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PREFACE

For about half a century, Raja Rammohun Roy’s works are
out of print. It is a pity that the writings of the greatest leader of
modern Indian renaissance are beyond the reach of the people whom
he had served. We consider it a sacred duty to bring them within
reach of the public as it is idle to theorise about perfect editions
when the original texts are not available for easy reference. We have
tried to make the books as accurate as- possible. In order to make the
Raja’s works available to the largest number of people, the price has
been fixed low and the parts have been divided according to subjects.
After reprinting the complete works an additional volume will be
published containing critical and bibliographical notes. An up-to-date
hiography of the Raja will form a separate volume.

KaAripas Nac
DEBAjYOTI BURMAN
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BRIEF REMARKS
REGARDING
MODERN ENCROACHMENTS
ON THE
ANCIENT RIGHTS OF FEMALES

ACCORDING TO THE

HINDU LAW OF INHERITANCE

CALCUTTA

1822



In 1856, Babu Rumaprusad Roy, son of the illustrious author,
reprinted this treatise with the following introduction :—

“At this moment, when thousands of my countrymen have
openly come forward to invoke the assistance of the Legislature to
suppress the abominations of Kulin Polygamy, I have deemed it
proper to re-print the following small Tract, published by the late
Raja Rammohun Roy in 1822. Those who have joined in the
application to the Legislative body, will have the satisfaction to see
that my revered father, so far back as 1822, entertained sentiments
on the subject of Kulin Polygamy similar to those which have now
moved them to act in a way so independent of their prejudices, and
so well fitted to confer incalculable benefits on the Hindu Community.

CALCUTTA, July 12, 1856. RUMAPRUSAD ROVY.”



BRIEF REMARKS
REGARDING

MODERN ENCROACHMENTS

ON THE
ANCIENT RIGHTS OF FEMALES

WiITH a view to enable the public to form an idea of the state of
civilization throughout the greater part of the empire of Hindustan in
ancient days,* and of the subsequent gradual degradation introduced
into its social and political constitution by arbitrary authorities, I am
induced to give as an instance, the interest and care which our ancient
legislators took in the promotion of the comfort of the female part of
the community ; and to compare the laws of female inheritance which
they enacted, and which afforded that sex the opportunity of enjoyment
of life, with that which moderns and our contemporaries have gradually
introduced and established, to their complete privation, directly or
indirectly, of most of those objects that render life agreeable.

* An an early age of civilization, when the division into castes was first introduced
among the inhabitants of India, the second tribe, who were appointed to defend and rule the
country, having adopted arbitrary and despotic practices, the others revolted against them ;
and under tho porsonal command of the celebrated Parasuram, defeated the Royalists in several
battles, and put cruelly to death almost all the males of that tribe. It was at last resolved
that the legislative authority should be confined to the first class who could have no share in
tho actual government of the state, or in managing the revenue of the country under any
pretence; while the second tribo should exercise the executive authority. The consequence
was, that India enjoyed poace and harmony for a great many centuries, The Brahmans
having no expectation of holding an office, or of partaking of any kind of political promotion,
devoted their timo to acientific pursuits and religious austerity, and lived in poverty. Freely
associating with all the other tribes they wore thus able to know their sentiments, and to
appreciato the justness of their complaints, and thereby to lay down such rules as were required,
which ofton induced them to rectify the abuses that were practised by the second tribe. But
after the expiration of more than two thousand years, an absolute form of government came
gradually again to prevail, The first class having been induced to accept employments in
political departments, became entirely dependent on #he second tribe, and so unimportant in
themselves, that they were obliged to explain away the laws enacted by their fore-fathers,
and to institute new rules according to the dictates of their contemporary princes. They were
considerod as merely nominal legislators, and the whole power, whether legislative or executive,
was in fact exercised by the Rajpute. Thia tribe exercised tyranny and oppression for a period
of aboyut a thousand years, when Musulmans from Ghuznee and Ghore, invaded the country,
and finding it divided among hundreds of petty princes, detested by their respective subjects,
conquered them all successively, and introduced their own tyrannical system of government,
destroying temples, universities and all other sacred and literary establishments. At present
the whole empire (with the exception of & few provinoes) has been placed under the .British
power, and some advantages have alroady been derived from the prudent management of ite
rulers, from whose general character & ,hog of future quiet and happineess is justly entertained.
The sucoeeding generation will, however, be more adequate to pronounce on the real advantages
of this government,
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All the ancient lawgivers unanimously awarded to a mother an
equal share with her son in the property left by her deceased husband,
in order that she may spend her remaining days independently of her
children, as is evident from the following passages :

Yajnavalkya. “After the death of a father, let a mother also
inherit an equal share with her sons in the division of the property left
by their father.’*

KATYAVANA. “The father being dead, the mother should inherit
an equal share with the son.”}

NARADA. ‘‘After the death of husband, a mother should receive
a share equal to that of each of his sons.”’

VISHNU THE LEGISLATOR. ‘‘Mothers should be receivers of shares
according to the portion allowed to the sons.”’§

VRIHASPATI. ‘‘After his (the father’s) death a mother, the parent
of his sons, should be entitled to an equal share with his sons; their
step-mothers also to equal shares : but daughters to a fourth part of
the shares of the sons.”’j|

Vvasa. ‘“The wives of a father by whom he has no male issue,
are considered as entitled to equal shares with his sons, and all the
grand-mothers (including the mothers and step-mothers of the father), are
said to be entitled as mothers.” |

This Muni seems to have made this express declaration of rights
of step-mothers, omitting those of mothers, under the ideas that the
latter were already sufficiently established by the direct authority of
preceding lawgivers.

We come to the moderns.

The author of the Dayabhaga and the writer of the Dayatattwa,
the modern expounders of Hindu law (whose opinions are considered
by the natives of Bengal as standard authority in the division of
property among heirs) have thus limited the rights allowed to widows
by the above ancient legislators. When a person is willing to divide
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THE ANCIENT RIGHTS OF FEMALES 3

his property among his heirs during his lifetime, he should entitle only
those wives by whom he has no issue, to an equal share with his sons ;
but if he omit such a division, those wives can have no claim to the
property he leaves. These two modern expounders lay stress upon a
passage of Yajnavalkya, which requires a father to allot equal shares
to his wives, in case he divides his property during his life, whereby
they connect the term “‘of a father,” in the above quoted passage of
Vyasa, viz., ‘‘the wives of a father, &c.,”’ with the term ‘“‘division”
understood, that is, the wives by whom he has no son, are considered
in the division nmiade by a father, as entitled to equal shares with his
sons; and that when sons may divide property among themselves
after the demise of their father, they should give an equal share to
their mother only, neglecting step-mothers in the division. Here the
expounders did not take into their consideration any proper provision
for step-mothers, who have naturally less hope of support from their
step-sons than mothers can expect from their own children.

In the opinion of these expounders even a mother of a single son
should not be entitled to any share. The whole property should, in
that case, devolve on the son; and in case that son should die after
the succession to the property, his son or wife should inherit it. The
mother in that case should be left totally dependent on her son or on
her son’s wife. Besides, according to the opinion of these expounders,
if more than one son should survive, they can deprive their mother of
her title, by continuing to live as a joint family (which has been often
the case), as the right of a mother depends, as they say, on division,
which depends on the will of the sons.

Some of our contemporaries, (whose opinion is received as a verdict
by Judical Courts,) have still further reduced the right of a mother to
almost nothing, declaring, as I understand, that if a person die, leaving
a widow and a son or sons, and also one or more grandsons, whose father -
is not alive, the property so left is to be divided among his sons and
his grandsons, his widow in this case being entitled to no share in the
property, though she might have claimed an equal share, had a division
taken place among those surviving sons and the father of the grandson
while he was alive.* They are said to have founded their opinion on the
above passage, entitling a widow to a share when property is to be divi-
ded among sons. .

In short, a widow, according to the exposition of the law, can receive

*This exposition has been (1 am told) set aside by the Supreme Courtin consequence
of the Judges having prudently applied for the opinions of other Pandits, which turned out to
lb: at varianoe with those of the majority of the regular advisers of the Court in points of Hindu

W
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nothing when her husband has no issue by her; and in case he dies
leaving only one son by his wife, or having had more sons, one of whom
happend to die leaving issue, she shall, in these cases, also have no claim
to the property; and again, should any one leave mnore than one sur-
viving son, and they, being unwilling to allow a share to the widow, keep
the property undivided, the mother can claim nothing in this instance
also. But when a person dies, leaving two or niore sons, and all of them
survive and he inclined to allot a share to their mother, her right is in
this case only valid. Under these expositions, and with such limitations,
both step-mothers and mothers have, in reality, been left destitute
in the division of their husband’s property, and the right of a
widow exists in theory only among the learned, but unknown to the
populace.

The consequence is, that a woman who is looked up to as the sole
mistress by the rest of a family one day, on the next, becomes dependent
on her sons, and subject to the slights of her daughters<in-law. She
is not authorized to expend the most trifling sum or dispose of an
article of the least value, without the consent of her son or daughter-
in-law, who were all subject to her authority but the day before. Cruel
sons often wound the feelings of their dependent mothers, deciding in
favour of their own wives, when family disputes take place between
their mothers and wives. Step-mothers, who often are nwmerous on
account of polygamy, being allowed in these countries, are still more
shamefully neglected in general by their step-sons, and sometimes
dreadfully treated by their sisters-in-law who have fortunately a son
or sons by their husband.

It is not from religious prejudices and early impressions only,
that Hindu widows burn themselves on the piles of their deceased
" husbands, but also fromstheir witnessing the distress in which widows
of the same rank in life are involved, and the insults and slights to
whick they are daily subjected, that they become in a great measure
regardless of their existence gfter the death of their husbands: and
this indifference, accompanied with the hope of future reward held
out to them, leads them to the horrible act of suicide. These restraints
on female inheritance encourage, in a great degree, polygamy, a
frequent source of.the greatest misery in native families; a grand
object of Hindus being to secure a provision for their male offspring
the law, which relieves them from the necessity of giving an equai
portion to their wives, removes a principal restraint on the indulgence
of their inclinations in respect to the number they marry. Some of
them, especially Brahmans of higher birth, marry ten, twenty or
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thirty women,* either for some small consideration, or merely to
gratify their brutal inclinations, leaving a great many of them, both
during their life-time and after their death, to the mercy of their own
paternal relations. The evil consequences arising from such polygamy,
the public may easily guess, from the nature of the fact itself, without
my being reduced to the mortification of particularising those which
are known by the native public to be of daily occurrence.

To these women there are left only three modes of conduct to
pursue after the death of their husbands. 1st. To live a miserable
life as entire slaves to others, without indulging any hope of support
from another hushand. 2ndly. To walk in the paths of unrighteousness
for their maintenance and independence. 3rdly. To die on the funeral
pile of their husbands, loaded with the applause and honour of their
neighbours. It cannot pass unnoticed by those who are acquainted
with the state of society in India, that the number of female suicides
in the single province of Bengal, when compared with those of any
other British provinces, is almost ten to one : we may safely attribute
this disproportion chiefly to the greater frequency of a plurality of
wives among the natives of Bengal, and to their total neglect in
providing for the maintenance of their-females.

This horrible polygamy among Brahmans is directly contrary
to the law given by ancient authors; for VYajnavalkya authorizes
second marriages, while the first wife is alive, only under eight
circumstances : 1sl. The vice of drinking spirituous liquors. 2ndly.
Incurable sickness.  3rdly.  Deception. 4thly. Barrenness. 5thly.
Extravagance. 6thly. The frequent use of offensive language. ‘7thly.
Producing only female offsprings. Or, 8thly. Manifestation of hatred
towards her husband.f

Manu, ch. gth, v. 8oth. “A wife who drinks any spirituous
liquors, who acts immorally, who shows hatred o her lord, who is
incurably diseased, who is mischievous, who wastes his property, may
at all times be superseded by another wife.””}

81st. ‘A barren wife may be superseded by another in the

* The horror of thia practice is so painful to the natural feelings of man thateven Madbab *
Singh, the late Rajah of Tirhoot, (thongh a Brahman himself), thmugh compassion, took upon
himeelfl (I am told) within the last half century, to limit Brahwans of his estate to four wives

only.
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6 BRIEF REMARKS REGARDING

eighth year; she, whose children are all dead, in-the tenth; she, who
brings forth only daughters, in the eleventh; she, who is accustomed
to speak unkindly, without delay.”’*

82nd. “But she, though, afflicted with illness, is beloved and
virtuous, must never be disgraced, though she may be superseded by
another wife with her on consent.”f

Had a Magistrate or other public officer been authorized by the
rulers of the empire to receive applications for his sanction to a second
marriage during the life of a first wife, and to grant his consent only
on such accusations as the foregoing being substantiated, the above
Law might have been rendered effectual, and the distress of the female
sex in Bengal, and the number of suicides, would have been necessarily
very much reduced.

According to the following ancient authorities a daughter is
entitled to one-fourth part of the portion which a son can inherit.

VRIHASPATI. ‘‘The daughters should have the fourth part of the
portion to which the sons are emtitled.’}

VisaNu. ‘‘The rights of unmarried daughters shall be proportioned
according to the shares allotted to the sons.”’§

ManNvu, ch. gth, v. 118. ‘““To the unmarried daughters let their
brothers give portions out of their own allotments respectively. Let
each give a fourth part of his own distinct share, and they who feel
disinclined to give this shall be condemned.”||

VAJNAVALKYA. “Let such brothers as are already purified by
the essential rites of life, purify by the performance of those rites the
brothers that are left by their late father unpurified; let them also
purify the sisters by giving them a fourth part of their own portion.”q
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. THE ANCIENT RIGHTS OF FEMALES 7

Karvavana.* “A fourth part is declared to be the share of
unmarried daughters, and three-fourths of the sons; if the fourth
part of the property is so small as to be inadequate to defray the expenses
atiending their marriage, the sons have an exclusive right to the property,
but shall defray the marriage ceremomy of the sisters.”

But the commentator on the Dayabhaga sets aside the right of
the daughters, declaring that they are not entitled to any share in the
property left by their fathers, but that the expenses attending their
marriage should be defrayed by the brothers. He founds his opinion
on the foregoing passage of Manu and that of Vajnavalkya, which as
he thinks, imply mere donation on the part of the brothers from their
own portions for the discharge of the expenses of marriage.

In the practice of our contemporaries a daughter or a sister is
often a source of emolument to the Brahmans of less respectable caste,
(who are most numerous in Bengal) and to the Kayasthas of high caste.
These so far from spending money on the marriage of their daughters
or sisters, receive frequently considerable sums, and generally bestow
them in marriage on those who can pay most.f Such Brahmans and
Kayasthas, I regret to say, frequently marry their female relations to
men having natural defects or worn-out by old age or disease, merely
from pecuniary considerations, whereby they either bring widowhood
upon them soon after marriage or render their lives miserable. They
not only degrade themselves by such cruel and unmanly conduct, but
violate entirely the express authorities of Manu and all other ancient
law-givers, a few of which I here quote. _

MaNvu, ch. 3rd, v. 51. “Let no father, who knows the law,
receive a gratuity, however small, for giving his daughter in marriage ;
since the man, who, through avarice, takes a gratuity for that purpose,
is a seller of his offspring.”’}

Ch. gth, v. g8. “But even a man of the servile class ought not
to receive a gratuity when he gives his daughter in marriage, since a
father who takes a fee on thal occasion, tacitly sells his daughter.”q

O O J——
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.‘}’anah Krishnachandra, the great.grandfather of the present ex-Rajah of Nadia,
prevented this cruel practice of the sale of daughters and sisters thoughout his estate,
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8 BRIEF REMARKS REGARDING

V. 100. “Nor, even in former births, have we heard the virtuous
approve the tacit sale of a daughter for a price, under the name of nuptial
gratuity."’

KAsAPA. “Those who, infatuated by avarice, give their own
daughters in marriage, for the sake of a gratuity, are the sellers of
their daughters, the images of sin, and the perpetrators of a heinous
iniquity.”t

Both common sense, and the law of the land designate such a
practice as an actual sale of females; and the humane and liberal
among Hindus, lament its existence, as well as the annihilation
of female rights in respect of inheritance introduced by modern ex-
pounders. They, however, trust, that the humane attention of Govern-
ment will be directed to those evils which are the chief sources of vice
and misery and even of suicide among women; and to this they are
encouraged to look forward by what has already been done in modifying,
in criminal cases, some parts of the law enacted by Muhammadan Legis-
lators, to the happy prevention of many cruel practices formerly establi

How distressing it must be to the female community and to those who
interest themselves in their behalf, to observe daily that several daughters
in a rich family can prefer no claim to any portion of the property, whether
real or personal, left by their deceased father, if a single brother be alive :
while they (if helonging to a Kulin family or Brahman of higher rank)
are exposed to be given in marriage to individuals who have already seve-
ral wives and have no means of maintaining them.

Should a widow or a daughter wish to secure her right of mainte-
nance, however limited, by having recourse to law, the learned
Brahmans, whether holding public situations in the courts or not,
generally divide into two parties, one advocating the cause of those
females and the other that of their adversaries. Sometimes in these
or other matters respecting the law, if the object contended for be
important, the whole community seems to be agitated by the exertions
of the parties and of their respective friends in claiming the verdict of the
law against each other. In geferal, however, a consideration of the diffi-
culties attending a law suit, which a native woman, particularly a
widow, is hardly capable of surmounting, induces her to forego her
right ; and if she continue virtuous, she is obliged to live in a miserable
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THE ANCIENT RIGHTS OF FEMALES 9

state of dependence, destitute of all the comforts of life; it too often
happens, however, that she is driven by constant unhappiness to seek
refuge in vice,

At the time of the decennial settlement in the year 1793, there
were among European gentlemen so very few acquainted with Sanskrit
and Hindu law that it would have been hardly possible to have formed
a committee of European oriental scholars and learned Brahmans,
capable of deciding on points of Hindu law. It was, therefore, highly
judicious in Government to appoint Pandits in the different Zillah
Courts of Appeal, to facilitate the proceedings of Judges in regard
to such subjects. But as we can now fortunately find many European
gentlemen capable of investigating legal questions with but little
assistance from learned Natives, how happy would it be for the Hindu
community, both male and female, were they to enjoy the benefits
of the opinion of such gentlemen, when disputes arise, particularly on
matters of inheritance.

Iest any one should infer from what I have stated, that I mean to
impeach, universally, the character of the great body of learned Hindus,
I declare positively, that this is far from my intention. I only maintain,
that the Native community place greater confidence in the honest
judgment of Eurvpean gentlemen than in that of their own countrymen.
But, should the Natives receive the same advantages ot education that
Europeans generally enjoy, and be brought up in the same notions of
honour, they will, I trust, be found, equally with Europeans, worthy of
the confidence of their countrymen and the respect of all men.
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PRELIMINARY NOTE

THE translation into English, by the celebrated Mr. H. T.
Colebrooke, of the DAYABHAGA, a work on Succession, and of an extract
from the MITAKSHARA, comprising so much of the latter as relates
to Inheritance, has furnished the principal basis of the arguments
"used in the following pages. 1 have also referred occasionally to the
valuable remarks of the eminently learned scholar, in his preface and
notes added to the original work. In quoting the Institutes of Manu,
I have had recourse to the translation of this code of Law by the most
venerable Sir WILLIAM JoNES, that no doubt may entertained as to
the exactness of the interpretation. Only one text of Vrihaspati, the
Legislature, and one passage quoted in another part of the Mitakshara,
which has not been translated by Mr. Colebrooke, have been unavoid-
ably rendered by myself. I have, however, taken the precaution to
cite the criginal Sanskrit, that the reader may satisfy himself of the
accuracy of my translation.



ON
THE RIGHT OF HINDUS
OVER
ANCESTRAL PROPERTY

IND1A, like other large empires, is divided into several extensive
provinces, principally inhabited by Hindus and Mussulmans. The
latter admit but a small degree of variety in their domestic and
religious usages, while the Hindus of each province, particularly those
of Bengal, are distinguished by peculiarities of dialect, habits, dress,
and forms of worship ; and notwithstanding they unanimously consider
their ancient legislators as inspired writers, collectively revealing
human duties, nevertheless there exist manifest discrepancies among
them in the received precepts of civil law.

2. When we .examine the language spoken in Bengal, we find
it widely different from that of any part of the western provinces,
(though both derived from the same origin) ; so that the inhabitants
of the upper country require long residence to understand the dialect
of Bengal ; and although numbers of the natives of the upper provinces,
residing in Bengal, in various occupations, have seemingly familiarized
themselves to the Bengalees, yet the former are imperfectly understood,
and distantly associated with by the latter. The language of
Tellingana and other provinces of the Dukhun not being of Sanskrit
origin, is still more strikingly different from the language of Bengal
and the dialects of the upper provinces. The variety obseivable in
their respective habits, and forms of dress and of worship, is by no
means less striking than that of their respective languages, as must
be sufficiently apparent in ordinary intercourse with these people.

3. As to the rules of civil law, similar differences have always
existed. The Dayabhaga, a work by Jimutavahana, treating of
inheritance, has been regarded by the natives of Bengal as of authority
paramount to the rest of the digests of the sacred authorities: while
the Mitakshara, by Vijnaneswara, is upheld, in like manner, through-
out the upper provinces, and a great part of the Dukhun. The natives
of Bengal and those of the upper provinces believe alike in the sacred
and authoritative character of the writings of Manu, and of the other
legislating saints : but the former receive those precepts according to
the interpretation given them by Jli;nutavahana, while the latter rely
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on the explanation of them by Vijnaneswara. The more modern
author, Jimutavahana, has often found occasion to differ from the
other in interpreting sacred passages according to his own views, most
frequently supported by sound reasoning; and there have been thus
created everlasting dissensions among their respective adherents,
particularly with regard to the law of inheritance.*

4. A European reader will not be surprised at the differences
I allude to, when he observes the discrepancies existing between the
Creek, Armenian, Catholic, Protestant, and Baptist churches, who,
though: they all appeal to the same authority, materially differ from
each other in many practical points, owing to the different interpreta-
tions given to passages of the Bible by the commentators they respectively
follow.

5. For further elucidation I here quote a few remarks from
the preface to the translation of the Dayabhaga, and of a part of the
Mitakshara, by Mr. Colebrooke, well known in the literary world,
which are as follows. “It (the present volume) comprehends the
celebrated treatise of Jimutavahana on succession, which is constantly
cited by the lawyers of Bengal, under the emphatic title of Dayabhaga,
or ‘inheritance’; and an extract from the still more celebrated
Mitakshara, comprising so much of this work as relates to inheritance.
The range of its authority and influence is far more extensive than
that of Jimutavahana's treatise, for it is received in all the schools of
Hindu law, from Benares to the Southern extremity of the peninsula
of India, as the chief groundwork of the doctrines which they follow,
and as an authority from which they rarely dissent.” (p. 4.) “The
Bengal school alone, having taken for its guide Jimutavahana's treatise,
which is, on almost evey disputed point, opposite in doctrine to the
Mitakshara, has no deference for its authority.” (p. 4.) “But (between the
Dayabhaga and the abridgments of its doctrities) the preference appeared
to be decidedly due to the treatise of Jimutavahana himself, as well
because he was the founder of this school, being the author of the doctrine
which it has adopted, as bec#use: the subjects which he discusses, are
treated by him with eminent ability and great precision.” (p. 5.) The
following is a saying current among the learned of Bengal, confirming
the opinion offered by Mr. Colebrooke :

=qaeqy ffieqr siwr yrqwmsraTaaT
qrramT e a1 wen o e o

*0f eighteen Treatises on various branches of Hindu Law, written by Jimutvabaans,
that on Inh 06 alone is now generally to be met with.
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“Opinions are said to be of two kinds, one founded on the authority
of the Dayabhaga, and the other opposed to it ; (but) what is opposed to
the Dayabhaga is not approved of by the learned.” :

6. From a regard for the usages of the country, the practice of the
British courts in Bengal, as far as relates to the law of inheritance, has
been hitherto consistent with the principles led down in the Dayabhaga,
and judgments have accordingly been given on its authority in many
most important cases, in which it differs materially from the Mitakshara.
I notice a few important cases of frequent occurrence, which have
been fully discussed, and invariably decided by the judicial tribunals
in Bengal, in conformity with the doctrines of Jimutavahana.

First. If a member of an undivided family dies, leaving no male
issue, his widow shall not be entitled to her husband’s share according
to the Mitakshara : but according to the Dayabhaga, she shall inherit
such undivided portion.’*

Second. A childless widow, inheriting the property of her
deceased hushand, is authorized to dispose of it, according to the
Mitakshara : but according to the Dayabhaga, she is not entitled to
sell or give it away.?}

Third. If a man dies, leaving one daughter having issue, and
another without issue, the latter shall inherit the property} left by

*Mitakshara, Ch. I1, Bec.i, Article 39. ‘‘Therefore it is a scttled rule, that a wedded
wife, being chaste, takes the whole estate of a man, who, being separated from his co-heirs, and not
subasequently reunited with them, dies leaving no male issue.’””

Dayabhaga, Ch. XI, Sec. i, Art. 43. **But, on failure of heira down to the son’s grandson,
the wife, being inferior in pretensions to sons and the rest, because she performs acts spiritually
beneficial to her husband from the date of her widowhood, (and not, like them, from the momens
of their birth,) succeeds to the estate in their default.’

Ditto, ditto, Art. 19 *‘Some reconcile the contradiction, by saying, that the preferable
right of the brother supposes him either to be not saparated or to be reunited ; and the widow's
right of succession is relative to the estate of one who was separated from his co-heirs, and not
reunited with them. (Art. 20). That is contrary to a passage of Vrihaspati.”

tMitakshara, Cb. 11, Sec. xi, Art. 2. **That, which was given by the father, mother, by
the husband, or by a brother; and that, which was presented (to the bride) by the maternal
uncles and the rest (as paternal uncles, maternal aunts, &c.) at the time of the wedding, before
the nuptial fire ; and a gift on a second marriage, or gratuity on account of supersession, as will be
subsequently explained, (*To 8 woman whose husband Marries a second wife let him give an equal
sum as & compensation for the supersession.’) And also property which she may have aqcuired
by inheritance, purchase, partition, seizure, or finding, are denominated by Manu, and the rest,
woman’s property.'’ i

Dayabhaga, Ch. XI, Sec, i, Art. 56 , ‘‘But the wife must only enjoy her husband’s estate
after his demise. Bhe is not entitled to make a gift, mortgage, or sale of it.”

{Mitakshara, Ch. II, Sec, ii., Art. 4. “If the competition be between an unprovided
and an enriched daughter, the unprovided one inherits ; but, on failure of such, the enriched one
sucoeeds,”’ &c. Ch. II, Sec. xi, Art. 13. “Unprovided are such as are destitute of wealth or
without issue.”” Henoce a provided or enriched one, is such as has riches or issue.

Dayabbaga, Ch, X1, Sec. ii, Art. 3. *‘Therefore, the dootrine should be respected, which
Dikshita main namely, that & daughter who §s mother of male isoue, or who is likely
10 Decome 00, is compelent to inherit, not one, who is & widow, or is barren, or fails in bearing male
issuo, or bearing none but daughter or from some other cause.”
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her fatler, according to the Mitakshara ; while the former shall receive
it, according to the Dayabhaga.

Fourth. If a man dies without issue or brothers, leaving a
sister’s son and a paternal uncle, the latter is entitled to the property,
according to the Mitakshara; and the former, according to the
Dayabhaga.*

Fifth. A man, having a share of undivided real property, is not
authorized to make a sale or gift of it without the consent of the rest
of his partners, according to the Mitakshara; but according to the
Dayabhaga, he can dispose of it at his free will.}

Sixth. A man in possession of ancestral real property, though
not under any tenure limiting it to the successive generations of his
family, is not authorized to dispose of it, by sale or gift, without the
consent of his sons and grandsons, according to the Mitakshara ; while,

according to the Dayabhaga, he has the power to alienate the property
at his free will.3

*Mitakshara, Ch. TI, Sec. v. (beginning with the phrase, “‘If there be not even brother’s
son’s, &c.) Art. 4. ‘“‘Here, on failure of the father’s descendants (including father’s son and
grandsons), the heirs are successively the paternal grandmother, the paternal grandfather, the
uncles and their sons.”’

Dayabhaga Ch. XI, Sec. vi, Art. 8. ‘“But, on failure of heirs of the father down to the
great-grandson, it must be understood, that the succession devolves on the father's daughicr's
son (in preference to the uncle.”)

+ Mitakshara, Ch. I, Sec. i, Art. 30. *‘The following passage, ‘separated kinsmen, as
those who are unseparated, are equal in respect of immoveables, for one has not power over the
whole, to make a gift, sale or mortgage,’ must be thus interpreted : among unseparated kinsmen,
the consent of all is indispensably requisite, because on one is fully empowered to make an alienation,
since the estate is in common ; but among separated kindred, the consent of all tends to the faci-
lity of the transaction, by obviating any future doubt, whether they be separate or united ; it
is not required on account of any want of sufficient power in the single owner, and a transaction
is consequently valid even without the consent of separated kinsmen.”

Dayabhaga Ch. II, Sec. xxvii. “For here also (in the very instance of land held in -
commom) as in the case of other goods, there equally exists a property consisting in the power of
disposal at pleasure.”

$Mitakshara, Ch. I, Sec. i, Art. 27. ‘“‘Therefore, it is a settled point, that property, in
the paternal or ancestral estate, is, by birth, (although) the father have independent power in the
disposal of effects other than immoveables, for indispensable acts of duty, and for purposes pre-
seribed by text of law, as gift through affection, support of the family, relief from distress, andso
forth ; bat heissubject to the control of his sons and the rest, in regard to the immovcable estate,
whether acquired by himself or inherited from his father or other predecessor ; since it is ordained,
“Though immoveables or bipeds have ben acquired l')}'hn man himself, a gift or sale of them
should not be made without convenin%‘ull the sons. ey who are born, and they who are yet
unbegotten and they who are still in the womb, require the means of support : no gift or sale
should therefore be made.’ ™ .

Ditto, Ch. I, Sec. v, Art. 10. ‘“‘Consequently, the difference in this ; although he have
a right by birth in his father’s and in his grandfather’s property, still since, he is dependent
on his father, in regard to the paternal estate, and snce the father has a predominant interest,
as it wes acquired by himself, the son must acquiesce in the father's disposal of his own ac-
quired property ; but, since both have indiscriminately a right in the grandfather's estate, the

son has & power of interdiction (if the father be dinsipating the property.)”

Dayabhaga, Ch. IL, Bec. xxviii. *‘But the texts of Vyasa, exhibiting a prohibition, are
intended to show a moral offence, since the fr.mily is distressed by sale, gift, or other tranafer,
which argues a disposition in the person to muke an ill use of his power as owner. They are
not meant fo invalidate the sale or other tranafer.”’ Ditto, Rec, xxvi, and Seo, xlvi,
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7. Numerous precedents in the decisions of the civil courts in
Bengal, and confirmations on appeal by the King in council, clearly
shew that the exposition of the law by the author of the Dayabhaga,
as to the last mentioned point, so far from being regarded as a dead
letter, has been equally, as in other points, recognized and adopted by
the judicial authorities both here and in England. The consequence
has been, that in the transfer of immoveable property the natives of
Bengal have hitherto firmly relied on those judicial decisions as con-
firming the ancient usages of the country, and that large sums of
money have consequently heen laid out in purchase of land with-
out reference to any distinction between acquired and ancestral
property.

8. Opinions have heen advanced for some time past, in opposition
to the rule laid down in the Dayabhaga, authorizing a father to make
a sale or gift of ancestral property, without the consent of his sons and
grandsons. But these adverse notions created little or no alarm ;
since, however individual opinions may run, the general principles
followed by every Government are entirely at variance with the practice
of groundlessly abrogating, by arbitrary decision, such civil laws of a
conquered country as have been clearly and imperatively set forth in
a most authoritative code, long adhered to by the natives, and
repeatedly confirmed, for upwards of half a century, by the judicial
officers of the conquerors. But the people are now struck with a
mingled feeling of surprize and alarm, on being given to understand
that the Supreme Law Authority in this country, though not without
dissent on the Bench, is resolved to introduce new maxims into the
law of inheritance hitherto in force in the province of Bengal ; and
has, accordingly, in comformity with the doctrines found in the
Mitakshara, declared every disposition by a father of his ancestral real
property, without the sanction of his sons and grandsons, to be null
and void.

9. We are at a loss how to recdncile the introduction of this
arbitrary change in the law of inheritance with the principles of justice,
with reason, or with regard Tor the future prosperity of the country :—
it appears inconsistent with the principles of justice ; be.catfse a judge,
although he is obliged to consult his own understanding, in interpreting
the law in many dubious cases submitted to his decision, yet is required
to observe strict adherence to the established law, ?vhere its langu?ge
is clear. In every country, rules determmmg }:he nghts of succession
to, and alienation of property, ﬁrst ongmated either in the
conventional choice of the people, or in the discretion of the highest
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suthority, secvlar or spiritual ; and those rules have been subsequently
established by the common usages of the country, and confirmed by judi-
cial proceedings. The principles of the law as it exists in Bengal having
been for ages familiar to the people, and alienations of landed property
by sale, gift, mortgage, or succession having been for centuries conduc-
ted in reliance on the legality and prepetuity of the system, a sudden
change in the most essential part of those rules cannot but be severely
felt by the community at large ; and alienations being thus subjected to
legal contests, the courts will be filled with suitors, and ruin must triumph
over the welfare of a vast proportion of those who have their chief interest
in landed property.

10. Mr. Colebrooke justly observes, in his Preface to the translation
of the Dayabhaga, that “The rules of succession to property being in their
nature arbitrary, are in all systems of law merely conventional. Admi-

.tting even that the succession of the offspring to the parent is so obvious
as almost to present a natural and universal law, yet this very first rule
is so variously modified by the usages of different nations, that its appli-
cation at least must be acknowledged to be founded on consent rather
than on reasoning. In the laws of one people the rights of primogeniture
are established ; in those of another the equal succession of all the male
offspring prevails ; while the rest allow the participation of the female with
the male issue, some in equal, other in unequal proportions. Succession
by right of representation and the claim of descendants to inherit in the
order of proximity, have heen respectively established in varions nations
according to the degree of favour with which they have viewed those
opposite pretensions. Proceeding from lineal to collateral succession,
the diversity of laws prevailing among different nations, is yet greater,
and still more forcibly argues the arhitrariness of the rules.”’ (page 1.)

I1. We are at a loss how to reconcile this arbitrary change with
reason ; because, any heing capable of reasoning would not, I think,
countenance the investiture, in one person, of the power of legislation

. with the office of judge. In every civilized country, rules and codes
are found proceeding from one authority, and their execution left to
another. Experience shews that unchecked power often leads the
best men wrong, and produces general mischief.

12. We are unable to reconcile this arbitrary change with regard
for the future prosperity of the country ; because the law now proposed,
preventing a father from the disposal of ancestral property, without
the consent of his son and grandson, would immediately, as I observed
before, subject all past transfers of land to legal contest, and would
at once render this large and fertile province a scene of confusion and
- misery. Besides, Bengal has been always remarkable for her riches,
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insomuch as to have been styled by her Muhammadan conquerors
“Junnutoolbelad,”” or paradise of regions; during the British occupa-
tion of India especially, she has been manifoldly prosperous. Any
one possessed of landed property, whether self-acquired or ancestral,
has been able, under the long established law of the land, to procure
easily, on the credit of that property, loans of money to lay out on
the improvement of his estate, in trade or in manufacturers, whereby
he enriches himself and his family and benefits the country. Were
the change which it is threatened to introduce into the law of inheritance
to be sanctioned, and the privilege of disposing of ancestral property
(though not entailed) without the consent of heirs be denied to land-
holders, they being incapacitated irom a free disposal of the property
in their actual possession, would naturally lose the credit they at
present enjoy, and be compelled to confine their concerns to the extent
of their actual savings from their income ; the consequence would be,
that a great majority of them would unavoidably curtail their res-
pective establishments, much more their luxuries, a circumstances
which would virtually impede the progress of foreign and domestic
commerce. Is there any good policy in reducing the native of Bengal
to that degree of poverty which has fallen upon a great part of the
upper provinces, owing, in some measure, to the wretched restrictions
faid down in the Mitakshara, their standard law of inheritance? Do
Britons experience any inconvenience or disadvantage owing to the
differences of legal institutions between England and Scotland, or
between one county of England and another? What would Englishmen
say, were the Court of King's Bench to adopt the law of Scotland, as
the foundation of their decisions regarding legitimacy, or of Kent, in
inheritance ? Every liberal politician will, I think, coincide with me,
when I say, that in proportion as a dependent kingdom approximates
to her guardian country in manuers, in statutes, in religion, and in
social and domestic usages, their reciprocal relation ﬂounsh&s and
their mutual affection increases.

