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oontentioua.

- This is a otudf‘of_Remooﬁuanoyéoipartioipetion in the
deyelopment ot‘ﬁinduireligioue thought;.lt is an:ettempt-to,under‘,
stand Hindu:religioue'thought thtouon\the writings of hammohun Roy.
by examining why 80 mu_b/of what he saiq. wrote, an&'did was

Coe T : o
‘It ham been customary, in studies of Rammoh Roy‘e&reliaious

" thought, to, concent:atelon his oppoeition.tO'the use jof images in
“worship. This emphasis has made it appear that Ra hun Roy's most
‘subetantial contribution to the development of Hin i\ religious

. thought has been to draw ettention to polytheism and image worship, -

+

and to make it clear that these do not represent the best’ expressionsﬂ
of Hindu theology and worship.
That issue forms part of this study, but this study is .

conslderably broader. - It discusses Rammohun Roy's theological position’.

“both in terms of the‘polytheiem‘hhich he‘oppoeed end the monotheism

whioh he supported. But it includes more than his theological
position. It analyzes the authority upon which he based his theoloqy.
That discussion has two dimensiona: firetly there is.Rammohun Roy's

criticism of what he perceivel] to be the accepted basis ‘of authority, .

" and secondly therelis his suggestion for a moxe adequate basis of

'authority. 'Thia Etudy also analyzes the debates which Rammohun Roy

A
hed with BotMe of his contemporaries about the qualifioations which

were expected of thoge involved in theologioel discussion.

Thia atudy indicetea that Rammohun Roy's religious thought

IR t1



et

PO R N

o’

was contcntious in.manf.areas. and that the_theolooipai issucsiuerc"
g not necsssariiy the most contentious; In fact, itﬁislﬁiSIeauing'to
“mtudy the debates betwcen Ramnohun Roy and th contemporaries in
_purely theological terms, since that fails to account for the vehemence
of Bome of the oppOSition uhich he encountered. The mogt contentious
: liasues between Rammohun Roy ano soée of his contemporaries were not
_dofinitions'of God. but qusstions about peopls 8 capacity ta benefit_
trom theoloqical discussions‘and questions about-the'quaiifications
expected of those who engaged in such discussions.

The study suggests that in this situation theological :
debate was. contentious as much because oE ths cOntext in which it
"occurrss as becauSe.of the actuai theological positions enunciated 15‘
tnc debate. It-sugchts that the'ﬂistinctions between.the_insidsr'
;nd outsider, initiato-and uninitiatc.'and qualified and unqualified
are distinctions of great importance in religious discussion, and

-
that i€ the implicit boundaries betwaen these categories are dis-
‘regarded, serious disagreement will result. The study concludss
" that Rammohun Roy chiallenged the traditional boundaries between
7

these categories, and that this challenge was the most important‘

. reason for the opposition'to him.
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- to the 1ives of others.

Soon after we arrived in Calcutta Ramen Majumdar began to
‘b
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he wanted us to‘feelPat home in Caléutta. Several months later

. ' Amalendu Chakravarty helped me with some translatlons of difficult .

-

Bengali materials. During the 1ast several months in India Tridib

. . 4

. Ghose helped me to pnderstand many- of the religious°texts which T e 4i;
- . was stugying; His inteyLsts ete so wide and-ipllively that ‘I learned | )
—\\‘frdm hlm e#erftﬁing froh whefe/té flnd used 5ooks at'gooé ptiées, to,

. the difference between the respect given to a E urohit and a éaneit.n

In Dquas Odtario Dr. Satyendranath Banergee helped me to translate o &

\ and understand one of Rammohun Roy's essays, and in d01ng 50 he .

K

proved the truth of. the adages about the Bengalis' love for their own’

il

 culture. These men were invaluable in allowing me to.deal with .

Bengali sources with greaterfeaeenand accuracy. . They_also‘ o )
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A Note on Transliteration ';mafpom, ' -

i‘have‘made some acaptations of spelling, transliteration,
and form which will be evident in what follows, but a brief indication
".of;these adaptations mag be nelpfui here. |
‘ Sanskrit wordehhave been.transliterared according-tof
ncustomary conuentions; In the transllteration of Bengali words,_
however, I have used some variations. The dlstinction between
ba and va is hardly recognized in Bengali speaking and writing,
and I have uaed either according to which is most common in' a particular
word in current'ﬁengali usage.

1 have chosen not to u_s'e diacritical marks in the spelling
:of personal names of Inaians who lived auring the:last two centuries,
even though I have retained these marks for the ancient writers and
comentators who are‘referred to herc. I do thisrlargeig because
. many of'the{nanes of recent Indians nave Been‘somewhat Anglicized
> in spelling; and it is incongruous to use dlacritical marks in such |
| a form Most of the recent figures whose names are known in their
Sanskritized form are well enough known that there will not be any
'confusion about their identity because of this omission of diacr;tical
~ marks. I_have chosen to consiatently Anglicize the spelling of
Calcutta in footnotes and bibliograhy,geuen tﬁough some of the
Bengali sources have rendereo it as Ka;ikﬁfi.__I have'also not used

viii



diacritical marks in‘the'names ofﬁpnbiisners, since most of these are,

well—known in an Angllcized form

-

When I have referred to Rammohun Roy's wrltings as_ ind1vidua1

pamphlets, I haVe treated them as separate publications and underlined

them (e g. A Defence of Hindoo Thelsm}, but when I have referred to

them in their‘present published.form,I have treated them as items in -
. . e ’ -

a collection (e.g. " A Defence of Hindoo Theism ", Works, Part II,
i ) . 13 .

pp- 81-93.).

(W)
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Introduction

More has been written about Rammohun Roy® than about any other

Indian who lived'durihg the first half of the nineteenth century. The

aﬁt ntion whichAhe has received has prompted some scholars tn suggest
nha it is now time for more research to be done on other Indians nho
woere \his ¢ontemponnries.2 There were, for example( other Bengalis yho
‘were {nflﬁe ial ;ﬁd pnoninent during and after Rarmohun's 1ife.-

Dwarkanath Tagor\e\‘,3 the father of Debendranath and the grandfather of

Rnbindranath was a dominant influence in early Indo-British commercial
-
=

: . P
lfnnmmohun Roy" ia the spelling which he used when signing his

name in English, and therefore that spelling is used here. The Bengali
spelling, if transliterated, is "RAmmohan Ray". g
. In~this study he will regularly be referred to as "Rammohun",
to conformto the customary Indian use of his name. Some famous Indians
have come to be referred to by their family name, while some have come
to be referréd to by their given name. Rabindranath Tagore, the great
Bengall poet of the nineteenth and twentleth centuries, is commonly
known as Tagore, while his father Debendranath Tagore 1s known. as Deben-
dranath. Currently, in Bengal, if one speaks of Roy, this is taken to
refer to Manabendra Nath Roy (M.N. Roy), the twentleth century Communist
nationalist . -

-

21 became acutely aware of this sentiment several weeks after my

arrival in India in 1971.. An America scholar of the Bengal Renaissance
told me cquite pointedly that there was far too much already written on
Rammohun, and that my time in India-would be better spent if I did re-
search on some of the less known Indians of the nineteenth century. |

31794—1846. Dwarkanath was wealthy and especially prominént dur-"
ing the years following Rammohun’s.departure to England (1830-46).

-
oy v
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relationshipe, .and a patron of numerous cnuaea. ﬁndhakantn Deb4 used
the prestige of hla family to aupport various educational programmoa,

~

_newspapers, and cultural associationa; Mrituni;y vidyalankar provideﬁ
an indispensable service as an instructor in ﬁﬁe épilege of Fort William,
"in Calcutta, and later-as a pandit attached to the Supreme Court. Yet
thesa men, and many others like tﬁem, have by and large been nelegated.
to footnotes in the etuéies of early nieeeeenth eentﬁry India, and the

main direction of such studiea has been determined by the life and

activities of Rammohun Roy. ' __— 0

m

41784,—1867. Radhakanta was a member of the old and wealthy Sobha-
bazar family. He was instrumental in the development of Hindu College,
the Calcutta School Society, the Calcutta School Book Society, and the
Hindu Charitable Institution. His support made possible the. publication
of a Bengali encyclopedic dictionary called Sabda-kalpadruma between
1818 and 1851. He was ‘also a founding member of the Dharma Sabha, a
soclety of Indiars which was formed originally (1830) to petition the
British crown for the reinstitution of sntI (the concremation of widows).
For information about Radhakanta one must ultimetely depend upon Jogesh
Chandra Bagal, Rajd RiadhAkidnta Deb (4th ed.; Calcutta: Bangiya Sahitya.
Parighat, 1951). For a brief list of Radhakanta's involvement in various
organizations, see Sushil Kumar De, Bengali Literature in the Nineteenth
Century (2nd ed., Calcutta: ~Firma K.L. Mukhopadhyay, 1962), pp. 552-55.

~

5176241819. De} pp. 182-203 provides a brief outline of Vidyal-
ankar's life, as well as a description and evaluation of his literary
contribution. Vidyalankar was especially helpful to William Carey,  the
British Baptist misaionary, during his years of work on Bengali and
Sanskrit literature.

Shis is notlceably true in the best-known English works on the

. hineteenth century in Bengal. Nemai Sadhan Bosg# The Indian Awakening
and Bengal (Calcutta: Firma K.L. Mukhopadhyay,” 1969) has a chapter om.
Rammohun but only scattered references to these men; similarly Amitabha
Mukherjee, Reform and Regeneration in Bengal, 1774-1823 (Calcuttat: Rab-’
Indra Bharatl University, 1968) and Bimanbehari Majumdar, Histoxry of
Indian Social and Political Ideas (Calcutta: Bookland Private Limited, .
1967} . ' '

One exception to thie genéral'tendency is axabinea-Poddar,
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) Although it is unfortunate that other fiédroa have been hnglucted

because of the'nttcntidn given to Rammohun, it is dnderstandable;. Most

m

L

- of the othof'tigufoﬁ wh&rﬁo;e prominent iq;early-ninot@onth éentqry
India are noteworthy becauso‘btlthoir‘nccbmplishmants:in one or two. ;
-i. areas of lifp.‘ Dwnrknﬁnih:chnﬁb involved inrmnny ;ulturalfactivihiéa;
but he remainqd-essontiglly an_entrepenoﬁr; Radhakanty was #undamanﬁallf
a cultured patfon: Mrituniay was basically‘a ;chélar. 'But_anmohuﬁ'é
activit;as';ovﬁpcd'Q_wido range, and in many of these he was the moét

‘active, the most prominont‘participaﬂt. He was one of the first Indians
to set up his own press and publiah both occasioral parmiphlets and books
as well as roguiar nowdpape:§.7 He was the f£first, qnd'always tho moét .

L]

prominent, Indian to become involved 1n-tho“campnign for the nbolihion

f"

!

8 continuedRenaissance in Bengal: Quests and Confrontations, .
1800-1860 (Simla:  Indian Institute of Advanced Study, 1970) who has a
short chapter {(pp. 75-83) on Radhakanta Deb, But even in his]study“'
Radhakanta is studied in the light of Eammohun . ) :
; |

7anmohun's press was known as the Unitarian Press, established

in 1823. He started the press, at least partially, as a means- of insur-

ing that his opinions on Christian theological questions and his defence
. .of Vedinta would be published. Until this time he had heen debating

these kinds of issues in pamphlets published by the Baptist .Mission Press

in Calcufta, but in 1823 the Press refused to print his pamphlets, and to .

‘ghihaure publication he purchased and set up his own preoss. See Sophia
_ Dobson Collet,. The Life and Letters of Raja Rammohun Roy (3rd ed., Cal-
' cutta: Sadharan Brahmo Samaj, 1962), p. 157.
' Rammohun's newspapers were not published at his own press, in
fact; both of his newspapers were begun before he even had ‘his own press.
_His Bengali newspaper, the Sambad Kaumudl, was first published on Decem-
ber 4, 1821. It was not the first Bengali weakly to be published, nor.
was it the first to be published by a Bengali: See Collet, pp. 167-171,
204-5. Rarmohun's Persian newspaper, the Mirat-ul-hkhbar, was published
from 1822-1823, and he closed it in protest against the Government Fress
Regulations ©f 1823. Sea, Collet, pp. 167, 171-74, 182-83.

-
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of the practico of satI (tho concromation of widows) . Hérwns}'in tha

onrly yoars of tha ninntaanth cnntury, the most articulato Indian to -
-.protost hgainat British adminiatrntivu injustices 9 He was one of the

'moat activo Indians of hia timo in promoting a broadly based educational .

ayatum which wquld 1ncorporntn aspacta of both Indian and Europenn know-

lodgo.lo Ha was the lnader in tho translntion ‘and diatribution of tradi-

.-tionnl roligious texts, the focus of numerous roligious.controversies,

and a spokesman for tho defence of Indian.roligion:againat_the attacka ofi

BHO published pamphlots against this‘skhctice from 1818-1832t;n
both Bangali and English. During the last years of his life he wasg in
England, and while there he argued ‘frequently and consistently in d¢fence
of the abolition of satl as had been ldgislated in 1829. See Collet,
Pp. 251-266, 346, 537. o N ' :

b o .

' 9Rammohun 8 most famous protest was against the Press Ordinance
issued on March 14, 1823, The Ordinance demanded that all newspapers
and periodicals required a licence from the Governor-General in Council.
In practico this amounted to censorship, and Rammohun closed the Mirat-

_ ul-Akhbar in protest. He also prepared a memorial for presentation to

the government, and that memorial has become somathing of a classic in
Indian nationalist writing. It is reprinted in Collet, pp. 423-54.

Rammohun also protested the Jury Act which became effective in
1827, because this act distinguished between the justice ‘appropriate
for Christiana and non-Christians. He submitted a written protost in
1828. See Collet, PP . 266-69. : :

I

10For a brief account of this, see Collet, pp. 183—93. In recent’
years there has been some controversy. about the exact role of Rammohun
in the establishment of Hindu College, one of the major educational in-
stitutions begin in-the early nineteenth cent in Calcutta. This
apecific discuasion hag implications for the gf%éder evaluation.of
Rammchun's place in the renaissance of the ninetéenth century. Those
issues are not relovant to thia discussion, but they may be found con-
clsely stated in Ramesh Chandra Majumdar, On Rammohun Roy (Calcutta: The
Aslatic Society, 1972). The discussion of Rammohun's role in the eatab—
liahmant of Hindu College is on pp. 20-39.

For an earlier defence of his involvement with the Hindu College,

see Prabhatchandra Gangopadhyay, Rimmohnna P:asanga (Calcutta: Sadharan

' Brnhmo Samaj. 1947), Pp. 2, 63.



'thslmissionsriss.ll- During the last years of his 1ife in England he
_rsprssontsd Indian interests before the Select Conndttee of the Houss
of COmmons which was considering the rsnswsl of the Chartsr of ths East
lIndis Company.%z‘ o ', S - B ’ .
| In view-of this wide xange of activities, it is not surprising
thst much of whatﬁhss been written about Rammohun has been 1sudstory.
As if his‘contributions were not enough to-gnarantse-him a place of
honour in the nistory'of Indiar'hs has‘ssmstimss been credited, with
) sct?fitfys in which hs had little or no paxrt; in other instances ‘iis
role has been inordinatsly magnified whils that.gf his collsborators-
has besn unjustly diminishsd. In rscentf&sars thig tsndency has been
noted by some scholnrs. and they have attempted to clarify the histori-

icsl racord. 13 Untortunately. some of their sfforts have been" attacked

©

11Host accounts of his life focus on these publications and con-
troversies. 'A list of the publications of Rammohun is included in -
‘Collet, pp. 525-41.. Short summaries and evaluations of his writings may
be found in De, Pp: 515-25, 528-34, 543~45. Even a cursory reading of a
list of Rammohun's publications will demonstrate that many of his writ-
ings were translations of traditional religious texts, and that many ,
. other of hie writings were polemics agalnst Hindu and Christian opponents,
Mukhsrjss, PP. l25—202'providss a lgngthy discussion of this material.

: 12?0: details on these act vitiss, see -Collet, pp. 302 -55,
. especlally pp. 316-22 335-41, 346%47, 35)-55. '

13 Hsjuﬁg;rﬁs book On Rammohun pr is the best example of this.
When he presented the lectures upon which the book is based, there was
a vory lively discussion. He made it clear that vhat he was trying to

8 to clarify the record, not to criticize Rammohun. He sajd that R

as an YMiistorian he opposed the tendency to credit Rammohun with cextain
- accomp ishments simply because Rammohun was the kind of person who might.
have begen involved in such activities. His ‘analysis of Rammochun's
asgociation with Hindu College is such an issue.

What Najumdar protests sgsinst in his book is illustrated wsll

!
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by.thoge who ;egard such efforts as'ﬁtéempts toAQQniqrate ;he cont?i—
% . o UL
" putions of Ramnohun tp_:nd;an‘life;?4- |
- The exaégération of Rammohyn's contributions has ﬁad ﬁhreer‘
results for the study of modern Indian ﬁistory; .In the first‘ﬁlgéé,;it

Has resulted in the chnractgiization=o£'the‘aighteenth céntury in India

’ g'.aq a "dark age". Many scholars. wheﬁ wfiting about eighteenth century

India, and Bengal in particular, have begun their)accounts with a dismal
portrait of religious and social life. Benoy Go 1 Ray, for example,

writes as'folloﬁs:
!

Bighteenth century saw Bengal in a decadent stage. The whole
countxy was steeped in_superstitious adherence to dead religious
forms and_debasing pragticea of idolatry . . . ‘Brahmin priests
made their living on the ignorance of the masses. . . . Social
vices such ap the Suttee, throwing of children into the Ganges,
Z;ng7 female infanticide were given religious sanction’and the

ignorant masses were driven to believe and practise them . . .

: 4
13 cqntinuedin the preliminary issue of the Bi~centenary Number

of The Indian Messanger. There, in a summary of an earlier article by
Ramanmanda Chatterjee, Rammohun. is credited with favouring the remarriage
of child-widows, favouring inter-caste marriage, and opposing child-
marriage. Yet even £ that article it is clear that his favour toward
the remarriage of child widows is drawn from a rumour which spread while
he was in England, his approval of inter-caste marriage is based upon
some remarks he made to defend himself against the charge of having an
unacceptable mistress, and his opposition to child marriage is based
upon nothing more ‘than the assumption that a man of 'his chivalry would

. have seen the evil effects of this practice on women. “See the summary
baesed on Ramananda Chatterjee, "Rammohun Roy as a Social Worker", The

Indian Messanger, LXXXX (May 21, 1972), 57-587

. N . . . C. ’ '\.\ -

" 14Noat,o£ these attacks. took place at'samlnara\oﬁ\nnmmohun which
were held throughout India during 1972, the official bi¥pentenary of his
birth, and in newspapers. See for example the following; "Letters to the
. Editor": Dilip Kumar Biswas, "Letters to the Editor", The . Statesman’
(Febryary 17, 1972); Nirmal Mukherjee, "Latters to the Editox", The
Statesman, (February 24, 1972); Sudhansumohan-Banerjee.1“Létters to the
Editor", The Statesgman, {November 13, 1972).. E




The cgrruption and derneracy of the priesthood reached its
peak. ‘

\ ' ’ . o

-

One of the most dramatic ‘statements of this.opinion occurs in the opening

paragraph of Saumyendranath Tegore's Raja Rammohun Roy-

It was indeed the darkest period in modern Indian history

014 society and polity had crumbled and the ruins of ‘an old
soclal orxder lay scattered on all sides. As yet there was

no force which could clear the debris and there was no
Attempt made to rebuild on the ancient foundations. ' Dead tradi-
tions, fossilised customs and irrational bigotry had choked the
life-stream of the nation. Knowledge had been lost It was a
period of unrelenting darkness.16 :

HNemai Sadhan Bose says that "the eighteenth century, particularly the
| later half of it, was gne of the darkest ages in the long and eventful
-‘history'of Indie.“17 AThese‘dreary characterizations are not without
some‘foundetion, for the politicaiu&nd‘eponomie life of India was cer-
tainly in a transitional stage during the.Eighteenth century. The later
.Hoghul emperors ne longer had the power or ability to rule the territory

which vas nominally still under thedir- control, and the British had yet

to consolidnte their‘newly acquired power.nnd territory into anything

7
15
ketan: Visva-Bharati, 1965), p. 1 M -

1GSaumyendranath Tagore, Raja Rammohun Roy {(New Delhii ~Sahitya :
nkademi 1966), p. 7. . Such accounts are especially common among writers
who are members of the Brahmo Samaj, since they, understandably, regard
the beginning of thelir movement as ‘the beginning of Indian.spiritual and
cultural regeneration. . See, for example, the standard history of the
" first eighty years of the Brahmo Samaj, Sivanath Sastri, History of the
Brahmo Samaj (Calcutta: R. Chatterji 1911). pp. 1-5.

Bose, p. 1.

Benoy Gopal Ray, Re&igious Movements in Modern Bengal (Santini— o



remotely resembling later British India.18< ' ’

Still, in’ terms of the interests of this study, the eighteenth ’
century wasg not as dark an age as the confused political and economic‘
conditions might suggest. SQCial-and cultural life did not disintegrate.
Religious ideas and practices were not moribund.' In fect, as some.

recent studies of this pericd have demonstrated, many of the themes

which emerged as central in the writings of Rammonun.were present in

' the- eighteenth century.19 ,Those themes became more widely known and

more influential‘during the nineteenth century because of chnngeszo in
the social structure and in theiforms of communication which resulted

from the establishment of British suzerainty, but they -were nonetheless

present during the eighteenth century. ) T

18 Kalikinkar Datta, Survey of India's Social Life and Economic
Condition in the Eighteenth Century (1707n1813) (Calcutta: Firma K.L.

Mukhopadhyay, 196l1), p. v.

-

19Datta, pp. 1-10 makes this point convincingly when describing .
trends in religious thought. Mukherjee, pp.. 125-131, makes the same -
peint when evaluating the religious thought of Rammohun. He points out,
for- example, that during the eighteenth century there were relligious
movements which opposed polytheism, the use of images, and even the
observance of caste requlations. Mukherjee makes the same point in his
.article "The Religious Ferment in Bengal" in Renascent Bengal, The
Asiatic Society Seminar Series -~ I- (Calcutta.‘ The Asiatic Society,

' 1972). pp. 40-41.

-0,

-

0'I'he changes referred to here are the effects of European con-
. tact, the presence of missionaries, the introduction of printing presses
and vernacular newspapers, the’ growth of an urban class whose,wealth and
interests were identified largely with European concerns, and the redis-

. covery by both Europeans ‘and Indians of* the classical cultural heritage

of India.  Two interesting sources dealing with some aspacts of this
issue are Pradip Sinha, Nineteenth Century Bengal:: Aspects of Social
History (Calcutta: Firma K.L. Mukhopadhyay, 1965} and David Kopf,
British Orientalism and the Bengal Renaissance (Calcutta: Fimma K,L.
Mukhopadhyay, 1969) .. s : Che

.




The exaggeration S{ the decadence of the eighteenth centuty.has
a certain dramatic value,'for it makes the emergenCe'of.Bammohun euen

more startling than it really is. But.such exaggeration has no heuristic

. value. It tends, rather, to camouflage the real and Significant patterns

-

. p. 2, and that Rammohun ".. . . was the herald of India . . ." p

of thought which ‘were continuing to develop even during this period of
[}

political and economic instability : ' ‘iﬁ.. e S i
B T .:a‘:.\,
The second result of exaggerating Rammohun' & contribution to "

modern‘India is the-portrait of Rammohun which-emerges. In many of theg

studies of this period of nistory .Rammohun is described as a ray of
light emerging suddenly from the "midst of - the darkness. n2l He is
regarded as the harbinger of a new age, a. rebel who refused to be bound
by the constraints of the old age, and who, in breaking with the limita-
tions of the past, encountered opposition on ebery side when he tried to
usher in the new age. The implications of this portrait a£§ that ‘ Y e

ﬁammopun'was a reformer who broke from his past, and who, in leading

oraries who were still P cipating in and defending the old age._-
. Most ji,t is\ “9dy will be directed to clarifying this particular
. g
point, and in anticipation of later discussions we will suggest certain

-
! .

2lihis particular phrase is used by Bose, p. 27. 'Similar phrases
are especially common in The Students' Rammohun Centenary Volume (Cal-
cutta: M.C. Sarkar & Sons Ltd., /1934/). Rabindranath Tagore writes that
... . almost all the lights of its[India’'sg]life had betome dimmed." . . ."
In

the same volume, P.G. Bridge, in his article, “The Dynamic in th SOCi
‘Reform Movement Initiated by Raja Ram Mohan Ray", writes metaphérically
about the time before Rammohun as a time in which the sun of righteousness
was clouded and obscured pp. 48-50. Jawaharlal Nehru refers to Rammohun

as a rebel pp. 8l1-82. ' = o ‘

L8



these guestions'within the trsdition: Rammohun s '11bera1' or 'pro-

'orthodox'

arid that he disclaimed even the relatively modest title of "Reformer .

general probiems of . this. portrait here. The dangers of exaggerating the

uniqueness of Rarmohun ' s thought and life are evident in many of the.

- studiesﬁaf his 1ife. These studies generally focus on his opposition to

" satl and image worship, the two most contentious issues in which ne?wds'

involved. But his debates on these questions are generally discussed

only in terms of his immediate-opponents,,rather than in terms of the .

- . .- . v oo
‘various continuing. discussions of these issues within the tradition.

We are led to believe that there were really only two alternatives on

v

-gressive' stance, or his opponents 'conservative' or ‘reactionary'

N »

stance. It is often suggested explicitly or implicitly that Rammohun s

éosition was 'unorthodox' and that his opponents position was

N ‘ |
The dangers of such categorization should be apparent but un-

Y

fortunately these categories allrtoo often provide a convenient short-

hand which can be used to dramatizegthe issues. A ﬁore_ceutious and

careful analysis of the issues reveals that much of’what Rammohun said-

on religious questions had been said before him by people who have never

" been regarded as unorthodox. It is also clear from Rammohun's writings

K

" . that’ he took great pains to’ tase his writings upon the' most. highly

regarded and universally aooepted religious writings of his tradition,

22
“. .-.‘ . ‘ ~

221n Rammohun .Roy, “A Defence of Hindoo Theism" (1817) in Kalidas

Nag and DeBajyoti Burman, The.English Works of Raja Rammohun Roy, Part II

v

* (Calcutta: Sadharan Br Samaj, 1946),.p. 84. Rammohun writes, "In
. none of my writings, nor)in any verbal discussion, have I ever pretended

e L
. [

. .
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/ . . ] . :

We shell see, after<closer ane1YSis, whether'his use of&traditionall'
I : ' .

religious Tritings and concepts was consistent with the central themes N

in the sources upon which he based his arguments, but it is imperative'

f

that such an analysis should not be dependent upon the dlchotomous

framework which we nave Just: descrlbed. )
The third result of exaggeratlng Rammohun s contribution to

modern Indian 1ife has been a carlcatuxe of his opponents. We have

already suggested above that his opponents are often regarded as

"orthodox",-"reactlonary or "conservatlve slnce most -recent histo—.

ricel writing.end thinking regards these categories as pejorative

the portraitnwhich ﬁes energed-has been highly‘unfair to his oppenents.

It is.quite clear from' Rammohun's wrltlngs, from the writings of var-

~

ious people who disagreed with hlm,'and from contem Srary records,

that his opponents were not a unified group.. In fact the only thing

which many of them had in common was the fact that at somelpoint in

N

thelr livee they opposed Rammohux on a partlcular issue.. Tﬁe issues

-
-

ranged £from the nature of Brahman to the proprlety of having Muslim
eSsociates. The style of opp051tion ranged from careful, 1engthy
. theologibal-pamphlets to short, angry letters to Calcutta newspapers.

Not only is iw impossible to lebel all of Rammphnn‘s opponents
with a common term, it is also inpossible'to_apply_such a'general term
to_perticular opponents. Those who Hisapproved of his-Muslin friends
" might have.been atheists, white-those’who disapproved of his

: A

. : 1
A\ i

22 continuedto reform or to.discover the dJctrines of the unity
of God, nor have I ever agsumed the title of refo ler Or discoverer..."
(Hereinafter referred to as Works.) -

~

1 . - -

o
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interpretation of Brahman might have favouted‘European education and the

aboiition of sati. Radhakanta Deb,‘fdr instance, has usually been char-

acterized as the leader of -the orthodox o) conservat1Ve" faction in

rnf .

Calcutta, primarily because hefopposgd Rammohun s campaign againstasati

But it is well known that Radhakanta took considerable pains to insure

that the women of his household received good education, and he was"

. prominent in many of the early educational institutions and programmes

“23

in Calcutta. On the other hand, Dwarkanath Tagore is‘uaually

associated with Rammohun's religious and social campaigns because of

his friendship Wlth Rammohun, and therefore he is regarded as 'liberal’.

e
But Dwarkanath, by. his son's account, continued-to hold purga E‘iijé."4

in his home throughout the years of his association with'the_ﬁrahmo.
Sanaj;fand he discouraged his son'sikeen spiritual-quest afte; Rammohun's
departu:e from Calcutta.. Thus the term 'liberaii, when used to describe
Dwarkanath, = does not necessarily cnaraptetiza all aspacts.of his life,

nor does it mean that he was 'liberal' in all matters in which Rammohun

was 'liberal’. sSimilarly, Radhakanta was not ‘'conservative' in all .

-

o

aspects of his life, nor was he opposed to all the issues which Rammohun

: 3See especially Bagal Raja Radhakanta Deb, pp. 50- 51 and Jogesh
Chandra Bagal, Wnabingsha Satabdir)Bangla {(Calcutta: -Ranjan Publishing
House, 1942), particularly the chapter “Radhakanta Deb", pp. 45-86.

24 mitaba Mukhopadhyay, Unish Sataker Samij O Samskriti (Cal-
cutta: General Printers and Publishers, Private, Ltd., 1971), p.' 108.
The same information is contained in a letter to the Samdchar Darpan,
October 22, 1831. This letter is reprinted in Brajendranath Banyo-
padhyay, ed., Sangbad Patre SeKaler Katha 1830-1840, Vol. II {2nd ed.,
Calcutta: Bangiya Sahitya Parishat, 1950), p. 482.
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favoured. Even though this study will deal only minimally with Rammo~ "~

v e

hun g contemporarles, it should ke clear that this Study does’ not

accept the frequent and unduly polarized portraits of them as being a

suitable basis for understanding them. . N : .

- -

‘Most of what has been written about Rammohun, his contemporaries,

and this period of,history, has been written as part of the history of e

M E
- -

India's movement_toward political independence,.‘ln'such disoussions )

~

Rammohun 1s usually the first person to be"considered He set a num-

ber of significant precedents in his life and writings which became

By

premises of the later nationalist movement, and for that role he is

often referred to as the Father of Moderm India.
P .
The political péecedent which he set was to argue for c¢hanges

.

on the basis of EngLish lavw rather than in cefiance of 1it, As,British

commercial adminis rative, and judicial institutions expanded their'
L -", /
control in India, Rammohun seemed to ‘grasp the underlying principles

of these'institutions rather quickly. -‘He argued that the institutions

- ' f‘,'— . . ! ) 7 ' ’
and laws should oﬁe{ate as fairly in India as they did in Britain.25
If the Indians were to be Bri ish subjects, and he regard. it as use-

P . d . ’ .
ful for them to be such, thgn they shouId be subject'to the same laws

and entitled to the same priv1leges which would be. applied to British

.subjects -in England This argument had the very powerful effect of

undermining the colonial . status of Indiq, for it assumed that' the Indians

e §
~ r [N

could be partners rather than merely subjects of the British..

‘LI::‘
L . v

- d

25'I‘his was nart cularly so in the case of the Press Ordinance of
1823 and the Jury Act of 1827. For references to these, see above,
note 9. . 2 .

o

: - R . . A - \ . .u . . {.
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Subsequent Indian spokesmen and‘leaders of the indeﬁéndehee'movement
- used this‘kind of ergumene'ﬁost-effectively, appealing to the premises
of Brltish law to ﬁrotest against the paseege_and application of parti-

cular laws which they regarded as unjust. : ;4__*________;_,d;;__;_____——a——é

The social precedent which Rammohtn set was equally important,
efen though it Rroceeded along guite different lines. The first mode;n
;aepeign‘for social feform'in India which involved suhstaﬁtlal In&ian
support was tﬁe.campaign‘againsﬁ sati?e.fln the mihde'og many Indians
Rammohun 1s remembered primarily for his role in this cam_pa:l.r,rn.z.J He
is most often spoken of as a social reformer, even though the campaign
against gggé_was really the only campaign-of social reform which he

-

became involved in. Other Indians ie'later years became invelved -in

far more campgigns-for'soeial'refoim, and yet many: of them are less well .

known than Rammohun.28 One of the reasons for Rammohun's eontinulng

2600 British had instituted other social reforms and had made
other social practices illegal. For a summary of this issue, see R.Cv .
Majumdat, ed., British Paramountcy and Indian Renaissance, Vol. I, Part
II The History and Culture of the Indian People (Bombay: Bharatiya
vidya Bhavan, 1965), py. 267-276. . ,

. - *
W ’ !

27, This became clear to me in numerous conversations in India.

, It is also evident in the popular play (yatr3d) Riaj3 Rammohan written by
. gamindra Mohan Chattopadhyay and performed by Tarun Opera. The film .
Rij3 Rammohan is based upon the play, and. reflects the same emphasis
on his role. in’the abolition of, sati. (The play was published in Cal—‘
\cutta—by Mtdal and Sons in 1968.)
o In Augist 1971, at an exhibition in® Jamshedpur, a steel city in
Bihax, there was a. sculpture of Rammohun, and he was depicted trying
‘to prevent a woman from being immolated on: the funeral pyre of her
- husband. . :
2N ‘ . . LI
i 28For example, the great social reformer, Iswarchandra Vidyas~-
agar (1820-1891). A summary of his activities may be found in Bimanbe-
hafi Majumdar, History of Indian Social and Political Ideas, Pp. 150-160.

-7
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- reputation as a social reformer is that in this campaign he established

o~ a precedent for legitimating social reform. - He_argued that social

e
i

change and reforﬁ were_not- alien to his tradition, and “that the princi-
__——’——_'__’-,, .
ples for such reform were to be found within the tradition.' When he
argued that sati should be discontinued. he based his-argument ﬁpon
numerous passages in the Dharmasastra literature which indicated that
sati was at best an optional and second-rate choice for a widow.j He
hoped to convince his countrymen'that_Sati should be voluntarily dis-
continued, and when legislation to ban the practice was passed, he ~
indicated that he would“have prefexred to see the practice discontinued
through voluntary action rather than through. legislation.29 Throngh
this campaign he set the Effje9ent of advocating social reform on the
basis of the tradition, free from the embarrassment and tension
“involved in social reform thch'was-imposed upon the culture by an
30 h '

alien imperial power.

Many of his other activities set precedents which became models

£l

of Indian abilities and self—reliance. He was the first Indian to pub—

- . 2o 1 @
lish vernacular translations of Sruti texts,3 and among the first

Indians to publish a vernacular newspaper. He was among the earliest

29Collet, pp. 257-258.

.

Y I
-

? 3OActually he was only partly successful, since much of the social
reform of the nineteenth century did occur. through legislation. His arqu-
ments for social reform stood, but his preferred method, voluntary change,
was generally unsuccessful

He was aware that he was breaking new ground by doing “this.
He remarks on this at WOrks, Part II, p. 85



: _ _ o o T . : ™
supporters of European education, but also among' the ‘first to advocate

3

a judicious'blending of Europeen nnd Indian education rather than a

rejection of Indian education. He-was the first/&ndian to systematio—

ally respond o’ European attacks on Hindu religion, and he was also'
.

the first'to systematically criticize Christian doctrines.

And yet although Rarmohun became a model updn which many later

17

- . . . . <.

poiitical, sociai.'and religious reformers and activists based their
..activites, many of his contenporaries and meny Indians'in subsequent
years criticized him and oaposed him vigorously. ﬁ}a\detractors have
called him everything ‘from a Christian to an atheist (sesanda)
uWhile his admirers have credited him with reviving true Hindu religion.
his detractors have accused-him of attempting to destroy notnonly
Hindu reiigion, but all religion, In the‘face of Rammohunis wide-
ranging contributions to Indian life, why is there such criticism?

Thie study is essentially an attempt ‘to answer this question.
There are at least two possible different directions to take in

\

answering this question. One procedure would be to analyze the writings
of’Ramnohun to come to'a fuller understanding of exactly what he
thouoht. On the basis of such an analysis, we couId suggest where
Rammohun’s thouéht'coincided with or deviated from acceptable qundarm
'ies of traditionolchihdu thought. Another procedure would be to focus

on Rammohun's coﬁtemporaries, particularly those who disagreed with

v ! = - (_/

/ T : -
‘ 321n Sanskrit the term piganda refers to what we would call a
heretic, or, as Monler-Williams puts it in hig Sahskrit-English Diction-
ary, to one who falsely assumes the character of a Hindu. It is a term
‘which is oftén interchanged with nastik, a word which more accurately
means one who does not believe, an atheist.

bl
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hie, to eee.on ﬁnat issues they disadceeo'with_him.' Our procedere
¥i11 utilize both of these approaches. We shall identify the 'central.
,iesues of disagreement between Rammohun and his contemporaries, and
shall then attempt to systematically outline Rammo un's approach to
these issues. What we are moéé interested in is Rammohun g under- |
standinq'ot these issues. The controversies themselves will sefve ,

,sbasically as the material for our analysis, but we are not concorned
with trying to resolve the controversies. With this intention in
mind,‘there are several generalizationslwhich can be made to help us

isolate our areas. of .concern more precisely.

In the. first place, it ie clear that those who have criticized

Rammohun have rarely done so because of his political, administrqtive,
'egal opinions. During the intense nationalism of the independenoe
~FE ‘ movement\there-were some suggestions that Rammohun had welcomed British

\“';’ hegemony. with t weh enthusiasm and too much naivete.33 He was not

33This issue arose ;;:Z;‘au ing 1972 and was debated in the news-
papers of Calcutta. The most frequen c\\ticism of Rammohun was that he
had approved of the British occupation of ™% dia, and-had even suggested ™
that it would be in the best interests of Indlans to be ruled by the )
British until they learned some of the lessons of European civilization.
See, for example, "Letters to the Editor" in The Statesman on February
24, 1972 (written by S. Mojumdar), on March 3, 1972 (written by Arun

. Kumar Ray Chauduri), and on April 12, 1972 (written by Arun Kumar Ray
) Chaudu;i) ‘

The defence of Ratmchun in these exchianges in the newspapers
was on much the same basis as 1t was during the nationalist atruggle.
For example,.Sunil Kumar Roy, "Letters to the, Editor", The Statesman, .
(April 6, 1972), arqued that Rammochun's position was tactically advis~
able, and that Rammohun wanted Indians to develop -enough competence
through their exposure to the British so that when they threw off
British rule they would be capable of managing their own affairs.

o~
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.farsighted enough, it was’ maintained. to see. that foreign dominetion
"was in itself an impediment to cultural development, and that the civ- _ -

ilizing influence which he hoped British rule would heve was only a
veneer to mask the grotesque exploitetion which was taking plece
__But this criticism of Ranmohun 5 political acumen has not been syste-
1qatically maintained Instesd, many writers have pointed out that it
is unreasoneble(to expect-him to have ‘had. the politicsl consciousnedg.”
. of’the 1920's in the circumstances of the\iiigis. Genernlly it is
'récognized that his politicel opinions and tactics provided a sound
basis for later'Indians to build upon in their struggle for poiitical

_indepeﬁ:ience.a4 '

v . 8
) The second generalizetion which can- be ‘made here is that the
ctiticism of Rammohun was not basically directed qgainst his support
of social reform. This generalization must oe qualified by one* T
exception i nuring his lifetime his oppdsition to sntI was severely
criticized by some of his contemporaries, and some of them joined
to form the Dharma Sabhs to rally support for the prnctice of sati

and to act as an agency for the defence of Hindu life against the.

intrusions of European patterns of thought-end society.35' Members

T o

-

343 good .statement of this position is Bimanbehari Majumdaxr,
History of Indian Social and Politicel Opinions, pp. 22~49.

are reprinted in Jatindra Kumar Majumdar, Raja Rammohun Roy and Pro-
gressive Movements in India: A Selection from Records (1775-1845)
{Calcutta: Art Press, 1941), No. 87, pp. 163-165; No. 99, pp. 174~
177.. (This collection of contenmporary material will hereinafter be
. Yeferred to as Recoxds.) .

35Contemporary ‘accounts of the estsblishment ol this society”“?”*uﬂfff-W'~
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of this soclety and those sympathetic to the intentions of the society

L'repeatedly attacked Rammohun 8 support of the anti-sati movement,

accusing him of undermining the foundations of Hindu family life. .But’

since Rammohun was really only involved in this particular social

_reform, the attacks on him occurred only when the satI issue was in

the centre'of public attention. Subsequent generations of Indians

- -

have been nearly unanimous in their praise of Rammohun for hisg: criti—

cism of sati In the later years of the nineteenth_century and

: throughout the twentieth century thgimemory of sati was an emharrass-

ment to Indians who were arguing tha ~British stsndards‘of ciuiliza—i-

tion were no improvement‘over_what was available‘wlthin the Indian
trﬁﬁitiong'and who insisted that the British assumption that the~
Indians needed nentors,for_sn ektended‘period'hefore they would heve
thelcultural'maturity to-rule:themselvesy was simﬁiy_wrongt - It then
became a natter‘ot pride to point to’ Rammohun as a major gigure in
the campaign against gggi, and Qet‘one who based his stancelon the
tradition itgelf rather than upon European standards of justice or
humanity. | o I |

The third very general statement nhich is fundamentaliy assumed

in this study is that most of the disagreements which Rammohun had with

his con emppraries concerned religious questions. 1In many cases the

' controverfies /which seemed superficially to deal with satl, actuallyl

- concexrned -the xe igioumpresuppositions;whiehf_,la_yrbehindrthe,,1egitima-,-, .

tion\of that practice. In other instances of course, the debates‘and
: ‘ |

. writings of Rammohun concerned matters which are recognizably religious:

the‘hiturs of God, the nature of language about God; the utility and



21
® . . .

Vtmeaninq of physical images in the worship of God. etc.l These Weie the
issues which caused debite during Rammohun 8 life, and these have con-
:tinued_to the issuee on_which eghola:s have disagreed in their.

etudies of Rammohun.fimhe premise of ,this study is thatlwe éah best
understand'the criticiem\df,ﬁemmoﬁun by his'cenﬁeméorarieS'and‘by‘later
‘scholars if we foeue our attention on the religious issues which_he'ﬁ
reised‘in hde public debates and-writings; | )
| In one sense the;e‘is dothing novel about this_approach. ‘Mbst.
accodnts of Bammohun, even'thoee which sfete that he was essentially a
,social‘humanitariah rather then a religiouS'man,36 ultimately deallmbre‘
cdmérehensidely with his re1igiods thought than with aey,other aspect of.
his life. . This seems to be acknowledged as the most tritical area in
dndexstanding both Rammohun and those who resporded to him..

| But elthough Rammohun's ;eligioue thought has been cen?ral.in

the discussions of Remmohun, the way 'in which it has been treated has

been rather peculiar. Most accounts afeﬂlittle more than descriptions

5

350ne of the earliest and most famous statemente about Rammohun

is that of Kissory Chand Mitra, who referred to Rammohun as a "raligious
Benthamite" in an article "Rammohun Roy", Calcutta Review, IV (July-
"December, 1845), p. 388. By this Mitra seemed to mean that religion was
to be judged, according to Rammohun, on the basis of whether it helped
to make human life happier. Mukherjee, pp. 140-141 cites other similar
evaluations of Rammohun by his contemporaries, and agrees that Rammohun's
religious concerns were means of achieving soclal reform. He disagrees
with Collet, who regards Rammohun as above all else a religious man.

' . This different perscnal judgment should not obscure the fact
that all those who have studied Rammohun's life, recognize the need to

understand his religious writings as forming the very centre of his work..

Mukherjee, in his various publications, always gives most of his atten-
tion to Rammohun's religious publications. His evaluation of the .
nature of Rammohun's character does not seem intended hs an indictment;
simply as an observation. ! ~

a
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of his debates-and writings, listed and summariz d in chronol cal

order.37 There has been very little analysis of the contents of this
material, and there has been no attempt to determine to what ex
_Rammohun s arguments ‘are well grounded in the tradition whioh he claims
~as thei; basis. There has been no- analysis ‘which would demonstrate
whether his opponents were right when they claimed that Rammohun was
Athreatening the foundations of their'tradition when he nubiished the .
texts and gommentaries which foxrmed a substantial part of his publica—

.‘ tions. There has been no g.];vempt to identify the predominant themes.

of Rammohun's works. What has been peculiar about the treatment of
“'Rammohun's religions writinns by scholars, is that whtle'the debates,,
“their historical.context, and their'generaf\oontent; have becone well

known, any systematic analysis of these materials remains to be done;aa

37Even ﬁnkherjee's discussion, alithough it is full of useful com~ R
ments about Rammohun's work, is € ly a chronological'summhry of
- what Rammohun wrote and the context in which he wrote it. Mukherjee's .
more recent Bengali work (cited ‘earlier as Mukhopadhyay, Unish Sataker
Sam3} O Samskriti) represents a more thematic’ approach, and presents a
stimilating analysis of Rammohun as a religious man. See pp. 93-115,

Sastri, History of the Brahmo Samaj, chapter I, describes Rammo-
hin's 1ife chronologically, and although he evaluates Rammohun's succes-
ses and failures, he does not systematically analyze Rammohun 8 reli—
gious thought.

~ COther accounts: of Rammohun s 1life, although well written and

useful, are written in much the same way. For example Bose, Pp. 27 553
Ray, pp. 1-10; and Tagore, passim.

<

_ 3BA significant exception to this general trend is the continu-
ing work of pilip Dumar Biswas, who has, for the last few years, been
working on a series of ‘lengthy articles about Rammohun s relationship
to various aspects of the Hindu religious tradition. These articles will
trace the influence .of the tradition in Rammohun's writings, and will P
_analyze the relationship of Rammohun to these various elements of the
_ tradition. See his "Rimmohan Riyer Dharmamot O Tantradastra", Visva-
Bharati Patrika, Xvi (1959-61): pp. 225-248.




‘ This lacuna is partially explained by the intention of

.-‘

the studies of Rammohun.. Usually a study offhis thought occupies one
. of the early chapters of a book about the development of modern India,'
or one of the early chapters in a book on the Bengal Renaissance. 'In- -

this context all of his contributions in various fields are briefly sum- .
marized, and none,of’them are satisfactorily analyzed Often this
.

. lack of analysis is perplexing.' Most,accounts‘pf

thought, for example,rconclude‘with some'acco of the formation of -

the Brahmo Samaj, but rarely is there any attempt to relate the Brahmo

d

Samaj to other Hindu religious institutions, and nearly never do we

/'
s

:find .1 careful attempt to account for the failure of the Brahmo Samaj

to attract a more broadly based following. Most historians who have

" dealt with Rammohun 8 life have been S0 interested in documenting the

development of Indian independence that they have paid little attention

A,
to the ideas and institutions which were not germane - to that political

.
-

development.
s . This study is not an examination of the_growth,of_the Indian
.independence movement; nor is it_a survey of the Bengal Renaissance._
It is‘a study of the religioue thought‘of Rammohun in terms of the
debates and controversies-which he was: involved in during his lifetime.
" The thasis locks back rather than forward from his lifatime; that is,
"thie study attempts to determine the basis for.the positions taken by
_Rammohun and his opponents rather than the results of the ensuing
. debates. We are interested in the content of therpositions advocated
by Rammohun as well as.in the context within which Ris writings and

debates took place.- It is not enough for us to note that Rammohun held

\
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~a certain position'and that his oooonents held another, Clearly $f the °
debates involve two theologians who are - simply disagreeing with each
other we have a.different framework for the debate.than we would have if
" one of the theologians was not only disagreeing with his opponent, but
also: accusing him of arguing in terms which were unacceptable in the
tradition. The first kind of disagreement involves questions of impor-
tance, but is carried on in terms which both sides acknowledqe to be

\\ within the framework of the tradition: the second kind of disagreement'

¥,

-~

involves,‘in addition to the specific argument over some theological
point, a controveréy over the acceptable structures of discussion in the
E tradition. The intention of this study is to raise and deal with both -
these questions.
There are, however, some issues which have been raised in other
discnssions, which have dominateg ‘this subject for S0 1ong that we can-—
not neglect them, if only to state why they will not be the focus of our
attention here. The’ first issue‘is Rammohun's relat;onship'to Christian-
ity. During his_own‘lifetime there were those, ho;frﬁhpng his admirers
.and detractors, who considered him a Christian. For his European friends
this was obviously a compliment; his Hindu- contemporaries regarded it as
an indictment. Rammohun s relationship to Christianity became an issue-‘ L
because of'his‘associatibn with Christiansas‘well as because of his writings.
Rammohun s earlieLt association with Europeans seems to have

begun with hiB employment with the-East- India Company .under John Digby. in,ii,Viirm

1805. Through this association he learned to speak, read and write

39Thejre is some uncertainty about this date. See Collet,



‘and European culture in this way. What was unusual was that Rammohun

- used this opportunity to coﬁtinge what he called his "long and ﬁninte;? B

. 1815 he made the acquaintance ofithe.Baptist missionaries in Serampore.

