The lute Sanskrit word %z, as is well known, describes any kind of play-
ing, and may be compared in meaning w0 Gr. wadid. Here we shall be
chiefly concerned with the reference of /il to the divine manifestation
and activiry rhought of as a “sport,” “plaving,” or “dalliance.”

In such a conception there is nothing strange or uniquely Indian, Meis-
ter Eckhart, for example, says: “There has always beer this play going
on in the Father-nazure . . . from the Father’s embrace of his own na-
turc there comes tiis eternal playing of the Son * This play was played eter-
nally betore all creatures. . . . The playing of the twain is the Holy Ghost
in whom they both disport themselves and he disports himself in botl
Sport and players are the same™ (Evans ed, p. 148); Boehme adds “not
that this joy first began with the creation, nc, for it was from sternity. . . .
The creation is the same sport out of himself” (Signatara reram XVI.2-3).

That Pluto thought of the divine activity as a game is shown by his
calling us God’s “toys™—“and as rzgazds the best in vs, thar is whar we
really are”;® whence he goes on to say that we ought to dance accordingly,

[This aticle was first published in the Jozrnal of the American Oriental Seetety,
XLT (1941).—p.]

'CE BU mv.r.6, where he beatwde (dmanda) of Frahma is explained by the
fact that “Ly means of his Intellect (manas) he consers with the Woman,” ie.,
Vac. The divine beatitude is nccasinned, so 1o say, by the eternal reunion of essence
and nature in dizZais; “that same mystery of the eternal generation, in which there
has been an eternal perfecton” (Jacob Bochme, Sipactura reveita AVLI).

*We are the “pizces” tha: the Draughts-playes moves, not arbitrasily, but in
accordznce with our own deserts; “a wondrous casy task™ because, although Il is
the author of our being, we ourselves are responsible for being shat we are, and
all that the game requires is to move cach picce into a bictier v worse pusition in
accozdance with Its own character (Lews oogq, of. Ileacleius, fr. 79). This is
essentially an counciation of the lew of farma and the doctrine thar “Fare liss in
the created causes themselves.” [On Gud’s gare of chess, of. Rami, Diean, Ode x,
“How happy the king il is mated o thy rook,” and Markneni 1600, 112045, 3213,
1v.1555, on the ball in tie polo-field, which only moves as it ought “when it is made
tw dance by the King's hand.”

D. B. Macdonald, on the basis of Prov. §:30, 31, remarks thar the Hehrews “came
w think cf man zs part of an animated toy spread before the eyes of Jehovah and

148

LILA
nbeying only that cne gelden cord of the Law by waich the puppet is
suspended from ahave,® and so oass through life not taking human affairs
o heart but “playing at the finest games”; not as those playboys play
whose lives are devoted to sports, but being “otherwise minded” than
those whose acts are motivated by their own interest or pleasure (Lasws

giviag Him jov™ (The Hebrew Philosophical Gendws, Princeton, 1036, pp. 50, 134,
136).] : _ _

8Cf. BU ur7.1, where (to combine the text znd Sayanz’s commentasy): “Do
you know that Thread by which, and that [nner Controller by which and by ‘I.vhom,
this world and the other aad all Beings are strung togethes and czontrollec from
within, so that they move like a puppe:, performing their respecidve functions?”
Tlat Flato knew of a “threadspirit” (régrdtman) doctrine is implizd in the passage
cited Lron the Lasws and confirmed by the fact that in Thesetetes 153 he connects
the gulden cord of Miad vonzf 1 with the Sun, w whon all diongs are bound
by ir, jast as in 8B vi7.1.17; cf. AV x.8.30 and BG viLy. [We cannor wrear the doc
trine of the “golden cord” st full lengrh here, but may point out thar the thought
of [ifed vin,23 éndoayu (beariag in mind that in this verb, notably in middle and
passive forms, the serse of “draw®™ czn hardly he separared from rthat of “reseue”)
nnderli=s John 12:32 wdpras éelow mpie épgvriy, Hermes, b XVI5 e abroy Té
wavre Ehcor and IVLY duadioas ¢is éavrér, and Dante, Faradiso 111y, “Quest la
terrz in sé stringe ed aduna.”|