13. It is said that the change pmoposed has forced itself on the
notice of the Bench upon the following premises :—

1st. Certain writings, such as the institutes of Manu and others,
esteemed as sacred by Hindus, are the foundation of their law of in-
heritance. 2ndly. That Jimutavahana, the author of the Dayabhaga,
is but a commentator on those writings. 3rdly. That from these
circumstances, such part of the commentary by Jimutavahana as
gives validity to a sale or gift by a father of his ancestral immoveables,
without the consent of his son and grandson, being obviously at variance

4797
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with sacred precepts found on the same subject, should be rejected,
and all sales or gifts of the kind be annulled. ’

14. I agree in the first assertion, that certain writings received
by Hindus as sacred, are the origin of the Hindu law of inheritance,
but with this modification, that the writings supposed sacred are only,
when consistent with sound reasoning, considered as imperative, as
Manu plainly declares: ‘“He alome comprehends the system of duties,
religious and civil, who can reason, by rules of logic, agreeably to the
Veda, on the general heads of that system as revealed by the holy
sages.” Ch. xii, v. 106. Vrihaspati,, “Let no one found conclusions
on the mere words of Sastras: from investigations without reason,
religious virtue is lost.”’* As'to the second position, I first beg to
ask, whether or not it be meant by Jimutavahana's being styled a
commentator that he wrote commentaries upon all or any of those
sacred institutes. The fact is, that no one of those sacred institutes
bears his comment. Should it be meant that the author of the
Dayabhaga was so far a commentator, that he called passages from
different sacred institutes, touching every particular subject, and
examining their purport separately and collectively, and weighing
the sense deducible from the context, has offered that opinion on the
subject which appeared to agree best with the series of passages cited
collectively, and that when he has found one passage apparently at
variance with another, he has laid stress upon that which seemed the
more reasonable and more conformable to the general tenor, giving
the other an interpretation of a subordinate nature, I readily concur
in giving him the-title of a commentator, though the word expounder
would be more applicable. By way of illustration, I give here an
instance of what I have advanced, that the reader may readily
determine the sense in which the author of the Dayabhaga should be
considered as a commentator.

15. In laying down rules “on succession to the estate of one who
leaves no male issue,” this author first quotes (Ch. xi, page 158) the
following text of Vrihaspati: "In scripture and in the code of law,
as well as in popular practice, a wife is declared by the wise to be half
the body of her husband, equally sharing the fruit of pure and impure
acts. Of him, whose wife is not deceased, half the body survives :
how then should another take his property, while half his person 15
alive? Let the wife of a deceased man, who left no male issue, take
his share notwithstanding kinsmen, a father, a mother, or u.terine
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brother, be present,”” &c. He next cites the text of Yajnavalkya,
(p- 190) as follows :—‘“The wife and the daughters, also both parents,
brothers likewise, and their sons, gentiles, .cognates, a pupil, and a
fellow student : on failure of the first among these, the next in order
is indeed heir to the estate of one, who departed for heaven leaving
no male issue. This rule extends to all persons and classes.” The
author then quotes a text from the Institutes of Vishnu, ordaining
that “‘the wealth of him who leaves no male issue, goes to his wife ; on
failure of her, it devolves on daughters; if there te none, it belongs
to the mother,” &c. Having thus collected a series of passages from
the Institutes of Vrihaspati, Yajnavalkya, and Vishnu, and examined
and weighed the sense deducible from the context, the author offers
his opinion on the subject. ‘‘By this text, (by the seven texts of
Vrihaspati, and by the text of Yajnavalkya,) relating to the order of
succession, the right of the widow, to succeed in the first instance, is
declared.” “Therefore, the widow’s right must be affirmed to extend
to the whole estate.”’ (p. 161.)

16. The same author afterwards notices, in page 163, several
texis of a seemingly contrary nature, but to which he does not hesitate
to give a reconciling interpretation, without retracting or modifying
his own decision. He quotes Sankha and Likhita, Paithinasi, and
Yama, as declaring, “The wealth of a man who departs for heaven,
leaving no male issue, goes to his brothers. If there be none, his
father and mother take it; or his eldest wife, or a kinsman, a pupil,
or a fellow student.”” Pursuing a train of long and able discussion,
the author ventures to declare the subordinancy of the latter passage
to the former, as the conclusion best supported by reason, and most
conformable to the general tenor of the law. He begins saying, (p. 109,)
“From the text of Vishnu and the rest, (Yajnavalkya and Vrihaspati),
it clearly appears, that the succession devolves on the widow, by failure
of sons and other (male) descendants, and this is reasonable; for
the estate of the deceased should go fiist to the son, grandson, and
great grandson.”” He adds, on page 170, pointing out the ground on
which the priority of a son’s claim is founded, a ground which is ap-
plicable to the widow’s case also, intimating the superiority of a
widow'’s claim to that of a brother, a father, &c. ‘‘So Manu declares
the right of inberitance to be founded on benefits conferred. ‘By the
eldest son, as soon as born, a man becomes the father of male issue,
and is exonerated from debt to his ancestor ; such a som, therefore, is en-
tstled to take the heritage.””’ The author next shews, that as the benefits
conferred by a widow on her deceased husband, by observing a life of
austerity, are inferior only to those procured to him by a son, grandson,
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and great grandson, her right to succession should be next to theirs in
point of order, (p. 173.) ‘“‘But, on failure of heirs down to the son’s
grandson, the wife, being jnferior in pretensions to sons and the rest,
because she performs acts spiritually beneficial to her husband from
the date of her widowhood, (and not, like them, from the moment of
their birth,) succeeds to the estate in their default.” He thus concludes :
“Hence (since the wife’s right of succession is founded on reason) the
construction in the next of Sankha, &c., must be arranged by con-
nexion of remote terms, in this manner : ‘The wealth of a man, who
departs for heaven, leaving no male issue, let his eldest (that is, his
most excellent) wife take; or in her default, let the parents take it :
on failure of them, it goes to the brothers.” The terms ‘if there be none,’
(that is, if there be no wife,) which occur in the middle of the text, are
connected both with the preceding sentence ‘it goes to his brothers,’
and with the subsequent one, ‘his father and mother take it.’ For
the text agrees with passages of Vishnu and VYajnavalkya, (which
declare the wife’s right,) and the reasonableness of this has been already
shewn.”” (p. 174.)

17. It is, however, evident that the author of the Dayabhaga
gives here an apparent preference to the authority of one party of the
saints over that of the other, though hoth have equal claims upon his
reverence. But admitting that a Hindu author, an expounder of their
law, sin against some of the sacred writers, by withholding a blind
submission to their authority, and likewise that the natives of the
country have for ages adhered to the rules he has laid down, con-
sidering them reasonable, and calculated to promote their social
interest, though seemingly at variance with some of the sacred authors ;
it is those holy personages alone that have a right to avenge them-
selves upon such expounder and his followers; but no individual of
mere secular authority however high, can, I think, justly assume to
himself the office of vindicating the sacred fathers, and punishing
_spiritual insubordination, by introducing into the existing law an
overwhelming change in thé attempt to restore obedience.

18. In this apparent heterodoxy, I may observe, Jimutavahana
does not stand single. The author of the Mitakshara also has, in
following, very properly, the established privilege of an expounder,
reconciled, to reason, by a construction of his own, such sacred texts
as appear to him, when taken literally, inconsistent with justice or
good sense. Of this, numerous instances might easily be adduced,
but the principle is so invariably adopted by this class of writers, that
the following may suffice for examples. The author of the Mitakshara
first quotes (Ch. I, Sec. iii, Arts, 3 and 4, pp. 263-265) the three
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following text of Manu, allotting the best portion of the heritage to
the eldest brother at the time of partition. ‘“The portion deducted
for the eldest is the twentieth part of the heritage, with the best of
all the chattels; for the middlemost half of that; for the youngest, a
quarter of it.”” “If a deduction be thus made let equal shares of the
residue be alloted ; but if there he no deduction, the shares must be
distributed in this manner ; let the eldest have a double share, and the
next born a share and a half, and the younger sons each a share ; thus
is the law settled.””* The author of the Mitakshara then offers his
opinion in direct opposition to Manu, saying, ‘“The author himself}
has sanctioned an unequal distribution when a division is made during
the father’s life time. ‘Let him either dismiss the eldest with the
best share, &c’} Hence an unequal portion is admissible in every
period. How then is a restriction introduced, requiring that sons
should divide only equal shares? (Art. 4) The question is thus
answered : ‘I'rue, this unequal partition is found in the sacred or-
dinances ; but it must not be practised, because it is abhorred by the
world, (for) it secures not celestial bliss’ ; § as the practice (of offering
bulls) is shunned, on account of popular prejudice, notwithstanding
the injunction, ‘Offer to a venerable priest a bull’or a large goat’ ; and
as the slaying of a cow is for the same reason disused, notwithstanding
the precept, ‘Slay a barren cow as a victim consecrated to Mitra and
Varuna.’”’|| By adverting to the above exposition of the law, we find
that the objection of heterodoxy, if urged against the authority of the
Dayabhaga, is equally applicable to that of the Mitakshara in its full
extent, and may be thus established. 1st. Certain writings, such
as the institutes of Manu and of others, esteemed sacred by Hindus,
are the foundation of the law of inheritance. 2ndly. Vijnaneswara
(author of the Mitakshara) is but a commentator on those writings.
3rdly. Therefore, such part of the commentatry of Vijnaneswara
as indiscriminately entitles all brotheirs to an equal share, being
obviously at variance with the precepts of Manu found on the subject,
should be rejected, and the best and the’largest portion of the heritage
be allotted to the eldest brother, by judicial authorities; according
to the letter of the sacred text. Again, take the Mitakshara, Ch. I,
Sec. I, Art. 30, p. 257. “‘The following passage, ‘Separated kinsmen,

*Manu, Ch. ix, v. 112, v. 116 and 117,
1Yajnavalkya.
$Yajnavalkya.
A passage of Yajnavalkyn, according to the quotation of Mitra Mishra in the
Viramitrodaya, but ascribed to Manu in Balambhatta’s commentary. It has not, however,
been found either in Manu's or Yajnavalkya's Inatitutes.”—(Mr. Colebrooke.)
| Passage of the Veda, '
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as those who are unseparated, are equal in respect of immoveables,
for one has not power over the whole to make a gift, sale, or mortgage;
must be thus interpreted ; ’Among unseparated kinsmen, the consent
of all is indispensably requisite, because no one is fully empowered
to make an alienation, since the estate is in common’; but among
separated kindred, the consent of all tends to the facility of the
transaction, by obviating any future doubt, whether they be separate
or united :-it is not required, on account of any want of sufficient
power in the single owner, and the tramsaction is consequently wvalid
even without the consent of separated kinsmen.”’ Ditto, Ch. I, Sec. 11,
Art. 28, p. 316. ‘‘The legitimate son is the sole heir of his father’s
estate ; but, for the sake of innocence, he should give a maintenance
to the rest.” This text of Manu must he considered as applicable to
a case, wheie the adopted sons (namely, the son given and the rest) ave
disobedient to the legitimate son and devoid of good qualities.”

19. I now proceed to the consideration of the last point, as the
ground on which the change proposed is alleged to be founded. The
judge of its validity we should ascertain whether the interpretations
given by the author of the Dayabhaga, to the sacred texts, touching
the subject of free disposal by a father of his ancestral property, are
obviously at variance with those very texts, or if they are conformable
to sound reason and the general purport of the passages cited col-
lectively on the same subject. With this view I shall here repeat,
methodically, the series of passages quoted by the author of the
Dayabhaga, relating to the ahove point, as well as his interpretation
and elucidation of the same.

20. To shew the independent and exclusive right of a father in
the property he possesses, (of course with the exception of estates
entailed) the author first quotes the following text of Manu. After

the (death of the) father and the mother, the brethren, being assem-
~ bled, must divide equally the paternal estate : For they have not power
over it, while their parents live. Ch. I, Sec. 14 (p. 8). He next quotes
Devala : ‘“When the father is deceased, let the sons divide the father’s
wealth ; for soms have not ownership while the father is alive and free
from defect.”” Ch. I, Sec. 18 (p. 9.) After a long train of discussion,
the author appeals to the above texts as the foundation of the law he
has expounded, by saying, “Hence the text of Manu, and the rest (as
Devala) must be taken as shewing, that sons have not a right of owner-
ship in the wealth of the living parents, but in the estates of both
when deceased.”” Ch. I Sec. 30, (pp. 13 and 14.)

21. To illustrate the position that the father is the sole and in-
dependent owner of the property in his possession, whether self-
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acquired or ancestral, the author thus proceeds: ‘““A division of it
does not take place without the father’s choice ; since Manu, Narada,
Gotama, Baudhayana, Sankha, and Likhita, and others (in the
following passages, ‘they have not power over it’; ‘they have not
ownership while their father is alive and free from defect’; ‘while he
lives if he desires partition’; ‘partitions of heritage by consent of the
father, ; ‘partition of the estate being authorized while the father is
living," &c.) declare without restriction, that sons have not a right to
any part of the estate while the father is living, and that partition awaits
his choice : for these texts, declaratory of a want of power and requiring
the father's comsemt, must relate also to property ancestral, since the
same authors have not separately propounded a distinct period for the
division of an estate inherited from an ancestor.’’ Ch. II, Sec. 8 (p. 25).
The circumstances of the partition of estates being entirely dependent
on the will of the father, and the son’s being precluded from demanding
partition while the father is alive, sufficiently prove that they have
not any right in the estate during his lifetime ; or else the soms, as
having property in the estate jointly with the father, would have been
permitted to demand partition. Does not common sense abhor the
system of a son’s being empowered to demand a division between
himself and his father of the hereditary estate? Would not the birth
of a son with this power, be considered in the light of a curse rather
than a blessing as subjecting a father to the danger of having his
peaceable possession of the property inherited from his own father or
other ancestor disturbed ?

22. The author afterwards reasons on those passages that are
of seemingly contrary authority ; first quoting the text of Yajnavalkya,
as follows. ‘‘The ownership of father and son is the same in land
which was acquired by his father, or in a corrody, or in chattels”.
He adopts the explanation given to this text by the most learned, the
ancient Udyota, affirming that it “properly signifies, as rightly ex-
plained by the learned Udyota, that, when one of two brothers, whose
father is living, and who have not received allotments, dies leaving a
son, and the other survives, and the father afterwards deceases, the
text, declaratory of similar ownership, is intended to obviate the con-
clusion, that the surviving son alone obtains his estate, because he is
next of kin. As the father has ownership in the grandfather’s estate ;
so have his sons, if he be dead.”” Ch. II, Sec. 9, p .25. The author
then points out, that such interpretation given to the text, as declares
the claims of a grandson upon the estate of his grandfather equal to
those of his father, while the father is living, is palpably objection-
able ; for, if sons had ownership during the life of their father, in two
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brothers, one of whom has male issue, and the other has mnone, the
children of that one would participate, since (according to the opposite
opinion) they have equally ownership.”” Ch. II, Sec. II (p. 26). He
next quotes Vishnu : ‘‘when a father separates his sons from himself,
his will regulates the division of his own acquired wealth. But in the
estate inherited from the grandfather, the ownership of father and sons
is equal.” Upon this text the author of the Dayabhaga justly remarks
in the following terms. “This is very clear ; when the father separates
his sons from himself, he may by his own choice, give them greater or
less allotments, if the wealth were acquired by himself : but not so, if it
were propeity inherited from the grandfather, because they have an
equal right to it. The father has not in such case an unlimited discre-
tion.” Ch. II, Sec. 17 (p. 27). That is, a father dividing his property
among his sons, to separate them from himself during lifetime, is not au-
thorized to give them of his own caprice, greater or less allotments of his
ancesttal estate, as the phrase in the above text of Vishnu, “when a
father separates his sons from himself,”” &c., prohibits the free disposal
by a father of his ancestral property only on the occasion of allotments
among his sons to allow them separate establishments. The author now
conclusively states, that ‘“Hence (since the text becomes pertinent, by
taking it in the sense above stated, or because there is ownership restii-
cted by law in respect of shares, and not an vnlimited discretion), both
opinions, that the mention of like ownership provides for an equal division
between father and son in the case of property ancestral, and that it
establishes the son’s right to 1equire partition, ought to be rejected.”
Ch. II, Sec. 18 (p. 27).

23. The author, thirdly, quotes Yajnavalkya. “The father is
master of the gems, pearls and corals, and of all (other moveable
property), but neither the father, or the grandfather, is so of the whole
immoveable estate ;”’ and points out the sense conveyed by the term
“the whole,”” found in the above passage, saying, ‘Since here also
it is said the ‘whole,’ this prohibition forbids the gift or other alienation
of the whole, because (immovéables and similar possessions are) means
of supporting the family.” (Ch. II, Sec. 23). That is, the father is
likewise master of the ancestral estate, though not of the whole of it,
implies that a father may freely dispose of a part of his ancestral es-
tate, even without committing a moral offence. This passage of
Yajnavalkya, cited by the opposite party, who deny to the father the
power of free disposal of ancestral estates, runs, in a great measure,
against them, since it disapproves a sale or gift by a father only of the
whole of his ancestral landed property, while his sons are living, with-
holding their consent.
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24. To justify the disposal by a father, under particular circum-
stances, even of the whole of his ancestral estate, without incurring a
moral offence, the author adds, (Ch. II, Sec. 26.) ‘“‘But if the family
cannot he supported without selling the whole immoveable and other
property, even the whole may be sold or otherwise disposed of as appears
from the obvious sense of the passage, and because it is directed, that
'‘a man should by all means preserve himself ;’’ and because a sacred
writer positively enjoins the maintenance of one’s family by all means
possible, and prefers it to every other duty, ‘“‘His aged mother and
father, dutiful wife, and son under age, should be maintained even by
committing a hundred unworthy acts.®* Thus directed Manu.” wvide
Mitakshara, Ch, II. Manu positively says : ‘“A mother, a father, a wife,
and son shall not be forsaken ; he, who forsakes either of them, unless
guilty of a deadly sin, shall pay six hundred panas as a fine to the king.”
(Ch. VIII, ». 389).

25. He, fourthly, quotes two extraordinary texts of Vyasa, as
prohibiting the disposal, by a single parcener, of his share in the im-
moveables, under the notion that each parcener has his property in
the whole estate jointly possessed. These texts are as follow: ““A
single parcener may not, without consent of the rest, make a sale or
gift of the whole immoveable estate, mnor of what is common to the
family.”” ‘‘Separated kinsmen, as those who are unseparated, are
aqual in respect of immoveables: for one has not power over the whole
to give, mortgage, or sell it.”” Upon which the author of the Daya-
bhaga remarks, Ch. II. Sec. 27 : “It should not be alleged that by the
texts of Vlyasa one person has not power to make a sale or other transfer
of such property. For here also (in the very instance of land held in
sommon) as in the case of other goods, there equally exists a property
‘onsisting in the power of disposal at pleasure.”” That is, a partner
has, in common with the rest, an undisputed property existing either
in the whole of the moveables, and immoveables, or in an undivided
portion of them ; he, therefore, should not be, or cannot be, prevented
irom executing at his pleasure, a transfer of his right to another by a
sale, gift, or mortgage of it.

26. In reply to the question, what might be the consequence of
lisregard to the prohibition conveyed by the above texts of Vyasa?
‘he author says: ‘“but the texts of Vyasa exhibiting a prohibition,
ire intended to shew a moral offence; since the family is distressed
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by a sale, gift or other transfer, which argues a disposition in the person
to make an ill use of his power as owner. They are not meant to in-
validate the sale or other transfer.”” (Ch. II, Sec. 28.) A partner is
as completely a legal owner of his own share, (eithe:r divided or tu-
divided) as a proprietor of an entire estate; and consequently a sale
or gift executed by the former, of his own share, should, with reason,
be considered equally valid, as a contract by the latter of his sole estate.
Hence prohibition of such transfer being clearly opposed to common sense
and ordinary usage, should be understood as only forbidding a derelic-
tion of moral duty, committed by those who intringe it, and not as in-
validating the transfer.

27. In adopting this mode of exposition of the law, the author
of the Dayabhaga has pursued the course frequently inculcated by
Manu and others; a few instances of which I beg to bring briefly to
the consideration of the reader, for the full justification of this author.
Manu, the first of all Hindu legislators, prohibits donation to an un-
worthy Brahman in the following terms—"Let no man, apprised of
this law, present, even water to a priest, who acts like a cat, nor to
him who acts like a bittern, nor to him who is unlearned in the Veda.”
(Ch. IV, v. 192.) Let us suppose that in disregard to this prohibition
a gift has been actually made to one of those priests; a question then
naturally arises, whether this injunction of Manu's invalidates the
gift, or whether such infringment of the law only renders the donor
guilty of a moral offence. The same legislator, in continuation, thus
answers ; ‘‘Since property, though legally gained, if it be given to either
of those three, becomes prejudicial in the next world both to the giver
and receiver.” (v. 193.) The same authority forbids marrying girls
of certain descriptions, saying, “Let him not marry a girl with reddish
hair, nor with any deformed limb, nor one troubled with habitual
sickness, nor one either with no hair or with too much, nor one im-
moderately talkative; nor one with inflamed eyes.” (Ch. III, v. 8)
Although this law has been very frequently disregarded, yet no voidance
of such a marriage, where the Leremony has been actually and regularly
performed, has ever taken place ; it being understood that the above
prohibition, not being supported by sound reason, only involves the
bridegroom in the religious offence of disregard to a sacred precept.
He again prohibits the acceptance of a gratuity, on giving a daughter
in marriage naming every marriage of this description ““Asura,” as
well as declaring an Asura marriage to be illegal ; but daughters given
in marriage, on receiving a gratuity have been always considered as
legal wives, though their fathers are regarded with contempt, as guilty
of a deadly sin. The passages above alluded to are as follow : (Manu :)
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‘“But even a man of the servile class ought not to receive a gratuily when
he gives his daughter in marriage ; since a father, who takes a fee on
that, occasion, tacitly sells his daughter.’”” (Ch. IX, ». 98.) ‘““When
the bridegroom, having given as much wealth as he can afford to the
father and paternal kinsmen and to the damsel herself, takes her
voluntarily as his bride; that marriage is named ‘“‘Asura’” (Ch. III,
v. 31.) ‘“‘But in this code, three of the five last are held legal, and two
illegal, the ceremonies of Pisachas and Asuras must never he performed.”
(Ch. III, v. 25.)

28. The author finally quotes the following text: ‘“Though
immoveables or bipeds have been acquired by a man himself, a gift
or sale of them (showld) not (be made) by him, unless convening all the
sons’’; and he proceeds affirming, ‘““So likewise other texts as this,
must be interpreted in the same manner (as before). For the words
‘should’ and ‘be made’ must necessarily be understood.”” (Ch. II,
Sec. 29.) That is, there is a verb wanting in the above phrase “a gift
or a sale not by him,” consequently ‘“should’’ or “ought”” and “be
made’’ are necessarily to be inserted, and the phrase is thus read : “A
gift or sale should not be or ought not to he made by him,”’ expressing
a prohibition of the free disposal by a father even of his self-acquired
immoveables. This text also, says the author, cannot be intended to
imply the invalidity of a gift or sale by a lawful owner; but it shews
a moral offence by breach of such a prohibition : ‘“Since the family
is distressed by a sale, gift, or other transfer, which argues a disposition
in the person to make an ill use of his power as owner.”” Moreover,
as Manu, Devala, Gotama, Baudhayana, Sankha, and Likhita, and
others represent a son as having no right to the property in possession
of the father, in the plainest terms, as already quoted in para. 2I, no
son should be permitted to interfere with the free disposal by the
father of the property he actually possesses. The author now con-
cludes the subject with this positive decision: ‘‘Therefore, since it is
denied that a gift or sale should be made, the precept is infringed by
making one. But the gift or transfer i not null ; for a fact cannot
be altered by a hundred texts.” (Ch. II, Sec. 30.)

29. In illustration of this principle it may be observed, that a
man legally possessed of immoveable property (whether ancestral or
self-acquired) has always been held responsitle and punishable ag
owner, for acts occurring on his estate, ot a tendency hurtful to the
peace of his neighbours or injurious to the community at large. He
even forfeits his estate, if found guilty of treason or similar crimeg,
though his sons and grandsons are living who have not connived at
his guilt. In case of default on his part in the discharge of revenus
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payable to Government from the estate, he is subjected to the privation
of that property by public sale under the authority of Government.
He is, in fact, under these and many other circumstances, actuglly
and virtually acknowledged to be the lawful and perfect owner of his
estate ; a sale or gift ty him of his property must therefore stand valid
or unquestionable. Sacred writings although they prohibit such a sale
or gift as may distress the family, by limiting their means of sub-
sistence, cannot alter the fact, nor do they nullify what has been
effectually done. I have already pointed out in the 37th paragraph
the sense in which prohibitions of a similar nature should be taken,
according to the authority of Manu, which the reader is requested not
to lose sight of. Mr. Colebrooke judiciously quotes (page 32) the
observation made by Raghunandana (the celebrated modern expounder
of law in Bengal) on the above passage of the Dayabhaga, (‘A fact
cannot be altered by a hundred texts,’”’) which is as follows: “If a
Brahman be slain, the piecept ‘Slay not a Brahman’ does not annul
the murder ; nor does it render the killing of a Brahman impossible.
What then? It declares the sin.”” Admitting for a moment that this
sacred text (quoted in the Mitakshara also) be interpreted conformably
to its apparent language and spirit, it would be equally opposed to the
argument of our adversaries, who allow a father to be possessed of
power over his self-acquired property ; since the text absolutely denies
to the father an independent power even over his self-acquired im-
moveables, declaring, “Though immoveables and bipeds have heen
acquired by a man himself.” &c., &c. In what a strange situation is
the father placed if such be really the law ! How thoroughly all power
over his own possessions is taken away, and his credit reduced !

30. The author quotes also two passages from Narada, as
confirming the course of reasoning which he has pursued, with regard
to the independence claimable by each of all the co-heirs in a joint
property. The passages above alluded to are thus read : ‘‘When
there are many persons sprung from one man, who have duties apart
and transactions apart, and gre separate in business and character,
if they be not accordant in affairs, should they give or sell their own
shares, they do all that as they please; for they are masters of their
own wealth.”” (Ch. II, Sec. 31.)

31. After 1 had sent my manuscript to the Press, my attention
was directed to an article in the “Calcutta Quarterly Magazine, No. VI,
April—June, 1825, being a Review of Sir F. W. McNaghten’s Con-
siderations on Hindu Law. In this essay I find an opinion offered by
the writer tending to recommend that any disposal by a father of his
ancestral immoveables should be nullified, on the principle that we
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ought ““to make that invalid which was considered immoral.” (p. 25)
I am surprised that this unqualified maxim should drop from the pen
-of the presumed reviewer, who, as a scholar; stands very high in my
estimation, and from whose extensive knowledge more correct judg-
ment might be expected. Let us, however, apply this principle to
practice, to see how far, as a general rule, it may be safely adopted.

32. To marry an abandoned female, is an act of evil moral
example : Are such unions to be therefore declared invalid, and the
offspring of them rendered illegitimate ?

To permit the sale of intoxicating drugs and spirits, so injurious
to health, and even sometimes destructive of life, on the payment of
duties publicly levied, is an act highly irreligious and immoral : Is
the taxation to be, therefore, rendered invalid and payments stopped ?

To divide spoils gained in a war commenced in ambition and
carried on with cruelty, is an act immoral and irreligious: Is the
partition therefore to be conmsidered invalid, and the property to be
replaced ? _

To give a daughter in marriage to an unworthy man, on account
of his rank or fortune, or other such consideration, is a deed of mean
and immoral example : Is the union to be therefore considered invalid,
and their children illegitimate ?

To destroy the life of a fellow-being in a duel, is not only immoral,
but is reckoned by many as murder : Is not the practice tacitly ad-
mitted to be legal, by the manner in which it is overlooked in courts of
justice ?

33. There are of course acts lying on the border of immorality,
or both immoral and irreligious; and these are consequently to be
considered invalid : such as the contracting of debts by way of gamb-
ling, and the execution of a deed on the Sabbath day. The question
then arises, how shall we draw a line of distinction between those
immoral acts that should not be considered invalid, and those that
should be regarded as null in the eye of the law? In answer to this
we must refer to the common law and the established usages of every
country, as furnishing the distinctions admitted between the one class
and the other. The reference suggested is, I think, the sole guide
upon such questions; and pursuant to this maxim, I may be per-
mitted to repeat, that according to the law and usages of Bengal,
although a father may be charged with breach of religious duty, by a
sale or gift of ancestral property at his own discretion, he should not
be subjected to the pain of finding his act nullified ; nor the purchaser
punished with forfeiture of his acquisition. However, when the
author of the Review shall have ‘succeeded in inducing British legis-
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lators to adopt his maxim, and declare that the validity of every act
shall be determined by its consistence with morality, we may then
listen to his suggestion, for applying the same rule to the Bengal Law
of Inheritance. :

34. The writer of this Review quotes (in p. 221) a passage from
the Dayabhaga, (Ch. II, Sec. 76,) ‘‘Since the circumstance of the
father being lord of all the wealth, is stated as a reason, and that
cannot be in regard to the grandfather’s estate, an unequal distribution,
made by the father, is lawful only in the instance of his own acquired
wealth.”” He then comments, saying, ‘‘Nothing can be more clear than
Jimutavahana’s assertion of this doctrine.”” But it would have
been still more clear, if the writer had cited the latter part of the sen-
tence obviously connected with the former; which is that, ‘‘Ac-
cordingly Vishnu says, ‘When a father separates his sons from himself
his own will regulates the division of his own acquired wealth. But in
the estate inherited from the grandfather, the ownership of father
and son is equal.’”’ That is, a father is not absolute lord of his an-
cestral property, (as he is of his own acquired wealth,) when occupied
in separating his sons from himself during his life. This is evident
from the explanation given by the author of the Dayabhaga himself,
of the above text of Vishnu, in Sec. 56, (Ch. II,) ‘“The meaning of
this .passage is, ‘In the case of his own acquired property, whatever
he may choose to reserve, whether half or two shares, or three, all that
is permitted to him by the law ; but not so in the case of property
ancestral ;’ as well as from the exposition hy the same author of
this very text of Vishnu, in Sec. 17, (Ch. II,) already fully illustrated
as applicable solely to the occasion of partition, (vide para. 22, p. 27.)

35. It would have been equally clear as desirable, because
conclusive, if the writer of the article had also quoted the following
passage of the Dayabhaga touching the same subject (Ch. II, Sec.
46.) ‘‘By the reasoning thus set forth, if the elder brother have two
shares of the father’s estate, how should the highly venerable father
being the natural parent of the brothers, and COMPETENT TO SELL,
GIVE, OR ABANDON THE PROPERTY, and being the root of all connection
with the gramdfather’s estate, be not entitled, in like circumstances, to
a double portion of his own father’s wealth?"

36. In expounding the following text of Vajnavalkya, ‘“The
- father is master of the gems, pearls, and corals, and of all (other move-
able property), but neither the father, nor the grandfather, is so of
the whole immoveable estate’’; the author of the Dayabhaga first
-observes, (Ch. 1I, Sec. 23,) “Since the grandfather is here mentioned,
the text must relate to his effects.” He then proceeds, saying, “Sifice
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here also it is said ‘the whole,’ the prohibition forbids the gift or other
alienation of the ‘whole,’””’ &c.; and thus concludes the section (24) :
“For the insertion of the word ‘whole’ would be unmeaning (if the gift
of even a small part were forbidden.)” The author of the Dayabhaga
does not stop here; but he lays down the following rule in the suc-
ceeding section already quoted, (26.) ‘“‘But if the family cannot be
supported without selling the whole tmmoveable and other property,
even the whole may be sold or otherwise disposed of : as appears from
the obvious sense of the passage, and because it is directed, that ‘a
man should by all means preserve himself.”’ ‘Here Jimutavahana
justifies, in the plainest terms, the sale and other disposal by a father |
of the whole of the estate inherited from his own father for the main-
tenance of his family or for self-preservation, without committing
even a moral offence : but I regret that this simple position by
Jimutavahana should not have been adverted to by the writer of the
article while reviewing the subject.

37. To his declaration, that “Nothing can be more clear than
Jimutavahana’s assertion of this doctrine,”” the reviewer adds the
following phrase : ‘“‘And the doubt cast upon it by its expounders, Raghu-
nandana, Sri Krishna Tarkalankara and Jagannatha, is wholly
gratuitous. In fact, the latter is chiefly to blame for the distinction
between illegal and invalid acts.”” It is, I think, requisite that I should
notice here who these three expounders were, whom the writer charges
with the invention of this doctrine; at what periods they lived ; and
how they stood and still stand in the estimation of the people of Bengal.
To satisfy any one on these points, I have only to refer to the accounts
given of them by Mr. Colebrooke, in his preface to the translation of
the Dayabhaga. In speaking of Raghunandana, he says, “It bears
the name of Raghunandana, the author of the Smriti-tatwa, and the
greatest authority on Hindu Law in the province of Bengal” ‘““The
Daya-tatwa, or so much of the Smriti-tatwa as relates to inheritance,
is the undoubted composition of Raghunandana; and in deference
to the greatness of the author’s name, and the estimation in which his
works are held among the learned Hindus of Bengal, has been through-
out diligently consulted and carefully compared with Jimutavahana's
treatise, on which it is almost exclusively founded.” (p. vii.) “Now
Raghunandana’s date is ascertained at about three hundred years
from this time,” &c. (p. xii.) Mr. Colebrooke thus introduces Sri
Krishna Tarkalankara: ‘“The commentary of Sri Krishna Tarkalan-
kara on the Dayabhaga of Jimutavahana, has been chiefly and pre-
ferably used. This is the most celebrated of the glosses on the text.
Its authority has been long gaining ground in the schools of law
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throughout Bengal ; and it has almost banished from them the othes
expositions of the Dayabhaga; being ranked in general estimation,
next to the treatises of Jimutavahana and of Raghunandana.” (p. vi.)
“The commentary of Maheswara is posterior to those of Chudamani
and Achyuta, both of which are cited in it; and is probably anterior
to Sri Krishna’s or at least nearly of the same date.”” (p. vii.) In the
note at foot he observes, ‘‘Great-grandsons of both these writers were
living in 1806.”” Hence it may be inferred, that Sri Krishna Tarkalan-
kara lived above a century from this time. Mr. Colebrooke takes
brief notice of Jagannatha Tarkapanchanana, saying, ‘A very ample
compilation on this subject is included in the Digest of Hindu Law,
prepared by Jagannatha, under directions of Sir William Jones, &c.”
(p. ii). The last mentioned, Jagannatha, was universally acknowledged
to be the first literary character of his day, and his authority has nearly
as much weight as that of Raghunandana.

38. Granting for a moment that the doctrine of free disposal by
a father of his ancestral property is opposed to the authority of
Jimutavahana, but that this doctrine has heen prevalent in Bengal
for upwards of three centuries, in consequence of the erroneous ex-
position of Raghunandana, “the greatest authority of Hindu law in the
province of Bengal” by Sri Krishna Tarkalankara, the author of “‘the
most celebrated of the glosses of the lext,” and hy the most learned
Jagannatha ; yet it would, I presume, be generally considered as a
most rash and injurious, as well as ill advised, innovation, for any
administrator of Hindu Law of the present day to set himself up as
the corrector of successive expositions, admitted to have been received
and acted upon as authoritative for a period extending to upwards
of three centuries back.

