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Conversion or Initiation? On the Bemoval of the
Sectarian Marks (lingoddhara) in Saiva Siddhanta

The removal of the sectarian marks (lingoddhara)

The removal of the sectarian characteristics or marks (lingoddhara) that 1 propose to
analyze in the context of initiation is taught in the eleventh century ritual manual of
SomaSambhu immediately after the prescriptions for the different kinds of initiations
(samaya- and nirvanadiksa) and consecrations (dcarya- and sadhakabhiseka).' It forms
part of a section on the liberation or abandonment of vows (vratamukti, vratasamtyaga).
This passage starts with prescriptions for Saiva Siddhantins who wish to remove a tem-
porary vow of celibacy (brahmacarya). At the end of this rite the teacher pronounces
the wish that his pupil should get married.” The subsequent section is meant for others,
i.e. Non-Saivas bound by vows of their respective religious traditions.> The removal of
the sectarian marks is performed by the dcarya of the tradition but it is made clear that
he is acting in Siva’s place. Divine presence is postulated and the agency is with Siva,
since he is present in the dcarya’s body (acaryamiirtistha). In an attempt of hierarchisa-
tion each soul that undergoes lingoddhara will be ascribed a level corresponding to a
specific rattva chosen from the series of altogether 36 tattvas corresponding to its previ-
ous religious affiliation. The removal of the sectarian marks aims to destroy the link to
this fattva and all merit related to this respective level. The soul thus looses all its exist-
ing characteristics and has to start its path of liberation from the very beginning, i.e.
from the lowest rattva Earth and the stage of a householder (grhastha). The compounds
“linga-uddhara” or “vrata-samuddhara™ are thus directly linked to this notion of the
removal of sectarian marks as well as to the removal of all signs of the previous sectari-

1 My presentation is largely based on Hélene Brunner’s edition of the Somasambhupaddhati (SSPdh,
1963-98). In SSPdh 3 (p. 1-565) the rituals are given in the following sequence: section 1)
samayadiksa, 2) visesasamayadiksa, 3) nirvanadiksa, 4) tritattvadiksa, 5) ekatattvadiksa, 6) acarya-
bhiseka, 7) sadhakabhiseka, 8) astrabhiseka and 9) vratoddhara.

2 anuripam kulinam ca parinesyasi kanyakam SSPdh 3: p. 547.

Saivanam vratasamtydagah samksepeneti darsitah | anyesam vratayuktanam prasangat so 'bhi-

dhiyate | SSPdh 3: p. 547-51.

4 This is the term used at the end of this section: iti vratasamuddharo racitah somasambhuna (SSPdh
3: p. 565). Hélene Brunner translates vrata-/linga-uddhara with “éradication d’une observance/du
signe caractéristique” (SSPdh 3: p. 550, n. 14) and vratasamuddhara with “extraction du vrata”
(SSPdh 3: p. 564). A rite called diksoddhara is performed for diksitas who are Sivabhaktivibhinna;
according to Brunner a “rite capable de défaire une diksa Sivaite, soit que celle-ci ait ét¢ donnée
dans des conditions irrégulieres, soit que I’initié s’avere indigne de son élévation ...” (SSPdh 3: p.
564, n. 52).
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an affiliation (vratangas). This is a prerequisite for the transformation of the convert’s
soul.

Who are now the followers of other religious traditions mentioned in the Soma-
sambhupaddhati? In two verses we find six religious groups enumerated, each one allo-
cated to a specific rattva:

buddhitattve sthita bauddha jaindas tu gunamastake |
vedantajiias tu tadyonau puruse bhagavanmukhah | 7 ||
pasupatas tu mayayam vidyayam tu mahavratah |
bauddhadilinginam esam muktisthanany anukramat || 8 |’

The Buddhists reside in the tattva “intellect” (buddhi), the Jainas are at the top of
the tattva guna, the knowers of the Vedanta in its origin [i.e. the rattva “nature”
(prakrti)], those, who turn their faces to Bhagavan [i.e. Visnu], in the [fattva]
soul, the Pasupatas in the [tattva] “matter” (maya), the Mahavratas in the [tattva]
knowledge. These are in the sequence of their respective places of liberation the
bearer of characteristics (/irigin) starting with the Buddhists.

It 1s remarkable that the Buddhists and Jainas although on the two lowest levels (see
Table 1) are not dealt with in a different way than the other mentioned Vaisnava and
Saiva groups that have been later labelled as being part of the “Hindu” religions.’ The
following are among these four groups: 1) The term “knowers of the Vedanta” does of
course refer to the well-known orthodox system of monistic Indian philosophy. It is
most likely that this refers to the tradition founded in the 8" century by Samkara. 2)
Those who turn their face to Bhagavan are the followers of Visnu, here without any
specific hints for a specific affiliation within this group. The Pasupatas and the Maha-
vratas form part of the sphere of the religious traditions of Saivism. They are sorted
hierarchically above the other religious groups. The Pasupatas (3) and the Mahavratas
(4) pertain to the “outer path” (atimarga) that is meant for celibate ascetics aiming for
liberation. In the case of the PaSupatas this path transcends the traditional Brahmanical
system of the four stages of life (atyasramavrata). The Mahavratas do adhere to antino-
mian practices. The Saiva Siddhanta does not form part of this “outer path” but follows
the path of the mantras (mantramarga) instead and is opposed to mentioned heterodox
practices. The mantramarga is accessible for married householders and ascetics alike,
the ascetics aiming primarily for extraordinary powers (bubhuksu), the householders
and the lay followers for liberation (mumuksu).

The quoted verses do sort the soteriological quality of rival religious traditions in a
hierarchical order corresponding to the sequence of the 36 rattvas. The followers of the

W

SSPdh 3, p. 553.

6 The passage under discussion has been already dealt with in the context of definitions or decon-
structions of the term “Hinduism” in pre-modern and modern India. See von Stietencron (1995)
and Michaels (2004: 15-21). In this context Michaels states that “the individual cults, sects, philo-
sophies, and theistic systems are not different religions—as von Stietencron portrayed them—but
rather cognitive systems of socioreligious institutions” (ibid.: 19).



















