-25

English, and he begaR_to read European religion, philoébpby;'newspapérs,
etc. There was nothing unusual abpgt this relationship, for many other -

Indians'also~f$uﬁﬁ service in the East;India Company and learned Eﬁglish

L]

rupted researches into religious .1:1':u*‘;h",4'-0 by study}nnghristiaﬁity L

rather exteﬂsively.--Sqoh after he‘permanéntly'Eétéle& inléalcutta in’

The earliest missionary accounts of him are interesting. In the

Periodical Account for the. yéhr 1816, the Serampore miséioharies mention

- Rammohun and his activities, particularly his publication of philosophical

dﬁ;ks which, they say, ". . . he hopes may be useful in leading his
countrymen to renounce idolatry.“41 Then,  along with pther pieces of

information, they note: - - ) .

- - b "
Europeans breakfast at his house, at a separate table, in

- ) the English fashion . . . He is at present a simple theist,

admires Jesus Christ, but.knows not his need of the atone~
ment. He has ‘not renounced his caste, and nd this enables him
to visit the richest families of Hindoos. He is said to be
very moral; but is pronounced to be a most wicked man by

the strict Hindobs.42
It is probable that.onefbf the iéasons why Rammohun was-cqn;ldered "a

3% continuedpp; 23-25. There is also the poséibilitﬁlthat

' Rammohun worked for the East India Company in ‘Benaras in 1803. See
~ _Collet, p. 412.° 4

T P

gPCollet, p. 71. This is quoted from a letter which Rammohun

wrote to John Dighy in 1816 ox 1817.

41Coll,et, p. 113, "
. b .
42 . | 1
COlldt, PP- 113-114o . " .
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- most wicked man by the strict'Hindoos was because of his close -asso- -
& . ~

ciation'with Europeans in general and with the missionaries in partic—

.ular. He was certainly conscious of ‘the fact that having Europeans

dining in his, house‘was pdtentially scandalous, and therp are accounts

- of how he went to great lengths to’ protect himself from .any accusation

.Q‘.-

‘that he had eaten with foreigners.43

But it was more than just his social relationships with Europeans

and Christian missionaries which made some of his contemporaries suspect

- r
)

"~ that he had become a Christian. From 1820 until about 1822 Rammohun p

L 1 .

assisted two of the Serampore missionafies, Rev, William Adam and Rev.

- -

 William Yates, with a new translation of the New Testament. into’ Bengali

- -
¥

Even'though this collaboration ended within a year with'ﬁhe&withdrawal

of Mr. ~Yatew from the project because of theological disagreements with
L L‘1’
Rammohun and Mr. Adam, Fammohun continued to work on this project with
(-\

Mr. Adam; who, despite hf*ﬂseparation from the Baptist missionaries,’

continued to be identified as a missionary, although now -a Unitarian.44

In 1820 Rammohun published a selection of passages from thé

Gospels under.the title The Precepts of Jesus, the Guide to Peace and °
. :

Hapginess. This collection of passages did not include historical

(' .

passages, nor did it_include accounts of miracles,,since; as Rammohun

‘ .
L &
~

R . ‘ C H AR
~ 4:"*lCollet, p. 125 gives a particularly interesting,acéount written
by Rammohun's friend William Adam. According to Adam, Rammohun came to '
‘his house one day. and asked for some refréshment. But Rammohun also
asked ". . . that before it was brought and he partook of it, my ser— -
vants should'be sent away, since if they had seen him-eat under my roof. . -
they would have bruited abroad that he had lost caste.”

_‘\ . 44 B . B ? n
Collet, pp. 121-124, .

b
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pnt'it;_these kinds of passages were-open to doubts'and disputes.

- On the contrary) moral doctrines, tending evideﬂtly to_the‘
maintenance of the peace and harmony of mankind at. large,
are beyond t ‘each of metaphysical perversion, and intelli-
gible alike to the 1earned and to the unlearned.45

The purpose of this publication he said, was to’ ", .. . elevate mén's °

)

between Rammohun and the

ideas to high and liberal notions of God . . . and . . ‘to regthte

" the conduct of the human race in the discharge of their various duties

' . 46
to themselves, and to society. . ." =

- * 'Rammohun's high hopes for this publication were not realized.
-~ 7

T . wo his-surpfise'the missionaries criticized him severely for his

efforts. His reéponée to&t.eir criticiﬁm and the_continuing'debate A

ssionaries took him far into Christian
theology.. TRe debate was (carried on publicly.forufouf'yoaré, and even

though Rammohun ‘was clear) opéoséd to the missionary position, his

Fa

interest andhinvolvemen in.bhristian theological denate identified ~
him with Christinnity in'the minds of nany Hindus. Certainly they

showed little interest in the PreceEts. The only positive responses to

" the publicatidn of the Precepts came in a few editorial notices in some
of the English Indian newspapers, and these were written by Europeans.47

-R!hmohun,was also identified as a Christian“because of his

LIy

¥

45works,-Part v, p. 4.

46 K ' - : ’\f_/j

Ibid. o v

-

‘ 47See,' for ample, the notice in the Madrag Government Gazette,
(April 6, 1820), reprinted in Records, p. 29, and the letter, with accom-
panying editorial mment, in the Calcutta Journal, (August 2, 1821),
reprinted in Records, pp. 31—32. a

te



‘ag a “member“ of the Prelbéﬁg
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-

|
participation in Christian worship. In 1823 there is record of Rammohun ;
i

rian congregation of St. Andrew's Church in

Calcutta.48 In 1821 he &e q:to found the.Calcutta Gnitarian Assocza—_ j

tionp49.and when that organization found a meeting plece in early 1822 | : |

Rammohun was one of the most important supporters. He'continued to be .
gf;’\E;e the Brahmo SamaJ

/

..‘l"'

f
. ‘:--.‘.7-.__.-""

an active ‘member of thaT Association until

in 1828. - o

All of these things, ’is Christian friends, his obviofs interest

in Christian theology, and hi
héEWas practicdlly or actually a Christian.

oo ., )
participation in Christian worship, con-

v1nced many Europeans that
/' .
The example of Willi Adam is illustrative. Adam was asked by a friend

‘\.r
whether Rammohun professed: Chr1 tianity, and his reply, in 1826 was

that C ; >

\{:) . . . he is both a Christign and a Hindu- Christian with the
Christians and a Hirfdu with the Hindus. . . although he may

' safely relinquish idolatry, he cannot safely profess Christ-
ianity. The profession would irivolve loss of caste,. loss of
property, loss of influence, loss of everything but a name;
and while He employs caste, property, influence, everything
to promote, not the nominal profession merely, but the en-

lightened belief and salutary influences of Christianity,
his claim to be a.practical although not a nominal Christian

would seem to be undoﬁbted 50

[
(&
-t .

48 011et, p. 150.

490o11et, p. 133«

30cited in COI%S;ﬂ;%- 210. In a subsequent letter Adam replies

to the same friend, Dr.: kerman, who had asked whether Rammohun was a

' Unitarian or simply a Theist. He points out that Rammohun had bequeath-
ed all his property to the Unitarian missiony.and that Rammohun "leaves

it to yourself to judge whether he would have been likely to do so if he
did not sincerely embrace the Christian religion and ardently desire to

o
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He seemed, at that point, to think’ that Rammohun was only withholding a
declaration of his Christianity because doing so was the most judicious
way to achieve his objectives, but clearly Adam considered Rammohun a

Christian. His disillusionment was great then, when in 1828 Rammohun

began the Brahmo Samaj Then he commented: . ”' ' -
Rammohun Roy, I am persuaded, supports this institution, not
because he believes in the divine authority of the Ved, but
. solely as an ingtrument for overthrowing idolatry. To be
candid, however, I must add that the conviction has lately
gained ground in my mind that he employs Unitarian Christ-
ianity in the same way, as an instrument for 'spreading pure
and just notions of God, without belieVLng in the divine
authority off

The bitterness shows hrough the disappointment

g

But while his C istian friends were disappoin , hen‘theﬁ
realized that he was stid1 a Hindu, many of his Hi contemporaries

were scandallzed by . his close relatibns P with Europeans in general,'

e

and'Christians in particular. We (shall taRe up some of . the specific

concerns of Rammohun 8 Hindu contem--rarie~ in‘this regerd later in

this study, but for the present we sh simply note that there were

accusations that Rammohun had:broken casﬁeﬁfgpeating'yith foreigners,
19 w3 ,

and there weré“also aocusetions that Rammohun had engaged in foreign

29

the Gospel. 51 . - : -

S0 continued ... ng its blessings to his countrymen." Collet,:

p. 212. N , R

" A.writer to the Calcutta Journal, who signed himself simply as
"A Christian", wrote: "Ram Mohun Roy is a very remarkable person; he
has been led by reading and 'thinking to quit Hindooism in his search
after Truth, and to embrace.Christianity according to the Unitarian |
scheme." Records, No. 19, p. 31. . a :

o 5],',Collet, p. 227.
~— 2
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‘(bijatixa)'reiigious practices, thereby rejectiﬁg his own religion.
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Most of the Hindué‘of Rammohun's daﬁ wer® uninterested in or uninféfmed
bi the.détﬁiisiof his theological.contrqversies wiﬁh the missionaries,
and so they were uﬁaﬁare';f the fact:that Rammohun; far.ffém beiné a.
Chri%tian; wés attuélly in disagréement with thé Christiaﬁs oﬂ funda;
mental issues;: What they éaw,'aqd what seeméd‘mdfe important to them,
Qas that hé‘worshipped wiﬁh Chr%stians, had Chrisfians in his ﬁqme for -

méals,‘and published books about Christian theology. They were unaware

ﬁof or unimpressed by the fact that he hedged his “membe:ship“'in'thé

congregation of St. Andrew's by sayindithat he-did not concﬁr “in every
53

-

-article of the WéstminétefﬁConfession of Faith", that he disagreed

‘with basic Christian doctrines in his publications, .and that was

-

careful to have his European guests eat at a separate'table when they
Eit a5

-

dined with him. The extent of his associations with Christians, not

i

‘ the subtle nuances which he gave these associations, 1éd‘many’of his

' contemporaries to suspect him of belng a Christian.

Scholars since his time have. been aware that Rammohun was not a

52See the charges in Gaurikanta Bhattacharya, nananjan (2nd

:ed ; Calcutta: no pub., 1838),  especially pp. 139-184 which deal with
accusations agalnst Rammohun's social life and arguments.to show that

those who live such lives come under the severe judgment- of Scripture.
' Rammohun replied to similar charges in "C3ri Prasner Uttar"
("Answers to Four Questions"), reprinted in Rammohan Granthabali, ed.
Brajendranath Bapdyodadhyay and Sajanikanta Das. Part VI (Calcutta:
Bangiya Sahitya Parishat, 1946), pp. 7-20. qéreinafter referred to as
Granthabali, - _ i ‘
. The charges to which o was replying appeared first in a
letter to the Samachar Darganion Aprll 6, 1822. It is reprinted in
Brajendranath Bandyopadhyay; ed., Sangbidd Patre Sekaler Xatha Vol. I,

1818-1830 (2nd ed., Calcutta- Bangiya Sahitya Parishat, 1949), pp. 326~
328, - ‘

53co1let, p. 150. : L o
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;éhristian,‘and yet:this issue hes?continued to he debated. The reason
fox, the continued interest in this question is Rammohun ' s theological
position~rather than his personellassocietions. His emphasis on mono-
 theism and-his attack on the use of images in worship'is.regarded by
‘some-scholnrs‘es inconsistent‘with.Hinduism and dependent upon Christ~
.ianity. We shall address this issue in our discussion of theism,'but
for thehpresent'will merely note that Rammohunhergued persuasiveiy
that a monotheistic position could be maintained on the basis of those
. Hindu religious ‘and philosophical texts which were generally regarded
Aas the centre of the tradition. In making that argument he never
used Christian materials in any way.

There are other areas of Rammohun 5 relationship with Christian-
ity whichfare interesting; but we shall not be entering into them 'in

this study. OCur focus is upon the religious controversies which caused

" Rammohun's_Hindu contemporaries to criticize him. Although they criti—

¢cized him for. his involvement with‘Christians, they never criticized
him for his theological positions in his debates with Christiens.- As
we have already suggested, this mey be because they were_uninterested
in these-debates, or because they were uninformed of the lasues involv-
ed. In any case, these particular dehates form a whole_separate sphere
'or activity in Rammohun's life, one which is interesting'in itself,
but oné which is not necessarily releted'€§:%he debates which Rammohun
had with his”Hindu,contemporaries. | '

A parallel issue in Rammohun's life is his relationship to Mus-
1ins arid-Islam. This appears also to- have been a contentious matter

during hisg lifetime, although the issue was not as complex as was his

‘\.
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- relationship to Christians. Some Hindus objecﬁed‘to Rammohun's numerous

Huelim Eriends,s4 as well-ae’to his Muslim habits of dress. His prefer_
ence for Muslim clothing ‘was so pronounced that he even insisted upon

it as the-proper dress for men to wear at the meetings of the Brahmo

Semaj.~ When Dwarkanath Tagore once wore.a dhoti and chadar to the Brehmo

- Samaj, Rammohun_esked someone to reprove him and remind him that the

3 broper dress was a choga.55 'Yet criticism of Rammohun's pteference for

Muslim'etylke of dress seems eurpriEing when one reali#es'that.uuslim

styles were still the dominant styles for many of the local officials:
perhaps Rammohun s preference for Muslim styles was S0 noticeable that
it became a cause of irritation.

There seems to have been no objection, however,‘té his Muslim

| education and his use of Persian and Arabic in.his‘writing.‘ Such'an

education was nct uncommon for upper-class Indians in his day, and the

fact that he could publish a Persian newspaper56 profitably proves that

!

there was a group of some size to read it. There waB alsc no comment”

:C

about his use of Muslim poets and theologians in his first publication,

~Tuhfatul Muhwahhiddin. In fact, there are no recorded’ objections to

Nt
this work at all.

Scholars have argued that Rammohun's positione on Hindu

54See, G.S. Raychaudury, R3aja Rammchan REy: Jiban Chariter Nutan

Xhasra. .(Calcutta: the author, n.d.), p. 40.

3Scollat, p. 230.

6rhe paper was the Mirat-ul-Rkhbar, which he began in 1822 and
discontinued in 1823. He stopped publishing the paper in protests against
the Government Press Regulations. Collet, pp. 172-175, 182-183,

.

]
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theological questions were-greatly infiuenced hy hisg early training.in 7
Muslim theology, philosophy,and literature. Kazi Abdul Odud, for .
Texample, stated that two central elements in Rammohun 8 thinking, ration-
. alism and liberal humanism, were‘nurtured in him by the Arabic and -

. Persian 1iterature which he was familiar with. 57 Although such infiuene
"ces are undoubtedly present in Rammohun, it seems incorrect to put too‘
much emphasis upon his dependence on Muslim sources, It seems 1ikely

~

that his strdct monotheism was informed by these sources, hut-it should‘_
be noted that in'his‘tontroversies,with both Christians and Hindus ~
.Raﬁmohun‘didlnot quote Mdslim sources. It may be that he refrained

from doing so because he thought that to do so would be strategicelly

unwléd, but it also seems likely that he was serious when he argued

tiat a defence of monotheism could be found within each of these tradi-

tions:;qu his defence of monotheism was dependent on Islam, it was

dependent on Islam'in.a generai uey. ‘Neitheruthe framework nor the con-
tent of his arguments about Hindu theology is based on Islam,

We would argue then;“that_although Rammohun's Lnowledge of Iglam

and Christianity mist have informed his arguments about religious

questions with those within his own Hindu tradition, the arguments which

57Kazi Abdul Odud, Bangalar Jagaron (Calcutta: Visva-Bharati
" Granthalaya, 1956), pp. 3-4.

For some provocative comments about the importance of rationalism
in the Tuhfat, see Igbal Singh, Rammohun Roy (Bombay: Asia Publishing
House, 1958), pp. 69-82. Singh regards the Tuhfat as a significant work
because of the methods of reasoning which it uses, methods. which Rammo-

- hun used throughout his life. As Singh puts it, the result of using
' these methods "is to shift the emphasis from mystery and metaphysics
to ethics and philanthropy.” p. 78. '

&
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he advanced in these debates were not dependent upon either Isiam or'

_Christianity. FPurthermore, those who argued with him recognized that
- . i . . - . . . . b

hiﬁ-arguﬁenés came;from Qithin the tradition,.and never accused him of
;mporting argumenﬁs froﬁ dﬁﬁe; tfadiéioné. When he was écqqsed of

being influenced ﬁoo much b& other religioﬁs'br,;ﬁlﬁures,'the écguéa—
tions referred t§ his 1iféstyle aﬂd his friendships,:nof his theoiog;.sa
.‘Eo: thé£ réason, discussionbof_christigﬂ or Mugliﬁ théoloéy ;111 not be
incluaed in this study.

Our intarast in this sﬁudy is in Rammohun as a Hindu diacugsing
religious quéstiong'with hiBiHindu_cpntempéraries.‘ As we havg already -
said, the most significant criticiems which his contempoggries made of
him were directed to his feiigious writings and. to Ais religious lifg—'
styie. For fﬁat #eas&nfthesa matters.wil%abe'the focué of ﬁur dttéﬁtioh. o
Althqugh‘we will be attempting to determine why Rammohun;s rekigious
thought w#s so'contentioﬁs;'it should be clear that Rammohun's thought
raﬁherlthan his opponents{ objectidns is‘the'centre of our study. The

contentiousness of the issues hélped to focus Rammohun's. discussions,

I

8 rhere are some interesting comments about Rammohun's Muslim
lifestyle in Sivanath Sastri, "Rammohun Roy: The Story of his Lifie", in
Amal Home, ed., Rammohun Roy: The Man and His Work, Centenary Publicity
Booklet No. 1 (Calcutta: Rammohun Centenary Committee, 1933), pp. 10,
'23. In notes by the editor thaere are comments about Rammohun's style of
dress, his preferences in food, and his friendships with Muslims. On
p. 23, npte 44, the.editor quotes the following comments about Rammohun
from a letter written by Sir Edward Hyde-East, Chief Justice of the
Syipreme Court, Calcutta, during Rammohun's early years in Calcutta:

They particularly disliked (and this I believe is at the bottom of the
resentment) his associating himself so much as he does with Mugsalmans,
not with this or that Mussalman as a personal friend, but being continu-
ally surrounded by them, and suspected to partake of meale with them."

. : . - 0
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and as a result we can be nore certein.exactly what-hie oosition was, on;
many issues than we might have. been if- his views had gone unchallenged.
These challenges by Rammohun ‘s contemporaries will, by and large,
brovide the context for this study, just as they Very often provided
. the impetus for hiirwritings. But‘the content of our discussions uill
bée determined by what Rammchun said in response to these challenges
and by the questions which he himself asked. Therefore, while the-
,questions of Rammohun s contemporaries provided the framework within
which much’'of his writing took’ place, and while we are interested here .
in understanding why Rammohun's religious thought and life was so con—
tentious, the‘material upon which we base -this studg is primarily the
! uritings of Rammohun.'l ” - . |
When‘we enalyze ‘these writings we note that several themes
emerge very frequently as the centre\of‘discussion. The first of these -
is the question of authority. Rapmohun frequently criticized the basis
EF which his opponents supported their arguments; his opponents often
charged him with undermining the authority upon which religlous life
' ~was founded. since this issue is fundamental for_anyereligious dis-
cussion we shall take it up first The sacond issue is -Rammohun's
concept of . God " While he attacked many of the current conceptions of.
God, his own theology wes,often criticized by his contemporariet., )
Hany of his debates and translations deal with this question'at length.
| Finally, we shall consider the implications of these first two. questions

.for reliqious lifa. Much of the acrimony directed to Rammohun was

Iexpressed as dissatisfaction with his lifestyle,; and Rammohun's defence

-

=
"r



on this issue gives us-a general pioture of what he regarded as an
-appropriate lifestyle for a religious man. : - i
In each of these three general areas of discussion we shall do
' more than simply describe Rammohun S response td these challenges. We.
shall also examine Rammohun 3 answers to see Aif they satisfactorily

answer the questions or if.they leave some‘issues unresolved, -In doing

. 80 we are attempting to ask the questions which his opgonents might‘have

nsked“if they-pad_had the opportunity to do so. Because the'debateéj

36

between Rammchun end his opponents have been preserved largely from his

perspective, we generaily have the questions which were put to him and

his answers to them; but we have little or no indication of how satis—.

»* n

fied Rammohun's opponents were with his answers. 'We do not know if

they would have liked to follow particular parts of'the'discussion fur-
ther; In the debates as we have them Rammohun simply replies to several
questions which have been submitted to him Consequently Rammohun's
opponents often appear more foolish or at least less_knowledgeable
theoloqically than they may have been. d the debates come to us

S .
through éheir hands, we might well have additional critici s of Rammo-
hun's positions. Since the debates come to us through Rammohun's hands,
we have his anewers and only brief sketches of the oriéinal gquestions.
It will be our task to ask further questiona if it seems likely that we

. will undérstand him better as a result of doing 50.



I. AUTHORITY




"1. Introduction

In this part of our study we shall examine the various kindsg of
authority (px E a) upon which Rammohun based his theological dlscuSSLOHS.

Rammohun dealt yith-four different kihds.of authotity_in.his writings.

" The first was reason (hetd)1 Or common sense (sadharana jﬁﬁna);?‘the

1This term is not as gommonly used as many others in Indian dis-
cussions of 1ogic and philosophy, so some explanation of its use is rele-

~vant here. 1In the first place, we use it because Rammohun - commonly used:

it.” In his "Bhumika" (Introduction) to the Bengali translation of the
I3 Upanisad, for example, he discusses the question of reason quite
extensively. The term -he uses is 'hetu'. See, for example, Granthabali,
Part I, pp. 202-203. In Bengali, hetl means cause or reason. Thus, one
might say "kon hetute" {(by reason of) ' '

In Buddhist and Jain philosophy the term 'hetu' is a "middle
term", that is, a causal link to a statement made after an observation. .
Thus, according to an exggple cited by Surendranath Dasgupta, A History "
of Indian Philosophy (Caglbridge: University Press, 1969), Vol. I, p.
185, after announcing tHat a hill is on fire, one adds the hetu, "because

. of smoke".

Dasgupta | points out that in Nyaya—Vaisegika hetu has a similar
meaning. As he puts it, hetu is "the reason which establishes the con-
clusion. o+ the strength of the similarity of the case in hand with known
examples or negative instances." (p. 296) Thus hetu is related to in-
ference (anumanaj, the linking of two ‘things.

This meaning of hetu is particularly appropriate for Rammchun' s
argument that God's existence can be seen in Nature, since we know that
such an effect (Nature) must have a cause capable of producing it.

-

2It could be said that for Rammohun hetu represents the process

which he referred to as reason, while sadharapa jhana (common sense}
represents the capacity which he spoke of.
' There seems to be no doubt that Rammchun was aware of many of the -

" technical epistemological issues in Indian philosophy, but generally he -

chose to writewtn non-technical language. Feor that- reason he often re-
fers to the power of reason as common sense. One of the explanations
for his use of Quch language was his thesis that such a reasoning capa-
city was common rather than unusual. Since it was common, the majority
of mankind was _capable of apprehending the basic facts about the exis-
tence and nature of God. - .

38
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second was scripture (sastra), the third was custom- (acara): and the

fourth wasg personal authority (sistacara, sadacara) - Our purpose here

is to describe how.he understood each of these four kinds of authority
and how he understoodrthe-relatioaship between the four. We shall
analyze hig debates with his contemporaries to aee whether his attitude
.toward authority may have constituted part of the basis for their dis~"
agreements with him :

. : It has become cu;;omary to use. the word.'Eramgga',;which'we are
using as the Bengali/Sanskrit equivalent of authority, in a specialized‘
epietemological senee to refer to thelstandards hy which knowledge may
be obtained and validated In that sense the word ia well known and
has a substantial 1iterature, both primary and secondary, expounding

the-ways in which the term may be understood.

-

It would be possible to cite numerous- instances of such uses,
“but a few selected references from a variety of sources-should be suffi~
cient. M. Hiriyanpa, Outlines of Indian PhiIOSOPhy,(London. George:
Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1932), p. 177 refers to Eramaga as "the essentlial
means of arriving at valid knowledge or prama." In broadly sketching
the basic pramipa he lists three: perception (pratyakga), inference’ s
(anumana). and verbal testimony (dabda). 1In his discussion of the three
. he admits that the third, verbal testimony, may not'be accepted by
esterners as readily as the first two, since it extends the concept of
pramapa considerably more thal® most western uses would. He notes that _
" including verbal testimony as a pramipa suggests that "the contributions L
of history to philosophy should not be ignored." (p. 179) It will be,,/
clear in our discussion that our use of pramipa is even broader than
Hiriyanna's extension of the concept, and that while we group the var-
ious cognitive aspects (e.g. perception, inference) under one category )
(reason), we expand the category of verbal testimony to include three | : -
categories: scripture, custom, and personal authority. .
Surendranath Dasgupta, in discussing Patafijali's Simkhya, refers
to pramapa as "valid cognitive states such as are generated by percép- . .-
tion, inference, and scriptural testimony."_(pp. 268-269) 1In speaking
about Nyaya he refers to gramagg as "means of cognition" (p. 277); later
as "means of right knowledge" (p. 294), and later, in a detailed

i ' P
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We use the term ' pram ana in a more,general sense. We aie not

I

—

“speaking here simply about standards of coxrrect knowledge, but nore

. .
brbadly about‘authoritatlve sources of knowledge and judgment In this

latter sense one . could say "vedib pramanam"*(the Veda “is authority)

" This is ‘the broad sense of the term whiqh we mean to suggest in this

study.4

- v
.

3 continuedanalysis of B ana, he speaks of it as the "origin of

knowledge“ (pp. 330-355).

In Dasgupta's discussion of the Sankara Vedanta position, he
defines Eramana as "the means that leads to right knowledge." (p. 470) In
a short summary of this position he discusses the topic under the title
"Vedinta Theory of Perteption and Inference™ (pp. 470-474) .

Another good discussion of pramidna may be found in Karl H. Potter,
Presuppositions of Inddia's Philosophies (Delhi: PrenticeﬂHall_of India,

" cussions", Potter

1965),, pp. 56=-92, . his chapter, "Good Reasons in Philosophical Dis-
efers to Eramana as "means of correct knowledge®, ‘and
n its epistemological sense. ‘From that point of view
his discussion is ugeful, particularly his distinction between concepts
such as tarka (which he calls the "negative side of argumentation” p.

57) and anumina {whi&h heé says has a "positive use in establlshing pra-
positions" P- 57) .

describes pramapa

This meaning is true to the general sense in which Rammohun
used the term 'pramdpa' and the term 'authority'. When he -published a

work in both Bengali and English, he did not simply make a literal trans-

lation from one to the other. Therefore we cannot f£ind a single Bengali
word to correspond with the English word "authority'. He stated the
issues in different ways in each language. Our choice of the term
'pramapa'’ is determined partially by the common Bengali use of Eramggik
to indicate something which is to.be believed, and which should be
accepted as authoritative. Instances of Rammohun's use of pramaga in
the sense we have described may be found in Granthabali Part I,
Pp. 203 and Part II, p. 76.

For a similar use see,.for example, Satischandra Chatterjee ‘and

" Dhirendramchan Datta, An Introduction to Indian Philgsophy (Calecutta:

University of Calcutta, 1968), p. 214. There pramapya is translated as

- authority in a discussion cof the authority of scripture.

. Pandurang Vaman Kane, History of Dharmagiastra, Vol. III. (Poona-
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1946), pp. 825-827 says that
when the Apastamba-Dharmasutra, the Gautama-Dharmasiitra, and the V. asiggha—
Dharmagutra refer to'the basis for dharma, they refex to the source A
(nila) as the Eramaga.

-



2. Reason

If Ramnohun‘s first pamphlet, Tuhfatul-Muwahhiddin,l'had been

=

“his only work :6 survive, he would be remembered, if at all, as a -

skeptic; for in that pamphléet hedseverely criticized all scriptures
and religious leaders. He concluded his introduction to that work

Ahy saying that ". . . falsehood is common to all religions without dis- 7{

tinction.“2 He then proceeded to spell out exactly how false religions

were, and how this falsehood was perpetuated by self-interested relig-

ious leaders. He'argued that religious leaders benefited from the

fragmentation of religious groups, and so they emphasized the' importance

-~

of the particular aspects by which religions were differentiated from

matters of “habit"'racher than "those intrinsic qualities which are the .

I . ' . ~

resu;ts'of the cravingsﬁof nature."3 By emphasizing the unique matters

lRrajah Rammohun Roy; Tuhfatul Muwahhiddin, or A’'Gift to Deists, -
-trans, Moulavi Obaidullah el Obaide (Calcutta: Sadharan Brahmo Samaj,
1949). This was originally published by Rammohun in either 1803 or .
1804. The text was in Persian, the introduction was jn Arabic. This is
the only extant work of Rammohun's in Persian. For information about
other possible works in Persian, see Collet, pp. 525-526. This work is
not included in any of the standard collections of his works.

. Y . - .
2 pakifatul Muwahhiddin, Introductory page, n.p.

'?Tuhfaﬁul, p. 1.



"of ."habit" in.ﬁhich they werejekpert, the religious leadegslof each

religion made themselves indispenseble. o
. | S . f
‘One of the'major'@fg;ods used by religious leaders to maintain

—

L}

~

the emphasis on matters of "habit“ rather than matters of "nature", was

{ by'denigratipg :eason._ As Rammohun put it,

When enquiries are made about the mysteries of these things
which are so wonderful that reason hesitates to believe in
their truth, the leaders of religion, sometimes explain.for . -
the satisfaction of their followers, that in affairs of
‘religion and faith, reason and its ‘arguments have nothing to .
do; and that the affairs of religion depend upon fajth and
Divine Help.? . - _ e

And when they were not pronouncing the irrelevance of reason,

-

they were emphasizing the importance of customk: They argued

. - v
3 - - that we should follSw the ceremonies. and creeds which C
were adopted by our forefathers, without any enquiry into
the truth or falsehood of. them, and [%hat to hate those
ceremonies and creeds, or. deviate from them, . . . is in
fact a contempt and insult of our forefathers.> ‘ ‘ .

For Rammohun this situation was intolerable, for it merely !

served fhe self—interest of religious leaders. His proposed solution.

a

“was to accept reascn as the criterion by which religious statements

and practices should be quged. He acknqyledged that th;s would reduce
religiqes beliefs to Tu?axe mieimum'and ;egld eradicaﬁe_moet religious
practices, but he regarded this as the'oniy result consistent with
reason, and therefore the only universally apﬁlicable seluﬁion.

| .
By the end of his life his position-had changed somewhat. .He

“
> . . ~{ N
4 .
.Tuhfatul, p. 1ll.
&3 o

* k) . . -

Spuhfatul, pp. 21-22. Co

’
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still regarded reason as a fundamental criterioﬁ by which'religious-‘

beliefs and practices

st be judged, and he=coptiﬁuea tq be a relent-
. o 77 . .
less critic of religiou leaders ‘and traditional customs. But there

- was ‘evidence of a-signifikant change in attitude. As one of his
14 ‘ ] .

closest companipgs observed, v

As he advanced in age, he became more strongly jimpregsed
with the importance of religion to the welfare of soziety,
and the pernicious effects of skepticism. In his younger
years, his mind had been deebly struck with the evils of
believing too much, and against that he had directed all
his energies; but in his later days he began to feel that

there was much 1f not greater, danger in the tendency to
believe too little.6

With thie change in attitude.came a change in the role which he

attributed to reason. He ne longer. regarde& it as the only criterion

by which beliefs and practices could be judged. Now he saw it working

in partnership with scripture: These\two became the two_oentral‘stan&—
ards by which all thinking and living should be judged. ”

It would be fair to.say that this change in Rammohun parked his
- change from a rationalist skeptic to a theologian. It would be ihteresfzr
ing to be able to document the process by which he changed, but unfor-
tunately, because of the way in whioh he publishedzhis works, such
documentatioﬂ is impossible. ;?he‘;uhfatulfMuwahhiddin, his-skeptioaL

- ) . I N . B |.. -
pamphlet, was published in 1803 or 1804,:ana when his next work was pub-

3

lished in 1815 his attitude had already changed. Significantly, of his,

first dozen Bengali publications between 1815 and’iBiQi eight were Eran%—

- -’ F

lations of Hindu éastras, three were debates with men who disagreed with‘
{')& R - y A

GCollet, p. 371. 3 ' ‘ ‘ ‘
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his introductory comments to these translations, and one was an attempt

'to prove that sati was not advocated by the S3stras. Of his nine

' Englishvpublications during those same years,.five were translatioas

of Hindu sastras, two ‘were attacks on sati, and two were debates in
which he tried to defend theism on the basis of the sastras.7_ So -
although the change from skeptic tc.theologian may-have‘been gradual

N o . ) .

in Rammohun's life, it is very'abruptrin the extant corpus of his

. writings. 'Esseﬁtialiy all qf his religious wcrks, except.for,the Tuh-

’

fatul Muwahhiddin, are theological in character.

But despite,this significant change in character between the

Tuhfatul Muwahhiddin and his later writings, it is important to under-"

.stand his attitude toward reasan in the. Tuhfatul Muwahhiddin as part of

<
w

his general attitude toward reason in all his work, since some of the

continuities are relevant. Rammohun began the Tuhfatul Muwahhiddin by

saying that the two essential elements of religion were a belief in a '

soul, and a belieg in an'afterlife dcring which the soul was rewarded

or puriished acccrding to the deeds done in this world.8 He acknowledged

that the truth of these two beliefs could not be demonstrated, but yet

he argued - that it was reasonable to accept and perpetuate them. It

was reasonablely he said, because such beliefs helped‘tqsrestrain

people from committing illegal and immoral acts. Thus religion, in its

essence, had the functional utility of maintaining the order and unity

o

7For a complete list of Rammohun s publications, see Collet,
PP- 523-541. ' j{\

Tu.hfatul, P. 5.. ' ' ‘ ‘ - )
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of society. 'It was reasonable for.people_to recognize this function

~

and to help ‘maintain religion. .
' Unfortunately, said Rammohun, these two indispensable and useful

beliefs which formed the basis of religion, had become lost in the

"hundreds of usgeless hardships'and privations regarding eating and

" drinking, purity and-impuritp,.auspiciousness and inauspiciousness"g

which had come to be regarded as integral to. religious life. 'Religion,

which should serxve to unify society and to ameliorate the’ conditions -

of society, had become a cause of "trouble and bewilderment"10 to

' h

people. It imposed burdens when it should help)to 1i¥t them; it caused

-divisions when it should help to reduce them. ’

_Any reasonable person would be able to see that‘most'of the
teachings of religious leaders were really extrescences_which had
. nothing to‘do with the essential and retional bases upon which religion
was founded, and he would question the doctrines and ‘social, regulations
which had become such an integral part of religion. But he would soon
find, said Rammohun, that one thing which religiousxleaders would not
tolerate was rational criticism. They insisted that the credibility

L,

of their doctrines and the utility of their social regqulations were not-

._Jthe only grounds on which their religion was established. In fact,

_they generally argued that the highest truths in religion either contra-

dicted ocur sense of reason, or 'weres beyond our capacities of reason. -

Ibid.

1Omia;
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. from the discomfort of life equally.

But when the critical power of reason served their purpoae, ,

they used it gladly. The hdherents of one-religion nould mock the

claims of othere, and would delight in showing how unreasonable others

were. They disclaimed the sensational miraculous accounts of other

religions, they presented elaborate theological refutations of the

doctrines of other'religions, and they pointed out'the inadequacies of

the’social systems sanctioned by other religions. "Each group pro-

' nounced judgment on the adherents of other groups and on thoee who

belonged to no specific religious group.11

They did all this without apparently recognizing the inconsie-

tency of their position. For while the adherents of one religion dis-

. claimed the‘miracles of otherxgroups and mocked the gullibility of

those who believed them, they advanced their own accounts of miracles

performed by the power of their god and their leaders; while they

demanded‘consistency.and credihility in the theolegy of théir-opponente,

they argued that. their own theological poeition should be accepted on
other grounds; while they criticized the social implications of other
re_ligions, they were u'nwilling @owledge the social injustices
which their own religlon fostered; -and while they pronounced;doom on
those.whofxejected their special teachings;-they refused to admit that

everyone, regardless of religion, enjoyed the goodness and, suffered
12 )
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12Tuhfatul, PP- 6f7.
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One of the onlj issues on which all reliqious agreed, said"
hun; was in thEir attack on reason. They each tried to establish

their claims on grounds which were. outside the scrutiny of _xeason. In

many inetances, in‘fact, they argued that the truth or falsity of

their claims wag not of primary importance, since the dangers iuvolved'

in not believing were greater than the dangers involved in believing

what was ultimately demonstrated to be false.l3" This attitude was

i . 1
inculcated from childheod, until the suspicion of reason was so strong

that people quite naturally be&!h to feel guilty whenever they questioned

. or doubted some unreasonable teaching.l4 .o

Reason,.however, was not the enemy of religion. 1In fact, said

Rammohun , reaeou was an indispensable aid tolreiigion. It was evident

through reason alone that the world ‘was governed by a Supreme Being.ls

J-STN ._
u.

It waeeevident through the use of reason that the social life of man -

needed to be requlated by mutual love %gd affection}é These reasonable

- 5 . . -
13'I‘uhfatul, pp. 20-21. The argument which Rammohun opposes here -
is precisely the one which in the West has been identified as "Pascal's
wager”., Rammochun puts it as follows: "Each of them says that his’ |
religion which gives information about future reward or punishment after
death, is either true.or false. In the second case, i.e., if it be
false and there be no future reward or punishment, there is no harm in
believing it to be true; while in the first case, i.e., its being true,
there is a great danger for the unbelievers.” Rammchun argues that it
is repugnant to believe in what seems unfounded merely because of fear,
and he also says that any kind of bigotry can be justified the same way.

[4
;4Tuhfatu1, P. 2.

S pohfatul, pp. 6-7, 11, 17.

1GTuhfatul, p. 23.
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_propositions wefe'pa;t of all religions, and déctfines and pracfices
~ which were.consistent'withlthese‘prbpbsiﬁiéns could be supported by
reaspn. But when doctrines demgnded t§o mﬁqh qredulity, and whén reli-
gious practices fostered divié%vepess and ranco:,-then it was tﬁg task
of reaéoﬂ to céit;cize these déctriqes and_practices.: Although such a
posit;on was not in_itsélf anﬁiFre;igi;us,-Rammchnn agreed that it was -
opposed to many of tﬁe beliefs and ﬁnacgides of established réligions.'-
. In th}s attack on estahlished‘religiéns in-§§e Tuhfatul- ’
Muwahhiddin,lRammohun'madeﬁsome very broad, sweeping generalizations
. with few séecific reférenges to particular phénomeng in individual {
religio;sfﬂ In later writings his criticisms;becamg more speéific, and
he cdnfined his attacks to particular #séects of éithgﬁiﬂihdu br Chriéﬁ;
ian beliefs ané piactices. ﬁh;le in this eérl& work hé.seeméd interested
in dismahtling religion aﬁd reducinggit t9 its simplest and most uﬁil}-
tarian core,:in latex writings he seemed more interested in purifyingu
existing,tfaditions by riddiﬁg tﬁem,of their most objectionable and
.unreasénable aspects. But although he seemed @ore sympathetic to reli:
gious traditions in his later works, his high r¥gard for the.stapdards
of réason and his rigorous application of theé?/éf;;dardé‘did‘not
change substantially. ‘Hé continued to insist that religidus beliefs.
ahould.be uhiversally'ﬁalid-and free of éon;radiétion, and that re}i—
gioﬁs practibes should foster uﬁity and afféction.‘ ‘
Rammohun's criticism of réligibus practices will cﬁncern us 1in

greater detall later in thia studf, so0 for the present we shall leck

more ciosely at his discussions of religious beliefs. As we have jus£

$ .



4noted; he demanded that religious:beliefs.should be‘universallyfvaiid
angefree of oontradiction. In his application of'these criteria to

the beliefs angd theological systems current in his time, he incurred‘
- the opposition of the defenders of the religions which he criticized

\

In applying the principle of universality to religious beliefs,

!

~ Rammochun came into sharp disagreement with two defenders of Vaisnavism,f

One of them, Gosvami,17 debated various aﬁpeots of Vaisnava theology,f

- /

" with Rammohun in 1818‘ In the course of that debate Gosvami suggested

that Krsna was the embodiment (akara) - of Brahman, but- that the reason
/

non-Vaisnavas did not understand and accept him as such was because he

) ‘ I - o :

was not visible to them. He was visible only to his‘devoteesf’ARammo—

. : _ N _ /o :
. hun replied that this amounted to a plea for special perception'fo;$\\

. : . _ / .
Vaisnavas, and on these grounds alone it was unreascnable and unaccept-

able. All embodiments, he said, were perceptible through the senses
{Indr Ixa), since they were composed of the five elements (Eaﬁcabhuta)
"This was the way in which all peroeptions were known, and there was
nothing mysterious, nothing private about this. Anyone whoSe'sense
organs’were functioning prdperly could perceive what the next person
perceived. Therefore if Krspa had sppeared and continued to appear as

3

an embodiment of Brahman, he should appear to a11 men and not to just

-

/
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This debate is published in Granthabali, Part I,/ pp. 41-64.
All that is known about Gosvami is that he was a | |Vaignava holding opin-
ions which corresponded generally with Bengal Vaisnavism.’jThis means
- that he regarded Krsna as the supreme god, he regarded the Bhagavata
‘Purdpa as the most important scripture, and he regarded éaitanya as the
human embodiment of Krsna's love.
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a select group. _ : ,_J
The-danger of this Vaisnava position, Rammohuf)) pointed out, was

that in making a claim for. special perception ." ‘re opening the way

. for others to make similar equally unve:ifiable‘claips; How would

veisnavas*judgenthese claims? Wnat} for example, would they'seyfto
someone who sai& that tnrough spedial perception they had .seen a hnre's
horn (sagringa) or a flower growing in the sky (aka£Ekusum)? ‘If
standards of perception were different for various individuals nnd

groups because,of their special devotion to a god or for any other rea-

.son, it would be-impossible to authenticate or disprove the various

claims‘oné encountered.. In religious disoussion it would be impossible

to distinguish between genuine’ and spurious statements.
- In another debate with a Vaispava, Rammohun made the same point‘
from another perspective. Utsabanande,lg-Rammohun s Vaisnava opponent,

had made a series of_theological stateﬁents and had asked several

questions, to which Rammohun replied in 1816 1817 in three pamphlets.‘

’ Among Utsabananda's statements was one which suggested that Visnu was

’ . i -

18he two examples used by Rammohun are favorites in Indian
logic. Potter, p. 66, discusses these "unexampled classes” and the lack
of distinction between them and "untenable classes" (e.g. son of a ~©

barren woman) in Indian philosophy.

13 The debate with.Utsabananda consisted of three separate pamr
phlets published in 1816 and 1817. They hdve been reprinted in Granth-

"abali, Part II, pp. 1-40. This particular issue arfses on p. 29.

Utsabananda seems to have been a Vaisnava with views similar

" to Gosvami, but aside from his debate with Rammohin nothing is known

about his undexstanding of Bengal Vaignavism. Rammohun succeeded in
convincing Utsabananda with his arguments, and in 1828 when the
Brahmo Samaj began, Utsabananda joined it and served as reader and

-expounder of the Upanisads. See Collet, pp. 226, 526.

!



aiways the supreme god in.the é%stras; d that when-anotber god was
‘given the'highest rank it*was—tolbe,un erstood that although another
name was being used, the reference wa really to Visnu. ‘So any

reference’ to the exaltation of a dei v referred to Visnu, regardless'
of the name of deity which was used _Rammohun replied to this by

saying that this was clearly unreagsdmble. By using such an argument

the Vaisgnavas cQuld- insist that when Siva or Ganesa were being praised
the praise was really intended fogr Visnu. But, asked Rammohun, what
"was to prevent the Seivites fro using the same form of argument to
prove that Siva'was the intend object of praise directed to Visnu?
By ﬁhe same 1ogic the followers of kali, Ganesa, and other qods and .

goddegs\s could prove the su riority of their deitiee.

It was clear, said Rammohun, that when reason was disregarded
and when private standards/of perception and meaning were substituted
. for the universal standarde of reason, there could oniy be Confusion
- and disagreement. WithOﬁt the universal standards provided by reason,
religious discussione would flounder 'in ambiguity. —
The second standard which religious beliefs should meet wasg non<

contradiction. Rammohun discussed this primarily in terms of the inter—

//’“‘retdtion of éestraSu He noted, in his introductionlto the Translation

of the Cena Upanishad, that the Vedas appeared to teach both that God

was "the sole ruler of the univer§E“, and that there were many gods

.goddesses. This, he said, was a clear contradictionJ and unless

s1

[N

20y 0rks, Part II, p. 14.
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there was someacceptable explanation to reconcile

"+« « « those passages. which are seemingly at'variance with
each other, as those that dec}are the unity of the invisibl
Supreme Being, with others which describe a. plural#ty of ~
independent visible gods, the whole work must, I am afraid,
not only be stripped of its authority, but be looked upon
as altogether unintelligible.<*

Similarly, when the Veda appeared to teach both that God had form and
that God‘was ormless, some explanation which resolved'the contradictio
ﬁaﬁ-to be fouod to‘maintain the credibility of the.Veda.Z2?

So accordiog'to;Rammohun,-both the intelligibility and the
guthority of even tho Veda would be in question if irteoonc;lablehcon; a~

" dictions were found in the text. It was ndt sufficiént to defend th

Veda by saying that the matter was a mystery or that it was beyond uman

'_comprehension.23 Our reason could percelve contra&ictions, and it

21Ibid. My emphasis.
221bid.

23In a parallel argument with Ghristians some years 1ater, Rammo-
q;n objected to their use of a similar appeal to mystery in defence of
the Trinity. The editor of the Friend of India, Joshua Marshman, had
sald that one should not reject the doctrine of the Trinity just because
it was incomprehensible. After all, he argued, there were many aspects
of the world around us which we could not understand, and yet we did not
. doubt that the processes of nature existed. Similarly we should accept -
the reality of the Trinity even though we could not comprehend it.

Rammohun, in disagreeing with Marshman, said that the mission-
ary's analogy was incbrrect, since the Trinity did not exist around men
in the same sense that trees and flowers did, but existed "only in the
imagination of the missionaries."” (Works, Part II, p. 161) He said
that acknowledging the imperfection of our knowledge (as in understand-
ing the way in which nature works) was not the same as admitting that
‘our knowledge was basically faulty (being asked to believe that three
beings were one being, even though our reason told us that three wexe not
the same as one).. No appeal to mystery was sufficient to resolve

1

o
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X ' - | /. . : ) ‘
demanded the resolution of contradictions. The s3stras recognized this,

said Rammohun, and provided explanations for these épparent contradic-

L\\Fions. _ ' : - . . LT o
Both of the contradictions cited above were eﬁpl&ined by -the .
‘ /- . . _
sastras in y places. ' The commentator Vyasa, fbr=example:'explained

that God was really a formless unity, but that descriptions of gods
-and goddesses with forms had been included in the Vedas. "for the sake
of those whose limited understandings rendered them incapable of com: .
prehending and adeoring the'invisible Supreme Being." n28 The ﬁhstras '

. . : :
and the great commentators recognized the need for consistent, non-
contradictory explanetiéns.- There was nothing to be feared in eur

ate;npﬁ to expla;n contradictione,‘for gennine re%igious.teachinée
-would be free of them. Those teachings whicn eonfained irreconcilable

'contrédictions were not authoritative.

(5]

‘\\;> While Rammohun maintained his confidenceé in human reason through--
out his writings, he also'conﬁinued to be aware of the limits of reason.
.He said that although He was sure that & person conld come to an under-_

atanding of the existence of God by examining the world of nature, he

felt that reason could go'no further. It was reasonable, he said,

_ look at the world and say that it must have a Creator and Governor;

23 continuedcontradictions.

_ This debate with Christians is part of "The Brahmunical Magaz
.or The Missionary and the Brahmun", Works, Part II, pp. 135-189.

2orks, Part II, p. 14. . _ '
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on the basis of ‘xeason alone it was impossible to determine the. specific '’

characteristics of this Being.' It wdg once suggested to him that such a

Being mast have some material properties, since the world which. this

L)

Being governed was “a material world. But Rammohun disagreed, saying,

A belief in God is by no means connected with a belief

" in his being united to matter: for those that have faith
in the existence of the Almighty, and are endued with
common sensge, scruple not to confess their ignorance as
to his nature, or mode of existence, in regard to the .
point of his relation to matter, ox to the properties of .\ .

-matter. How; therefore, can a belief in God's being .
united to matter,; be inferred as a necessary consequence

- df a'beldef in his existence?25

Rammohun felt that many of ‘the beliefs about God's character and his

 actions on“earth were either contrary to reason;or beyond‘the corrobora-

tion of reason, and yet he regretted that it was these beliefs which
o ' . Lo 5 -
were the basis for disagreement between religions. -

. Despite this, ohun.did not argue that man was without any

knowledge of God's acter. Some information about God's character

wvas revealed ough the Sastras. This was infcrmatiqn vhich could not

have been discovered by reason, but it was information which was subject

to the scrutiny of reason, and it, like any knowledge, should be free of

. -* . . . o - :
contradiction aﬁd’should be universally valid. Reason could not discover

‘ ‘\ .
this information. But reason could make men aware of the existence of a

[

Bupreme Being: reason could make men aware that sgch a Being was beyond

the powers of comprehension. reason could also make sense of any revela- ’

tion about such a Supreme Being, and couild reject apparent revelation

’ . 4 +

. Pviorks, Part I, p. 107. | T

v
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Reason, accofding to Rammohun, uas not the only means by which
things might come. to be known, but. it was the final authority when it
cameﬁto making sense of what was Hhown. There were‘undoubtedly matters
beyond the capacity of human reason‘x,‘t,6 but that was’ no cause to reject

reason. All matters within the bounds of human Xeason, were subject to

. the standards of universality and non—contradiction.-

Whereas in his earliest publication, the Tuhfatul Muwahhiddinm\
Rammohun seemed to rghard reason as both the source of all knowledge and

tha standard by which all knowledge was to bhe judged in all his later

»

writings ‘he articulated a position whiéh held reason and revelation e

together. Revelation through the sastras provided information which

" reason could not have discovered: information, for example, about God'
nature. But he continued to believe that the existence of God could be
learned from both reason and sastra. It was possible, he said, to "read

— ‘ ~ the existence of the Almighty Being in his works of Nature", 27~hut, He

added, the rational‘worship of the God of Nature“28 was enjoined by

!