39. In the foregoing pages my endeavour has been to show that
the province of Bengal, having its own peculiar langnage, manners
and ceremonies, has long enjoyed also a distinct system of law. That
the author of this system has greatly improved on the expositions
followed in other provinces &f India, and, therefore, well merits the
Apxefer.ence accorded to his exposition by the people of Bengal. That
the discrepancies existing amongst the several interpretations of legal
texts are not confined alone to the law of disposition of property by
a father, but extend to other matters. That in following those ex-
positions which best reconcile law with reason, the author of the
Bengal system is warranted by the highest sacred authority, as well
as by the example of the most revered of his predecessors th'e author
of the Mitakshata ; and that he has been eminently successful in his
attempt at so doing, more particularly by unfetteriug propertv. and
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declaring the principle, that the alienator of an hereditary estate is
only morally responsible for his acts, so far as they are unnecessary,
and tend to deprive his family of the means of support. That he is
borne out in the distinction he has drawn between moral precepts, a
disregard to which is sinful, leaving the act valid and legal, and ab-
solute injunctions, the acts in violation of which are null and void.
If I have succeeded in this attempt, it follows that any decision
founded on a different interpretation of the law, however widely that
exposition may have been adopted in other provinces, is not merely
retrograding in the social institution of the Hindu community of
Bengal, mischievous in disturbing the validity of existing titles to
property, and of contracts founded on the received interpretation of
the law, but a violation of the charter of justice, by which the ad-
ministration of the existing law of the people in such matters was
secured to the inhabitants of this country.
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NO. I
HINDOO LAW OF INHERITANCE

* Extract from a letter published in the Bengal Hurkaru of the 20th Septom-
ber, 1830, relating to the power of a Father over Ancestral Property.

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru and Chronicle.

WiLL you do me the favour of inserting the following lines in a
corner of your valuable paper, as the insertion of them will be the means
of dispersing the darkness which the author of the Eassy on the Rights
of Hindu Law, has thrown on the minds of those who believe the accuarcy
of the work in question, as well as of reviving the memory of your judicial
readers on the subject of right and wrong, as expounded by the Hindu
Legislators.

At the perusal of the observations contained in the Essay, I re-
gret to say that 1 found almost all of them are repugnant to the laws
and customs of the country and community, for which I would venture
to discuss of those points, though I am perfectly aware, that he, (the
learned “author,) through his critical powers, is competent to set aside
the true sense of the law, and to insert his own; but I hope your
judicial readers will easily perceive the repugnancy in comparing
them with Messrs. Colebrooke and Macnaghten’s publications of the
Hindu Law.

With regard to the father's power in alienating the ancestial
landed property, which is treated of by the learned author, I will say
nothing more at present, than that it is discussed by Mr. Macnaghten
in his Principles and Precedents of the Hindu law: but I wish to
know, Mr. Editor, does it follow from the doctrine of Jimutavahana,
cited by the learned author, that a father has power to alienate the
whole of the ancestral landed estate, or is it only applicable to the
case when alienations aie made? If the former be asserted, how can
the doctrines®* of Jimutavahana, Srikrishma Tarcalancara, Raghu-

*‘The prohibition is not against donation, 6r 6ther transfer of a small part incompatible
with the support of the family. But, if the family cannot be supported without selling the
whole immoveable and other property, even the whole may be sold, or otherwise diazouxf of."
“If there be no land or other permanent property, but only jewels or similar valuables, he is
not authorised to expend the whole.”’ ‘‘And as appears from the word ‘whole’ repeatad:in
that text, the gift of all the precious stones, ls, and the like, inherited from the grand.
futher; is.wot immoral, but a gift of the wh ‘immomhle property is an offence."”
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nandana, Jagannath Tarcapanchanana, and others, whose works are
current in Bengal, be reconciled ? But, on the other hand, if the latter
supposition be proved to be correct, how can it be inferred, that,
according to the Dayabhaga, the father has power to alienate the
ancestral real property, as said by the learned author.

He, (the learned author,) exhibiting some ordinances regarding
marriage, taxation, partition, and so forth, has made some hints on
Sir F. W. Macnaghten’s Considerations of the Hindu Law, for his
adverting that “to make that invalid which was considered immoral.”
Mr. Editor, if according to the opinion of the learned author, it be
considered as a general rule, that whatsoever alienations are made,
they cannot be nullified, then should we not without hesitation say,
that a sale without ownership, (that is, a sale by an individual who
has no title to that which he has disposed of,) is not invalid ? If it be
argued that a father, according to the doctrines of Jimutavahana, has
an independent power over ancestral real property, and can dispose
of the whole of it at his free will, then what is to become of this
doctrine : “What is bailed for delivery, what is lent for use, a pledge,
joint property, a deposit, a son, a wife, and the whole estate of a man
who has issue living.” Narada. ‘“The prohibition of giving away
is declared to be eightfold : a man shall not give joint property, nor
his son, nor his wife, without thesr assent in extreme necessity, nor a
pledge, nor all his wealth, if he have issue living, &c.” Vrihaspats.
“A wife or a son, or the whole of a man’s estate, shall not be given
away or sold without the assent of the persons interested ; he must
keep them himself.”” Catyayana ?

In conclusion, 1 beg the favour of your judicious readers to see
how far the Hindoo I.aw allows a father to alienate the patrimonial
immoveables, and what are alienable.

Your most obediently,
A HINDOO.

.
No. II.

Reply to the above, published in the Hurkaru of the
24th September, 1830.

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru and Chronmicle.
© AN article in your journal of the zoth instant, under the signature
of “A HINDooO,” offering some remarks on an Essay lately published
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by me on Inheritance, having been brought to my notice, I beg to ex--
press the gratification it affords me to find that the subject excites:
the putlic attention due to its importance; for it is reasonable to
hope that truth will be speedily elicited by fair and impartial enquiry,
and the ruinous effects of error be consequently averted.

I have endeavoured to establish “the full control of Hindus over
their ancestral property according to the law of Bengal.”” In support
of this position, I ask permission to quote the unequivocal authority
of Jimutavahana himself, the author of the Dayabhaga.

First. After citing the text of Manu in Ch. I., Sec. 14, the author
offers his opinion (Sec. 15.) ‘‘The text is an answer to the question,
why partition among sons is not authorised while their parents are
living ; namely, ‘‘because they have not ownership at that time.”
He denies them (Sec. 16,) even dependent right in the property in
possession of the father. The author then reasons in Sec. 1g—*‘Besides,
if sons had property in their father’s wealth, partition would be de-
mandable even against his consent ; and there is no proof, that property
is vested by birth alome; nor is birth stated in the law as means of
acquisition.”” He concludes the subject in Sec. 30, saying—'‘Hence
the text of Manu and the rest (as Devala) must be taken as shewing,
that some have not a right of ownership in the wealth of the living
" parents, but in the estate of both when deceased.”

The author of the Dayabhaga applies the same authorities, and the
same reasoning to property, ancestral, in Ch. II, Sec. 8, quoting passages
of Manu, Narada, Gotama, Baudhayana, Sankha, and Likhita, &c.,
he affirms that these passages ‘“‘declare without restriction, that soms
have not a right to any part of the estate while the father is living, and that
partition awaits his choice : For these texts declaratory of a want of
power, and requiring the father's comsent, must relate also to property
ancestral ; since the same authors have not separately propounded
a distinct period for the division of an estate inherited from an ancestor.”

Secondly. After thus establishing the exclusive and independent
ownership of a father_ in the property self-acquired and ancestral, the
author of the Dayabhaga defines, in the plainest language, what sort
of power is attached to ownership. “‘For here also (in the very instance
of land held in common) as in the case of other goods, * there equally '
exisls a property consisting in the power of DISPOSAL AT PLEASURE.”
(Sec. 27.) Again: “By the reasoning thus set forth, if the elder brother
have two shaies of the father’s estate, how should highly venerable
father, being the natural parent of the brothers, competent to sell, give,
or abandon the property, and being the root of all connexion with the
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grand-father’s estate be not entitled, in like circumstances, to a double
portion of his own fathers’ wealth?”’ (Sec. 46.)

_ Thirdly. To reconcile the power of free disopsal by a father of
property, whether self-acquired,* ancestral or held in common, with
such moral precepts as prohibit such a disposal, through consideration
towards the rest of the family ; the author of the Dayabhaga abhorring
the idea of invalidating a sale or gift actually completed by a lawful
and independent owner of his own property, proceeds, saying, “‘But
the texts of Vyasa exhibiting the prohibition, are intended to shew a
moral offence ; since the family is distressed by a sale or gift or other
transfer, which argues a disposition in the person to make an ill use
of his power as owner. They are not meant to invalidate the sale or
other transfer,’ (Sec. 28.)} He again repeats the same maxim with
great explicitness in the succeeding Section, (30th,) conformably to
the doctrines often inculcated by Manu himself, as noticed in my little
Essay, (para, 28, pp. 34, 35.) ‘‘Therefore, since it is denied that a
gift or sale should be made, the precept is infringed by making one.
But the gift or transfer s not null for a fact cannot be altered by a
hundred texts.”

For the reason stated by the author, in Section 28th, ‘‘since the
family is distressed by a sale, gift, o1 other transfer,” it is evident
that a father or a partner subjects himself to a moral offence by the
full disposal of all his property, provided his family be thereby in-
volved in distress; but if the family consists of wealthy persons, and
do not experience distress from such disposal, no moral offence can
be charged to him; nor is he considered guilty of a bieach even of
moral duty, should he dispose of the whole property in his possession
for the maintenance of the family or self-preservation, ordained to be
incumbent upon manm, as is obvious from the following quotation.
“But if the family cannot be supported without selling the whole im-
moveable and other property, even the whole may be sold, or otherwise
disposed of, as appears fiom the obvious sense of the passage, and

*“Though immoveables or bipeds have been acquired by a man himself, a gift or sal
of them should not be made by him, unless convening all the sons,”’ Cited in the Dayab
Ch. 11, Bec. 29, p. 32, “and the whole estate of 8 man who has issue living,’’ should not be
posed of. Narada.*“A man shall not give joint property,’” &c. &c. Vrihaspati.

8o scriptural precepts and prohibitions are sometimes received as morally and legall

binding such as Matthew, Ch. V. v. 32, prohibiting divorcement of a wife without infidelity o
"her ; and.v, 84, prohibiting oaths of all kinds, obeyed by Quakers, both morally as
Mly ; but in some instances they are received as inculcating only moral duty, such as v, 4!
#“¥rom him that would borrow of thee, turn not thou away’’; and the very Eiibiﬁon of oatl
is (lmndd by Christians of other denominations, and their administra legally enforoe:
.le: same of the most eminent lawyers declare clui-tianity to be part and pum{of Britin

1
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because it is directel that ‘a man should by all means preserve him-
gelf.’”  (Sec. 26.)

Fourthly. In his interpretation of such passages as apparently
limit the powe:r of a father with regard to his ancestral property, the
author of the Dayabhaga treats them as applicable only in the instance
of a father's separating his soms from himself during life, with allot-
ments of the property, and nof to amy other occasion; and thus he
positively ailows to the father the free disposal ot his ancestral property
on all other occasions. Vide Dayabhaga, Ch. IT, Secs. 15, 16, 19, &c.,
&c.

As a calm enquiry into the meiits of a literary question need not
call forth the least unfriendly feeling amongst those who happen to
espot se opposite views of the subject, it seems to me desirakle that
we should divest ourselves of Jisguise, and be fairly known to the
putlic by onr real names. I beg therefore to subsciibe myself,

Your most ohedient servant,
Sept. 23rd, 1830. RAMMOHUN ROY.

NO. III.

®
Extract from a Letter published in the Bengal Hurkaru of the
5th October, 1830, relating to the power of a Father over
Amcestral Property.

THE learned author denied any limited power of the father over
ancestral real property in his Essay, (page I1,) “4 man in his possession
of ancestral real property, though not under anv tenure limiting it to
the successive generations of his family, has the power to alienate the
property at his free will ;”’ but I am happy to find in his communi-
cation, that he, after some arguments partidlly admits it in these words :
“In his interpretation of such passage as apparently limit the power
of a father with regard to his ancestral property, the author of the
Dayabhaga treats them as applicable only in the instance of a father's
separating his sons from himself during life with allotments of the pro-
perty, and not to any other occasion; and thus he positively allows
to the father the free disposal of his ancestral property on all other occa-
sions.”” Hence I beg to enquire, is not the learned author’s doctrine
evident, that a father has not an unlimited power to make an unequal
partition of the partimonial landed estate with his sons? If so, how
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should we admit, by parity of reason, that the author of the Dayabhaga
“positively allows to the father free disposal of his ancestral property on
all other occasions,” as declared by the learned author? But we should
rather reconcile the doctrine of the Dayabhaga (“‘they are not meant
to invalidate the sale or other transfer’’) by alleging that if a father
- infringe the law, and give or sell his patrimonial immoveables for religious
purposes, the act cannot be nullified ; but if he disposes of it for civil
affairs, the transfer is invalid.

Authorities :—“Even the king should not, in breach of law, give
nnmoveable property for civil purposes, but he may give land or the
like for rehgwus uses; a gift of land without the assent of sons and
the rest, is not consonant to duty, therefore arbitrators may think it
has the appearance of a contract not made; consequently it is an
established rule, according to Misra, that a gift of his whole estate by
a man, who has issue living, is invalid, without the assent of the persons
interested. But this suposes gifts for civil, not for religious cases,
“since it is recorded in Puranas and other works, that Harischandra and
others gave their whole property for religious purposes. Be it any-
how in regard to the whole of 2 man’s estate acquired by himself ; but
the gift of what has descended from an ancestor, by a man who has a
son living, is void, because he has not independent power over that
property ; for Narada declazes null a gift made by one who is not’
an  independent owner, and the law quoted by Vachaspati,
Bhattacharya, and Raghunandana, declares a father not to be
independent.” Jagannatha Tarcapanchanana.

But if it is argued, that in former times many kings have given
-their whole kingdoms to a son, assigning some alimony for their own
male issue, and are not such gifts for civil purposes? To this I humbly
beg to reply, that a gift by a king for civil affairs is valid, provided he
should not leave his family starving. Authorities :—Smriti: “All
subjects are dependent ; the king alone is free.”” The last text is attri-
buted to Vyasa by Jimutdvahana and herein Raghunandana follows
him. “What exceeds the food and clothing required by the members
~of the family, who are entitled to maintenance, .as above mentioned,
may be given away, otherwise the family wanting food and clothing, in
consequence of more being given, the donor’s conduct is not virtuous.”
Jagannatha,

‘ It becomes material to enquire, whether a man possessing his
ancestral property, is competent to give away the whole of it by will
in favour of a son, leaving other sons under maintenance, or is he under
the control of his sons, and is the will null and void? Mr. Colebrooke
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‘observes, that, “ a last will and testament is unknown to the Hindu
Law ;’’ but it has been introduced in this country since the establish-
ment of the Buitish power, and we only admit its validity, wherein we see
no discrepancies with the Hindu Law The term ‘“‘will’”’ may, in some
cases, be explained as the deed of partition, and in others as the deed of
gift ; but when the term singifies a deed of partition, we ought not to
declare that it is valid, for the father has not an independent power
to make an unequal partition of the patrimony, as is clearly proved
by the learned author. If we define it as a deed of gift, then we must
proceed to point out the law of the gift ; the term “gift’’ means consti-
tuting the donnee’s property after annulling the previous right of the
donor, and the English Law on the subject of the will and testament has a
different interpretation. Therefore, it appears” not ‘‘inconsistent with
the principles of justice,”’ for a judge to consult his own understanding,
in a case of dubious point. Manu :—"Let him fully consider the
nature of truth, the state of the case, and his own person; and next,
the witnesses, the place, the mode, and the time, firmly adhering to
all the rules of practice.”” Vrihaspati :—" A decision must not be
‘made solely by having recourse to the letter of written codes; since,
‘if no decision were made according to the reason of law, (‘or according
to immemorial usage ; for the word yuktsr admits both senses,’) there
might be a failure of justice.”

At all events it must be confessed, that the learned author has
taken too much liberty with the Chief Justice to assert “‘that the
supreme authority in this country is resolved to introduce new
maxims into the Law of inheritance, hitherto in force in the province
‘of Bengal; and has accordingly, in conformity with the doctrines
found in the Mitakshara declared every disposition by a father of his
ancestral real property, without the sanction of his sons and grand-
sons, to be null and void.”” By the late decision which the Chief
Justice has passed in a case pending in the Supreme Court, and which
“has given rise to the Essay by the learned author, no new maxim has
been introduced, and no custom of Bengal has been infringed.

In the concluding part of his communication, the learned author
"desires ‘‘that we should divest ourselves of disguise, and be fairly
-known to the - public by our real names’; and with this view he
subscribes his own name. I should have no objection to gratify this
desire, had not I known that my name would be of no consequence to
"the public, and would add but little weight to the positions I have
advanced. If, however, my assertions be correct, (and I leave them
to be decided by your judicious readers), the end of my writing,
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which was to ascertain the truth of these important questioms, is
accomplished. :

I am,

Sir,
‘ Your most obedient servant,
October 1st, 1830. A HINDOO.

NO. 1V.

Reply to the above, published in the Hurkaru of the
13th October, 1830.

—

. To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru and Chronicle.
SIR,

Another article on the Hindu Law of Inheritance, under the
signature of “A HiNpoo,” having appeared in your Journal of the
5th instant, I beg to offer a few remarks on the matters therein
comprised.

Your learned correspondent has filled a large space with the
illustration of his views as to the term ‘“‘woman’s property,’’ a subject
which is entirely foreign to the main point in question,® ‘‘the full
control of Hindus over their ancestral property, according to the law of
Bengal,” and which may, therefore, be separately discussed, without
distracting the attention of the reader, by mingling the one with the
other : under this impression I deem it proper that these two different
positions should be divided, and my present reply be confined to the
subject at issue.

Your learned correspondent first states, that although in my

. Essay I ascribed to a father the power of free disposal of his ancestral
property, yet in my reply, dated the 24th ultimo, I have partially
admitted limitation by saying, that’‘“in his interpretation of such
-passages as apparently limit the power o a father, with regard to his
ancestral property, the author of Dayabhaga treats them as applicable
only in the instance of a father’s separating his sons from himself,
during life, with allotments of the property, aud not to any other
.eccasion.” To rectify this misapprehension, I beg to refer the reader

"# Therefore otitted as irrelevent, but afterwards snswered separately.
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to my Eseay para, 22, p. 29, where he will find a precisely corresponding.
statement in these terms : ‘‘As the phrase in the above text of Vishnu,
‘when a father separates his sons from himself,’ prohibits the fiee disposal
by a father, of his ancestral property, only on the occasion of allot-
ments among his sons, to allow them separate establishments,’” Is it
not evident that I have equally, in my Essay and in the Appendix,
maintained the doctrine, that according to the Dayabhaga, a sale,.
gift, or other transfer by a father of his ancestral property, is legally
valid ; and that while separating his sons from himself during life, a
father should give them equal portions of the property derived from
his ancestots? So much for the charge of inconsistency.

In answer to the query advanced by your learned correspondent,
“how should we admit, by partly of reason, that the author of the
Dayabhaga positively allows to the father free disposal of his ancestral
property on all other occasions,’”’ I beg to bring again to the recollection
of the reader some of the passages of the Dayabhaga itself, Chap II.
Secs. 8, 27, and 46, (quoted by me in the Appendix, page 52, line 19,)
manifestly permitting the free disposal by a father of his ancestral
property.

Supported by the text of Vishnu, “when a father separates his
sons, &c.,”’ (Chap. II, Sec. 16,) the author of the Dayabhaga declares
such sacred passages as seemingly limit the power of a father touching
his ancestral estate, to be applicable only in the instance of a father’s
separating his sons from himself during life, and not to any other
occasion ; and thus excepts from the general rule this instance only,
saying ‘‘or the meaning of the text (cited in Sec. g) may be, as set forth
by Dhareswara, a father, occupied in giving allotment al his pleasure,
has equal ownership with sons in the paternal grandfather’s estate.
He is not privileged to make an unequal distribution of it at his choice,
as he is in regard to his own acquired property.” (Chap. II, Sec, 15.)
The author of the Dayabhaga proceeds still further, and applies the
above limitation of the power of a father over his ancestral property
only to such a father as is designated by the appellation of “sssue of
the sosl”’ in the following language :—'‘The text before cited (Sec, 9) .
declaratory of the equal ownership of father and son, must be ex-
plained as intending & father who was (Kshetriya) sssuc of the soél or
wife.”’ That is, a son of two fathers, or begotten by appointment.
Hence, according to the latter exception, the limitation of a father's

is applicable only to such a father as is called tssue of the sotl,
now rarely to be found ; while, according to the former, the limitation
is applied only to the time of separation by a father of his sons from
Pimeelf with ellotments, This alternative decidedly proves, that ‘n
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all other instances the Dayabhaga positively allows to the father the:
free disposal of his ancestral equally with his self-acquired property.

A sale or other transfer by the father, of the whole ancestral and
self-acquired property, for the support of the family, for the per-
formance of indispensable religious rites, as a part of domestic duty,
or for self-preservation, is declared by the author of the Dayabhaga
&0 be consistent with the sacred texts; hence, in such cases, he
attaches no moral offence to the father for so doing, saying, “But if
the family cannot be supported without selling he whole immoveable
and other property, even the whole may be sold or otherwise disposed
of ; as appears from the obvious sense of the passage, (quoted in Ch. II,
Sec. 22,) and because it is directed that a man should by all means himself.”’
But such sale or other transfer as occasions distress to the family and -
is consequently prohibited by the sacred texts inculcating moral duty,
subjects the doer, according to the Dayahhaga, to the reproach of a
moral offence, though the sale or transfer actually made by a lawful
owner must stand valid—'‘But the texts of Vyasa (cited in Sec. 27,)
exhibiting a prohibition, are intended to shew a moral offence since the
family is distressed by a sale, gift, or other transfer, which argues a
disposition in the person to make an ill use of his power as owner.
They are not meant to invalidate the sale or other transfer,” (Sec. 28).
Hence an attempt to reconcile the doctrine thus laid down in the
Dayabhaga, with that recently proposed in opposition to the plainest
language and the obvious purport of that work, is but an effort to upset
the authority of the universally acknowledged law long prevailing
throughout Bengal. As to the particulars of the precepts which should
be considered as only morally binding, and those that are both legally
and morally binding, I beg to refer the readers to my Essay, pages 29,
30, 31, par. 23, 24, 25, 26 ; and to the Appendix, No. II, note 2nd,
page 53. ' ' '

Under the head of *“Authorities,”” (not specified,) your learned
correspondent inserts the following passage: ‘‘Even the king showld
not, in breach of law, give immoveable property for civil purposes,”
&c.. In the succeeding paragraph he conditionally admits a gift by
a king, even for civil purposes, saying, that “a gift by a king for civi}
affairs is valid, provided he should not leave his family starving.”
Vour learned correspondent immediately afterwards quotes: ‘All
subjects are dependent, the king alome is free,”’ in opposition to both
the preceding assertions. I trust your learned correspondent does
not mean, by the above text, to establish that all subjects have a
dependent right in their lawful possessions, and that the king is

pnvileged to take or give away at his pleasure While ascertaining
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the real doctrine of the author of the Dayabhaga, as to the power of a
father over ancestral property, your learned correspondent does not
quote a single passage from that author, but he quotes Misra, who is
well-known to have opposed the author of the Dayabhaga in this and
other points. ,

Your learned correspondent finally quotes Jagannatha on the
subject at issue in these terms: “What exceeds food and clothing
required by the members of the family who are entitled to mainte-
nance, as above-mentioned, may be given away ; otherwise the family
wanting food and clothing, in consequence of more being given, the
donor’s conduct is not virtuous.” Pray, Mr. Editor, does not
Jagannatha exactly follow the author of the Dayabhaga, by main-
taining the doctrine, that if the family is distressed by a gift, the
donation thus performed attaches moral offence to the domor?

In the concluding part of his letter, your learned correspondent
introduces the subject of a last Will or Testament. I hope I may be
able to spare a few hours shortly for the consideration of this point :
in the meantime,

I remain your most obedient servant,

October 12, 1830. RAMMOHUN ROY.

NO. V.

Continuation of the above Reply, published in the ‘“Bengal Hurkaru”
of the 21st October, 1830.

— e e e e

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru and Chronicle.
SIR,

Your learned correspondent, “A HiND0O’’ introduces the subject
of a last Will and Testament in his letter which appeared in your
journal of the 5th instant, questioning the validity of such instruments,
on the authority of the following language of Mr. Colebrooke: “A
last Will and Testament is unknown to the Hindu Law, but it has been
introduced in this country simce the establishment of the British power,
and we only admit its validity wherein we see no discrepancies with
the Hindoo Law.” I much regret that Mr. Colebrooke, an eminent
scholar, and diligent student of Hindu Law, while offering the above
opinfon, should have overlooked the very first part of the gloss on the
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Dayabhaga, by Sri Krishna, which he ‘“chiefly and preferably used,”’
and which, in the preface to his translation of that work, (page 6,) he
_characterises as ‘‘the most celebrated of the glosses on the text.”
“Its authority has been long gaining ground in the schools of law
throughout Bengal, and it has almost banished from them the other
‘expositions of the Dayabhaga, being ranked, in general estimation,
‘next after the treatises of Jimutavahana and of Raghunandana.”
The passage I allude to is to be found in that celebrated gloss, ex-
‘pounding the purport of Sec. 38, Ch. I. of the Dayabhaga.

Nor does this learned gentleman seem to have recollected his
own translation of the same passage, which runs in these words :
“But when he, for the sake of obviating disputes among his sons,
determines their 1espective allotments, continuing, however, the
exercises of power over them, that is not partition, for his property
still subsists, since there has been no relinquishment of it on his part.
Therefore the use of the term partition, in such an instance, is lax and
indeterminate.’ That is, in this instance the father does not separate
his sons from himself with allotments; he only declares what certain
portion of his property each son is to enjoy immediately after the
extinction of his ownership by death, civil or natural ; such previously
determined division, therefore, cannot in reality be styled partition
during the life of the father, which implies separation, and consequently
does not fall within that only case in which his privileges over ancestral
property are restricted.

To shew the priority of Sri Kiishna’s era to the British conquest
of India, I beg to refer to the Preface to the translation of the Daya-
bhaga, by Mr. Colebrooke, (page 7, and the note therein contained,)
giving an account of the probable periods at which Sri Krishna and
some other commentators of the Dayabhaga lived. They shew clearly
that Sri Krishna, whose authority is esteemed next to that of Jim-
utavahana, existed and died before the establishment of British power
in India. How then, Mr. Editor, could Sri Krishna declare the law
on the point, if the practice of a father’s prescribing the manner of
distributing his property after his ownership should be extinct, was
unknown at his time ?

So the celebrated Radhamohan Vidyavachaspati, while treating
of previously determined partition by a father, quotes the followmg
passage :—" “With regard to debts, ploughing, stipulation, previous
partition of property, and other transactions, whatever was determined
by a father becomes incumbent upon his sons after his demise.”” This
‘system of pre-detenmnatxon of allotments has been in most frequent
use in Bengal from time immemorial; insomuch, that few fathiers,
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possessed both of prudence and of property, have omitted a practice
so.effectually calculated to obviate future contentions in their family.
Aged: persons of respectability can still be found to certify this fact.
Besides, historical works in Sanskrit manifestly shew the frequency of
this practice among eminent princes and celebrated characters, some
soon, others long hefore their retirement or death. I may, perhaps,
on a future occasion, have sufficient command of time to prepare a
list of conspicuous instances; but, for the present, I beg to refer the
reader to the Ramayana and the Maha Bharata, works commonly
read, and highly revered by the Hindu community at large.

Your learned correspondent observes that I have taken too much
liberty with the Chief Justice, and that I was not correctly informed
as to the particulars of the decision passed in the case pending in the
Supreme Court, which gave rise to the late Essay by me, a charge
which, I beg to declare, is without foundation, since neither in the
Essay nor in the Appendix, can any expression, I venture to affirm,
be found that borders on disrespect towards his Lordship; and to
vindicate the information I have been furnished with, I may be per-
mitted to appeal to every Barrister of the Court, who had an opportu-
nity of being acquainted with the opinions expressed, and which I
have endeavoured to combat.

I fully concur with your learned correspondent in the assertion,
that “a Judge may consult his own understanding in a case of dubious
point.”” I, at the same time, trust your learned correspondent will
condescendingly agree with me, when I repeat that “a Judge is required
to observe strict adherence to the established law, where its language
is clear,”” like that of the Dayabhaga.

I remain, Mr. Editor,
Your most obedient servant,
RAMMOHUN ROY.
October 2o¢h, 1830.

Extract from a Letter published in the Bengal Hurkaru and in the Herald
of 7th Nov. 1830, relating to the power of a father over Amcesival
Projm'ty

 In his second communication the learned author, to establish his
own doctrine, that a father, according to the Dayabhaga, has power
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to alienate the ancestral real property at his free will, referred the
reader to the passages of the Dayabhaga, Chap. II, Secs. 8, 27, and 46,
and those of his own Essay. The passages of the Dayabhaga, above
referred to, do not manifestly admit the free disposal by a father of
his ancestral pioperty; for the first passage denotes only that the
partition of ancestral property cannot take place while the father is
living, withovt his consent and choice ; the second does not disable a
coparcener from alienating his own share of joint property; and the
last enjoins that a father shall have two shares at a partition in his
life time. To prove this, I beg to refer ychr readers to the above
passages themselves.

The learned author, in order to support his opinion, repeatedly
quotes the passage ot the Dayabhaga, Sec. 28, Chap. II, (“They are
not meant to invalidate the sale or other transfer.””) To refute this,
I can at once say that that passage does not enjoin, that a father has
power to alienate his ancestral property, as declared by him, but it is
meant to shew the validity of a sale, or like alienation by a co-parcener
of his own share, as is clearly evident from the following passages of
Sricrishna Tarcalancara, the Commentator of the Dayabhaga.—
“Since there is not a general property of the whole, a community of
rights, consisting in there being numerous owners to the same thing,
does not exist : and community signifies only the state of not being
separated. But here it is the notion of the author of the Dayabhaga,
who maintains a several right to a part vested in each person, that
nothing prevents a donation or other transfer of the coparcener’s own
share, even before paitition, since a common property is already vested
in him.” Vide Dayabhaga, page 32, Annotation 28.

The learned author, from a passage of Sricrishna Tarcalancara,
commenting on Sec. 38. Chap. I. of the Dayabhaga, infers that the
will is not foreign to the Hindu Law. To this, at present, I can only
reiterate that it is unknown to the law in question, and the passage®
itself confirms my observations, for it only exhibits the power of the
father in determining the shares of his sons, and that determination
is termed Bhacta Vibhaga, and it does not admit the father’s unlimited
power over ancestral real property. '

As, however, the learned author observes, that a last will or
testament is not foreign to the Hindu Law, I shall be greatly obliged
by his shewing the corresponding Sanmscrit term for ltestament, testator,

*“But when the father, for the sake of obviating disputes among his sons, determines
their respective allotments, continuing, however, the exercise of power over them, that is not
pertition ; for his property still subsists, since there has been no relinquishment of it on his
port. Therefore, she use of the term partition, in such an instance, is lax and indeterminate.”
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legacy, legatee, and executor, in any of the Hindu Iaw works. When
the learned author shall point out the above corresponding terms, I
shall then endeavour to prove that his censures against those learned
persons, the Honourable the Chief Justice and Mr. Colebrook, are
unjust, and void of reason. In the meantnne, I beg to conclude, Mr.
Editor, and remain,

Your obedient servant,

A HiNDoo.
Novesmber 2, 1830.

NO. VII,

Reply to the above, published in the Hurkaru of the 15th
November 1830.

V' To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru and Chronicle.
SIR,

Your learned correspondent, under the signature of “A Hinpoo,”
has recurred to the subject of Inheritance, in his communication of
the 2nd instant, beginning by citing the passages of the Dayabhaga,
(Chap. II, Secs. 8, 27, and 46,) quoted by me in my Appendix. He then
proceeds to say, that “‘the passages of the Dayabhaga, above referred
to, do not manifestly admit the free disposal by a father of his ances-
tral property; for the fiist passage denotes only that the partition
of the ancestral property cannot take place while the father is living,
without his consent and choice ; the second does not disable a copar-
cener from alienating his own share of joint property, and the last enjoins
that a father shall have two shares at a partition in his lifetime.”” I am,
therefore, obliged to recite those passages severally, and leave the reader
to judge.

In the first passage, (Chap. II, Sec. 8,) the author of the Dayabhaga,
after quoting the texts of Manu and others, affirms that these anthors
“declare, without restriction, that sons have not a right lo amy part of
the estate while the father isliving, and that partition awaits his choice ; for
these texts, declaratory of want of power, and requiring the father’'s con-
sent, MUST RELATE ALSO TO PROPERTY ANCESTRAL, since the same authors
have not separately propounded a distinct period for the division of an
estate inherited from an ancestor.” I would now ask if the soms, as
appeass clearly by this passage, have no right to'any part of the father’s
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property ancestral or acquired, has not the father the sole right in that
property > And is not this something more than a mere declaration,
that “partition of ancestral property cannot take place while the father
is living, without his consent and choice,” as affirmed by your learned
correspondent ? The author of the Mitakshara is of the contrary opi-
nion, that sons have a right to the ancestral property, even while the
father is living; and wpon this ground he denies the father’s power
of disposal of ancestral property without the consent of his sons, saying,
“In such property, which was acquired by the paternal grandfather,
through acceptance of gifts, or by conquest or other means, (as commerce,
agriculture, or service,) the ownership of father and son is notorious ; and
THEREFORE, partition does take place. For, or because the right is equal
or altke ; THEREFORE, partition ts not resiricied lo be made by the father's
chotce ; nor has he a double share.”” Mitakshara, Chap. I, Sec. 5, Art. 5.

The second passage quoted by me, and referred to by your learned
correspondent, (Chap. II, Sec. 27,) is as follows : “For here also, (in the
very instance of land held in common,) as in the case of other goods,
there equally exists a property consisting in power of disposal at pleasure.”
I beg to suhmit whether this passage does only declare the validity of
the disposal of land, held in common by a parcener, as noticed by your
learned correspondent ; or does it, as T contend, define ownership, with
regard to land held in common, as equally with that in goods to conm-
sist in the power of disposal at pleasure ?

I now proceed to the 3rd passage alluded to by your learmed
correspondent, (Chap. II, Sec. 46.) which tbus runs ; ‘“By the reasoning
thus set forth, if the elder brother have two shares of the fathei’s estate,
how should the highly venerable father, heing the natural parent of the
brothers, and competent to sell, give or abandon the property, and being
the root of all connexion with the grandfather’'s estate, be not entitled, in
like ciicumstances, to a double portion of his own father’s wealth ?”’
1 may here again safely appeal to the reader, whether this passage
merely ‘‘enjoins, that a father shall have two shares at a partition in
his life time,”” as alleged by your learned correspondent ; or whether it
does not entitle a father to a double share of his ancestral property
while separating his sons fiom himself, on the ground that he is possessed
of the power “to sell, give, or abandon the property, and is the root of all
connexion with the grandfather’s estate?”’ -

. -His next remarks apply to the Section 27, Chap. IT, containing the
following texts of Vyas, (“A single parcener may not, without consent
of the rest, make a sale or gift of the whole immoveable estate, nor of
what is. common to the family’’ : ‘‘separated kinsmen, as those who
are .nseparated, are equal in respect of immoveables : for one has
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not power over the whole to give, mortgage, or sell it”), and also, to
the Section 28th, quoted by me, (‘“But the texts of Vyasa, exhibiting a
prohibition, are intended to shew a moral offence, since the family is
distressed by a sale, gift, or other transfer, which argues a disposition
‘in the person to make an ill use of his power as owner. They are not
meant to invalidate the sale or other transfer’’). With reference to
these quotations, your learned correspondent observes, “‘I can at once
say that that passage does not enjoin, that a father has power to alienate
his ancestral property ; but it is meant to shew the validity of a sale
or like alienation by a parcener of his own share.’

I first beg to be permitted to bring to the notice of your learned
correspondent the terms ‘‘Kinsmen,” ‘‘separated”’ or ‘‘unseparated,”
whom the latter texts of Vyasa, quoted above, prohibit from disposing
of immoveables at their free will; and then to ask, whether this text
(equally with that preceding it, forblddmg a parcener from disposing
of property held in common), is not represented by the author of the
Dayabhaga (in Sect. 28), as “‘shewing a moral offence’” in disregard to
the prohibition, and ‘‘not meaning to invalidate the sale or other
transfer” ? The term “Kinsmen” is well explained in Dr. Wilson’s
Dictionary, enumerating a father, grandfather, great grandfather,
&c. among kinsmen. Hence, a father, according to the Dayabhaga,
may dispose of immoveables, subjecting himselt, in certain cases, to
the blame of moral offence, in like manner as a parcener may dispose
of his undivided share. Your learned correspondent may now be
pleased to say candidly, how far his conclusion, that the above passage
(28) only shews “the validity of a sale or like alienation “‘by a co-par-
cener of his own share,’’ is accurate ?