The two notable 2uddhist refererces to the human puppe: (S 1139, Therigathi
.2gofl.) ignore the Puppeteer, their only purpose being to show that the puppet
is o composite and evanescent product of causal concazcmation, not w be regarded as
one’s Self Rimi apostrophises, “O ridicvlous puppet, that leapest out of thy helz
(box), as if 10 say ‘I am the lord of the laad; how loag wilt thoun leap® Abasc
thyself, or they will bend thee, like a bow” (Riuni, Diggn, Ode xxxvi); 1idicu-
lous, because “Whosu Ik pot escaped 7rom (self)will. no will hath he" (ibid.,
Ode xur). Here “Uiey™ refers to the cormrary pulls of the affectens, instnes, likes,
and dislikes 5y which the animal man, by no means selfmoving, “is dragged
this way or thai,” w good or evil as the case mzy he (Plate, Laws G440, echoed
in Hermes, Lib. xvi.14). Cf. Atistorle, De anima wiio (4333), “Appetite prodnces un.
accounwable (repd rév Loyopdy) movemert: for dmflupia ¢ 2 kinc of appetits, and
reason (woiic) is never wreng”

We, in fact, resent the mechanistic iaterpretation of our individuality only be
cause we identify our being with the “litdz self” of the pupper, and not with thar
of the Great Self of the Puppetesr, Maa, Per swa diffelte . . . cd in affaunoe cambis
URCSIQ isa ¢ dolee gioro (Dante, Puvgatorio xxvIILgs, 96) ) What is really meant
o be Goac's toy and dancs accordingly is to heve made Ilis will cur own; to play
~ith him on he stage rather than for oursclves; and at the samwc time to share his
poIng of view who looks on from shove, or fram the stalls, vr [rom e sidebiues
Eccording to the metaphor); to have bzcome no loger e vicums, but the
$Pectators of our own fare.

[D. B. Maedenald, Hebrew Philosophical Gentus, p. 135, cbserves that “the ouppers
e self-conscious and have a certain chivice s w whick cord they will allow o
t}raw them." The choice lies Letween the life of ‘nstinct and the “reasonable”
¥ard Adyor) life; bas in saying (s we must remember thar when Plate savs
Stided by Reeson™ he means “doing the will ¢f God” and not a merely common
fense or pragmatic “hehevior”; we mein by “raason” whar de zalls “spinion.”]
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B4, 8oz, 8og). Plate’s otherwise-minded “philosopher” who, having made
the ascent and seen the light, returns to the Cave to take part in the life
of the world (Republic vy is really an awvargra (“one who has gone
down again™), cre who could say with Krishna: “There is naughe in
the Three Worlds [ have need to do, nor znything I have not gotren tha-
I might get, vet I participate in action. . . . Just as the ignorant, beirg
artached to ac:ions, act, evea so should the Comprehensor, being unat-
tached, also act, with a vicw to the maintenance of order in the world”
(BG mmaz-35).* It is in the same connection of ideas that the word lida
appezrs for the first time in the Brahma Sitra, 11...32, 33, na prayuje
nawwit, lokavat fu lilgkaivalyam, “Brahma's creative activity is not under
taken by way of any nesd on his part, but simply by wav of sport, in
the common sense af the word.™

The emphasis is, we realize, elways upon the idea of a “pure” activity
that can properly be described as “playful” because the game is playsd,
not as “work” is ardinarily performed, with a view to secure some end
essential o the worker’s well-being, but exuberantly; the worker works
for what he needs, the plaver plays because of what he is. 'L'he work is

+To complete the parallel, it should bz borne in mind thar “cne’s own norm,
the work appoinred by ons’s own nature” (svadharma . . . svabhdvaniymam karma,
K xvitiq7) corresponds exactly to that “doing of what it is by nataze one’s own o
do (b favrod mpdrrey, katd o)’ thar Plaro miakes his type of “justics,” and
alse terms “sanity” (Repwhlic 433, Charmides 187, aic).

3 Whareas Plutarch (Meraliz 3g3er) was rather shocked by the notion of Goc's
playtulness implied in flsed xv.355-365, where Phozbus Apollo bridges a most and
casts down ¢ wall, and we are told that thie was child’s play fer 1'm to do. He
thinks irreverert to say that “the God indulges in this game {madd) constantly,
molding {uAdrror) the world that dees not (vet) exist and undoing (dmoifor)
it again when it has come into being. For on the contrary, insofar as he i in some
way presear in the world, by this his prescnec does he bind together (oudel) its
substance and prevail over its corporal weakneoss, which tends towards corruption.”
Plutarch did not see that these works of creation, prescrvation, and destruction are
of the very sssenge of the divine vperation; the lile of any vaec creatare, and finally
of the world iwself, lasting only for so Iong as He ranains with it and anil “he
Spiri- returns to God whe gave it