I e . ‘

26

between things ings which our senses cannot perceive but which our reasoning
helps us to understand (e.g. the gravitational attraction between sun and
~ moon), things which we cannot even anticipate because our knowledge hag
- not -extended that far, but which we will be able to understand once we
are exposed to them, and things which are simply not questiona of reason.
| 27Wbrks Part II 87
TRER8, Part SR B BT - o o~
28 bl B - : ‘.
Works, Part II, p. 46. N .

. . TN \
Works, Part II, pp. &0, '109. In these passdges he distinguishes

/

—
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the. Vedas and confirmed by the dictates of common sense."2 Reason .

‘still had the capacity to- discover the existence of God through the

0
- <+
v observation of the universe, but now it did not do so as:an independent
authorityr.it_corroborated the dastras. s
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c , .‘ s, Seripture . . . 2
In most of Rammohun's writings the two most important bases of

~ s ‘ -
‘authority were reason and scripture (é%stra)} The authority qﬁ.éﬁstra

Q N . - -,
i3 widely acknowledged in Hindu religious discussion, and dastra is

~

generally included in the categoky:qf fabda (verbal tegtimony), the

sabca

third of the three broad categories of pramapa most widely accepted in

" THindu philosc':phy.2 Thus Rammohun's respect for-and use of the £astras
‘is Qholiy within the traditions of Hindu theslogy. In this brief
disbgséion our purpose will be to examine‘ his, use of £3stra in some .-

detail, to-determine which of the various strands of $astra he regarded

)
. as normative, ‘and how he fklt $3stra should be used asv# Basis-fqr"
. v —_— . . A .

—

o

* -

religious discussions. T ' ‘

o L L

Rammohun said veiy'little about scriptures in the Tuhfatul
‘Muwahhiddin, but ghét hg?did say was very cynical. He.ﬂoted_that in
his own tradition the Brahmins'keét themselves rich and ﬁbwerful by
- 'Perfe;uétiﬁg.cerfain.cerghonies it which thelr presencé‘was ngcessary,‘
and th&t'they“justified the eipeéée of these ceremonieé'by quoting from

gistras which detailed how the ceremonies were to be performed. In Islam,

o -

LY

" 1In what folldws we shall use ‘scripture’' when we are referring-
to Rammohun's attitude toward scripture in general, and Yistra' when we:
\3 are describing Rammohun's -discussiohs of Hindu scriptures in particula:.'

o

-

‘ Lo
2ppove, chapter 1, p.39, note 3.
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he said, war, murder, and plunder were justified by appeals to scrip—

ture. He had no doubt that sensible people would recognize that such

. 2 a\
scriptures were not the orders of_a genercus and merciful Creator,

< . .

'ﬁ;ut'the fabrications of those self—interested 1eaders‘who stood t&’gain

‘most from their implementation. When the scriptures were not actually

fabrications, they were so severely distorted through misinterpreta-

tions that their- original ﬂﬁtentions were completely obliterated.

Rammohun's view in the Tuhfatul Muwahhiddin was that scripture was‘

appealed to by religious leﬁders-merely to legitimate their self-

interest.3 . ) R
In his 1ater writings Rammohun's attitude was quite different.
I

‘He repeatedly demonstrated his high regard for scripture by publishing
.
translations or editions of various scriptures at his Own expense. In

1815 he published the Vedanta—grantha, a Bengali commentary on the

Brahma Sutras, and in the same year he published a summary of this

]

a

larger work called Vedantasara. From 1816-1819 he published Bengali
translatipns of five Upanisads, and’ English translations of four of

these, as well as an English translation of s%lected Vedantic passages

" under the title nbridgment of the-Vedant'or Resolution of all the Veds.

He also.published both Bengali and English commentaries ‘on the G& Gayatr

in later years. 1In 1820 he even published a selection of New Testament

passages_in,Eng}ish, Bengali, ‘and Sanskrit, under the_English title '

58

. 3puhfatul, pp. 18-20. o : :
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The Precepts of Jesus, the Guide to Peace and Happiness;4

Not only did he demonstrate a change in'attitude.toward scrip-
.tures by his extensive publications, but he aiso explicitly stressed the

role of écriptures'iq theological discussions. In A Second Defence of

the MonbtheisticalVSystem of the Vedas he criticized his opponent fo{r\;
P . ‘ i , . . ‘ ) : ) !
not citing scriptural proof for his arguments, and he noted that "The .

validity of theélogical controversy chiefly depends’ upon Scriptural

-authprity;'. .PS Latér.in the same discussion he reacted against a

4

‘ charge that he wag an infidel, declaring that such a charge was incred-
ible, . since he never “advanced on religious controversy any argument

which was not founded upon thé authorities of the Vedas and their

celebrated comme.ntators.“6
o .

As iF/EB evideﬁé that Rammohun had great respect_for scripfures
and‘regakded them as critical in theological discussions, so it is also
,apparentﬂthat he distinguished between more and less authoritative

scriptures. Within the Hindu tradition he said that the gistras them- -

wéelves recognized such a distinction. Quotiﬁé fﬁom Mﬁgﬁaka Upanisad

I.i.4-5 he said, "Sastras are of two sorts,.superior and inferior; of

those the superior are those by which the Eternal God is approacheci.“7

4this is his only known publication of a scripture'ﬁh;ch was

not part of the Hindu tradition. 7Y
SWorks, Part II, p. 107. N (1
. o« '.
6 ;

Works, Part II, p. 113.

. 7Hbrks. Part III, pp. 111-12. The Sanskxit which Rémmphun-

————

v
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Those "superior é%strasf were those which he called "doctrinal serip-
- tures”, as distinct ‘from the Purdpas and moral tales. v

- - .' . . . " . - . (
For him the .most important of the "superior dastras”" were the

;Upaniqus’and the‘Br;hma sGtra, which he reférrgd;fo as the Qedas and
Védanta.‘8 His high regard for these fastras is evident in the first
piacg by the factfghat'he publisheg selections from this body of mater-
ial rather than from any other. It is also clear from the numerous
quotaéions froﬁrthese'éources ﬁﬁich he used in all of his theological
debates. ‘As we have already.noted, he empﬁasized fhat he ﬁevéf'
advancéd'a ﬁheological argument which was not based upon thé'VQd#. In
fact helexﬁlicitlﬁ argued that‘the Veda was the standard by which the
Purdnas and o;her gastras should be judged. As.he put it, "A gommonly
received rule for aQCertaining the authority of anf book is this, that
whatever book opposes the Veda;!is desti£ute of é.uthority."9 .
When other dastras séemed to_differ.with the Veda and Vedanta; some
explanétion for this difference had to be found, otherwise their

authority would be undermined. The explanétion might be found in the

I

7 continuedtransl&tes as "Sastras are of two sorts. . ." is dve
vidye veditavye, which would be more literally translated as "two kinds
of knowledge to be acquired". Rammohun's substituticon of ~dastra" for
»knowledge" is, I think, acceptable, especially in terms of the enumera-
‘tion of the various kinds of $astras in Mupdaka Upanisad I.1i.5.

BIn summarizing Rammohun's discussions we shall use Veda and
Vedanta as he did: When we use Vedanta to refer to the system of philo-
sophy we shall use the term with diacritical marks as follows: Vedanta.

<

-

gﬁbrks,_Part II, p. 154.

- 0’
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. coatext_of the paesage, or it might be that the passage'was intended"
for those who were ignorant and_therefore‘unable to grasp the truth

wiless it was presented in some modified form. But whatever the .

explanation, it was essential to reconcile these passages with the

meaning of the Vedas.‘ . ’ A: o | .
| When Rammohun spoke of the Vedas and Vedanta, he wag speaking
about é%stras which had the same meaning, although a slightly different
‘form.‘ The Vedas, he said

. . . are extremely voluminous, and being written in the
most elevated and metaphorical style, aré, as may be
supposed, in many passages seemingly confused and contra-
~ dictory. Upwards of two thousands years ago, the great
* Vyasa, reflecting on the perpetual difficulty arising .
from these sources, composed with great discrimination
a complete and compendious abstract of the whole, and
also reconciled those texts which appeared to stand at
variance. The work he termed The Vedanta, which, .
compounded of two ‘Sanskrit words, signifies The Resolu-.
tion of all the Vedas. It has continued to be most
highly revered by all Hindoos,. and in place of the
more diffuse arguments of the Vedas, is always referred
i~ to as equal authority.lO

- The Vedas were the origin of all Hindu literature, "coeval with.the -

existence of the world;ﬁll inspired and created by God.12

1o~ : B
- ‘ Works, -Part II, p. 59.

llerks, Part II, p. 114. It seems that here he uses Veda more
broadly than he usuwally does, for it is customary in tradition to
refer to the Vedas as the basis of all other literaturd, but the VeQas
' in ‘such ueage refer to more than just the Upanisads.

12Worke, Part II, p. 64. Although there are diffdrences of
opinion within Indian philosophy as to whether the Vedas fare eternal or
whether they are created, Rammchun's position on this gUestion was never
the cause of any debate. He seems here to be accept Sankara's posi-
tion, which was that the Vedas are reformed or recreated at the begin—
' ning of every kalga {era).’ -
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The sastra which was next in authority after the Vedas ‘and
Vedanta was the EEEE: There is a tradition that Rammohun published a
Bengali verse‘translation-bf“the gigérprior to-1829, but such a prans—
lation hah,nevé: been located .3 'Iis_éxistence wouidlobfiously be -

. evidence of his'senée'of.thé import;n;e of thé_gzgé."Bgﬁleven-w;thoﬁt
it thére is ample evidénce of his high opinion for this d3gtra. In
his writings he referred to it #s "the‘eséenée of g;l-the Smritis,
Pﬁranaé,‘and.Itihasas,"14 &nd as "the essence of 511 Sastras.”ls It
is interesting to note that while he used the Gita only’ occasionally
in his theological debates, he used it far more frequently in his
discussions of social questions.16

. The next large groups of #3stras which Rammohun uéed frequently
were the Purdnas and Tantras.. His attitude toward them was consider-
ably more critical than it was towérd the Vedas, Vedahta, and Gita, but
this_shoﬁld not be taken to ‘suggest that he denied their authority. He

often disaérged with the ways in which these texts were interpreted,

13Collet. pp. 99-100, 531.
14 N

“Works, Part IXI, p. 93.
15 .

“Works, Part III, p. 105.
164e certainly had égough material in thé-Upénigads to.sﬁhsﬁant;'
" iate his argquments, so the Gita would have been only an additional source
for passages which were not as unequivocal as those from the Upanigads.
He would have had trouble with the emphasis upon Krgna as a personal god,
- since he seemed to diglike Krsna and the descriptions of Kysna's
exploits. Wwhat he seemed to find most compatible in the GIta was the
emphasis upon the universality of the way to God.




'but he made it quite clear that his disagreement was with the inter-
pretations of the texts, not with -the role of thetexts within the
tradition. During one of his debates about sati he acknowledged that

- all the dastras which advocated sati were “indeed sacred 1aw, l7 and
in another discussion about the exploits of the gods he acknowledged
that the Saistras which contained such accounts were authoritative.
his objection was to. the way in which people interpreted such accounts.
The £astras which advocated sati, for example, admitted that it was |
not the best choice for a widow to make;, and yet Hindus ignored these
parts of the Sastras and emphasized only the portion which recommended

lsatit Similarly the accounts of the gods were not intended to be
normative for human society, but were merely intended to capture the
imagination of those too degraded to be attracted to God in any other -
way. The Puranas and Tantras were intended primarily for those

unable to understand the difficult Vedas and Vedanta, but despite'
their ocutward differences from the more philosophical sastras, the

_Purénas_and Tantras ultdmately declared that God was‘fone and above the

apprehension of the external and internal senses;"19 hnd‘so they were

in agreement with the Vedas and Vedanta. .

The final body of sastric literature which Rammohun frequently

quoted from and whose authority he acknowledged was the coﬁnentary

63

e,

'17Works, Part II, p. 90.

18“0:](5' Part II' p- 91-3-

19%orks, Part II, p. 41.

~ ’ ) '



_11£erature. 'The role of cemmenfaries, aceording to Rammchun, wes to .
p clarify the complex metaphors and enigmatic aphorisms of the Vedas
and Vedanta.‘ Peopliﬂoften were confused by the language of the
Vedas ‘and Vedanta, because‘the 1anguage seemed to be contradictory..
The commente;iesuexplained these apparent conﬁradiceions in langqaée
which was clear and consistent.zo |
The very presence of commentaries helped to indicate the
authority of the Sastras with which they were associated. Rammohun
pointed;out that it wae.anleefablished rule in ﬁheologicel debate
lthat "those Puranas and Tantras which have commentaries, and those
. N : .

. . . o
parts which have been quoted by the acknowledged expounders, gie

received for evidence; otherwise a sentence. quoted on the mere

64

, : 20Rammohun discusses this issue with Kavitakar at Granthaballi,
Part II, p. 67. Kavitakar had attempted to defend turning people
from the Vedas to the Purdnas on the grounds that the Vedas were too
full of contradictions which would confuse them. Rammohun replied
that the Vedas did not contain contradictions, and that the problematic
passages were all adequately explained in various commentaries.
Kavitakar s identity is unknown. His name actually means

simply "orie wﬂo writes poetry", and reflects the style ‘in which he
addressed these questions to Rammohun. This appears to be Rammohun's
nickname £6r him. The debate between these two took place in 1820, _
and took place entirely in writing. If Rammohun knew who was submitt-
ing these ‘poetic’ questions to him he never indicated it in the debate.

" . Tt 1s difficult to place Kavitakar theologically on:.the basis
of his questions. He does not seem to be a’Vaisnava, for he does not
appeal to the special status of Krsna or the Bhﬂgavata Purana as did
Rammohun's two Valsnava opponents. He does favour a greater emphasis.
upon works (karma) than either Rammohun or even Rammohun's ‘Vaignava
opponents did, bui but that in itself does not place him clearly into any
,religioue or philosophical school.

The debate with K&vitakar may be found at Granthabali, Part II,

PpP. 67-93.

t
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auﬁhority of the Puranas and Tantras_ia not considered evidence."?! dte
reason for this distihcﬁion betweeﬁ-éﬁstras of the same kind was_to._
distinguish between generally accepted or anqient aﬁthority,Aan‘ local

or recently established authority. As he put it,

Those numerous Euranas and Tantras which have no commen-
tary and are not quoted by any established expounder may
probably be of recent composition. ' Some Puranas and
Tantras -are received in one province, the natives of
other provinces consider them spurious; ox rather, what
some people in a province acknowledge, others considering-

- it to be only recent, ‘do not receive; therefore those
Puranas and Tantras only which have been commented ugon
or quoted by respectable authors are to be regarded.

Commentaries not only had an authority of their own, they also served
to indicate the authority of the Sistras to which they were attached.
Among commentaries the most authoritative was -Manu, for he was,

sald Rammochun, "better acquainted than any other lawgiver with the

sp;rit of the Veda.“23 Manu was "the best of all the commentators of .

. the Vedas,” n24 "the first and best of Hindoo lawgivers. w25 The'laws ;
given by other commentators or lawgivers had to be rejected if they -

conflicted with Manu, even if\g_majprity opposed Manu. In cne of his 'f

‘debates about satl Rammohun noted ‘that his opponent had argued that R

2lW'orks, Part II,‘p.‘154.
,(-5“-;\
221pi4. o

234orks, Part II, p. 93. ' '

. ?%0rks, pr%fifjﬂﬁT“}dA{\
. 254orks, Part II, p. 87.
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' Manu's aﬁthorit? should be set aside in a particﬁlar case because the
6pinion of geveral other lawmakers (Angira,_vigpq, and ﬁﬁrita) was
. L i ' .
suniformly against him.26 Rammohun argued that Manu's authority was.

f
paramount even when other commentators unanimously disagreed with him.

27
Sammohﬁn quqﬁed ﬂggg'b authority predominantly, although not

exclusilély, in d49cussiéns of.sdgial praciices.; In matters of_?elig-
ious‘and ghilosophiéal interpretétion he quoted most pftenifrom
éahﬁﬁ;a,'whom he regarded as the.mpst important #nd m@st consiétent

| interprqter of the Vedas ingfhese matteré. He called him Bhagabin

“”" Ecirxa28 or thé "most'celebr;ted Sankaracharya“;zg and iisted him with

thé Vedaé, Vedanta, &nd Manu as thé most iméorfént-authorities‘on not

‘only religiocus and philosophical guestions, but;on social issues as

well. All his translations of the Upénigads, as well as h%s summary '

of the Brahma Siitra, were based upon the editions and commentaries of

gaiikara.

It should be é;e;r that Rammohun's evaluation of the auﬁhority o
of various $3stras, altﬁough it would not nec;ssarilg be universally
acceptéd aﬁong Hindus; yould certainly bé widely-accepted; ‘HiB position
does not seem to be one which should generate any controversy. And yet

1t did. He found himself in disagreement with some’g;’his co7ﬁemporaries

26This discussion is in Works, Part 111, pﬁ.'loa-ll./'

27Works, Part III, p. 91.

- 2850r example, at Granthabali, Part II, p.. 78.

29Wbrhg, Part 1I, p. 87. : ._ﬁ
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" over the gﬁﬁggion of how the authority of f3stras should best be used .

4

in religigab discuésions._
Iﬁ hié'debates with Vaiqqavss he disagreed éaxﬁiculgrly with
their interpretaﬁion of the role of-séctarian.éistras. Their.geheral
argument was that the Purapas had been written because the Vedaﬁ‘and.
even the éomméﬁtgri;s oﬁ the_fédas were too difficult;to.understand.

The Puridnas expiessed the essence of Vedic teachings in a form which

was}ea§£er for moét'péople to undefstand.' Theref@fa‘gqople should
Eead the Puranas ;ather than the Vedas ana their commentary, confident
that they were gettiné tbé eséegge of the Vedas.ao_

-Ramméhun ;ccepted one éfrthe‘aspecﬁé of this argument, namely,
the suggestion that the Vedas and the Puripaﬂ were esséntinlly‘in

agreement;3l .Buﬁ'he said that he diaagreed'with the implication that

67

the Vedas and Puripaé were of equal authority because of this essential

rl

S agreement. The Purdpas, he said, had. authority insofar as éhey agreed
with)the Vedas; that ia; their authority was derivative. Furthermore,
 he added, the ﬁery intention of the Purinas and Tantras was proof that
their content and authority were derivﬁtiva. They'were,inténded-foi
women, gﬁd:;s, ana fallen Brahminé,'thoaa who weée incapable of |
understanding the Vedas and to wham thé Vedas were‘f.orbidden.32 They

were sacreéd Siétrae, but thef were of inferior quality and authority,

'30Granthabali, Part II, p. 46. .

3 G ranthabaii, Part II; pp. 46-7.

3271334,
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intended for those groups of people who were also inferior.

anmohun also objected to the Vaisnavn claim that their Purnnas,

and especially the Bhagavata Puri@na, were more authoritative than the

IﬁﬂpurEnEs 5; other groups. Utsnbananda.,—33 in his debate with Rammohun, .

d suggested that Vaisnaves'needed to read only the Vaisnava Purﬁnas,.

d especially the Bhagavata, since it was the essence of the Vedas

Byhhme Sutras, ‘and Mahabhdrata. Other 5estras were either too difficult
¥ L T -_—

or too confusing. Rammohun objected that such a position fostered
factionalism end ignored the essential unity of all sEstras It also

tended to exalt the" Bhagavata Purdpa above the Vedas as the basis for

theological discussions, and that tendency, he argued, was clearly
contrary to the order of authority recognized inrthe.sdstrns tnemselves.

Another area of disagreement between Rammohun and some of his
contemporeries,concerned tne utility and propriety of meking-the Vedas
nnd Vedentn widely available to people in vernncular translations.

-

Rammohun felt that in doing: so he wae allowing people to base their )

336renthabali Part II, p. 28. Utsabananda recommended reading
only Vaiqnave Puridnas because he felt that this would encourage greater
devotion to Visnu. He said that the Vedas were too difficult, and the
non-Vaisnava Upanisads and Purénas were liaBle to divert peoplé from dave-
tion to Vignu. Rammohun replied that whether the god in a text was called
Vignu or Siva or any other name, the purpcse of the reference was to
point to the Supreme Being (Brahman). It was not the purpose of the
g3stras to make any particular god the ultimate, object of devotion.

" Gosvami went even further in his debate with Rammohun. He said
that $aivite Purdpas had been created with the deliberate intention of
confusing people. Rammohun replied that such a pobition did little to
advance the respect of people for the §8stras, since by undexmining one
group of sKstras it cast doubt on others as well, For the details of this
discussion see Granthabali, Part II, pp. 54-6. '

D



judgmente in religious and social matters upon the. best authority, but -
one of his opponents argu&d'that in fact - Rammohun was undermining the
‘authority of the sastras.34 People were lliable to get bad translations,

" he, said, and there would be controversies about the proé%r translation .

Y

of words and passages. ‘In such controversies the only recourse'was to
go back to the s&stras in their Sanskrit originals to see what the
meaning really wag. This only demonstrated the futility of translations.
‘Unfortunately there would- be those who would lose confidence in the |
gAstras because of such cOntroversies. " Rammohun acknowledged that such
controversies might arise, but he said that good translations would
~soon be established b;\thejacceptié:e yhich{tbey found among those who
knew tne original text, and those nho did not know Sanskrit.ccuid then
have confidence in those translations. The risks that sdme-migbt‘lose
their confidence in the fastras because of such contrbversies were not
as great as the. benefits to be achieved from having the most autherita-
tive éestras available for people to base their beliefs and actions
upon. '

In summary, we see that Rammohun, after his initial contention
that scriptures were used only to 1egitimete ‘the self-interest of reli-

gious leaders, regarded_scripture as the fundamental basis for religious

discussion. He regarded the Upanisads and Brahma Sitra as the most
. . . :

authoritative Eﬁstras, and ascribed somewhat leas authority'to th;

Gltd, and even' less to the Pur@nas and Tantras. These latter §astras

34works, ?art II;¢§P. 85-6.



were’ authoritative insofar as they agreed with the Vedas and were '

o =

supported by commentaries. Among the many commentaries, Manu and

ﬁahkara were the%gwo which he quoted from most frequently, and they
o
‘were the two which he regarded as most authoritative. In 21l his

disoussions of scripturee he opposed all efforts to estab

S supreme authority of any sectarian scripture, and e?oouraged all

attempts to make scriptureseas widely ava le as possible.

There is one other issue ated to the authority of scripture
?_ which Rammohun'aiscusse ~“and that is the relationship betdeen reason -
" and scripture. Our discussion of!hisfunderstanding of‘the role of

commentaries has_already suggested his position! We noted that one '

of the functions which'he ascribed to .commentaries was the resolution
 and explanation of apparentloontrauictions in the,éastras,.and this -

suggests that he did not belidve that -there aotuaily'uere contradic-

&

tions in the gaetrae. ﬁe acknowledged that if it could'be demonstrated

!

that the &Astras contained contradictions, their authority would be

undermined.35 It was for that reason that he entered the very long and

t

complex débates in the Brahmunical Magazine 36 with the opponent who

' n

Lo o !

Pyorks, Part II, p. 143. »
This particular discussion £ills the first two numbers of the
Brahmunical Magazine (1821), reprinted at Woxks,. Part 1I, pp. 141-58. ) PN

The questions which Rammohun answered had. been posed in the Samachar '

Dagpan, the Bengali . paper published by the Baptist miseionaries at
Serampore.

The questions whioh Rammchun responded to were as follows:
© 1. How could God, who was the only eternal and real Being, have a’
capacity (maya) which created a false and unreal world? Did this not
euggeat that God and maya were aqually eternal and equally supreme?




R

thought.he had detected contradictions in the $istras. For Rammohun

°

it was 1mperat1ve to prove ‘that the é&stras were free of contradlcticn.
But he did not simply regatd reason as a threat to-scripture
_‘which had tc be-satisfied by its own standards to maintaic the integritflf
and_atthorgtg of scr%éture.r He also fegarded teeson as en impctteet‘

tool by.ﬁhich scriptﬁre could be defended and explained; 'Scripthre was

-

¥ . not lccked into a contlnuous battle against reason, trylng to vindlcate

[}

. itself against the CritiCisms of reason. 5cr1pture was actually clari—
fied by the use of reason. | Rammohun accepted the well.established

1 - ,t principle that “A Vedlc utterance cannot be purposeless 37 and §et he

_;f - . recognized that;many‘paseages from the sastras were enigmatic at best

—j> and meaningless at worst. It was here that reason came to the aid of

C :

scripture. Reasoh_could'resclve'éﬁgarept contradicticns; unravel
7.‘. n : I.' ) -
. . S ' ' S . ' N
36 continued
2. If .the soul was identical with God, how could it be punlshed for mig-
- +3eeds? .
3. How ccuié:CSé be regarded as perfect when various systems of philoso-

phy taught such dcctrlnes as that God was the result of sacriflczal rites,
or that there were many gods w1th dlfferent forms and’ names?

» 37Potter, p. 85 refers to the Vedantas1ddhantamuktavaii of ’

~ ;Prakasananda when epeak}ng of this principle. There are two major %mpliw
:Nﬁﬁb “.cations of this principle.  Firstly, any theory or explanatlon must’
//' account for statem@htswln é%stras, for those statem are given just
L_‘; + a8 sense experienc&ﬁﬁs"glven . ' fecondly, a theory explanation which

renders some parts of sastra meaningless in an attempt to explain others,
cannot be accepted. ‘Cne of the:ways in which this implication has been

p used in Indian phllosophy, is to ‘argue: that the nirgupa- Erahman descrip~
= : tion must take precedence over the sagupa description, since to reverse
’ the precedence makes the nirgupa description meaningless. »
%’n ) S < ) & ‘«J“
; - e . i . iy
;.; 3 . : e . o v - -
N . i : .“.' /
o T X . L.
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nyeteriOu aphdrléms,,and restate clumsy argumente. It was the function-
of conmentarles to demonstrate that whar seemed to be contradictioneh

were.in'factbdifferent sratements of the same'thing{ even if deﬁbnstrat-
ing this involved appealing to secondary.meanings.of words and conceprs;

Commentaries expanded the concise sutras and expla;ned their 1mplica-

'tions. Commentaries also reordered complex arguments into more -

obviously .consistent cnes. 1 I o . ' -

oRammoHun was confident both in the:standards of reason and in the.

: adeqpacy of. scripture. It was only right that reason should scrutinize

,m.

écriptures rigorously, and it was only natural that s ipture wnuld

. withstand this scrutiny\and benefit from it.. Their authbrity was

complementary. L , : L : R o



Ca 4. Custom S -

Rammohunnacknowledged that eueryone liéed in a context in wniqh
-certain customs‘(‘écira)1 werehtaken for granteé. These customs'created‘
‘a milieu in which certain practices and beliefs seemed natural and
reasonable. He -once sarcastically remarked that although he could not
agree with the Christian c0ncept of the triune unitary God, he could -
understand that, for Chriatians,_uho had imbideﬁ-this‘;otion."with their
'mother'a milk" the concept was probably no more unreasonable than
"the idea of animation of the stony goodeSS"Kali" is to an idolatrous
Hindo, by whom it has, in like manner, been acquired in his infancy." n?
' Customs Were not Just habitual practices, but also patterns of "thought .
which had beccme established through 1ong usage.
Although he recognized a certain ineVitability and utility in
| -customs, in most of his writings he was very critical of the Influence-

L

| thich custom had in people's lives. In the Tuhfatul Muwahhiddin he

&

said that most people were incapable of distinguishing between matte:r:\s\;‘\\J
of essential human nature and matters: ‘of habit, because they had 7
'Beccme convinced that the way in which they thought and lived was the

-

-

1The spelling and the meaning are the same in both Sanskrit and
Bengali. The word means "usage, practice, custom, rites, rule of . '
. conduct”". A related word which often is used in Rammohun's Bengali
writings is 'desacara', the customs or practices of a particu%?r,place
or country ‘ S Co e ' ‘

! ‘

ZWbrks: Part II, p. 180. o~
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. néturﬁl and right way to do so. This: left them‘inéapable of distin-
'guisﬁing between matters which were essential to religion and matters

.- which were excrescences. ‘"these persons”, said Rammohun,

do not make any distinction between the beliefs which are’
the results of a special training and habit and an absolute
‘belief in the existence of the Source of Creation which-is
an indispensable characteristic in mankind, so. that they,

" through the influence of habit and custom and blindness into
the enquiry into thé sequence between cause and effect,

' believe the bathing in a river and worshipping a tree or ,
being a monk and purchasing forgiveness of their crime from
the high priests, ‘etc., {according to the peculiarities.of

!, different religions) to be the cause of salvation and puri-
fication from sins of a whole life.3 . .

People became so habituated to assuming certain éoctrinéﬁ to be trﬁé,
- that they became uﬁap;é-to renounce their childhood faith evgﬁ though

most of its doctrines were obviously ﬁnonsenéical and{absurd".4

" Yt was this tendency to ;cqept the unreasopable in the name'of
custom.or established pracéiéé_which Rammohun regardeﬁ.as-the-most per—
,nicﬁé;s efféct'of ;ﬁstom. In his deb&tes about gggi_hé gmphasized this
pdint'again and again, aréuing‘that no number of precedenté could con-
vé:t An‘u#reasonable Qpctriné int§ a reasonabie bne,-ﬁf an immorai act

" into a moral one.

Female murder. . . c¢annot rdckoned among pious acts by
alleging the custom of af country in their behalf; by such
custems rather the country in which they exist is itself
condemmed . . . It is of no ¢onsequence to affirm that
this is customary in any particular country - if it were .
universally practiced, the murders would still .be criminal.

~ 3puhfatul Muwabhiddin, p. 8.

‘4wbrks,.Part5111,€p. 118.

Sworks, Part III, p. 118.

-
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I1f castom‘was-permitted to be the final authority in matters of helief
and practice, it would be impossible to change unreasonable beliefs and

immoral practices.' To justify such beliefs or practices it wou;d

-

.merely be necessary to prove that they had been accepted by someone

previously.-

. Precisely the same kind of criticlsm of custom ‘could be made

from the perspective of the authority of the sastras. Rammohun s major

basis for his attack on the practice of sati was Sastra. He tried, by

quoting from a great variety of texts, to prove that sati had never
been prescribed as a necessary’ course of action, had: occa51onally been
tolerated as a possible course of action, but had never been sanctioned
in the brutal manner in which it was practiced. Current practice

could not be regarded £§9 uthoritative in cases where it clearly opposed

-the explicit or implicit teachings of the sastras., "The custcms of a

" country or of i race”, he said, R

may -followed in matters where no particular rules are
prescribed in the Sastras; but the wilful murder of widows,
pProhibited by all Sastras, is not to be justified by the
practice of a few. . . 'In those matters in which neither
the Ved nor lawgivers give either direct sanction or
prohibition, the customs of a country or of a race may be
observed. '6

-—

®1bid. This is taken from Rammohun'’s A Second Conference Between
an Advocate for and an Opponent of the Practice of Burning Widows Alive
(1820) , which is reprinPegiat Works, Part III, pp. 99-127. In[most of -
this work Rammohun tries to show that sati was never prescr as the
only course of action for a widow, but was was always recognized a possihle
but inferior course of ‘action.

L}

L
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When the authority of reason and sastra was disregarded and the
authority of custom became paramount, the prohlems became insuperable.

If: you insist that the practice of a country or of a race,
‘though directly contrary to the directions of the Sastras,
is still proper to be observed, .and to be reckoned among
lawful acts, I reply, that in Sivakanchi and Vvishnukanchi, -
4t is the custom of the people of all classes of one of
-those places, whether learned or ignorant, mutually, to
_ revile the god peculiarly worshipped by the people of the
other - those of Vishnukanchi despising siva, and of Sivak-
" anchi in the same manner holding Vishnu in contempt. Are
the inhabjitants of those places, whose custom it is thus
to revile Siva and Vishnu not guilty of- 8in? Feor each of
those tribes may assert, in their own defence, that . it is
the practice of their country and race to revile the god
of the other. ' But no learned Hindu will pretend to say,:
that this excuse saves them from sin. .The Rajputs also,
in .the neighbourhood of the Doab, are accustomed to
destroy their infant daughters; they also must not be
considered guilty of the crime of child-murder, as they
act according to the custom of-their country and race.
There are many instances of-the same kind. Ro Pandits, ) ‘ ,@'
then, would consider a heinous crime, directly contrary '
- to the Sastras, as righteous, by whatever length of -
- practice it may ‘appear to be sanctioned.7

What Rammohun was pointing to was the necessity of having some standards
.of authority in matters of both belief and practice uhich were universal
enough to apply to situations euch as the cones which he was describing
‘here. - —
o These standards, he repeatedly'pointed out, were provided by

reason and scripture. He stated'this most explicitly in his discussion

of the basis of idolatry inthe "Preface” to.the Tramslation of the

Ishopanishad. ' o

o

'Let the autﬂore of the Vedas, Puranas, and Tantras,' it

Tworks, Part III, p. 119.
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' is said, 'assert what they may in favour of devotion to the
Supreme Being, but idol worship has been practiced for so
‘many centuries that custom renders it proper to continue that
worship.' It is however evident to every one possessed of
commdn sense, that custom or fashion is quite different from
divine faith; the latter proceeding from spiritual authori-
ties and- correct reasoning, and the other being merely the
" fruit of wvulgar caprice. o

In the "Preface to the Translation of the Kuth-Opunishud he 5aid that

thei"advocates of idolatry and‘their misguided followers™ were those
over whose opinions;prejudice and obstinacy prevail more than good ‘
sense .and judgment" 2 who preferred "custom and fashion to the author—
ities of their scriptures. 10_ As these passages indicate, he regularly
depicted the’ authority of custom standing opposed to the authority qf
reason and scripture. There is no doubt that he regarded the.authority -
of custom as inferior to that of reason and' scripture.’

One way in which Rammohun tried to undermine the authority of’
custom was by arguing that custom was not really a ve}y firm basis of
authority since it changed ‘so frequently, In his debate against gEE£A
-he at one point argued that the practice of tying women to the funeral:
pile was not only morally reprehensible, but also a recent innovation

practiced only in Bengal.11 Thus it did not have the support of the

tﬁ?dition which was claimed for it. Many other-customs were practicedi.

Buorks, Part ITI, p. 118.
9 .
“works, Part 11, p. 43. o
A01pig. . . f{

11 rks, Part III, p. 95.
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. only locally, were gradnally changed, were suddenlv introduced, Oor were
suddenly disregarded. He pointed out that the coming of the Eurooeans

had caused a whole new series of customs to develop, ‘some of which were

in direct contradiction to customs'which had been prevalent earlier.l_2

Custom was simply not a firm enough basis upon. which to rest'a great

/

deal of authority.

But although custom should not be‘ egarded as an important form

-

of authority, it did have a validity and ut lity which . Rammohun recog-

"nized. He suggested that the purpose of cus oms was to maintain order
" in socliety. Therefore, unless a. person was in a situation of stress

which made adherence to custom impossible, it 8 best to accept those

customs which were notrcontrary to reason-and scripture. His reasoning

\

was very utilitarian:.

Suppose each perscn should, in non-conformity with pre-

scribed form, regqulate his conduct dccording to his own t
desires, a speedy end must ensue to established societies;
for to the self-willed, food, whether fit to be eaten or '
not, conduct proper or improper, desires lawful or un-
lawful, all are the same; he is guided by no rule: to

him an action performed according to the will is faultless:
but the will of all is not alike; consequently in the
fulfilment of our desires, where numerous opinions are

LS.

12works, Part II, p. 48. Four of the significant changes which
he referred to were: 1) the change from the "ancient modes of the per-
formance of ceremonial rites of religion” to the modes prescribed by
Raghunandan; a change which took place in Bengal during the eighteenth
century; 2) recent changes in caste regulations with regard tc marriages
. between sub-castesg; 3) giving Eurcpeans instruction in:the £astras;
4) feeding Europeans in the presence of household gods. .Rammohun said
that all of these changes had occurred within‘tgé“previous hundred years,
and many of the changes were ncticeable within one person's lifetime.
In fact, he said that there were significant changes in custom every
twenty years.

X



mutually opposed, a quarrel is the most likely consequence; .

" and the probable result of repeated quarrels ie the destruc-

tion of human beings 13

¥

_While Rammohun acknowledged that customs were useful guides for

human behavionr,_he ineisted thet adherence to,cuotoms;was not e.nec-

eseary condition for knowledge of God. It was propor to follow those‘

ouetome which were consistent with the saetrae while "acquiring knowledge

14

reapecting God" but acquiring euch knowledge was. by no- means dependent

upon the observation of those customs. '“It is optional", eaid Remmohun,

to those-who have faith in God alone, to observe and nttend
to the rules and rites prescribed by the Veda applicable to
the different classes of Hindoos, and to their different

- religious orders respectively. But in case of the true

beliavers neglecting those rites they are not liable to any’
blame whatever; as the Vedanta says 'Before acquiring the

true knowledge of God,. it is proper for man to attend to

the laws and rules laid down by.the Veda for diffeérent classes,
according to their different professions; because the Veda
declares the performance of these rules to be the cause of

the mind's purification, and its faith in God, and compares/

it with a saddle-horse, which helps a man to arrive at the/
wished-for goal'. And the Vedanta also says, that 'Man may
acquire the true knowledge of God even without observing

the rules and rites prescribed by the veda for each class

of Hindoos, as it is found in the Veda that many persons who
had neglected the performance of the Brahmanical rites and
ceremonies owing to their perpetual attention to the adoration e

¢

of the Supreme Being, acquired the true knowledge respecting IR
the Deity.’

@

13

Workef Part II,‘p,'lpl.

3Myorks, part II, p. 123.

1SWorke, Part II, p. 71. Rammchun is summarizing the Vedntin

position in Sahkara's commentary at Brahma Sutra III.iv.36-~9. The dis~
cussion in that section is about those who are "outside orders" but uho

. navertheless attain knowledge of God



. He acknowledged that the Vedas preferred adherence to rather than re-

jectiOn of cuetom,l_ but he emphaeized that the Vedic position was
intended to signify that cuetoms had a secondary importance. Customs

could be ueeful and helpful, even in the queet for "knowledge respect-

A'ing God", but they were ueeful and helpful only if they furthered that

queet. They were not authoritative-in.themselves, but were always
subject to the authority of reason and scripture.

The dependence of custom-upon the authority of reason and

scripture was particularly evident when there ware disagréements about

the appropriatenese of- particular customs. Kavitakar17 critioized

80

Rammchun for a seriee of social misdemeanors ranging from Rammohun's .

eating habite to his preference for Muslim clothing. Rammohun replied

that Kavitakar wore stitched clothes which were aleo Muelim in origin,

and he probably ate food which was unacceptabie to members of at least

‘some group in‘Eociety. Disputes of this sort, sald Rammohun, with

accusations beinq flung each way, could be interminable if'there were
nogasome etandards_whioh,tranecended particular cuetoms which'could be
used toﬁmake judgments. Custom could only -be authoritative among those

who accepted it within'a particular.social context, but reason and

ecripture were authoritative universally. They could be used to deter-'

. !
mine whether particular customs were authoritative because they wera -

. b 1'.

16Worka, Part II, pp.'71-2.

17Granthabali, Part II, pp. 75-6.



al

‘1help£u1 in worshipping God and fostering brotherhood among men, oOr-

whether they wefe not authoritatiVe because they hindered thesa two

goala.

4

\k_ .



5. personal Authority

Rammchun was more griﬁical of personal authoriﬁy'than-of any

. other form of'authofity. His pdaition did not change substantially L

from hia earliest to his latest writinga. He regardad most religioua'

"leaders ag -saelf- interented and Belf-serving, ‘and frequently auggested

that many of the blemiahas which flawed tho charactar of various reli-

gioua traditiona, wero ganerated and porpotuntod by religioua luadcra

_to maintain and consolidate thuir own positions.

%His carllest attack on roligioue leadors was in the Tuhfatulrh

Muwahhiddin.

e

His criticisms éhoro,.liko o&hcr criticisms in-that _book,

woru/éiructed ugninet raligious luudora in general, not just against

A

Hindu rol;gioua authoritiea. - He suggostad that religious laeaders

* "invented" teachings which made.it poaaiblo for them to gain control

over the masses of people. As heo put it,

. » « Most of thé leaders of different religions, for the
sake of perpetuating their names .and gaining honour, having -
invented several dogmas of faith, have declared them in tho

form of truth by pretending some supernaturdl acts or by
the force of their tongue, or some-other measure suitable

. to the circumstances of thé}r contemporarics, and thereby

have made a multitude of people adhere to them so that
those poorx phople, having lost sight of consclence, bind

‘thamselves to aubmit to ﬁheir leaders. . .

. Rammohun waa not suggesting that roligi&k itselt was a

.4

.1 o . ¢ o ' . “

Tuhfatul, p. 1.

82
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‘fnbricetion‘z He believed that there was a natural religioue impulee

in man, but that this really involved two very simple end basic ele-
mente:. the recoqnition of the exietence ef a Supreme Being and the
living of a morel lifae. The religioue leadere, he argued had diverted
attention from theee beeic elemente because there was little or no gein
for them in ‘such simple, . pure religion. Ineteed, the religious leaderel
hed emphaeized detniled and difficult dogmee, intricate end complex'
rituale, and numerous prohibitione in mettere of eating and eociel f

reletionehipe. In doing 80 they deetroyed the netural, eimple unity of

man's. religion, and created the impreeeien that the various forme.ot

'religioue erpreeeion'were in fact significantly different.

F/ ane the religioue leadors had COnvinced the people that the

.
e

various forms of religlous expression were really different religione,'

tney had coneolideted their'own position. They wera indispenenble, for

- only -they could explein the dogmaso, only they could perform the ritunle,

nnd only they were aware, of all the details of social behaviour which

muet be #ollowed in such everydey mettere as eeting end drinking. They

wora also indiepeneeble in defending.their particulnr reiigien. Thoy

~

'nrticuleted'éemplex dafences of thoir beliefs, and suggosted convincing-

. eriticisms of'the boaliefs of other religions; they invented'mireclee

more fentaetie than the mireclee of other religiener they kept their
followere from participating in the rituals of other groupe, and refuaed -

allow outeidere to participate in their own ruligioue ceremeniea:

2The following discussion is a eummary of what Remmohun says about

. *I '
P \ . T

. thie ieeue in the Tuhfatul. . ) \\\



_they ordered food prohibitione go that their followers would‘be kept.
from close aeeociation with. outsidera and forced into clcse aseociation
with members of their own religioua group. In scme cases, sald .

’ Rammohun, they invented ecriptures to substantiate their poaitions,

and in other inetancee they inserted scriptures eupporting their position P
' into well eatahliehed ecripturee They did all of thiB to make their
own pesition more eecure, to make themeelvee more indispensable; yet
“while ‘they did theee thinge they conetantly aseurod their followers
that all of this was being done for their berya/fit.

The twc areas of religious life in which the religioue lcaders |
‘nad made themselvee moet'indiepensable, were religious rituals_and J
image_worship.a- Ramﬂohen stated tﬁat the religiouS-lcaoere emfhaeized
these areas of religions 1ife and neglected other more inportant-areae
' beoause'tney had moet;to gain through rituals and image worenip. To
‘do:eo,?he said, they had tofneglect large portions of the Vedas which

dealt with eciontific matters such ae_medicine, morality, and natural

W .
‘.philoeophy, and emphaeize thoae more limited parts which dealt with
ritee and feetivale : They did thie, he said,. becauae thaesa sectione /_,/}/

of the Vedas could be used as. the vgourca of their worldly advantage. 4

v -~

_ Consequently they oppoeed all attempts which people might make to

- worship God through forms other than ritual and image worehip.‘ By .

- = N {) -

3Worke, Part 1I, pp. 44, 88. It should be noted that whilé we

use "image Worehip", Rammohun, in these paesages and most others, used

"idol worship"

.4 R T
o - v Horks, art I1, p. BB : S
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]_doing so they kept people at an unsatisfactory level of understanding

and worship. -0

One of the methods by which they kept people involved in .ritual
'and image worship rather than in more elavated forms of worship, was by
keeping the scriptures from them. This was particularly 80 in India,
because there the §astras were "concealed within the dark curtain of the
‘Sanskrit language” 5 and therefore inaccessible to most Hindus ' The o
religious 1eaders opposed a%y efforts to translate the s&stras as.a
meansg of permitting people to read for themseives what the sdstras
‘said about God and about worship ‘ Rarmohun experienced such opposition '
himself because of his translation and disiribution of sastras.
Kavitakar, Iin his debate ‘with Rammohun, said that the evils and
‘famines of the times in which they lived were the consequence of
Rammohun's publications. He suggested that it was against the will of ‘
God, and. certainly against ‘the best interests of religion and mankind,
for the sastras to be made generally avallable in the language of the
, people.- Rammohun s reply, predictably enough, was that it was only
through making people aware of the highest truths‘about God in the
gEstras that the world could become free of many ‘of the difficulties
which troubled it. In- fact, he said, if enough people became familiar
with the é%straéfthere would be a significant increase in thelnumber

of people worshipping the Highest‘God'(parameésara), and there would‘

5works, part II, p. 59.

6Granthabali. Part II, pp. TL-72. SR . i



L thé Sanekrit lenguaqe, but also would not allow those who knew

be eAéenerai improvement in'the.moralicondition of the world.‘ ﬁngor—
tunately, said Rammohun, this wee unlikely to happen. since thém
: religioue leedere not only kept the é%strae fxom people by reteining .
5
'Sanskrit, but who were not among the accepted group of religious

. leedere, to interpret the é&stras for themselvee. - They ineisted thet
=onlythey, the religious leadere, knew the true meaning of the%fﬁetrae,~
and that all othere ehould come to ‘them for the correct interpretation
of the meaning of the éﬁstrae. By ueing their'pereonal euthority to-’
keep people away from the only qbod source of deteiled knowledge ebout
'nthe chexacter of‘nod. the religious leadars were able to continue to
empheeize‘tnose‘eapects ofrreligion which provided them.witn the most
personel benefit. \

 The religious leaders wefe'eble to maintain thelf authority by—
appealing to encient authorities or by eaying that they were speaking
on behalf of God. s The first claim, said Rammohun, could ueuelly be
‘easily disproved by one who knew the anclent anthorities.t The diffi-,

culty, of course, was that the ancient authorities were usually

recorded in Sanskrit, and that made them inaccessible to most people. ' ////'-

The‘aeoond claim could reelly not be disproved, although'it could be
shown that this claim of direct reveletion from God involved great -

_difficultiee. Any person could claim God'e euthority for any etetement,

7Tuhfetul, rp. 13-14, Wbrks,‘bart II, p. 59.

BTuhfatul, P. 22.
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ovan if tho ntttomant wont.nqainat'all roason and aoripturo 'Ii all'.f
: auch atatemonts woro to bo accoptod, thore would be no poaaiblo way in ,
which confidont do%iaiona could bo mado about God -and . tho roligious ‘ ‘f‘
-.lifo.' So thoro had to bo aoma othor hasia for tho authority ot rnli— B

- glous leadora. o

Tho"truo'baéisltor por;oﬁoi outhotity,iuocotoiho'to anﬁohoh,f
-Was8 not position, ‘or birth, or_poraonal claima to rovolntion. InAfhot,
‘when authority was bnaed on auch fnctors, "l . acquiaition of know-

i'ladgo, qnd the practico of morality, in that country, musf rapidly

7: doolino. "9 ’

Y

»

Roapoctability and want of rospootnbility, dopond upon tho
: acts of men., If people of this provinco, who have boen
-~ constantly guilty of the wilful murder of women by tying
: them to tde pile in which they are burnt, are\to bo reck~
oned amgngst the roapeotabla, thon why should not the
. inhabitfants of mountains and forests be also’ reckonod ,
_who perpetuate murder for the sake of their 1ivoli- 4
. hood on to propiti te their cruel daitioa?lo ‘

Peopie ‘who 8 ctioned such aota tould not ba rognrdod ag good men, and

-should boﬂ/gghrded as logitimato religious authoritios.“

The +rue basis for peraonal authority wasn good action and know-
'ledge. In his dobates about suti Rarmmchun conaistently argued’ that thoao
who dafendod such an inhumane practioa could not credibly ba regnrdod as
tho' judges and examples.of virtue which cne should follow. Similarly.

in a discussion of the Vedic basis for monotheism, Rammohun omphaaizeo'

gworka,‘Part,II, p. 124,

‘loworka, ?artjn.' p. 15'9, :



.