As to the quotation from Shree Krishna, by your learned cor-
1espondent, it relates to the doctrine maintained by the author of the
Dayabhaga, that a several nght to a part is vested in each parcener,
and that each has not property in the whole ; and thus Shree Krishna
justifies a sale or gift by a partner of his share, without at all lnmtmg
the power of a father over ancestral property.

. I quoted in my last communication, a passage from the com-
mentary of Shree Krishna, and another from that of the late Radha-
mohun, shewing that the practice of making a will was known to the
Hindoo Law, without any attempt, on my part, to prove by inference
from this separate and distinct subject of enquiry, a father’s un-
restricted power over ancestral property—I ‘may,. therefore, be .per-
-mitted to observe, that your learned correspondent might have dis-
pensed with the assertion, that the passage ‘“‘does not admit the



father’s unlimited power over ancestral property.” It was not cited
“as so doing.

Your learned correspondent admits that the passage of Shree
Krishna ‘“exhibits the power of the father, in determining the shares
of his sons, and that determination is termed ‘Bhakta Vibhaga,” or .
partition in a loose sense; since the father still continues the exercise
of power over those predetermined allotments. But he wishes me to
point out the corresponding Sanskrit terms for testament, testator,
&c. used in English, in connection with a last will, In reply, I beg to
observe, that since the will is termed Bhakta Vibhaga, or partstion,
in a loose sense, the Sanskrit terms relating to Will must bear the names
compounded with ‘partition,”” such as ‘‘Bhaga Lekha” a will,
“Vibhakta”” a testator, “Vibhakta” legacy, ‘“Bhagee” Ilegatee.
Niyogekrit” executor, and so forth, all in a loose sense, but in common
use. I remain in haste,

Your most obedient servant,
Nov. 13, 1830. RAMMOHUN ROY,

P, 8.—You may, perhaps, hear from me again before quitting the River.

No. VIII.
Published in the Bengal Hurkaru of the 23rd November, 1830.

To the Editor of the Bengal Hurkaru and Chromicle.
SIR,

I pID, or rather could, not until yesterday, read with attention
that part of a letter which appeared in your journal of the sth ultimo,
under the signature of “a Hindoo,” which relates to the subject of
“Streedhan,” or woman’s property. Your learned correspondent en-
quires “whether the publication of the Essay (by me) is intended only
.- to shew the discrepancies betwixt the Mitakshara and Dayabhaga,
or to point out the laws current in Bengal and Benares” ? Vour learned
correspondent then adds, “If the former supposition be correct, I can
recommend the learned author to say as he pleases; but, on the other
hand, if the latter be just and proper, then I beg to refer to the doctrines
of Balam Bhatta, Mitra Misra, Camalakar, and other Western writers
~and commentators.” In reply to the query, I beg leave to state that
the Essay in question was written expresaly with a view to shew die-
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crepancies between the doctrines maintained by the Dayabhaga and
those inculcated in the Milakshara, and for the satisfaction of you:
learned correspondent, I quote the language of the Essay on this very
subject. “Judgments have accordingly been given on its (Dayabhaga’s)
authority, in many most important cases, in which it differs materially
from the Mitakshara,”’ (page 8, par. 6.) Now, your learned correspon-
dent can have no objection to the assertion I made as to the differences
existing between the Dayabhaga and the Mitakshara, with regard to
‘““woman’s property,”’ as he has in one of the alternatives ‘‘recommended”’
me ‘““to say’’ as ‘I please.”

I fully agree with your learned correspondent as to the encroachments
gradually made by the modern Hindoo Law expounders, on the rights
of females, laying stress upon shallow reasoning and unconnected passages
~-a fact which I noticed in a pamphlet published by me in 1822, in these
terms, “To compare the laws of female inheritance, which they (the
ancients) enacted, and which afforded that sex the opportunity of the
enjoyment of life, with that which moderns and our contemporaries
have gradually introduced and established, to theit complete privation,
directly or indirectly, of most of those objects that render life agreeable.”

I shall be most happy to make an attempt, on a future occasion,
to illustrate this subject. In the mean time,

I remain, your very obedient servant,
RAMMOHUN ROY.
Kedgeree, November, 19, 1830.
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INTRODUCTION

DuRING the intervals between my controversial engagements
with idolaters as well as with advocates of idolatry, I translated several
of the ten Upanishads, of which the Vedanta or principal part of the
Vedas consists, and of which the Sariraka-Mimansa, commonly called
the Vedanta-Darsana, composed by the celebrated Vyasa, is expla-
natory ; I have now taken the opportunity of further leisure to publish
a translation of the Mundaka-Upanishad. An attentive perusal of
this as well as of the remaining books of the Vedanta will, I trust
convince every unprejudiced mind, that they, with great consistency,
inculcate the unity of God ; instructing men, at the same time, in the
pure mode of adoring him in spirit. It will also appear evident that
the Vedas, although they tolerate idolatry as the last provision for
those who are totally incapable of raising their minds to the contem-
plation of the invisible God of nature, yvet repeatedly urge the
relinquishment of the rites of idol-worship, and the adéption of a purer
system of religion, on the express ground that the observance of
idolatrous rites can never be productive of eternal beatitude. These
are left to be practised by such persons only as, notwithstanding the
constant teaching of spiritual guides, cannot be brought to see pers-
picuously the majesty of God through the works of nature.

The public will, I hope, be assured that nothing but the natural
inclination of the ignorant towards the worship of objects resembling
their own nature, and to the external forms of rites palpable to their
grosser senses, joined to the self-interested motives of their pretended
guides, has rendered the generality of the Hindoo community (in
defiance of their sacred books) devoted to idol-worship,—the source
of prejudice and superstition and of the total destruction of moral
principle, as countenancing criminal intercourse,® suicide,} female
murder,} and human sacrifice. Should my labours prove in any
degree the means of diminishing the extent of those evils, I shall ever
deem myself most amply rewarded.

*Vide Detonge of Hindoo Thesm,
t Vide Introduction to the Kena-Upanishad.
t Vide Treatise on Widow-burning.






THE
MUNDAKA-UPANISHAD
OF THE

ATHARVA-VEDA

BranMmA, the greatest of celestial deities, and executive creator
and preserver of the world, came into form ; he instructed Atharva,
his eldest son, in the knowledge 1especting the Suprelﬁe Being, on
which all sciences rest. Atharva communicated formerly to Angira
what Brahma taught him : Angira impaited the same knowledge to
one of the descendants of Bharadwaja, culled Satyavaha, who conveyed
the doctrine so handed down to Angiras. Saunaka, a wealthy house-
holder, having in the prescribed manner approached Angiras, asked,
Is there any being by whose knowledge alone the whole universe may
be immediately known? He (Angiras) then replied : Those who have
a thorough knowledge of the Vedas, say that it should be understood
that there are two sorts of knowledge, one superior, and the other
inferior. There are the Rig-veda, Ya-jur-veda, Sama-veda, and
Atharva-veda, and also their subordinatc paris, consisting of Siksha or
a treatise on pronunciation, Kalpa or the science that teaches the
details of rites according to the different branches of the Vedas,
Vyakarana or grammar, Nirukta or explanation of the Vedas, Ch’handas
or prosody, and Jvotisha or astronomy : which all belong to the inferior
kind of knowledge. Now the superior kind is conveyed by the Upa-
nishads and is that through which absorption into the eternal Supreme
Being may be obtained. That Supreme Being, who is the subject of
the superior learning, is beyond the apprehension of the senses, and
out of the reach of the corporeal organs of action, and is without origin,
colour, or magnitude, and has neither eve nor ear, nor has he hand or
foot. He is everlasting, all-pervading, omnipresent, absolutely incor-
poreal, unchangeable, and it is he whom wise men consider as the
origin of the universe. In the same way as the cobweb is created
and absorbed by the spider fndependently of exterior origin, as vege-
tables proceed from the earth, and hair and nails from animate creatures,
so the Universe is produced by the eternal Supreme Being.
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From his omniscience the Supreme Being resolves to create the
Universe. Then nature, the apparent cause of the world, is produced
by him. From her the prior operating sensitive particle of the world,
styled Brahma, the source of the faculties, proceeds. From the
Sfaculties the five elements are produced ; thence spring the seven divisions
of the world, whereon ceremonial rites, with their consequences, are
brought forth. By him who knows all things, collectively and dis-
tinctly, whose knowledge and will are the only means of all his actions,
Brahma, name, and form, and all that vegetates are produced.

End of the first Section of the 1st Mundakam.

e et

Those rites,* the prescription of which wise meu, such as Vasishtha,
and others found in the Vedas, are truly the means of producing good
consequences. 'They have been performed in various manners by three
sects among Brahmans, namely, Adhvaryu, or those who are well versed
in the Yajur-veda ; Udgata, or the sect who know thoroughly the Sama-
veda ; and Hota, those Brahmans that have a perfect knowledge of the
Rig-veda. You all continue to perform them, as long as you feel a
desire to enjoy gratifications attainable from them. This practice of
performing rites is the way which leads vou to the benefits you expect
to derive from your works.

Fire being augmented when its flame waves, the observer of rites
shall offer oblations to deities in the middle of the waving flame.

If observance of the sacred fire be not attended with the rites
required to be performed on the days of new and full moon, and during
the four months of the rains, and in the autumn and spring ; and be
also not attended with hospitality and due regard to time or the
worship of Vaiswadeva, and be fulfilled without regard to prescribed
forms, it will deprive the worshipper of the enjoyments which he might
otherwise expect in his seven future mansions.

Kali, Karali, Manojava, Sulohita, Sudhumravarna, Sphulingini,
Viswaruchi, are the seven names of the seven waving points of the
flame.

~He who offers oblations at the prescribed time in those illu-
min(ating and waving points of fire, is carried by oblations so offered
!

{ —

. \j'! In the beginning of this section, the author treats of the subject of the
inferide knowledge ; and in the conclusion he introduces that of the superior
dootrine, which he continues throughout the whole Upanishad.

1
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through the rays of the Sun to the Heaven where Indra, prince of the
celestial gods, reigns. The illuminating oblations, while carrying the
observer of rites through the rays of the Sun, fnwvite him to heaven,
saying, “‘Come in! come in!" and entertaining him with pleasing
conversation, and treating him with veneration, say to him, “This
is the summit of the heavens, the fruit of your good works.”

The eighteen members of rites and sacrifices, void of the true
knowledge, are infirm and perishable. Those ignorant persons who
consider them as the source of real bliss, shall after the enjoyment of
future gratification, undergo transmigrations. Those fools who, im-
mersed in ignorance, that 1s, the foolish practice of rites, consider them-
_selves to be wise and learned, wander ahout, repeatedly subjecting
themselves to birth, discase, death and other pains, like blind men when
guided by a blind man.

Engaged in various manners of rites and sacrifices, the ignorant
are sure of obtaining their objects : but as the observers of such rites,
from their excessive desire of fruition, remain destitute of a knowledge
of God, they, afflicted with sorrows, descend to this world after the
time of their celestial gratification is expired. Those complete fools
believe, that the rites prescribed by the Vedas in performing sacrifices,
and those laid down by the Smritis at the digging of wells and other
pious liberal actions, are the most beneficial, and have no idea that a
knowledge of, and faith 1m God, are the only true sources of bliss.
Thev, after death, having enjoved the consequence of such rites on
the summit of heaven, transmigrate in the human form, or in that of
inferior animals, or of plants. ]

Mendicants and hermits, who residing in forests, live upon alms,
as well as householders possessed of a portion of wisdom, practising
religious austerities, the worship of Brahma and others, and exercising
a control over the senses, freed from sins, ascend through the northern
path® to the highest part of heaven, where the immortal Brahma,
who is coeval with the world, assumes his supremacy.

Having taken into serious consideration the perishable nature
of all objects within the world, which are acquirable from human works,
a Brahman shall cease to desire them ; reflecting within himself, that
nothing which is obtained through perishable means can be expected to
be eternal ; hence what use of rites? He then, with a view to acquire

* According to the Hindu theologians, there are two roads that lead to
distinot heavens, one northern, tho other southern. The former is the path to
the habitation of Brahma and the superior gods, and the latter to the heaven
of Indra and the other inferior deities.
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a knowledge of superior learning, shall proceed, with a load of wood
in his hand, to a spiritual teacher who is versed in the doctrines of the
Vedas and has firm faith in God. The wise teacher shall properly
instruct his pupil so devoted to him, freed from the importunities of
external senses, and possessed of tranquillity of mind, in the knowledge
through which he may know the eternal Supreme Being.

End of the first Mundakam.

He, the subject of the superior knowledge, alone is true. As from
a blazing fire thousands of sparks of the same nature proceed, so from
the eternal Supreme Being (O beloved pupil) various souls come forth,
and again they return into him. He is immortal and without form
or figure, omnipresent, pervading external and internal objects, un-
born, without breath or individual mind, pure and superior to emi-
nently exalted nature.

From him the first sensitive particle, or the seed of the universe,
individual intellect, all the senses and their objects, also vacuum, air,
light, water, and the earth which contains all things, proceed.

Heaven is his head, and the sun and moon are his eves; space
is his ears, the celebrated Vedas are his speech ; air is his breath, the
world is his intellect, and the earth is his feet; for he is the soul of
the whole universe. .

By him the sky. which is illuminated by the sun, is produced ;
clouds, which have their origin from the effects of the moon, accumu-
lating them in the sky, bring forth vegetables in the earth ; man imparts
the essence drawn from these vegetables, to woman ; then through the
combination of such physical causes, numerous offspring come forth
from the omnipresent Supreme Being.

From him all the texts of the Vedas, consisting of verses, musical
compositions, and prose, proceed ; tn like manner by him are produced
Diksha or certain preliminary ceremonies, and sacrifices, without
sacrificial posts or with them ; fees lastly offered in sacrifices, time,
and the principal person who institutes the performance of sacrifices
and defrays their expenses; as well as future mansions, where the
moon effects purification and where the sun shines. By him gods of
several descriptions, all celestial beings subordinate to those gods,
mankind, animals, birds, both breath and peditum, wheat and barley,
austerity, conviction, truth, duties of ascetics, and rules for conducting
human life, were created. From him seven individual senses within
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the head proceed, as well as their seven respective inclinations towards
their objects, their seven objects, and ideas acquired through them,
and their seven organs (fwo eyes, two ears, the two passages of nose and
mouth), in which those senses are situated in every living creature,
and which never cease to act except at the time of sleep.

From him, oceans and all mountains proceed, and various rivers
flow : all vegetables, tastes, (comsisting of sweet, salt, pungent, bitter,
sour, and astringent) united with which the visible elementary sub-
stance encloses the corpuscle situate in the heart.* The Supreme
existence is himself all—rites as well as their rewards. He therefore -
is the Supreme and Immortal. He who knows him (O beloved pupil)
as residing in the hearts of all animate beings, disentangles the knot
of ignorance in this world.

End of the first section of the 2nd Mundakam.

God, as being resplendent and most proximate to all creatures,
is styled the operator in the heart; he is great and all-sustaining ;
for on him rest all existences, such as those that moves, those that
breathe, those that twinkle, and those that do not. Such is God.
You all contemplate him as the support of all objects, visible and in-
visible, the chief end of human pursuit. He surpasses all human
understanding, and is the most pre-eminent. He, who irradiates the
sun and other bodies, who is smaller than an atom, larger than the world,
and in whom is the abode of all the divisions of the universe, and of
all their inhabitants, is the eternal God, the origin of breath, speech,
and intellect, as well as of all the senses. He, the origin of all the semses,
the true and unchangeable Supreme Being, should be meditated upon ;
and do thou (O beloved pupil) apply constantly thy mind to him.
Seizing the bow found in the Upanishads, the strongest of weapons,
man shall draw the arrow (of the soul), sharpened by the constant appli-
cation of mind fo God. Do thou (O pupil), being in the same practice,
withdrawing all the senses from worldly objects, through the mind
directed towards the Supreme Being, hit the mark which is the eternal

* This corpuscle is supposed to be constituted of all the various elements
that enter into the composition of the animal frame. Within it the soul has
its residence, and acting upon it, operates through its medium in the whole
system. To this corpuscle the soul remains attached through all changes of
being, until finally absorbed into the Supreme Intelligence. ,

2



6 MUNDAKA-UPANISHAD OF THE

God. The word Om, signifying God, is represented as the bow, the
soul as the arrow, and the Supreme Being as its aim, which a man of
steady mind should hit : he then shall be united to God as the arrow
to its mark. In God, heaven, earth, and space reside, and also in-
tellect, with breath and all the senses. Do you strive to know solely
the ONE Supreme Being, and forsake all other discourse; because
this (a true knowledge respecting God) is the only way to eternal
beatitude. The veins of the body are inserted into the heurt, like
the radius of a wheel into its nave. There the Supreme Being, as the
~ origin of the notion of individuality, and of its various circumstances,
resides ; Him, through the help of Om, you will contemplate. Blessed
be ve in crossing over the ocean of dark ignorance to absorption into
God. He who knows the universe collectively, distinctively, whose
majesty is fully evident in the world, operates within the space of the
heart, lis luminous abode,

He is perceptible only by intellect; and removes the breath
and corpuscle, in which the soul resides, from one substance to another ;
supporting intellectual faculties, he is seated in the heart. Wise men
acquire a knowledge of him, who shines eternal, and the source of all
happiness, through the pure knowledge conveyed to them by the Vedas
and by spiritual fathers. God, who is All-in-all, being known to man
as the origin of intellect and self-consciousness, every desire of the
mind ceases, all doubts are removed, and the effects of the good or
evil actions committed, now or in preceding shapes, are totally
annihilated. The Supreme Being, free from stain, devoid of figure
or form, and entirely pure, the light of all lights, resides in the heart,
his resplendently excellent seat : those discriminating men, who know
him as the origin of tntellect and of self-consciousness, are possessed of
the real notion of God, Neither the sun nor the moon, nor vet the stars,
can throw light on God : even the illuminating lightning cannot throw
light upon him, much less can limited fire give him light : but they
all imitate him, and all borrow their light from him. God alone is
immortal : he extends before, behind, to the right, to the left, heneath
and above. He is the Supreme, and All-in-all.

End of the Second Mundakam.

B

Two birds (meaning God and the soul) cohabitant and co-essential,
reside unitedly in one tree, which is the body. One of them (the soul)
consumes the variously tasted fruits of its actions ; but the other (God),
without partaking of them, witnesses all events.
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The soul so pressed down in the body, being deluded with
ignorance, grieves at its own insufficiency ; but when it perceives its
cohabitant, the adorable Lord of the Universe,* the origin of itself, and
his glory, it feels relieved from grief and infatuation. When a wise
man perceives the resplendent God,the Creator and Lord of the Universe
and the omnipresent prime Cause, he then, abandoning the consequences
of good and evil works, becomes perfect, and obtains entire absorption.
A wise man knowing God as perspicuously residing in all creatures,
forsakes all idea of duality; being convinced that there is only one real
Existence, which is God. He then directs all his senses towards God
alone, the origin of self-consciousness, and on him exclusively he places
his love, abstracting at the same time his mind from all worldly ob-
jects by constantly applying it to God : the person so devoted is

" reckoned the most perfect among the votaries of the Deity. Through
strict veracity, the uniform direction of mind and senses, and through
notions acquired from spiritual teachers, as well as by abstinence from
sexual indulgence, man should approach God, who full of splendour
and perfection, works in the heart; and to whom ouly the votaries
freed from passion and desire can approximate.

He who practises veracity prospers, and not he who speaks un-
truths : the way to eternal beatitude is open to him who without
omission speaketh truth. 7This is that way through which the saints,
extricated from all desires, proceed to the Supreme Iixistence, the
consequence of the observance of truth. He is great and incom-
prehensible by the senses, and consequently his nature is beyond
human conception. He, though more subtle than vacuum itself,
shines in various ways.—From those who do nol know him, he is at a
greater distance than the limits of space, and fo those who acquire a
knowledge of him, he is most proximate ; and while residing in animate
creatures, he is perceived obscurely by those who apply their thoughts
to him. He is not perceptible by vision, nor is he describable by means
of speech : neither can he be the object of any of the other organs of
sense ; nor can he be conceived by the help of austerities or religious
rites : but a person whose mind is purified by the light of true know-
ledge, through incessant contemplation, perceives him, the most pure
God. Such is the invisible Supreme Being : he should be observed
in the heart, wherein breath, consisting of five species, rests. The

* Tho difference between God, the intellectual principle, and the soul, the
individual intelleot, subsists as long as;the idea of self-individuality is retained;
like the distinction between finite and infinite spaco, which ceases as soon as
the idea of particular figure is dono away.
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mind being perfectly freed from impurity, God, who spreads over the
mind and all the senses, imparts a knowledge of himself to the heart.

A pious votary of God obtains whatever division of the world
and whatever desirable object he may wish to acquire for himself or
for another : therefore any one, whov is desirous of honour and ad-
vantage should revere him.

End of the 1st section of the 3rd Mundakam.

Those wise men who, abandoning all desires, revere the devotee
who has acquired a knowledge of the supreme exaltation of God, on
whom the whole universe rests, and who is perfect and illuminates
everywhere, will never be subjected to further birth.

He who, contemplating the various effects of objects visible or
invisible, feels a desire to obtain them, shall be born again with those
feelings ; but the man satisfied with a knowledge of and faith in God,
blessed by a total destruction of ignorance, forsakes all such desires
even during his life.

A knowledge of God, the prime object, is not acquirable from study
of the Vedas, nor through retentive memory, nor yvet by continual
hearing of spiritual instruction : but he who seeks to obtain a know-
ledge of God is gifted with it, God rendering himself conspicuous to
him.

No man deficient in faith or discretion can obtain a knowledge
of God; mnor can even he who possesses wisdom mingled with the
desire of fruition, gain it : but the soul of a wise man who, through
firm belief, prudence, and pure understanding, not biassed by worldly
desire, seeks for knowledge, will be absorbed into God.

The saints who, wise and firm, were satistied solely with a know-
ledge of God, assured of the soul’s divine origin, exempt from passion,
and possessed of tranquillity of mind, having found God the omni-
present everywhere, have after death been absorbed into him; even
as limited extension within a jar is by ils destruction united lo universal
. space. All the votaries who repose on God alone their firm belief,
originating from a knowledge of the Vedanta, and who, by forsaking
religious rites, obtain purification of mind, being continually occupied
in divine reflections during life, are at the time of death entirely freed
from ignorance and absorbed into God. On the approach of death,
the elementary parts of their body, being fifteen in number, unite
with their respective origins : their corporeal faculties, such as vision
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and feeling, &c., return into their original sources, the sun and air, &c.
The consequences of their works, together with their souls, are ab-
sorbed into the supreme and eternal Spirit, in the same manner as the
reflection of the sun in water returns to him on the removal of the water.
As all rivers flowing into the ocean disappear and lose their respective
appellations and forms, so the person who has acquired a knowledge
of and faith in God, freeing himself from the subjugation of figure and
appellation, is absorbed into the supreme, immaterial and omnipresent
Existence.

He who acquires a knowledge of the Supreme Being according
lo the foregoing doctrime, shall inevitably be absorbed into him, sur-
mounting all the obstacles that he may have to encoumter. Nome of his
progeny will be destitute of a true knowledge of God. He escapes
from mental distress and from evil propensities; he is also relieved
from the ignorance which occasions the idea of duality. This is the
true doctrine inculcated throughout the foregoing texts, and which a
man should impart to those who are accustomed to perform good
works, conversant in the Vedas, and inclined toward the acquisition
of the knowledge of God, and who themselves, with due regard, offer
oblations to the sacred fire; and also to those who have continually
practised sirobrata, a certain observance of the sacred fire. This is the
true divine doctrine, in which Angiras instructed his pupil Saumaka,
which a person not accustomed to devotion should not study.

Salutation to the knowers of Godl
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INTRODUCTION

SINCE my publication of the abridgment of the Vedanta, con-
taining an exposition of all the Vedas as given by the great Vvasa, I
have, for the purpose of illustrating and confirming the view that he
has taken of them, translated into Bengalee the principal chapters of
the Vedas as being of unquestionable authority amongst all Hindoos.
This work will, I trust, by explaining to my countrymen the real spirit
of the Hindoo Scriptures, which is but the declaration of the unity of
God, tend in a great degree to correct the erroneous conceptions, which
have prevailed with regard to the doctrines they inculcate. It will
also, I hope, tend to discriminate those parts of the Vedas which are
to be interpreted in an allegorical sense, and consequently to correct
those exceptionable practices, which not only deprive Hindoos in
general of the conunon comforts® of society, but also lead them fre-
quently to self-destruction,T or to the sacrifice} of the lives of their
friends and relations.

It is with no ordinary feeling of satisfaction that I have already
seen many respectable persons of my countrymen, to the great dis-
appointment of their interested spiritual guides, rise superior to their
original prejudices, and enquire into the truths of religion. As many
Furopean gentlemen, especially those who interest themselves in the
impiovement of their fellow-creatures, may be gratified with a view
of the doctrines of the original work, it appeared to me that I might .
best contribute to that gratification, by translating a few chapters of
the Veda into the English language, which I have accordingly done,
and now submit them to their candid judgment. Such benevolent
people will, perhaps, rise from a perusal of them with the conviction,
that in the most ancient times the inhabitants of this part of the globe
(at least the more intelligent class) were not unacquainted with meta-

* A Hindoo of caste can only eat once between sunrise and sunset—ocannot
eat dressed victuals in a boat or ship—nor clothed—nor in a tavern—nor any
food that has been touched by a person of a different caste—nor, if interrupted
while eating, can he resume his meal. N

t As at Prayaga, Ganga Sagar, and under the wheels of the car of Jagannath.

t As, for instance, persons whose recovery from sickness is supposed to be
doubtful, are carried to die on the banks of the Ganges. This is practised by
the Hindoos of Bengal only, the cruelty of which affects even Hindoos of Behar,
lishabad, and all the upper provinoes,

3
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physical subjects; that allegorical language or description was very
frequently employed to represent the attributes of the Creator, which
were sometimes designated as independent existences; and that,
however suitable this method might be to the refined understandings
of men of learning, it had the most mischievous effect when literature
and philosophy decayed, producing all those absurdi‘ies and idolatrous
notions which have checked, or rather destroyed, every mark of reason,
and darkened every beam of understanding.

The Veda from which all Hindoo literature is derived, is, in
the opinion of the Hindoos, an inspired work, coeval with the existence
of the world. It is divided into four parts, miz., Rik, Yajus, Sama
and Atharva; these are again divided into sevei al branches, and these
last are sub-divided into chapters. It is the general characteristic
of each Veda, that the primary chapters of each branch treat of
astronomy, medicine, atms, and other arts and sciences. They also
exhibit allegorical representations of the attributes®* of the Supreme
Being, by means of earthly objects, animate or inanimate, whose
shapes or properties are analogous to the nature of those attributes,
and pointing out the modes of their worship immediately or through
the medium of fire. In the subsequent chapters, the unity of the
Supreme Being as the sole ruler of the universe is plainly inculcated,
and the mode of worshipping him particularly directed. The doctrine
of a plurality of gods and goddesses laid down in the preceding
chapters is not only, controverted, but reasons assigned for its intro-
duction ; for instance, that the worship of the sun and fire, together
with the whole allegorical system, were only inculcated for the sake
of those whose limited understandings rendered them incapable of
comprehending and adoring the invisible Supreme Being, so that such
persons might not remain in a brutified state, destitute of all 1eligious
principle. Should this explanation given by the Veda itself, as well
as by its celebrated commentator Vyasa, not be allowed to reconcile
those passages which are seemingly at variance with each other, as
those that declare the unity of the invisible Supreme Being, with
" others which describe a plurality 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.

I have often lamented that, in our general researches into
theological truth, we are subjected to the conflict of many obstacles.

+ It is my intention to give, with the blessing of God, in my next publica-
jon, an account of the relation betwixt those attributes and the egorical
npresentations used to denote them. )
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When we look to the traditions of ancient nations, we often find them
at variance with each other; and when, discouraged by this circums=
stance, we appeal to reason as a surer guide, we soon find how in-
competent it is, alone, to conduct us to the object of our pursuit. We
often find that, instead of facilitating our endeavours or clearing up
our perplexities, it only serves to generate a universal doubt, incom-
patible with principles on which our comfort and happiness mainly
depend. The best method perhaps is, neither to give ourselves up
exclusively to the guidance of the one or the other; but by a proper
use of the lights furnished by both, endeavour to improve our intellectual
and moral faculties, relying on the goodness of the Almighty Power,
which alone enables us to attain that which we earnestly and diligently
seek for.






THE
KENA UPANISHAD
OF THE

SAMA VEDA

1st. WHO is he (asks a pupil of his spiritual father), under whose
sole will the intellectual power makes its approach to different objects !
Who is he under whose authority breath, the primitive power in the
body, makes its operation ? Who is he by whose direction language is
regularly pronounced 7 And who is that immaterial being that applies
vision and hearing fo their respeclive objects?

2nd. He, (answers the spirilual parent), who is the sense of the
sense of hearing ; the intellect of the intellect; the essential cause of
language ; the breath of breath; the sense of the sense of vision ;—
this is the Being concerning whom you would enquire. Learned men,
having relinquished the notion of self-independence and self-consideration
Sfrom knowing the Supreme Understanding to be the sole source of semse,
enjoy everlasting beatitude after their departure from this world,

3rd. Hence no vision can approach him, no language can
describe hin, no intellectual power can compass or determine him.
We know nothing of how the Supreme Being should be explained :
he is beyond all that is within the reach of comprehension, and also
beyond nature, which is above conception. Our ancient spiritual
parents have thus explained him to us.

4th. He alone, who has never been described by language, and
who directs language fo its meaning, is the Supreme Being, and not any
specified thing which men worship; know THoOU this.

5th. He alone, whom understanding cannot comprehend, and
who, as said by learned men, knows the real nature of understanding,
is the Supreme Being, and not any specified thing which men worship ;
know THOU this.

6th. He alone, whom Tio one can conceive by vision, and by
whose superintendence every ome perceives the cbjects of vision, is
the Supreme Being, and not any specified thing which men worship :
know THOU this.
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7th. He alone, whom no ome can hear through the sense of
hearing, and who knows the real nature of the sense of hearing, is the
Supreme Being, and not any specified thing which nien worship : know
THOU this.
8th. He alone, whom no one can perceive through the sense of
smelling, and who applies the sense of smelling fo sts objects, is the
Supreme Being, and not any specified thing which men worship :
know THOU this.
oth. If you (comtinues the spiritual parent), from what I have
stated, suppose and say that “'I know the Supreme Being thoroughly,”
you in truth know very little of the Omnipresent Being; and any
conception of that Being which you limit to your powers of sense, is
not only deficient, but also his description which you extend to the
bodies of the celestial gods, is also imperfect;* you consequently
should enquile into the true knowledge of the Supreme Being. To
this the pupil replies : “I perceive that at this moment 1 begin to know
God.”
1oth. “Not that I suppose,” comtinues he, ‘‘that I know God
thoroughly, nor do I suppose that I do not know him at all ; as, among
us, he who knows the meaning of the above-stated assertion, is possessed
of the knowledge respecting God, viz., ‘that I neither know him
thoroughly, nor am entirely ignorant of him." "’
1xth. (The spiritual father again resumes) : He who believes that
he cannot comprehend God, does know him ; and he who believes that
he can comprehend God, does not know Lhim: as men of perfect
understanding acknowledge him to be beyond comprehension; and
-men of imperfect understanding suppose him to be within the reach
of their simplest perception.
12th. The notion of the sensibility of bodily organs, which are
composed of insensible particles, leads to the notion of God; which
notion alone is accurate, and tends to everlasting happiness. Man
gains,- by self-exertion, the power of acquiring knowledge respecting
" God, and through the same acquisition he acquires eternal beatitude.
13th. Whatever person has, according to the above stated doctrine,
known God, is really happy, and whoever has not known him is sub-
jected to great misery. Learned men, having reflected on the Spirit
of God extending over all moveable as well as immoveable creatures,

L 1

* The sum of the notion concerning the Supreme Being given in the Vedante,
is, that he is “the Soul of the universe, and bears the same relation to all
material extensions that a human soul does to the individual body with whioh
it is connected”. A
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after their departure from this world are absorbed into the Supreme
Being,

In a battle between the celestial® gods and the demons, God obtained,
victory over the latter, in favour of the former (or properly speaking,
God enabled the former lo defeat the latter) ; but, upon this victory being
gained, the celestial gods acquired their respective dignities, and
supposed that this victory and glory were entirely owing to themselves.
The Omnipresent Being, having known their boast, appeared to them
with an appearance beyomd description.

They could not know what adorable appearance it was: they,
consequently, said to fire, or properly speaking the god of fire : ““Discover
thou, O god of fire, what adorable appearance this is.”” His reply was,
“I shall.”” He proceeded fast to that adorable appearance, which
asked him, “who art thou?”’ He then answered, ‘I am fire, and I
am the origin of the Veda,” that is, I am a well-known personage. The
Supreme Omnipotence, upon being thus replied to, asked him agasn,
“What power is in so celebrated a person as thou art?” He replied,
“I can burn to ashes all that exists in the world.” The Supreme Being
then having laid a straw before him, said to him, ‘‘Canst thou burn
this straw ?"’ The god of fire approached the straw, but could not burn
it, though he exerted all his power. He then wumsuccessfully retired
and told the others, “'1 have been unable to discover what adorable
appearance this is.”" Now they all said to wind (or properly to the god
of wind), ‘‘Discover thou, O god of wind, what adorable appearance
this is.” His reply was, ‘I shall.” He proceeded fast to that adorable
appearance, which asked him, “Who art thou?” He then answered,
“I am wind, and I pervade unlimited space; that is, I am a well-
known personage. The Supreme Being, wupon being thus replied to,
asked him again, ‘“What power is in so celebrated a person as thou
art "’ He replied, "I can uphold “all that exists in the world.” The
Supreme Being then, having laid a straw before him, said to him,
“Canst thou uphold this straw?” The god of wind approached the
straw, but could not hold it up, though he exerted all his power. He
then wnsuccessfully retired and lold the others, ‘I have been unable
to discover what adorable appearance this is.”” Now they all said to
the god of atmosphere, “'Discover thou, O revered god of atmosphere,

*In the Akhyayika it is said that those powers of the Divinity which
produce agreeable effects and conduce to moral order and happiness, are re-
presented 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 & state of perpetual hostilify.
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what adorable appearance this is.”” His reply was, “I shall.” He
proceeded fast to that adorable appearance, which vanished from his
Vview. He met at the same spot a woman, the goddess of instruction,
arrayed in golden robes in the shape of the most beautiful Uma.* He
asked, ‘“What was that adorable appearance ?”’ She replied, ‘It was the
Supreme Being owing to whose victory you are all advanced to
exaltation.”” The god of atmosphere, from her instruction, knew that
it was the Supreme Being that had appeared to them. He at first com-
municated that information to the gods of fire and of wind. As the gods
of fire, wind, and atmosphere had approached to the adorable ap-
pearance, and had perceived it, as also they had known, prior o the
others, that it was indeed God that appeared to them, they seemed to be
superior to the other gods. As the god of atmosphere had approached
to the adorable appearance, and perceived it, and also as he knew,
prior to every ome of them, that it was God that appeared to them, he
seemed not only superior to every other god, but also, for that reason,
exalted above the gods of fire and wind.

The foregoing is a divine figurative representation of the Supreme
Being ; meaning that in one instant he shines at once over all the universe
like the illumination of lightning ; and in another, that he disappears
as quick as the'twinkling of an eve. Again, it is represented of the Supreme
Being, that pure mind conceives that it approaches to him as nearly as
possible : Through the same pure mind the pious man thinks of him,
and consequently application of the mind to him is repreatedly used.
That God, who alone in reality has no resemblance, and to whom the mind
cannot approach, is adorable by all leaving creatures; he is therefore
called ‘““‘adorable’’ ; he should, according to the prescribed manner, be
worshipped. All creatures revere the person who knows GGod in the manner
thus described. The pupil now says, ‘“Tell me, O spiritual father, the
Upanishad or the principal part of the Veda.” The spiritual father
makes this answer, '‘I have told you the principal part of the Veda
which relates to God alone, and, indeed, told you the Upanishad, of which,
" austere devotion, control over the senses, performance of religious rites,
and the remaining parts of the Veda, as well as those sciences that
are derived from the Vedas, are only the feet; and whose altar and
support is truth.” He who understands it as thus described, having
relieved himself from sin, acquires eternal and unchangeable beatitude.