[In this citation from Plutarch guwdei refers to the gipSeopes hy which all chings
are strung together within themselves and also conmected with the Sun, as rhe
lirnbs of a puppet are strung :ogether and attached to the manipulator’s hand. We
cannot deal herc with this aspect of the thread-spirit doctrine, except to refer to
th= “stralght line like a pillar sxtended from zbove throughout Hezven anc Earth,”
of wlhich Plaic says that this was the “fastening of Heaven™ (o dr8eopor 105 obpavol
Republic 6162), and to point out thet dds shell of *light® that “comprises-and-con-
trols the whole revolving circuit™ (cf. Rimi, Mashnani v2345) is e raditdonal
Axis Mundi (Skr. skembka), properly described as 2 shafr of light]
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laboricus, the playing hard; the work exhausting, but the game a recrea-
rion. The best and most Goc-like way of living is to “play the game.”
And before we relinquish chese genesal cousiderations, it should be
realized that n traditional socictics all thosc actual games and per-
formances that we now regard as merely secular “sports™ and “shows”
are, strictly speaking, ritss, to be participared in only by initiates; and
that under these conditions proficiency (Aazialam) is ncver a mercly
ph}rsical skill, but also a “wisdom” (oogia, of which the basic sence is
precisely “expertise”). And sa extremes meer, work becomirg play, and
play work; to Live accordingly is to have sccn “action ia inaction, and
juaction in zetion” (BG 1v.8), to have risen above the batte, and so to
remain unaffected by the consequences of acriar (BUJ 1v.q.23, 4. Up. 5.
RG w7, elc), the actions being no longer “mine” but the Lord’s (JUB
152, BG mors, etc.), to whom they “do not cling” (KU var, MU .2,
BG .14, etc.).

The notion of a divine “playing” occurs repeatedly in the Rg Veda.
Out of twenty-eight occurrences of £#7, to “play” (in varicus senses), and
related ad’ectives, we cite w0y kridur mebho ne manfoyuh, “disport-
ing, like a liberal chief, thou goest, Soma,” 1x.86.44 where “Scra, even as
Ahi, creeping forward frem his inveterated skin, flows like a prancing
(Rrilun) steed,”® x.3.5, where Agni’s Jumes are (e “playful vnes™ (4ri-
dumat), and x59.6 where, with rospect to his dual operation, ab intra
and ab erira, unmanifested and evident, Agni is described as “not play-
ing, and pleying” {akrilan krilan). Tt is ohvinuas that Agai is choughe of as
“playtul” inesmuch as he “flarcs up and dics down" (we ce Arsyati #f ca
Arsyasi, AB 1, 4), and that the designation of his tengues as the “f:ckerers”
(Zr.’!‘c?yamﬁmiﬁ) in Mund. U>. 124 corresponds o their designarion as the
“playful ones” in RV %.3.5. At the same tinic Agni is constantly spoken of
as “licking” (ri#, lik) whatever he loves or devours; for example, *Agni
licks ar (pari . . . rithan) his mother’s mantle (of forest trees) and . . .
15 ever licking (rerfhat sudi, RV 1.1409),” and “as with his tongue he
Laoves, he continually licks (reribyaze) his mother” (x.4.4).

The idea of a divine play ar dall'ance is fully represented in the Upani-
sads and the Bhagavad Gitg, but the word lZ does not vecur, and grzd
appears enly in CU viriz, where the incorporeal Spirit (afarira dtman)
1s thought of as “aughing, playing (A#2dan) and raking its pleasure,” and
MU v, where “thc Uriversal Spirit (wifedtman), Unlversal Creslor,

® Agni’s flames are compared to mettlecd horses in RV 1.5,
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Universal Iajover, Universal Lile” is also “:he Universal Lord of sport
and pleasure” (vifvakridiratiprabhini)™ in which he perticipates without
heing movec, heing at peace with himself (fdntatman).