- that tﬁo'dﬁdtrnu taughtﬂtﬁdt true authdrity was'bn56d thknoﬁ1édqe._

‘ According to the authority o! ‘Manu (toxt 155. chap 2nd Y.
" respact.and distinction are dus to a Brahman, meroly in
- proportion to his knowledge: - but on the contrary amongst.
medern Hindoos, honour is paid oxclusively to certain familios

of Brahmans such as the Kulins. &c, hownver void o£ knowlodqo"

and principlo thny may beill

a -

i For thoao who wantnd or naaded help in thoir search for a !uller

underatanding of God. thnro was much to bo gainod by tinding a roligioua .

m&uthority who was‘willing and nblu to bo ot uaaintancu. Rammohun rocoq- . o

//ninod this in his writinga.aa wu;; as in hiq persgnal lito.l One of hia‘
longont friondahipn ‘was with Harihnrnnanda Tirthaawami, a Tantric"

| mondicnnt who ofton atuyad with Rammohun for oxtended poriods of tlmo,
and who may oven havo initintod anmohun into soma %orm of Tantric -
'practico. A triond-of Ranmbhun 8 wrota that anmohun rocoivod Harihar—
anunda" with ‘groat honou: 1p rocoénition of hin 1enrninq and libornlity
of spirit“ 2‘ In his ﬁr&t&ﬁga anmohun-pointed out thnt tho ansttan

- gave ndvico to thoao locking tor a pornon who. could holp them to remova

thoir orrors of undorstanding and point thom to a fuller knowledge of

. - o

4 _?‘ ‘ ' _ . .
"‘;ywbéks; Part II, p. ll4. Tho passage which Rammohun refers to

is: "The séniority of Brahmanas is from (sacred) knowledge, that of
Xshatriyas from valour, that of Valasyas from wealth in grain (and other.

gooda), but that of Sudras alone from age." G. Bihler, trans., The. . v

- Lawa of Manu, The Sacred Books of the -East, Vol. XXV (Dalhit Motilal
Banarsidass, 1964. Originally puhliahed by Oxford Univeraity Proas.
1886), p. 58, II. 155. °

, 12Collat:. PP+ 68-69.
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+ « '+« the Sastxa enjoinn that such a spiritual teacher
"muot be chosen as is acquainted with what he teaches, but
in choosing any other sort of spiritual teacher no spiritual
“benefit is obtained for the purpose of divine knowledge.
"He, taking in his hand tho sacrificial wood, must approach
to a teacher who is well read in the Vedas and devoted to
‘the faith of Brahman". . . The definition of a.spiritual -
.- teacher: "“He im subdued in the members of his body and '
' nftootiona of hie mind: . 3 %

So anmohun 8 attaok on roligious authoritiea. consiatent and

. suatn%nod as 1t wqa.lnhould not be undorstood as an attdck on the con-

,..."89 L

g

copt'of'pofaonnl authority, but as an attack on most religious loadors;-‘

He tolt that most religious londors had authority which was based on:

theirx family and thelr position. and he rogarded this as an inauttioient

- %
basis. Txuo poraonpl nuthority‘should ba based on knowledge and a vii-
" tuous life. Those who had tha 'characteristics of genuine religious
- t&achora'woro to be ruapootod hnd !ollowod,_for thoy could help to

remove orrorn nnd lead to a trua undorstanding of,god. In essenca

thon. anmohun oppoaod the ostablishod roligioun nuthoritias who 5ono—

Cfited t:om the porpotuation ot,roligious prqcticos which seemed o
. lead ‘pecple away from rntho% than closer tc a true-knowledga of God.

‘Buat anmohuh had a high regard for those, regardliess of family ox posi-

tion; who'pfovod by their virtuous lives and tﬁoir knowledge of God.

. . » r‘-\_ )
Zhat they were tho kjngﬂof genuine authorities which the distras

13works, Part IT, p. 156.



ot underatanding of authorityx conaequently the deecription of hie under—

. never eyetematically argued for the understanding of authority preeented -

R,

. o
6. "EBvaluation

anmohun néver presented a aingle. eyatematic deecription of his

atanding presented here is a composite one. Rammohun‘a understanding is

implicit rather than explicit in his writingst And yet, even though he

here. such an underatanding ie very evident in his wrxitings,
‘It should be’ clear from the preceding diacueaion that reason and
Jketra were the most important ‘forms of, authority for Rammohun, and that

‘ cuatom and pereonel authority ware leea important. In the’ Tuhtatul

Huwahhiddin, hie earlieet publication. he was unwilling to accept any
form of authority other than reason, “and when he applied the atandarde
of .reason to ecriptures, custona, and xéligioue leadere, tha result was
‘a general and often hareh indictment. In most of his latex writings he
was only 5l ghtly lens confident about the capacity of reaaon. and he

' tinued o. judge both thought and action by the standards of reason.

'But in theae later writinge hia confidence in reason was complemented
'by his confidence in eastra. He regarded éastra ag the central source

of knowledgo about the character of God and as the indispensahle ‘basis’

»

'for theological dietuesion. He continued. in these later writinqs, to

ba critical of the. authority of cuetom. although he tempered his cxitic-
ism by acknowledging the. social necessity and utility of custom. Simi-

larly. in his diecueeion of perapnal authority, he balanced his earlier,

90
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nuine rq@igious teacher or leeder who was eware of the needs of hia |
fol owers and deeply aware of thg txue character of ch."l S

_ The contemporaries with whom he debated did not represent a
sin .e attitude toward authority and it is therefore impossible to
C-quick y identify a unified position to which he was opposed. The * -

”Vaisne as ergued for speciel perception nnd for a speciel place of

. authori y for the BhagaVata Pureua; some ‘argued. thst custom should he

;‘the majo form of authority beceuse it represented the weys of the fore—
' fathers: there insisted thnt reliqious leaders wexe the bagis of -
-authorit because of their special position in society. In these var-
ious por tions, however, Rsmmohun perceived-two-generel patterns of

: thoudh ,'end wes‘ "these patterns of thought that he objected.

| The first pattern qf thought. could ba called sectarian. " Those
who fook a sectarian position, and the Vaigpavas were the major pro—

ta of this position. argued that a particular set of perceptions,.
texts, or people should not be subject to the usuel standaxds of
udgnent which might be_epplieo to other perceptions, texts, or people_.1
The Vafenavas with whom Rammohun eeheted_seid eséentialIQchat'their
texts, their ideas about God, end their most respected relicious
ieaders, could not be.juogee‘in the same way that, for'example,'éeiuite
texts, perceptions, and loaders could ‘be judged, This sectnrian’position

contlicted directly ‘with Rammohun 8 insistence that all positions must be

1See above, ch. z.fpp. 49—51.‘

;,. . L
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jndged by'srendards'ehicn‘were unisersal} Fsmmohun{s,dismisssl pf L
Christisn'mirscles was on:rhese grounds.2 ‘He sald thet ne did not '
"doubt’ the fact that miracles might occur, but he,preferred to .ignore
auoh stories, since each tradition had its full share of them and yet )
each tradition was skeptical of. the miracles recorded in. other ‘tradi--
tions. He sebmed to take the position that although it was diplomatic'
to accept éhe miracle accounts in each tradition, it was-foolish-to
ory‘to defend theolo;icel‘positions;by bolsterinq‘rhem'ﬁith accounts

of mirucles. nny.belief in mirecles demanded a suspension cf reason,

and if one was prepared Eo do this for one. set ‘of miracles, one should e

do it for'all miracles. By insisting on this procedure Rammohun in

guheffeot challenged the ﬁery basis of sectaxian claims, which was the

unique authenticity of a particular set of events, texts, perceptions,
or people.

It was because. Rammohun was so fundamentally opposed to sectarien
claims that ‘he put 80 much emphasis on the authorit} of reason. j He‘
believed that the standards of reason were universal and that they
provided an adequate framework’ within which to view all traditions. | v
He believed that men were essentially ‘the - ssmegsnd that the differences
between men were matters of accident and custom. When the importance

of those matters of, accidenr and custom was elevated, the result‘was -

an emphasis on special’ claims which were not based on universal.
-l’l_ ‘ - )

“authority.

. o, L . e
Woxks, Part V, pp. 4, 64. ‘



‘ The second pattern of thought which Rammohun objected to was'
the tendency to 1egitimate claims on the basis of the status quo.
' Rasnwhun did not agree that customs shculd be followed simplyobecause ‘
-‘they had been followed for many years or because they were the ways of
,the forefathers.: He pointed cut that it ‘was . possihle that one 8 pre*
decessors might have ‘set harmful or evil precedents. If there was no
authority by which such customs could be judged, mankind.would Be 1eft

in the impossible position of having to;follow any precedent, no matter

93

how dangerous. Clearly people did not do this, bhut made judgments ebout .

‘which customs would likely. be beneficial “and which would be harmful

'Rsmmohun argued that the standards by which- such judgments could best be

made were provided by reason and sastras Appealing to custom itself

jthat is, appealing to the status quo,. was of little use in making deci-
;7 sions of this kind, Similarly, an appeal to the status quo was of
very little help in making decisions about religious 1eaders. Their
: claim to authority should be based upon more than the mere fact ‘that
they held positions of authority " Their actions ‘and Words‘should be
judged by reason and sastra. ‘ ‘ | ‘

Although Rammohun did not systematically discuss the question ‘of

.authority with his opponents, it is evident that many of the specific
instances of disagreement were based on more fundamental disagreements
about standards of authority. His opponents' pdsitibns arefinpossible
“to reconstruct, although we can suggest, as we have already done, how
Rammohun understood those positions. What we do know with certainty is
.that thase who debated with Rammohun considered him a threat to the

tradition. SOEB of the reasons. for their mistrust become evident when

I3
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- we examine some’ of the texts which speak about the sources of. nuthority

3

in the tradition.
“The usual‘discussions of "this question are found in the Dhsrﬁa-

sitra and ‘Dhams'a‘stra‘ literature.> The discussions in that literature

focus on how dharma can be known. Occasionaliy these sources'describe"

the basis for dharma very precisely, as the following passages indicate.

The Veda is the source (mula) of dharma and also the tradition
(or smritis) and practice of those who know the Veda.4

_.'. .. the authority (for finding out the dharmas) are the con-
ventions of, those who know the dharma and the Vedas.s

3rhe secondary sources which deal with this theme are. numerous,
even though most of these discussions are brief and-nearly identical.
They all depend for their basis on a few texts in the Dharmasiitra litex-
ature, most of which are cited below. Some of the most important of
these secondary sources are the following: Pandurang Vaman Kane, History
of Dharmagistra, Vol. I, Pt. 1 (2nd ed.; Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute, 1968), pp. 6-11; U.N. Ghoshal, A History of Indian
Political Ideas (rpt. London: Oxford University Press, 1966), pp. 44-45:
J.R. Gharpure, Teachings of - Dharmadistra (Lucknow: Lucknow University
Press, 1956), pp. 15-34; Rajendra Chandra Hazra, "The Sources of Dharma®,
Our Heritage, Bulletin of the Department of Postgraduate Training and
Research, Sanskrit College, Calcutta, II No. 4 (1955), 65-88. A very
useful and non-technical discussion of t'e sources of ‘dharma is in S.
‘Radhakrishnan, Religion and Society (Znu ed.; London: George Allen and
Unwin Ltd., 1956), pp. 108-113.

Y

4Gautama. Dharmasutra I.1-2, in The Sacred Laws of the Arvas.
trans. G. Buhler, The Sacred Books. of the East, Vol. II (1879 rpt; New
Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1965). : Quoted according to the translation
by Kane, Vol. III, p. 825. ' '

- s .-
¢ . o . . . )

sipastamba Dharmasitra I.1.1.2. This is alsc in The Sacred Laws
-of the Aryasg, where the translation is given as’ "The authority (for
these duties) is the-agreement of those who know the law, {(and the author-
ities. for the- 1atter are) the Vedas aloneh ‘The translation uged here
in the text is based on Kane, Vol. III, p. 825. .

-




The Sruti, the Smriti, the conduct of good men, what appears

pleasant to one's own self, and the desire which springs

from a good resolution, are said to be the roots- of Dharma.a-‘:

‘The whole Veda is the (first) source of the sacred law, next

the tradition and the virtuous conduct of those who know the
(Veda further), also the . customs of holy men, and (finally)

-self—satisfaction.7 : o : s

The Veda, the sacred tradition, the customs of virtuous men,
and one's own pleasure, they declare to be visibly the four-.

fold means of defining the sacred law.B

-95

According to these passages the four bases for dharma which are generally

agreed upon-are revealed scripture (Sruti), tradition (555__), the cus~

toms’ of virtuous men (sigtacara v and 1ndiv1dual interest (priyamatmanah).

4 If we compare Rammohun's standards of authority to these bases

of dharma we note some significant similarities and differences. The

" first source of dharma which all tRe texts agree upon is.revealed

\

6Yajnavalkya Smriti I.7. This is based on the translation by -

Srisa Chandra Vidyarnava The Sacred ‘Books of the Hindus Vol. XXI (Alla—

habad. The Panini Office, 1918)
7Manu II.G.

8Manu 11.12. ' '»: ‘ A

\

A

9The compound 'priyamdtmanah' is found at YEjHavalkxa-I.?. It
could also be translated as ‘self~satisfaction'. The word that is used
- for this at Mahu II.6 is 'Htmanastustih', which also means self-satisfao-
tion ox contentment of one's self.  Radhakrishnan, pp. 108-1l0 translates
atmanastustih_as "good conscience", and suggests that this implies the

well trained conscience of the disciplined person. .In his discussion he

emphasizes the "sound reasoning”’which is implied in this concept. I

think he makes toc much of the reascnableness of the concept.’

It seems

to me that the concept suggests self-interest more than it suggests

rational deliberation. - o

A

'
i
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‘interested religious leaders, in all his later writings fe had a very

#high regard for scripture. He translated and distribute some df”the-“
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_ cussions qf-theology\and of the good iifebbe based upon the
‘reSpected distras. The texts which he translated and thoge wh h he
most often quoted from were the ééuﬁiétextef’ So in'this he was in
agréeméeé uith the discussione of.eurhprity found in the Dharmuédstre A

“literature.

3

..
1 s

Ehe‘second basis for'aufhority, acco{iing to the Dharmas&stra

litereture, is _gg}i,*the continuing tradition. Rammohun accepted ihe

A

authority of the” sm{;i dastras and quoted from them frequently, He

-y insisted that these gastras were best understood‘in terms of the central

L o ; : i 7
teachings of éruti and he argued that a careful study of smrti and sruti

would show that these two kinds of literature were in fact in agreement,

alsoc to the tradition as.it'is continued in the livés of those who know
1t.1% 1n that sense smrti includes custom, the living and uncodified

tradition. Here we note thatIRammdhun was hesitant to ascribe very much

3

But smrti refers *to more than just the smrti s&stras. it refers .

authority to custom, even though he understoad the utility‘and necessiﬁy .

of custom. He felt that custom was too changing and fragile a basis for

'1‘0 . _ : o
See Gautama Dharmasutra I.1-2.
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authority, and that custom should be subject to the criticism of sastra

‘ custom could provide.ﬂ It was for the same reason that he. was reluctant

to place too much trust in many of the regional and recent Puranas and

Tantras. He felt that they would demonstrate their authority by ‘their

’
.

ability to'endure, by their gradual and general acceptance,-and by the

‘_fact that-commentaries would be written about them. Both customs and

these recent or regional sastras were generally regarded as gg;ti, and
therefore'authoritative.- For Rammohun, howevar, their authority needed‘
to be demonstratedt and could be ﬁbmonstrated only by agreement with _
reason and sruti. Their authority, therefbre, was derivative.

The third basis for dharma’ in the Dharmasastra texts is the
bonduct of viréﬁpus men (sigtacara . There is no clear line separat-

g smrti and sistacara, since the continuation of the tradition which

i suggested by-the term.gmgg_ is most often done by the sigga. We

\ L]
noted, in concluding our discussion of- personal authority, that Rammohun

»

acknowledged the value of religious teachers and leaders who were men of
P

good action and knowledge, and that wquld indicate that he was in agree-

nent with this basis of dharma. But we ‘also noted that in practice he

opposed most relkigious leaders; that is, he asserted that most religious

97

iand'reason. He wanted a firmer, more permanent basis of authority than '

Thgre is a great deal of value placed on the opinions of the
virtuous men. Radhakrishnan, p.- 110 describes how smyti regulations
_could be ignored if virtuous men thought it proper to do so. .Irawati
‘Karve describes the behaviour of the elders (vyddhdcara - Marathi) as
the means by which the gastras were applied to changing circumstances.
See her Hindu Sceiety - An Interpretation (2nd ed.; Poona: §S.R.
Deshmukh, 1968), PP, 96, 100-101.
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consideration.
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] . / oL . ) - .
" leaders were not sigtas. Thiy difference of opinion between Rammohun
" and the reiicious ieaders uas more than a simple matter of theoretical

'definition. Since Rammohun-did‘not_reqard most.relioious leaders as

virtuous men,; he'felt little compulsion to respect them or accept

their opinions ?hout God and the good life. ‘But his'disregard for

1 .
them seemed like a disregard for this form of authority, since it was

expected that religious leaders would in fact be. the si§tas of society

" The last basis for‘dharma‘listed in the texts is individual interest

(priyamatmanah). This does not figure in Rammchun's discussions-at
all, but that hardly matters. It seems that the texts which mention
it at the end of_the list of sourceé of dharma do so not because it is

an important source, but because they wish to stress that it should be

the last source. In- fact, whéﬁ' individual interest is mentioned as the

fourth source of dharma in Yajnavalkya Smriti 1.7, there 1s’a glogs by

the commentator Balambhatta which notes that priyamatmanah is only for

- instances in which all other categories of authority offer no guidance.

what is being stressed is that this should be one of the very last

considerations rather than that this is the fourth most important
Perhaps this brief conparisoh of the bases'offauthority in
Rammohun's writings and in the Dharmasastra literature may seem to
indicate that Rammohun was actually very close to what these textsl,
represented. After all; Rammohun accepted the primary-authority of the
é%EEi.t s, he_accepted the"slightlﬁ lesser‘authority of the'ggigi

texts, and when he refused to accept the authority‘of customs and the

o
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religious leaders he was refusing only becausewhe felt that thex!at
times were inconsistentiwith the_authoritp-of.ééuti:‘ His:disagreement
' with customs and religious leaders'uas practical rather than theore- ‘
| tical. |

The disagreement between Rammohun and the position presented in
these Dharmasastra texts was, however, a very significant one.‘iEh the
first place, Rammohun, despite his acknowledgement of the utility’ of
customs and, the value of qualified religious leaders, generally deni-
' grated the importance of custom and religious leaders. His attacks on
customs and religio?s leaders amounted to attacks on the 1ife of the
) tradition, for it was through custcms and religious leaders that the
éastras were remembered and transmitted TMe Sistras ‘themselves did
not provide infallible guidelines for life, since much of what was in
‘the sastras was not in a form that could be immediately appropriated
either theologically or socially, Even those parts of the sastras
which spoke directly to theological or soclal issues were cften verp
.diffic;lt'to understand, and were appropriated by most people through
the mediation of customary‘practices or the'interpretation of religious
leaders As soclety changed,  the application of the éastras to the
; changing conditions was the special responsibility of the respected
leaders who knew what was appropriate in new circumstances. When
Rammohun attacked thelr authority he was undermining the process by
which the authority of the éastras was transmitted to the people and by

_which that authority was made relevant to new éircumstances.

Rammochun was 1o mere iconoclast, and so he did not attack
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,customs and religious 1eadere without suggeeting some other means by.
‘which the eEstras could be trenemitted nnd made relevent. As we have
seen, he translated eastree into the Vernacular 50 that they would be
ecceesible to moxe people.;'He also emphasized the role of reeson in
" the etudy of the eastrae.‘ But the method which he used, translation
~and criticel thought. constituted the second eubstantial difference
nbetween his-understanding of authority and that. portreyed by the Dharma-
sdetra ' literature He felt that it was best for a8 many people as’
poseible to be erpoeed directly to the sastras, so that they could read
E or hear for themselVes exectly what the description of God was and what
eociel reeponsibilitiee were expected of them. He had faith in nan's
naturel cepacity of reason and felt that by and lnrge men would be
able to interpret the dastras edequately on theix own,

‘But this took the interpretation of the sEstres out of the con-
text of corporete interpretation and put it into;ﬁhe hande of_individuelsn
This suggested that the interpretation of the crnfteman might stand in
_oppoeition to the interpretation.of‘the_prieet or echoler. In fact
.Rammohun's life represented such oppoeition. Although he wae a brahmin
- with a very good educetion, hie position in Bociety did not make him a
religious leader or an authority on questions of sastric interpretation._
And yet because of his publicatione, hie opinione about such queations
became well known end wera a: threet to the eetehliehed religious lead-
ers, This'eituation could be multiplied endlessly. if many others had -
access to the dhstras and.nere able to propaéate their ppinions..

. Rammohun's emphasis on reason opposed the Dherﬁeétstre
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preeentation‘at'thie point;J Reason is not even mentioned in the Dhar-

maeEstra diecuesion of the baees of thority, elthough it is clear ,.

that reaeon is highly regarded as a tdpol to be ueed in undoretandinq

what comee to be known through the eour an (mula) of dharma Yet

,Rammohun elevated reason 80 that it ha'_about e same authority as
' §&stra. 'In doing 80 he was . arguing ‘tha a re' onable interpretation

of the distras should be qiyen credernce ‘ if it was advanced by

i - v )
© someona who was not a religious leader.- Thie again threatened to take-
the interpretation of the eaetrae out o! the corporate contextc The
religious leaders whose lives-were eo deeply and;fully implicated in -
o ‘ . s N _ - L

their underetendinghpf the eketrae, beceme nofnore:authoritative”
thhn thefclever'rationaliet who‘night‘live relatiyely unaffected by
the: implicatione of the theoclogy or sociology which he drew from the

'sEetrae. A8 we ehall eee later in this . study, thie wae ona of the * _
central issues which was raised by Rammohun 8 theologicalminvolvement.
and his own lifestyle. . .‘ o o ' f_y”

.So Rammohun's position on authorit as the cause ofioppoeitionl‘i ‘

to him-becauee'he challenged those forms jbf authority which were most
contral in the'continuity and(iﬂaptabil '%Gﬁf the tradition. Cuetona,
repreeented.particular adjustments & articular circumstances. Reli-
gioue leadere provided the contemporary authority which was needed to |
‘adapt ancient principlee to contemporary circumetancee. Both customs

o

and religious leadere aleo represented continuity with the tradition

as well as stability of authority. In relegating these forms of author=- }
" ity Rammohun was making the $istras ineffective, for-they.had little

-~

* ' S - L R ™
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ef!active uuthority without interpratation and applicntioa. Rammohun's
proposed Bolution, the alevation of authority o£ roason appliad by

”\\individuala on the basia of their own’ raading of the sistraa, aeemad

likely to reaultnonly in claims promptod hy aelf internat. tho factor -

LY

vhich was to have the least au;hprity.
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7. Introduction

r

Most studies of Remmohun‘e religioue thought concentrate on his

‘ diecueeione of the nnture and worehip of God. Hie'diecueeione of these

1

themeeuere generelly recognized to heye been contentioue, end in fect,

el

many etudies suggest thet the mnjor criticisms of anmohun are directed

‘againet hie understanding of the neture end worehip of God

-]

There is no doubt thet Rammohun's diecueeione on these themes
did provoke oppoeition, elthough it remains to be eeen whether these
ieeuee were the ‘major cafises of opposition to him, Rammohun'’ generated
oppoeition both by his etteck on polytheiem and imege worehipr end by
hie support of monotheism and forms of worehip like those of the Brehmo
Semaj His. writinge provide ample materiel for an anelyeie of these

themes. Many of his publicatione wore trenelatione of eelectione fggn

the Upeniqade and Brahma Sutra,2 some were diecueeione of worehip end

others were debeter about the nature end worehip of God.

1To merely cite some exemplee, see. Amitabha Mukherjee, Reform

-and Regeneration in Bengal, 1774-1823, pp. 155~163; Benoy Gopal Ray,

+  Religious Movements in Modern Bengal, (santiniketan: Visva Bharati,

1965), pp. 5-10; Nagendranath, Chattopadhyay, Mahitma Raja Rammohana
Rayer Jibancharit (title page. mieeing), pp. ig=-250, especilally pp. 75-
85¢

Lad
¥

2He traneleted the Kene, Iea. xnthe. and nggeka Ugenieede into

English. He published the same four Upanigads as well as the Mapdukya .
gggiged into Bengali. He published both an English and Bengeli abridge-

ment of the Brahma Sitra, the English being entitled Translation of an
- Abridgement of the Vedente, end the Bengali being entitled VedAntaw

‘Grantha.

104
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Our intereat fh studying theee queations is to clarify several .
ieauee. Firetly, we wieh tp understand ‘exactly what 1t was in his
opponente’ understanding of God that Rammohun objected to. Thie takee
us into his attack on polythelsm. Secondly. we want to underetand ‘what
conception of Gbd Rammohun thought was adequate and how he defended

- this. Thirdly, we wieh to understand Rammohun' & attack on many of the ~
contemporary forme of worship. Fourthly. we will deecribe the forms

of worahip which Rammohun supported. 'Finally,'we'will evaluate these
diecueeione to see what the major ieeues of disagreement between
Rammohun and his opponente were. Later, in the conclusion of this-
study, we will evaluate the importance of Rammohun's controversiee about
the nature and worship of God. Our intention there will be to determine
whether these controvereies were, as most acholara suggest, the major

.reaaon for the oppoeition which Rammohun encountered during his life.
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8. Rammohun's Criticism of Polytheism

_In 1823, in the Intrcduction to hic Translation of the Cena

'UEanishad} Rammohun‘wrote‘that«he hoped this translaticn wculd,explain

to his countrymen ". ;-. the real spirit of - the Hindoo 5criptures,

which is but the declaraticn of the unity cf God . .“1 Four years

earlier, in the Preface to his Translation of the Kuth—Opunishud, he

“

had written, “This work not only treats polytheism with contempt and

disdain, but inculcates invariably ‘the unity of God . ."2 'He made

Bimilar remarks in the introductions to all of his translations of

Upanisads, as well as in several other essays which he wrote ‘about

" Hindu religious texts and concepts.

© This same theme was predominant in his debates with Christian

_missionaries. In 1821; after defcnding'Hindu-éistras and philosoph§

against the attacks of a writer in the Samdchar Dar_pan,4 Rammohun

>

lﬂcrka, Part II, p. 13. - R

%Works, Part II, p. 23.

3For example, in the Introduction to the "Translation of the
Moonduk Opapishud" (1819), Works, Part .I1, PpP. 1-9; also in the Prefac
to ‘the "Translation of the Ishopanishad" (1816), wOrks, Part II, pp. 39%-
55, especially pp. 41—47

The letter, published in the Samachar Darpan ‘on July 14, 1821.
. is reprinted and answered in two parts in "The Brahmunical Magazine" .
(1821), works, Part II, pp. 135-158.. The letter itself ig at pp. 141— /
143, 151-152, _ S Co &

106
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addressed the following,questions:to Trinitarian Christians who criti-
" cized Hindu polytheism-

They call Jesus Christ the Son of God and the very God
How can the’ -son be the very Father?5

- | They say that God is one, and yet say that the Father .is . '
- God. the Son is God and the Holy Ghost is God 6 -

~They say that the Son is of the .same essence and existence
" as the'Father, and they also say that the "Son is equal to
. the Father.
. But how can equality subsist except between objects pos-
sessed of different essences and existences?? S

i The arguments which ensued as a- result of these questions filled the ' (

. J‘_g
" third and fourth numbers of Rammohun‘s Brahmunical Magazine until

November, 1823.

= It seems that Rammohun engaged the Christians“in debate pri-
e
marily because -he resented their criticisms of Hindu sastras and

‘1 —r

philosophy, criticisms which seemed to him to be both uninformed and'
H

prejudiced. ‘He felt that they should be expected to defend their own

theology at those points where it was liable to the ‘same criticisms

'which they levelled at others. The vehemence with which-the Christian

: missibnaries responded to his questions was etidence that they regarded
N,

it as of utmost importance to" defend themselves against the suggestion

- ‘
that Trinitarianism was another form- of polytheism. 7 : /;//////’//'

-

. \
PR

%Wbrks; Part II, p. 157. e

. 6 . . .
-WOI'kB, Partc II, rpt 158‘.
Tmhiq.

-aﬁorks, Part'II,.pp; 159-189.
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But was the same attack on polytheism justified in his dis— Tﬁ
. ' TRy
cussions with Hindus? It_has been sugges d that Rammohun's attempt

’

to establish mon‘otheism9 at the centre offHindu reiigion and philoso~
phy was bbth»narrou and artificial: narrow because he.ignored other
conceptions of the deity within Hindu thought which were supported by

substantial authority, and artlficial because monotheism (ekesvarbad)

was a. concept appropriate to Semitic rather than Hindu thought.lo

'

According to this argument, his failure to establish WLdespread support

for monotheism was not the result of inherent narrow-mindedness and

stubbornness on the'part of his contemporaries;'but rather, it was the

]

result of his own failure to understand that by using a foreign model
as the .basis for his religious-discussion, he ;would be unable to speak

convincingly to his countrymen.

. Some of Rammohun 8 European contemporaries living in Caldutta

would have agreed w1th this evaluation, for to them it seemed obvious
2

that his attack on polytheism11 was either motivated by Christian

theology or a etep toward Christianity. A';riter in the Calcutta Jour-
d

. - R . o N . [+
nal remarked in 1823, that Rammohun<\:it‘would appear, is' of the sect

\

. E A .
Rammohun uses the term 'monotheism' at Works, Part II, p. 99.

9

.
e

- i 10See Mohitlal Majumdar,” Banglaxr Nabajug (Calcutta- vidyodaya -

Library Ltd., 1965), p. xii. Majumdar‘also suggests that idolatry
(pauttalikatd) is an equally foreign Semitic noticn imposed on Hindu

practice by Rammohun.

‘Q .

E}Ramnohun uses the term 'polytheism' at Works, Paxt II, p. 99.

>




of Vedanties, who have rejected the popular polytheistical notions of

2
the Hindus“.l The . same writer expressed pleasure at noting that "the

dark superstition of Hinduism is assuming s0° enlightened a form, ‘since

even a partial reformation, is one step gained; and the destructiqa of

. ‘A

a single error must help to c¢lear the way for the full reception of
lrevealed truth "13 The “revealed truth“, of course, was Christianity.
' For most of the European Christians in Calcutta it seemed natural that
Rarmohun's attack on Hindu polytheism would eventually lead to his
conversion to Christianity, it seemed ‘impossible that he would suggest
, .

an alternative which was Hindu rather than Christian

o But his writings on this subject demonstrate very clearly that_-
Rammohun =3 criticism of polytheism was based on Hindu ‘dastras and L
philosophy. It would have been impossible, for example,{for him to
grant polytheism even provisional utility if. he had been arguing from
. Christian premises. "And yet, although he inSisted that the Vedas
‘ upheld the ", ;..Divinity_gf that.Being, who is’out of the reach of
cpmprehension and.beyond all description"f14ihe agreed that many othexr

ééstras P expressly,declare the divinity of many gods and goddes-

ses, and the modes of their worship;“15 even though ultimately these

g

\ 2Quoted in Records, p. 44. The passage quoted appeared
originally in the Calcutta Journal, March 15, 1823.

130044, , -

&4Works, Part II, p. 41.
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same §astras affirﬁed the unity of God. The-apparent-contradiction
‘between a plurality of gods and the unity of God was’ resolved, he
'said by the insistence of the Vedas, Tantras, and - Puranas that the

passages describing a plurality of gods were . intended for those

... who are incapable of elevating their minds to the idea of an

'invieible Supreme Being“,16 and were intended only in a figuratiVe

I ¥ ' A\
senge. , \: . ‘

\
He never interpreted these metaphors as literal descriptions

of the Supreme Being. In his Abridgment of the Vedantal he\acknow-

-ledged that the Vedas often referred to celestial hodies, space, mind,
_food, breath, animals, fire, etc., as deities or as the Supreme j
.Being. Such appellations,"he said, were only-intended to denote the

5o

omnipresence of the Supreme Being. Should all these things be -

18p1q.

. 4] : ‘ ! ' ’ . ~st

-

l-"But in this provisional, figurative sense Rammohun was quite =

- willing to use the accounts of the gods and goddesses in the dastras

to illustrate his arguments. When he referred to the deities he usually
did so respectfully. Therefore when Kavitakar accused Rammchun of being
_ antipathetic to Ram, Xgspa, and diva, Rammohun argued-that this. was
.untrue. He pointed out that whenever he spoke of these gods he preceded |
their names with "Bhagavan" or paramaﬁadhy;ﬁ (worthy of highest worship)
as an indication of his respect. l

The debate in which this ocecur imay be found in Granthabali,
Part II, p. 65-93. The debate, entit el "Kavitakarer Sahit Bicar", took
place in 1820, and was published by mohun in that yeéar. The discus--
sion about: reverence to the gods occurs| on pPP- 70-71. i

. 1BW'orks, Part IEw pp. 57-72, especially PP. 67 69. This was
~ published in 1816.

i _ . o
| : R -

]
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acknowledged to be separate deities, ". . . there would‘be'a necessity

for acknowledging many independent creators of the world, which is

.

directly contrary to common sense, and to the repeated authority of

19

the Veda."~ similarly, when celestial gods'"declared themselves to

». t‘-

20"

be independent deities, ahd also the object of worship. .Y these

l x

declarations should be understood to result from their being "abstracted -

.1

from themselves and their being entirely absorbed in divine reflection.“21

It is therefore optional with every one of. the celestial
gods, as well as with every individual, to. consider him- '
self as God, under this state of self-forgetfulness and AN
unity with the Divine reflection, as .the Veda says,. 'You
are that true Being .. 22 .
But in consequence of this reflection, nofie of them can
be ac fmledged to be the cause of the universe or the
. object ‘of adoration.23 _ o , -

< The distingtion between God and gods was “of utmost significance“

~

for Rammohuri:* God was the creator and object of worship. the gods were

created beings who worshipped God To substantiate,this point he

quoted Sankara s commentary on. Brahma Sutra I iii.26: "even the gods

can have the hankering for glory, included.as it is within the range

- -~

o

19Works, fart II, p. a7.

2DWOrks, Part II, p. 68.

2lipia. S -

22 orks, Part II, p. 68-69.

2BWOrks, Part‘I;, p. 69. 7

o o : R S
o T | /((i' 111 .



112

of created things.2? Liberation was necessary for gods, because they —~

shared with man the limitation of form. Sankara said that they had

" fewer limitations than men, for whereas men were limited to particular

bodies during ‘each lifetime, the gods were able to assume many bodies,

o a

: simultaneously.zs. But even Efis relative superiority of gods to men

was diminished by the fact that yogins could, through their. mastery

of mystic powers, “have association with many bodies at the same time“ 26

" The gods then, although less subject ta limitations than ‘most men, were

i
nonetheless created- beings who could be liberated from the limitation

of form only through worshipping Ged.

" while Rammohun used Sankara s interpretation of the gods at
this point to support his ‘own argument that gods were created beings
rather than independent creators, it is quite evident that in other

places he interpreted the gods quite differently from Sankara, In

"Rammohun's words,

The Veda, having in the first instance personified all
the attributes and powers of the Deity, and also the
celestial bodies and natural elements, does in conform-
ity to)this idea of personification, treat them in the
subsequent passages ag if they were real beings,

<

24Sankaracarya, Brahma—Sutra-Bhasya, trans. Swami Gambhi-
rananda {2nd ed.; Calcutta: Advaita Ashrama, 1972), ‘p. 205. All refer-

" enfes to the Brahma Sutra are taken from this edition. Hereinafter

~referred toas BiS. - = e ¥
. , ° 4 :,:
259.5. I.441.27. _ Cd

261114,

IR A
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Ascribing to them birth, animation, senses, and accidents,i
as well as liability to annihilatiqn:27

“

o, - ' : B . /. '
‘It seems clear frofi. this that while Sankara attributed 'reality' to gods
in the same sense that he attributed. it to mén, Rammohun regarded gods

as metaphoricél'creations of the'reiigioqs”tgxtsj . They ﬁgre personi- .

L]

- fications of aﬁtrib;tés}-treéted "ag if they gére real geings." Tpey'
were ;created‘; noﬁ.in §;ﬁkara's-sénée as “reAl beinésé,'bdt'inrfhé
literary sense as,metﬁphérs. And yet he rgaliied that these qutaphbrs'
" had become so real to peoéle; that if he wished to demonstrate that =
‘the Hindu fastras upheld the uniﬁy of God, he would need to prove tﬁat
vhen the {astras ﬁsed-poiytheistic lanquage, they were doing so meta-
:pho:ically rather. than literally; Fu?thermbre, he woﬁld'need to expldiﬁ

the reason for the use of such language.. : o .

! He gave a single;‘cohsiéteht reason for this whenever he had
“to face the issue in his writings and debates. He said that the

\—/- : . - ! .
. sastras were concerned that those who were ignorant or unable to under-

A

stand abstract matters might totally neglecﬁ the worship of a Supreme

[v)

27Works, Part II, p. 104n. In a note to his translation of the
. Cena ‘Upanishad Rammohun says, "In the Akhyayika it is-said that those
powers of the Divinity which produce agreeable effects and conduce -to

moral order and happiness, are represented under the figure of celestial |
gods, and those attributes from which pain and misery flow, are called
- ‘demons and step-brothers of the former, with whom they are in a state of

. perpetual hostility." Works, Part II, p. 19n. When discussing the mean-
.ing of the gayatri Rammohun says that ". . . Om implies the three Vedas, .
' the three+&tates of human nature, the .three divisions of the universe,

" the'three deities, Brahma, Vishnu, and Siva, agents in.the'creation,
preservation, and destructi@n of this world, or, properly speaking, the
three _principal attributes of the Supreme Being personified as Brahma,
Vvishnu, and Siva."” (emphasis mine) Works, Part II, p. 75n.

“
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Being if they were not giVen some more concrete: description of such a”

Being. As he put it
g

< . . the directions to worship any figured#gein§s\are only
applicable to those who are incapable of elevating their~
minds to the ‘idea of an invisible ‘Supreme Being, in order
that such persons, by fixing their attention on those-

" invented figures, may be able to restrain themselves from .
vicious temptations “ ,?3 ‘

.
- -

The doctrine'ef a plurality of gods and goddesses laid ®
down in the preceding chapter (of the Vedas) is not only
controverted (in subsequent chapters), but reasons assigned
for its introduction: for instance, that the worship of
the sun ahd fire, together with the whole allegorical .
system, were only inculcated for the sake of those whose -
. limited understanding rendered them incapable of compre- .
hending -and adoring the invisible Supreme Being, so that
such persons might not remain in a brutified state, destitute
..+ of all religious principle. 2 . e

Sometimes the metaphorical language used'in fhe é%stras to 'I'--
,descrihe the Supreme Being seemed to be describing separnte beings, but -

Rammohun insisted that this was only a method used to accentnéfe and

N

‘28Works, Paff i1, p. 41.: ) P

29Wbrke, Part II, p. 14. In describing he intention of the

“ Rammohun says: ". . . lest persons 'bf feeble intellect unable to compre-
- hend God as not subject to the senses and wit t form, should either
pass their life without any religious duties atsoever or should engage
in evil work - to prevent this they - esented God in the form of
a man and other animals and®as pﬁ:iﬁfieayﬁﬁ all those desires with which
we are conversant whereby they might have some regard to the Divinae -
Being. Afterwards by diligent endeavours they become qualified for the

true knowledge of God: but ever and ever again the Puranas have care-
fully affirmed, that they have given this account of the forms of God

vith a view to the benefit of persons of weak minds, and that in truth,”

God is without name, forms, organs, and sensual enjoyment.. works,
Part 11, p. 153. ‘

e
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‘draw attention to the various attributes of the Creator;ao “In his

Preface to the Translation of the Ishopanishad he quoted from various

é&stras to substantiate his. interpretation this point, and‘then_he

®

From the foregoing quotations it is evident, that though h
the Vedas, Puranas, and Tantras, frequently assert the ‘
- plurality of gods and goddesses, and prescribe the modes
-of their worship for men of insufficient uhderstanding,

yet they have also declared in a hundred other places

that these*gassages are to be. taken merely in a figura~-
tive sense. . - , . '

" concluded:

This-explanation, he said, was not hisow;_fabri;aﬁion;‘but wasfused.

in the_Veda-itseif} as well as\by‘fits:ceiebrated commeﬁtatdr‘Vyasa,“az
-.and if'it was not accepted as an adéquaté reconcil;atich'of passages .
that éeemédﬁat variance witﬂ.qaqh othef, then thé-yhélé work.;ouldlﬁzéd‘
to be ﬁotﬂonly “étxipped of itq autﬁority, but be loogéd‘upqn as aito-[ﬂ

33 {hat was at stake then, was not simply the <::’~'

gether unintelligible."
question'of whether there was oné God of-mﬁhy gods, but glsohtﬁé
intelligibility and authority of the sastrns. |

When the figurative 1anguage of the sastras was miainterpxeted,
there wer%, according to Rammohgn, three:rgaultpf Fi:stly, the ac;phnts

of gods as well as théir claims to-suéremacy'ﬁera.takeh literally, and

J3°w:>x:'ks, Part II, p.-1d. | ~~

]

- 31,

“Works, -Part-IX; P.-42. - B
-32Wo‘rks, Part II, p. 14,

3pia.
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consequently the gods were understood as rivals. Secondly;ﬁthe]stories

' in which.the gods were described‘fighting or sedncinq the wives: of men

were repeated and admired. with- the result that their immorality was

.

imitated in human society Finally, the vivid descriptions of the goda

.1ed men to make- and worship idels., _ . L .
ST Rammohun dealt extensively with the firat of these points inltwo/

debates fith Vaisnavas between 1816 and 18l18. 1In the first éZbﬂtB{

his oppongpt, Utsabananda Vidyavag h,34 tried to establish the supre-

‘macy of Vignd/K;gna?s.by citing paesagee from Vaignava texts which

¥

]

. ‘j ' - ) ' .

. 34_For information about this debate see above, Chapter 2, p. 50,
n. 19.. ' ' : S ' S

SThese terms are used together here for two major reasons.
First, in these debates Rammohun ,and his opponents alternate between
the names 'Visnu' and 'Krsna' froely They tend to use Krgna more
often when speaking of the object of devotion, and Vignu more often
when speaking about the god .in relation to othér gods such as Brahma
and Siva. But-clearly they are referring to the same deity regardless
of what name they use.

The second reason for using the terms together is to draw
attention to the relationship between‘visnu and Krsna in Bengal
Valgpnavism. The post~Caitanya theologiane especially the Gosvamins
of Brndavana, ultimateiy worked put a position which made Krsna the
source of all avataras rather than an avatara himself. %his was
_especially the theme of Jiva Gosvamin's Srikgspa Samdarbha. . For a
thorough discussicn of this work see Sushil Kumat De, Eaxly History

" of the Vaisnava Faith and Movement in Bengal, (2nd ed.; Calcutta:
Firma K.L. Mukhopadhyay, 1961), pp. 314-454. A shorter work, the
Samkgepa Bhiagavatamyta of Ripa Gosvamin, describes the various forms

(rfipa)..by. which Xrgna appears,-and Vignu is regarded_as.an avatira

praised the glory of Vignu/xigna_and the'effieacy of his worship. In -

of one of these forms. See De, pp. 239-242; and A.K. Majumdar,
Caitanya: His Lite and Doctrine (Bombay : Bharatiya vidya Bhavan,
1969), p. 285. . '

N
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~ the second detat& oa thieucccaeicn with Gcevami,al the questicn of the
supremacy of visnufxrena again formed a subetantial part of the dis-
'cueeion. | | |
| Utsabananda euggeeted that eince Vaiepava texte proclaimed the*
'particular efficacy cf wcrehipping Vienu/Krena& men should: worehip
- him rather than any- othex god.’ In fact, he. eaid, in Vaianava texts
- other -gods were pictured worehipping Vienu/Krena. and obviouely if
1they daid so, ‘men ehould fcllcw ‘their example | Ranmohun answered that

-«

‘:thie kind of argument was recisely the kind.of ccnfueion which re-- .

\

sulted: if the figurative 1anquage of the s&stras was taken literally

. ‘j___‘/—-\———\. .
When the sastr&e pkaiecd a particular god they were really eulogizing
ecme attribute of Brahman. While focusing on that- attribute+(god),

other attributes (gcde) wane temporarily regarded as aecondary. 37

A

: . - - . . h ' . V \ '
A Y N * : . e
- V,36For information about this debate see\beVé: chapter 2, p. 49.
- n. 17, ' ' ' '

37Thie is very much like Max Miller's theory of ‘henotheism', ' !
although on closer analysis some important differences emerge. Milller
- used the term 'henotheism' to designate an early state in the develop-

ment of religicus underatanding. a stage at which various gods were

eucceeaive}y regarded as supreme. This was the stage at which ". . . a

belief and worship of those single objects. . . in which man firet

suspected the’ presencé of the invisible and the infinite, each of ~
“which, : ... was raised into ecmething more than finite, more than

natural, more than conceivable; and thus grew in the end to ba . . . in

fact a God. . ." F. Max Miller, Lectures on the Origin and Growth of -
'Religion (2nd ‘ed.; London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1878),:p. 260.

This stage of religious development preceded polytheism, for in poly- e

[N

. thelsm all these gods.together formed ". . . one divine polity, under the ~
" control of one supreme god." Ibid., p. 289. Polytheism was in turn
.succeeded by mcnotheiem, which involved the "distinct denial of other
gode . Ibid. 3
Hhile for Mﬁller henotheism represented a stage in the evolution-
\\\‘_gry develcpment of religion (eee especially Ibid., pp. 254~ 309), for
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Unfortunaﬁely, ‘those who wished to prove the superiority of a

p ticular god used such refqrences to prove the superiority of their

‘god and the inferiority of others. Both Utasabananda38 and Gosvami

c . 1

tried to_explain the superiority of Visnu by using this method.' They

said'that in the Garuda Purdpa Vignu was regarded as the embodiment of
' J

‘pattva gupa, the highest of the gugas, and thereby established'as the

highest among the*gods.- Rammohun argued that this was simply an

"instance of Visnu being praised so that some attributes of Brahman -

would be especially noticed; but there were other descriptions of' gods

-
in the s&stras which gave visnu a less elevated role, In the Upanisads,ﬁo‘

L4

for example, Visnu was associated with the state ‘of jagrat (wakefulness),

Brahmd with the state of svapna (dreaming), Siva with the state of
" sugupti (deep sleep), and Brahman with the state of turiya (conscious-

" ness). According to the explanation of,those states given in the

37 continued -

Rammohun. a similar understanding of the gods' relation-
ship to each other was a hermeneutic tool to be used in explicating all
references to a plurality of gods. Rammohun would not have agreed that
the Vedic references to gods repreeented a primitive understanding of the
divine.

In subsequent scholarship there have been varied reactions to.
Mﬁller 8 theory. Keith says that the theoxy. involves believing that:the
Vedic poets could have shut from their minds the other gods in the panth-
eon, and he finds this incredible. Arthur Berriedale Keith, The Religion
and Philosophy of the Veda and Upanishads (First Indian Reprint;. Delhi:

" Motilal Banarsidass, 1970), Part I, p. 89. Glasenapp, however, finds
j_Muller 8 theory useful as a description of the process leading to mono-

® theism. Helmuth von' Glasenapp, Die Religionen Indiens (Stuttgart:
_Alfred Kroner, 1943}, pp. 72-73. - ‘ L .

o~

38Granthabali, rart II, pp. 27-28..

39Granthabali, Part II; p: 48.

ao'i'he Mandiikya Upanigad.

~
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Upanieads, his meant that- Visnu was associated with the 1owest state,
‘:'while Siva whs the highest among the gods, inferior to only Brahman.
similar descr ptions could be found elsewhere in the sestras, and they

could“he'quot by those who wished to prove §iva 8 superiority to

.'/_v . -

- Vienu. _But thils was not the intention of the gastras. When they exalted

one god they were simply drawing attention to one characteristic of )
Brahman:- they A" re_not demeaning other gods. . The intention of\the
éﬁstraé wee'to gl‘rify the one Supreme Being, but if they were not
read with thisﬁint ntion in mind, isolated passages could be used to
demonstrate the su riority of nearlg_any god.or goddess. This frus-
~ trated the purpoees\of ‘the éﬁstras and turned discussions of the gods
‘into divisive arquments. o
The wey in which these divisive arguments undermined the author-
.ity of the sastras was evident in the arguments which Utsabananda used
'to explain away the passages in the éastras in which siva was exalted.,
He simply said that in- these passages, although Siva s name .was used,
Vignu/xrsna was reallv meant.41 ”Thhs3a11-preise to Siva was meant as
praise to'VisnukKrsna. 'Rammohun pointed.out Just how'faulty such:an
' argument was, hyrremindiné~utsabenda that-there'wes'nothing to'prevent
_:devotees of éiva from’using precisely the same logic to_prove xhat.all‘
references to visnu/Krsna actually referred to siva. If.words were

“twisted-in- this way they -would-lose - the meaningsewhich had_been estab—"

‘1ished through -common understanding and dictionaries, and once words

lGranthabali, Part II, p. 29.
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lost their meanings the {Gstras wculd eiso become ﬁeeningiess.

In many of his other writings Rammohun made it cléar that the
igivisiveness which resulted frcm literalistic interpretations of
figurative language was not'fcund only_among Vaisnavas, ner only enong
\. ‘Hindus,‘ In his debates with Chz;::Lst::L_a.ns‘;:2 Rammohun.pointed cut that T ’T\\\)
| . while they yere'quiCh”tc see the,faults of thefhindus,'they were~r
apparently unable or nnniiling to'recoenize that their;interpretations
of their $cripture.fostered the semé divisiveness and cOnfnsicn. -;heﬁ
. insisted that: God was spirit, and yet claimed that Jesus the men‘was,
fuliy-God. _They ssid that‘God was one, and also said thatfhe wes-

*

triune.~ Consequently Trinitarian Christians said that Unitarians
were not truly Christian. There were divisive arguments among Christ~

ians as toiwhether'the Trinity referred to;three separate but related
beings,,cr whethefeit”ﬁés'a;metaphdr describing the creative, redemp-'A
- L . P .

tive, snd/senctifying‘attributes of one Being, Christians'of one

sect often refused to recognize other sects as Christians because they
differed in the way in which they described and defined God. - And while
many Christians insisted on the literal. acceptance of accounts such as
the descent of the Spirit in themfcrm of a:dcve, they mocked Hindu |

Al

w ~ stories in which the gods appeared in human.or animal form. They

T “_"'*”""—““ --—42, 'rhe examples” which follow are but a few of- the *manrwhich'““"‘“““‘ T
. Rammohun ‘used.’ These and others can be found especially in the thirxd )
and fourth numbers of "The Brahmunical Mag;zine“, Works, Part II,
Pp. 159-189; in "An Appeal to.the Christian Public" (1820}, Works, .
Part V, pp. 55-71; and in "Second Appeal to Ege Christian Public" (1821),
wcrks, Part VI.
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yet they scaffed at the fantastic ;xracles of

the Hindu PurEnes. The problemwwas that the Christians, like the
Hindus_whon they criticrzed so severely, were"too literalistic in_the
interpretation-of their own Scripture,_and too sectarian'in their X
rejection oETthe‘scriptures'of others.