N

* Bhe wife of Siva.
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PREFACE

IN pursuance of my attempt to render a translation of the
complete Vedanta, or the principal parts of the Vedas into the current
*"languages of this country, I had some time ago the satisfaction of pub-
lishing a translation of the Katha-Upanishad of the Vajur-veda into
Bengalee ; and of distributing copies of it as widely as my circumstances
would allow, for the purposes of diffusing Hindoo scriptural knowledge
among the adherents of that religion. The present publication is
intended to assist the Eutopean community in forming their opinion
respecting Hindoo Theology, rather from the matter found in their
doctrinal scriptures, than from the Puranas, moral tales, or any other
modern works, or from the superstitious rites and habits daily en-
couraged and fostered by their self-interested leaders.

This work not only treats polytheism with contempt and disdain,
but inculcates invariably the unity of God as the intellectual Principle,
the sole OMgin of individual intellect, entirely distinct from matter
and its affections; and teaches also the mode of directing the mind
to him.

A great body of my countrymen, possessed of good understandings,
and not much fettered with prejudices, being perfectly satisfied with
the truth of the doctrines contained in this and in other works, already
laid by me before them, and of the gross errors of the puerile system
of idol-worship which they were led to follow, have altered their re-
ligious conduct in a manner becoming the dignity of human beings ;
while the advocates of idolatry and their misguided followers, over
whose opinions prejudice and obstinacy prevail more than good sense
and judgment, prefer custom and fashion to the authorities of their
scriptures, and therefore continue, under the form of religious devo-
tion, to practise a system which destroys, to the utmost degree, the
natural texture of society, and prescribes crimes of the most heinous
nature, which even the most savage nations would blush to commit,
unless compelled by the most urgent necessity.* I am, however, not
without a sanguine hope that, through Divine Providence and human
exertions, they will sooner or later avail themselves of that true
system of religion which leads its observers to a knowledge and love

* Vide the latter end of the Introduction to the Mundaka Upanishad.
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of God, and to a friendly inclination towards their fellow-creatures,
impressing their hearts at the same time with humility and charity,
accompanied by independence of mind and pure sincerity. Contrary
to the code of idolatry, this system defines sins as evil thoughts pro-
ceeding from the heart, quite unconnected with observances as to diet
and other matters of form. At any fate, it seems to me that I cannot
better employ my time than in an endeavour to illustrate and main-
tain truth, and to render service to my fellow-labourers, confiding
in the mercy of that Being to whom the motives of our actions and

secrets of our hearts are well-known.



KATHA UPANISHAD

D ——

DESIROUS of future fruition, Bajastavasa performed the samfzce
Viswajit, at which he distributed all his property. He had a son
named Nachiketa. Old and infirm cows being brought by the father
as fees to be given to attending priests, the youth was seized with
wmpassxon reflecting within himself, ““He who gives fo attending

““priests such cows as are no longer able to drink water or to eat grass,
“and are incapable of giving further milk or of producing young, is
“carried to that mansion where there is no felicity whatever.”

He then said to his father, “To whom, O father, wilt thou consign
“me over in lieu of these cows?”’ and repeated the same question a
second and a third time.

Enraged with his presumption, the father replied to him, *'1 shall
“‘give thee to Yama (the god of death). The youth then said to himself,
“In the discharge of my duties as a son, I hold a foremost place, among
“many sons or pupils of the first class, and I am not inferior to any
“of the sons or pupils of the second class : whether my father had a
“previous engagement with Yama, which he will now perform by
“surgendering me (o him, or made use of such an expression through
“anger, I know not.”” The youth finding his father afflicted with sorrow,
said, '‘Remember the meritorious conduct of our ancient forefathers,
“and observe the virtuous acts of contemporary good men. Life 1s
“loo short to gain advantages by means of falsehood or breach of promise ;
“as man like a plant is easily destroyed, and again like it puts forth
“its form. Do you therefore surrender me to Yama according to your
“promise.”” The vouth Nachiketa, by permission of his father, went to
the habitation of Yama. After he had remained there for three days
without food or refreshment, Yama returned to his dwelling, and was thus
"addressed by his family : ‘A Brahman entering a house as a guest
“is like fire; good householders, thercfore, extinguish his anger by

“offering him waler, a seat, and food Do thou, O Yama, present him

“with water. A man deficient in wisdom suffers his hopes, his san-
“‘guine expectation of success, his improvement from associating with
“good men, the benefit which he might derive from his affable con
“versation, and the fruits produced by performance of prescribed

“‘sacrifices, and also by digging of wells and other pious liberal actions,

“as well as his sons and- cattle, to be destroyed, should a. Brahman
“happen to remain in his house without food.”
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Yama being thus admonished by his family, approached Nachikeia
and said to him ; “‘As thou, O Brahman, hast lived in my house, a
“revered guest, for the space of three days and nights without food,
“I offer thee reverence in atonement, so that bliss may attend me ;
“and do thou ask three favours of me as a recompense for what thou
“hast suffered while dwelling in my house during these days past.”
Nachiketa then made this as his first request, saying, “Let, O Yama!
“my father Gotama’s apprehension of my death be removed, his tran-
“quility of mind be restored, his anger against me extinguished, and
“let him recognise me on my return, after having been set free by thee.
“This is the first of three favours which I ask of thee.”

Yama then replied :

“Thy father, styled Auddalaki and Aruni, shall have the same
“regard for you as before; so that, being assuted of thy existence,
“he shall, through my power, repose the remaining nights of his life
“free from sorrow, after having seen thee released from the grasp of
“death.”” Nachiketa then made his second request. ‘‘In heaven,
“where there is no fear whatsoever, and where even thou, O Yama!
“canst not always exercise thy authority, and where, therefore, none
“dread thy power so much, as weak mortals of the earth, the soul,
“unafflicted either by thirst or hunger, and unmolested by sorrow,
“enjoys gratifications. As thou, O Vama! dost possess knowledge
“respecting fire which is the means of attaining heaven, do thou
“instruct me, who am full of faith, in that knowledge ; for, those who
“enjoy heaven, owing to their observance of sacred fire, are endowed
“with the nature of celestial deities. This I ask of thee, as the second
“favour which thou hast offered.” Yama replied : *‘Being possessed
“of a knowledge of fire, the means that lead to the enjoyment of
“heavenly gratifications, I impart it to thee; which do thou atten-
“tively observe. Know thou fire, as means to obtain various mansions
“in heaven, as the support of the world, and as residing in the body.”

Yama explained to Nachiketa the nature of fire, as being prior
to all creatures, and also the particulars of the bricks and their number,
which are requisite in forming the sacred fire, as well as the mode
of preserving it. The youth repeated to Yama these instructions
exactly as imparted to him; at which Yama being pleased, again
spoke.

The liberal-minded Yama, satisfied with Nachiketa, thus says;
“I shall bestow on thee another favour, which is, that this sacred fire
“‘shall be styled after thy name; and accept thou this valuable and
“‘various-coloured necklace. Receiving instructions from .parents and
“‘spiritual fathers, a person who has thrice collected fire, as prescribed
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““in the Veda, and also has been in habits of performing sacrifices,
“studying the Vedas, and giving alms, is not liable to 1epeated birth
‘““and death: he, having known and contemplated fire as originating
“from Brahma, possessing superior undeistanding, full of splendour,
“and worthy of praise, enjoys the highest fruition. A wise worshipper
“of sacred fire, who, understanding the three things prescribed, has
‘“‘offered oblation to fire, surmounting all afflictions during life, and
“extricated from sorrow, will enjoy gratifications in heaven.

““This, O Nachiketa ! is that knowledge of sacred fire, the means
‘“of obtaining heaven, which thou didst 1equire of me as the second
“favour ; men shall call it after thy name. Make, O Nachiketa! thy
“third request.”

Nachiketa them said: ‘“‘Some are of opinion that after man’s
“‘demise existence continues, and others say it ceases. Hence a doubt
“has arisen respecting the mature ‘of the soul; 1 therefore wish to be
“instructed by thee in this matter. This is the last of the favours thou
“hast offered.”” Yama replied : “Even gods have doubted and dis-
“puted on this subject ; which being obscure, never can be thoroughly
‘“comprehended : Ask, O Nachiketa! another favour imstead of this.
“Do not thou take advantage of my promise, but give up this
“request.”’ Nachiketa replied : ‘I am positively informed that gods
““entertained doubts on this subject; and ewen thou, O Yama! callest
“it difficult of comprehension. But no instructor on this point equal
““to thee can be found, and no other object is so desirable as this.”
Yama said : “Do thou rather request of me to give thee sons
“and grandsons, each to attain the age of an hundred years; numbers
“of cattle, elephants, goats, and horses; also extensive empire on
“‘earth, where thou salt live as many years as thou wishest.

“If thou knowest another object equally desirable with these,
“ask it; together with wealth and long life. Thou mayest reign, O
“Nachiketa ! over a great kingdom : I will enable thee to enjoy all
“‘wished-for objects.

““Ask according to thy desire all objects that are difficult of
“‘acquisition in the mortal world. Ask these beautiful women, with
‘“‘elegant equipages and musical instruments, as no man can acquire
“any thing like them without our gift. Enjoy thou the attendance
“of these women, whom I'may bestow on thee ; but do not put to me,
“O Nachiketa! the question respecting existence after death.”

Nachiketa then replied. ‘‘The acquisition of the enjoyments
“thou hast offered, O Yama ! is in the first place doubtful ; and should
“they be obtained, they destroy the strength of all the senses; and
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“even the life of Brahma is, indeed, comparatively short. Therefore
‘“let thy equipages, and thy dancing and music, remain with thee.

““No man can be satisfied with riches; and as we have fortunately
‘“beheld thee, we may acquire wealth, should we feel desirous of it,
‘““and we also may live as long as thou exercisest the authority of the

‘““god of death; but the only object I desire is what I have already
“begged of thee.

“A mortal being, whose habitation is the low mansion of earth,
““and who is liable to sudden reduction, approaching the gods ex-
““empted from death and debility, and understanding from them that
“there is a knowledge of futurity, should not ask of them any inferior
“favour—and knowing the fleeting nature of music, sexual gratifica-
“tion, and sensual pleasures, who can take delight in a long life on
“earth? Do you instruct us in that knowledge which removes doubts
‘“respecting existence after death, and is of great importance with a
“view to futurity, and which is obscure and acquirable with difficulty.
“I, Nachiketa, cannot ask anyv other favour but this.”

End of the first Section of the first Chapter (1st Valli).

Yama now, after a sufficient trial of Nachiketa's resolution, an-
swers the third question, saying, ‘‘Knowledge of God which leads to
““absorption, is one thing; and rites, which have fruition for their
‘“object, another: each of these producing different consequences,.
“holds out to man inducements to follow it. The man, who of these
“two chooses knowledge, is blessed ; and he who, for the sake of re-

“ward, practises rites, is excluded from the enjoyment of eternal
“beatitude. Knowledge and rites both offer themselves to man; but
“he who is possessed of wisdom, taking their respective natures into
“serious consideration, distinguishes one from the other, and chooses

" “faith, despising fruition; and a fool, for the sake of advantage and
““enjoyment, accepts the offer of rites.

“Thou, O Nachiketa! knowing the perishable nature of the
“desirable and gratifying objects offered hy me, hast rejected them,
“and refused the adoption of that contemptible practice, which leads
“to fruition and to riches, and to which men in general are attached.
‘““Wise men are semsible that a knowledge of God which procures ab-
sarjztz(m and the performance of rites that produces fruitiom, are

‘entirely opposite to each other and yield different consequences I



THE YAJUR VEDA 29

“‘conceive thee, Nachiketa, to be desirous of a knowledge of God, for
‘“the numerous estimable objects offered by me cannot tempt thee,
“Surrounded by the darkness of ignorance, fools consider themselves
“‘wise and learned and wander about in various directions, like
“blind men when guided by a blind man.

“To an indiscreet man who lives carelessly, and is immersed in
“the desire of wealth, the means of gaining heavenly beatitude are
“not manifest, He thinks that this visible world alone exists, and
- ‘“that there is nothing hereafter; consequently he is repeatedly sub-
‘“jected to my control. The soul is that of whose real nature many
‘“persons have never heard ; and several though they have heard,
“have not comprehended. A man who is capable of giving instruc-
‘“tion on this subject is rare: one who listens to it attentively, must
“be intelligent : and that one who, being taught by a wise teacher,
“understands it, is uncommon,

“If a man of inferior abilities describe the nature of the soul, no
“one will thoroughly understand it; for various opinions are held &y
“contending parties, When the subject is explained by a person who
“believes the soul to emanate from God, doubt, in regaid to its
“eterrtity, ceases; but otherwise it is inexplicable and not capable of
““demonstration.

‘““The knowledge respecting the soul which thou wilt gain by me,
“cannot be acquired by means of reason alone; but it should be
“obtained from him who is versed in the sacred authorities, Oh, be-
“loved pupil, Nachiketa! may we have enquirers like thee, who art
“full of resolution. I know that truition, acquirable by means of rites,
“is perishable; for mnothing eternal can be obtained through
‘“perishable means. Notwithstanding my conviction of the destruc-
“tible nature of fruition, 1 performed the worship of the sacred
‘“fire, whereby I became possessed of this sovereignty of long
duration.

“Thou, Oh wise Nachiketa ! hast through firmness refused, though
“offered to thee, the state of Brahma, which satisfies every desire,
“and which is the support of the world—the best consequence of the
“performance of rites without limit or fear—pariseworthy—full of
“superhuman power—extensive and stable?

“The soul is that which is difficult to be comprehended—most
“‘obscure—veiled by the ideas acquired through the senses, and which
“resides in faculties—does not depait even in great danger, and exists
“unchangeable. A wise man knowing the resplendent soul, through a
“mind abstracted from worldly objects, and constantly applied to it,
“neither rejoicés nor does he grieve,

5
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“A mortal who, having heard the pure doctrines relative to the
“soul and retained them in his memory, knowing the invisible soul
“to be distinct from the body, feels 1e]o1ced at his acquisition. I thmk

- “the abode of the knowledge of God is open to thee.”

Nachiketa then asked, ‘‘If thou knowest any Being who. exzsls
“distinctly from rites, their consequences and their observers, and also
“from evil, and who is different from effects and their respective
“causes, and is.above past, future, and present time, do thou inform
“me.”’

Yama replies : “‘I will explain to thee briefly that Being whom
“‘all the Vedas treat of, either divecily or indirectly, to whom all austeri-
“ties are directed, and who is the main object of those who perform
“the duties of an ascetic, He to wit, whom the word Om implies, is the
“Supreme Being.

“That Om is the title of Brahma and also of the Supreme Being,
“through means of which man may gain what he wishes; (that is, if
he worship Brahma by means of Om, he shall be received inio hi's mansion ;
or 1if through it he elevate his mind to God, he shall oblain
absorption).

“Om is the best of all means calculated to direct the mind towards
“God ; and it is instrumental either in the acquisition of the knowledge
“of God or of the dignity of Brahma : man therefore having recourse
“to this word, shall either be absorbed in God, or revered like
“Brahma.. :

“The soul is not liable to birth nor to death : it is mere under-

“standing : neither does it take its origin' from any other or from
“itself : hence it is unborn, eternal without reduction and unchange-
“able; therefore the soul is not injured by the hurt which the body
“may receive. If any one ready to kill another imagine that he can -
“destroy his soul, and the other think that his soul shall suffer des-
“truction, they both know nothing; for neither does it kill nor is it
*killed by another,
. ‘““The soul is the smallest of the small, and greatest of the great.
“It resides in the hearts of all living creatures. A man who knows
“it and its pure state, through the steadiness of the external and
“internal senses, acquired@ from the abandoning of worldly desires,
‘‘overcomes sorrow and perplexity.

‘““The soul, although without motion, seems to go to furthest
“space ; and though it resides in the body at rest, yet seems to move
“everywhere. Who can perceive besides myself, that .splendid soul
““the support of the sensation of happiness and pain? °

‘“The soul, although it is immaterial, yet resides closely attached'
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“to perishable material objects: knowing it as great and extensive,
““a wise man never grieves for it. A knowledge of the soul is not
‘‘acquirable from the study of the Vedas, nor through retentive -
“memory, nor yet by constant hearing of spxntual instruction : but

“he who seeks to obtain a knowledge of it, is gifted with it, the soul

“rendering itself conspicuous to him.

“No man can acquire a knowledge of the soul without abstaining

- “from evil acts; without having control over the senses and the
“mind ; nor can he gain it with a mind, though firm, yet filled with

“the desire ot fruition ; but man may obtain a knowledge of the soul

“through his knowledge of God.

“No tgnorant man can, in a perfect manuer, know the state of

“the existence of that God whose food is all things even the Brahma

“and the Kshatra ; (that is, who destroys every object bearing figure and

“appellation) ; and who consumes death itselt even as butter.”

The end of the second Section of the first Chapler (2nd Valli).

“God and the soul* entering into the heart, the excellent divine
“abode, consume, while residing in the body, the necessary conse-
“quences of its actions; that is, the latter is rewarded or punished
“according lo its good or evil actions, and the former witnesses all those
“events. Those who have a knowledge of God, consider the former as
“light and the latter as shade : observers of external rites also, as well

““as those who have collected fire three times for WOISh]p, believe the
“‘same.
“We can know and collect fire, which is a bndge to the observers
“of rites; and can know the eternal and fearless God, who is the con-
“veyer of those who wish to cross the ocean of ignorance. Consider
“‘the soul as a rider, the body as a car, the intellect its driver, the mind
“‘as its rein, the external senses are called the hotses restrained by
“the mind, external objects are the roads: so wise men believe the
“soul united with the body, the senses and the mind, to be the par-
“taker of the comsequences of good or evil acts.
“If that intellect, which is represenied as the driver, be indiscreet,

~ *The word soul here means.the human soul, Jivatma; but generally in
these translations it is used for Paramaéma, the *Oversoul”—ED.
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“and the rein of the mind loose, all the senses under the authority of
“‘the intelleciual power become unmanageable ; like wicked horses under
‘“the control of an unfit driver.

“If the intellect be discreet and the rein of the mind firm, all the
‘“senses prove steady and manageable, like good horses under an
“‘excellent driver.

‘“He, who has not a prudent intellect and steady mind and who
“caqnsequently lives always impure, cannot arrive at the divine glory,
“but descends to the world.

“He who has a prudent intellect and steady mind, and conse-
‘“quently lives always pure, attains that glory from whence he never
“‘will descend.

“Man who has intellect as his prudent driver, and a steady mind
““as his rein, passing over the paths of mortality, arrives at the high
“glory of the omnipresent God.

“The origin of the senses is more refined than the senses; the
“‘essence of the mind is yet more refined than.that o1igin : the source
‘“‘of intellect is again more exalted than that of the mind ; the prime
“‘sensitive particle is superior to the source of intellect; nature, the
“apparent cause of the universe, is again superior to that particle, to
“which the omnipresent God is still superior : nothing is more exalted
“than God : he is therefore superior to all existences, and is the
“Supreme object of all. God exists obscurely throughout the universe,
“consequently is not perceived ; but he is known through the acute
“intellect constantly directed towards him by wise men of penetrating
“understandings. A wise man shall transfer the power of speech
“and that of the senses to the mind, and the mind to the intellect, and
“the intellect to the purified soul, and the soul to the unchangeable
“Supreme Being. |

“Rise up and awake from the sleep of ignorance; and having
“approached able teachers, acquire knowledge of God, the origin of the
“soul : for the way to the knowledge of God is considered by wise men
“difficult as the passage over the sharp edge of a razor. The Supreme
“Being is not organised with the faculties of hearing, feeling, vision,
“taste or smell. He is unchangeable and etetnal; without beginning

“or end ; and is beyond that paiticle which is the origin of the intellect :
man knowing him thus, is relieved from the giasp of death.”

‘ A wise man reading to Brahmans, o1 hearing from a teacher, this
ancient doctrine imparted to Nachiketa by Yama, is absorbed into
God.

He who reads this most secret doctrine before an assemblage of
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Brahmans, or at the time of offering oblations to his forefathers,
enjoys innumerable good consequences.

The end of the third Section of the first Chapter (3rd Valli).

“God has created the senses to be directed towards external
“objects ; they consequently are apt to perceive outward things only,
“and not the eternal spirit. But a wise man being desirous of eterpal
“life, withdrawing his senses from their natural course, apprehends
‘““the omnipresent Supreme Being.

“The ignorant seek external and desirable objects only; “con-
‘“‘sequently they are subjected to the chain of all-seizing death. Hence
“the wise, knowing that God alone is immortal and eternal in this
“perishable world, do not cherish a wish for those objects.

“To Him, owing to whose presence alone the animate beings,
“composed of insensible particles, perceive objects through vision, the
“power of taste, of feeling, and of hearing, and also the pleasure de-
‘““rivable from sexual intercourse, nothing can be unknown: he is
“that existence which thou desiredst to know.

“A wise man after having known that the soul, owing to whose
“presence living creatures perceive objects whether thev dream or
“wake, is great and extensive, never grieves.

“He who believes that the soul, which enjoys the fiuits of good
“or evil actions, intimately connected with the body, originates from
“and is united with God, the Lord of past and future events, will not
“‘conceal its nature : he is that existence which thou desiredst to know.
“He who knows that the prime sensitive particle, which proceeded
“from God prior to the creation of water and the other elements, having
“entered into the heart, exists united with material objects, knows
“the Supreme Being. He is that existence which thou desiredst to
“know.

“That sensitive particle which perceives objects, and includes
“all the celestial deities, and which was created with all the elements,
‘‘exists, entering into the space of the heart, and theie resides. It-is
“that existence which thou desitedst to know.

“The sacred fire, the receiver of oblations after the wood has
‘““been kindled below and above, is preserved by its observers with the
“‘same care as pregnant women take of their feetus : it is praised daily
“by prudent observers, and men habituated to constant devotion.
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“That atmosphere from whence the sun ascends, and in which he goes
“down, on which all the world, #ncluding fire, speech, and other things
“rest, and independently of which nothing exists, is that existence
“which thou desiredst to know. Whatever individual intellect there
“is connected with the body, is that intellectual piinciple, which is
“pure and immaterial existence, and the intellectual overspreading
“principle is the individual intellect; but he who thinks here that
" ““they are different in nature, is subject to repeated transmigrations. .

“Through the mind, purified by spiritual instructions, the '

“knowledge that the soul is of divine origin, and by no means is
““different from its source, shall be acqulred whereby the idea of duality
“entirely ceases. He who thinks there is variety of intellectual prin-
“ciple, undergoes transmigration.

“The omnipresent spirit, extending over the space of the heart,
“which is the size of a finger, resides within the body; and persons
“knowing him the Lord of past and future events, will not again
“attempt to conceal his nature: He is that existence which thou
“desiredst to know.

‘““The omnipresent spirit which extends over the space of the
“‘heart, the size of a finger, is the most pure light. He is the Lord of
“past and future events; He alone pervades the universe now and
“ever; He is that existence which thou desiredst to know. In the
“same way as water falling on uneven greund disperses throughout
“the hollow places, and is lost, so a man who thinks that the souls of
“different bodies are distinct in nature fiom each other, shall be placed
“in various forms by transmigration.

“As water falling on even grounds remains unchanged, so the

“soul of a wise man of stead) mind is always pure, freed from the idea
“of duality.”

“End of the first Section of the second Chapler (4th Valli).

“The body is a dwelling with eleven gates, belonging to the
“unborn and unchangeable spirit, through whose constant con-
“templation man escapes grief, and acquiring absorption, is exempted
“from transmigration. He is that existence which thou desiredst to
“know.

“That spiritual Being acts always and moves in heaven ;
‘preserves all material existence as depending on him; moves in
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“space; resides in fire; walks on the earth; enters like a guest into
“sacrificial vessels; dwells in man, in gods, in sacrifices; moves
““throughout the sky, seems to be born in water, as fishes, &c.;
“produced on earth, as vegetables, on the tops of mountains, as rivers,
“and also as members of sacrifices : yet is he truly pure and great.
“He who causes breath to ascend above the heart and peditum to
"de%end resides in the heart: He is adorable; and to him all the
“‘senses offer oblation of the objects which they perceive.

“When- the soul, which is connected with the body, ‘leaves it,
“nothing then remains in the body which may preserve the system :
“It is that existence which thou desiredst to know.

“Neither by the help of breath, nor from the presence of other
‘““powers, can a mortal exist : but thev all exist owing to that other
“existence on which both breath and the senses rest.

“I will now disclose to you the secret doctrine of the eternal
“God : and also how man, void of that knowledge, O Gautama! trans-
‘“migrates after death.

“Some of those who are ignorant of this doctrine enter after death
“the womb of females to appear in the animal shape, while others
“assume the form of trees, according to their conduct and knowledge
“during their lives.

“The Being who continues to operate even at that time of sleep,
“when all the senses cease to act, and then creates desirable objects
“of various descriptions, is pure and the greatest of all ; and he alone
“is called eternal, on whom all the world rests, and independently of
“whom nothing can exist : He is that existence which thou desiredst
“to know. As fire, although one in essence, on becoming visible in
“the world, appears in various forms and shapes, according to its
“different locations, so God, the soul of the universe, though one,
“appears in various modes, according as he connects himself with
“different material objects, and, like space, extends over all.

“As air, although one in essence, in becoming operative in the
“body appears in various natures, as breath and other vital airs, so
“God, the soul of the universe, though one, appears in different modes,
“according as he connects himself with various material objects, and,
“like space, extends over all.

““As the sun, though he serves as the eye of all living creatures
“yet is not polluted externally or imternally by being connected with
“visible vile objects, so God, the soul of the universe, although one
“and omnipresent, is not affected by the sensations of individual pain,
“for he is beyond its action.

“God is but one; and he has the whole world under his control,
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“for he is the operating soul in all objects; He, through his omni-
“‘science, makes his soul existence appear in the form of the universe,
“To those wise men who acquire a knowledge of him who is operative
“on the human faculties, is eternal beatitude allotted, and not to
‘“those who are void of that knowledge.

“God is eternal amidst the perishable universe ; and is the source
“of sensation among all animate existences : and he alone assigns to
“so many objects their respective purposes: To those wise men who
“know him the ruler of the intellectual power, everlasting beatitude -
“is allotted ; but not to those who are void of that knowledge.

“How can I acquire that most gratifying divine knowledge,
“which, though beyond comprehension, wise men, by constant applica-
“tion of mind, alone obtain, as if it were present ? Does it shine conspi-
“cuously ?—and does it appear to the human faculties?

‘““Neither the sun, nor the moon, nor yet the stars can throw light
“on God : Even the illuminating lightning cannot throw light upon
“him ; much less can limited fire give him light : But they all imitate
“him, and all borrow their light from him—that s, mothing can
“influence God and remder him perspicuous: But God himself imparts
“his knowledge to the hearl freed from passion and desive.”’

End of the second Section of the second Chapler (5th Valli).

“The world is a fig-tree of long duration, whose origin is above,
“and the branches of which, as different species, are below. The
“‘origin alone is pure and supreme; and he alone is eternal on whom
“all the world rests, and independently of whom nothing can exist.
‘““He is that existence which thou desiredst to know.

“God being eternal existence, the universe, whatsoever it is,
“‘exists and proceeds from him. He is the great dread of all heavenly
“bodies, as if he were prepared to strike them with thunderbolts; se
“that none of them can deviale from. their respective courses established
“by him. Those who know him as the eternal power acquire absorption.

“Through his fear fire supplies #s with heat; and the sun,
“through his fear, shines regularly; and also Indra, and air, and
“fifthly, death, are through his fear constantly in motion.

“If man can acquire a knowledge of God in this world, before the
“fall of his body, he becomes happy for ever : Otherwise he assumes
“new forms in different mansions. A4 Anowledge of Geod shines on the-
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“purified intellect.in this world, as clearly as an object is seen by
“‘reflection in a polished mirror : In the region of the deified Progenitors
“of mankind ¢ is viewed as obscurely as objects perceived in the state
‘““of dreaming ; and in the mansion of Gandharvas, in the same degree
““as the reflection of an object on water; but in the mansi®h of
“Brahma it appears as distinctly as the difference between light and:
“‘darkness.

“A wise man, knowing the soul to be distinct from the senses,
““which proceed fiom different origins, and also from the state of
“waking and of sleep, neve1 again grieves.

“The mind is more refined than the external senses; and the
“intellect is again more exalted than the mind. The prime sensitive
“‘particle is superior to the intellect :—nature, the apparent cause
‘“of the universe, is again superior to that particle unaffected by
“matter : Swuperior to nature is God, who is omnipresent and without
“material effects; by acquisition of whose knowledge man becomes
“extricated from ignorance and distress, and is absorbed into Him
“after death. His substance does not come within the reach of vision ;
‘“‘no one can apprehend him through the senses: By constant direc
“tion of the intellect, free from doubts, he perspicuously appears;
“and those who know him in the prescribed manner, enjoy eternal
“life.

“The part of life wherein the power of the five external senses
““and the mind are directed towards the Supreme Spirit, and the in-
“tellectual power ceases its action, is said to be most sacred; and
““this steady control of the senses and mind is considered to be Yoga
“(or withdrawing the semses and the mind from worldly objects) : Man
““should be vigilant in the acquisition of that state; for such control
“proceeds from constant exercise, and ceases by neglect.

“Neither through speech, nor through intellectual power, nor
‘‘yet through vision, can man acquire a knowledge of God ; but, save
““who believes in the existence of God as the cause of the universe, no
‘‘one can have a notion of that Being. A man should acquire, first,
‘“a belief in the existence of God, the origin of the universe; and
“next, a real knowledge of him ; to wit, that he is incomprehensible ;
‘““for the means which lead men to acquire a knowledge of his existence,
‘“‘graciously conduct them to the belief of his incomprehensibility.
“When all the desires settled in the heart leave man, the mortal then
“become immortal, and acquire absorption even in this life. When
“the deep ignorance which occasions duality is entirely destioyed, the
‘“mortal become immortal ; This is the only doctrine which the Vedanta
“inculcates.

6
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“There are one hundred and one tubes connected with the heart,
“one of which, called Sushumna, proceeds to the head : The soul of a
“devotee proceeding through the hundred and first, is carried to the
“mansion of the immortal Brahma ; and those of others, which ascend
“by Bther tubes, assume different bodies, according to the evil or good
“acts which they perform.

‘““The omnipresent eternal spirit resides always within that space
“of the human heart which is as large as a finger : Man should, by
“firmness of mind, separate that spirit from the body, in the same
“manner as the pith is removed from the plant Munja : that is, the
“spirit should be considered totally distinct from matter and the effects of
“matter—and man should know that separated spirit to be pure and
“eternal.”’

Having thus acquired this divine doctrine, imparted to the God
of death, with every thing belonging to it, Nachiketa, freed from the
consequences of good or evil acts, and from mortality, was absorbed
into God; and whatever person also can acquire that knowledge,
shall obtain absorption.

End of the third Section of the second Chapter (6th Valli).

End of the Katha Upanishad.
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PREFACE

THE most learned Vyasa shows, in his work of the Vedanta, that
all the texts of the Veda, with one consent, prove but the Divinity of
that Being, who is out of the reach of comprehension and beyond all
description. For the use of the public, I have made a concise trans-
lation of that celebrated work into Bengalee, and the present is an
endeavour to translate* the principal Chapters of the Veda, in con-
formity to the Comments of the gteat Sankar-Acharya. The transla-
tion of the Isopanishad belonging to the Yajur, the second division
of the Vedas, being already completed, I have put it into the press ;t
and the others will successively be printed, as soon as their translation
is completed. It is evident, from those authorities, that the sole
regulator of the Universe is but one, who is omnipresent, far surpassing
our powers of comprehension; above external sense; and whose
worship is the chief duty of mankind and the sole cause of eternal
beatitude ; and that all that bear figure and appellation are inventions.
Should it be asked, whether the assertions found in the Puranas} and
Tantras, &c., respecting the worship of the several gods and goddesses,
are false, or whether Puranas and Tantras are not included in the
Sastra, the answer is this :-—The Purana and Tantra,| &c., are of
course to be considered as Sastra, for they repeatedly declare God to
be one and above the apprehension of external and internal senses ;
they indeed expressly declare the divinity of many gods and goddesses,
and the modes of their worship; but they reconcile those contra-
dictory assertions by affirming frequently, that the directions to
worship any figured beings are only applicable to those who are in-
capable of elevating their minds to the idea of an invisible Supreme
Being, in ordet that such persons, by fixing their attention on those
invented figures, -may be able to restrain themselves from vicious
temptations, and that those that are competent for the worship of

*I must confess how much I feel indebted to Doctor H. H. Wilson, in
my translations from Sanskrit into English, for the use of his Sanskrit and
English Dictionary.
.} Wherever any comment, upon which the sense of the original depends,
18 added to the original, it will be found written in Italics.

1 Baid to have been written by Vyasa.

|Supposed to have been composed by Siva.
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the invisible God, should disregard the worship of Idols. I repeat a
few of these declarations as follows. The authority of Jamadagni is
thus quoted by the great Raghunandana: ‘‘For the benefit of those
“who are inclined to worship, figures are invented to serve as re-
“presentations of God, who is merely understanding, and has no
‘““second, no parts, nor figure ; consequently, to these representatives,
“either male or female forms and other circumstances are fictitiously
“assigned.”’” In the second Chapter of the first part of the Vishnu
Purana it is said; ‘“God is without figure, epithet, definition or
“description. He is without defect, not liable to annihilation, change,
‘““pain or birth ; we can only say, That he, who is the eternal being is
“God.” ‘““The vulgar look for their gods in water; men of more
‘“‘extended knowledge in celestial bodies ; the ignorant in wood, bricks,
‘“and stones; but learned men in the universal soul.” In the 84th
Chapter of the tenth division of the Sri Bhagavata, Krishna says to
Vyasa and others : “It is impossible for those who consider pilgrimage
‘““as devotion, and believe that the divine natuie exists in the image,
“to look up to, communicate with, to petition and to revere true
“believers in God. He who views as the soul this body formed of
“phlegm, wind and bile, or regards ouly wife, children, and relations
‘“as himself (that is, he who neglects to contemplate the nature of the
‘“soul), he who attributes a divine nature to earthen images, and be-
“lieves in the holiness of water, vet pays not such respect to those who
‘“‘are endowed with a knowledge of God, is as an ass amongst cows.”’
In the gth Chapter of the Kularnava it is written : “‘A knowledge
‘“of the Supreme Being, who is beyond the power of expression and
‘“unchangeable, being acquired, all gods and goddesses, and their
“texts which represent them, shall become slaves.” ‘‘After a know-
‘“ledge of the Supreme Being has been attained, there is no need to
‘“‘attend to ceremonies prescribed by Sastras—no want of a fan
‘“‘should be felt, when a soft southern wind is found to refresh.”” The
Mahanirvana says, “Thus corresponding to the nature of different
‘‘powers or qualities, numerous figures have been invented for the
“benefit of those who are not possessed of sufficient understanding.”
From the foregoing quotations it is evident, that though the Vedas,
Puranas, and Tantras, frequently assert the existence of the plurality
of gods and goddesses, and prescribe the modes of their worship for
men of insufficient understanding, yet they have also declared in a
hundred other places that these passages are to be taken merely in a
figurative sense.

It cannot be alleged in support of Idolatry, that “although a
“knowledge of God is certainly above all things, still as it is impossible
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“to acquire that knowledge, men should of course worshi figured
“gods ;" for, had it been impossible to attain a knowledge of the
Supreme Being, the Vedas and Puranas, as well as Tantras, would not
have instructed mankind to aim at such attainment; as it is not to
be supposed that direction to acquire what is obviously unattainable
could be given by the Sastra, or even by a man of common sense.
Should the Idolater say, ‘‘that the acquisition of a knowledge of God,
““although it is not impossible, is most difficult of comprehension,” I
will agree with him in that point; but infer from it, that we ought,
therefore, the more to exert ourselves, to acquire that knowledge ;

_ but I highly lament to observe, that so far from endeavouring to make
such an acquisition, the very proposal frequently excites his anger
and displeasure.

Neither can it be alleged that the Vedas, Puranas, &c., teach
both the adoration of the Supreme Being and that of celestial gods
and goddesses, but that the former is intended for Vatis or those that
are bound by their profession to forsake all worldly considerations,
and the latter for laymen ; for, it is evident from the 48th Text of the
3rd Chapter of the Vedanta that a householder also is required to
perform ‘the worship of the Supreme Being.