It is cleur from whar has been cited above that we mighr as l=gitimately
speak of a Soma-fridd or Agni-kridé or Atma-kridé or Brahma-sili as
we do of a Buddha-lilz or Krsna-lili. The expression Buddha-fil4d oc-
curs in the Jatzkas® e.g., 154, where it is said hy the gods that “it will be
given to us to behold the Bodhisatta’s (Gautama Buddha’s) infinite
Buddha-##4a and to hear his word.” The rendering of %4a here and in
the PTS Dicriarary hy “grace” is far too weak; the grace of the Buddha's
virtuosity (keselene) Is ceriainly imolied, but the direct reference is w
his “wonderful works”; the Buddha's [#kg is, like Brahma's 74, the
man‘festation of himself in act. Elsewhers in the Jatakas we Gnd the
word #4, in the expression flavilasa (] vs and 157); lilz-aravinda oc-
curs 'n Verduavatthu Anthakatha 43 [E. R, Gooneratne, ed., Loadon, 1885
(P'TS)]. If, now, we had only the word /il to consider, the deriva-
tion from 54 (rik) 10 “lick™ would suffics to confirm our view thar it
was the “playing” of Agn’s flames that from the beginning afforded a
naturzl support for the notion of a divine “slaying.” But while we havs
not thie siightest doubt as regards the connecrinn of ideas, it would be
impossible to derive the squivalent &g from the same root, Lild must be
connected with lélay, “to flare” or “flicker” or “Hame,” a stem that is like
li12 itself post-Vedic; and rhis can ha-dly be anyrthing bur a reduplicated
form of %, to “cling.” A scmantic development from “cling” to “play”
would not be inconceivable if we stress the erotic senses of the Sanskrit
words. On rthe other hand, as the Sr. Perershurg Dicriorary says, #ld
has often been regarded as a corcuption of #rida. We shall only suggest
that the root is actually %, but that the form of the word i#4 may have
been assimilared o that of the equiva’ent &rida.

This brief discussion will leave us fres to consider the very interesting
uses of the verb leléy. We have already cited leliyamdangh qualifying Ag-
ni’s “tongues.” In Mund. Up. 12.2, vada lelayate by avcif is “as soon as
the point of flame burns upward” A natural developmenr is found in

7 This i¢ virtally identical with BU w.z.13, where we are also reminded that
“mer. beaold his oleasuring (drésmens), bur see nor Him.”

*T cannot trace thz DhA references given by the PTS Dictionary.

¥'V'he PTA Dictianary makes fi4 mean “polish,” Hnr thig iz at the most 2 deriva
tive sense; the primary meanings are fo “lick,” and in this sense “kiss.”
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Evet. Up. 1118, hamso leldyate behth, “omrwardly hovers the Gander,”
ie, the Lozd (prabhuft), the Person, Spirit (éman), Brahma as Sun-
bird; this “hovering” being evidently another way of referring to the
Gander’s “enjoyments” dsscribed in BU 1v.3.12-14. In the same conrext
(BU 1v.3:7), this Spirit, Person, and Intellectual Light of the Ileart, as
he moves to and from that world and this, remcining himszlf ever the
same, is said to seem now ro cartemplare, and naow to haver or visibly
shimmer ot burn (dhvdvazi ‘v leliyati 'va), to be “asleep” or o be
“,wake.” It is. then, of the motion and effects of Fire, Light, and Spirit
that leldy czn be predicated.

We must deal next with ¢ sesies of texis in which the Sun, or solar
Indra, or Siman, or Urgitha identdfied with the Sun or Fire, is said to
Aame aloft or overhead. In JUR 145.1-6, the solzr Indra “born here again
as a Rsi, 2 maker of incantazions (mantrakri), for the keeping (gupryar)
of the Vedas,™ when he comes as the Udgitha “ascends from here to
the world of heavenly light (ita evordhvas svar udeid) and burns over-
head (apari mardianv lelivai’); end one should know that ‘Indra hach
come.” "™ In the samec way in JUB 1513, the S2Zman, havirg been ex-
pressed (srszam) as the Son of Sky and Earth, “came forward there and
stood flaming” (ieldyad arsrhar). Again, in JUB 155, wheze the Sun
(“He who burns yonder™) has been born of Being and Nonbeing, Siman
and Rg, etc,, it is said that “He burns aloft (uparistdt — upari mirdhnas),
the Siman ser ahove.” Bur at first “he was unstable, it seemed (adArave
iwa), he did no: flame, it scemed (aleldyad dva’, he did rot burn aloft”
(nordhvo “tapat)*? Only when made firm by tae gods did he burn up-
wards, hitherward and crosswise (ie, shire from the center in the six
dircetions, being hirsell the “seventh and best ray”y, What is said n
JUB 14546, citcd above, is repeated with reference to the “Breath”
(prdna), identified with tae solar Herdsman of RV Le4.31, cf. AA

‘ 1Tt will be undersioad that Agni and Indra are just 25 much “resonances” as
_-llghtﬁ,“ and thar the ‘licking” of Agni's flames is also rheir “crackling” ar “sing.
ng.” The Sun himself “sings” as much as he “shines” and this finds expression
in ke verb are, meaning either to “sing” or to “shine,” or perhaps rather both
1onz (verbum et luv convertuntury; of, Coomaraswamy, “The Sun-Kiss,” 1040, N, T2,
:f'fg*’-"-?jm.’m is literally “advent™ cf “Tathigatha
; Alelayar 1 take to be an cxample of the negative verb, wlidh the sense requires
In the present ecomrext [Otherwise, “only flickered, and did not glow”: cf. TS
‘:’(—5-4.2 and vir.3.10.4, “did not thine,”] With na . . . aapa, cf. $B 1v.56.5, wher= alio
at frst the Sun did not shine” (n2 A 2@ eso'gre tatapa).
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m1.6; the Breath, accordingly, upari mardine lelgvat (JUB mz7.7).
In JUB 11.4.1, this same “Breath” is called the controlling flame-pointed
Udgitha” (vedf diptdgra wdzitho ya: pranah), :nd w43, “Verily, ‘flame-
pointed’ becomes his renown who is a Comprehensor thereof.®