The second result of misinterpreting the figurative language of

the sastras, according to Rammohun, was ethical insensitivity and

immorality, Polytheists justified'their immorality either by appealing

to the exaﬁples of their"§ode;“or'by“ciaiming that their ections were

done in the cause of serving their gods. In his Preface to the Trans-

1ation of the Ishopanishad he regretted the tenacrous sectarianism

which caused some of his countrymen to settle disputes about the preceJ'

43

~ dence of the gods by "blows and violence“,_H But he was even_more

concerned that "every'humane and gocial feel?hg"44-whs being violated

in the propitiation of the gods, even to the point that “acts of self-

destruction and the immolation of the nearest relations"45 were en-

couraged as acts of great devotion. _ ;

[}

He was not unaware of the fect that monotheistic religions also

often. perpetuated and senctioned unethicel behaviour, but he was s

4orke, Part 11, p. 52.

43Inia.
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5.inclined to Bifme that on the self interest of their leaders rather ' <

than on the nature of their,theology 46 Polytheism, on the other hand,

B encouraged immorality. He never analyzed the’ relationship between ’ .
- : : polytheism and immorality systematically in his writings. The nearest . ::
he ever came to explaining this relationship was his discussion of -
some practical grounds for objecting to the idolatrous worship of the

: Hindus 47 in & Defence of Hindoo Theish There he suggested that the

'stories of Krsna encouraged the belief that uncleanness, nudity,

~

Y s debauchery, and murder were sanctioned by the example of Krsna. The

worship of KEli was equally(immoral, he-said, since it included human

sacrifice, the usge of wine, criminal intercourse, and licentious songs.

Aftex citing these examples he sald that he hoped that his opponent, . d’

the nature of worship adopted Hindoos in general,

- for the propitiation of their deitiesj7 attributes, ‘\
in direct opposition to the mode of pure divine o
worship inculcated by the Vedas. . . will no longer )
stand forward ag ‘an advocate for the worship of 48"

separate and independent attributes and ‘incarnatlons. -

.

. ’ /
.46This is especially clear in Rammohun's gijst published work
Tuhfatyl Muwahhiddin, pp. 1-5. ' ‘\
47 |

A ’ : Works, Part II, p. 92. In the Introduction to his "Trans
' lation of an Abridgement of the Vedant", Works, Part II, p. 60,
Rammohun says that the rites involved in -Hindu idolatry, "more than  any .
e -~ @t hex--pagan. mrshipe,,ndestroy_'_'.the. texture_of_society"a _ But againr he IR

. —nat_spect cur r h t occurs. J
, /.y | | a8 . |'. o - \

Works, Part II, pp;:92-93.

»
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butes and'incarnatiqps".led directly_to immora}ity'and was "destructive

i
.

of social comforts."49 He suggested that"devoteee éither imitated the
_ [ - - T .

(

He believed that.tﬂe worship‘of‘"separate,and independent‘attrie

o _ ) . \ o
immoral behaviors of their gods, or justified other immorality by

lclaiming that it was done in the service of their gods. But his

argument consisted of juxtaposing examples of immoral soc1a1 beﬁaviour .

. with accounts of the exploits of the gods; and that procedure iJ

\
wholly persuasive.* He did not argue that commendable social behaviour

_-was based upon the inepiration of the recorded exemplary actions

the gods. Although he attempted to attribute immora} behaviour to“

the imitation of the gods- it is quite clear that he did not regard

all social behaviour as simply imitative of the gods. Mbile his|
Y i - é - \‘j 3 'l .

cern is understandable, especially in_view of his long;oampaign againet'

sati, it is not surpriSing‘that because of the pe liar nature of his

argument on this'issue, his opponents never .took this critioiém very

seriously. ' BEURRE TR 'N”"

But on the third issue, Rammohun 8 attack on idoiatry,;b
. X

opponents had a great deal”to say. Rammohun eaid/that the uee df

€

" in worship had been permitted by the sastras only so that those who were
incapable of elevating their thougats beyond concrete,;epreﬁqntatione

. would have some forin of worship., His argument here\was ident%cal to the

'd(/

~.one he -had used to explain the use of metaphorical language in the*

-'l ~

eﬁstras,

not

of

con-

49, O

Works, Part II, p. 105. Compare Works, Part II, pp. 90-9).
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. . . the Vedas, although they tolerate idolatry as the
last provision for those who are totally incapable of
raising their minds to the contemplation of the invisible
God of nature, yet repeatedlm urge the relingquishment of
the rites of idol-worship, and.the adoption of a purer
system of religion, on the express. ground that the obser-
vance of idolatrous rites can never be productive of
external beatitude. These are left to be practiced by
such persons only as, notwithstendlng the constant
teaching of spiritual guides, cannot be brought to ‘see
perspicuously the majesty of God through the works of
nature. .

The use of ‘images implied a‘merious deficiericy jof understanding, for it:

suggested that the only way in which some consciousness of God couldfbe

. induced was through.the.use'of phfsical images{ Hopefully these would

. -

illustrate attributes of the SupremerBeing sufficiently, even though

imperfectly, 50 that there would be not only awareness of the Creator,
J' !-v

but also reverenceftoward him.

In elaboraﬂing this theme in many of his writings and debates,

n. ' W

Rammohun often referred to his Translation of the 1shopanishad In the

Preface and Introduction to that work he dealt with many of the arguments
which had beeu advanced to justify tha use of images. In.answerin;'
those arguments he said that even the authorities and tekts which per-
mitted the worship of imeges did so with the clear'indiéatioh that they

re~conscious1y sanctioning an inferior system of worship for those

adhikarIo who had "insuffic1ent understanding" to grasp abstract or

Works, Part II. The Introduction precedes page 1. ; .

Literally, "those with the rights" or "those with competence .

‘ " See chapter*la below.

] a

2] -
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even figurative'langtiage.s2 Even the Viénu Puripa, which described the

aVatErassé of Visnu, agreed that ultimately "God is- without figure,

-

’ epithet, definitlon o description“, and that "The Vulgar look for their

gods in’'water; men of more extended knowledge in celestial bodies; the .

ignorant in wood, bricks, and stones; hnt learned men-in the universal e

soul."_54 . A g S

52Rammohun had in mind what.might be called a‘hierarchy of under-
standing. At the top were those who could grasp. abstract concepts and -

language. Below them were those who needed flgurative language to help

'~ them grasp abstract concepts. Many of these never understood that the

“figurative language pointed beyond itself, and therefore they regarded L
it as literal rather than figurative. The lowest on this hierarchym
were those who could not even grasp figurative language without- making
physical forms which they could look at. B»Among these there were many

. who were so ignorant that they came to regard the_physical forms as

living beings.

-

53Avatara literally means "descent", and when used in relation to
a delty suggests a condescension to a lesser form. In its earliest use
the texm was not used to refer to the deity appearing in animal or human
form. It came to be used in this sense only when Visnu came to be under-
stood as a supreme deity who had been manifested in many lesser forms
for specific purposes. : Even in the Mahibharata various other texms are
'used for the appearance 'of the divine. In the Git3d IV.5 the word

]‘janman' (birth) is used, and in the following verses (IV.6,8) the word

&

‘sambhava' (come into being) is used. Neither of these gly a condes-
cension.. At IV. 7 Krsna speaks of his appearance on earth
“{creation or generation). For brief but useful discussions of the con-

Jcept of avatira see. Hermann Jacobi, "Inparnation (Indian)”, mhe

‘Munshiram. Manoharlal 1967). PP 118=132. - e

Encyclopedia of - Relmgion and Ethics, ed.™ James Hastings (New ; York:
Scribners, n.d.),.VII, pp. 193-197; Sudhakar Chattopadhyaya, Evolution
of Hindu Sects (New Delhi: ‘Munshiram Manoharial 1970), pp. 56-64;
Suvira Jaiswal, The Origin and Development of Vvaisnavism (Delhi:

4

[

54Works, Part II, P. 42. Rammohun is referring to Vigpu Purapa
I.2. Although he indicates that he is quoting from-that section of the
Puraga, there is no passage.like the one he gives. ‘He does seem to be
accurately reflecting the. genekal meaning of the section, but he is not
using the exact words present there. ' See Vishnu Purapa, trans. H.H.
Wilson (3rd ed.; Calcutta: Punthi Pustak, 1961}, pp. 6-19.

~
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But in his debate with Rammohun, Goswaqi argued that although

o !

" it might be true from a transcendental point of\qiew that Brahman was

] __:p__(formless), advaita (non-dual), acintxa (incomprehensible), and‘

‘ atindriza (beyond sensory perception). to contempIate and worship
.Bxahman it was necessary to have some symbols. Sruti had instructed | i«
men to worship, and would not’ have done so if the command was imp0551b1e
to follow. Yet it was impossible to worship and speak about scmething

which was formless. ’ ' e

¥

Rammohun replied that any forms or symbols which might be: "'b

‘required by those with dull minds were readily available in- the world,

.

and did not need to be fashioned by men. Even

Vaisnava s’istras55 4
wnich gave such support to image-worship, ac edped that'the whole
‘world was the image of Brahman, and by its dependence on Brahman pointed
to the Transcendent.‘ For those who needed symbols to comprehéend

Brahman, the man—made image of Krsna was no more adequate than a tree

3

'or a stone pillar. The image of a god made by human imagination and

skill was no more. representative of the formless Brahman than pots made
5

by the same imagination and skill.' All symbols and forms were inade-
quate, and those of one particular re igious group were no better than

those of other groups. 7 o L

l‘
[

Nhen the éastras permitted the construction and worship of images,
they did so with the intention,that those who engaged in such worship -

‘,would transcend it and move to a form of worship more adequately‘_
L, . . . ) . 3 *

)

55Here:again Rammchun refers to Vispu Purdpa, 1.2.
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~expreesive of the nature of theGSupreme Being Pfeviouslys6 these

adhikaris who were not able to immediately comprehend Brahman. without

qualities (nirguna Brahman), knew that the image worship which. they

took part in was to be regarded -as a. means of helping them to a fuller-

.

'realization of the transcendental, formless Brahman They never

accepted the images as actual representations of ‘Brahman, nor did they

a

- attribute 1ife to the images; for even they understood that this would

wt

have been irrational. .; o : . o . -

dRecently, said Rammohun, all that had changed

: e . .

Hindus of the present age, with a very few exceptions,

‘ have ‘not the least idea that it is to the attributes

.of the Supréme Being, as figuratively represented by,

‘shapes corresponding to-the nature of those attributes,

©  they offer oblation and worship under the denomination

of ‘gods and goddessed . . Neither do they regard the
images of these gods merely in the light of instruments . .
for elevating the mind “to the conception of those :sup-

' posed beings; they are simply in themselves made objects

i of worship.57 . [

‘and so Siva or Krsna or Kili were worshipped not as figurative represen-

‘tations of aspects of sagupa Brahman, but as beings in their oﬁn right

with histories, shapee, and holy placee. p

‘The whole process had now been inverted, said Rammohun, and

instead of the forms and metaphors pointing’ to the unqualified Brahman,

Ed

/SBRammohun is making an historical judgment here which is diffi-
cult to verify. One of his major arguments’ was that image worship was
a recent degradation of lier; purer forms of worship. BHe always
argued that the pro ision of image worship was a concession to ignorance,
and that only "recently" had it -become the general system of worship.
His assumption that earlier generations;of image worshippers had under-
stood the limitations of thedx /form of-rﬁorship, is even more difficult

to verify. T =

o —T
v
+

T
—r

STyorks, Part II, pp. 44-45. ;

)
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statements-about‘Brahman were now taken to be_characterizations-of par-.
ticular_gods. Among’Vaisnavas,tfor‘example, the most-ahstract symbols,'
intended'to point.to ﬁrahman,nwere taken to refer‘torxrsna "who has a
body with hands and feet.“sslgvaisnavas;took the words of ésgti;which. T
said that Brahman'is _;:p__fformlessl,5arasa ‘(devoid of oxperiental

delight), and kaupasthza (changeless), and by interpreting them through

the sectarian Upanisads concluded that all these- references applied to *©
Krsna in' his various forms and activities. Their attempt to justify

uch interpretations‘by saying that the forms and(activities were - non-

spatial, non-material, and non—temporal, amounted To a ccomplete con-

fusion ofxlanguage.
| All of this confusion, and all these incorrect ass
) about the worship of Brahman were'the result of taking what was
Iintended as a concession to. ignorance and elevating it to the prescribed
form of ‘worship for all, Images'had‘been permitted for those tco
ignorant to understand figurative or abstract language about Brahman, S
and the intention of image worship had been to gradually elevate the
. mind so that it could comprehend Brahman more adequately. But the
worship of images had become‘an end in itself. Its illustrative
function had been lost sight of.. Now it had become so perverted as a
system‘of‘worship that instead of the gods being.interpreted as~il}ugf.
‘trations of Brahman's attributes, Brahman was interpreted as a mani-

fastation of sectarian gods.

58 anthabali, Part II, p. 30.

-



o s 129

- —_—

N~ Fu:thermore, said Rammohun,'even though the d3atras had made
. ~
. the concession to image worship in very ancient times, it was only in

recent times ‘that there had been a widespread increase in the use of |

" this form of worship Formerly this kind of worship had been left for )

the few who were too ignorant to do without it. But in recent, times_
there had been a widespread increase in the number of images madea.

The Vaisnavas, Saivites, and - saktas were constantly inventing new
.'images-and commissioning them to be built Had this system of worship
been widespread for many years, there would have been: sufficient images
'available to serve the needs of those who wished to use them.sg

Rammohun was unconvinced by the reasens giVen for image worship.
Many Europeans with generous intentions defended the use of images by .
saying that they were clearly intended symbolically, since no one could
be foolish enough to believe that there was real life in the images.60
But, said. Rammohun, that was unfortunately exactly what pecple believed;

't

Once‘they ;eceived their image from the craftsman who made it, they

had a ceremony which endowed the image with animation (prana pratigthi).

By this ceremony the image was changed from the mere material of 7

!

59Granthabali, Part 11, p. 63-64.

GOWbrks, Part I1I, p. 40. In “the Introduction to his ”Transla-

‘tion of an Abridgement 6f the Vedant" Rammohun said,_"I have observed,

" that both in their writings and conversation, many Europcans feel a .
wish to palliate and soften the feature of Hindoo idolatry; and are
inclined to inculcate, ‘that all objects of worship arp considered by
their votaries as emblematical representations of the Supreme Divinity!"
Works, Part 'II, p. .60. -
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conetruction to a being not only with life, but with supernatural ;
powers. The deVQtees' care of the image proved that they believed it
a¢to have life.  If it was, male it might be married to a female image. -
'f T 'In the hot . season the image was kept cool with a fan, in the cold season
‘it was kept warm with a covering.61 o
- Another rationale for image worehip was suggested by those who
'aaid'that since all aspecte of nature were aspects of Brahman, there-
fore Brahman would ‘also be present 'in the images made by men out_of the - .
“materials of nature.62 'Rammohun said that this explanation failed on‘
N, at leaet three counts. Firstly, it was clear that those who worshipped'_'
images did not regard these imagea as manifestations of Brahman in the
same way that they regarded trees and pote. The images were regarded
as accurate deecriptions of gods and gdddeeses who were themaelvee

~

regarded»aa ultimate. Their metaphorical function was no longer under-~

‘stood. Secondly,aas he had already argued, instead of -the attributes :
of the imagea being understood as characterietics of sagug .Brahman, .
;.many 6? the characteristice of Brahman were predicated of the images.,

For example, the worahippera of Kali, éiva, and Krsna all believed Xhat -

their gcd was omnipotent, omnipreeent, and omniacient. Thus the function

of image worehip had been dietorted; now it was the gods identified with
) the imagea, rather than Brahman, who gained_in etature and importance.

The third failure of this explanation of image worship;, /£

~

-GIM. Part II, pp, 45-46. W e

62Workelf?art 11, pp. 46-47.
————— . & . .
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.according to Rammohun, wag that it was based on an incorrect interpre—~’

~ tation of éruti. When the Upanisads sald that “All this ie surely

63 64

" Brahman", and'”The world is nothing but Brahman, ‘the higheetﬂ, the

inténded'meaning was. that there.wae-nQQenietenoe apart from Brahman

. . . whose existence is the sole support of the. conceived

existence of the univeree, which is acted upon by him in -

‘the" same wvay as a human body is by a soul. But Ged is at.

the same time quite different from what we see oX feel 65 _
Those who used these paseages of . Sruti to eupport the worehip of imagee,_ .
'tried to ergue that since everything was Brahman anxthing could- pro-
perly become the object of woreplp; But éruti said that Brahman‘wae _
quite distinct from matter Whenever. the Upanisads recorded the
attempte of someone trying to define Brahman in terms of matter in
general or a particular matexial substance, they always showed how all

such attempts were impossible unt;? they led beyond all matter to the

ground of being (adigghana . Brahman was not some final very subtle:- -

* form of matter that could be uorshipbed Brahman was the ground -of

'.being which made the existence of matter possible.
Before we proceed to a discussion of Rammohun's understanding of
monotheiem, let ue summarize the main points. established in this anely-

‘sis of his criticism of polytheism. He noted briefly at the outset that

Gaggggukxa Uganigad 2. Referencee to the~Upanigads, are to the
edition translated by Swami Gambhirananda (Calcutta: Advaita Ashrama, -

'1957j?1958).

»

64Mundaka Upenisad II;ii.ll;



Rammohun's insistence on strict monotheism was a focal point in his
debates with both Hindus and Christians. We: saw that although some of
khis contemporsries and some recent scholars suggested that monotheism .

was a concept relevant-only to Semitic religion, Rammohun insisted
-

that monotheism was not . only relevant but also at the very heart of Lo

the Hindu tradition. He argued that polytheism was. simply a provisional
metsphor used by the'sastras to assist those who' found i difficult to
understand the existence and. nature of Geod without such concrete .
,imagry. But we noted that to sustain this argument, Rammohun was. forced
to shift from sankara s understanding of the gods as real but unliberated
beings, to a position where he regarded the gods as merely figures of
speech:- These figures of speech, said Rammohun, were intended only as
'aids to those incapable of comprehending God without them, and when

they came to be regarded as'adequate descriptions of God, three serious‘
digtortions of theology arose. firstly, individuals and groups devoted

’ to a particular god saw other gods and groups devoted to them as rivals,
and ‘thus. what were intended as metaphors leading to unity-becane the
cause of divisions.and confliot; secondly, immoral'behaviour was_legi-
timated by appealing to the stories of gods,'who by engaging in it had
supposedly sanctioned it; thirdly, image worship, which was, interided as
an aid for the most ignorant, -had become the usual form of worship, ;
and people no: 1onger understood images as representations of the attri-lf
‘butes of Brahman, but ‘regarded them as representstions of independent -

‘

gods. Thus image worship became idolatry. . '\“' :



9. Rammohun's Monotheism-
i - : : S

It should be clear from the preceding discussion of Rammohun B

criticism of polytheism that he based many of his arguments upon reason

'rather than sastra, although he did claim to be accurately representing

the intentions of the sastras. He argued not only that polytheism was

a perversion of the intentions of the sastras. but’ that its results were

' detrimental tc spiritual, ‘moral and social life. He substantiated these

latter charges by pointing to the contemporary situation, not by appeal-

ing to the dastras. But as we direct our attention to his discussion

-

'of monotheism, we note tnat\the basis for his argument here was prim-

'-.-—" -

'_arily the éastras, especially Sruti. ‘We-have already seen some intimae

tions of his theology in our consideration of his attack on polytheism,

_and we turn now to a more systematic discussion of that subject.

English writings he used 'ch' "Supreme Being ' 'Almighty Power' 1

'Creator',2 'Supreme Divinity ,3 *true Deity’ ,4 "Most High' > and

Initially we should consider his various terms for God _ In his .

Yworks, pakt II, p. 15.
g
Works,. Part II, p. 49. o

3, L - ' -

"Works, Part II, p. 60.

.. T S ‘ .
Ibid. o . S 9
_— 7 B ’;} . _ _ 3

- 5 . T,

Works, Part II, p. 77. - R
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' Supreme Spixit',6 but of these the most common names he used were

'God' and 'Suprene Being'.- He used those terms intetchangeably,

without any apparent sYstematio distinction'between them. It is evi~

"dent from his English wxitings that 'God' or 'Supreme Being' coul& be

the equivalent of 'Brahman' "Rtman', or 'Isvara' and in" ouoting from
Sanskrit passages which used these th:ee terms he used either of the
_‘two English terms. He' did not introduce the terms . 'Brahman' 'Atman'
. and 'Isvara' into his English writings, and thus the subtle distinc—l
-tions between them are lost in those materials

This point can be illustrated by comparing Rammohun's English

) and Bengali translations of the Upanisads and Brahma Sutras to the

‘Sanskrit. At Tda Upanigad 3 the word "atma" appears in the'compound

=

7,“Etmahana§". In his Bengali translation of this passage ‘he renders it

- Fgaramﬂtma"'7 In the parallel English passage he renders it "Supreme

‘s irit“ & At ISa Upanisad 5 the Sanskkit simply refers back to the
p

, subject of the previous two verses by using the pronoun "tat", which
Rammohun, in his Bengall translation makes more definite by’ rendering,
it "shei Atma" (that Etman).9 In his Engiish.translation he nas

© "Supreme Beingﬁ.lq At Tsa'Upanisad 7 the Sanskrit‘again is "atma",

7Granthabali, Part II, p. 207.

8orks, Part 1T, p. 53.
JGranthabali, Part II, p. 207.

) 10“01‘1(8,?&.1’{: II' E. 53. ) to.
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and Rammohun uses "par 1 in Bengali.. Heweuer:inuthie cese_hef
uses ”God“lg as the Englishutranslation. Theee are_ aillinstances in
which the Sanskrit original was’ explicitly atma or was understood to be
atma, and yet Rammohun gave a different English equivalent in ‘each

case,

w

Thene arefsimilar examples'in all of‘Rammbhun's writings. In

_the Abridgment of the Vedantal3 Rammohun quoted extensively from the

Upanisads and Brahma Sutras, and even a brief examination of his trans- '
lation makes ' it clear that his use of English terms- for Ultimate
Reality was,not intended to systematically-correspond to the Sanskrit

terminologyt~ In quoting from Mundaka Upanisad III.1.10 he translated

"atma" as “Supreme Being .14- But when he used "Supreme Being“ 15 again-

_in trenslating Brahma Stitra IXX.ii.16, he was translating an-impiied

t K . . LS
reference to Br . In Eranelating the less common term "antarxémi“
in Brahma Siitra ¥%.18, Rammohun eimply-used "God“,16 even though

] . . .

 most subsequent English tnanslations haue used the more literal 'Inner

Ruler' for this passage. In several passages he made it clear how

’ 4
-

-

1l ranthabali, Part II, p. 208.
12 - -
.. Works, Part II, p. 54.

h 13Wbrks,lPart II, p. 57-72. , '
-— .

14, o ) 7
Works, Part II, p. 70. .
? lsworks, Part II, p. 67. o o L

_lewoiks, Part II, p. 65.

r -
-
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a ‘
) .:.interchangeable he regarded the terms 'God' and 'Supfeme Being', bjl'
using one of the terms to introduce a translat¥on of- passage,-

and the other terms: within the translated section. - f

The following passages of the veda affirm that God is
the sole object of worship, vizl = 'Adore God alone.'
'Know God alone; give up other discourse.' And the
- Vedanta says, that 'It is found in the Vedas, 'that- _ -
. .none but the Supreme Being is to be worshipped, nothing - - -
3 ' excepting him should be adored by a wise man,'l7
(emphasiz mine) :

Veda now’illustrates the mode in which we should worship /18
the Supreme Being, viz., '"To God we should approach. . .

These illustrations are enough to demonstrate that . whereas in

his Bengali translations- Rammohun stayed very close to the precise

the Sanskrit text and Sankara's commentary, in his »
allel English'translationsAhe alternated freely‘betweentusing 'God'
_andi'Supreme Being' as translations of the’various Sanskrit terms.

‘When he was writing in a language which had’ the terminology of 'Atman'

]

T . ' ‘Brahman', and 'Tsyaraffzhe used” that terminology just-as it was used
© in the texts and commentariee which he quoted from. He wasuless
precise in his'use of—terminology wheh writing‘in English‘hecause he'
was using a language which did not have terms parallel to the Sanskrit
- ones, and he was writing for an audienca which was largely unaware of

the nuances contained in the Sanskrit terms. In hie English writings

he tried to estainah the same content of meaning for his less precise

1-“"Wo:.-'ks,_ Part II, p. 69. | . \nﬂf

Ibid. . _ . ; - . \
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.terminology by discursively describing shades of meaning which in -
Sanskrit -were already present in the terms themselves. We may conclndei
_that he felt that neither the English la.ng;uage nor the theology knownq '
to his English readers contained the terms and concapts necessary -to
make the distinctions between Atman, Brahman, and Isvara meaningful. a.
Yet for his purposes this was not‘a serious difficulty.‘-The
central point which he wanted to make was that Ultimate Reality was a
'unity upon which everything depended.u He never tried'to make very
systematic distinctions between Atman and Brahman atman andnntman,\or
stara and Brahman in either his English or Bengali writings. He
seemed to feel‘that those issues became relevant only for those already
. persuaded that a single Reality was respohsible for, and pervaded all
existence. Then the subtle distinctions between Atman,,Brahman, and
Iévara became releﬁant.as means of giving this more dgeneral under-;
standing precisibn. tEnen'when-he brieflg'touched upon these issues
in his debates yithiaindn theologians, he.only did so in direct answer
to questions raised,bx"them. He seemed to feel that;the_preliminarj
task of convincing people of the unity of Reality had not yet been
acccmplished and that it was his primary work to complete that task.
In describing the knowledge which men could have of God,‘
. Rammohdn consistently_distingPished between{knowledge of God's euistence
and hnowledge abont‘God's‘attributes. He said_that this distinction was
‘made in the é%stras, and it accounted for an-apparent contradiction-in
the sacred writings. 'In.somelplaces, he noted, the sastras said;that

God was imperceptible, and in others that God was "capable of being

" }nown". This was really no contradiction he said, for

~



Y
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Where it is written that he is imperceptible and unde-.
finable, it is meant, that his likeness cannoty be con-
celved; and where-it is said that he is capable of being -
known, his mere existence is referred to, thau is, that -
there is a "God, 'as the indescribable creation agd govern-
ment of this universe clearly demonstrate. .

This‘distinction in the £&stras corresponded precisely to the
distinction which Rammohun’'made in man's capacity to know God. As he
- put it,

' I agree. . . that the attaimment of perfect knowledge of the
nature of the God-head is certainly difficult, or rather
impossible; but to read the existence of the Almighty

~Being in his works of nature, is not, I will dare .to say,
so difficult to the mind of a man possessed of common
sense. . . )

LY

The existence of God was knowable through observation of the

physical universe, without the information contained im the d3stras.

- In stating this position Rammehun occasionei _ what has come to
be'kqown as the teleological argument. .
ws'see the multifarious, wonderful universé, as well as
the birth, existence, and annihilationvof its different
parts; hence we naturally infer the existence of a Being .
who requlates the whole, and call him the Supreme. In

the same manner as from the sight of a pot we .conclude
the existence of its artificer 21

3

And in spelling out the implications of this argument he used an illus--
tration which was- common in Hindu philosophy. He said that the relation—

ship of the "Supreme all-pervading power" to'the universe was like the

\ . - . L4
19yorks, Part II, p. 130,

2°Works, Part II, p. 87. ' | ‘ ‘ »

2IWOrks. Pert 11, pp. 63-4. See also pp. 76, 115, 129.
¢ ! I ' '

3
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relationship of the indlvidual soul to the individual body.' the soul

provided llfe and order for the body and the Supreme Belng provided

animationuand guidance for the universe.zg

vIn his Translation of an Abridgment of the'Vedanta he steted

_the same’ position in terms of the argument used.in'the distras. He

pointed out that in the\éestras there was an attempt to probe behlnd

\

the verious manifestatione of the universe to discover what the
: 3 . ”
independent cause23 of.eve%yth}ng was. Air,/light, the void, atoms,

the individual soul, the gods and goddesses,-etc., were all diecussed y

] . r

‘and found to be dependent upop something more fundamental. That

. %, ' .
"something" was declared toc be)\the Supreme Being, "without any figure,
. . - Y o

“and beyond the limit of description“.24‘ ThatISupreme Being was known

in the Brahma Sﬁtra525 as both the material and efficient cause of the

. §
22 SN

Works, Part II, p. 76. See alsoc p. 130, where he says that it
is the action of the body which :eveals the presenge of the spirit within.
23Rammohun uses "independent cause » Works, Part II, p. 64.
Other terms have been used to express the same concept, Surendranat
Dasgupta uses "unchangeable reality", A History of Indian Philosop
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), I, pp. 42-44; - R.D.:
Ranade speaks of the "sulbgfratum", A Constructive Survey of Upanishadic
Philosophy (2nd ‘ed.; Bombay; Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, 1968), pp. 53-75.
Robert Ernest Hume, The Thirteen Principal Upanishads (2nd ed.; Madras:
Oxford ‘University Press, 1931}, pp. 9—13 calls it the "unitary world-
ground”. , _ ‘ \

N
\'\

24Works, Part II, p. 66. ‘ ) . é

L2
~

253 S. I.iv.23. Cited by Rammohun in Works, Part II, p. 68.

For a brief discussion of some of the difficulties involved in under-
standing G&d as the material cause of the universe, see Works, Part 1I,
p. 148. :

o
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universe.

. Rammochun aiguea'that'whereas %gture wasjtransparenﬁ'in revealing
. . : . PR S - : 1 coos
: . ; ) - i l.- : : .
the existence of God, it was inscrutable‘with régaéd to his nature. It
g ‘ - .J l'. ) - ) . o
wag incorrect to assume that because Nature refealed the existence of
U ' o R

P . ¥ . . .
God, God. was somehow uyited‘with the material of Nature. God was the
o~ - T '

independent ground of all material and non-material phenomena, but

. this did not mean that the characteristi of. these phencmena were the
characteristics of ‘God. Rammohun arg is point in his A Second

Defence of the Monotheistical System of thé‘Vedés, which he wrote in.
’ 26

3

response to Mrityunjay vidyalarnkar's vedantd.Chandrikd in 1817.

He said:

A belief in God is by no.means connected’with a belief
of his being united to matters for those that have- .
faith in the existence of the Almighty, and ‘are endued
with common sense, scruple not to-confé¢ss their ignoxance
as to his nature or mode of -existence, in regard to the
point of his relation to matter, or to the properties
of matter.27 = ' : -

But this did not mean that men were left without any informatiqﬁ‘

o~

»
.

, 26, rxs, Part II, pp. 95-119. Mrityunjay published both an
" English and a Bengali version of his criticisms of Rammohun, and this’
English publication by Rammohun ‘was intended to specifically answexr
.Mrityunjay for what Rammohun called his "European readers". Rammohury
wrote a shorter Bengall veply to Mrityunjay under the title Bhattac-
. A&ryer Sahit Bicdr, whigh is included-in Granthabali, Part I, pp. 153-84. .
\ Mrityunjay's attack on Ragmohun was not based on his, opposition to
the Vedidnta, but rather on; his objection to Rammohun's distribution
of this sacred literature in the market place. He also insisted that
this literature should be expounded only by those who weye specially
trained and competent to do so. : :

= 5

atl

——

works, Part I, p. 107.. =~ .

e

-~

‘;..)-
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about the nature of Ged. True, this information was not to be found

in’ Nature, but it was available in the. ‘dastras. All the dastras

agreed that ultimately God was incomprehensible, indescribable,'and
< f P
'beyond the categories of human language. Yet, said‘Rammohun, for‘those-

i . . .
who were “beginners in the study of theology"ze»the Vedﬁntaaoften ‘

ascribed to God "such attributes as are held excellent among the human

w28
species: as- truth, mercy, justice, etc.". But it should always be

kept in mind that. - ..

/

The Veda having. at first explained the’ Supreme Being

by different epithets, begins with the word Atha or now,
and déclares, that all descriptions which have been

used to describe the Supreme Being are imperfect: (ideal),
because he (the Divine Being) by no.means can be
‘described.3

Thus the few descriptiOns of God which could be used with some assurance
Pl - ay .
(such as omnipresence, ommiscience, justice, and truth), were really

not being-used "according to the human notion of qualities in objects..?1

‘ In making this point: in the debate with Sastri, Rammohun quoted Kena
SN T . _
i UE}i§ad I. 3"4 - . ‘ . ) - M-

Hence no vision.can approach him; no language can describe
him; no\intellectual power can compass or determine him.

.

2yorks; Part II, p. 175. R B
291pia.
30414,

Ibid. ‘ R -
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We know nothing of how the Supreme Being should be -
explained: He is beyond nature, which is above
comprehension. . .32 o .

‘This question of the nature of God and the adequacy of human

descriptions of Ged is a recurrent theme in Rammohun's writings. He

engaged the question again at some length in his debate with Kavitakar.

31
in 1820..,Kavitakar had suggested that Sruti really made no firm dis-

2

tinction between_Brahman with form and without form, and that even in

“the VedEntapBrahman was spoken of in terms‘of form ksékéra)aé on most

occasions. Rammohun' s reply to this amounted essentially to a para~

phrase of Sankara s commentary on. Brahma Sutra IIr.ii. 11*21.34 R 1

Sankara there "says. that although some Vedic texts describe Brahman as

ofications, it is evident that‘both characterizations- of Brahman, cannot

having qualifications; while others describe Brahman as free'bf quali-

-

be true.

- Quoted by Rammohun at Wbrks, Part II, p. 115. Rammbhun's

translation of the last line of the text is somewhat loose, since the

word nature’/fs not present in the Sanskrit. The Sanskrit is: )
anyadeva tadviditddatho aviditadadhi. . I would translate it asg, "differ-
ent indeed/is that (Brahman) from the known, and also (it is) above

the unknown" Rammohun's use of the term 'nature' for viditid is under-
standable, since he was trying to establish that the existencée of Brahman
could be known through nature, but that Brahman was not to be identified
with nature.

! ™
3The meaning of sakara is "having form". 1In Bengali the same
term has a more specific connotation, meaning "embodied"”. Compounds
of the term in Bengali explicitly refer to the worship of a God who
can be given attributes. Thus sakdrabdad (teaching of a personal God),
sakarabadi (worshipper of a. personal God), and sakaropasana (woxship
of a personal God). ' o

* ~

34'I‘he following summary of Sankara 8 discussion is taken rom
Rammohun's argument at Granthabali, Part II, pp. B1-5. ;
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As to that, ‘the supreme Brahman. considered in Itself
- cannot logically have.both the characteristics: for it
cannot be admitted that the very. same thing is naturally
possessed of attributes like form etc., and that it is
_also-without these; for that 1s self—contradictory.
.« « it is the Brahman that is: absoluteiy attributeless.
and unchangeable that has to be accepted and fiot the
oppotite. For in all texts which aim at presenting _
the real nature of Brahman, as for instance in, 'sound- N
less, touchless, colourless, undiminishing' {Ka,I,iii.}5)
etc., Bralman is presented as_devoid of all distinguishing
_attributes. (B.S. ITI.1i.11)3%

g

In any case, it was absurd to think of Brédhman with forms, since all

forms were known to be transitory and changeable,;andAall forms,-

"regardless of their magnitude,'had'some limitations of space. Con-

sequently, to ascribe-form to Brahman wouId_inVOlve ascribing

'_limitation to it. And the teaching of both Sruti and Smrti (B S. -

IXI.ii. 17} was that Brahman was both unchangeable and omnipresent.

'Rammohun faced another-challenge to his conception of Brahman"

in his debate with a Vaisnava opponent known only as Gosvami 36

N &

‘ Gosvami suggested that alllihat Rammohun said about Brahman being .

attributeless was accurate and supported by the sastras. Rammohun s
error, said Gosvami, consis d in his identification of Brahman with
the Highest Reality. Actua the Highest Reality was known in’

three aspects: Brahmah, ParamAtman, and BhEgavat. It was known as
S ‘ : - :

4

"Brahman when it was known in an abstract way. The concept of Brahman

was a metaphysicaifabstractiom intended to emphasize the essential .

L

143

3SCompareB.S. I.1l.4.
36For this discussion see especially Granthahali, Part II,
Pp.- 51-3. . . . - . . . =
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unity cf Being. ‘The concept suggested no relationship between Ultimate

Reality and the world, or Ultimate Reality and the individual, other

) than that all of them were essentially one. When the Ultimate Reality

was known as. Paramatman it was being spoken of as’ the. transcendent

‘ Self, and the emphasis was being placed on the relationship between the

"transcend ) al Self and the individual self (jiva) This was a term.

to emphas ze relationship rather than unity. But when Ultimate

= Reality was spoken of a Bhagavat it was being described in all. its

fullness of both powers and relgtionships. Bhagavat was essentially

- pure bliss (Enanda); all other powers were its qualities. This was

the highest possible concept of the Ultimate, and ‘because Krsne was

2 called Bhagavat in the Bhagavata Purana, he was superior to Brahman

Rammohun replied that Sruti was quite clear when it said that

'.the best description of Ultimate Reality was the negative "neti,

neti” ("not this, not this"), 37 and that this was the description of

TN
Bratman. - It was impossible to define Brahman essentially according
tc either'jati {species) or égkti (power) - It was impossible to define

Brahman methodologically according to either abhida (direct—meaning) or .

_lakgana Qimplied meaning). But this did not imply.a deficiency in

Brahman on the contrary, any attempt to define Ultimate Reality in

2 way which went beyond the "neti, neti" of Sruti involved lapsing

) into a form of speech which was only permitted by §ruti for those

37Brhedaranyaka Upanisad IT.iii.6. A1l references to. this

‘Upanisad are based upon the edition translated by Swami _ Madhavananda
(4th ed.; Calcutta: Advaita Ashrama, 1965). .

C e

. ‘ | ”L"/."
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. incapable of grasping the truth that Ultimate Reality was heyond any
oonditioning adjuncts {up hi). The Vaisnava description of’ Bhagavata/
Krsna was merely an attempt to take this lower form of description and.

exalt it to a position of supremacy. 8 - :

In summary then, what did Rammohun's moti heistic theology
‘finvolve? We noted that although he was not syst tic in_his transf'
lation of Sanskrit terminology into English, he was consistent in his
iinsistence that Ultimate.Reality, by whatever term it was referred

‘tO( wag a- unity.l He argued-that-although‘the existence of-God could
be known through observation of Nature, only the sEstras were’ able to (
give information about God's nature. The description of God .in the
éastras was of two kinds: on the one hand, God was described in terms
of human characteristics and natural forms: on the other handl God -
‘was said to be. formless, changeless, and omnipresent. The first of
thesé descriptions, said Rammohun, was intended for those incapable
'of‘understending the seéond; but the second description was‘really.the

more accurate.-



A
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. 10. The ﬁorship of God: Rammohun in Theory and Practice

" What emerges 'as one of the basic reasons for the various (Tf*

'criticisms of Rammohun s positions on polytheism and monotheism, is

the threat which his positions seemed to represent to contemporary
forms of, worship. We have noted. that some o%_Rammohun s critics did .

not- deny that his’ description of Brahman.was -accurate and properly

'grounded in Sruti. But we have seen that these eritics insisted that

'there were other descriptions of deity which Rammohun was’ ignoring or

improperly relegating to a position of inferiority.l The pattern
which his opponents seemed to perceive was that the descriptions of .

deity which Rammohun was rejecting were precisely those which were

most, important in the various ceremonies of worehip. Rammohun acknow-. .
h .

ledged that worship2 was "the chief duty of mankindfand'the sole

\

¥See above P. 143. o

ey
-

When“Hammohun and Brahmos since his ‘time have spoken of worship
they have customari}y used the word 'updsana’ ,. which suggests reverence,
adoration, and humble service. 'Puja + another word for worship with:
the same shades of meaning in the dictionary, has in fact come to be more
. associated with worship using images, “flowers, water, etc. In Bengal
the word’ puja' is especially associated with the seasonal and lunar
feetivals dedicated to various female deities ,such as burga, Xail, and
Sarasvati.- To say "pdja kora" in Bengali means to perform some active

. kind of worship like going to a temple, bowing before an image, etc.  To

say "upasana kora" suggests performing some more reflective, quyiet form
of meditation. (kora is a phonetic spelling of karid. 1In Bengali conver-
sation the initial unlengthened 'a' is usually pronounced more like our
English.'o', and is often transliterated that way.)

S . . . 14s.
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cause of eternal heatitude, but to many of/his contemporaries it

seemed as though he had made worship

by.his overwhelming objections to.the use.of images in worship.‘

o metaphorical descriptions\\f God any more than provisional status, and

forms of worship vere appropriate to a Being without qualities?

- Sankara Sastri raised that question when he asserted,'“That

nd

which cannot be c0nceived cannot be worshipped " To .this Rammohun

replied:

1

‘Should the ledrned Brahman consider a full conception‘

of the nature; essence, or qualities of the Supreme . .-

Being, or .a physical picture truly representing the
Almighty power, with offerings of flowers,. leaves,

and viands; as essential to adoration, I agree with

the learned Brahman with respect to the impossibility
of the worship of God. But, should adoration imply
only the elevation of the mind to the conviction of
the existance of the Omnipresent Deity, as testified
by His wise and wonderful works, and continual con-

_templation of His power as so displayed, together

with'a constant sense of the gratitude which we
naturally owe to Him, for our existence,. sensation,

‘and comfort, - I never will hesitate to assert that

"1t is significant that in this passage Rammohun used 'adoration as a-
synonym for 'worship s, and that he defined_the essence of adoration as

simply “the elevation of the mind to the conviction of

His adoration is not only possible,. and practicable,
but even encumbent upon every rational creature.S

Whet-

the existence

147

ssible'by his'refussl to grant'

a

-

dorks, Part II, p. 41. - . S
44orks, part II, p. 115. -

Sworks, Part II, pp. 115-6. -~ - .
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- visualizing God through the'u%e of images.

'of the Omnipresent Deity" (my italics).- For him the adoration and con-

" templation of God the Creator was enough to result in. gratitude and, as

he suggested at another place,§ the purification of the mind. Such .

. adoration.was not dependent'upOn being able to.describe the-oharacteris-

tics of God in detail, nor was it dependent upon the possibility of

i

“We have already described Rammohun ' s opposition to the use of .

'imagee as means of expreésing the attributes and nature of God. Many
_of his opponents questioned his position, and they argued that the ‘,

'éaetras sanctioned image'worship without hesitation. In a small pamphlet__

published in 1825,7 Rammohun aoknowledged that worship by-means of images
and rituais,wae'not altogether useless, since the éhstras permitted it
for the ignorant But such methods of worship, he insisted, were by.no

means, “indispensable steps" towards attaining divine knowledge. n8 To |

-

substantiate this point Rammohun quoted from Manu- - f ‘ -

hll rites ordained in the Veda;: oblations to fire and -
solemn_sacrifices, pass away; but that which passes not .
away is declared to be the syllable Om, thence called
akshara since it is a symbol of God, the Lord of created
beings.? .

. Sworks, part 11, p.’ 48.

- 7'Translation of a Sanskrit iraot on Different Hodes of Worship

_ (iezs), in Works, Part II, pp. 195-8.

84orks, Part 11, p. 123, -
_gwbrks, part II, p. 87. This quotation is from Manu II.. 84
er's translation is essentially the same.
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. . Thus mst the chief of the twice—born, though he neglect

) ‘ . the ceremonial rites mentioned in the Sastra, be diligent
. "in attaining a knowledge of God,. in controlling his organs .

‘of sense, and in repeating the Veda. 10

He said that the éﬁstras provided many examples of people who had

' attained divine knowledge

.without observing the rules and rites prescribed by the
Sastra to each class of Hindus; and also, examples Z@er37
frequently found in the Veda of persons, who, though they -
' neglected the performance of religious rites and ceremonies,
‘attained divine knowledge and absorption by control over
‘ , . their passions and senses, and by contemplation of the
VR - Rulex ‘of the universe.11

) anmohun also insisted that there were'numerous-preoedents in
which those who had attained divine knowledge were not in what were
normally regerded as the proper classes for the attainment of such

,knowledge. He cited the examples’ quoted in Brahma Sitra III iv.36- 39

and at Brahma Siitra I.i44.38. The latter passage is particularly

1°works, Part II, pp. 87, 105. This is from Manu XII.92. There
is an intereeting differencs in Bllhler's translation of the first part.

of this verse. Where Rammohun has ". . . though he- neglect the cere=-
monial rites. . .", Bihler has “After giving up even the above-mentioned
sacrificial rites. . ." Rammohun prefers to make the text sound as’

. though the rites are optional, whereas it is possible to argue that the
point of the text is that the rites must be done; and then given up for
even better things. - ; . R ,

O
)
I

11Wbrks,'part 11;'p; 101. “,,- - \

12'rhe examplea cited here concern those who are not aesociated

with any particular asdrama (order, stage of life), Safikara argues that
there are examples of such pecple dcquiring knowledge in both éruti

and Smyrti, and that the methods by which they did so ranged from yogic
“discipline to japa (repetition.of mantras) to good deeda. This dis-
cussion is at Works, Part II, pp. 123-125. '
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. the.false and perishable being of the universe."

-good deal less mechanistic than one might expect. Here dankara’ suggest

- person is born a SGdra does hot mean that we can conclude that his
' previous lives have been so evil that he is restyicted to this class of

flivea cannot be too quickly deduced from their preeent birth,

. o _ ‘ \Jr'. . . ‘
o - o o B 150 -

o : s : A
interestingeince it deals with a Stdra attaining knowledge of God. 1In
his commentary, Sankara accepts the Vedic teaching that Sudras ehould
not hear the Vedas, but he acknowledges that they may attain divine ‘

knowledge without hearing ‘the Vedas. Their at\ainment may be the‘

‘result of good previous 1ive813 or the reeult of perceiving the truth T

g - .
lying behind the anecdotee and mythologies of the Aqﬂmﬂﬂ and Ruranae St

Rammohun concluded from this that although the Vedae werefﬁy far the
e o

best sources for imparting knowledge of the di,ine} the Smrti, Agama,

and other works could also "afford meqﬁﬁzof attaining. final beati—

tude w14 when they taught “the true and eternal existence of God, andl'

| 15

‘_ARanmohun's position was that whilezthe usé of images was some-

times éanctioned as a proper method of worship, this was only done as

"a_conceasion to the ignorant; while.the rituals;of particular classes

of people were encouraged, this was only to help them develoP a more
adequate understanding of God; and while the regulated life of the \\

t . \
: A

. » . . . ! - ' . _ '

Thie'suggests that éankara s uinderstanding of rebirth was a
that although a person is a éudra, theirfpreviou\\livee may -have been
good ensugh to make them ready foxr- highest knowledgem The fact-that a

birth. This suggests that the comparative virtua of peoples .past

I

14“0:&8' Put II; Po 1250 .
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various cleeeee waé@generally advieeble, it was by no means an indis-
pensable ald to the full understanding of God which wae the sole cause’
of "final beatitude.‘ All of these espects of" contemporary worship
were potentially helpful but'they were not the essence of worship,
-aﬁa too much emphaeis upon these methods was misleading and harmful.
The ‘best summary etatement of how Rammohun believed worship '

ehould be understood, is one which he himeelf mnde in Re 1igious

-

- Inetructione Founded on Sacred Authorities .. . A

bQ. - In whet manner is this worship to be performed?

- By bearing in mind that the Author and Governor of -
this visible universe is the Supreme Being, and compar- :
ing this idea. with the pacred writings and with- reason.

. " In this worship it is indiepensably necegsary to use
‘ exértione to subdue the senses, and to read such passages
as direct attention to the Supreme Spirit. Exertion to
~subdue the-senses, signifies an endeavour to direct the
‘will and the sense, and the conduct in such a mafiner as
not only to prevent our own or others' ill, but to
secure our own and others' good. . -.16

This paseage contains e four elements which were oentral to Rammohun's

concept of wors . Firetly; as we have already gseen, he felt that one
'could'begin to understand God by looking at the univeree and realiring
that God was itas "Creator and Governor“. AThat, one might say, wnelthe
'discovery of_the object oflworehip; Secondly,.aithough Rammohun did not
‘ beiieve.thet thelrituale and laws of social oiese were necessary aids
in the diecover§ and understanding of God's enietence, he did believe

- that, they were useful in providing discipline and order.  Those who

16Works, Part II, p. 131. Thie was first publiehed in 1829.