Manu, also, the chief of Hindu lawgivers, after having prescribed
all the varieties of rites and ceremonies, in Chapter 12th, Text g2,
says, ‘“Thus must the chief of the twice-born, though he neglect the
“‘ceremonial rites mentioned in the Sastras, be diligent in attaining a
“knowledge of God, in controlling his organs of sense, and in repeating
‘“‘the Veda.”

Again in the 4th Chapter, in describing the duties of laymen,
the same author says, ‘““Some, who well know the ordinances for the
"oblations, do not perform externally the five great sacraments, but
contmually make offerings in their own organs of semsation and
“intellect.”’

“Some constantly sacrifice their breath in their speech, when
“‘they instruct others of God aloud, and their speech in their breath, when
“they meditate in silence, perceiving in their speech and breath thus
“‘employed the imperishable fruit of a sacrificial offering.”

“Other Brahmans incessantly perform those sacrifices only,
‘“‘seeng with the eye of divine learning, that the spiritual knowledge
is the root of every ceremonial observance.”

In the Yajnavalkya (Smriti) it is written :—'‘Even a householder,
“who acquires a livelihood honestly, has faith in the Supreme Being,
“‘shows hospitality to his guests, performs sacramental rites to his
“forefathers, and is in the practice of telling truth, shall be absorbed
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“into the supreme essence.” Should be it said, “It still remains un-
“‘aceountable, that notwithstanding the Vedas and Puranas repeatedly
~"declare the unity of the Supreme Being, and direct mankind to adore
“him alone, yet the generality of Hindus have a contrary faith, and
“‘continue to practise idolatry,” I would in answer request attention
to the foundation on which the practical part of the Hindu religion
is built. Many learned Brahmans are perfectly aware of the absur-
dity of idolatry, and are well informed of the nature of the purer
mode of divine worship. But as in the rites, ceremonies, and festivals
of idolatry, they find the source of their comforts and fortune, they
not only never fail to protect idol-worship trom all attacks, but even
advance and encourage it to the utmost of their power, by keeping
the knowledge of their scriptures concealed from the rest of the
people. Their followers, too, confiding in these leaders, feel gratifi-
cation in the idea of the Divine Nature residing in a being resembling
themselves in birth, shape, and propensities; and are naturally de-
lighted with a mode of worship agreeable to the senses, though des-
tructive of moral principles, and the fruitful of prejudice and super-
sitition.

Some Europeans, mndued with high principles of liberality, but
unacquainted with the ritual part of Hindu idolatry, are disposed to
palliate it by an interpietation which, though plausible, is by no means
well founded. They are willing to imagine, that the idols which the
Hindus worship, are not viewed by them in the light of gods or as
real personifications of the divine attiibutes, but merely as instru-
ments for raising their minds to the contemplation of those attributes
which are respectively represented by different figures. I have fre-
quently had occasion to remark, that many Hindus also who are
conversant with the English language, finding this interpretation a
more plausible apology for idolatry than any with which they are
furnmished by their own guides, do not fail to avail themselves of it,
though in repugnance both to their faith and to their practice. The
declarations of this description of Hindus natuially tend to confirm
the original idea of such Europeans, who from the extreme absurdity
of pure unqualified idolatry, deduce an argument against its existence.
It appears to them impossible for men, even in the very last degree
of intellectual darkness, to be so far misled as to consider a mere image
of wood or of stone as a human being, much less as divine existence
With a view, therefore, to do away any misconception of this pature
which may have prevailed, T beg leave to submit the following
considerations.

Hindus of the present age, with a very few exceptions, have



PREFACE 45

not the least idea that it is to the attributes of the Supreme Being, as
figuratively represented by shapes corresponding to the nature of
those attributes, they offer adoration and worship under the denomi-
nation of gods and goddesses. On the contrary, the slightest investi-
gation will clearly satisfy every inquirer, that it makes a material
part of their system to hold as articles of faith all those particular
circumstances, which are essential to belief in the independent
existence of the objects of their idolatry as deities clothed with divine
power.

Locality of habitation and a mode of existence analogous to their
own views of earthly things, are uniformly ascribed to each particular
god. Thus the devotees of Siva, misconceiving the real spirit of the
Scriptures, not only place an implicit credence in the separate exis-
tence of Siva, but even regard him as an omnipotent being, the greatest
of all the divinities, who, as they say, inhabit.the northern mountain
of Kailasa; and that he is accompanied by two wives and several
children, and surrounded with numerous attendants. In like manner
the followers of Vishnu, mistaking the allegorical representations of
the Sastras for relation of real facts, believe him to be chief over all
others gods, and that he resides with his wife and attendants on the
summit of heaven. Similar opinions are also held by the worshippers
of Kali, in respect to that goddess. And in fact, the same observations
are equally applicable to every class of Hindu devotees in regard to
their respective gods and goddesses. And so tenacious are those
devotees in respect to the honour due to their chosen divinities, that
when they meet in such holy places as Haridwar, Prayag, Siva-Kanchi,
or Vishnu-Kanchi in the Dekhin, the adjustment of the point of
precedence, not only occasions the warmest verbal altercations, but
sometimes even blows and violence. Neither do they regard the
images of those gods merely in the light of instruments for elevating
the mind to the conception of those supposed beings; they are simply
in themselves made objects of worship. For whatever Hindu pur-
chases an idol in the market, or constriicts one with his own hands,
or has one made under his own superintendence, it is his invariable
practice to perform certain. ceremonies called Prana-Pratistha, or the
endowment of animation, by which he believes that its nature is
changed from that of the mere materials of which it is formed, and
that it acquires not only life but supernatural powers. Shortly after-
wards, if the idol be of the masculine gender, he marries it to a feminine
one, with no less pomp and magnificence than he celebrates the nuptials
of his own children. The mysterious process is now complete, and

7 .
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the god and goddess are esteemed the arbiters of his destiny, and
continually receive his most ardent adoration.

At the same time, the worshipper of images ascribes to them at
once the opposite natures of human and of superhuman beings.
In attention to their supposed wants as living beings, he is seen
feeding, or pretending to feed them every morning and evening; and
as in the hot season he is careful to fan them, so in the cold he is
equally regardful of their comfort, covering them by day with warm
clothing and placing them at night in a snug bed. But superstition
does not find a limit here : the acts and speeches of the idols, and
their assumption of various shapes and colours, are gravely related
by the Brahmans, and with all the marks of veneration are firmly be-
lieved by their deluded followers. Other practices they have with
regard to those idols which decency forbids me to explain. In thus
endeavouring to remove a mistake, into which I have reason to believe
many European gentlemen have been led by a benevolent wish to
find an excuse for the errors of my countrymen, it is a considerable
gratification to me to find that the latter have begun to be so far
sensible of the absurdity of their real belief and practices, as to find
it convenient to shelter them under such a cloak, however flimsy and
borrowed. The adoption of such a subterfuge encourages me greatly
to hope, that they will in time abandon what they are sensible cannot
be defended; and that, forsaking the superstition of idolatry, they
will embrace the rational worship of the God of Nature, as enjoined
by the Vedas and confirmed by the dictates of common sense.

The argument which is frequently alleged in support of idolatry
is that ‘‘those who believe God to be omnipresent, as declared by the
“doctrines of the Vedanta, are required by the tenets of .such belief
“‘to look upon all existing creatures as God, and to shew divine respect
“to birds, beasts, men, women, vegetables, and all other existences ;
“and as practical conformity to such doctrines is almost impossible,
‘‘the worship of figured gods should be admitted.”” This misrepresen-
tation, I am sorry to observe, entirely serves the purpose intended,
by frightening Hindus in general from attending to the pure worship
of the Supreme Regulator of the universe. But I am confident that
the least reflection on the subject will clear up this point beyond all
doubt; for the Vedanta is well known as a work which inculcates only
the unity of God; but if every existing creature should be taken for
a god by the followers of the Vedanta, the doctrines of that work must
be admitted to be much more at variance with that idea than those
of the advocates of idolatry, as the latter are contented with the re-
cognition of only a few millions of gods and goddesses, but the Vedanta
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in that case must be supposed to admit the divinity of every living
creature in nature. The fact is, that the Vedanta by declaring that
“God is everywhere, and everything is in God,”” means that nothing
is absent from God, and nothing bears real existence except by the
volition of God, whose existence is the sole support of the conceived
existence of the universe, which is acted upon by him in the same
manner as a human body is by a soul. But God is at the same time
quite different from what we see or feel.

The following texts of the Vedanta are to this effect (11th text
of the 2nd section of the 3rd chapter of the Vedanta) : “That being,
“which is distinct from matter, and from those which are contained
“in matter, is not various, bacause he is declared by all the Vedas to
“be one beyond description ;” and again, ‘‘The Veda has declared the
“Supreme Being to be mere understanding.”” Moreover, if we look
at the conduct of the ancient true believers in God, as Janaka, the cele-
brated prince of Mithila, Vasisht’ha, Sanaka, Vyasa, Sankaracharya,
and others whose characters as believers in one God are well known to
the public by their doctrines and works, which are still in circulation,
we shall tind that these teachers, although they declared their faith
in the omnipresent God according to the doctrines of the Vedanta,

rassigned to every creature the particular character and respect he

was entitled t~ 7t is, however, extiemely remarkable, that the very
argument whic ‘employ to shewthe impossibility of practical confor-
mity to faithi + omnipresence of God, may be alleged against every
system of their - wnidolatry ; for the believers in the godhead of Krishna,
and the devotees of Kali, as well as the followers of Siva, believe firmly
in the omnipresence of Krishna,* Kali,} and Siva,} respectively. The
authorities, then, for the worship of those gods, in declaring their om-
nipresence, would according to their own argument, enjoin the wor-
ship of every creature as much as of those supposed divinities. Omni-
presence, however, is an attribute much more consonant with the idea
of a Supreme Being than with that of any fictitious figure to which they
pay divine honours! Another argunient is, that “No man can have,
“as it is said by the Sastra, a desire of knowledge respecting the Supreme
“Being, unless his mind be purified ; and as idol-woiship purifies men’s
“minds, it should be theretore attended to.” I admit the truth of the
first part of this argument, as a desire of the acquisition of a know-
ledge of God is an indication of an improved mind; consequently

*Vide 10th chapter of the Gita.
tVide 28rd text of the 11th chap. of the Devi-mahatmya.
1Vide Rudraemahatmya in the Dana-dharma.
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whenever we see a person possessed of that desire, we should attribute
it to some degree of purification ; but I must affirm with the Veda,
that purity of mind is the consequence of divine worship, and not of
any superstitious practices.

The Brihadaranyaka says, ‘“‘Adore God alone.”” Again, “Nothing
“excepting the Supreme Being should be adored by wise men.” God
" “alone rules the mind and relieves it from impurity.”

The last of the principal arguments which are alleged in favour
of idolatry is, that it is established by custom. ‘‘Let the authors of
“the Vedas, Puranas, and Tantras,” it is said, ‘‘assert what they may
“in favour of devotion tothe Supreme Being, but idol worship has
“been practised for so many centuries that custom renders it proper
‘“to continue that worship.” It is however evident to every onme
possessed of common sense, that custom or fashion is quite different
from divine faith; the latter proceeding from spiritual authorities and
correct reasoning, and the former being merely the fruit.of vulgar
caprice.

What can justify a man, who believes in the inspiration of his
religious books, in neglecting the direct authorities of the same works,
and subjecting himself entirely to custom and fashion, which are
liable to perpetual changes and depend upon popular whim? But it

cannot be passed unnoticed that those who prac _ Jidolatry and
defend it under the shield of custom, have been viol their customs
almost every twenty years, for the sake of little .nience, or to

promote their worldly advantage: a few instances V.hich are most
commonly and publicly practised, I beg leave to state here.

1st. The whole community in Bengal, with very few exceptions,
have, since the middle of last century, forsaken their ancient modes
of the performance of ceremonial rites of religion, and followed the
precepts of the late Raghunandan, and consequently differ in the
most essential points of ceremonies from the natives of Behar, Tirhoot,
and Benares. 2und. ‘The system of their sub-divisions in each caste,
with the modes of marriage and intermarriage, is also a modern in
troduction altogether contrary to their law and auncient customs. 37d.
The profession of instructing Furopean gentlemen in the Vedas,
Smritis and Puranas, is a violation of their long established custom ;
and, 4¢h. The supplying their European guests with wine and victuals
in presence of their gods and goddesses is also a direct breach of custom
and law. I may conclude this subject with an appeal to the good sense
of my countrymen, by asking them, “whose advice appears the most
disinterested and most rational—that of those who, concealing your
scriptures from you, continually teach you thus, ‘Believe whatever
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we may say—don’t examine or even touch your scriptures, neglect
entirely your reasoning faculties—do not only consider us, whatever
may be our principles, as gods on earth, but humbly adore and pro-
pitiate us by sacrificing to us the greater part (if not the whole) of
your property :’ or that of the man who lays your scriptures and their
comnients as well as their translations before you, and solicits you to
examine their purport, without neglecting the proper and moderate
use of reason ; and to attend strictly to their directions, by the rational
" performance of your duty to your sole Creator, and to your fellow-
creatures, and also to pay true respect to those who think and act
righteously.” I hope no one can be so prejudiced as to be unable to
discern which advice is most calculated to lead him to the best road
to both temporal and eternal happiness.






INTRODUCTION

THE physical powers of man are limited, and when viewed
~ comparatively, sink into insignificance; while in the same ratio, his
moral faculties rise in our estimation, as embracing a wide sphere of
action, and possessing a capability of almost boundless improvement.
If the short duration of human life be contrasted with the great age
of the universe, and the limited extent of bodily strength with the
many objects to which there is a necessity of applying it, we must
necessarily be disposed to entertain but a very humble opinion of our
own nature; and nothing perhaps is so well calculated to restore our
self-complacency as the contemplation of our more extensive moral
powers, together with the highly beneficial objects which the appro-
priate exercise of them may produce.

On the other hand, sorrow and remorse can scarcely- fail, soonet
or later, to be the portion of him who is conscious of having neglected
opportunities of rendering benefit to his fellow-creatures. From con-
siderations like these it has been that I (although born a Biahman,
and instructed in my youth in all the principles of that sect), being
thoroughly convinced of the lamentable errors of my countrymen,
have been stimulated to employ every means in my power to improve
their minds, and lead them to the knowledge of a purer system of
morality. Living constantly amongst Hindoos of different sects and
professions, I have had ample opportunity of observing the super-
stitious puerilities into which they have been thrown by their self-
interested guides, who, in defiance of the law as well as of common
sense, have succeeded but too well in conducting them to.the temple
of idolatry ; and while they hid from their view the true substance
of morality, have infused into thei1-simple hearts a weak attachment
for its mere shadow.

For the chief part of the theory and practice of Hindooism, I am
sorry to say, is made to consist in the adoption of a peculiar mode of
diet; the least aberration from which (even though the conduct of
the offender may in other respects be pure and blameless) is not only
visited with the severest censure, but actually punished by exclusion
from the society of his family and friends. In a word, he is doomed
to undergo what is commonly called loss of caste.

On the contrary, the rigid observance of this grand article of
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Hindoo faith is considered in so high a light as to compensate for every
moral defect. Even the most atrocious crimes weigh little or nothing
in the balance against the supposed guilt of its violation.

Murder, theft, or perjury, though brought home to the party by
a judicial sentence, so far from inducing loss of caste, is visited in their
society with no peculiar mark of infamy or disgrace.
_ A trifling present to the Brahman, commonly called Prayaschit,
with the performance of a few idle ceremonies, are held as a sufficient
atonement for all those crimes; and the delinquent is at once freed
from all temporal inconvenience, as well as all dread of future retribution.

My reflections upon these solemn truths have been most painful
for many years. I have never ceased to contemplate with the strongest
feelings of regret, the obstinate adherence of my countrymen to their
fatal system of idolatry, inducing, for the sake of propitiating their
supposed Deitif:s, the violation of every humane and social feeling.
And this in various instances; but more especially in the dreadful
acts of self-destruction and the immolation of the nearest relationms,
under the delusion of conforming to sacred religious rites. I have
mnever ceased, I repeat, to contemplate these practices with the strongest
feelings of regret, and to view in them the moral debasement of a race
who, I cannot help thinking, are capable of better things; whose
susceptibility, patience, and mildness of character, render them worthy
of a better destiny. Under these impressions, tharefore, I have been
impelled to lay before them genuine translations of parts of their
scripture, which inculcates not only the enlightened worship of one
God, but the purest principles of morality, accompanied with such
notices as I deemed requisite to oppose the arguments employed by
the Brahmans in defence of their beloved system. Most earnestly do
I pray that the whole may, sooner or later, prove efficient in producing
on the minds of Hindus in general, a conviction of the rationality of
believing in and adoring the Supreme Being only; together with a
complete perception and practice of that grand and comprehensive
moral principle—Do unfo others as ye would be dome by.



ISA UPANISHAD
OF THE
VAJUR VEDA

1st. ALL the material extension in this world, whatsoever it may
be, should be considered as clothed with the existence of the Supreme
regulating spirit : by thus abstracting thy mind from worldly thoughts,
preserve thyself from self-sufficiency, and entertain not a covetous
regard for property belonging to any individual.

2nd. Let man desire to live a whole century, practising, in this
world, during that time, religious rites, because for such a SELFISH
MIND AS THINE, besides the observance of these rites, there is no other
mode the practice of which would not subject thee to evils. |,

3rd. THOSE THAT NEGLECT THE CONTEMPLATION OF THE SUPREME
SPIRIT, either by devoting themselves solely to the performance of the cere-
montes of religion, or by living destitute of religious tdeas, shall after
death, ASSUME THE STATE OF DEMONS, such as that of the celestial gods,
and of other created beings, WHICH ARE SURROUNDED WITH THE DARKNESS
OF IGNORANCE.

4th. The Supreme Spirit is one and unchangeable : he proceeds
more rapidly than the comprehending power of the mind : Him no
external sense can appiehend, for a knowledge of him outruns even
the internal sense: He though free from motion, seems to advance,
leaving behind human intellect, which strives to attain a knowledge
respecting him : He being the eternal ruler, the atmosphere regulates
under him the whole system of the world.

5th. He, the Supreme Being, seems to move everywhere, although
he in reality has no motion; he seems to be distant from those who
have no wish to attain a knowledge respecting him, and he seems to be near
to those who feel a wish lo know him : but, in fact, He pervades the inter-
nal and external parts of the whole universe.

6th. He, who perceives the whole universe in the Supreme Being
(that is, he who perceives that the malerial existence is merely dependent
upon the existence of the Supreme Spirit) ; and who also preceives the
)Supreme Being in the whole universe (that is, he who perceives that
the Supreme Spirit extends over all material extemsion); does not feel
contempt fowards any creature whatsoever.

#th. When a person possessed of true knowledge conceives that

8 .
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God extends over the whole universe (that is, thai God furnishes every
particle of the universe with the light of his existence), how can he, as an
observer of the real unity of the pervading Supreme existence, be
affected with infatuation or grievance?

8th. He overspreads all creatures: is merely spirit, without
the form either of any minute body, or of an extended one, which is
liable to impression or organization : He is pure, perfect, omniscient,
the ruler of the intellect, omnipresent, and the self-existent : He has
from eternity been assigning to all creatures their respective purposes.

oth. Those observeis of religious rites that perform only the
worship of the sacred fire, and oblations to sages, to ancestors, to men,
and the other creatures, without regarding the worship of celestial
gods, shall enter into the dark regions: and those practisers of re-
ligious ceremonies who habitually worship the celestial gods only,
disregarding the worship of the sacred fire, and oblations to sages, to
ancestors, to men, and to other creatures, shall enter into a region still
darker than the former. . _

1oth. It is said that adoration of the celestial gods produces one
consequence ; and that the performance of the worship of sacred fire,
and oblations to sages, to ancestors, to men, and to other creatures,
produce another : thus have we heard from learned men who have’
distinctly explained the subject to us.

11th. Of those observers of ceremonies, whosoever, knowing
-that the adoration of celestial gods, as well as the worship of the sacred
fire, and oblation to sages, to ancestors, to men, and to other creatures,
should be observed alike by the same individual, performs them both,
will, by means of the latter, surmount the obstacles presented by
natural temptations, and will attain the state of the celestial gods
through the practice of the former.

12th. Those observers of religious rites who worship Prakriti*
alone, shall enter into the dark region : and those practisers of religious
cerermonies that are devoted to worship solely the prior operating
sensitive particle, allegorically called Brahma, shall enter into a region
much more dark than the former.

13th. It is said that one consequence may be attained by the
worship of Brahma, and another by the adoration of Prakriti. Thus
have we heard from learned men who have distinctly explained the
subject to us.

*Prakriti (or nature) who though insensible, influenced b
Spirit, operates throughout the universe, Y the Bupreme
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14th. Of these observers of ceremonies, whatever person,
knowing that the adoration of Prakriti and that of Brahma should
be together observed by the same individual, performs them both,
will, by means of the latter, overcome indigence, and will attain the
state of Prakriti, through the practice of the former.

15th. ““Thou hast, O sun,” (says to the sun a person agitated on
the approach of death, who during his life atlended to the performance of
religious rites, neglecting the attainment of a knowledge of God), ‘‘thou
“hast, O sun, concealed by thy illuminating body the way to the true
“Being, who rules in thee. Take off that veil for the guidance of me
thy true devotee.” '

16th. “O thou” (continues he), ““who mnourishest the world,
“movest singly and who dogt regulate the whole mundane system—
“O sun, son of Kasyapa, disperse thy rays for my passage, and with-
‘“draw thy violent light, so that I may by thy grace behold thy most
“‘prosperous aspect.” ‘‘ Why should I'’ (says he, again retracting him-
self on reflecting wpon the true divine nature) “‘why should I entreal the
“sum, as 1 AM WHAT HE 18, that is, ‘‘the Being who rules in the sun rules
“also in me.”

. 17th. “‘Let my breath,” resumes he, ‘‘be absorbed after death
“into the wide atmosphere ; and let this my body be burnt to ashes.
“O my intellect, think now on what may be beneficial to me. O fire,
“remember what religious rites I have hitherto performed.”

18th. ‘O illuminating fire,” comtinues he, ‘‘observing all our re-
“ligious practices, carry us by the right path to the enjoyment of the
““consequence of our deeds, and put an end to our sins; we being now
“‘unable to perform thy various rites, offer to thee our last salutation.”*

*This example from the Vedas, of the unhappy agitation and wavering of
an idolater on the approach of death, ought to make men reflest seriously on
the miserable conssquence of fixing their mind on any other object of adoration
but the one Supreme Being.
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TO

THE BELIEVERS OF THE ONLY TRUE GOD

Ty greater part of Brahmans, as well as of other sects o
Hindoos, are quite incapable ot justifying that idolatry which they
continue to practise. When questioned on the subject, in place ot
adducing reasonable arguments in support of their conduct, thev
conceive it fully sufficient to quote their ancestors as positive
authorities! And some of them are become very ill-disposed towards
me, because I have forsaken idolatry for the worship of the true and
eternal (God! In order, therefore, to vindicate my own faith and that
of our early torefathers, I have been endeavouring, for some time
past, to convince my countrymen of the true meaning of our sacred
books ; and to prove, that my aberration deserves not the opprobrium
which some unreflecting persons have bheen so ready to throw upon
me.

The whole body of the Hindoo Theology, Law, and Literature,
is contained in the Vedas, which are affirmed to be coeval with the
creation ! These works are extremely voluminous, and being written
in the most elevated and metaphorical style, are, as may be well
supposed, in many passages seemingly confused and contradictory.
Upwards of two thousand 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. This work he termed The Vedanta, which, compounded
of two Sanskrit words, signifies The Resolution 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 to as
equal authority. But from its being concealed within the dark
curtain of the Sanskrit language, and the Brahmans permitting
themselves alone tg interpret, or even to touch any book of the kind,
the Vedanta, although perpetually quoted, is little known to the
public; and the practice of few Hindoos indeed bears the least
accordance with its precepts ! '

In pursuance of my vindication, I have to the best of my abilities
translated this hitherto unknown work, as well as an abridgment
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thereof, into the Hindoostanee and Bengalee languages, and distri-
buted them, free of cost, among my own countrymen, as widely as
circumstances have possibly allowed. The present is an endeavour
to render an abridgment of the same into English, by which I expect
to prove to my European friends, that the superstitious practices
which deform the Hindoo religion have nothing to do with the pure
spirit of its dictates !

I have observed, that both in their writings and conversation,
many Huropeans feel a wish to palliate and soften the features of
Hindoo idolatry ; and are inclined to inculcate, that all objects of
worship are considered by their votaries as emblematical representa-
tions of the Supreme Divinity ! If this were indeed the case, I might
perhaps be led into some examination of the subject: but the truth
is, the Hindoos of the piesent day have no such views of the subject,
but firmly believe in the real existence of innumerable gods and
goddesses, who possess, in their own departments, full and indepen-
dent power; and to propitiate them, and not the true God, are
temples erected and ceremonies performed. There can be no doubt,
however, and it is my whole design to prove, that every rite has its
derivation from the allegotical adoration of the true Deity ; but at
the present day all this is forgotten, and among many it is even heresy
to mention it !

I hope it will not be presumed that 1 intend to establish the
preference of my faith over that of other men. The result of con-
troversy on such a subject, however multiplied, mwust be ever un-
satisfactory ; for the reasoning faculty, which leads men to certainty
in things within its reach, produces no effect on questions beyond its
comprehension. 1 do no more than assert, that if correct reasoning
and the dictates of common sense induce the belief of a wise, uncreated
Being, who is the Supporter and Ruler of the boundless universe, we
should also consider him the most powerful and supreme Fxistence,—
far surpassing our powers of compiehension or description. And,
alth01.1gh men of un(:‘ultwa'ted minds, and even some learned individuals,
(bl.:lt in this one pomt. blinded by prejudice), readily choose, as the
ob].ect of their adoration, anything which they can always see, and
which they pretend to feel; the absurdity of such conduct is not
thereby in the least degree diminished. \

. My constant reflections on the in.convenient, or rather injurious
;?rse ’Z‘ﬁﬁd‘iﬁe‘i lzg the peculiar practice of Hindoo idolatry which,
together with }::o(;n eatl;sli):f afltl) "ekip, destroys the texture of society,
use every possible peffort to ;Wm]}(’ S then fon. hav? compelled me to

awaken them from their dream of error :
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and by making them acquainted with their scriptures, enable them
to contemplate with true devotion the unity and omnipresence of
Nature’s God.

By taking the path which conscience and sincerity direct, I, born
a Brahman, have exposed myself to the complainings and reproaches
even of some of my relations, whose piejudices are strong, and whose
temporal advantage depends upon the present system. But these,
however accumulated, I can tranquilly bear, trusting that a day will
arrive when my humble endeavours will be viewed with justice—
perhaps acknowledged with gratitude. At any rate, whatever men
may say, I cannot be deprived of this consolation : my motives are

acceptable to that Being who beholds in secret and compensates
openly !
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THE VEDANTA

THE illustrious Vyasa,® in his celebrated work, the Vedanta,
insinuates in the first text, that it is absolutely necessary for mankind
to acquire knowledge respecting the Supreme Being, who is the
subject of discourse in all the Vedas, and the Vedanta, as well as in
the other systems of Theology. But he found, from the following
passages of the Vedas, that this inquiry is limited to very narrow
hounds, viz., “The Supreme Being is not comprehensible by vision,
“or by any other of the organs of sense; nor can he be conceived by
“means of devotion, or virtuous practices.”t ‘“He sees everything,
“though never seen; hears everything, though never directly heard
“of. He is neither short, nor is he long ;} inaccessible to the reasoning
“faculty ; not to be compassed by description; beyond the limits
“of the explanation of the Veda, or of human conception” ! || Vyasa,
also, from the result of various arguments coinciding with the Veda,
found that the accurate and positive knowledge of the Supreme Being
is not within the boundary of comprehension; .. that whai, and
how, the Supreme Being is, cannot be definitely ascertained. He has,
therefore, in the second text, explained the Supreme Being by his
effects and works, without attempting to define his essence; in like
manner as we, not knowing the real nature of the sun, explain him
to be the cause of the succession of days and epochs. ‘“He by whom
“‘the birth, existence, and annihilation of the world is regulated, is the
“Supreme Being.” We see the multifarious, wonderful universe, as
well as the birth, existence, and annihilation of its different parts;
hence, we naturally infer the existence of a Being who regulates the
whole, and call him the Supreme : in the same manner as from the

* The greatest of the Indian theologists, philosophers, and poets, was begotten
by the celebrated Parasara and Satyavati. Vyasa collected and divided the Vedas
into certain books and chapters. He is therefore commonly called Veda Vyasa.
The word Vyaasa is composed of the preposition vi and the verb as to divide.

t Mundaka $ Brihadaranyaka. Il Kathavalki.
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sight of a pot we conclude the existence of its ar?lﬁ‘t:‘er. fThe v\v,l:g;
in like manner, declares the Supreme Being thus: “He rom d
“the universal world proceeds, who 1': the LOfg fnfgthe" Universe, an
“ rk is the universe, is the Supreme Being. .
whos;hzvove da is not supposed to be an eterna:I Bel'ng, thot:gg
sometimes dignified with such an epithet; because its beu'lg“lc:l?athe
by the Supreme Being is declared in the sar&e Veda thqs. e thind
“texts and parts of the Veda were created :” and also in the u'u
text of the Vedanta, God is declared to be the cause of ,a

Vedas.
the The void Space is not conceived to be the indf:pendent cause of
the world, notwithstanding the following declaration of the Ved.a,
“The world proceeds from the void space;’t for the Veda}’ again
declares, “‘By the Supreme Being the void space was pioduced.” And
the Vedanta} says: “As the Supreme Being is evidently dec!ared
“in the Veda to be the cause of the void Space, Air, and Fire, neither
“of them can be supposed to be the independent cause of the
“universe.”’ -

Neither is Ai7 allowed to be the Lord of the Universe, although
the Veda says in one instance, “In air every existing creature is
“absorbed ;”’ for the Veda again affirms, that “Breath, the intellectual
“power, all the internal and external senses, the void Space, Air,
“Light, Water, and the extensive Faith, proceeded from the Supreme
.“Being !"” The Vedanta§ also says: “God is meant by the following
“fext of the Veda, as a Being more extensive than all the extension of
“Space;” viz. ‘“That breath is greater than the extension of Space
“in all directions,” as it occurs in the Veda, after the discourse con-
cerning common breath is concluded.

Light, of whatever description, is not inferred to be the Loid of
the Universe, from the following assertion of the Veda : ‘““The pure
Light of all lights is the Lord of all creatures ;” for the Veda again
declares, || that ““The sun and all others imitate God, and borrow their
“light from him;” and the same declaration is found in the
Vedanta.q . ,

Neither can Nature be construed by the following texts of the
Veda, to be the independent cause of the world : wiz., Man “having
“known that Nature which is an eternal being, without a beginning or
“an end, is delivered from the grasp of death,” and “Nature operates
“herself,” because the Veda affirms that “No being is superior or

L]

* Taittiriya. 1 Chandogya $ Fourteenth text, 4th sec. 1st ohap.
§8th, 3d, Ist. || Mundakn, Y 22nd, 3rd, lst. P
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“equal to God,”* and the Veda commands, “Know God alone.” {and
the Vedanta} thus declares : “Nature is not the Creator of the world
“‘not being represented so by the Veda,” for it expressly says, “‘God
“has by his sight created the Universe.” Nature is an insensible
Being, she is, therefore, void of sight or intention, and consequently
unable to create the regular world.§

Atoms are not supposed to be the cause of the world, notwith-
standing the following declaration : “‘This (Creator) is the most minute
‘“Being.”’ Because an atom .s an insensible particle, and from the
above authority it is proved, that no Being void of understanding can
be the author of a system so skilfully arranged.

The soul cannot be inferred from the following texts to be the
Lord of the Universe, nor the independent Ruler of the intellectual
powers ; wviz., “‘The Soul being joined to the resplendent Being, en-
“joys by itself,” ““God and the soul enter the small void space of the
“heart ;”’ because the Veda declares that ‘“‘He (God) resides in the
“soul as its Ruler,” and that ““The soul being joined to the gracious
‘““Being, enjoys happiness.”’|| The Vedanta also says, ‘‘The sentient
‘‘soul is not understood to reside as ruler in the earth, because in both
““texts of the Veda it is differently declared from that Being who rules
“the earth :”’ wiz., “He (God) resides in the faculty of the understand-
ing,” and “He, who resides in the soul, &c.”

No god or goddess of the earth can be meant by the following text
as the ruler of the earth, v12.,9 “He who resides in the earth, and
“is distinct from the earth, and whom the earth does not know,”
&c. : because the Veda affirms that, “‘This (God alone) is the ruler of

mternal sense, and is the eternal Bung " and the same is asserted
in the Vedanta.**

By the text which begins with the following sentence: wiz.
‘“This is the sun,” and by several other texts testifying the dignity of
the sun, he is not supposed to be the original cause of the universe,
because the Veda declares, thattt ‘‘He who resides in the sun (as his
“Lord) is distinct from the sun,”” and the Vedanta declares the same.}}

In like manner none of the celestial gods can be inferred from the
various assertions of the Veda respecting their deities respectively,
to be the independent cause of the Universe; because the Veda
1epeatedly affirms, that “All the Vedas prove nothing but the unity
“of the Supreme Being.”” By allowing the divinity of more than one

® Katha. + Mundaka. 1 5th, lst, lsi
§ Katha. || 20th, 2d, 1st. q Bnhadamnyaka
*+ 18th, 2d, lst. tt Brihadaranyaka. 11 21st, 1st, lst.
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Being, the following positive affirmations of the Veda, relative to the
unity of God, become false and absurd : ““God is md?ed one and has
“no second.”* “There is none but the Supreme Being possessed of
‘“universal knowledge.”’t “He who is without any ﬁgure‘,‘ and bey'ond
“the limit of description, is the Supreme Being.”§ Appellatxc:ms
“and ‘figures of all kinds are innovations.” And from the authority
of many other texts it is evident that any being that b.ears figure,
and is subject to description, cannot be the eternal, independent
cause of the universe. K

‘The Vedas not only call the celestial representations deities, b}lt
also in many instances give the divine epithet to the mind, diet, void
space, quadruped animals, slaves, and flymen : as, “The Supreme
“Being is a quadruped animal in one place, and in another he is full
“of glory. The mind is the Supreme Being, it is to be worshipped.”’
“God is the letter ‘ka’ as well as ‘kha,” and God is in the shape of
“slaves and that of flymen.” The Veda has allegorically represented
God in the figure of the Universe, ©/z.. “Fire”’ is his head, the sun
and the moon are his “two eves”,§ &c. And also the Veda calls God
the void space of the heart, and declares him to be smaller than the
grain of paddy and batley : but from the foregoing quotations neither
any of the celestial gods, nor any existing creature, should be con-
sidered the Lord of the Universe, because|| the third chapter of the
Vedanta explains the reason for these secondary assertions thus :
“By these appellations of the Veda, which denote the “diffusive spirit
“of the Supreme Being equally over all creatures by means of ex-
“tension, his omnipresence is established :’ so the Veda says, “All
“that exists is indeed God."q i, nothing bears true existence
excepting God, ‘‘and whatever we smell or taste is the Supreme
Being,” i.e., the existence of whatever thing that appears to us, relies
on the existence of God. It js indisputably evident that none of these

many independent creators of the world, which 1s directly contrary
to common sense, and to the repeated authority of the Veda. The
Vedanta** also declares, “T'hat Being which is distinct from matter,
“and from those which are contained in matter, is not various because
“he is declared by all the Vedas to be one beyond description ;" and

* Katha t Brihadarenyaka ' ‘
§ Mundaka. Il 38th text, 2d see, ) Chhandogya. ' Ohha?f&gy’;’ 3d.
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it is again stated that ‘“The Veda has declared the Supreme Being
““¢o be mere understanding :”’* also in the third chapter is found that,
“The Veda having at first explained the Supreme Being by different
‘“‘epithets, begins with the word Atka or now,” and declares that,
“All descriptions which I have used to describe the Supreme Being
“are incorrect,”” because he by no means can be described ; and so is
it stated in the sacred commentaries of the Veda.

The fourteenth text of the second section of the third chapter of
the Vedanta declares, ‘It bcing directly represented by the Veda,
““that the Supreme Being bears no figure nor formm ;”’ and the following
texts of the Veda assert the same, viz. ‘‘“The true Being was befoie
“all.”’f “The Supreme Being has no feet, but extends everywhere ;
‘“has no hands, yet holds everything ; has no eves, vet sees all that
“is; has no ears, vet hears everything that passes.”” ‘‘His existence
“had no cause.” ‘‘He is the smallest of the small, and the greatest
“of the great: and vet is, in fact, neither small nor great.”

