, if there was a single revelation? Finally, 
what is the origin of what smrti remembers—where, that is, 
does Gonda's Herkommen come from? 

It is not possible to go into all of these questions here, as 
they are complex and to a degree difficult for the Sanskrit 
tradition itself, especially for Mimämsä, Nyäya, Vedänta, and 
Vyäkarana, which all contribute to the discussion. I only want 
to consider the last question regarding the origin of what 
"tradition" "remembers," for this points towards the basic 
misunderstanding at the root of the standard equivalents 
"'tradition' as opposed to 'revelation.'" 

There is a dichotomy entailed in the concepts "revelation" 
and "tradition." Difficult as the two Western terms may be to 
conceptualize satisfactorily, when paired they constitute for us 
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a bipolarity: two separate realms of cultural knowledge/-
practice, distinct in their origins and in the way they derive 
their legitimacy and authority. Understood in this fashion, 
éruti and smrti almost come to represent for us the Indian 
equivalent of divine or natural law, on the one hand, and 
common or even positive law on the other. Yet this 
dichotomy is precisely what the categories sruti and smrti 
reject. This rejection is established in the very terminology 
that constitutes these categories. Formulated first, narrowly 
and weakly, in early Mimämsä and then more broadly and 
strongly by Kumärila, it becomes generalized throughout 
Sanskrit culture. 

Mimämsä introduces the problem by starting with the 
fundamental postulate: "The basis of dharma is sacred word, 
and therefore what is not sacred word has no relevance [vis-à-
vis dharma]" (Pürvamlm~ämsasütra 1.3.1). As Sabara explains, 
texts/practices relating to dharma that have no foundation in 
the Veda can have no valid foundation at all. Nor can some 
memory of the Veda provide the necessary foundation, 
because such a memory is not possible: "Something 
[phenomenal] that has not been experienced or [something 
transcendent] that is not transmitted in Vedic texts cannot be 
the object of memory. These [other texts/practices in question], 
which relate to the transcendent and yet are not in the Veda, 
cannot truly be remembered since they can never have been 
previously cognized." The smrtis cannot be based on sheer 
"memory" (smarana) because memory presupposes experi
ence, and the only previous experience of something that 
counts as dharma is the Veda (as proven in Purva-
mimlmsasTitra 1.1.2). Furthermore, it is not just the 
continuity of cultural memory that authenticates it; our 
"memory" of the Veda itself is not validated merely by its 
unbroken tradition, but by the fact that the Veda is actually 
perceptible to us. It is this actual perception of Vedic 
texts—their existing during recitation—that constitutes the 
"prior cognitive experience" necessary to substantiate the 
memory of them. No such prior cognition is available to un
derpin "non-Vedic" texts/practices, and no tradition founded 
on such ignorance can become true simply by being begin-
ningless.2° 
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The position finally accepted by Mimämsä is offered in the 
next sutra: "On the contrary: By reason of the fact that the 
agents involved are the same, Inference' (anumäna) could be 
a 'source of valid knowledge1" (Purvamtmamsasutra 1.3.2). 
Insofar as the same people who perform the acts of dharma 
required by the Veda also perform acts that count as dharma 
that are not based on sacred word, we must assume that the 
authority for these other actions is conferred not by directly 
perceptible Vedic texts, but by texts inferentially proven to 
exist or to have once existed. As Sabara adds, it is not un
reasonable to hold that the knowledge of these texts is 
remembered, while the texts themselves (that is, their actual 
wording) have been lost.27 In brief, the authority for practices 
not validated by Vedic texts perceptible to us can be validated 
by Vedic texts inferred to have once existed. 

The text of Purvamlmämsäsütra 1.3.2 cited above is a little 
awkward to translate, since anumäna comes to suggest, it 
seems, not only the logical operation of inference, but also the 
Vedic text that is thereby inferred. In this latter sense 
anumäna can and does substitute for what is elsewhere called 
smrti, precisely as pratyaksa, "sensory perception," can and 
does take on the signification "Vedic texts perceived" (or 
even, tout court, pramana, "source of valid knowledge") and 
replaces sruti both in Mimämsä and elsewhere. The semantic 
weight thus discernible in pratyaksa and anumäna, which 
helps us move towards an historically more accurate under
standing of smrti, is corroborated by a wide ranee of examples 
in the Mimämsä, Vedänta, and Dharma sütrasß& 

Both sets of terms—pratyaksa/sruti and anumäna/-
smrti—appear to emerge out of the same complex of ideas 
represented in the Mimämsä reflections on the authority of 
texts and practices not explicitly warranted by the available 
Veda. These texts and practices, insofar as they relate to 
dharma, secure validity by way of their claim to be based on 
Vedic texts—there exists no other source of dharma—but 
Vedic texts for one reason or another not accessible to us. 
Those that are accessible are perceptible; they are something 
we can actually hear during instruction in recitation 
(gurumukhoccäranänuccärana) and in daily repetition 
(svädhyäya). This is what for ¿abara validated Vedic memory, 
and this, finally, is what the word êruti actually means 
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according to the etymology still current among traditional 
teachers: "The Veda, insofar as it is audible to everyone, is 
called %éruti:" Yet other texts and practices relating to dharma 
can have validity inasmuch as they necessarily lead us to infer 
the existence, at some other time or place or in some presently 
inaccessible mode, of Vedic texts as their basis. We no longer 
hear (recite) these texts word-for-word, but their sense is 
preserved in memory: "Smrti is so called because by means of 
it the dharma of the Veda is remembered," again according to 
traditional etymology.29 

In short, sruti means nothing other than "(Veda) actually 
now perceived aurally (in recitation)," that is, extant or 
available, while smrti means "(Veda) that is remembered," 
that is, material that, having once existed as part of a Vedic 
corpus and been heard in recitation, is inferentially recover
able from present reformulations in language or practice. 
Both terms refer in their primary connotation to one and the 
same thing—the Veda, as actually recited or simply recalled 
(pathyamänasmaryamänaveda), as Kumärila puts it.30 Since 
the epistemologi cal background presupposed in the original 
meanings of éruti and smrti is provided by Mimämsä, there is 
reason to hypothesize that Mimämsä itself coined these terms, 
or at the least was responsible for their currency. 

How or why the Vedic texts of which smrti is the memory 
are not accessible to us, how the content of the Veda can be 
transmitted without the form of the Veda, and how the 
memory of Veda (smrti) really differs from the Veda recalled 
in recitation (sruti) are complex and controversial questions 
discussed at length in the sastric tradition. However, this dis
cussion is generally concerned with details. The fact of smrtVs 
derivation from the Veda is not questioned in any vaidika 
darsana, nor is its primary signification or the implication of 
its reference. 

From the moment the sources of Sanskrit elite authority 
subsumed under the term smrti were recognized as a genre, 
they received validation through their derivation from the 
"transcendent speech" of Vedic ritual, a process of legitima
tion fossilized in the technical term applied to them. The 
PurvamimämsäsTitras do, however, seek to restrict the 
inferential validity of smrti, and thereby the process of 
vedacization, by denying a Vedic provenance to any such text 