It ia reprinted at Works, Part II, pp. 127-134, under the titlée "The
Universal Raligion: Religious Instructions founded or Sacred-Authorities®.
’ ’ ’ g : - ’

.. . * -:..
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‘}ts members. .The. weekly meetings wergrheld‘in the houses of members,

o

“tried to regulate their‘ffood and condpdt"l? completely according to

their own.preferences were self-willed, and; said Rammohun, "to act - ::

according to our-own wish is opposed both by the Scriptures nnd by
reason. «18 The thixd element of worship was: reading dastras which in-

culcated the worship.of the unita;y God. The fourth element, moral and

useful action, was in some sense a resglt of the other elements, but it, -

was also a constituent part of worship.. Just as hg_asanméd that immoral

-~ M %

.. actions resulted from iﬁprbpef'qu;aegraded forms’@f*worship, so he

~ agsumed that moral action‘wouldmiagﬁlf from'proper'worship.

Rammohun seems to have been digsgtisfied wiih the convehtibnal
formé'df worship for.many years. Even before he moved to.Caicuttalhé
had triéd to creatp‘n context in which'he and his friends could engage
iglatiﬁqlatihg religious discussions. While in Rangpdr he had begun

guch & group; and even then, beforg_he became known as a pdblisﬁe: of

religious tkxts, he had encountered épposition.lg In 1815, soon after

he settled in‘Qalcutta, he and some of his closest friends formed the

Atmiva Sibha}zo a~gociety dedicated to the spiritual improvement of

17Wbrks, Part II, p. 13l1l. .

180p4a.

2co126t, pp. 27¥:8. o

.20

Sabha,.although not by name, in the Missionary Register, London, 1816.
The reference is &eprinted in Records, p. 4.

See Collet, pp. 68, 74. Thexe is also a reference to the Atmiya
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‘and consisted of recitation of passages from various Hindu §%stras, (f\‘\
. T . —_=s2r

chanting.of monotheistic hymns composed by Rammohun;and.his friends}
and discussion. This gfoup encouraged debate on religious and social
issues, and soon became the centre of controversy. The society ceased

' to meet in 1819. 2

Soon after this sociéty came'to'an end, Rammohun began regular-

.

ly attending and supporting the Unitarian servioes established by 'the

Calcutta Unitarian Committee under the 1eadersh of William Adam in

September 1821.2; Rammohun became one of th t‘active members of

\

the group, as well as one of its largest financial suppqxtezs. He

said that he atteﬁded the servicea there because they focused upon the -

Creator of alf’hho was worahipped without recourse .to doctrines of
AN
But even though_  Rammohun was in fundamental agreement with the

unitarian theology of this society, 'he was not blind to the fact that,

n—God" or 1rGodnman", or to doctrines of a unitary God in many forms.22

this groub was essentially European in membership and theological orien-

tation, and that his participation was somew‘at anomalo s. In enunciat

ing the aims of this society, William Adam had used language which was

decidedly Christian: "We aim to remove\iggprance‘and 7uporstition, and

-

2lco1let, p. 131. For more about the Calcutta Unitarian )

Committee, formed in 1821, see Collét, PP. 131434, 224-27, 244-45. jﬁjf\

22WOrks,uPart II, pp. 191-94. ARammohun was undoubtedly asked

the queation many times, but the way in which his reply is . made is in
a small pamphlet-in which he uses the question as the title: "Answer
of . a Hindoo, to the Question, 'Why do you Frequent a Unitarian Place of
Worship Instead of the Numerously Attended Established Churches?'" (182

«

7).
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to furnish ingormation respecting'the evidences,‘the duties,‘and the -

|

doctrines‘of the religion of ¢hrist."2>. Much as Remméhun admirefl the

- i} _— : . Co i : .
life and teachings of JesuSr he‘must have felt somewhﬁt uncomfortable,
J,’-‘ M . r

with such an expression of purpose. He wanted to see;a group forﬁed

which would base its strict monotheism on Hindu sastras, and whicha

-

- would proviﬁe an atmosphere“more congenial to Indians. After all,‘the

- a monotheistic system ofpﬁogship."

fiajor purpose of his religious writings was to prove that Indian

religious and philosophical literature provided a sound foundation for

With the-founding of the Brahmo Samaj in 1828 Rammohun had the

setting which he had wanted for 80 1ong." It is clear from the Trustl.

f:Deed of the Brahmo)Samaj that he intended this society to r'present in

. practice the ideaﬂ% which he had encouraged in "his writings. In the

Trust Deed he wrote that the premiseSawhich he and his friends had
purchased as a place of worship could be used

. -« ,as and for a place of public meeting of all sorts and
descriptions of people without distinction as shall be-
havé and conduct themselves in an orderly sober religicus
- and devout manner for the worship and aderation of the
Eternal Unsearchable -and Immutable Being who is the Author
' and Preserver of the Universe but not under or by any
other name designation or title peculiarly used for'and
applied to any particular Being or Beings by any man or
set of men whatscever and that no graven image statue
or sculpture carving painting picture portrait or tﬁe : .
likeness of anything shall be admitted within the siid
- premisés and that no sacrifice offering or oblation iof .
any kind or thing shall ever be permitted therein. ! . |

.

and that in conducting the said worship and adoration no .
" object animate or inanimate that has been or is.or shall |
g : : RN ; 1
) . ' P A Lo
23 .. . ' e Tl

Collet, p.132. -Adam wrote this in a letter tq R. Dutton, -

by

‘June 26, 1827. . ~ B i . :

I'f- L ., - . .

[ A RE .

' - ot ;
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At

. Brahmo Samaj in 1832,

) s 7
hereafter become or be recognized as an object of wors i
' .ship by any man or set of men shall be reviled or
slightingly or contemptuously spoken of or alluded to
" either in preaching praying or in the hymns or other
mode Sfrworship ‘that may be delivered or used .in said .
.Messuage or building, and that no sermon preaching dis-
course prayer or hymn be delivere@,maﬂe or used iff such
worship but such as have a tendency to the promotion of
the contemplation of the Author and Preserver of the
‘Universe to the promotion of charity morality piety
benevolence virtue and the strengthening /of/ the bonds
.of union between men of all religious persuasions and
creeds. . 24 , &

‘This was the kind of wcrship practiced by the Brahmo Samaj.

According to the tgstimony of an observer who attended a meeting of the
- 5 .

. . .preaching from the Vedant and singing psalms in praise
" -of the one true God occupy the time of those who meet under °
the roof to worship the eternal Creator of the universe, .
.and to pour forth their supplications at his throne with-. =
out being detracted (sic) by the unmeaning and gaudy
pageantry of superstition.. Christians and men of every
. persuasion are permitted to be present at theé religious
acts that are performed within this sanctuary, and as * '
' the preaching on.the .texts of the Vedant is in pracrito "
bhasa, or the vernacular Bengalee, all can understand
what is said. No image of any kind is allowed to enter
thils house, nor is there any kind of sacrifice. . .
e chief objects of this institution are to deliver
the Hindoos from the thraldom of superstition and idolatry,
to lead them to the worship of one God, and to improve
their moral character by insttuctions calculated to raise
their ideas from groveling ¢hjects, which only appeal to
the senses, to those which are of a mental nature, -and
which raise the soul to a Being who is. Spirit, and who
wishes that all who worship him should worship him in
spirit and in truth.25 .

w
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#corret, bp. 471-2.
) o
2sRecords. p. 90. The article was originally in the Reformer and
wasg subsequently errinted in the Asiatic Journal, January. 1832. .
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. The meetings were based essentiellydupon the;reading and'exposi-
tion of Vedintic texts.26 Two Telegu Brahmins read §533ages fébm the -
Veda, one of the members of the Samaj read frcm the Upanigads, the

“acdrya (teacher, minister) of the Samaj gave an explanatior of the
Ugenigads in Bengali,,and varicus membérs of the group sangiffnotheietic
h;mns composediny Ramnohun and:his'friends. ?ne;meetings were openrto'
all.races, religione, and clesees.

:Rammohun‘s feélingltnat such a specificallyilndian'form of
worship was necessary, was confirmed Ly the response of many Europeans
to- the establishment of the Brahmo Samaj One ‘of the English news-
papers in Calcutta regretted Rammohun's establishment of the Brahmé(/ffﬁkm.
Samaj because thiﬁnseemed to indicate that Rammohun would not be the“; h
important agent in helping to Christianize India that Christidhs had
hoped he would be. The same newspaper regarded the Brahmo Samaj as
nrdegenerate form of Unitarianism, nearer Deism than Unitarienism.
Even Rammohun's‘close‘friend‘william'edam reflected sadly tnnt he now
realized that Rammohun had only used Unitarianism as a means of undex-
mining idolatry and sPreading‘pure}notions_of God, without believing

.in the divine authority of the Gcspel.“28

(53]

26Collet, pp. 225-6. Records, pp. 91-3.

-

Tithe newspaper was the John Bull. Between January and October
1830 it included several letters and articles opposed to the formation
of the Brahmo Samaj. See Records, pp. 82, 85-6, and also ColXet, pp. -
- 226-7, 24248,

.ZSCcllet, p. 227. L -
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As'much'as‘Europeans'praised Rammohun for his efforts against

idolatry, polytheism, and sectarianism; it was. evident that they. aid

. so primarily because they regarded all of these activities as prelim-

inary to his becoming a. Christian. "When they realized that he fully

‘intended to base all of these efforts on Indian authority, they felt

.- either that his efforts had degenerated or that he" had in some sense

betrayed them. Such attitudes could only have inhibited most Indians

from participating in the activities of religious organizations S

founded by Europeans, for they would not have wished to a to

‘have beer converted to- Christianity when their only purpode_was to

: worship God in a manner which corresponded with their convictions.;

Despite the fact that Rammohun wrote so much about re{igious

inssues, and despite the fact that he founded and parti\ipated in

several different religious groups, little is known about

participation in the worship of these grOups. Although hé founded
the Brahmo Samaj and was recognized as its most; important member,

he did not dominate the‘services.' He put the regular conduct of the

‘services into the hands of.others-- Two Telegu Brahmins were hired

to recite the Vedas, Utsabananda Vidyavagish read the Upanisads, and
Ramchandra vidyavagish gave expositions of the Upanisads in Bengali

lThe first secretary. of the Brahmo Samaj was Tarachand Chakravarti.

Rammohun never took over these positions to insure that his. own inter-

pretations of the 4Xstras would be more explicitly promulgated. He

157

29co11et, p. 226. o
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did write monotheistic hymns which were sung in the services.Abut his v
friends also-wrote hymns which were used frequently.

We know that the content and style of service in the Brahmo J;
Samaj reflected Rammohun's wishes, but beyond the institutionalized
jform of worship which he established there, we know little about his

personal devotional life. There are suggestions in his writi§g§=and

4";1::.-.:.-:-!"'1':""

in anecdotes told about him that he may have followed Tantric practices
in his private religious life. Partially,this is suggested by the
familiarity with Tantric writings which is so evident in his own writings.
He referred to at least nineteen different Tantric texts in his more
'fthan one hundred references to Tantric material. ‘ The bulk of his ref—
erences are to Saiva-éakta Tantras, which might suggest a preference

for these Tantras and the forms of worship associated uith them - But

" the context in which he used’ many of these references makes us hesitate
 to draw too definite a conclusion from their preponderance. After all,'
he used many of these references in his debates with Vaisnavas in an -
-attempt to demonstrate that ‘the claims which they made were not unique,
- and that the same claims which they made for Visnu/Krsna could be made

with equally'good justification for éiva. Had Rammohun been faced with

-

30See Dilip ‘Kumar Biswas, 'Rimmohan Rﬁyer Dharmamot O

, Tantraéastra , Visva-Bharati Patrika. XVI {1959-1961) , 225-248.

~ Biswas has a detailed list of Rammohun's references to Tantric material
on pp. 234-5 and in notes 48-67. ‘Thig article is the only thorough

- analysis of Rammohun's relationship to Tantra in either Bengali or
English.

y.
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other opponents his choice of texts might well have been different.31
_ But his interest in‘Tantra is demonstrated in other ways than
merely hia textual knowledge. Throughout most of his life he had a

close friendship with a well known Tantric ' zgsin Hariharananda

'Tirthaswami. Hariharananda stayed with Rammohun for extended perioda

of time in both Rangpur- and Calcutta, and they seemed to share. not only
a4 common interest in Tantric ‘texts, but also a common dedication to
establishing a monotheistic forn of norship.' Yet despite their close
friendshio; little is known with any certainty about the effects of this
association on_Rammohun'a.personal religioue life. After-Rammohun‘a

death there was a tradition among certain Tantrics that he had been
initiated into some form of Tantric Practice by H’arihar'anamia:‘3‘3 but
this tradition is‘so tenuoustthat is is impossible‘to _say with any
certainty whether it is true, and if it is true, what kind of practice

Rammohun might have been initiated into.

.3i9£§;;;j’;;;232 -240 suggests that Rammohun was attracted to Tantra
because it was a monistic system which ultimately had the same ideal as
Vedanta, because it emphasized the need to worship, because it did not em— .
phasize world renunciation, ‘and because it was socially progressive in its
attitudes toward women and class. Bhudev Mukhopadhyay, Vividha Prabandha
(Chinsura: Budhodaya Jantra, 1905), Part II, pp. 165-71 says that Rammohun
realized that Tantra was the proper religious system for the Kali age, and
so although he knew Hindu, Muslim and Christian religious ideas, he reali- -
zed that for the Kali age there could be no salvation outside Tantra. .
Mukhopadhyay's views are not very helpful, ‘since they are based more upon
the statements about Tantra found in Tantric texts, than upon statements

-about Tantra found in Ramm?hun's writings.

‘68-9, 101, 224n., 241,

N 33Biswas, PP. 240-243.
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Sen,

It seems surprising ‘that a man who devoted 50 much of his at ention
to religious questions, and whOSe life was so publio, should have a’ —
private religious life about which 50 little is known. No one could.be‘rf N

'in~douht about his dedication to monotheism and his opposition to image
worship; Evexyone knew’what places of public worship he attended. And
. yet even those who read his writings and knew him while he lived in
Calcutta, were unsure of the nature or extent of his personal religious
practices.34' We shall see in a subsequent part of this study ‘that
this appeared to hisg critics to mean that he was in fact not a deeply
. religious man and that his attacks on polytheism and image worship
'

" were not motivated by deep personal religious conviction, but by a

general antipathy toward his own tradition. f c

I

1

34It was Debendranath Tagore, for example, wbo told of meeting'

'Sukhananda Swami in Delhi in 1857 and hearipng from him that Rammohun
was a disciple of Hariharananda. Debendranath was a friend of Rammohun,
'and it is surprising that he would have fixst heard such a story only
24 years after Rammohun died. It is.an indication of how little even
Rammohun's closest friends knew about hig personal religious life. For
Debendranath’s description of this meeting, see Biswas, pp. 242-243.



" “11. Evaluation

.

There are severai obéious aad‘substantial disagreements between
Rammohun and hls opponents on questions about the nature and worshlp
of God.  Rammohun insisted that polytheism represented a mlsleadlng
unde:standing of God: his opponents argued that polytheism was a
useful and essentially accurate way of speaklng about God Rammohun
saxd that the best descrlption of God was found in the Upanisads and

Brahma Siitra where Brahman was described as essentlally without attri— d

butcs. ‘his Vaisnava opponents said that such a descrlption of dgd was
not'the ult;mate one and that the bestldescription of God included many |
cf'thelﬁighest attribﬁtes,of love, relationsﬂip, and power as they'
Iapplied to visnu/Krsna. Rammohun said that God could best be worshipped |
by simple adoratlon of his majesty and his works in Nature: his oppo—‘”
nents, said that'the God whom Rammohun described could not be worshipped
at ali, fo: he had no qualities. '. - - .:ﬁ‘ .-
It is not surprisipq that Rammohun dtffered from some of ﬁis

ccntempcraries on such'questions. . Theologians, whether professioea;
or popular, ofteh differ, and the fact‘that theé differ'is not par;
~tiecularly notewcrthy. And yet scholars have often made a'great‘deal
of the fact'ttat Rémmchun,diﬁfered from his ccntemporaries on’ theo-
'lccical questions. Sooe have evenAsuggested’that the differencesnﬁere

L 16t
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"so stbétdntial_fhét_it isrpossibie ﬁg‘a:éue that.Rammﬁhgg was npf_a
,Hindu.l In view of sucﬁ evaluations of Rammohun's thedlogy‘ié seems
'worthwhile to analyié the issués St diéaéreemén£ more carefully. Perhaps
the disgg;eementg which he had with some of his contemporaries were -
more substanfia} than the ﬁo:mql‘disagreements between theologians;'
representing different pos;tions withiﬁ a ‘tradition.

irﬁe first majo;”area of disagreeﬁent waé polytheism. Rammohun
saw little jﬁstification or use‘for polythéism. He sald that at best
polythe1sm w3as a very prov1smonal metaphor whlch mlght help some of
‘ the most ignorant people to focus thelr attention on a god and even-
tually lead them to a better understandlng of God But polytheism was
'always a form of understandlng which should be superseded by a more
adequate form of understandlng.. R;mmohpn also rejected most of the
mythology which accompanied polytheism. - He rejeéﬁed it either in the

sense that he 6bjécted,to it (for example, the stories of the exploits

’

lPiyus Kanti Das argues _ that although Rammohun was faithful to
the Upanigads, he neglected many other parts of the Hindu tradition
which are impartant in Hindu theology. He concludes. that because of -
this neglect Rammohun cannot fairly be called a Hindu. See, Piyus Kanti-
Das,  Raja Rammohun Roy and Brahmoism {(Kakdwip Bengal author, 1970),
p. 102, ‘

. This kind of argument is hot always intended as an indictment
of Rammohun, and Das certainly does not intend it as an indictment.
It is a favorite férm of arqument among Brahmo Samaj members who are
interested in proving that Brahmoism is a separate religion and not
merely a branch of Hinduism.

One of the most important Brahmo theologians, Sitanath
_Tattvabhushan, argued that Rammohun was a Hindu in the tradition of
. Sadkara because of the way in which he interpreted the Vedinta
" tradition. So he, using the same evidence as Das, comes to exactly
the opposite conclusion. See Sitanath Tattvabhushan, The Philosophy d
of Brahmaism (Madras: Higginbotham, 1909), pp. 4-6.
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of hrsnal or,that'he_regarded it.aschildish?fantaey. 'He'agreed'that‘
it might be.ath to_hold'the_attention of some. who were.otherwiee
uninterested in*God or gods;‘but he telt that.the damage'caused by
many of the mythological stories outweighed the benefit-which'they
.might have. | )

| Rammohun s opponents did not 1eave a record of any systematic
defence of. pzlytheism and mythology Usually they argued in defence
of a particular god or a particular mythology. They seemed more con-
cerned that Rammohun was attacking their particular god than that he was
‘ attacking the whole system of polytheism In‘fact, they argued from
precisely the sectarian basis which Rammohun said was the perniciocus -
f result of polytheism. The Vaienavas said that Vispu/Krspa was higher
than. other gods and ‘that other gods bowed to him. They based this on.'
many. texts in Vaisnava literature, but they appealed primarily to

n

Bhagavad GIta IX.23-24, where Krsna says that he is always the object

of devotion and worship, even when people worship him under another

' name and in another form.? Rammohun said that a similar claim to

2gven those who ‘are devotees of other gods,

And worship them permeated with faith, :
It is only Ms, son of Kunti, that even they -
Worship, (tho) not in the enjoined fashion.

For I of all acts of worship
Am both the recipient and the lord;
-But they do not recognize ‘Me
In the true way; therefore they fall (from the 'heaven they win). o

Quoted according to The Bhagavad Gitd, trans. Franklin Edgerton,
(New York Harper Torchbook. 1964), ‘IX.23-24.

BN
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'-sunrenacyicoulo be mide by eny othexr group ior the god whom phey"-;.
-wbrshipped, and tne reeult would be_a series of-outuallilexclueive
cla.ims to supremacy.‘ o

| Rammohun 8 Veisnav&-opponente were 80 interested in defending
_their” own gode that they did not .challenge Rammohun very vigorously
" on tha.generel_atteck on polytheiem which was implied in his criticiems
of eneir'poeitionl"What ne.was saying was that some ways of‘unaer-
-etanding God were not‘very-ueeful. and eome<cf these were actually
misleading. This ‘was a’ major theological challenge becausa it wae
.not eimply a question of deciding which god'should beﬁmore highly -
.regardederhan'enother. kammnnun7was not-;uat tr&ing‘to_chengerthe-order
of rank among the gode. -He was challenging polytheiem precisely in |
' terms of ite intention, which was to .point people to. a fuller and more
. adequate underetending of Being. - Rammohun felt that this intention
" was to be fulfilled in two W&;Ba' Firerly, polycheiem was to capture
thegattention of those who:were‘uninrerested in God. Secondly,'poly--
_theiam was‘co help provide a fuller and more.compoeite picture of what-
God was 1ike-then would be posaible if the complete description of God

S q

" was baeed only on one.god Even the cOmposite picture would be incomi
plete, eince God was elweye greater than our understanding of Him,_'
but this compoaite pio;ure would be nearer to the truth than any indi-x
vidual picture could be. Rammohun'e pciﬁh/wae that polytheiem might

] occeeionallg be fulfilling its function of cepturing people 8 intereet,

but it was failing to make them aware of the lerger picture.  Instead,
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,people were enamoured by the god whom‘they had become interested in -
<and they were unaware of the total picture of God which c0uld be seen
by 1ooking with equal intereet at other gods. Polytheism should be
' a seriee of parts which created a whole picture of what God was like
Unfortunately people - took individual parte and defended them as though
they éonstituted the whole : . |
. The discussion between Rammohun and the defenders of polytheism
involved theoretical and pradtical iesues, and in evaluating Rammohun 8
contribution to this discussion both kinds of issuea are important

Those who defend polytheism at the theoretical lavel do so because

they see that it presents a view of reality which acknowledges both the

complexity of ‘the world and the finitude of man's underetanding Alain

Danielou, for example, says that polytheism is an attempt to get a
‘more complete sketch of the world and the tranecendent by adding up a‘
number of - approaches.3l He and ,other defenders of pclytheism assume
that.the-polytheiet will readily acknowledge that his understanding
‘of a god comprises only a limited part of the whole. Ideally poly-
theiets will not argue that their view is any more than one view of

a reality which is larger than anythinq which they understand.' The
'practical resultS'of such an underetanding of God should be humility,
‘tolerance, and an eagerness to learn from others. Humilitylshould_

result because every person will realize how limited his understanding

3Alain Danielou, Hindu Polytheism, Bollinqen Series LXXIII

{New York: Pantheon Books, 1964), p. 7.

'
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is. Tolerance should resﬁlt becﬁuse‘ave;y.pdfson will_agkhdwlédge that'
éther v;iews, éven‘ though p&x;tia‘l, arle h'e_ipfui in developing a more |
cbmplete understaq?ing. Each person shoﬁié_be é&ger fo learn from
oth;ré so that his underS‘l-:a.ndir;é of God will be as complete as possible.
' Rammohun woulé have béen prepared to acknowledge the utility of’
. polytheism Lf'he had observéi éhat*ié had these results. Howevér‘he4 .
argued ag;inét pblytheism largely be;ause it did nét.have these results.’
He cited iﬁstances‘of devoﬁees of V%épu and Siva ipsulﬁihg and even
physical;y atthckiﬁé each other. 'Hé'poﬁedrthat many.devotees regarded
' tﬁeir god as the éupteme god or eveﬁ as the only God. They were arrxogarnt
in their claims, intolerant of the cluimsrﬁada by othérs, and unwilling
to learn from the experiences;of others. Rammohun argued that‘ghgse
. - o :
practical cbnsequences of polytheism proved that it had become a mig- -
" leading way of conceptualizing God. ' N -
| ‘lRammohun'tSok seriously;the intentions of polftheism and said
that by those very standards it had failed. It was intended to aftraet
'£hosé-who_might hgve remained uninterested in God Without.tﬁe'pageantry
of polytheiémn ‘But instead of remaining a syétem of belief and praétice-
for‘ﬁhe‘very i;reiigipus or ignorant, it had become the ay;tam for
everyone. This, said'ﬁaﬁmohun, involved a serious m}sundarstanding of
_ Ehe adequacy of polftheism as well as.a significant underéstimation of
peopie'a'capacity to understand more accurate and less sensational
_accounts of God.

-

'{- . ...A . . ..
The second inténtion of polytheism was toc allow people to develop

a more adequaﬁe understanding of God by gradually constructing a more '

.

composite understanding based on the cumulative effect of learning
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'gods.

etanding of their god was sufficient. Because allegiance to ¢

" theism had prectical ieeuee as its basis. Rammohun accepted th inte_-

'subverted asg polytheiem became an end in itself rather than a me

-

E ) g-' - - - . ‘167" -
about many gods. Polytheism was mekrely a'synbol which pointed,to‘SOmer '
thing beyond'itself, and if it properl? eerved its purpose people

would become less and less dependent upon it,ee they came more and more

| to understand what it was pointing to. The more they understoed the

real nature.ef God the'less they would rely on the stories of particular

1

Rammohun argued that polytheiem was not fulfill!ng this second

intention.{ PeOple contined)to worship the gods whom they had worshipped .
* {_ ,_..——/ el g

fcr _years, and moetfpeople had no idea.that these gods were 5 ols
pointing to some greater reality. For most.people there was:no question
of a fuller understanding of God, since they assumed that’ the r under-
'ds

s

had blinded people to the search for God, Rammohun insisted thpt

to an'endr“ His opponents replied that polytheism was all-that
people ;ere ~capable of understanding, and the Zeason that polyth
was not self-transcending‘wae because it correeponded to people-s

capacity for understanding God Rammohun insisted that pecple were
generally capable of far more. We enalL coneide? this difference £ - Ny

opinion about human capacity more‘fully‘in our discussion of the r li-"

glous life.




M
h

N - . 168

¥

-

The second major ‘area of disagreement between Rammohun and his

A
.~ . oy -

opponents was his discuss;on of monotheiSm, Rammohun claimed that his

monotheism was based on the d&stras and on Sankara. “In a sense that

~

was correct. He quoted the é%Stres frequently to'substentiate all of L
his theological points, and he cited Sankara s interpretation of the -

éastras more often than any other to illuminate the meaning of the
¥ ~ - X o7

'sastras. He also emphaSized the difference between the essential

nature of God andithe nature of God as it could be known through

‘ human understanding and categories -a distinction which is central in
§ankara 8 theological writings. But where Sankara made a sharp dis—
tinction between hie descriptions of God in human terms and his dis—
cussions of the inadequacy of such terms, Rammohun was 1ess clear.
For éhnkara there was a,great distinction between the God of the philo- T

eopher ¥nd the God of the devotee, and he regarded such a distinction as

v
~

a necessaii one. Rammohun thought that the God of the §hilosopher and

thétcod of the devotee could be closer; that is, the gap between the .
i ', . =
Ty
deecription of God‘in His transcendent form and the description of God

for purposes of worship should be a.-small one.’ .
I .

8

> “ i ' - - . _l . . \ ¢
. l ,

-~ ~
i

.

. Pl . !
4in Advaita hilosophy a distinction is made between‘two-kings
of definitions of B@P in. The tatastha-laksana is the accidental
‘definition which spéﬁks about Brahman in terms such ag Creator. The
svariipa-laksana’ is the essential definition which speaks about
Brahman as sat (being)y cit (iRtelligence)), and Znanda {bliss).

X Although this issue cannot be developed at length here, I must. acknow—

ledge my . indebtednees to Professor T.R.V. Murti, who, in a course , o .
entitled "Saikara and RamanujR™ taught at McMaster University during t
1969—1970, intnoduced me tq&lhe importgaoe of this distinction. _ L oo
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| o o : L, _ o
hun's opponents weré not defenders of Sarkara's Advaita

Veainta, and yet they had something in common”with_§aﬁkara’whieh

made them disagree with Rammohun oh thlS question of. how God shoulad

K

be described. They,;WLth Sahkara; assumed that the way in whlch God

X

'waS'known by'the philos'pher or theologian was qulte dlfferent than

the waY'in which God was known ‘the average“devotee. 'ﬁammohun

merged the two perspectlves in . most, of his wrltlngs, argulng that the

devotee could usually understand what the theologlan explalned. His

opponents’sald that Rammohun wae 1nelst1ng on understandlng of

God which wae'too difficult'fotlthe average 'rson;to understand;land

that he was dolng so after having removed the lntermeelate polythelstxc .

concepts which' could help people to improve thelr capac1ty to under—:d,EQ

stand God. . e - : ".1 é,{ﬁﬁ"
Rammohun's tendencyuto'merge the perspective offg;é.theoloéian

and the devotee has another 1gpllcatlon for our understandlng of Ram-

1

mohun s relatlonshlpvto Sankara. Rammohun did not speak about God Ain

-

two clea;hy distinct ways. He tried to exalt.the languaqe of polythelsm

so that it more adequately reflected the true naturé of God. Simul-

taneously he disregarded much of the language about Brahman uhich

Sankaia used bécause much of that\language did not reflect a God who ﬁ T~

could be worshipped. As a result he o@f/n used language whlch resembles

the discussioqs of God in Ramanuja.5 He talked about the good qualltles
§

; -
SREmEnuja s. pos;tlon is. thoroughly developed in a recent bock by

Jehn Braisted Carmen, The Theology of Ramdnuja: An Essay in Interreligious
Understanding (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974} . Some parts of
thaﬁbdﬂscuss;qn which are particularly relevant here are pp. 67-71 where

- the concept of the Supreme Person (Puru§ottama) is descrlbed, and. pp. 98-115
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of God such_es omniscience and ounipotence.g. He freouently'refetred ’
to Ged as-theldreator. He admltted that even though we could say these
'rthings about God we Stlll had. to adm;t that God was beyond»our under- o
)
stanging, but he did not]seemlto mean that a‘true knowledge of God
'would negate the validity of these descriptionse Wﬁat he seemed to
mean ﬁas‘}hat.a true knowleaqg;pf‘God would iuvolve even more‘than these
descrlptlons suggested. It seems clear. that in éeukera's theology eueh‘ .
these descrlpthes of God are ultlmately negated. Iu §5ﬁkara's -

theology fbr example, the descrlptlon of God as a Creator is still -

part of the 11mited human perspectlve which must’ be‘hegated before a

5 ‘ .
oontinued‘here the deflnlng attributes of God's essentlal
nature and God's action as Creator are described.

. Prom Carmen's discussion it 15 clear that Ramanuja s position
was not identical to what Rammohun said:on these questions, but it is
apparent that Rammohun's discussion was occaSLOnally close to Ramanuja s

concept of a Supreme Person who was the Creator.

' Dnapite the fact that Rammohun identlfled himself with the
logy of Safkara and the Upanigads and Brahma Sitra, he did not place.

a3 mxh emphasis on the impossibility of positive descriptions-of Ged..
Eis esgchasis was on the. unity of God. For example, when he introduced\\
\is translation of the Katha Upanisad he said that "This work not only ) -
.treats polytheism with contempt and disdain, but inculcates invariably
the unity of God as the intellectual .Principle, the soley Origin of
individual intellect, entirely distinct from matter and its affection;
and teaches also the mode of directing the mind to him.” works, Part 11,
p. 23. ’

He accepted the- ultimate result of Vedsnta theology, Whlch was
the essential definition of Brahman as sat, cit, and ananda, but .he
rarely used that definition. He mostly used some descrlptlon of God
which emphasized the unity of God but which was more descr;pt;ve than
the formula sat, cit, and ananda.

-~
“
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. true realization of .God. can result. Rammohun's differeﬂqe from
fafkara on these issues can perhaps best be summarized by ‘the use

s of a spatial metaphor. Rammohun, it might be said, raised the level

Rl o ' : ’ Co St : : -

a of lanéoage‘ana'ﬁndefstanding of godffof the devotee; but oecause he -

| usoally‘sﬁoke of ¢od'at onlylooe level,.he also lowered the level of
language and understanding:of'God for the tﬁeologlan., The.resul%'wae_
one kind of;lapguage woioh seemed inadequate for both of.the puxposes

" for whioh he ihtehded it: for the edlflcatlon of the devotee and to
identlfy with the theology of §ankara.

This can be explalned at least partially by Raooohuh's ooofidence
in reasoﬂ-. Rammohun felt that all bot a vety few men were;capable of
'understandlng God in the -terms he was defending. Rammohun felt that sound
theology would result in a descrlptlon of God Whlch, although limited,
was put 1n p051t1ve terms,'ané because it was in pOSlthe terms it wasr
the g3515 for a system of worshlp- Sankara s evaluatlon of human reason _

seemed to lead him in another_dlrectlon. He sald that human-reason.

eventually pointed to the negation of human reason,:and-thus the negative

description of God (thee"éEEi!.EESE: of‘ e Upanigads) was the unltimate
cooseéuence of ‘human reasoa. The result oflsound theology for éaﬁkata
lwas a negative result, a rejection of all attempts to-desoribe God.” A
'system of worship would obv;ously be impossxble if it was based purely
. on the negative consequences of sound theology Therefore polythelsm
‘was a necessary although prov151onal way of understandlng God, since 1t
. N ‘
allowed a systemrof worship to_develop.

t

g
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Thererareisomefinteresringdimoldcat;ons:of tnis difference in
position. '§ankara.seems to haee created.a philosophicai systen which '
1§"ﬁ§yhly defenslble, and the concepticn of God which is a part of
th;s system is so phllosoph;cally reflned that it cannot be easxly S . f.
discred;ted by most. of tne‘;snal problems such as theodacy. The
polythexsm for the devotees, on the other hand, is open to numerous
objectlons, but that is not regarded as problematlc, since 51gn1£1cant
theological defence does not take place at that level but rather at the
level of the discussion of Brahman Rammohum wanted both klnds of theo—l
logical discussion to be free of the proble?s\wh;ch would make tnen sub-
ject to the rldlcule of 'freethinkers -~ That is why he disnissed
mlracles and mythology. He was concerned about developing a theologlcal
system uhich Has.aole to meet the doubts of the skeptlc.. Sankara seems -

to have been 1nterested in developlng a theological system which ha

its own negatlo - .“ *

. The system ‘of worshlp wh;ch resulted from
eas also not ‘en ely consistent with Sankara, even’ though Ranmnhun
identified himself with éaﬁkara. ?he logical result-of Safikara's .
theology was a form of worship which aimed at the negation:ofrehe

self and its absorption into Being. There could be no room for

- distlnctions between the. obJect and snbject when the nature . of Reallty

© was accurately understood) Rammohun, however, emphasazed the

. k
transcendence’ of God as well as the difference between God and.
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He occa31onally made some comments about absorptlon as the goal of f:

;worshlp, but when he did SO‘he seemed to be simply describing various

interpretations of an 1ntexesting phenomenon.7 He urote about the

?In his discussion of different kinds of worship in "Translation

‘-of ‘a Sunskrlt Tract on Different Mcdes of Worship®, Works, Part II,.
© PP. 195-198 Rammohun made the following comments:.

.

Spiritual Devotlon is of two kinds. The first con51sts :
meditation on the soul being of divine origin. A continuanc of
such meditation is believed to have a tendency to rescue the o
soul from all human feelings and passions, and thereby the doul
is ultimately brought to its original divine perfection for
surpassing both human search and descrlptlon. This is the
state which is commonly called absorption. The devotees who :
adhere to this mode of devotion being supposed natyrally incap le
of commltting any moral or social crime, are not subjected to
the precepts or "prohibitions found in the Sastras. \
The second kind of devotion consists in bellewlng that ‘the -
Delty is possessed of all the attributes of perfection such as
* ommipresence, omnipotence, &c., and that the individual .
- sentient soul is, in its present state of material connection,
separate fromn, and dependent on, the Deity. Besides, the practi
© . of charity, &c., as mentioned in this text are enjoined on the
performers of this mode of devotion as their religious duties.
This class of devotees enjoy, after death, eternal beatitude
in the highest heaven, as-existences separate from the deity an
from each othexr, while worshippers by means of forms, as the
Vedanta affirms, enjoy only temporary bliss.
‘ Prom what - I have noticed as to the two kinds of notions
~ entertained respecting spiritual-devotion, the reader w:ll
perceive the reason why a teacher of spiritual knowledge some-’
" times is justified in speaking of the Deity in the first person,
in reference to the assumed divine nature of his soul, although
in the same discourse, he again treats of God -in the third
person, in reference to the present‘separated and subordinate
-state of the soul. Works, Part II, Pp- 197-198n.

it is noteuorthy I thlnk. that Rammohun treated these two
as valid options. Although he acknowledged that the results of these
two major forms of. uorship were different, he did not seem to suggest
that absorption was preferable to "eternal beatitude in the Lighest
heaven, as -existences separate from the deity™..

~



174

two major views of absorption as though these were -simply two views of
one option which was available.in the tradition. He did not suggest

that either of' these'was the purj:ose of worship, "In fact, the worship |

' service G'f:the Brahmo Samaj emphasized the worship of God as' object,

not as subJect. Some of the language used in worship wag about the God

who is really t.he true Self p but the form and emphasis in the worship
was on the adoration of the transcendent God. | ‘ - x,

So the worship developed by Rammohun was neither 1:.ke the )

: ;;olytheistic forms of worship which.he disapproved'of with such vehemence,

nor. like the inner contemplation which resulted from knowing the identity

‘of the individual and cosmic Self. It was. not vivid and sensational.

‘It‘ was austere. It 5ymbolized._ how‘Ramnhu'n's theology was someuhere

. betu'een polytheism and S/akaar'a's monism. It demonstrated thatRanmohun

was correct when he refexrred to his theology as "monotheis_m"‘.
. /’4 . . ) .
ifficult .to see why people opposed\his theology and

He had too little patience with the provisional

L

understandi g.of God upon which the t.radition had always based so

much of its cultic life even while it was negating this understanding

" at another level of theology. He was so concerned about the practical,

social effects of sound theol.ogy that he never showed much-interest in

/ .
1:.ha§-.3 traditional discu531ons of liberation and absorption. His theology

resulted in a system. of worship which involved neither ultimate

identification with the deity nor celebration of the deity as a superhuman

-
-

A}
figm:e. P ‘There was more descriptive oontent to his mnotheism than there

‘ P
was Sankara s monism, go he was not completely identifyijg with



dadkara as ho claimgd to;be;'bot_thererﬁas_not enough content to attract
those who were accustomed to the rich variety of polytheism. The éystem
of worship which he odvocéted seemed to include no aids=for ﬁhose'who
felt that they were. unable to grasp the theology upon whlch it was
\based. The only consolation Rammohun offered such’ people was his

_inszstence that they were more capable of theological understandlng

than ;hey thought they were. -

(



.III. THEE RELIGIOUS LIFE -



12. Introduction

Two general objections to Remmohun's theological publications

and debates recurred throughout his career.. The first was that Rammohun

should not be carrying on such discussions in public Tne.second‘was

that RAmmohun was not the proper person to be involved in such dis-‘

cussione. o o - .o

At first these objections might seem to be un:elated to Rammchun's

h\"
~

theological concerns, and they may seem trivial in comparison to such’

issues as the role of gastras in religious debate and the nature of

—

God. Yet Ramnonun did not Ignore these objections. Instead he fre-

quently answe;ed"then and discusseq their implications. 1In answeringt

"

- tne‘first objeétion he developed his understandlng of man's innate

capacity to understand the nature of Goed. 1In reséohding to-the second
objection he defended his undexstanding of the- lifestyle which was
eppr0pr1ete for someone-involved in teaching others ebout God.

Rammohun disagreed with many of his contemporariee on both of

N

these issues because he had a fundamentally different view of the’

religious liie, that life which was_devoted to the fullest poeaible

underetanding of God. Rammohun felt thet this‘life was intended for.

.the majority of people and he Eelt thet the majority of people were

capable‘of participating in such a life.. Hie opponents ergued that euch

a life was suited to very few, and these were thes few who had the

highest intelligence and who had renounced all other. worldly concerns

177
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; to concentrutn:only on achlieving a fuller ﬁhdqrstandinq of God.
. The purpose of our discussion hér.je is to examine .these issues
in an attenﬁpt' to understand the. basis for the disagreement between _
Rammohun and his opponents. -
0
-
~ h |
. -
- lf) ,‘Q"



13. Religious Competence -

Rammohun ofton disagreod with ‘gome of hia contempdrariea about

.tho kind of thooloqy or worship which waa moat appropriato for the
.majority of poople This disagraement was not only thoological but

' onnthropologioul; that is, tho diangreemont wasg based on ditforencoa in

- understanding thu nature of man as well as the naturo of God. Even when
1Rammohun agrooa with his oppononta on ‘Boma thoological point, he often

'disngrqodﬁrith thcm on how thia thoological point should be communicatod

to pooplo. At iasuo.wna the question of mnn 8 natural cnpacity to under-

stand theology. - For exampla, Rammohun augéoatcd‘that the diaoqssions

.of .sagupa and nirgupa Brahmnn‘in the dXstras, complex and abstract as

thay ﬁero, ware intenéad for the majoritg of people, while tha poly-
thoistic_doscriptions, with_thoir-diract and vivid inagory; nero intonded

for_only the moat'ignofuntlpeoplo. His oppononts argued for a quito

differont intorprututiOn of nnn's'capaoity. Thuy'anid that. the abstract

deacriptions of Brahman wera intended for the very fow people who woro

‘able to grasp them, and that the vivid polytheistic doacriptions of God

ware intended and suited for tha capfcities of the majority of pooplo.
Behind ‘these diaagreementa about ‘the application of a particular
kind of theology, lay oonflicting proauppositions about the inherent

differancus in human capacity. In tﬁo\xndian tradition tho differanoe

: in capaoity batwean individuala ia oxpfeaned by tha conoopt o!

s 'adhikara-bhodq!; The,term"adhikara', in its most general sense, means.
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capacity, competence, qualification, or inclination. Moat oxplanations

" of the. term 'adhik8ra' refer to a .more 1imitod monnlng of ‘the word.

_Monier-Williemel suggests thet the word means authority, prerogative, -

cleim, or, right Bothlingk end Roth2 give Oberaufeicht (authority).

, Berechtiqung (titlo or claim to), and Prhrogntivon (preroqatives)

T

o
1

-

ed., 1970), p. 20, col. 3.

These meanings all reflect a epocific and quite—common use of the term
in discussions of politlce and administration. But tho moto genorel
meaning is aleo mentioned by Bothlingk and Roth._ They buggoet that

:anothor moaning of adhikare io Baf¥higqung (qualification, oepuoity)

Although thb Sanskrit adhiknra will bo ueod in thla study, it should be

-

notoo that it is boing used to oxpress both rights und,compotoncu, Thus

‘adhikZri-bheda rofers tohthe'diffo:onoe in righte/compotonce.botwoen

individuals. 'An adhikirl ie'one who haa certain rights, capacilties, or
-compotence. v
" When the word ‘adhik8xa’' ie used to oxpress tho rights/oompetence

of ‘some porlon or group, tho contont of the word. chengoe with the context,

]

but as it changoe it alweye suggosta both rights and compotonce, and

competenco nuggosto expectod porformenco. Thus the word auggoats both

N

rights and dutioe. The adhikara of Arjuna at Kurukshetra was to fight

as a kshatriya. This moans. that it was his privilege .and right to fight,

+ .

- but also, that this was what was expected of him. This could be expacted

luonior Monie:-williams, A Senekrit-Englieh Dictionary, (Indian

2Otto Bothlingk und Rudolph Roth,-Sanskrlt-WBrterbuch, Erster

"Teil, Die Vocale (Osnabrﬂok: Otto Zeller Vorlagsbuchhandlung. 1966),

Ppo 146'147 L
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" of hin because it was part of his neture.‘ There ie-e-delicete bafence
euggeeted here between prediepoeition end achievement. . If too much . ' \
-empheeie ie pleced upon’ prediepoeition, adhikara becomee 'too determinietic
If too much empheeie ie pleced upon achievement, edhikﬁre euggeete thet
' - gomeone: becomee{an edept, e highly trained and very skilled person wh?se
expertiee depende upon pereonel effort. To gfe“the exemple of Arjune,
 the determinietic underatanding of edhikare euggeete that he was destined
to be on that battlefield - an overemphneie on echievement euggests~
that hrjunn was on the bettlefield eimply beceuse he had become a very -
good poldier. Adhikara suggeete a combination of theee two empheees.
It represents a judgment about inclinetione as well as an eeeeeement of
abilities.
o Two gspecte of_tb;e:conceptlare relevant hege. In the ftret olece,
- what ete the inpricetione of the%veriety of edhik?rIeifet gociety in gen-
‘eral and for foligioue life;in barticuler? Did Rammohun ene hie opoonente
_.dieagrec on thie ieeue? Secondly, whatlwae ‘the baeie upon which judgmente

ebout adhik¥ra

. i 7 tird 3 )
- assessing the adh Bra of the majority of his coh aries., What was

\er, mﬂde? Remmohun dieeééped with many othe:e in
N . . A v
the neture &E/th'e dieegreement, and what were its roots?
Severul echolere ‘have euggeeted that the concept of edhikﬁra has
'haq very wtde consaquances in Indien cu;ttreu Thoy heve deecribed it as
boinq at'the'very henrt of Indien culture,-providing the basis for much
o! the dietinctiveneee and etrength of the culture. They have pointed

¢

,out that Indien cultere has lergely avoided more competitive modele for

-

C N



: human society by acknowled;nq the differences which separate people and

accepting them as the basxs for a’ culture of rich diversity.

- [} '

,l The soiii;_impllcatlons of this view of adhikara~bheda‘are 5ig-

nifi¢ant. Ananda Cocmaraswamy, in The Dance of Shiva, ;States that there

.

are two extreme 50c1ologlcal 1deals which societies may. adopt or. between

which they may try to work a compromise. _The first of these he calls

-

Puritan asceticism, whlch imposes the life—style of the old on the young.

The second is competltlve self-assertion, Whlch denies the value of both

philosophy and Qiscipline. Bqt in the face of these_two extremee, he

says, ‘ . _ R

Brahman socioldgy, just because of its philosophical baeis,
avoided both errors in adopting the theory of sva-dharma, the
‘own-morality' appropriate to the individual according to his
soeial and spiritual status, and the doctrine of the many
forms of Ishvara, which is so clums;ly 1nterpreted by the mis-
sionaries as polythelstlc.4

The Brahman socliologists were firmly conv1nced that in an
ideal society, i.e., a society designed deliberately

for the fulfilment of his own purpdse {purushartha), not only
must opportunity be allowed to every one for such experience
‘as his own spiritual status requires, but alsc that the best
and wisest must rule.>,

All of this, says -Coomaraswamy, is eimply a recognition that "In a

just_and_healthy'society,<function should depend upon capacity; and in
. - . '
the normal individual,_capacity and inclination are inseparable...“6

e
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o §“3Anahda K. Coomaraswamy, The Dance of Shiva (rev. ed:FmNeWiDelhi:

Sagar Publications, 1968), pp. 12-18.
) ' s
.4Coomaraswamy, p. 12.

Cocmaraswanmy, . p. 15.

6Coomara5wamy, p. 17.

-



e . :u - e ;. .: .;‘; .1 _iséf:

| - f.'." ‘Part of the elaboration of this concept'of the uniqueness of '

| individual inclinations was , the traditional distinction between .the . ) téi'
three (sometimes f;ur) ends of man:” kama (pleasure), artha (wealth)..

"and dharma (order); It was considered natural that men might wish to B

' pursue pleasure, wealth, or order. Some would pursue. one more. than the”“'
:others, while other men. might pursue all of these ends eimultaneously or

serially. It was assumed that the end which was pursued would be deter- - ¢

mined by the individual‘s inclination and capacity.m

Another way in which this concept was elaborated was through th % o

,
—

discussion of the three basic qualities (gugagj of human beings:

. sattva. (goodness) Egjgg_(passion), and tamas (ignorance) Again;’it
‘was assumed that each individual would have. some combination of these
qualities which was ’mique.- These categories ware broad but not restric-
tive. They acknowledged what'’ might be called the different psychological

( dispositions of men and described appropriate lifestyles for” those in

each category.

This concept of adhik&ra—bheda‘was,also at the basis of the social‘

gstructure. Th general varpa (class}s‘structure of Indian soéiety can

be understood s a very basic .sketch of several fundamentally different

) \/ ) . ., _;
7The fourth end, mokga (liberation), is sometimes regarded as
one of this group and at other times is considered a separate kind of
goal whi¢h involves turning away from these other three. Therefore
in both texts and secondary sources there are examples of the ends of
man being described as three and as four.

81 ‘use "class" to indicate that the groups to which:I refer here
are very broad. The broad varpa distinctions are not to be identified |
with the more specific and functicnally important caste (jati) distinctions.
It is on the caste system that regulations about endogamy and commensality

R
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groups of people. These olasaifioations are not intendod to’ limit
'resourcefulness, ‘but they ere intended to point to general characteristios _
'~.of people in the different roles in society. | ‘
"This recognition of variety is equally important in religioue -
'-matters.. Radhakriehnan euggests that Indian religion and philosphy
ack;owledge the inheregt variety in human inclinations by the very
.terminology which they-use. "He pointe particularly to the word 'darsana'
'which is customarily translated asAphilosophy. The word means a view or
a viewpoint, a perception: it suggeets that all philosophy is eeeentially\

é
a pertiéular view or, vieion of reality held by one person or one school-

&

of thouqht. That visgw is based on the particular capacities and experien-

. ‘\L A
ces. which that "viewex|" has had. This means, says Radhakrishnan, that = —~°~

.

. N,
~ The Hindu philosophy of religion starts from and returns to an
experimentai basis.‘ Only this basis is as wide as human nature.
itself.? . : . ‘ .
AS Aurobindo.puts it in The Foundations of Indian Culture, -

Indian religion has always felt that eince the minds, the temper-
‘aments, the. intellectual affinities of men are unlimited in '
their v%riety, a perfect liberty of thought and of worship muet

be allowed to the ihdiVidual in his approach to. the Infinite.l

g

g

8 °°nti““Edare pased in practice.

A

Class, in this context, does not suggest economic distinctions;

for although such distinctions may be present, they are not based com=
pletely on those essential differences which separate classes.