In answer to the following questions, viz., ‘‘How can the Supreme
Being be supposed to be distinct from, and above all existing
creatures, and at the same time-omnipresent ? How is it possible that
he should be described by properties inconceivable by reason, as
seeing without eyve, and hearing without ear?” To these questions
the Vedanta in chapter second, replies, “In God are all sorts of power
“‘and splendour.”” And the following passages of the Veda also declare
the same : “God is all-powerful ;”’} and “It is by his supremacy that
“he is in possession of all powers;” 7.e., what may be impossible for us
is not impossible for God, who is the Almighty, and the sole Regulator
of the Universe.

Some celestial gods have, in different instances, declared them-
selves to be independent deities, and also the object of worship; but
these declarations were owing to their thoughts being abstracted from
themselves and their being entirely absorbed in divine reflection.
The Vedanta declares : ‘‘This exhortation of Indra (or the god of the
‘“atmosphere) respecting his divinity, to be indeed agreeable to the
“authorities of the Veda ;”’ that is, ‘‘Every one, on having lost all self-
“consideration in consequence of being united with divine reflection,
“may speak as assuming to be the Supreme Being; like Vamadeva (a
“‘celebrated Brahman) who, in consequence of such selt-forgetfulness,
““declared himself to have created the sun, and Manu, the next person
“to Brahma,” It is therefore optional with every one of the celestial
gods, as well as with every individual, to consider himself as ~ God,

* 16th, 24, 3d. t Chhandogya. 1 Svetasvatara.
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under this state of self-forgetfulness and unity with the Divine reflec
tion, as the Veda says, ‘“You are that true Being” (when you lose all
self-consideration), and “O God, I am nothing but you.” The sacred
commentators have made the same observation, viz., “I am nothing
“but true Being, and am pure Understanding, full of eternal happiness,
“and am by nature free from worldly effects.”” But in consequence
of this reflection, none of them can be acknowledged to be the cause
of the universe or the object of adoration.

God is the efficient cause of the universe, as a potter is ot earthen
pots ; and he is also the material cause of it, the same as the earth is
the material cause of the different earthen pots, or as a rope, at an
inadvertent view taken for a snake, is the material cause of the con-
ceived existence of the snake, which appears to be tiue by the support
of the real existence of the rope. So says the Vedanta,T “‘God is the
“efficient cause of the Universe, as well as the material cause thereof
“(as a spider of its web,)”’ as the Veda has positively declared, “That
“from a knowledge of God alone, a knowledge of every existing thing
““proceeds.” Also the Veda compaies the knowledge respecting the
Supreme Being to a knowledge of the earth, and the knowledge res-
pecting the different species existing in the universe to the knowledge
of earthen pots, which declaration and comparison prove the unity
between the Supreme Being and the universe; and by the following
declarations of the Veda, viz., “The Supreme Being has by his sole
“intention created the Universe,” it is evident that God is the wilful
agent of all that can have existence.

As the Veda says that the Supreme Being intended (at the time
of creation) to extend himself, it is evident that the Supreme Being is
the origin of all matter, and its various appearances ; as the reflection
of the sun’s meridian rays on sandy plains is the cause of the re-
semblance of an extended sea. The Veda says, that “‘All figures and
“their appellations are mere inventions, and that the Supreme Being
“‘alone is real existence,” comsequently things that bear figure and
appellation cannot be supposed the cause of the universe. -

The following texts of the Veda, wiz., “Krishna (the god of
‘‘preservation) is greater than all the celestial gods, to whom the mind
:“shoul‘d b?, ?,pplied." “We all worship Mahadeva (the god of des-
“tructlon). ‘We adore the sun.” I worship the most revered Varuna

(the god of the sea.)” “‘Dost thou worship me,’”” says the Air, “‘who
“am the eternal and universal life.” “Intelleé;cu 1 i
“which should be adored ;” and Udgi e

; githa (or a certain part of the.

* 30th, lst, lst. 't 38d, 8th, lst
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“Veda) should be worshipped.”” These, as well as several other texts
of the same nature are not real commands to worship the persons and
things above-mentioned, but only direct those who are unfortunately
incapable of adoring the invisible Supreme Being, to apply their minds
to any visible thing rather than allow them to remain idle. The
Vedanta states, that ‘“The declaration of the Veda,® that those who
“‘worship also the celestial gods are the food of such gods,” is an al-
legorical expression, and only means that they are comforts to the
celestial gods, as food is to maukind ; for he who has no faith in the
Supreme Being is rendered subject to these gods. The Veda affirms
the same; wv72., ‘“He who worships any god excepting the Supreme
“Being, and thinks that he is distinct and inferior to that god, knows
‘““nothing, and is considered as a domestic beast of these gods.”” And
the Vedanta also asserts; wvrz., ‘‘The worship authorized by all the
Vedas is of one nature, as the direction for the worship of the only
Supreme Being is invariably found in every part of the Veda ; and the
epithets the ‘Supreme and the Omnipresent Being’ &c., commonly
imply God alone.”’}

The following passages of the Veda affirm that God is the sole
object of worship, viz. J“Adore God alone.”” ‘““Know God alone;
“give up all other discourse.”” And the Vedanta says, that “It is
“found in the Vedas,§ ‘That none but the Supreme Being is to be
“worshipped, nothing excepting him should be adored by a wise
“man’.”’

Moreover, the Vedanta declares that ‘“Vyasa is of opinion that
“the adoration of the Supreme Being is required of mankind as well
‘““as of the celestial gods; because the possibility of self-resignation to
“God is equally observed in both mankind and the celestial deities.”||
The Veda also states,q that “Of the celestial gods, of the pious
“Brahmans, and of men in general, that person who understands and
“believes the Almighty Being, will be absorbed in him.” It is there-
fore concluded that the celestial gods and mankind have an equal
duty in divine worship; and besides it is proved from the following
authority of the Veda, that any man who adores the Supreme Being
is adored by all the celestial gods, viz., ‘‘All the celestial gods worship
“him who applies his mind to the Supreme Being.”’**

The Veda now illustrates the mode in which we should worship
the Supreme Being, viz., “To God we should approach, of him we
‘“should hear, of him we should think, and to him we should attempt

¢ 7th, lat, 3rd. t lst, 8d, 3d. { Brihadaranyaka.
§ 67th, 3d, 3d. || 26th, 8d, ist. 9§ Brihadaranyake. ** Chhandogya.
Io
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“to approximate.”’* The Vedanta also elucidates the subject thqs:
“The three latter directions in the above quoted text, are conducive
“to the first, viz., ‘Approaching to God’.”” These three are in reality
included in the first (as the direction for collecting fire in the worship
of fire), for we cannot approach to God without hearing and thinking
of him, nor without attempting to make ou1 appioximation ; and the
last, viz., attempting to approximate to God, is required until we have
approached him. By heating of God is meant hearing his declarations,
which establish his unity ; and by thinking of him is meant thinking
of the contents of his law ; and by attempting to approximate to him
is meant attempting to apply our minds to that true Being on which
the diffusive existence of the universe relies, in oider that by means
of the constant practice of this attempt we may approach to him. The
Vedanta states,T that ‘‘Constant piactice of devotion is necessary,
““it being represented so by the Veda ;" and also adds that ““We should
“adore God till we approach to him, and even then mnot forsake his
“adoration, such authority being found in the Veda.” '

The Vedanta shows that moral principle is a part of the adoration
of God, viz., ‘‘A command over our passions and over the external
“senses of the body and good acts, ate declared by the Veda to be
“indispensable in the mind’s approximation to God, they should
“therefore be strictly taken care of, and attended to, both previously
“and subsequently to such approximation to the Supreme Being;"}
i.e., we should not indulge our evil propensities, but should endeavour
to have entire control over them. Reliance on, and self-resignation
to, the only true Being, with an aversion to worldly considerations,
are included in the good acts above alluded to. The adoration of the
Supreme Being produces eternal beatitude, as well as all desired ad-
vantages ; as the Vedanta declares: “It is the firm opinion of Vyasa
“that from devotion to God all the desired consequences proceed ;”’§
and it is thus often represented by the Vedas, ‘He who is desirous
“of prosperity should worship the Supreme Being.”|| ‘‘He who knows
“God thoroughly adheres unto God.” ‘“The souls of the deceased
“forefathers of him who adores the true Being alone, enjoy freedom
“by his mere wish.”q “All the celestial gods worship him who applies
“his mind to the Supreme Being,;”’ and ‘“He who sincerely adores
“the Supreme DBeing, is exempted from further transmigra-
“tion.”

A pious householder is entitled to the adoration of God equally

* 47th, 4th, 3d. t lst, lat, 4th.  § 27th, 4th, 3d.
 § lst, 4th, 8d. I Mundaka § Chhandogys
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with an Vati ;* The Vedanta says, that ‘A householder may be allowed
“the performance of all the ceremonies attached to the (Brahmanical)
‘“‘religion, and also the fulfilling of the devotion of God : the fore-
““mentioned mode of worshipping the Supreme Being, therefore, is
“required of a householder possessed of moral ‘principles’,”’{ and the
Veda declares, that ‘‘the celestial gods, and householders of strong
“faith, and professional Vatis, are alike.”

It is optional to those whn have faith in God alone, to observe
and attend 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 believers 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 different
*“‘classes, according to their differtent 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 of the Supreme Being, acquired the true knowledge
“respecting the Deity.”’§ The Vedanta again more clearly states
that, “It is equally found in the Veda that some people, though they
“had their entire faith in God alone, yet performed both the worship
“of God and the ceremonies prescribed by the Veda; and that some
“‘others neglected them, and merely worshipped God.”|| The following
texts of the Veda fully explain the subject, viz., ‘““Janaka (one of the
“noted devotees) had performed VYajna (or the adoration of the
““celestial gods through fire) with the gift of a considerable sum of
“‘money, as a fee to the holy Brahmans, and many learned true be-
‘“lievers never worshipped fire, nor any celestial god through fire.”

Notwithstanding it is optional with those who have their faith
in the only God, to attend to the prescribed ceremonies or to neglect
them entirely, the Vedanta prefers the former to the latter, because

* The Iuaout among the four sects of Brahmans, who, according to the religious
arder, are bound to forsake all worldly considerations, and to spend their time
in the sole adoration of God. :

t 28th, 4th, 3d. 1 36th, 4th, 8d.  § 36th, 4th, 3d. || 9th, 4th, 3d.
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the Veda says that attendance to the religious ceremonies conduces
to the attainment of the Supreme Being. o

Although the Veda says, “That he who has true fg,lth in the
‘“‘omnipresent Supreme Being may eat all that exists,”* z.e., is not
bound to enquire what is his food, or who prepares it, nevertheless
the Vedanta limits that authority thus: ‘“The above-mentioned
“authority of the Veda for eating all sorts of food should only be
“observed at the time of distress, because it is found in the Veda, that
“Chakrayana (a celebrated Brahman) ate the meat cooked by the
“elephant-keepers during a famine.”t It is concluded, that he acted
according to the above stated authority of the Veda, only at the time
of distress.

Devotion to the Supreme Being is not limited to any holy place
or sacred country, as the Vedanta says, “In any place wherein the
“mind feels itself undisturbed, men should worship God ; because no
“specific authority for the choice of any particular place of worship
“is found in the Veda,”} which declares, “In any place which renders
“the mind easy, man should adore God.”

It is of no consequence to those who have true belief in God
whether they die while the sun is in the north or south of the equator,
as the Vedanta declares that, “Any one who has faith in the only
“God, dying even when the sun may be south of the equator,§ his
“‘soul shall proceed from the body, through Sushumna (a vein which, .
“‘as the Brahmans suppose, passes through the navel up to the brain),
“and approaches to the Supreme Being.”|| The Veda also positively
asserts that ‘“He who in life was devoted to the Supreme Being, shall
“(after death) be absorbed in him, and again be neither liable to birth
“nor death, reduction nor augmentation.”

The Veda begins and concludes with the three peculiar and
mysterious epithets of God, viz., first, OM; second, TAT; third,
SAT. The first of these signifies, “That Being which preserves, des-
troys and creates.” The second implies “That only Being which is
“neither male nor female.” The third announces, “‘The true Being.”
These collective terms simply affirm, that ONE UNKNOWN, TRUE BEING
is THE CREATOR, PRESERVER, AND DESTROYER OF THE UNIVERSE !

* Chhandogya. t 28th, 4th, 3d. t 1lth, lst, 4th. .
§ It is believed by the Brahmans, that any one who dies while the sun is'
south of the equator, cannot enjoy eternal beatitude.
Il 20th, 2d, 4th,
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THus says the illustrious Manu: ‘“The three great immutable
“words (Bhuh, Bhuvah, Swah, or Earth, Space, Heaven)"’, preceded
by the letter Om ;* and also the “Gayatri, consisting of three measured
“lines, must be considered as the entrance to divine bliss.”’}

*Om, when considered as one letter uttered by the help of one articula=
tion, is the symbol of the SBupreme Spirit. It is derived from the radical oy _to
preserve with the affix #q_. “One letter (Om) is the emblem of the most High”
—Manu. 11. 83. “This one letter, Om, is the emblem of the Supreme Being.”
—Bhagavadgita. It is true that this emblem conveys two sounds, that of o and
of m, nevertheless it is held to be one letter in the above sense, and we meet
with instances even in the ancient and modern languages of Europe that can
justify such privileges, such as = (Xi) and W (Psi) reckoned single letters in Greek
and Q, W, X, in English and others. But when considered as a triliteral word °
consisting of &, ¥, §, Om implies, the three Vedas, the three states of human
nature, the three divisions of the universe, and the three deities, Brahma, Vishnu,
and Siva, agents in the creation, preservation, and destruction of this world,
or, properly speaking, the three principal attributes of the Supreme Being
personified as Brahma, Vishnu and Siva. In this sense it implies, in fact, the
universe controlled by the Supreme Spirit.

In all the Hindoo treatises of philosophy (the Puranas or didactic parables
excepted), the methodical collection or expansion of matter is understood by
the term creation, the gradual or sudden perversion of order is intended by
destruction, and the power which wards off the latter from the former is meant
by preservation.

The reason the authors offer for this interpretation is, that they in common
with others, are able to acquire a notion of a Superintending Power, though
unfelt and invisible. solely through their observation of material phenomena;
and that should they reject this medium of conviction, and force upon them-
selves a belief of the production of matter from nothing, and of its lisbility
to entire annihilation, then nothing would remain in the ordinary course of
reasoning to justify their maintaining any longer a notion of that unknown
Supreme Superintending Power.

1The clause admits of another interpretation, viz. “must be considered as
- the mouth, or principal part of the Vedas.”.
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“Whoever shall repeat them day by day, for three years, without
" “negligence, shall approach the most High God, become free as air,
“and acquire afier death an ethereal essence.”

“From the three Vedas the most exalted Brahma successlilve},y
the

smilked out the three lines of this sacred text, beginning wit

“word Tat and entitled Savitri or Gayatri.”

Yogi Yajnavalkya also declares, “By means of Om Bhuh,
“Bhuvah, and Swah ; and the Gayatri, collectively, or each of the three
“singly, the most High God, the source of intellect, should be worshipped.”
"“So Brahma himself formerly defined Bhuh, Bhuvah, Swah, (Earth,

“‘Space, Heaven) as the body of the Supreme Intelligence ; hence these
“three words are called the Defined.”

(Those that maintain the doctrine of the Universe being the body
of the Supreme Spirit, found their opinion upon the following consi-
derations :(—

1st. That there are innumerable millions of bodies, properly
speaking worlds, in the infinity of space.

2ndly. That they move, mutually preserving their regular intervals
between each other, and that they maintain each other by producing
effects primary or secondary, as the members of the body support each
other.

3rdly. That those bodies, when viewed collectively, are con-
sidered one, in the same way as the members of an animal body or of
a machine, taken together, constitute one whole.

] 4thly. Any material body whose members move methodically,
and afford support to each other in a manner sufficient for their pre-
servation, must be actuated either by an internal guiding power named
the soul, or by an external one as impulse.

sthly. It is maintained that body is as infinite as space, because
body is found to exist in space as far as our perceptions, with the naked
eye or by the aid of instruments, enable us to penetrate.

6thly. If body be infinite as space, the power that guides its
members must be internal, and therefore styled the Sour, and not
external, since there can be no existence even in thought without the
idea of location.

Hence this sect suppose that the Supreme all-pervading power i
the soul of the universe, both* existing frI;m eternig?r;) etisnli::y 'erans
that the former has somewhat the same influence over the universe as
the individual soul has over the individual body.

*The human soul and the Supreme Spirit—ED.
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They argue further, that in proportion as the internally impelled
body is excellent in its construction, the directing soul must be con-
sidered excellent. Therefore, inasmuch as the universe is infinite
in extent, and is arranged with infinite skill, the soul by which it is
animated must be infinite in every pertection).

He (Yajnavalkya) again expounds the meaning of the Gayatri
in three passages :

“We, say the adorers of the Most High, meditate on the supreme
“and omnipresent internal spirit of this splendid Sun. We meditate
“on the same Supreme Spirit, earnestly sought for by such as dread
“further mortal birth ; who residing in every body as the all-pervading
“soul and controller of the mind, constantly directs our
“intellect and intellectual operations towards the acquisition of virtue,
“wealth, physical enjoyment, and final beatitude.”

So, at the end of the Gayatri, the utterance of the letter Om is
commanded by the sacred passage cited by Guna-Vishnu: “A Brahman
“shall in every instance pronounce Om, at the beginning and at the
“end ; for umless the letter Om precede, the desirable consequence will
“fail ; and unless it follow, it will not be long retained.”

That the letter Om, which is pronounced at the beginning and
at the end of the Gayatri expressly signifies the Most High, is testified
by the Veda: wviz,, “Thus through the help of Om, you contemplate
“the Supreme Spirit.” (Mundaka Upanishad).

Manu also calls to mind the purport of the same passage :
“And rites obtained in the Veda, such as oblation to fire and solemn
“offerings, pass away; but the letter Om is considered that which
“passes 1ot away ; since it is @ symbol of the most High the Lord of
“created beings.”

“By the sole repetition of Om and the Gayatri, a Brahman may
“indubitably attain beatitude. Let him perform or not perform any
“other religious rites, he being a friend /o all creatures is styled a knower
“of God.”

So Yogi Yajnavalkya says: “God is declared to be the object
“signified, and Om to be the term signifying : By means of a know-
“ledge even ot the letter Om, the symbol, God becomes propitious.”

In the Bhagavadgita: “Om* (the cause), Tat{ (that),

*-Om" implies the Being on whom all objects, either visible or invisible,
depend in their formation, continuance, and change.

+9Tat” im Phes the Being that can be described only by the demonstmtwe
pronoun “that”, and not by any particular definition,

1T
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“Sat* (existing), these are considered three kinds of description of the
Supreme Being.” :

In the concluding part of the commentary on the Gayatri by
the ancient Bhatta Guna-Vishnu, the meaning of the passage is briefly
given by the same author.

‘“He the spirit who is thus described, guides us. He, as the soul
‘““of the three mansions (viz., earth, space and heaven), of water, light,
“moisture, and the individual soul of all moving and fixed objects,
“and of Brahma, Vishnu, Siva, the sun and other gods of various
“descriptions, the Most High God, illuminating, like a brilliant lamp,
‘“the seven mansions, having carried my individual soul, as spirit, to
“the seventh heaven, the mansion of the worshippers of God called
“the True mansion, the 1esidence of Brahma, absorbs it (my soul),
“through his divine spirit, into his own divine essence. The worshipper,
“thus contemplating, shall repeat the Gayatri.”

Thus it is said by Raghunandan Bhattacharya, a modern ex-
pounder of law in the country of Gaur, when interpreting the passage
beginning with “Pranava Vyahritibhyam’ :¥ “By means of pro-
“nouncing Om and Bhuh, Bhuvah, Swah] and the Gayatri, all
“signifying the Most High, and reflecting on their meaning, the worship
“of God shall be performed, and his grace enjoyed.”

And also in the Maha Nirvana Tantra : “In like manner, among
“all texts the Gayatri is declared to be the most excellent: the
“worshipper shall repeat it when inwardly pure, reflecting on the
“meaning of it. If the Gayatri be repeated with Om and the Vyahriti
“(vtz., Bhuh, Bhuvah, Swah), it excels all other theistical knowledge,
“in producing imumediate bliss. Whosoever repeats it in the morning
“or evening or during the night, while meditating on the Supreme
“Being, being freed from all past sins, shall not be inclined to act
“unrighteously. The worshipper shall first pronounce Om, then the
“‘three Vyahiitis, and afterwards the Gayatri of three lines, and shall
“finish it with the term Om. We meditate on him from whom proceed

*“Sav” implies what “truly exists” in one con ition independent of others.
These three terms collectively imply, that the object contomplated through
“Om” can be described only as “‘that” which “is oxisting,”

. The first term “Om’* bears a striking similarity, both in sound and applica.
tion, to the participle wv of the verb Elul to be, in Greek; and it is therefore not
very improbable that one might have had its origin from the other. As to the
similarity in sound, it is too obvious to require illustration; and & reference

to the Septuagint will shew that wv like “Om” is ki
existing God. Exodus. iii, 14. applied to Jehova the ever

+ g fem, L peigwm e
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“the continuance, petishing, and production of all things ; who spreads
“over the three mansions; that eternal Spirit, who inwardly rules
‘“the sun and all living creatures; most desirable and all-pervading ;
“and who, residing in intellect, directs the operations of the intellectual
“power of all of us material beings. The worshipper, by repeating
“every day these three texts expressing the above meaning, attains
“all desirable objects without any other religious observance or
“austerity. ‘One only without a second’ is the doctrine maintained
“by all the Upanishads: that imperishable and incomperishable
“Being is understood by these three texts. Whoever repeats them
“once or ten, or a hundred times, either alone or with many others,
“attains bliss in a proportionate degree. After he has completed the
“repetition, he shall again meditate on Him who is one only without
“a second, and all-pervading: thereby all religious observances,
“though not performed, shall have been virtually performed. Any one,
“whether a householder or not, whether a Brahman or not, all have
“equal right to the use of these texts as found in the Tantra.”

Here Om, in the first instance, signifies that Supreme Being who
is the sole cause of the comtinuance, perishing, and production of all
worlds. ‘“He from whom these creatures are produced, by whom
“those that are produced exist, and to whom after death they return,
“is the Supreme Being, whom thou dost seek to know.”—The text of
the Veda quoted by the revered Sankara Acharya in the Commentary
on the first text of the Vedanta Darsana.

The doubt whether or not that cause sigmified by “Om’” exists
separately from these effects, having arisen, the second text, Bhuh,
Bhuvah, Swah, is next read, explaining that God, the sole cause,
eternally exists pervading the universe, ‘‘Glorious, invisible, perfect,
“unbegotten, pervading all, internally and externally, is He the Supreme
“Spirit.”’—Mundaka Upanishad.

It being still doubted whether or not living creatures large and
small in the world act independently of that sole cause, the Gayatri,
as the third in order, is read. ‘‘Tat Savitur varenyam, Bhargo
“devasya dhimahi, dhiyo yo nah prachodayat.” We meditate on that
indescribable spirit inwardly ruling the splendid Sun, the express
object of worship. He does not only inwardly rule the sun, but he,
the spirit, residing in and inwardly ruling all us material beings, directs
mental operations towards their objects. “He who inwardly rules
the sun is the same immortal spirit who inwardly rules thee.”—
Chhandogya Upanishad. “God resides in the heart of all creatures.”
~—Bhagavadgita.

The object signified by the three texls being one, their repeti-
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tion collectively is enjoined. ‘The f{ollowing is their meaning
in brief :(—

‘“We meditate on the cause of all, pervading all, and internally
“ruling all material objects, from the sun down to us and others.”

(The following is a literal translation of the Gayatri according
to the English idiom : “We meditate on that Supreme Spirit of the
splendid sun who directs our understandings.”

The passage, however, may be rendered somewhat differently
by transferring the demonstrative “that’’ from the words ‘“Supreme
Spirit” to the words “splendid sun”. But this does not appear fully
to correspond with the above interpretation of Yajnavalkya).

While translating this essay on the Gayatri, I deemed it proper
to refer to the meaning of the text as given by Sir William Jones,
whose talents, acquisitions, virtuous life, and impartial research, have
rendered his memory an object of love and veneration to all. I feel
so much delighted by the excellence of the translation, or rather the
paraphrase, given by that illustrious character, that with a view to
connect his name and his explanation of the passage with this humble
treatise, I take the liberty of quoting it here.

The interpretation in question is as follows :—

‘“THE GAYATRI, OR HOLIEST VERSE OF THE VEDAS.”

“Let us adore the supremacy of that divine sun,* the god-headt
“who illuminates all, who recreates all, from whom all proceed, to
“whom all must return, whom we invoke to direct our understandings
““aright in our progress toward his holy seat.”

» * " L]

“What the sun and light are to this visible world, that are the
“Supreme good and truth to the intellectual and invisible universe ;
““and, as our corporeal eyes have a distinct perception of objects
“enlightened by the sun, thus our souls acquire certain knowledge,
“by meditating on the light of truth, which emanates from the Being
“of beings : that is the light by which alone our minds can be direce
:ed in the path of beatitude.”

*Opposed to the visible luminary.
 tBhargas, a word consisting of three consonants, derived
hine; ram, to delight; gam, to move. ’ ved from Bha, to
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BEFORE I attempt to reply to the observations that the learned
gentleman, who signs himself Sankara Sastri, has offered in his letter
of the 26th December last, addressed to the Editor of the Madras
Courier, on the subject of an article published in the Calcutia Gazette,
and on my translation of an abridgment of the Vedanta and of the two
chapters of the Vedas, I beg to be allowed to express the disappointment
I have felt in receiving from a learned Brahman controversial remarks
on Hindoo Theology written in a foreign language, as it is the invariable
practice of the natives of all provinces of Hindoostan to hold their dis-
cussions on such subjects in Sanskrit, which is the learned language
common to all of them, and in which they may naturally be expected
to convey their ideas with perfect correctness and greater facility
than in any foreign tongue : nor need it be alleged that, by adopting
this established channel of controversy, the opportunity of appealing
to public opinion on the subject must be lost, as a subsequent trans-
lation from the Sanskrit into English may sufficiently serve that
purpose. The irregularity of this mode of proceeding, however,
gives me room to suspect that the letter in question is the production
of the pen of an English gentleman, whose liberality, I suppose, has
induced him to attempt an apology even for the absurd idolatry of
his fellow-creatures. If this inference be correct, while I congratulate
that gentleman on his progressin a knowledge of the sublime doctrines
of the Vedanta, I must, at the same time, take the liberty of entreating
that he will, for the future, prefer consulting the original works written

* «“The year 1817 saw further progress of the movement. Rammohun’s
publications now began to call forth learned and animated replies from the
defenders of Hinduism. The Madras Courier, in December, 1816, contained &
long letter from the head English master in the Madras Government College,
Sankars Sastri, controverting Rammohun's views as shown in his writings, and
pleading for the worship of Divine attributes as virtual deities. Rammohun
reprinted this letter with a masterly reply entitled A defence af Hindoo Theism,. ."
—Miss Collet's The Life and Letiers of Raja Rammohun Roy, p. 23.
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upon those doctrines, to relying on the second-hand information on the
subject, that may be offered him by any person whatsoever.

The learned gentleman commences by objecting to the terms
discoverer and reformer, in which the Editor of the Calcutta Gazette
was pleased to make mention of me. He states, “That people of
“limited understanding, not being able to comprehend the system of
“worshipping the invisible Being, have adopted false doctrines, and
“by that means confounded weak minds in remote times; but due
““punishment was inflicted on those heretics, and religion was very well
“‘established throughout India by the Reverend Sankaracharya and
“his disciples, who, however, did not pretend to reform or discover
“them, or assume the title of a reformer or discoverer.’’ In mnone of
my writings, nor in any verbal discussion, have I ever pretended to
reform or to discover the doctrines of the unity of God, nor have I ever
assumed the title of reformer or discoverer; so far from such an
assumption, I have urged in every work that I have hitherto published,
that the doctrines of the unity of God arereal Hindooism, as that re-
ligion was practised by our ancestors, and as it is well-known even at
the present age to many learned Brahmans: I beg to repeat a few of
the passages to which I allude.

In the introduction to the abridgment of the Vedanta I have
said : ‘‘In order, therefore, to vindicate my own faith and that of our
“forefathers, 1 have been endeavouring, for some time past, to con-
“vince my countrymen of the true meaning of our sacred books, and
“prove that my aberration deserves not the opprobrium which some
“unreflecting persons have heen so ready to throw upon me.” In
another place of the same introduction: ‘“The present is an en-
“deavour to render an abridgment of the same (the Vedanta) into
“English, by which I expect to prove to my European friends, that
“the superstitious practices which deform the Hindoo religion, have
“nothing to do with the pure spirit of its dictates.”” In the introduce
tion of the Kenopanishad : “This work will, I trust, by explaining
“to my countrymen the real spirit of the Hindoo scriptures which 1s but the
“declaration of the unity of God, tend in a great degree to correct the
“erron.eous conceptions which have prevailed with regard to the doctrines
“they inculcate” ; and in the Preface of the Isopanishad : “M any learned
“Brahmans are perfectly aware of the absurdity of idol-worship, and
“are well informed of the nature of the pure mode of divine worship.”
A reconsideration of these passages will, I hope, convince the learned
gentleman, that I never advanced any claim to the title either of a
reformer or of a discoverer of the doctrines of the unity of the Godhead.
It is not at all impossible that from the perusal of the translations
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above alluded to, the Editor of the Calcutta Gazette, finding the system
of idolatry into which Hindoos are now completely sunk, quite inconsis-
tent with the real spirit of their scriptures, may have imagined that their
contents had become entirely forgotten and unknown ; and that I was
the first to point out the absurdity of idol-worship, and to inculcate
the propriety of the pure divine worship, ordained by their Vedas, their
Smritis, and their Puranas. From this idea, and from finding in his
intercourse with other Hindoos, that I was stigmatized by many,however
unjustly, “as an inmovator, he may have been, not unnaturally, misled
to apply to me the epithets of discoverer and reformer.

2ndly. The learned gentleman states: ‘‘There are an immense
“number of books, namely, Vedas, Sastras, Puranas, Agams, Tantras,
“Sutras, and Itihas, besides numerous commentaries, com.piled by
“many famous theologians both of ancient and mocern times, res-
‘“‘pecting the doctrines of the worship of the invisible Being. They
‘“are not only written in Sanskrit, but rendered into the Prakrita, Telugu,
“Tamil, Gujrati, Hindoostani, Marhatti, and Canari languages, and
“immemorially studied by a great part of the Hindu nation, attached to
“the adwaitam faith, &c.”” This statement of the learned gentleman,
as far as it is correct, corroborates indeed my assertion with respect to
the doctrines of the worship of the invisible Supreme Spirit being un-
animously inculcated by all the Hindoo Sastras, and naturally leaCs to
severe reflections on the selfishness which must actuate those Brahmanical
teachers who, notwithstanding the unanimous authority of the Sastras
for the adoption of pure worship, vet, with the view of maintaining the
title of God which they arrogate to themselves and of deriving pecuniary
and other advantages from the numerous rites and festivals of idol-
worship, constantly advance and encourage idolatry to the utmost of
their power. I must remark, however, that there is no translation' of
the Vedas into any of the modern languages of Hindoostan with which
I am acquainted, and it is for that reason that I have translated into
Bengali the Vedanta, the Kenopanishad of the Sama Veda, the Isopani-
shad of the Yajur Veda, &c., with the contents of which none but the
learned among my countrymen were at all acquainted.

3rdly. The learned gentleman states, that the translations of the
scripture into the vulgar language are rejected by some people ; and he
assigns as reasons for their so doing, that ‘‘if the reader of them doubts
““the truth of the principles explained in the translation, the divine
“knowledge he acquired by them becomes a doubtful faith, and that
“doubt cannot be removed unless he compares them with the original
“work : in that case, the knowledge he lastly acquired becomes superior,
“and his study, in the first instance, becomes useless and the cause of

I2
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“‘repeating the same work.” When a translation of a work written
in a foreign tongue is made by a person at all acquafnte('i with t%lat langu-
age into his native tongue, and the same translation is sanctioned and
approved of by many natives of the same country, who are perfectly
conversant with that foreign language, the translation, I presume, may
be received with confidence as a satisfactory interpretation of the original
work, both by the vulgar and by men of literature.

It must not be supposed, however, that I am inclined to assert
that there is not the least room to doubt the accuracy of such a trans-
lation ; because the meaning of authors, even in the original work.s,
is very frequently dubious, especially in a language like Sa}nsknt,
every sentence of which, almost, admits of being explained in different
senses.  But should the possibility of errors in every translation be
admitted as reason for withholding all confidence in their contents,
such a rule would shake our belief, not only in the principles explained
in the translation of the Vedanta into the current language, but also
in all information respecting foreign history and theology obtained
by means of translations : in that case, we must either learn all the
languages that are spoken by the different nations in the world, to
acquire a knowledge of their histories and religions, or be content to
know nothing of any country besides our own. The second reason
which the learned gentleman assigns for their objection to the trans-
lation is, that ‘‘Reading the scripture in the vulgar languages is pro-
hibited by the Puranas.”” I have not yet met with any text of any
Puranas which prohibit the explanation of the scripture in the vulgar
tongue; on the contrary, the Puranas allow that practice very
frequently. I repeat one of these declarations from the Siva Dharma,
quoted by the great Raghunandana. ‘“'He who can interpret, according
“to the ratio of the understanding of his pupils, through Sanskrit,
“‘or through the vulgar languages, or by means of the current language
“of the country, is entitled, spiritual father.”” Moreover, in every part
of Hindoostan all professors of the Sanskrit language instructing
beginners in the Vedas, Puranas, and in other Sastras, interpret them
in the vulgar languages; especially spiritual fathers in the exposition
of those parts of the Vedas and Puranas, which allegorically introduce
a plurality of gods and idol-worship, doctrines which tend so much
to their own worldly advantage.

The learned gentleman states, that “The first part of the Veda
“prescribes the mode of performing yagam or sacrifice, bestowing
“damam or alms; treats of penance, fasting, and of worshipping the
“incarnations, in which the Supreme Deity has appeared on the earth
“for divine purposes. The ceremonies performed according to these
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“‘modes, forsaking their fruits, aie affirmed by the Vedas to be mental
“‘exercises and mental purifications necessary to obtain the knowledge
‘“of the divine nature.” I, in common with the Vedas and the Vedantd,
and Manu (the first and best of Hindoo lawgivers) as well as with the
most celebrated Sankaracharya, deny these ceremonies being necessary
to obtain the knowledge of the divine nature, as the Vedanta positively
declares, in text 36, section 4th, chapter 3rd : “Man may acquire the
‘“true knowledge of God, even without observing the rules and rites
“prescribed by the Veda for each class : as it is found in the Veda that
“many persons who neglected the performance of the rites and cere-
‘“‘monies, owing to their perpetual attention to the adoration of the
‘““Supreme Being, acquired the true knowledge respecting the Supreme
“Spirit.”” The Veda says: ‘‘Many learned true believers never
“worshipped fire, or any celestial gods through fire.”” And also the
Vedanta asserts, in the 1st text of the 3rd section of the 3rd chapter :
““The worship authorized by all the Vedas is one, as the directions for
‘“‘the worship of the only Supreme Being are invariably found in the
‘““Veda, and the epithets of the Supreme and Omnipresent Being, &c.,
“‘commonly imply God alone.” Manu, as I have elsewhere quoted,
thus declares on the same point, chapter 12th, text 92nd : ‘‘Thus must
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.”” Again,
chapter 4th, text 23rd: ‘“‘Some constantly sacrifice their breath in
“‘their speech, when they instruct others of God aloud, and their speech
“in their breath, when thev meditate in silemce ; perceiving in their
“speech and breath thus employed, the imperishable fruit of a sac-
“rificial offering.”” 24th: ‘“Other Brahmans incessantly perform those
“‘sacrifices only, seeing with the eve of divine learning, that the scriptural
“knowledge is the root of every ceremonial observance.” And also
the same author declares in chapter 2nd, text 84 : ‘‘All 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 Loord of created
“beings.”’