Now it appears that while :n dizimis (adhidevatan:) “overhead” will
mean “in the sky,” with reference to a given person here helow (adhy-
grmazm) it wil mean just overhead. We find accordiagly in tae Lalitu
Vistara (1, p. 3) that when the Buddha is in samidhi “a Ray, called the
‘Ornament of the Light of Gaosis' (figndlogalankdiram nama vafmih),
proceeding from the opening in the cranial prowuberauce (wsnisevive
réntardt)y® plays above his head” (upariszin mirdhnal . . . cacira).
This is manifestly the iconographic prescription unds:lying the repre-
sentation of & (lame that s made to rise frum the top of the head in so
many of the later Buddha figurcs, The Seddiarma Pundarike [tr. IL
Kern, Oxford, 1884] (text p. 457) asks: “By reason of wha: gnosis (j7d-
na) is it thar the Tathigatha's cranial protuherance (mardhnyusnisa)
shines (eebhaz() " The answer to this is given partly above, and more
generally in BG xw.rr: “When there i gnosis, light shines forth (pra-
kala upajdvate jAdnam yadd) from the orifices of rhe hody, then be ir
known that ‘Being has matured’ * (zrddham satevan), i.e, thar the man
has “become what he 15”7 [ch 8t. Themas Aquinas, "Bodily refulgence
is matural in 2 glorified body . . . but miraculous in a naturzl body,”
Sum. Theol. 111.c5.2c]. Before goiag on to the last step we must make
allusion to another well-known context in which a Hlame appears “over-
head.” Dipak Raga is famed as a melody that is literally an illumination
and tha: may consume the singer in its fame; in the Hindi text it is said
that “Dipak disoorts (%éli karata = &ridati), Dinak is a king, who dis-
plays the fullness of beauty, and unon whaose head there shines a flickering
{lame (bipala bijoti mestuke uiiydi).”" Now, bearing i mind dat the
Sanctus Spiritus is the “intellectual light,” Meister Eckhart’'s “tinkelin

3 Ct. Plato, Svmposiem 197s, where those whom Love inspires are “beacon lights.”

14Tt i5 unnecessaty to discuss here whether wmisz alreacy means (a5 we have
assumned) “cranial protuberance,” or sdll mean: “turban.” In either case it I from
the top of the heac that the lighr proceeds. A close paralled to the wording in J
v.37€, where the deity of the royal vmbrdla ermerges from ar opening in its finial
(caastapindikavivaraty nikkhamits). We have already pointed out that pindike
corresponds to rspase as “cranial protuberance” {of. Ceomaraswamy, “Some Tali
Words,” s.v. Pindaka [in this volumc—en.]},

% Bcc Coomaraswamy, “Dipak Riga,” 1924-1625, p. 20. In some representations of
this Riga -hc singcr stands in a pool of water for grzatzr safety. For Dipak Riga
sce also Sheikh Chilli, Fofk-telzs of Hindwsivn {Alalubad, 1913), pp. 118, 125
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der séle,” and that Fire is the principle of Speech,*® a rernarkable parallel
to some 0° the foreguing contexts can be cited [rom Acts 2:3-4, where
the Spirit appears to the Apostles in the form of “cloven tongues oz fire
and it sat upon each of them. And they . . . began to speak with other
tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance.”

We have been able to trace, accordingly, not only the continuity and
universality of the notion of the divine activity thought of as a kind of
game and dalliance, but also to recognize in the “play” of a flickering
flame or vibrant ligh: the adequate symbol of :his cpiphany of the Spirit.

20 [“Fire, breuning speech, occupied the monly” {agnér vag Shutvd mukbam pro-
wita, AA maz2), “abidivg i beings as Spoech iu Lhe speaser” (AV axrg). It is Liue
that all the powers of the soul (pranak) are "measures of fire,” nevertheless, when-
ever rhe correspondences are perticularized, Speech corresponds to Fire, Vision
the Sun, ete, {e.g. SF x3.3.8).]
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