.;}% . 9s. Radhakrishnan, The Hindu View of Life (London: Ung}ﬁ“ﬂﬁﬁﬁe\\‘h_\_u
1960) , p. 16 ‘ K .

]

: lg obindo. The’ Foundations of Indian Culture (Pondioherry:
Sri Aurcbinddé-{#shram, 1959), p. 138,

»
o
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.

'&‘ '.’Thus even when men, turned frcm'thc:responaibilitics of varpa, ﬂhan. 7.1
thay turncd from‘tha purauit of kama, artha. and dharma and devoted thnm-:i
. selves to the pursuit of mo kga (libaration), even than, when they were -

Jtryin/ to move bayond thair “own particular ccmbination of sattva, rajas.,

\

and tamas. tha concept of adhikira was ralcvant. For according‘%c thnir

. adhikEra there was 'a particular W y through which __Egg_might_beat be
attained‘- lp a very genoral way there was the bread distinction botwcon o
'thc way of jﬁggg;(knowledgo).‘bhakti (devotioni, and Eggge_(action). 3ach*ﬁ
Qr.thcse‘ways wasg suited to'a_gcnural type of acﬁikiril ﬁore spccifically,-;.
when each pchOn wished éh begin to learn about cpiritual mattarﬁ, ha 7 .
" . was asked to name the god who appealed to hin tnalncst. This gcéﬁbccaﬁof

- his i §r:l a’dev'ati'. the perscnal name and i‘cm."'cr; god which répl'ascnted cloity ’
for him. Whatever path he chase to follow to.m ___iir this deity. thfb -_
starting pcint uould bejaareference point for him. The Ultimata Reality
which he hoped to understand was not limited by this starting point.
nox was the Ultimate Reaﬁity to be identified with &his starting point.- :“

But since all’ beginnings ware cnly baginnings.

since they, wexe all

' only.ways to begin the quest for the Rea

.

ey were all useful; and.ghay-

.

all, in various ways, led to the Ult ate Raality.‘ What was the starting

point for one man might not 1 useful for another, or it might

be a point wall along the y for another. But because- conccpt ’

of adhikira it was assum 'tLat the various starting pointc and the

of particular individuala.

Rammohun was - familiar with the implications of the ccncept of

3
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adhiera andfgsod tho concopt both oxplicitly and implicixlylin his .:

_ writinqs._ Although ho did not agreo‘<:§h his opponants on many of tho

'i applications of this concopt, he did accépt tha’ contral mnaning ot rights/
compotonce. and ho aid accept tho fact that tho concnpt 1mpliod variaty.

. This can most easily. bo ostablishod by threc brief :oforoncos to ‘his
’ Bangali writings. In his dabate with Knvitakar Ranmohun at one- point

-+

argued that it was not’nocessary ror a person to ongago in ritual action .

- 48 a means, of being compctont for “the discipline (sthana) ot knowlndge. w

-ainca such acxions miqht have alroady boon completod in the . porson s

ﬁrovious’lives. On the basis of such previcus action. said Rammohun, .

- ...hu bgﬁpmos an adhik ; tor the disciplina of knowlodge. w1l Later

“in tho same debaxe anmdhun said to Kaviéakar that if he would fulfil
thu raquiraments of true spiritual disciplino he would bacomo qualiﬁiod

to speak o£ himself as Brahman.‘ anmohun g phraso wna “You bocoma an

adhikurI who may speak of himself as Brahman." ;2 At agother point in

. _'.,,’m . the same debate Rammohun-quoted a passaga from Manu which reforred to

~

the path of uorks and tho.anth %ﬁ knowlodge. Ho oxplained thnt passaqe
i by saying, "That shows that the worda should be_understood 1ﬁ torms ‘of

adhiklra: that is, the words about. %oxks are !or those competant in

worka. those abo knowlﬁdqa for those competent in knowledge. w3 In
“&, .

,/ 1lcranthabali, Pnrt IX, p. 78. The Bengali is, "“jHAna sEdhaner

adhiHIrI hay." - . ‘ P
lzcranthabali.'Part 11, p. 81. The Banéali is, ‘ﬁﬁﬁiﬁe brahmdrﬁbe
barnam karibir adhikiri hay." : s '
) 13

Granthabali. Part II, p. 92. The Benéali is, puigzgigg_bacaﬁer
tatparyya adhikaribigeshe haz_arthat karnmAdhikarer bacan ka der prati
1ﬁin!dhik8rer. Nt - -

= 1867._;."

ey

?
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sll thsso pssssqes Rnunohun spoks ot adhikira as riqhts/compstenso. and

' ;w the adhikEra of anot;her. | L f} |
n his first publishod pampniot against satI Rammohun . elaborsted

: fhis undorstanding of sdhikars without ro!orring to. ths concept oxplicitly.
As men hnvo various dispositions. those whoss ninds. are onveloped
in desire, passion and cupidity,; have no inclination for the
disintersstod worship of the Supreme Being. 1If thoy had no .

Saatras’ of rewards, they would at once throw aside all Sastrss. o

and would follow their several inclinatjons, like slsphsnts
- unguided by .the hook. ' In order to restrain such persons from
being led only by thoir inclinations, the Sastra prescribes -
various ceremonies, 5545¥§;°Y“9‘ for one desirous of the des=-
truction of. the snemy. Putreshti for one desiring a- son, -and
+ Jyotishtoma for one dssiring gratiﬁications in heavon. 5C.}

but again reprobates suoh as are actuated by those desires, and’
at’ tha samo momant: sxprossos contempt for ‘such t;;!:m:.if.’u:st:i.ons’..1‘l

This passage indicates his rsoognition that'ps0pls have ﬁvarious disposi-

tions“Q But jnst as evidsnt is his conﬁsnﬁion that the skstras rogsrd
some dispositions as vastlﬁsinfsrior Eo othsrs. It is this theme, this |
insistsnco thst the §istras slevats some kinds of adhik¥ra snd dsnigrato
othsrs. which dominates his- discussion of adhikara.

. Many of Rammohun s comments about adhikEra were’ made in the con~

P L
‘ tsxt of his disous ions of figurativb languags and imags worship. .and it :

ese passagss that he smphasi:ed the differsncs betwsen

forms of aghikara which ,are highly regarded by the ékstrss and_xhoss

b /

which are deplbred but for which conoessions are made. In/dgscribing the

"ll

‘ rsssons for polythsism in his :ntroddotion-xp :hs Cena Upsnishad

o ,f

14Th3'work is Translation of a Conference Between an Advocate for
and an Opponent of, the Practice of Burning Widows Alive, from the Orig-
‘inal Bungla (1818). It is included in Norks. Part III, Pp. 87-97. This
quotntion is from p. 94. :

1

3
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. . reliqious principle.15

" In the “Preface“ to his Translation of the Ishopanishad anmohun pera—

the people for .whom imaqe wcrship was an appropriate system were not merely

Iéﬁ Upanigad he has a s
. competent. See, Granthaba®¥i, Part I, P 195.

E SR

”ifRammnhun remsrked. ,f’;:'.';‘ﬁ"kff !’Z;__ ?7 'n;i :]E';.f3~:

...the uorship ‘of the sun and. fire, together with the whole
- allegorical:system, were only irRulcated for. the sake of those,
: whose limited understandin‘ ‘rendered- them incapable of compre-
hending and’ adoring the in{risible Supreme Being, 8o that such
- people might not remain in brutified state, destitute of all

phrased the expianation for the efficacy of the worship of 'gods ah

goddesses in the Ksli age which is given in the Hahsnirvana Tantra. As

‘Rsmmohun put it. “Thus corresponding to the nature of different powers

or qunlities, numerous figures have been invented for the benefit of -
those who "are not possessed of sufficient understanding. w16
' wWhen discussing imsge worship Rammohun suggested thst adhikara

was the only conceivabl exp anation for, such a practice to be permitted.

In the "Proeface™ to his Translation of the Ishopanishsd Rsmmohun said that
.i.the directions to worship any’ figured beings are only'appli-
cable to those who are incapable of elevating their minds to

the idea of an invisible Supreme Being, in order that such ,

. persons, by fixing their attention on these invented figures,

may be .able to restrain themselves frcmhbxﬁious temptations, and
that those that are competent for the wors p of the invisible
God, should disregard the worship of Idols.l '

,He.did not simply suggest that the use of images was permitted\for some

people because their ‘competence‘ wag deficient. but he emphssized that
&

lsworka,jpart 1T, po 14. ' ‘e

: 16Norks. Part II, p. 42.

17worka. Part II, Ep. 41-42. In his Bengali translation of the

- i

Preface, and there he uses wadhikara"™ for

-

~
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| slightly less competent than othersr but were actually significantly

ueaker end more ignorant.' The §$stras, he said, “...only direct those‘

who are unfortunately incapeble of adoring the invisible Supreme Being.

to apply their minds to .any visible thing rather than allow them to remain

18 . . , -__ Cl.

- - . ) T

idle.

His opponepts had othe\ views. Whereas Rammohun regarded the

: adhikara of some people as lamentably deficient, they simpiy acknowledged

: that some people were less intelligent than others. This, to them, was '

I'

va_simple observation. ?hey saw no_reason to be distressed. since there_

-

wag a form of worship especially suited to such people. _M;ityunjey

- Vidyalankar .said that even the slightest deficiency in understanding

rendered people incapab1e¥of understanding the Supreme Being aeéordtng

to its true nature.lg But Mxityunjay saw nothing dist:essing about this,

‘ since there were numerous forms of worship ‘and various expressions of the :

Supreme Being which were available for people like this. " All of:these

forms of worship, said Mrityunjey. led eventuaily to true devotion to.”'

God and trne happinees} So-although most people oere deficient in

understanding .and therefore unable to understand and worship cmthe

. fullest way, Mrityunjay had confidence that the forms of wors ip which

& : . . . : - ; .
“they were limited tg would be just as efficacious as the formsa used by
‘ ; S L ‘ : .

those-whose understanding of God had no deficiencies.

.

leworks, Part II, p. 69; -
19 Hrityunjay 8 Veddnta chandrika, which raised this issue. is
reprinted in Gtanthabali. Part i, pp. 127—152 '

.
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Rammohun felt that such an attitude undermined any motivation to
improve people s understanding of God 20 If the lower-forms of worship
- ST . |

ultimately.had.xhe same results as the highEr'forms'of‘worship. then

there was no. reason for people to leave the familiar forms of ritual and

image worship and turn to a ‘more austere and reflective form of worship.21

a -
<
]

If understanding God as a heroic warrior was ultimately just as valid

as-understanding God as the Being from which everything emanated, then
S

there was no reason to try to help people understand the far more’ abstract

N

: and diﬁficult concept of God as Being. Whereas Rammohun understood the

.

numerous popular_forms of worship as temporary stopgap measureS'which could

help“to'make ignorant people aware of the presence of God, he saw that

his opponents understood these same forms“of worship as'pernanent and

satisfactory.

<

-While some might argue'that RammohUn showed'lessAconsideration

for human ignorance than did his opponents, Rammohun s own’ explanation

for the difference in attitude between himself and his opponents

toward people with a poorly developed understanding of God.was harsh._

'- He said that those who tolerated inadequate conceptions of God and

popular forms of worship did not do so because they were trying to be
, . : / .
considerate, but because their own welfare depended on it.. Religious

‘leaders benefited most from the-forms of worship which were intended for

.

20what follows here is a summary of Rammchun's reply to Mrityunjay.
This may be found in Granthabali, Part I, pp. 153-~184 as "Bhattichfryer
Sahit. BicBr". It is alsb included in Works, Part II, pp. 95-119 as "A
Second Defence of the Monotheistical System of the Vedas in Reply to an
Apolagy for the Present State of Hindu Worship . : ‘

217his particular issue. which is so. central for Rammohun, is found
.at Works, Part- II, P. 116

Te
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the ignorant, and as a result they ware unwilling to help these people

to transcend these forms of worship. The popular forms of worship should

be understood as steps upon which to climb to better forms of worship and

.understanding. Bnt the religious leaders were more interested in sl

having the majority of people dependent on them than they were .in helping

. the people to a fuller understanding of God This was the reason why they

).

tolerated, defended, and even encouraged a system of worship which

1

was able to give people only a very inadequate knowledge of the true

. nature of God.

5o Rammohun and his opponents, although they agreed that the con-

cept of adhikara-bheda implied a difference between the rights/competence

of individuals, disagreed substantially in their evaluation of this dif-
ference. For Rammohun it indicated that some people needed to begin under-

standing God-through forms of worship which were grossly incapable of

expreSsing t&f true character of God. Yet inadequate as these forms were,

-

they were capable of capturing the’ imagination of ignorant peoplea\\L
and getting them to think about God. Once they began o think about-
God it became possible to introduce more adequate‘conceptions of God‘
and thereby to move away from these crude forms of worship. Rammohun's

- %

opponents_argued that Rammohun should not disparage the forms of worship

" which he regarded as inadequate;, fhey said that these were the forms

of worship which were. suitable for most pecple, and that most people

would not be able to do'without them. They saw no need to try to

wean ople away from these: ways of understanding and worshipping God, ..

sinceiin their estimation these represented the capacities of the majority

of people.



Voapable of understanding God as Supreme Reality and what proportion was

‘_1ow level of understanding? e

192

+

" This introducesfthe second najor area ofﬂdisagreement between

':Rammohun and his contemporaries. namely, what proportion of people was

. _f’

oapable only of understanding God as a god with a vivid and.attraotive'

mythology._ Put very generally, what'was at issue was this.. if one observed

the general range of capacities for religious understanding to be found [

- . ’/ *

'among men,. would the majority of people be considered capable of a very

high level of understanding or would they be considered limited to a ' >

Rammohun differed from his opponents on this issue as sharply as

’

.he disagreed on the evaluation of the fact that there vere great dif-

- ferénces in adhikara. Rammohun said'that all but the most ignorant, and

v -

they were few, could at least partially grasp that God was without quali-
122

ties. ) Rammohun g opponents said that a very small minority could

understand God in this way and the vast majority needed concepts and

forms of worship ‘which were more vivid . Most people needed the rich

mythology of polytheism, a personal deity with whom they could develop

a relationship, and images to help express the qualities'of the gods-'.23

Rammohun's concept of God, they argued, was useful for only a small

!

22500 the discussioniof-this above, chapter 8, ppll24~129a

23Kavitakar, for example, insisted. that everyone should begin to
worship through forms and images, and only after having completed an
appropriate amount of such worship could there be any. thought of advancing -

. to worship independent of these forms See Granthabali, Part II, p. 78.



: suited for such an approach to God and had neither the education nor

v

-
-~ Ty

mincrity, and those who composed that small minority were the few for ’

whom the way of knowledge (Qﬁan rga) was suited.. Most people were not‘
'3‘ C s

the time to cultivate such an approach.. Rammohun answered this by

sa?ing that nearly all people could grasp the baSic elements of .

_ such a concept of God, and by prescribing a lower ‘form of understanding

and worship for tne majority, his opponents were forcing them to adopt

.2 system of understanding and worship which had beew intended for

only the'most ignorant.?{ Only those who could not even grasp the -p ;-
existence of God by looking at nature should be encouraged to use such -
rudimentary forms of nnderstanding God and Rammohun believed that. nearly
everyone could grasp God's existence by Simply reflecting on the world
in which they lived

Rammohun said that the religious leaders did not even give

people an opportunity'to prove their capacity for understanding God.

Adhikara was being defined in a'prescriptive,rather'than in a descriptive

.way. Whole classes of people were automatically expected to be incapable

o
k|

24In his discussion with Kavitakar‘Rammohun debated the relevance
of the religious'achievements of past lives. He said that-Kavitakar
recognized the benefits of the achievements of past lives, but still
wanted everyone to begin with the Simplest and most inadequate forms of
worship in this life. That, said Rammohun, amounted to a denial of the
effects of past achieveéments. °
‘ Rammohun said that it was more realistic to acknowledge that

many people had been purified by action and lower forms of worship in .

previous lives, and that they were now ready for the discipline of
knowledge. The way to find but if people had been purified in previous
lives was to ekpose them to the highest teachings about God. “ If. they A
benefited from them they were ready. If they were incapable. of under- -
standing even the basic thrust of such teachings, then it was clear that .
they had not been previously prepared for such. knowledge. They should then

.' -

be directed to other forms of worship. See Granthabali, Part II, pp. 76-79.

%
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o£ understanding the way in which the Upanisads spoke about God T

-

Rammohun insisted that it was the exception to” find people who could
".not understand what.the éastras taught so plainly about God‘s nature, °
-and yet most of his contemporaries seemed to feel that lt could be
assumed that people had no interest or'capacit; for such.knowledge.
:hammohun-felt_that people:s capacities were being underestimated without:
- having been evaluated.' At‘one'point.in his writings;zs while arguing‘ |
against the ¢ustomary view of ‘women's limitations. he used an argument

"__which is a model for his position on’ deter?ining the adhxkara of people.'
¢

.Rammohun 8 opponents had argued that women were 1nferior to men in

all respects and were likely to 1ndulge in immoral behaviour after

2

the death of their husbands. They also argued that women’ were vastly
.inferiophto'men in their ability to understand the sEstras, and to this
Ramuohun replied,

As to their ipferiority in point of understanding, when did you
ever afford them a fair.opportunity of exhibiting their natural
capacity? How then can you accuse them of want of understan-
ding? If, after instructiontin knowledge and wisdom, a person
_cannot comprehend orvretain what has been taught him, we may
well consider him as deficient; but as you kéep women generally
void of education and acquirements, you canhof, therefore, in
justice pronounce on their inferiority. ‘On the contrary,
Lilavati,. Bhanumati, the wife of the prince of Karnat, and
that of Kalidasa) are celebrated for their thorough knowledge
of all the Sastras: ' moreover in ‘the Vrihadaranyaka Upanishad
of the Yajur .Veda it is clearly stated that Yajnavalkya
imparted divine knowledge of the most difficult nature to

his wife Maitreyi, who- was able to follow and completely attain
to it'25 -

o

_ 2sThis discussiongis in A Second Conference Between an Advocate
for and an Cpponent of the Practice of Burning Widows Alive (1820). It

'1s included in Works, Part I;I,,ppl 99-127.

26yorks, Part ITT, p. 125.
‘ . . .
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':Eade only after people lad been éiuen opportunities to respond to the
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The crlterla by whlch people s adhlkara should be establlshed were not

A

the sex or group to which they belonged, but their responses to Sppor-

tunltxee to prove their capacities.
Rammohun felt that judgments about people'a adhikara should be

Bl

mogt accurate statements about God and the most elevated forms of
l

worship. He said that iE thxs happened 1t would be demonstrated that

most pecple could receive substant1a1 bEHEfltS from such statements

.

" and forms of worship. The general 1evel of adhikZra; he 1n51sted,

L

' was far'higher:than"his opponents thought it to be. He said that thlS

could and should be proved by givinépeople-opportunities to participate

and respond to the elevated forms of worship which he recommended.

Adhikira should be determined after, not before people were given

- s

an opportunity to demonstrate their capacity for religious instruction.

If tni§ was done adhlkara would be descrlptlve rather than-prescriptive,
adhlkara wOuld be based on the 1nd1v1dual rather than the group, and
the general level of adhlkara would be proved to be con51derably higher
than expected:. ‘. ' . | .

When Rammohun put the\lmoflcatlons of tnls'lnto practice, he
encountered more opposition. He felt that there was no harm in allow1n§
everfone td be exposed to the highest teachings about God: Those who
could understand such teachings would benefit from them and those who
eould not understand them would 51mp1y Jeave them and turn ‘to forms -

of instruction more suited to themselves. So he dlStIlbuted his

translations of the Upanigads as widely as he could, hopi they



-of understanding the Upanisads. » V _ .
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would'be read by a.substantial number of people who would not other-

wise read them. In the worship serﬁice of the Brahmo Samaj he plaoed

éreat-importance on the public'reading of the Upanisadsn again hoping-'

: /
that some mlght heaxr these sdstras who would not otherwlse hear them

-

Kag;takar opposed Rammohun s wide dlstributlon of the Upanigads
. Ry

"

and said that the publication of Rammohun's books was undermining dharma‘

S and causing‘uncounted evils and natural calam1t1e5.27~ He said that any

genulnely rel;gxous man would not;follow Rammohun s procedure but would
‘be silent about' the understandlng of Ged whxch he. had achleved 28 .
genuxnel} rellglous man would know that most people were not qualifled
to read the material thEB\Rammohun had distributed. People became
entdtled to read the Upanisads on1§ afterwthey had demonstrgted their
ability to understand them by master1ng other, less difficult éastras,
and b§ fulfllllng the numerous requlrements of religious act:.on.29 The
Upanisads represented the hzghest form of religxous teaching and were
therefore not for everyone. They should not be indiscriminately dis-
trlbuted to the general,public. sincé some people might become confused
by the Upanisads and consequentfy becooe irrellgious. It was better

for such people to read the simpler sﬁstras first to cultivate their

religious interest and to demonstrate whether or not they were capable

L.\

?7Granthabali, Part II, pp. 71-72. - A

28 . ... -
'Granthabali' Part II; P- 73- ’ Co ’

29 ranthabali, Part II, p. 78.

°
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éhﬁﬁld begin at the simplest and most inadequate {3astras, butlfhat

197

Raﬁmohun-said that the §kstras,themselves suggested another
order'of approach.’ 30 ke said that brahmine were told to reaé the -

Upanlsads of the;r famlly tradition first. next the other Upanisads, and

finally, if they had time, they were to also read the other $istras. For '

those who did not have time to read all.theisastras it was recommenaed
that they first read. the gﬁxatr_, then the parts -about Rudra (Slva),

and then the purusa sukta. 2‘ Accordlng to Manu, those who could not

" read all of the Vedas should be sure to repeat the gaxatri for by

: repeatlng it they could galn as ‘much merit as though they had ‘read the

“whole Veda. Thus, said Rammohun, the dastras did not ;ns;st thaﬁ.people
“Ehey'should start with the central and most essential sectioné'of the

distras which beeﬁ-enucleated the highest cpnpepts‘ef God. 1y if
. ..}?J ot . - .

" these sections proved too difficult to_comérehend should a perSon

concentrate on the'simplef ¢3stras which contained less adequate descrip-

- tions of dod.

3oGranthabali Part iI, pp. 76-78.

1The gaga trT has come to refer to Bg Veda III.1xii.l0, a verse'
which is repeated’'as a prayer at the beginning and end of the day. It
is addressed to the sun. Rammohun published a Sanskrit and an English
pamphlet describing the gayatri and its meaning. The Engligh” pamphlet
is entitled A Translation into English of a Sunskrit Tract rniculcating
the Divine Worship (1827). It is included in Works, Part IE. pp. 73-80.

= 32

: The puruga sukta is Rg Veda X.90. it relates how everything
emanated from one being. It specifically describes the origin of the
world, of the Indian varpa system, and: the sacrificial system,
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Another way in which Rammohun attémg;ed fo‘implement'his_:;der-' '

standing of ﬁhé implications of adhik¥ra was through the worship séxvice

of the Bfahmo Sémaj. &hé service tocok the Eorm f'congregatichal worship.

" . The ﬁssumption underlying the service was that nyone who attended -

would  be &ble to gain'sdméﬁhing_of ﬁaiue from wh was ne. The
xpogition of these

- : . : , o
readings, prayer, and singing. Nearly everything which was done was

. service consisted of readings from the dastras,

. based on the Upahi§aas and Brahma Sitra, althbugh some portions of the
Vedas were used as well, ... AW

.

In the worship sérvice of the_thhmo,SamAj-there.were,no pro-
7 f

hibitions against-the;attenépnce_of.any caste, religioﬁ,-or ﬁationali,ty.a4

Rammohun assumed that everything which was said ét these meetings-eould
be‘heard by anybne';ho was inte:ésteé. Even. though the ear;y records '
of th;se meetings indicate that.most of tﬁosg who attended were friépés '
of ﬁammohun who were quite s;hilarfto him in‘éocial rank,?s.épeié_' o
waé nothing té prevent lower élasseé_and foFeigners from attending.

| Such an.arr;ngement was“con?rary to an agsumption about‘worship
whicﬁ is fairly widesﬁiead in Indian religidn, even though ituié'rarély
‘articulatéd. ‘That assumpgion ig thét such &iéefs%jpeOPIe cannog share
a common form of worship because of the_éﬂhdamﬂngé;'and subStantial' .

' 34In fact the Trust Deed specifically mentions that the meeting |
place of the Brahmc Samaj was to be "...a place of public meeting of all
sorts and descriptions’ of people\ji7hout distinction...” Collet, p. 471.

Bcollet,. p. 226. Records; pp. 90-91.

¢



'so there is no sUggestfon that because the viaw is partial’\it is faulty,
‘It is simply in the nature of things that our wledge and
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differences between them. As ‘a recent author has-éét it,
edic religion. does not appear to heve any form of public--
worship in the sense in which the word is generally under-
stood; Agamic forms, such as temple worship too, may not be
sidered to be congregational worship, .though temples are'
pla es for all tp worship, and the deity is worshipped there
by the priest for the benefit of the. universe as a whole.
In fact, Hinduism cannot have c0ngregationsl or public
- worship, as one of its most importaht tenets is the indi-
vidual's competency (adhikari-bheda), which is based on many
factors; - all ere'not competent for ell kinds of worship.36 ’

JThe forms of worship which seem to be congregational or puhlic, such -

-

as temple worship and worship at seasonel festivals, are really not

: 'd
congregationel in the sense. at all present‘;&rticipate in thg same
kind of ﬁorship. y:ere‘con 'egetional,only in the sense thet many,

L
people are present worshipping together. The eXohange between the

worshipper, the priest, and the deity is an individual or private one. -

In many temples and festivals this is symbolized by the long lines of

people weiting to enter a temple for their own private view (dersana)a?

- of the deity. .

<

36L A. Ravi varma, "Rituals of Worship“, The. Cultural Heritage
of India, Vol. IV, The Religions, ed. H&ridas Bhattacharyya (2nd. ed.;

" Calcutta: The Ramakrishna Mission Institute of Culture, 1956), p. 447.

3-,It is significant’ that this word for a view of an image is

the szame word which is used for philosophy. ‘In both uses t indicates . .
the petsonal and partial view of what is seenud known, t in doing

iences are only.a part of the whole. At the same time, ‘they are
our own.
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.The emphasis on privncy ﬁhich is common in Indian worship is elso

',erpreSSed.by the.emp sis on the private religious teacher, the’ guru.

to be able to determine the special spirituel
son who comes to him for instruction and he will N
then teech him only those things which he is capahle of understanding.

This takes seriously the concept of adhikara-bhéda, but it also tekes

iously the privacy or secrecy of the knowledge which is communicated.

-~

'_Agﬂe guru gives each- of his disciples a mantra. and this mantra is gen—

".erally regarded as a se which should not be shared with enyone.

especially not uith th se who are unworthy of such knowledge._ In

~ the Paramasamhite Iof the P&ncheretra) there is an example of a prohibi-

__tion ageinst sprending secret knowledge tEEitpse who are not ready for

.

it. After instructing Brahma in the essential spiritual truths. Peremah

o

I have told you thus fer. O Brahmap, the essence of everything
(worth knowing). This is to-be maintained as a secret from
common people.33 ' . o
Rammohun 's public and congregationel worship seemed to oppose
this understanding of private end secret instruction. In the first

plece it permitted anyone to hear even the higheet and most difficult
~ . Q

. spiritual teachings without any regerd;fof‘ﬁhptﬁET—BE‘net_those listening

were capable of unders ng what was being taught. Rammohun recognized'

o

S

388. Krishneswami.hiyangar, trang. and ed., Paramasahhitae(of
the PaficharXtra) {Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1940), II:116. Thie is
p. 19 of the English translation and p. 20 in the, Sanskrit text. -
this text, as in many others, there is a distinction made between
what can be taught to the :initiated (dlkgita) but must be kept from
the uniniated (adikgita). This is another aspect of the distinction

- between private and public knowledge.

0
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.that not everyone would completely understand the descriptions of God

'besed on the Upanisads, but he argued that etfect being produced in -

each person according to, his state of mental preparation. it will be

G- A
portionately successful .* w39 He did not expect every0ne to’ benefit

fully from such teachings, but he felt that everyone_would benefit in

. some way. The uorst that he seemed to expect was that those who were

very unprepared for such teachings would not’ return. but—would find
some form of uorship which was more suited to their adhik3ra. Even
for them this exposure to the highest teachings would be" beneficiel, ’

nce it/wounld alweyp remind them that there was a more adequate under-

-~

stending uhich theirx own\gndersganding and. form of worship merely

~

pointed toward. But although they might prove incapeble of grasping o

- the true nature of God, they could fhot bé harmed by being exposed to

‘such.teaching.v. o

The second thing which Rammohun's woxship seemad to do was to

.- N . ' _ L .t', . t : R
desecrate the highest spiritual -truths. This may seem to be a strange

BN

. ] L 7 .
,accusgtion to make_egsinsi'nammohun, since his high regard for the most

¥

7 . ‘ . ‘ - :
elevated and refined concepts of God is apparent throughout his works.

-

But to many who opposed him, his general dissemination of the Upanigads

through publicntion and worship services seemed to indicete ‘a lack of |

respect. for ‘tha Sruti texts. The highest truth was always revealed in

privacy, not only - because most people were incepahle of understanding
it, but.also out of high regerd‘for_this'specia;_knowledge. To make

it public and common was to debase it. -If it‘hecame the subject'of"

\‘

' 39works, Part II, p. 132.
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popular and uninformed disousg;ion it would lose its purity and end up a

a marketplace theoidgy. Whan‘ Ranmhu.n made copies of. the Upani:.;ads _

——:

available in ver cular publications and through vernacular disoussi nsl
‘ at the Brahmo S aj.- he was‘removing the secreoy ‘and r:ever_ence. }éﬁ\

- kept these sastras from the vast majorlty of people. He -thooght that
by doing so0 he was elevating people 8 theology t:o a higher level; his"
opponants t.hought that he was lowering theology to the level of the

l . -

common peOple .

@



4. Social Life .

~

Throughout hisilife Rarmmohun had to justify his participation

in_ theological discussions. He had to do S0 theoretically and prac-
‘tically; that is, he had to explain why a person in his position had '
‘the righ{ to be involved‘in_theologicel debates, as well as th he in
" particulaX\ had this rignt.. Ih.his discussions of these issues he
articulated his understanding of the role of the householder. (gghastha )
in religious life " He a150 explained why he felt that his own life-
style, even’ though it had become the subject of so much controversy, ¢ _i.
was not inappropriate for soneone deeply involved in religious debate and
publication. | |

| Sometimes Ranmohun s opponents themselves raised the general
question of whether or not it was 1egitimate for a householder to. be

involved in the kinds ‘of religious activities which took so much of

Rammchun's time. Kavitakar, for example. noted-that Rammohun had

5

-

—; : ‘ . : :
. 1'I‘he hastha is the householder, the.family man, in the Adrama

system. The agrama system divides life into four stages or periods . .. q\-
through which the twice-born Hindu male (a2 member of the upper three . v

householder. {grhastha), then a retired forest-dweller (v@naprastha),
" and. then a wandering renunciant (sannyfisi}. There is a good deal of
debate about whether this system was ever in general practice, but

_classes) progresses. First he is a student (brahmachara), then a :"“\‘>

it is generally agreed that the householder is, the basis for the.exis-
“tence and continuation of the system. A formal and probably idealized-
portrait of the responsibilities. of this stage of life can be found

in Manu III and IV, .

. 203

e
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stated that the purposa of his. religious quest was: to learn about

Brahman.2~ KaVitakar said that it was inappropriate for a householder
to claim such a purpose. He mocked Rammohun s attempts to be actively
] .

involved in social 1ife while trying .to understand Brahman -Brahman, -

could not be understood, he argued by sdmeone who was involved in the

qualified to devote their time ‘to a “ful er understanding o ahmap.

"

" Rammohun's answer was that the éastras ware-full of exanples_:'
of_gggpfe who had become renowned for their knowledge of Brahman, but.
who nevertheless were. actively involved in the obligations of a house-~:
holder s 1iﬁe. He mentioned VaSistha,3 the sage (ygi) of the 33 Veda,
enics,‘and Purdnas: Parﬁ§ara,4'another-sage associated with_the By Veda

‘as well as with some of the Dharmasastra 11terature. Janaka,s_an

ancient philospher-king of Mithila, Angiras,6 another,famous Bg Vedic

sage; and Yajﬁavalkyag7 a,famous sage and teacher associated with thd

_Byhaddrapyaka Upanigad, the éatapatha Brahmapa, and the Yajflavalkya Smpti.

/

-

P o o
N S Vhsun ~ T _

%ranthabald, Part II, pp. 72, 74-15.

3 ' >

For a brief outline of available information about Vasigtha see
Benjamin Walker. The Hindu World: An Encyclopedic Survey of Hinduism
(New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1968), Vol. II, pp. 553-554. This two
_volume encyclopedia is very useful in helping to identify many of the
historical, legendary and mythological characteys of Indian literature.

?alker, Vol. II, pr 189.

’5walker, vol. I, p. 497.

BWalker, ‘VOI I.r PP- 45"‘46- o . . . '

TMalker, Vol iI, pp. 611-613.
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All of these men were highly revered for their understandiné of Brahman o “73
' and they were all hocsehclders. Their lives were th precedents to. which .

—
he - appealed to justify his own involvement in as lar‘reliqicus quest

1

whilelactively'involved in social life.
hemmohun‘alée referred to some of the discussions of this theme
in'the-éﬁetres. In the "Preface” to his t:enslation.cf-the‘fﬁa Upanigad

- '.“ : . . ‘ . o . .
he noted that the Yﬁjﬁavalkya Smpti said that a householder who lives

8 : 9
-honestly can become one with ‘the Supreme Being. In the same "Preface"

-

* he pointed out that according to éankara s commentary on Brahma Sutra

III. iv.48 the hcuseholder, even though he was expected to be very busy 7 , '
because‘of his. social cbligations, was-also expected to. fulfill those

virtucus duties of other.staéeé in life which invdlved'meditifing on . .

: ) . . . - : '
the highest truths. In fact Rammofiun noted that Safikara had commented

fhatvbecause the"householder's life was so| comprehensive it was some-
times the custom to-end the discussion of [the pbiigations cf the orders :
. . : ) X . - . N . ’ .
of life with the discussion of the househblder. The hiouseholder was
: ’ . n‘ ‘. ,.- . ‘ ) -
not regarded only as the one on whom the ¢qntinuation of the sbeial
order depended- but alsc.as the one who was esponsible for maintaining
the religious life.

. The means by which the householder should do this were also the

subject of much of Rammohun 5 writing In 1826 he published a small

Bengali pamphlet entitled Brahmanistha G;hasther ‘Lakshinan . (The ngns

. . - : ‘ : : N
et R

BWo:ks. part 11, pp. 43-44

. 9,

Works, Part II, p. 43. B -
- —-.."”\ .
o } . . -

Sl



206

1 -
. Qf a Householder who is- Truly Devoted to Brahman). 0 In it he argued

<

that accordlng to the sastras the best way to acquire knowledge. of

Brahmeﬁ.was‘thIOugh contrp; of the iustlncts, meditation on.the mean1h§

of hhe seif, and efudy of the Vedas. fhis did not mean -that rituals

needed to hecomplete1§ aband6nedqbut iu aid meen that it was impbruent toy

passﬂheyond.the.use"of rituals to those methods which the $astras agreed
. were even better. He based.this primerily on .two passages from EEEH:.

After giving up even the above-mentloned sacrlflclal rites, a
Brahmana should exert himself in (acqulrlng) the knowledge of
» the Soul, in extlngulshlng his passxons, and in studying the
Veda 11 .
Other Brahmanas, seeifg with the eye of knowledge that the
performance of those rites has knowledge for its root, always
perform them through knowledge alone.12
by :

The tites and duties of caste and order (3drama) were at best

aids leading to ﬁhe control of instincts, meditation, and study of the
Vedas. o (ﬁ

We admit that it is proper in men to observe the duties and
rites prescribed by the Sastra for each class according to
their religious order, in acquiring knowledge respecting God,
such observance being congducive to that acquisition, an .
adm1551on which is not inconsistent with the: authorities of -
the Vedas and other Sastras. But we can by no means admit the
necéssity of observing those duties and rites as 1ndlspensable
steps towards attaining divine knowledge...13

In his translation and exp031tion of the gayatri in 1827 he sald that
a person who had- come o know God could perform rituals if he wished

to do so, but his doing so would have no effect upon the knowledge of

-1 This is reprlnted in Granthaball, ‘Part IV, PP. 29- 33.
~ ' lManu XIT1.92. = . f
RS N . .
. 12Hanu iv. 24. -
. . 13 . A ‘o

works, part II, P 123.



i

" God which he already had, s;milarly if he chose not to do rituals hls

knowledge of God would not be impalred as a conseguence.14_ In an

earlier work, A Defénce of Hindec Theism (1817), he argued that the

.o /. ' 8 . . ' '
Upanigads, Manu,~and Sankara all agreed that rituals were not necessary

means of attaininngnowledge of God, and that many pecple had come to

know God without participating in the worshlp of gods or the ceremonles

»

)

associated w1th the sacred fire.15 In A Second Defence of the Monothe- .

"~

istical System of the Vedas (lél?fﬂhe said that the Brahma Sutra

positlvely declares that. the true knowledge of God may be
acquired without observing the rules and rites prescrlbed
by the Sastra to each class of Hindus; and also, examples
are frequently found in the Veda of persons, who, though they.
“neglected the performance of religious rites and ceremonies,
° - _Jattained divine knowledge and absorption by _control over
- their passions and senses, and by contemplatigﬂ cf the Ruler
of the universe.l6

Finally he referred to Manu Iv. 22-24,17 the same passage upcn which he

later based Brahmanistha thasther Lakshman, as further proof that a

=3

14Works, Part II, p. 77

' ';SWorks, Part II, p. 87.

3 . IGW_OLkEr Part II; p. 101.

l‘7'.12'1”;3..5; Eassage, according to ‘Bilhler's ttansl\tion,'is as follows:
Some men who know the ordinances for sacrificial rites, dlways:
offer these great sacrifices in their organs {of sensatlcn),
without any {external) effort.
Knowing thht the (performance of the) sacriffice in their speech .
- and their breath yields imperishable (rewards) , some always
offer their breath in their speech, and their speech in their
breath. . .
~ Other Brahmanas, seeing with the eye of knowledge ‘that the
- performance of those rites has knowledge for its root, always
perform them thrcugh knowledge alone. . :

A
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: h&useholder could'gain knowledge of God'indépehdently dﬁ the7perfbr}'
mance of :ituals.-.';‘ I S -
Hig devaluation of the,importance of rituals and social duties.

was often used: as the basis for attacks on his credibility as a house-

holder involved in religious discussions. . Kavitakar, in his 1820 debate

with Rammohun;-suggestqd that RAmmohun onlylencburaged disregard for
. X . Va . . -| .
-rituals and customs because it was in his own interest to do so.

Kavitakar made it clear that in his opinion Rammohun found adherence

to rituals and customs inconvenient and his exposition of the $istras

was simply an attempt to justify his own iifestyIE.la

o

This same issue was raiséd two years later in a letter .to the
' " .

editor of the Samachar Darpan.l? The writer, who signed himself simply

"

hs Dharmasﬁﬁsth&panékﬁmshi AOne who wishes to-establish religion), asked

what the readers thought their attitude should be toward someone who

said.fﬁat he-kﬁew God, but whb nevertheless.consistentiy disrega;ded
and denigxated the rituwals and practices recommépdeduby the Vedas and -
-Ppraqas; ‘Implicit in this letter was the sﬁggestioﬁ that aﬁy0pe who
qisregardéd the.presc¥ibg6 rituals and practices could not realﬁy'knéw
God. _ > | | '

~

| In Rammohun's replies to such queétionszo he didfnot try to
prove that his opponents had misunderstood his attitude toward ritual.

©

18Granthabali, Part IX, p. 75..

1gThe'ietter‘was daééd April 6, 1822.° It ié'included in Brajen?
dranath Bandyopadhyay, ed., Sangb5d Patre Sekdler Kathd Vol. I (1818~
1830} (2nd. ed.:‘Calcutta: Bangiya Sahitya Parishat, 1949), pp. 326-328.
- 2°Rammohun s replies to these questions may be found in "cari
Prasner Uttar", Granthabali, Part VI, pp. 5-20.

R
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. He also d;? -not try to prove that he actually did the: rrtuals which his

=

Opponents accused him of neglecting.‘ Instead he argued that the/ .

_ 1mportance of rltuals in the life of a householder had been overem—‘

-

pha51zed and that’ the sastras provzded ample grounds for recogniz1ng that
the best way to God for a householder as for any other person was through-
selﬂ-control, medltatlon, and study of ‘the Vedas.'L | '
But-?gere was another kind of crltlcism which Rammohun had to
respond to. This was criticism}of the things_which he did,rather than
s vhlch he  did not do. Thgplﬁas criticism of his iifestyhe; It

. . N
was often related.to the more general criticism of his role as a

. householder, but it was usually more specifically related to particular

actiohs which‘his‘opponents found cbjectionable. -Some of his contem-

“

'péraries, as well as some subseguent scholars, suggested that because

his life was controversxal he had no rlght to speak with authorlty on
relxglous questlons. Ih respondlng te these charges Rammohun usually

replled to the speclflc accusatlons as well as to the assumptlon that

i he was unquallfxed to speak publlcly on rellglous questions. -

In response- to the letter in the Samachar Darpan21 whlch

suggested that Rammohun}s llfestyle dlsquallfled hxm from speaklng

author1tat1vely about relrglous questlons, Rammohun ralsed and elaborated

N
four questlons. He flrst asked what the wrlter meant when he accused

s

Rammohun of neglectlng important rltnals and customs. There were s0

-any systemskof ritual and. practlce that 1t was . impossible for. one.

‘person to keep alY the regulations of all of the groups which claimed

1

- : )

2lpyis is found especially at Granthabali, Part VI, pp. 13-15.
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the vedas as their anthority.:-The_nracticea or‘different:grouoe‘were‘oktenl
. directly contrary to eaCh other}‘and coneequentlv adherencé'to thex ‘
'practices‘oﬁ one_group would necesearily involve hreaking th?_traditions"
of the other. If the writer was :ccusing.Ramohun of"failin_;to keep all

of the customs of all of the available'religious gronps,‘then the'writer

was obviousiy qullty of. the—same fallore. If the wrlter was wllllng to
acknowledge that everyone had to choose a partlcular system of actaon to
' adhere to'as consc1entlously as 90551ble, then he ~would have to acknow—
'ledge that hammohun was following an acceptable optionf Rammohun was
,followmng the system of behaviour advocated by Manu. Accordinélto Manu" .
those householders who were devoted to Brahman could fulfill their :itual\‘\
obllgatlon.by their_knowledge, since they realized that everythinglwhgsh
they dig eas a sacrifice to Brahman. Whereas others might‘have to orfer
‘sacrificial rituals ixajﬁajto Brahman, those householders who had a better
knooledge of.God nade the eqoivalent sacrifice by offering their lives to.
Brahman.: lhus,Rammohun, who‘cultivated true self;knovledge,_was ful-
filling the requirements exoected of him even though he did not satisfy
all of the specific reéuirements of action which might be expected Jf
ihim by individual religlous systems. |

Rammohun next asked whether the writer could claim that he had-
fulfilled. the requirements of action which might be.expected of him by a
particular system.  Even here, said Rammohun, everyone had ‘to aoknow-
1edge some failure, however minor, and if everyone who committed‘a
slngle error .in praotiC1ng his religious requirements ‘'was shunned, there
would be no one who-was faultless. Perfect adherence to a system of
ritual or cuetom could not be\ekpected of anyone beforeithey became

L4 -



to refer to the actions of great men.’ Dld the writer mean that a

]

,rthy to speak about religious 1ssues. Therefore Rammohun's-right'to_k

sPeak publicly about God was not necessarily negated Simply because .

- someone could prove that he was guilty of a single or occasional J .

. /
1apse in behaViour.'

T . . -

Rammchun ] third question was about the ba515 for good conduct

He asked whether the writer of the letter understood good conduct ' -
; .

Aperson should fcllow the example of some great man? If so, said Rammohun,

. -

_ a difficulty still remained, since there were many great men and each’

of them was slightly or even substantially different in their lifestyle.

Rammohun listed several great Vaisnavas, Saktas, and others who did

:Fnot fit into any general category, an asked how a person was to decide

which of these great men to emulate.

The final question which Rammohun raised also was concerned RL\
the'basis for good conduct. He asked if good conduct meant follow1ng the
ways of one's forefathers.l He pointed out that although that might seem

] . /

to be an attractive interpretation of goed conduct, it also had its dif-

- ficulties. - It was pOSSible that a person might have had very wicked an~-

cestors, Surely it would not be virtuous to imitate their conduct. There-

fore if somelderiated,from the ways of his forefathers because he regard—'

ed them as unworthy, .it could not automatically be assumed that his .

conductkwas\e}il.

It is clear from Rammohun 8 ‘response to- the—letter-tc the B

.

SamAchir Darpancthat he was’ interested in more than simply vindicating
" ~

himself from the charges made against him. ‘He could have done that

by‘listing all of the acceptable things which he did and by showing that

.3



the‘accusations against him were based oh: incorrect information..‘

- Instead he preferred to undermine the charges against him by showing how .
lthey were: based on an inadequate understanding of what good conduct
'.was His interest in these debates was primarily to establish what
he. regarded as a more. adequatg bas:.s for evaluating conduct. | -

And yet, whatever his major interest in these debates may have

"o been, he aid have to spend a great deal of time responding to personal

and specific attacks on his lifestyle. One of the criticisms whioh the

'Establisher of religion made in his letter to the Samachar Darpan

' was that Rammohun was too proud to be a religious authority.22 ,The e

1etter writer. said that Rammohun ‘was proud of his education and knowledge

1 &

and that he was distributing £3stras and’ pamphleteering out of pride

I

rather,than out of 1ove—for_the_truth. He was so proud that he assumed
. ‘ that he was able tofdecide what was trne religion and_what was not,_and
h . e had already rejected.many'aspects'oﬁ hinduireligion and adopted S
alien (b ijati iva) practices.:‘in'reply to this -Rammohun said that even -
+though he did not emphasize performance of works as much as many people '
‘ “did, his emphasis on knowledge was completely consxstent with the.

( _ - teachings of the sastrasi_z3 And as for'his pride, he’ said that he.had'z

L}

. mo hesitation in acknoﬁledging his deficiences. That,.he said, was more
- 3 : _than could be said for his opponent, who posed as a faultless judge of

others, but who in fact was like a blind man trying to lead other blind

men. ' I ) S ‘ : _q

22B‘andyopadhyay,‘vol. I, p. 327. o ’
3granthabali, Part VI, pp. 7-11. =



Another charge which Rammohun faced was made by Gaurikanta

K Bhattacharya in a book entitled Kananjana which was published in 1821.24

He said that Rammohun was a man committed to personal pleasure, and
that Rammohun s emphasis upon knowledge rather than ritual.and-action

o]

' was Rammchun's attempt“to.justify.his failﬁre-to fulfill the ritual -

' obligations which he had neglected because he found that they demanded

) -0

too much self-diﬁcipline of him.. When Rammohun wrote that rituals were
'.optional he was merely trying to justify h f ure to fulfill them.25
26

s

. Rituals, said Bhattacharya, had a refining .and purifying effect.

It-was impossible to have true devotion to God‘without first having
.

'ﬁattained the stability which came from disciplining of the instincts,
7A person only became ready for the highest understanding of God

lafter a 1ong period of'careful attention to rituals. If Rammchun

r .

tried to avoid performing rituals it was not because he wished to-
3 -‘: Q

— become closer to ch, but becauSe he wanted to allow himself the
_pleasures which he would have to deny himself if he followed the.
,careful discipline of rituals.

Many of the‘charges against him were even, more specific.f Hej

.Gwas often accusedtof eating forbiddenvfood. Bhattacharya, in Jﬁandnjan;;

_ accused Ran;ohun of eating meat and drinking excessive amounts of milk.%’

4o

24
_‘““‘”""‘“‘”’Eziéﬁtﬁa in 1838. All references are to that edition.
szaurikanta Bhattacharya, EEnanjan {2nd. ed.: Calcutta. no pub.,
1838): PP- 4 14-17.
,Bhattacharya, pp. 106-122.

- #’phattacharya, pp..l39-l44:?' S

"I_have only been _abla_to_locate. the 2nd editicn,rpublished Ao



This, said Bhattacharya, caused Rammohun to have an unrestrained

sexual appetite. The author of the letter to the Samachar Darpan

‘also questioned Rammohun 8 eating habits. He asked how Rammohun could
: consider himself n0n—violent and philanthropic -when he ‘had goats i h;;~;;i_/
.slaughtered for his meals; He. also accused Rammohun of drinking wine.28
Rammohun defended himself primarily by insisting that eating .

meat'and.drinking wine-were not,forbiddenﬂ In_response to the letter

in the Samschar-Darpan he said that it was permissible'to eat meat as

long as it was offered to God. Killing animals for food was not an. -

act of violence, he said, since it was natural that one creature would

.eat another.29 As'for_drinking.wine;-Rammohun argued that the Kularpava

Tantra;-the Hahaniruana Tantra, and Manu sanctioned the drinking of wine3°

“in the Kaliyuga 31 as long as’the wine was properly purlfied. All‘of

the é&stras agreed that overindulgence in wine was improper and could

lead a person to hell (narak). The same sastras~also agreed that women ‘
should not drink wine, but could at the most, be allowed to smell the

-wine.

Bandyopadhyay, Vol I, p._327
_ 29Granthabali part VI, p. 16. : .

3°Granthabali, Part v1. PP. 17-13.

This ig the fourth of the four .ages of cosmic time which is,.

?“"'f‘"‘developed in post=vVedie Hindu thoughti It~ is the -‘present -age; and-

it represents a period of general decline. .Therefore the realistic
expectations of conduct in this age are less than they would have been
" in past ages. Thus wine drinking, for example, is permiesible under
certain cixcumstances during this age, whereas it would have been .
inappropriate in earlier ages.
L N

-
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Rammohun s eating habits were suspect on anather basis as>well.
His frequ\Jt association with foreigners ‘made it seem likely that he
ate meals with’ them. In mostpinstances he seems to have been very
. . - o o ' ST
., careful to protect himself'against the charge of having eaten»with '
. foreigners. ‘while on a visit to France in the. 1ater years of his life
he attended’a banquet in his honour but diad not eat anything. Yet P
while he was in India he sometimes ate with foreigners after having taken
precautions to remove.anyone who might tell the Hindu community that -

he had done so.?2 He did not debate “this issue‘in his writings, but -

. ‘ :
by his extraordinery care whenidining_with foreigners it‘is clear that
he waéﬁgware of the suspicions which people had. o .

His associations with foreigners were also criticized. Kavitakar
criticized Rammcohun for appearing 4n public dressed as a Muslim (zavana ' 33
and others criticized him for having SO many close Muslim friends.

Rammohun never defended his friendships, but he did answer Kavitakar 8 .
'criticisms of his.style of clothing. "He said that it was no longer

.clear wherethe distinctiof 28 tween Muslim and non-Muslim could be made,
:since many of the current fashions in India were based at least in part

" upon innovations introduced by thelﬁuslims. Stitched clothes, for

{

N 32Nilliam Adam wrote in a letter how Rammohun had come to his
house one day and asked for "some refreshment” . _But he asked that all
‘the servants be asked to leave so that they would not see that he was
eating with a foreigner. See Collet, p. 125.

4 .
= 33 This criticism and Rammohun 8 resPonse are at Granthabali,
Part II, pp: 75-76.° , _ A Q

o

uhen the occasion was less public it seems that he did eat with foreigners. .
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o example, had been introduced by- the Muslims, and nearly all. Hindus had
begun to use at least some items which ‘had stitching. In any case, "
he added, fidelity to. the tradition did not depend upon matters such

as clothing styles, but on matters of . Spirit. B

Some-of Rammohun s other friendships were'alsojcriticized.' During
,Lhis lifetime it was often rumoured ghat the famous Calcutta dancer Niki
Baiji was invited to dance in his house.34: Nhile this would ‘have been .

-

acceptable entertainment for many wealthy people, it was not acceptable
é for someone involved in religious discussion and publication. Rammohun

was: also accused of visiting prostitutes and of having a Muslim concubine.

He denied having anything to do with prostitutesas_but_defended his rela—

tionship with the Muslim woman. He.said-that such a_relationship was

permissible under Hindu law, andfconstituted a “Saiva marriage".36

o

He said that.such a marriage was‘sanctioned in the Mahanirvina Tantra,

It was-a.narriage which could disregard caste or religion, and which had’

as its only purpose a’ éexual relationship. However yalid his justifica-

f tion of such a marriage may have-‘een, it is apparent that this relation-

ship was the subjeﬁf of a certain/amount. of gossip. Just before he left

<

{ ~ * | '
34Raych§ydhury, p. 34. Also Sushil Kumar De, Bengali Literature

in the Nineteenth Century (2nd ed.; Calcutta. Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay,
.‘1962), p- 525. . . )

35

Raychaudhury. p. 34.

. 36Granthabali, Part VI, p. 19. ) S
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for Europe in‘1830 his relationship with this weman was eatirized in

r

the Samachar Darpan ' o ' ‘

) Javani sweetheart gave birth to a beautiful son. He named

. him:R&je and kept the son with him. . He. got that Javani

woman by luck. She is very beautiful and sweet-tongued. .She .
‘gave birth to a daughter. She is blessed-with beauty and '
quality. Just imagine how beautiful the mother is who gave
birth to such wonderful children. But he had to leave all and
go. Only theé -good son Raja accompanied him. 37

It is important to be cautious about the stories of Rammohun s
personal friendships, even though he admitted some of those which oo
_offended SQme of his contemporaries. still, all,the stories about |
him are not necessarily true sinply because one or two of them are.

He denied all accueations that he visited prostitutes. There was

another story which became popular in Calcutta while. he was in England,
and although he was not present to deny it, it_quite clearly seems to have
‘been baseless and maliciqus. The-story‘appeared formally in the

Samachar Darpan ‘on November 3. 1832.3B The newepaper commented editor--

. : !
St e .

uially that many people ware saying that Rammohun was preparing to marry.

—

an English lady. The newspaper said that the story seemed to be a
fabricated rumour. From our knowledge of Rammohun s years in England it
seems quite evident that he never had plans to marry an English‘lady.
The fact that such a story would be given crédence by a good number of
_people shows that many people had serioue reservations about the pro-

_upriety of Rammohun's 1i£estyle.

1

37This is quoted by Raychaudhury, p. 38 f;om the Samachar Darpan ,
of November 4 and 8, 1830. .

3§Bandyopadhyay, Vol. II, pp. 485-486.




Another‘area of Rammohun's personal llfe whlch was questloned
-
by his contemporaries ‘and by later scholars was hls wealth. .Kavitakar

ralsed one of the first.known queries about‘RammoHun's economic
interests when he accused Rammohun of acting greedlly in rushlng to-

Chlnsura to collect a debt from Mr, Drablng. 39 Rammohun ultlmately

“denied the charge, saying that he did not know a Mr Drablng and that

. helhad not been to Chinsura for many.years, But before he den;ed the ‘
charge be commented that it uas not inappropriate for someone to be
concerned;about his own:se1f~interest and‘survival, and to protect

_the interests of his relatives and friends. fhis was appropriate as
much for someone who was deeply concerned about ultimate quectxons about
God as for someone with no interest in such matters. He_seemea to be‘
suggesting that if he ha& knoun'a Mr. Drabing in Chinsura who owed him

money, he would prohabiy have gone‘to Chinsura to collect from him.

His discu551on tends to detract from the fact that th charges against

him were unfounded, since his discussion suggests that he would have
done. exactly what he was accused of doing had the situation arisen.
Another suggestion, made hy Kiasory:Chand hitra40 several yearc
after Rammohun's death was that Rammohun might have been i;volvedlin
some dishonest-business dealings to be able to amasesthe fortune_which

he had.  Mitra said that-the ‘income from Rammohun 's occupations was

- 218,

—t,

39Granthabali, Part 1I, PP- 72-73.

Kissory Chand Mitra, "Rammohan Roy" h Calcutta Review, IV
(July—December, 1845), p. 364.

-
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_not'enough to provide -hi

however, centre on his relationship with *his father'andnbrothers.

o

moved to Calodtta. ;}Ehf

41 ../ .\ : . et
against this charge, K. is 3 teresting- that someone like Mitra, who

wneigenerally'sympathetic_to puch of Ranhohun's work, .would have raised

- such questions. - ' : . T

The most serious questioné about Rammohun's-economic affairs,-
L 42
It seems that Rahmohun's-father'became heavily'indebted to the Maharajan

- . ) L]

of Burdwan about-l795. “In 1796 he d1v1ded his property among hls sons,'

-and sxnce he st111 owed money to the Maharajah it is possxble to argue

that he dlsposed of his land in order to avold having to repay.his debt.

|

Rammohun received his share of the money and used it to begin his own

accumulation of property and money. The Maharajen'waS‘unable to collect °

the money owed him. from Rammohun's father, ;o he sued Rammohun anditfied
to prove that he should be ljable foxr his fathe;Js debt. But:the_oonrt
declaned in ﬁemmohnn'e favour,kand'the-Maherjeh‘was nnable to collect
anything from him. _ ‘ B

But before the Maharajah began proceeaings against Rammohnnﬂ

\

41See Collet, pp; 31-32, - 54-58. Also Prabnatchandra Gangopadhyay,

Riammohana Prasanga. (Calcutta: ‘ sadharan Brahmo Samaj, 1947), pp. 4-13.
These defences of Rammohun seem conv1nc1ng.

o

“ -

42'I‘he suspicions are‘described in Raychaudhury pp. 15-26 and |

~briefly. noted.in.De,. .pp.--506~507. . Gangopadhyay,npp. 15-20 defends‘,"

Rammohun against these charges.
: It is unfortunate that so many of the accounts of these aspects
of Bammoh¥n s life are so biased. Raychaudhury's aceount includes a
great déal of rumour and mixes this indiscriminately with confirmed
facts. Some of the defences of Rammohun, on the other hand, make h1m
sound. like a saint who could not poss;bly have done any wrong.

2

:

A
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- Rammohun s father became indebted to the government,_and for this debt

he was imprisoned ' He appealed to ‘his sons for assistance, and Rammohun, - :
y .

who could have helped him -at first refnsed to give ‘him any aid. S

:.'

Finally Rammnhun loaned ﬁim 1,000 rupees.. hammohun was’on sound 1egal
grounds in requing toghelp his father, but he seemsato have acted .
selfishly if his actions are compared to Debendranath Tagore. Deben-

dranath's father Dwarkanath left large debts, and Debendranath, although

’__‘-

he was not. legally liable for these debts, paid them all even though
‘it ruined him_financially._ Debendranath's example 1s often cited as a
model of what a,trulf great person will do in such cfrcumstances."Bp'

comparison Rammohun's legal defences seem petty and selfish.
. o ! i
Rammohun was forced to'expend a great deal of'energy on 1awsuits

throughout his life. 3. His mother and otherfrelatives tried t? deprive

2 o~
him of his property by arguing that ‘he. had lost the rights to his

\ .

'inheritance by his refusal to-carry on the proper family religious T N

ceremonies. Bammohun won all these cases, but‘not without the loss

of a good - deal of'energy and-a certain amount of reputation. Even
§ - L,
though he could prove “that he was legally right,‘his public rift with

. - o

‘his family was damaging ‘to his reputation.

. (‘ :

The charges against: Rammohun wer varied and in some, instances

they were only malicious rumours, but in the end they were harmful.

a

e was accused of price, of self—interest, of dishonesty business,

T e

of indifference to his family, ‘of intemperance, of sexual offences,

o 435ee especiglly Collet, pp. 42-54 for an account of thase law-
v sults, ‘ ‘ . \ ‘

"

1]

-
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and of eating, drinking, and socializing unacceptably. He was never

 proved légally gﬁilty, and, in many caSeé he was able to prove his

innocence even in questions which were simply popular rumour. ' There:

were some charges which he diverted by spéaking about whether or not
the‘ac“in question'was'an offence. But whether the charges were

motivated by petsonal antipathy to him and to his work, or whether

. at

‘ ‘they were motivated by a genuine'sense of moral outrage, they had

thgir.effec§‘on the success of his woxrk. In the end.hg—was légally
viﬁdicated but his rgputatioﬂ'was tarnished. He simply aid hot_se;m
t§ bg.the kind of religious'leadef that ;he'peppié_expected, gnq L
the cbnt;oversfgwhiéh surrounded his liféstylé obscured the possible
theological tghth of whatever he:said. In that sense his oppanents,'
evén if they preééntéd malicious and fabricated charges, were able to

-

hinder his work.



enveloped in d351re, passion, and cupidity, have no inclination for

15. Evaluation

We have seen that Ramﬁbhun disagreed with some of his contempor*

aries about the approprlate context for theologlcal dlscu5510n as well

-

‘as about the standards of social conduct whlch might properly be
expected of those part1c1pat1ng in. the dlscu551on. Thése dlsagreements

have implications for Hindu religious thought in general, and some of

L
o

these implications were never explicitly the subject of debate between

-

Rammohun and his opponents. Qur intention here is to evaluate the

implications of these disagreemenﬁs,'to see why, in the Hindu context
. - \ )

- they were so contentious. - g

Rammohun’, like Indian writers in general, accepﬁedathe_concept

of adhik3ra-bheda, th is, the notion that there are significant
differences of rights/competence between individuals. His acceptance

of this concept is évident throughout his writings, and although his -

acceptance of this idea is usually implicit, ‘it is occasionally
stated very explicitly. 1In one ©f his debates about sat] he acknow-

ledged that "As men have various dispoSitions, those whose minds are

N
r

-3

the d151nterested worship of the Supreme Being. nl

. . . 9
Rammohun and his opponents did not discuss particular instances

1Works, Part III, p. 94. ' ) ;

222
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of adhlkara, but they dlsagreed on their analysis of the general level
of competence which people had. Rammohun s opponents gsaid that most . ' ¥
people could not understand the abstract conceptions of God whlch he

was teaching, and lf-they were taught only these thlngs they would

Therefore they needed images,

soon lose interes

in God entirely.

simple stories, and attractive rituals to give them a glimpse;o

God wes like. They needed priests and_religioue“teachers'to interpret \\\‘er\\\
God and the religious life to them in simplifiéd forms which thef could

. - o
n

understand. A fecent author has put this interpretation of adhikira-
bheda and its importance in this way:

Men may be grouped into three classes: those in whom the
faculty of intellect and reasoning 15 dominant; those in _
whom erdytion plays the highest role; and those who are con-
. trolled by their impulses and instincts. To those who ‘belong
to the first group abstract thinking is easy, and they find
satisfaction only in rational philosophy. This class is, _
naturally, a small group. For them ritualistic ceremonial re~" ‘ (
ligion is not suited; in Sther words, the members. of this group
are not adhik3rins (competent) for ritualistic religion. The
last group is composed of children and those with childish men-
tality. They cannot think; nor are their emotions developed.
They can be tralned to follew a routine which, in due course,
‘ may help them to enjoy a form of vegetable satisfaction, to .
. ) borrow a term from biology. As children grow up and acgquire
- emotional factors and capacity to think, the permanent memberxs
of this group are few and limited to those of low mental capa-
city. The bulk of humanity lies between these two, forming
. . the second or intermediary group. In them emotion predominates;
S ' : they are also capable of abstract thinking, but to a limited i
extent; and most of them would_ alsoc require material and: mechan-
~ ical measures to stimulate their emotions to the desired
* gtrength. Bhakti marga or the emotional way of realizing God
"is for them, and Agama ritualism is designed to satisfy the
needs of this class. The most important thing to understand
. in Hinduism is that everything taught there is not intended
b for everybody; there is a definite question of suitability or
adhik3ri~bhava. . The greatness of Hinduism lies in this fact

. " [
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that it supplies forms, methods, and measures’ to sult all
" possible types of men . 2 -

Whlle Rammohun would have been ln general aoreement with this
'Adescrlptlon of'human types, he wculd have dlsagreed with the sugges—'
tion that most people were sulted for bhggtl g (the emotxonal/
devotional way) rather than for ]nana marga - (the way of knowledge) He'
felt that most people could understand abstract descriptions of God
on the bésiS'of their owh,hearingAaqd readina.‘ Consequently it was

‘

ﬂhelpful to make the éEstras available to them for their.own study. Oniy

'

.t\\i\\\the very 1gnorant, and these were the exceptions, could not comprehend

-

through these means and in this way; 1t was only for them that other

forms-of worship weré necessary. He emphaelzed that those who needed
images, Qimple stories, and attract%geﬁrituelg wete the m;nority;

This fference of opinioh had some setious‘practical,icplica-r
tions. If Rammohec‘s diagnosis of~human capacitj was accepted, it
would mean that th;\Q?jority of religlous practices were meeting the
needs\of onff’a m1norit< of people. To rectify this the emphasis in
the religilous system would need to be changed from ritual to knowledge,
from kari;\;hﬂ\bhakti to Kaha. Such a change eas not incidental,.for

it would involv;\;\éuhgtigklal revaluation and potential reallocation

of religious leaders. The priests of various kinds would by and large

f£ind their special knowledge and services were not needed.

zvarmg;)"Rituals of Worship , The Cultural Heritage of India,
- Vol. IV, The Rellglons, p. 463. N 7

Poa e N
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‘Even the role of the guru was updermined by Rammbhun's analysis.

. One of the usuai consequenees of the\emphaeis uPOn adhikara—bheda‘uas a
corresponding emph351s ‘upon prlvate instruction by a guru. 1£ was the.
task of the guru not merely to be knowledgeable and a good teacher, but |
also to be sensitive.to the needs of those who pame.ro him for instruc-

tion. The gquru had to decide what the studenit should learn and how he
'should be taught. Everything the guru did was calculated in terms of

the special-adhikara of a particular.student.. Agehananda Bharati

L}

describes this process in tantric practlce-

When the prospectlve g u has acknowledqed the adhikara
{spiritual quallflcatlon) of the prospective disciple, he
selects an auspicious day for the ceremony by matchrng the
horoscopes of the .aspirant with. his own and with the respec-
tive 'devatithi'; this 'date of the deity' is the day and the
hour in which any particular déity is easily accessible for
worship. Establishing the adhik3ra of an aspirant is vir-
tually identical with finding the latter's i devata, 1 e,
the deity or divine aspect, medltatlng on which the aspirant
will find congenial; and each deity as well as every divine
aspect has its own mantra - this has. to be lmparted to the
disciple at the right time.3

'

This emphasis upon uniquecapacxtiesand private lnstructiOn seemed to

be ignored by Rammchun's preference for congregational worship.‘ Even

L]

though he occa51ona11y expressed his respect for genuine gurus who
could lead their disciples to higher levels of understanding, it seems

-that he regarded them as well qualified instructors rather than as men

who could open for eaeh,man_the‘door.to the transcendent which was

~ uniquely his own. ) : - ' '

3Agehananda~Bhara£i, The Tantric Tradition (London: Rider and

Co., 1965}, p- 189. 4
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This seems con51stsnt with Rammohun 8 opposition to persdnal.
" authority.l He favoured a religious system which was 1e55~dependent upon

the authority of individuals.r Sucﬁ a‘system_nas impossible as long as
the emphasis upon personal‘mantras‘and'igtadevatis remained,'for‘these

things were features of a religious system which was based on indiVi—

-dual attentlon. But since Rammohun felt that these elements of .

religion were olspensable for the majority of people, he could consis:
tently argue that the religious'leaders.wno were.necesssryqto.maintain
snch practices would be moreluseful doing other things. lIn taking this
position, of course, he encountereo opposition both from religious.

© leadérs and from those who felt the need for the personal attention and

H

mediation of religious specxalists.

L4

Rammohun s interpretation of adhikara challenged the utility of
’ the large number of religious options which the tradition contained,

and he seemed to be saying that by and large one “common form of worship

was adequate. Not only did he undermine the varietj nithin.the.tradi—

tion, but the! form of understanding and worship which he advocated also

- ™
seemed to be based on a different understanding of the capacities of

. & L
most men. He felt that most people could comé to an adequate under-

' atanding of God through reading the gastras themselves and by partici-'

pating in common worship. - The usual view was that these methods would °

be inappropriate and too difficult for the majority of people, and that

most people needed a more emotional/devotional way to God under the

i

guidance of a religious 1eader ‘who could prescribe ‘the proper method

226



for them. Rammohun's analysis of'thehcommon capacities'of-men and. .
his recommended- form of worshio amounted to. an attackton the.religious
'1eadership as it was commonly understood.

What he proposed to put in ‘its- place was hardly very attractive‘

w

to noet of_his contemporaries.' In his discussion of the approPriate
. role and iifestyie for_a person genuineiy involved in‘understanding
' and teaching abouthGod,'Rammohun prcved that the-éastraé contained
' accounts of grhasthas who were renowned for their knowledge of God, that

the sastras taught that those outsmde the ‘ascetic order could come to ‘Mg-

‘know God, and that the §§stras acknowledged i

X

places ‘that the _
rituals and ceremonies which were so depen nt upo the religious a
authorities were not the onlf way to arrive at a k wledge of God._
He 'also argued that his own lifestyle was suit le for one involved
in theoiogical discusSions. And yet, by the/very nature of his defence
"of his position, as'a result of the controve surrounding his own
life, and because of the ev1dence in some of ‘the {astras he quoted to h
establish his p051tion} he encountered constant critxcrsm as he argued
i for a new understandingﬁ%ﬁ the characteristlcs of a religious life. . |
. First of all, it was evident that the examples of grhasth as.
which he used were exceptions within the tradition, and part of the r.
reason that they were so celebrated was that they were exceptions.i It |
was- far more usual for famous religious teachers to be men who had

- renounced the world_and had’ oQi:ed to be invclved in worldly affairs.4 -

4Onc could cite numerous examples, but in Bengal the examples
of Caltanya and Ramakrishna are especially relevant. Both were married
men when their trangformations took place, and during the years that they
lived as spiritual masters they livkd in chastity and austerity.
\ ) : ' '

.
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It was also noteworthy that the examples which Rammohun appealed to.
were from very ancient times.- During racent centuries it had become
even more exceptional for famous teachers to he simultaneously involved.
in worldly affairs. Rammohun's attenpt to nodel religious leadership
. on these great figures Was-an attempt to establish a new rule on the
._.basis of the exceptions to the old one. |

The second reason. that this appeal to these precedents failed was
the apparent arrogance of Rammdhun's ¢laim to be doing essentially
'what-these great men had done; Kavitak quite bluntly told Rammohun
that it was presumptuous of him to identify his lifestyle with that
of King Janaka 5. Even if Rammohun was correét in saying that ‘the
tradition had precedents for the involvement of grhasth as in religious
discussion and instrucétion, he,was not abip to assume that his con-c
temporariesxwould automatically'grant him_that right -on the basis of

those precedents. -

His discussions of’the inportance of ritual had.nnch the same |
.'results. He argued, as we have seen, that rituals were not necessary

. means for those who were capable of a fuller understanding of God
through knowledge. But he .often argued this point using passages which;
when seen in context, were discussing exceptions to the’ general rule.

_.the general Tule was that rituals were helpful and in'many cases'
necessary means of attaining knowledge' of. God.

> H

N
. T s
5Granthabali",: Part II, pp. 73-74.

"



-' . | .. - . . - o . . , 229 .

His general opposition to rituals, for example, is certainly

-i undermined by a closer examination of some of the passages which he

‘ cited to defend his\position. He.often cited passages from Brahma
Sutra III.div. 1-49, a section which deals with the superiority of
knowledge to ritu!!?in coming to a true knowledge of God. ' Yet even in
this section there‘are indications that ritual'is an important\pree |
liminary stage‘of the process of knowingidod,-and thatithe superiority
of knowledge rests-more onlthe factgthat it is a higher.and nore rinal.

stage, than that it is part of a process completely different from

ritual. In gankara'sicommentary on Brahma SQtra IIT.iv.26 we find the
following comments:.

“The question to be considered is whether knowledge derives
absolutely no-benefit from the dutfes enjoined for the .
_ different orders of life, or it does derive some benefit...
- " As a matter of-fact knowledge needs the help of all the duties
of the various .stages of life, and it is not a fact .that there
. is-absolutely no dependence on them (for purification of heart]).
«++ once knowledge has emerged, it does not depend on any .
other factor for producing its {own), result (viz, liberation);
§ - but it does depend on others for its own emergence. :

Rammcohun preferred to emphasize passages like Brahma Siitra

111.iv.25 where it is stated that rituals are not needed for liberation.
- But that passage is qualified significantly by the following passage’
which we have just quoted . for that passage indicates that knowledge copld

not even come into existence without the preparation of the performance

- of the ”duties enjoined for the different orders of life", Rammohun

'_'alsofignoredithe section:ﬁollowing'these,passages-(Brahma Sitra -

IXI.iv.27-49)- in which self-control is discussed as a valuable

preparation for knowledget §ankara, in his commentary on Brahma Shitra
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- III.iv.26, quotes from: Brhadiranyaka Upanisad Iv.iv.22, where it is

N . . v . . : .:.
~ said that the Self ig known through the study of the Vedas, sacrifices,

charity, anddausterity. Sankara explains‘that austerlty here means the
“dispa351onate enjoyment of sense-objects".A Rammohun g en]oyment ‘of
sense-objects may haverbeen dispass nate, butlit is clear from the

. criticisms.of many'of‘his contedporaries that they regarded his enjoyment
of sensefobﬁects'as anything hut‘dispassionate.‘ T

This same emphasis on.a dispassionate-attitude.toward life'is
:present in other ‘passages which Rammohun used to justify the gghas

lifestyle, but he never drew attention to it. He translated the

Mupdaka Upanisad,  and there we find that the Self is attained 'fhrough .

austerity, knowledge, and chastity In Manu.XII 92, a passage which”™
Rammohun - used, the extinction of the passions is described as part of
) the path to the attainment of Brahman. In Manu iv, a section deallng
with the g{has a'who is devoted to God, there is a great deal of
emphasis on the simple 1ife which he should 1ive. Hany actions are
permitted‘such a householder, but there is a constant emphasis on
simplicity and austerity, So while it is true, as Rammohun asserted
that it was,.thatithese £3straé efvision the grhastha actively involved
in gaining and transmrtting knowledge of God, it is also true that
the 'style of life Whlch such a gghas was expected to live was more
restrained and austere than the style in which Rammohun lived

There-are_at.least two major reasons why the criticisms of

-

Gnundaka'upaniqad.II;;i.S : ~‘ . {~
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;;Raumohun's_lifeetyle uererae sustained as they were. The firet-reaeou.

is that Rammohun ;ftenidefeuded himself not by prouingrthet.the cearges
__againet him were_false, but by ineisting_thet the'actions.which hisﬂ
-critics disapproved of were_pet"ofiences and were seuctiqned—by . o

peseages_in the £astras. It must have sounded 1ike extreme 1egelism -

‘for-BAmmohun te defend himself against the cherge~o£ having a Muslim
_eoncubine_by-showing thatlcertain passages in the é%etras'reéarded

tﬁis as appropriete behaviour in e ééibe marriage. \Siﬁiiarly, wheu .

he argued that heihad uo 1ega1_respon$ibility for his father's debts

"he muetbhave-eounded callous in a‘sbciety in'which faﬁily relationships
.are held in high regard The legality of his actions was llkely less .
-'relevant to his contemporaries than the appropriateneee‘of his beu;- ’ '/i
‘;viour force-man_who regarded himeelf as a religious teecher. Had he- O )

been able to disprove the charges he would heve'etxleast demonstrated,,_,fg’“’gﬂ

- that he also regarded it as importéntﬂtggt_a—religiaus teacher should

e ——

* _——,-__‘__—_4________——-‘ i . e .
—Iive an exemplary life. As it was the charges seemed justified, and his,
lack of concexrn about them seemed ample proof that his .own ideals of

1

conduct were not ‘identical to those of many of his contemporaries.

| fte second‘reasen'for Rammohun's inability to* divert the cherges
ageinst him was tis.iailure;to respeud to tﬁe charges on tﬁe same - level
that they:were ma e.l He.often missed or ignored the euotiéhai'implica- -
tions of the charges ‘and treated them as theoretical scholastic disputes.
When it was suggested that certain acts made him ineligible to speak
publicly about religious issues. he usually defended himself by argning

that a grhastha had the right to be involved in such issues. He seemed
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to suggest that the attacks against him were made because he was
a gz tha, not because ‘the act itself was objectionable for any

- public religious figure. He did not seem to sense that the attacks

against him might have been motivated by genuine concern that his

lifestyle was not appropriate for a religious spokesman whether or’

not he was a grha .

: His responses to speCific charges illustrates this quite clearly
When he was accused of eating and drinking improperly he did not avoid
“the charges or prove that he had not done the actions which he was charged

with. Instead he justified his habits on the basis df sectarian reli-

gious practice, saying .that while some groups preferred one lifestyle,

- others preferred another. The only charge he explicitly denied was

o -the charge of going to prostitutes. The other charges he answered
by saying that the action#jinvolved- were only wrong or right depending

on the group to which on b onged or the atthority upon which one

]

based one's behaviour. He tried to mike the accusations soungd petty,
) but'his cavalier-attitudeiwas hardly what pedple seemed to expect from

. one who was taklng the position of a religious teacher.

Rammohun -3 disputes with his family were prime examples of his

-

‘failure to conform to the ideals expected of a public religious figure.

In all cf these disputes he was on firm legal’ grounds, and despite

1

several court cases against him over a period of many years he was
nev convicted of unlawfully taking either wealth or land from his

family. On legal grounds he was faultless.. And yet some scholars have

pointed to the example of Debendranath Tagore and have suggested that
!( ' -
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his willingness to assume the debts of his father demonstrated his
o

concern for moral as well as legal propriety. Rammohun never chose

to take such a stand. ‘The Mahanirvéha Tantra, one of Rammohun's-

' favorlte sastras, says that one has a special duty to father and mother
“and should serve-them'w1th-all-ava11ab1e means.7. It goes on to say

that tHe man who cares for his own well-being while neglecting the’

— . . Y

gell—being of his elders aﬁ% equals.fis unwor thy and iefdespised in-
this world. Rammohun stood indicted by that standard.

The difficulty was that because Rammohﬁn Qas so involved in
religious iseueg and becaﬁse he_was_a éefsen who claimed to have a
fuller knowledge of Godwthan.most of his\oppohents, feople had
high expectations. Had he not been involved in religiOus discessions
.and publlcatlon it is unllkely that his llfestyle would haVe become
the object of general scrutlny and criticism.  But since he took the

q;
position of a religious leader his life was expected to exemplify the.

traditional virtues of austerity and selfjcontrol assoc}ated*with such'_
a,bositioe. When he eid not conform to-this moael of behaviour his ..
claim to rellglous leadershlp was challenged.

There were other grounds for these challenges as well. Veiy
‘little is known about Rammchun s personal religlous 11fe, and many
years aft%r hlS death some of his  former a55001ates were still not
certain whether he had been 1nitiated into any form of rellglous

practice. This simply indicates that he did not partlcipate in the

7The Great'leenatLOn {Mah@inirvana Tantra), trans. Sir John
woodroffe (S5th ed; Madras: Ganesh and Co. (Madras) Private Ltd, 1971),
PP, 185-188. “

A
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cerfainly was not simpla and austere. His lengthf,lagél struggles

23

i
.

usual public forms of?rq;igious practice. He once noted’ that his '
[
0pponents called him lrrellgious because he ‘did not- smear himself
with asheS'and;parade publicly. If that meant being irreligious it is

_ ‘ IO - .
clear that he accepted the charge gladly, But what is more. 'important

.than this is that he did not become identified as a devout person,

on other grounds. During his lifetime he participafed‘ih sevefal‘fqrms

3 »

~of worship, somé‘of'them'christian, but‘evehzin his own Brahmo Samaj

v

he did ﬁot become tﬁé obvious spiritual leadéf.g His 1ife-%éemed to
have none of the features of ;eligiOQS'leadership which tﬁe tﬁgditiqn |
recognized. ‘ | | | | |

-in summary, hié life did not seém to be that of a religious

' = i ¢

léader. His lifestyle was open to many quectiOQ§,'and although he

met all accusations with reason, $istra, or legal argumeﬁts, he lived

1

~a life of controversy. The way in which he defended his lifestyle

seemed arrogant and out of keeping with what was expected of a reliélcus
leader. He was deeply invoived in the mat¢r131 concerns of business, and

although his lifestyle does not seem to have. been ostentatious, it

b s

: : [§ .
" SGranthabali, Part 11, pp, 73-74.
e ———t ‘ .
This is not intended to minimize his importance to the Brahmo
-Samaj. It is well known that without his presence thé society nearly
collapsed,” and it only recovered its momentum and sense of direction
after Debendranath Tagore became its leader.

[

r

~
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with his family seemed to indicat® that he was more attached to his

4

' posseésions'than'to his relatives. Aand although he published wany

" books on questions of theology and worship, his own life did not seem; -

to be recognizably'reiigious,; All in all, he 4id not seem to be the

kind of person who had the right to speak ﬁith authority of.religious

1

issues. oo

[44]
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Conclusion

N—

' We can now return to our oiiginal ques;ioh,and ask'agaip'r
“Wﬁy was Rammbhun‘criticized so'seVerelyf" This"study has provided a
lnumber of speciflc answers td that question.
In the’ flrst place, Rammohun was crltlcized for'undé}mlning
'the'aufho;ity upon which geligious life was based.- He said that tpe

religious leaders were suspect because‘they were self-interested..

. He said that customs ‘were 6pen to question - because many customs were
demonstrably harmfyl and contrary to the spirit of Sruti. He said that

the sectarian'ééstras only had authority insofar as the} agreed with

é;uti; P o ’
’ \ . . .
His opponents argued that by ‘attacking the credibility of -

7 religious ieaderé, Customs, ahd sectariaﬂ dastras he was undermiﬁing.

the very things by which the tradition was made appllcable to people s
-digcqmstances. Personal advxce from religi;Es leaders helped to rEBpond
£o:cu£rent situatiors in life. Customs provided a fxamework'withln which
to live. Sectari;p dastras provided ;peciai ingights into £h¢ lives of
the goda'and.goddesses and méde them relevant'for.daily life.. These

were the elements of religious authority whiqh were especially applic-

" able to individual interests and situations. '

f-
s

It was not adequate for Rammohun to base his theology and his -

o

%



_standards which were universally valid. But his opponents seemed to
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' s L Ll . ' -
«. relidious life primarily on a few sEétras‘and.on reason, for even

the £3stras were of little ﬂée without some guidanéé in Aﬁplying them’

_to sﬁecific situations. This gquidance was provided by precedents énd

- r

| &pproved,practices (customs) anﬁ by the:example and advice . of those

‘ : s P> ' ‘
who understood the intentions ‘of the sastras. Without customs and

?é}igious ieadérs the authority of the'géstrasgwas lifeless.

" B ’ L . ) B .

Rammohun was criticized because his interpretation of authority seemed

to include no practical proéedure by whiéh,ghé d3stras could be
. . - Yoo / i .

1
/

' L / : o “
appliedrtq the lives of average men and women. His'concept of authority

seemed to result in a sound authoritative basis for religious life and
theology, but a basis which could not be appropriated. -

His concerns séeme% more scholastic than practical. He wanted

" to have a rational and defensible basis for_authbrity. He wanted

i

regard that as a theoretical rather than a practical problem. They

were concernedhwith authority which might be appealed to in specific
. . f

~situations, and that authority, they felt, would be based on local -

~ ' ;) .o
and family customs, as well as on the example and advice of religio

] .

- *leaders.

v

The second basic ckiticism of Rammohun was made on sémewhat
simflar grounds. thn'Rammohun attacked polytheism and imaée woféhip
and advocated the simple worship of the one God; He again seemed to

be mofe_concernéd with theoretical than with practical matters. He

'{pfohoted.a concept of God which woﬁld be universally V%Iid, a concept »_ -
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conéept of Reality;
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4

_which would not: be vulnerable to the criticism-of free thlnkers. But -

many of hls opponents were more concerned with the cultic life of the

average person, and they were conv;nced that Rammohun was riot respon-

ding- to the issues of cultlc life. He advocated a God who was, not

restricted,to one bodx_pf texts, one family,-one communlty, or even
- : ] . ) .

1 ' >

one nation. But while this concern was‘legiﬁimate_as.a'scholarly

question, it'was-notﬂveri relevant to the religious life of the average

devotee. The average person;was interested in a vivid account of a

" god with whom he could 1dentify. Commitment-and devotion to such’a

.

. god were relig;ous lgsues. Universal valldity was a theoretical concern

for the_sepolar.f ' - IR
-~ It is interesting to note how Rammohun and his opponents rarely
addressed the question of polytheism and monotheism on the same level.

He argued that polytheism was a faﬁlty=conceptnalization of the ultimate

nature of Reality. They argued that monotheism as he advocated it was

‘too difficult to understand, and the average pereon would find it so

ﬁnatﬁractive that he would probably lose all interest in God. Betfer
a poor understanding of God with a great deal of commitment, they said,

o D N .
than a sound philosophical principle with few advocates. .Rammohun .

replied that it was better for_peoplei;e_partially understand the

actual nature of Reality than for them to be content with a misleading

!

The third basic criticism deéeloﬁed out of these disagreements

about authority and theology, and it concerned Rammohun's understanding

’

N\
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of man's general capacity for religious knowledge. Rammohun's
opponents‘accused him of being unconcerned-with people's ability. to
understand the religious concepts which he was advocating, and they did

so because they accepted the usual assumption t very few people were:

5 1 . s

capable of understanding anything more than polytheistic theology.

Il

Rammohun insisted that he did not lack concern for people s comprehension,
but that she was continced‘that most people could comprehend at least

the essence of what he was saying., Yet Rammohun was still vulnerable

to. this. criticism even 1£ most people had the competence which he sug-
gested they had; for instead of developing a system of worship which

was adapted to people's individual needs and abilities, he advocated

- a system which assumed that all people had nearly identical competence

and needs. If he tBok the concept of adhik3ra seriously:he.might
legitimately argue that people s-capacities had by ang large been
underestimated but he\nad no rlght to assume that all. peOple s
capacities were almost identical, His_congregational form of_worship
showed no*respect-for-the significan differences of competence which ';'
night separate.people. Rarmohun trfed to make it appear as though the
questaon was simply whether the general 1eve1 of understanding was low
or whether it;was high. His opponents disagreed with him on tne‘answer
to this question. But they also insisted that the differences between
people shonld be taken seriously, and this needed to be done whether
people were generally very competent;or largely‘inconpetént. Rammohun

did not appear to recognize this implication of adhikara. This was



another example of his interest in, general theoretical iesues and his

llack of concern: for specific and personal applications of these issues.'

Finally Rammohun was. criticized because he seemed unwilling

to’ live a life which was’ consistent with his theological concerns and

'his role as . a public religious leader. Most of the things for which

he was criticized y his opponents would have been acceptable for a
man who was only a businessman. But his actions were not c0nsistent _
wi.th the usual expectations of conduct- for a religious leader.

Rammohun proposed to dissoc1ate theological d!bate from its usual impli«

cations for lifestyle, and this ‘was unacceptable. On the one hand

Rammohun -5 1ifestyle did not seem to symbolize renunciation of the

mundane concerns of this world and a' wholehearted commitment to a fuller

understanding of God. Om the-gther hand, if Rammohun s challenge to
the identification of a particular lifestyle with religious leader-

ship were to succeed, it would undermine the fundamental premise
N

:that a devoted religious life had certain necessary soc1al implications.

.P .
hll of these criticisms point in some,degree to a £ ntal

difference in orientation between Rammohun and his opponents.\ Rammohun
was interested in the most universal application of the theology '
which he advocated, while his opponents assumed that any theology
would appeal to only a limited number.' Rammohun wanted a basis for °
authority which could be appropriated by the maximum number of people,

3
and so he advocated ‘reason, vwhich everyone had to some degree, and

égstra, which he proposed +0 make available to as many people as pos-

P
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sible in'a langﬁage whicn they-could understand. Rammohﬁn wanted a
r -

~theology which included all aspects of God as well as all of’ ‘the interests

which people mlght have; so he advocated monotheism. - Rammohun wanted

a majority of people to be able to benefit fr uch a theology, so

'he_argued that<one'e‘lifeetyle ehoﬁld n‘ impedxment to par-
ticipating actively in theological study and debate. His opponents

believed that most people could only grasp a limited number of theo-

logical conccpts, and that they could do so best with the help of P

religious,leaders; All of their-concern for customs, sectarian g%stras,
. : T L ' .
religious leaders, various gods, and specific lifestyles, ‘reflected

a

their oeilef'that there .were significant differences Between people. and
" that these'differences were adapted to both theo}ogicdlly and socially
in the tradition. They believed that there was more variety among.

people than Rammohun acknowledged, and they also believed that thisg -

<
variety had more significant implications for theology and the

religious 1ife than Rammohun was prepared to grant. This difference

in orientation, as much as anything else, was the basis for the criti—
cisms of Rammohun. The theological debates provided the _context from

which this. difference emerged

G These debates_between Rammohun and- his opponents have some

——

significent implications for our understanding of the RHindu religious

tradition. In the first pleae they indicate the importence of the

concept of adhikira-bheda. We noted earlier that the word 'dardana’’

" 1is used bﬁ the tradition both in a philosophical and a devotional '

. _\( ; | - ‘ N
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context. In the philosophical sense it suggests that all ways of -

i congeptualizing Reality are only partial, although all of these partial
' explanations help to point out: some significant aspeots of Reality In
the devotional sense it suggests that all encounters with God arxe _ ‘
essentially personal and private, and that they are determined by what
we are interested in and capable of knowing Both uses of the word
emphaéize-that'any individual understanding is limited, but?both

also enphasize that each individual'srunderstanding is unique.

~ This suggeets that the Hindu religious tradition includes

a very profound and substantial awareness of the individual It.is

easy to over-emphasize that the ultimate aim of Hindu religious B
thought and practice is the negation of individuality, without
acknowledging that until the self is negated it is taken very seriously.
- It is assumed that‘the path to the negation of self is unique for each
individnal; Thus in practical religious life, 3ust as there are'an
infinite number’ of pecple, so there are an infinite number of gods
and goddesses for them to identify with and an infinite number of .
epiritual paths to follow.. This variety of individuals, gods, and
spiritual paths is not insignificant just because it is ultimately :
negated.: - \\: . - ’ . _'. '
These debatea.also point to thehimnortant\relatiOnship.between
theology‘and eocialglife. 1t hasilong been recognized that,social'
.yfactors are highly important in Indiaf Rammohun's 1life emphasizee one

-aspect'of that inportance. We see in the_criticieme of his 1ife-a
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concern that there should be a lifestyle {:ﬁaj consistent with a |
theological vocation._ Qur discussion of M dicated what this life-
' "style should be. It should be dispassionate and free of worldly ;

' concerns Rahmohun not only 1ived another lifestyle. he consciouely'

. defended it. Arabinda Poddar calls 'Rammohun s lifestyle hedonism,
. and eays that it more than anything else was the challenge which
pxovoked his c0ntemporaries.1- Poddar is correct in drawing attention
" to the significance of Rammohun' s lifestyle,ifor it is clear that “the
life of a religious leader in the Indian context ie expected to—ge
-detached from many ‘of the earthly pleasures which Rammohun seemed to -
enjoy so heartily. Both in his practice and in his defence of his
practice_Rammohun challenged the relationship between’ theology and
social life. . ’ ‘ . - -

In challenging the relationship between theology and secial

life Rammohun questioned the context in which theology takes place.

He raised-the same issue ftom another perspective when he questioned
the.ueual interpretation‘of”adhikira.- He felt that theological .
‘discnSSion could.tahe nlace puhlicly and that itlcould be.engaged,in
by people from all walks of life. He did not feel that theolcgical |
iasuea should be debated only in echolastic groups or only by echolars

A’and=religious leaders. Just as he was interested in a theology which

was universally-valid, 80 he ‘wanted that theology to take place in the
‘ .\ . ‘ .

1) rabinda Poddar, Renaissance in Bengal: Quests and Oonfronta-
tions 1800-1860. (Simla: Indian Institute of Advanced Study, 1970},
‘pp. 48, 55, 71-72.. T -




245

wideet possrble forum. The opp051tion whlch this encountered demon-

5

’strated the lmportance of the relationshlp between theology and the
“context in whlch that theology is debated. - The concept of adhikara

. implies that there may be some people who -axe not competent to hear

| or part1c1pate in certain theological dlscussions, and this has always
been taken~seriously in Hinda reli;hZus thought. .Only certaln

classes of men ‘may hear the Vedas, and only some of these have the right
to be publicly 1nvolved in dlSCUSSlOHS of the Vedas When people come
to the guru they are taught only what he feels they are capable of

) benef{tlng from. What the guru teaches one person in prlya{e he would
A RN
not necessarlly announce 1n publlc. These are. all 1nd1qatlons\pf the

relevance of the context in whlch theclogy takes place. F is‘imp0551ble
to account for: the vehemence of the 0pposit1on to Rammohun wlthout

acknowledglng ‘that the opposition was largely caused by the threat that

=

he posed to the relatlonshlp hetWeen theology and the context in which .

it is done. )

_These issues are relevant for the study of relxgion in general.

In most traditlons we find that it is assumed that ‘people have different

capacities and that what is appropriate for one person may not bé

_very helpful for another. . In some traditions the differences between
people are underetood in a very general way. -In othig traditions these
-differences are more precisely defined and the definitlons account for
e “n very elight variatione. In the Pali canon of Theravada Buddhism,,

for & le, there is a text entitled Designation of Human Types

\
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{Puggala-Pafifitti), in which various kinds of character types are

minutely distinguished-from each oth'er.2 The reason that shch-a

<

_ painstaking description is considered worthwhile is because it is

assumed that these,character types are relevant for determining what-

unique re gious capacities each person haef Even in the Christian

: dtradition, ich has by and large made iittle formal allowance for
human ﬁeriation in its_theology, there are eome concessions made to.
human variation. The Roman Catholic concept of purgatory is one

example. Another’ example, this one very much like the Hindu concept

of polytheism-and image worship, is briefly referred to 'by. Thomas
5 ! . . 0 ) ;.

Merton in his autobiography The Seven Storey Mountain. He speaks ‘there -

of his fascination with“tﬂe1hyrentine mosaics‘in‘many of the Roman

i

churches, and he recalls that in-hishhunt for these moeaics he visited
‘ : ' Cow © ‘
- all the great shrines of Rome in the same WaY"QEft a pilgrim would,

although for the wrong reason. "And yet" he says, ™.

it was not for the wrong reason either.i'For these moeaics
and frescos and all the ancient altars and thrones and sanc-
" tuaries were designed and built for the instruction of people

who were not capable of immediately understanding anything
higher.3

In Protestantism there are few formal acknowledgements of the relevance

" of human variation, although the proliferation of denominatione indicates

2Deeignation of Human Types (Puggala-Pannatti), trans. Bimala
Charan Law. Pali Text Society Translation Series, No. 12, (London:
Luzac and Co. Ltd., 1924)

| Thomas Merton, “The Seven Storey Mountain. (New York: Garden
City Books, 1951), p. 108.
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that such variation has great ptactical consequences.

:-The implications of adhikara-bheda in religious traditions
seem t0'suggest some provocative insights which have as yet been’
largely'unenplored; What, for example is the relatignship‘between L

an acceptance-of adhikira-bheda and religious tolerance? épecifically,

is there a significant difference between the dogmatic position of
Hindu and Christian sectarian groups? What is the relationship betweeni
the concept of the sacred and profane and the attitude'toward adhikara-s
bheda? These questions and others like them seem to suggest a
possible: relationship between a view ,of truth, an understending of the.
cosmos, and a concept of human¢capacityf |

; Another issue‘which‘this study suggests\is the importance ot

‘the distinction between higher andlioWer knowledge, or scholarl} and
popular.understandine. Rammohun insisted that people should be encouraged
to improve their understandingsof Reality. and he conceived this improved
unde:standing in scholastic terms. The qnestions which was raised by

some of-his opponents was "Why-should people,be stineiated to another

way of understanding Reality ehén their present undgtstanding seems

quite adequate to them?" 1In other words, if peonlehhave a certain
understanding of Reaiity which allows them to live quite contentedlf,

why should theytfhgage thathform of undetstanding foc anothet?’ In

the Christian tradition .the answer has often seemed-obvious: proper
beliaf is necessaxy-tolavoid eternal-damnation. Bnt in the Hindu
tradition the reason is not so clear. Why should religious under- :
standing be altered if the practical results of such ‘?change are not

-

evident?
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A final.issue which this study suggests is anotner perspectivé
on-tne relationship between religion and culture. Rammohun has often

.been credited with establishing the ba51s for a universal religion,4

)

but those who credit him with that accomplishment often neglect to
) A}
mention that it was this accomplishment which was at least in part .

’

responSLble for the criticism which he encountered. In his own life the

issue which became most contentious was his 1ifesty1e. In attempting

A

man Rammohun chelicngcd his obm cuiture‘s'expectations of behaviour. He
lived as a cosmopolitan man,.anc while tnat was remarkable for a man
of his tihe, it wag not what nas-expected of a religiou§=leadet.within
the Hincu'tradition. During the last years of the. nineteenth century
Swami Vivekanada also 1ived a very cosmopolitan life, but he nevor :f
lost his identity as a monk, and that ide tity kept him firmly rooted

in the Hindu tradition.'

From tne vantage point-Gf the scholar rcligions:universolism
may seem to present,no incurnounthble problems.’ Theology and ethics
can be‘rationalizcd'quite easily.. But all religious ttaditions havol
some.boumdcties which areinvioiable, and these boundaries are not.

identical in each tradition. For the Christian these boundaries.may

| be historical and doctrinal. For the Hindu these boundaries

4See, for example, Brajendranath Seal, Rammohun The Universal

Han (Calcutta' Sadharan Brahmo Samaj, n. &.). .
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o & o .
may involve issues of authority, and ocial héhaviour. It is often

assumed that religipus universalism i possible because the egsence of

all religions is the same. But it i important to note that’ religious

traditions. define themselves in t

\‘__. .

sgitute their boundaries, rather

of essentials which 6ften con-

T,

in terms of‘essences. -The-Hindu

who says that the Veda is authoritative is not merely saying_that he
feels the need for some authority. He is saying that another person '
: who does not accept the Veda‘as authoritf, aven iijhe accepts some
other authority, is not a Hindu, S
' ; A careful study of the relationship between religion and
culture will show that each religious tradition has a different relation* i
| ship to its cultural milieu., This 1s one of the factors which makes
it s0 difficult for ‘one religious tradition to be transposed into‘the
cultural milieu of another. PeoPle learn to make certain assumptions
‘ about culture because of their indigenous religious tradition. ?he
new religious tradition cannot but seem counterfcultural, even thougn}
its stance-within,its own ihdigenous setting may not have been counter-
cultural‘at all. Those who try to participate in two religious
:traditions simultaneously often find themselves rejected by many members )
of both traditions, Those who, like Rammohun, idsntify with cne religious :
tradition, but try to incoroorate elements of other cultures iito their
religious lifestyle, often f£ind their attempts'rejected by members of
| their'own tradition who sense, in this attack on theurelationship of
religion and.culture, an attack on the defining framework of their own

tradition. o - ' o
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