' sthly. The learned gentleman states, that “the difficulty of
“attaining a knowledge of the Invisible and Almighty Spirit is evident
“from the preceding verses.” ‘I agree with him in that point, that the
attainment 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, and un-
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fettered by prejudice, as to conceive artificial imaggs to b.e pOSSESSFd,
at once, of the opposite natures of human and divine bel.ng§, which
idolaters constantly ascribe to their idols, strangeIY_ believing that
things so constructed can be converted by ceremonies into constructors
of the universe.

6thly. The learned gentleman objects to our introducing songs,
although expressing only the peculiar tenets of monotheism, and
says: “But the holding of meetings, playing music, singing songs,
“and dancing, which are ranked among carnal pleasures, are not
“ordained by scripture, as mental purification.” The practice of
dancing in divine worship, I agree, is not ordained by the "scripture,
and accordingly never was introduced in our worship ; any mention
of dancing in the Calcutta Gaz:tte must, therefore, have proceeded
from misinformation of the Editor. But respecting the propriety of
introducing monotheistical songs in the divine worship, I beg leave to
refer the gentleman to texts 114th and 11 5th of the 3rd chapter of
Yajnavalkya, who authorizes not only scriptural music in divine con-
templation, but also the songs that are composed by the vulgar. It
is also evident that amy interesting idea is calculated to make more
impression upon the mind, when conveyed in musical verses, than
when delivered in the form of common conversation.

7thly. The learned gentleman says: ““All the Brahmans in
“this peninsula are studying the same Vedam as are read in the other
.“parts of the country; but I do not recollect to have read or heard
“of one treating on astronomy, medicine, or arms : the first is indeed
“an angam of the Vedam, but the two latter are taught in separate
“Sastras”’—in answer to which I beg to be allowed to refer the
gentleman to the following text of the Nirvana : ‘“The Vedas, while
“talking of planets, botany, austere duties, arms, rites, natural con-
“‘sejuences, and several other subj ects, are purified by the inculcation
“of the doctrines of the Supreme Spirit.” And also to the latter end
of the Mahanirvana agam.

From the perusal of these texts, I trust, he will be convinced
that the Vedas not only tieat of astronomy, medicine, and arms, but
also of morality and natural philosophy, and that all arts and sciences
that are treated of in other Sastras, were originally introduced by the
Vedas : see also Manu, chapter 12, veises 97 and 98. I cannot of
course be expected to be answerable for Brahmans neglecting entirely
the study of tl}e scientific parts of the Veda, and putting in practice,
and promulgating to the utmost of their power, that part of them
whjch,'treating of rites and festivals, is justly considered as the source
of their worldly advantages and support of their alleged divinity.
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8thly. I observe, that on the following statement in my In-
troduction to the Kenopanishad, viz., ‘‘Should this explanation given
“by the Veda itself, as well as by its celebrated commentator, Vyasa,
“not be allowed to reconcile those passages which are seemingly at
‘“variance with each other, as those that declare the unity of the
“invisible Supreme Being, with others which describe a plurality of
“independent visible gods, the whole work must, I am afraid, not
“only be stripped of its authority, but looked upon as altogether
“unintelligible,”’ the learned gentleman has remarked that “To say
‘““the least of this passage, RAM MoHUN RoY appears quite as willing
“to abandon as to defend the Scripture of his Religion.”

In the foregoing paragraph, however, I did no more than logically
confine the case to two points, viz., that the explanation of the Veda
and of its commentators must either be admitted as sufficiently re-
conciling the apparent contradictions between different passages of
the Veda or must not be admitted. In the latter case, the Veda must
necessarily be supposed to be inconsistent with itself, and therefore
altogether unintelligible, which is directly contrary to the faith of
Hindus of every description; consequently they must acmit that
those explanations do sufficiently reconcile the seeming contradictions
between the chapters of the Vedas.

gthly. The learned gentleman says that ‘‘Their (the attributes
“and incarnations) worship under various representations, by means
“of consecrated objects, is prescribed by the scripture to the human
““race, by way of mental exercises,”” &c. I cannot acmit that the
worship of these attributes under various representations, by means
of consecrated objects, has been prescribed by the Veca to the HUMAN
RACE ; as this kind of worship of consecrated objects is enjoined by
the Sastra to those only who are incapable of raising their minds to
the notion of an invisible Supreme Being. I have quoted several
authorities for this assertion in my Preface to the Isopanishad, and
beg to repeat here one or two of them: ‘The vulgar look for their
“God in water ; men of more extended knowledge in celestial bodies ;
‘““the ignorant in wood, bricks, and stones; but learned men in the
“Universal Soul.”” ‘‘Thus corresponding to the nature of different
“powers or qualities, numerous figures have been invented for the
“benefit of those who are mot possessed of sufficient understanding.”
Permit me in this instance to ask, whether every Mussulman in
Turkey and Arabia, from the highest to the lowest, every Protestant
Christian at least of Europe, and many followers of Kabir and Nanak,
do worship God without the assistance of consecrated objects? If so,
how can we suppose that the human race is not capable of adoring

.
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the; Supreme Being without the puerile practice of having recourse to

visible objects ? o '
1othly. The learned gentleman is of opinion that the attributes

- of God exist distinctly from God and he compares the relation between

God and these attributes to that of a king to his ministers, as he says :
“If a person be desirous to visit an earthly prince, he ought to be
“introduced in the first instance by his ministers,”” &c.; and “‘in
“like manner the grace of God ought to be obtained by the grace
“through the worship of his attributes.” This opinion, I am extremely
sorry to find, is directly contrary to all the Vedanta doctrines inter-
preted to us by the most revered Sankaracharya, which are real
adwaita or non-duality; they affirm that God has no second that
may be possessed of eternal existence, either of the same nature with
himself or of a different nature from him, nor any second of that nature
that might be called either his part or his quality. The 16th text of
the 2nd section of the 3rd chapter: “The Veda has declared the
Supreme Being to be mere understanding.” The Veda says ; ‘‘God
is real existence, wisdom and eternity.” The Veda very often calls
the Supreme Existence by the epithets of Existent, Wise, and Eternal
and assigns as the reason for adopting Such epithets, that the Veda in
the first instance speaks of God according to the human idea, which
views quality separately from person, in order to facilitate our com-
prehension of objects. In case these attributes should be supposed,
as the learned gentleman asserts, to be separate existences, it neces-
sarily follows, that they must be either eternal or non-eternal. The
former case, viz., the existence of a plurality of beings imbued like

, God himself with the property of eternal duration, strikes immediately

at the root of all the doctrines relative to the unity of the Supreme
Being contained in the Vedanta. By the latter sentiment, namely,
that the power and attributes of God are not eternal, we are led at
once, into the belief that the nature of God is susceptible of change,
and consequently that He is not eternal, which makes no inconsider-
able step towards atheism itself. These are the obvious and dangerous
consequences, resulting from the learned gentleman’s doctrine, that
the attributes of the Supreme Being are distinct existences. I am quite
at a loss to know how these attributes of the pure and perfect Supreme
Being (as the learned gentleman declares them to exist really and
separately, and not fictitiously and allegorically), can be so sensual
and destitute of morality as the creating attribute or Brahma is said
to be by the Puranas, which represent him in one instance as at-
tempting to commit a rape upon his own daughter. The protecting
attribute, or Vishnu, is in another place affirmed to have fraudulently
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violated the chastity of Brinda, in order to kill her husband. Siva,
the destroying attribute, is said to have had a criminal attachment
to Mohini, disregarding all ideas of decency. And a thousand similar
examples must be familiar to every reader of the Puranas. I should
be obliged by the learned gentleman’s showing how the contemplation
of such circumstances, which are constantly related by the worshippers
of these attributes, even in their sermons, can be instrumental
towards the purification of the mind, conducive to morality, and
productive ot eternal beatitude. Besides, though the learned gentle-
‘man in this instance considers these attributes to be separate existences,
yet in another place he seems to view them as parts of the Supreme
Being, as he says: ‘“If one part of the ocean be adored, the ocean is
adored.” I am somewhat at a loss to understand how the learned
gentleman proposes to reconcile this apparent contradiction. I must
observe, however, in this place, that the comparison drawn between
the relation of God and those attributes, and that of a king and his
ministers, is totally inconsistent with the faith entertained by Hindoos
of the present day; who, so far from considering these objects of
worship as mere instruments by which they may arrive at the power
of contemplating the God of nature, regard them in the light of in-
dependent gods, to each of whom, however absurdly, they attribute
almighty power, and a claim to worship, solely on his own account.

11thly. The learned gentleman is dissatisfied with the objection
mentioned in my translation to worshipping these fictitious represen-
tations, and remarks, that ‘‘the objections to worshipping the attributes
are not satisfactorily stated by the author.” I consequently repeat
the following authorities, which I hope may answer my purpose. The
following are the declarations of the Veda; ‘‘He who worships any
“God excepting the Supreme Being, and thinks that he himself is
“distinct and inferior to that God, knows nothing, and is considered
‘“as a domestic beast of these gods.”” ‘‘A state even so high as that
“of Brahma does not afford real bliss.”” ‘‘Adore God alone.”” ‘‘None
“but the Supreme Being is to be worshipped; nothing excepting
“him should be adored by a wise man.”” I repeat also the following
text of the Vedanta : ‘““The declaration of the Veda, that those that
“worship the celestial gods are the food of such gods, is an allegorical
‘“‘expression, and only means, that they are comforts to the celestial
‘““gods as food to mankind ; for he who has no faith in the Supreme
‘“‘Being is rendered subject to these gods. The Veda affirms the same.”

And, the revered Sankaracharya has frequently declared the
state of celestial gods to be that of demons, in the Bhashya of the
Isopanishad and of others.
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To these authorities a thousand others might be added. But
should the learned gentleman require some practical grounds for
objecting to the idolatrous worship of the Hindoos, I can be at no loss
to give him numberless instances, where the ceremonies that have
been instituted under the pretext of honouring the all-perfect Author
of Nature, are of a tendency utterly subversive of every moral principle.

I begin with Krishna as the most adored of the incarnations,
the number of whose devotees is exceedingly great. His worship is
made to consist in the institution of his image or picture, accompanied
by one or more females, and in the contemplation of his history and
behaviour, such as his perpetration of murder upon a female of the
name of Putana; his compelling a great number of married and un-
married women to stand before him denuded ; his debauching them
and several others, to the mortal affliction of their husbands and
relations ; his annoying them, by violating the laws of cleanliness
and other facts of the same nature. The grossness of his worship
does not find a limit here. His devotees very often personify (in the
same manner as Huropean actors upon stages do) him and his female
companions, dancing with indecent gestures, and singing songs re-
lative to his love and debaucheries. It is impossible to explain in
language fit to meet the public eye, the mode in which Mahadeva, or
the destroying attribute, is worshipped by the generality of the
.Hindoos : suffice it to say, that it is altogether congenial with the
indecent nature of the image, under whose form he is most commonly
- adored. '

The stories respecting him which are read by his devotees in the
Tantras, are of a nature that, if told of any man, would be offensive
to the ears of the most abandoned of either sex. In the worship of
Kali, human sacrifices, the use of wine, criminal intercourse, and
. licentious songs are included : the first of these practices has become
generally extinct ; but it is believed that there are parts of the country
where human victims are still offered.

Debauchery, however, universally forms the principal part of
the worship of her followers. Nigam and other Tantras may satisfy
every reader of the horrible tenets of the worshippers of the two latter
deities. The modes of worship of almost all the inferior deities are
pretty much the same. Having so far explained the nature of worship
adopted by Hindoos in general, for the propitiation of their allegorical
attributes, in direct opposition to the mode of pure divine worship
inculcated by the Vedas, I cannot but entertain a strong hope that
the learned gentleman, who ranks even monotheistical songs among
carnal pleasures, and consequently rejects their admittance in worship,
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will no longer stand forward as an advocate for the worship of separate
and independent attributes and incarnations.

12thly. The learned gentleman says, ‘‘that the Saviour”,
meaning Christ, “‘should be considered a personification of the mercy
and kindness of God (I mean actual not allegorical personification).”
From the little knowledge I had acquired of the tenets of Christians
and those of anti-Christians, I thought there were only three prevailing
opinions respecting the nature of Christ, viz., that he was considered
by some as the expounder of the laws of God, and the mediator between
God and man; by many to be one of the three mysterious persons of
the Godhead ; whilst others, such as the Jews, say that he was a mere
man. But to consider Christ as a personification of the mercy of God
is, if I mistake not, a new doctrine in. Christianity, the discussion of
which, however, has no connexion with the present subject. I, however,
must observe that this opinion, which the learned gentleman has
formed of Christ being a personification of the mercy of God, is similar
to that entertained by Mussulmans, for a period of upwards of a
thousand years, respecting Mohummud, whom they call the mercy
of God upon all his creatures. The learned gentleman, in the con-
clusion of his observations, has left, as he says, the doctrines of pure
allegory to me. It would have béen more consistent with justice had
he left pure allegory also to the Vedas, which declare, “‘appellations
and figures of all kinds are innovations,”” and which have allegorically
represented God in the figure of the universe : ‘‘Fire is his head, the
sun and the moon are his two eyes,”” &c.; and which have also re-
presented all human internal qualities by different earthly objects;
and also to Vyasa who has strictly followed the Vedas in these
figurative representations, and to Sankaracharya, who also adopted
the mode of allegorv in his Bhashva of the Vedanta and of the
Uapnishads.

13
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Two publications only have yet appeared with the professed
object of defending Hindoo idolatry against the arguments which I
have adduced from the Vedanta and other sacred authorities, in proof
of the erroneousness of that system. To the first, which appeared
in a Malras journal, my reply has been for some time before the
public. The second, which is the object of the present answer, and is
supposed to be the production of a learned Brahman®* now residing
in Calcutta, was printed both in Bengali and in English; and I have
therefore been under the necessity of preparing a reply in both of
those languages. That which was intended for the perusal of my
countrymen, issued from the press a few weeks ago. For my European
readers I have thought it advisable to make some additional remarks
to those contained in the Bengali publication, which I hope will tend
to make my arguments more clear and intelligible to them than a bare
translation would do.

¢ «Another defender of Hinduism approved some months later in the head

Pandit of the" Government College at Calcutta, Mrityunjaya Vidyalankar, who

w a tract entitled Vedanta Ohandrika”—Miss Collet's The Life and
of Raja Rammohun Roy, p. 28.
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THE learned Brahman, in his defence of idolatry, thus begins :
“Let it not be supposed that the following treatise has been written
“with a view to refute the doctrines of those assuming inventors and
“‘self-interested moderns,” &c. ‘It is solely with the intention of
‘“‘expressing the true meaning of these authorities that this brief
“treatise has been composed ;" and he thus concludes : ““The Vedanta
“Chandrika, or lunar light of the Vedanta, has thus been made
“apparent, and thus the glow-worm’s light has been eclipsed.” It is
very much to be feared that, from the perusal of this treatise, called
the lunar light of the Vedanta, but filled up with® satirical fables,}
abusive expressions, and contradictory assertions, sometimes ad-
mitting monotheism, but at the same time blending with it and
defending polytheism,} those foreign gentlemen, as well as those
natives of this country who are not acquainted with the real tenets of
the Vedanta, might on a superficial view from a very unfavourable
opinion of that theology, which, however, treats with perfect con-
sistency of the unity and universality of the Supreme Being, and
forbids, positively, treating with contempt or behaving ill towards
- any creature whatsoever.

As to the satire§ and abuse, neither my education permits any
return by means of similar language, nor does the system of my re-
ligion admit even a desire of unbecoming retaliation : situated as I
am, I must bear them tranquilly.

Besides, a sect of people who are apt to make use of the most
foul language, when they feel angry with their supposed deities,||

*P, 1, 1. 26; p. 2, 1. 17; pp.lOand20,margin
tP. 1;p. 8 1. 9; p. 8 1. 17; p. 36, 1. 14; p. 48, 1. 19, &e., &o.
$P. 13, 1. 14.
§ Vide the “Apology”, passim.

| As may be observed when at the annual festival of Jagannath, the car
in which he is conveyed happens to be impeded in its progress by any unseen
obstacle. In this case, the difficulty is supposed to be ocoasioned by the
malicious op: ;;::itlon of that god, on whom the most gross abwse is liberally
bestowed by his dévotees,
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cannot of course be expected, when irritated with contradiction, to
pay due attention, unless checked by fear, to the propriety of the use
of decent expressions, either in common conversation or in religious
controversy.

The total sum of the arguments, set forth as far as page 13, of
the translation of this treatise (however inconsistent they are with
each other), seems intended to prove that faith in the Supreme Being,
when united with moral works, leads men to eternal happiness.

This doctrine, I am happy to observe, strongly corroborates
every assertion that I have inade in my translation, a few paragraphs
of which I beg leave to repeat here for the satisfaction of my readess.
In the abridgment of the Vedanta, page 14: ‘‘The Vedanta shews
‘‘that moral piinciple is a part of the adoration of God, v7z., a command
“over passions and over the external senses of the body, and good
“acts are declared by the Veda to be indispensable in the mind’s
“approximation to God; they should therefore be strictly taken
“care of, and attended to both previously and subsequently to such
“approximation to the Supreme Being; that is to say, we should not
“indulge our evil propensities, but should endeavour to have entire
“control over them : reliance on, and self-resignation to the only true
“‘Being, with an aversion to worldly considerations, are included in the
““good acts above alluded to.”” In the introduction to the Isopanishad
(page 74) : “‘Under these impressions, therefore, I have been impelled
“to lay before them genuine translations of parts of their scriptures,
“which inculcate not only the enlightened worship of One God, but
““the purest principles of morality.”” But the learned Brahman asserts,
in two instances, among arguments above noticed, that the worship
of a favoured deity and that of an image are also considered to be acts
of morality. The absurdity of this assertion will be shown afterwards,
in considering the subject of idol-worship. To English readers, however,
it may be proper to remark that the Sanskrit word which signifies
works, is not to be understood in the same sense as that which it implies
in Christian theology, when works are opposed tofaith. Christiansunder-
stand by works, actions of moral merit, whereas Hindus use the term
in their theology only to denote religious rites and ceremonies prescribed
by Hindu lawgivers, which are often irreconcilable with the commonly
received maxims of moral duty ; as, for instance, the crime of suicide
prescribed to widows by Angira, and to pilgrims at holy places by the
Narasimha and Kurma Puranas. I do not, therefore, admit that works,
taken, in the latter sense (that is, the different religious acts prescribed
by the Sastra to the different classes of Hindus respectively) are
necessary to attain divine faith, or that they are indispensable ac-
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companiments of holy knowledge; for the Vedanta in chapter 3rd,
section 4th, text 37th, positively declares that the true knowledge of
God may be acquired wikhout observing the rules and rites prescribed
by the Sastra to each class of Hindus; and also, examples are fre-
quently 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 Ruler of the universe. Manu, the first and chief
of all Hindu lawgivers, confirms the same doctrines in describing the
duties of laymen, in the texts 22nd, 23rd and 24th of the 4th chapter
of his work ; and in the Bhashya, or commentaries on the Isopanishad,
and on the other Upanishads of the Vedas, the illustrious Sankaracharya
declared the attainment of faith in God, and the adoration of the
Supreme Being, to be entirely independent of Brahmanical ceremonies ;
and the Veda affirms that ‘‘many learned true believers never wor-
shipped fire, nor any celestial god through fire.”” 'The learned
Brahman, although he has acknowledged himself, in p. gth, line 6th,
of his treatise, that, ““in the opinion of Sankaracharya the attainment
of absorption does not depend on works of erit” (or, properly
speaking, on religious rites), yet forgetting the obedience he has ex-
pressed to be due to the instruction* of that celebrated commentator,
has immediately contradicted his opinion, when he says in p. g9, 1. g :
“It has also been ascertained that acts of merit (Brahmanical rites)
“must be performed previously to the attainment of divine knowledge ;"
for, if divine knowledge were to be dependent on the observance of
Brahmanical rites, and absorption dependent on divine knowledge,
it would follow necessarily that absorption would depend on Brahmanical
rites, which is directly contrary to the opinion of the commentator
quoted by the learned Brahman himself.

Moreover, the learned Brahman at first states (p. 11, 1. 12) that
“in the ancient writers we read that a knowledge of Brahma or holy
“knowledge, is independent of acts’”’ (religious rites); but he again
contradicts this statement, and endeavours to explain it away
(p- 11, 1. 24) : “Thus when the Sastras state that absorption “may
“be attained even though the sacrificial fires be neglected, the praise
“of that holy knowledge is intended, but #of the depreciation of
“‘meritorious acts’”’ (Brahmanical rites). Here he chooses to accuse his
scripture, and ancient holy writers, of exaggerated and extravagant
praise of holy knowledge, rather than that the least shock should be
given by their authority to the structure of paganism and idolatry.

. ’PO 3, 10 l"
¥
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From this instarce, the public may perceive how zealous .the learne.d
Brahman and his brethren are, in respect to the preservation of their
fertile estate of idolatry ; when they are willing to sacrifice to it even
their own scriptural authorities.

Upon a full perusal of the treatise, it appears that the arguments
enployed by the learned Brahman have no other object than to support
the weak system of idol-worship, inasmuch as he repeatedly declares,
that the adoration of 330,000,000 deities, especially the principal
ones, such as Siva, Vishnu, Kali, Ganesa, the Sun and others, through
their several images, has been enjoined by the Sastras, and sanctioned
by custom. I am not a little surprised to observe, that aiter having
perused my Preface to the Isopanishad in Bengali (of which during
the last twelve months I have distributed nearly five hundred copies
amongst all descriptions of Hindoos), the learned Brahman has offered
no objection to what I have therein asserted, relative to the reason
assigned by the same Sastras, as well for the injunction to worship
these figured beings, as for the general prevalence of idol-worship in
this country.

In that work, I admitted that the worship of these deities was
directed by the Sastra; but, at the same time, I proved by their own
authority, that this was merely a concession made to the limited
faculties of the vulgar, with the view of remedying, in some degree,
the misfortune of their being incapable of comprehending and adopting
the spiritual worship of the true God. Thus, in the aforesaid Preface,
I remarked: "“For they (the Puranas, Tantras, &c.) repeatedly
“‘declare God to be one, and above the apprehension of the external
“and internal senses. They indeed expressly declare the divinity of
““many gods and the mode of their worship : but they reconcile those
“contradicting assertions by affirming frequently, that the directions
“to worship any celestial beings are only applicable to thosé who are
“incapable of elevating their minds to the idea of an invisible being.”
And, with the view to remove every doubt as to the correctness of
my assertion, I at the same time quoted the most unquestionable
authorities, a few of which I shall Liere repeat. ‘“Thus corresponding
“to the natures of different powers and qualities, numerous figures
“have been invented for the benefit of those who are not possessed of
“sufficient understanding.” “‘The vulgar look for their gods in water ;
“men of more extended knowledge, in celestia] bodies; the ignorant,
“in wood, bricks, and stones; but learned men in the Universal Soul.”
“It is impossible for those who consider pilgrimage as devotion, and
“believe that the divine nature exists in the image, to look u’p to
“communicate with, to petition, and to serve true believers in God,”
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Such indeed is the prevalent nature of truth, that when to dispute
it is impossible, the learned Brahman has not been always successful
in concealing it, even when the admission is most fatal to his own
argument. In p. 28, I. 34, he says: ‘“‘But to those it is enjoined who,
“from a defective understanding, do not perceive that God exists in
‘“‘everything, that they should worship him through the medium of
“some created object.” In making this acknowledgment, the learned
Brahman has confirmed the correctness of all my assertions; though
the evident conclusion is, that he and all his followers must either
immediately give up all pretensions to understanding, or forsake
idolatry.

In my former tract, I not only proved that the adoration of the
Supreme Being in spirit was prescribed by the Veda to men of under-
standing, and the worship of the celestial bodies and their images to
the ignorant, but I also asserted that the Veda actually prohibited
the worship of any kind of figuted beings by men of intellect and
education. A few of the passages quoted by me in my former publi-
cation, on which this assertion rests, I also beg leave to repeat.

“He who worships any God except the Supreme Being, and
“thinks that he himself is distinct and inferior to that God, knows
“nothing, and is considered a domestic beast of these gods.” “‘A
“state even so high as that of Brahma, does not afford real bliss.”
““Adore God alone. None but the Supreme Being is to be worshipped ;
“nothing' excepting him should be adored by a wise man.”” I repeat
also the following text of the Vedanta : ““The declaration of the Veda,
“‘that those that worship the celestial gods are the food of such gods,
“is an allegorical expression, and only means that they are comforts
‘““to the celestial gods, as food to mankind ; for he who has no faith
“in the Supreme Being, is rendered subject to these gods; the Veda
“affirms the same.”” No reply therefore is, I presume, required of
me to the arguments adduced by the learned Brahman in his treatise
for idol-worship ; except that I should offer some additional autho-
rities, confirming exclusively the rational worship of the true God,
and prohibiting the worship of the celestial figures and their images.
I beg leave accordingly to quote, in the first instance, a few texts of
the Veda: ‘“Men may acquire eternal beatitude, by obtaining a
knowledge of the Supreme Being alone; there is no other way to
“salvation.”’* ““To those that acquire a knowledge of Him, the Ruler
“of the intellectual power, who is eternal amidst the perishable
“‘universe, and is the source of sensation among all animate existences,

N ’Sukt&.
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“and who alone assigns to so many objects their respective purposes,
“averlasting beatitude is allotted; but not to those -who are not
- possessed of that knowledge.”* And in the 4th, sth, 6th, 7th, and
8th texts of the Kemopanishad, the Veda has, five times successively,
denied the divinity of any specific being which men in genera}l
worship ; and has affirmed the divinity of that Being solely, who is
beyond description and comprehension, and out of the reach of the
power of vision, and of the sense of hearing or of smelling. The most
celebrated Sankaracharya, in his commentary upon these texts, states
that, lest people should suppose Vishnu, Mahadeva, Pavana, Indra,
or any other, to be a supreme spirit, the Veda in this passage disavows
positively the divinity of all of them. Again, the Veda says: ‘‘Those
“that neglect the contemplation of the Supreme Spirit, either by
“devoting themselves solely to the performance of the ceremonies of religion,
“or by living destitute of religious tdeas, shall, after death, assume the
“‘state of demons, such as that of the celestial gods, and of other created
“beings, which are surrounded with the darkness of ignorance.”f It
will not, I hope, be supposed inconsistent with the subject in question
to mention in this place in what manner the Vedanta treats of these
celestial gods, and how the Veda classes them among the other beings.
The Vedanta (ch. 1st, s. 3rd, t. 26th) has the following passage:
“Vyasa affirms that it is prescribed also to celestial gods and heavenly
“beings to attain a knowledge of the Supreme Being, because a desire
“of absorption is egually possible for them.”” And the Veda, in the
Mundaka Upanishad, thus declares: “From Him who knows all
‘““things generally and particularly, and who only by his omniscience
“created the umiverse, Brahma, and whatever bears appellation, and
“figure as well as food, all are produced.” “From Him (the Supreme
“‘Being) celestial gods} of many descriptions, Siddhas or beings next
“to celestial gods, mankind, beasts, birds, life, wheat, and barley,
“‘all are produced.” Inthe Devi Mahatmya, a work which is as much
in circulation among the Hindoos as their daily prayer book,§ (ch.
+ 1st, t. 66th) the creation of Vishnu, Brahma, and Mahadeva, is most
distinctly affirmed. :

Manu, the best of all the commentators of the Vedas, says

*Katha. . t Isopanishad.

t 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 conformity to this idea of personification, treat of them in the subsequent
passages as if they were real beings, ascribing to them birth, animation, senses,
and accidents, as well as liability to annihilation.

§ Puja Patal.
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(chap. 12th, text 85th): ‘“Of all those duties, answered Bhrigu, the

“principal is to acquire from the Upanishad a true knowledge of -
“the one Supreme Spirit, that is, the most exalted of all sciences,

“because through that knowledge eternal beatitude is obtained.”

And the same author, in the conclusion of his work on rites and

ceremonies, thus directs (t. 92nd, ch. 12th) : “Thus must the ‘chief
“of the twice-born, though he neglect the ceremonial rites mentioned
“in the Sastras, be diligent in attaining a knowledge of God, in con-
““trolling his-organs of sense, and in repeating the Veda.” In the

Kularnava, ‘‘absorption is not to be effected by the studies of the

“Vedas nor by the reading of other Sastras: absorption is effected
“by a true knowledge of the Supreme Being. O! Parvati, except
‘““that knowledge there is no other way to absorption.” ‘‘Caste or
“religious order belonging to each sect, is not calculated to be the
“cause of eternal beatitude, nor is the study of Darsanas or any other
“‘Sastras, sufficient to produce absorption: a knowledge of the

“Supreme Spirit is alone the cause of eternal beatitude.”” Maha-

nirvana : ‘“Hé who believes that from the highest state of Brahma

‘“‘to the lowest state of a straw, all are delusions, and that the one

“Supreme Spirit is the only true being, attains beatitude.”” ‘“Those
“who believe that the divine nature exists in any image made of earth,

“stones, metal, wood, or of other materials, reap only distress by their
“austerities ; but they cannot, without a knowledge of the Supreme
‘“Spirit, acquire absorption.”

I am really sorry to observe that, notwithstanding these autho-
rities and a thousand others of a similar nature, the learned Brahman
appears altogether unimpressed by the luminous manner in which
they inculcate the sublime simple spiritual belief in, and worship of,
one God, and that, on the contrary, he should manifest so much zeal
in leading people into an idolatrous belief in the divinity of created
and perishable beings.

Idolatry, as now practised by our countrymen, and which the
learned Brahman so zealously supports as conducive to morality, is
not only rejected by the Sastras universally, but must also be looked
upon with great horror by common sense, as leading directly to im-
morality and destructive of social comforts. For every Hindoo who
devotes himself to this absurd worship, constructs for that purpose
a couple of male and female idols, sometimes indecent in form, as
representatives of his favourite deities; he is taught and enjoined
from his infancy to contemplate and repeat the history of these, as
well as of their fellow-deities, though the actions ascribed to them be
only a continued series of debauchery, sensuality, falsehood, in-
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gratitude, breach of trust, and treachery to friends.* There can be
" but one opinion respecting the moral conduct to be expected of a
person, who has been brought up with sentiments of reverence to
such beings, who refreshes his memory relative to them almost every
day, and who has been persuaded to believe, that a repetition of the
holy ‘mame of one of these deities,T or a trifling present to his image or
to his devotee, is sufficient, not only to purify and free him from all
crimes whatsoever, but to procure to him future beatitude.

As to the custom or practice to which the learned Brahman so
often refers in defence of idolatry, I have already, I presume, ex-
plained in the Preface of the Isopanishad, the accidental circumstances
which have caused idol-worship to flourish throughout the greater
part of India; but, as the learned Brahman has not condescended
to notice any of my remarks on this subject, I beg leave to repeat
here a part of them.

“Many learned Brahmans are peifectly aware of the absurdity
“of idolatry, and are well informed of the nature of the pure mode
“of divine worship ; but as in the rites, ceremonies, and festivals of
“idolatry they find the source of their comforts and fortune, they not
“only never fail to protect idol-worship from all attacks, bLut even
“advance and encourage it to the utmost of their power, by keeping
‘“the knowledge of their scriptures concealed from the rest of the
“people.” And again: “It is, however, evident to every one
“‘possessed of common sense, that custom or fashion is quite different
“from divine faith; the latter proceeding from spiritual authorities
“and correct reasoning, and the former being merely the fruit of
“vulgar caprice. What can justify a man, who believes in the
“inspiration of his religious books, in neglecting the direct authorities
“of the same works, and subj ecting himself entirely to custom and
::fashion, wh.ich are li:able to perpetual changes, and depend upon

popular whim? But it cannot be passed unnoticed, that those who
:“pracﬁsg idqla.try, and defend it under the shield of custom, have
“been v.lolatmg thel.r customs almost every twenty years, for the sake
“‘of a little convenience, or to promote their worldly advantages.”
Instances of this sort are mentioned in the Preface of the Isopanishad
and to those I beg leave to recall the attention of the learned Brahman.’
_ Every reader may observe, that the learned Brahman in his
treatise, written (as he says) on the doctrines of the Vedanta, has
generally neglected to quote any authority for his assertions ; and

* Vide Note at the end.
t Vide note at the end.
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when he cites the Veda or the Vedanta (which he does sometimes) as
his authority, he carefully omits to mention the text or part to which
his assertion refers. The validity of theological controversy chiefly
depends upon Scriptural authority, but when no authority is offered,
the public may judge how far its credibility should extend. I shall,
however, make a few 1remarks on the absurd and contradictory
assertions with which the treatise abounds.

The learned Brahman observes :* ‘“‘But if the divine essence
“itself, and not the energy be extolled, it will be adored under the
“forms of Brahma, Vishnu, and Indra, and other male deities”” And
in other places, (p. 30, I. 27) : ““So by paying adoration to any material
“object, animate or inanimate, the Supreme Being himself is adored.”
If the truth of the latter assertion be admitted (namely, that God him-
self is adored by the adoration of anything whatsoever), no mark of dis-
tinction between the adoration of any visible objects and male deities will
exist; and the former assertion respecting the adoration of the Supreme
Being through the male deities only, will appear an absurd restriction.

The learned Brahman states (p. 19, I.31) that, “If you believe on
“the authority of the Scriptures, that there is a Supreme Being, can
“you not believe that he is united to matter ?’’ A belief in God is by no
means connected with a belief of his being united to matter : for those
that have faith in the existence of the Almighty, and are endued with
common sense, scruple not to confess their ignorance as to his nature
or mode of existence, in regard to the point of his relation to matter,
or to the properties of matter. How, therefore, can a belief in God’s
being united to matter, be inferred as a necessary consequence of a
belief in his existence? The learned Brahman again contradicts him-
self on this point, saying (P. 38, 1. 19): “The divine essence being
“supernatural and immaterial, a knowledge of it is to be acquired
“solely from revelations.”’

The learned Brahman (in p. 18, I. 4) states that: “A quality
“cannot exist independently of its substance but substance may exist
“independently of any quality.” Every one possessed of sensation
is convinced, that a substance is*as much dependent on the possession
of some quality or qualities for its existence, as a quality on some
substance. It is impossible even to imagine a substance divested of
qualities. Despoil it as much as you please, that of magnitude must
still remain. I therefore trust that the public will not suppose the
above-stated doctrines of the learned Brahman to have been derived
from those of the Vedanta.

‘Po l‘. lo l‘,o N



‘108 SECOND DEFENCE OF THE

It is again stated (p. 21, I. 4), that “In point of fact, if you admit
“the existence of matter, as it regards yourself, with its twenty-four
“accidents, as confirmed by universal experience, you can easily con-
“ceive that the same properties belong to the Supreme Being.” It
is easy enough for the learned Brahman to conceive that the twenty-
four properties which are peculiar to animals, and among which all
sources of carnal pleasures are included, belong to his supposed
deities ; but it is difficult, or rather impossible, for a man untainted
with idolatrous principles, to ascribe to God all such properties as he
allows to exist in himself.

The learned Brahman has drawn an analogy between the
operation of the charms of the Vedas, and that of magic; whereon
he says (p. 18, 1. 1): ‘“Cannot the charms of the Vedas operate as
“powerfully as those of magic, in producing effects where the cause
“ijs not present?’’ If the foundation of the Vedas is held not to be
stronger, as the learned Brahman seems to consider it, than that of
magic, I am afraid it will be found to rest on so slender a footing,
that its doctrines will hardly be worth discussion.

In p. 24, I. 10, the learned Brahman states that ‘‘The Vedanta
“itself, in treating of the several deities, declares them to be possessed
“of forms, and their actions and enjoyments are all dependent on
‘““their corporeal nature.’”” But (p. 21, 1. 19) he says: ‘“‘Because the
“male and female deities, whose beings I contend for, are nothing
“more than accidents existing in the Supreme Being.”

He thus at one time considsrs these deities as possessed of a
corporeal nature, and at another declares them to be mere accidents
in God, which is quite inconsistent with the attribute of corporeality.
I am really at a loss to understand, how the learned Brahman could

 admit so dark a contradiction into his “Lunar light of the Vedanta.”

The learned Brahman (in p. 27, 1. 6) thus assimilates the woiship
of the Supreme Being to that of an earthly king, saying: ‘“Let us
“drop the discourse concerning a Supreme and Invisible Being.
““Take an earthly king. It is evident that to serve him there must
“be the medium of materiality. Can service to him be accomplished
“otherwise than by attendance on his person, praising his qualities,
“‘or some similar method ?”’ Those who belicve God to be an almighty,
omniseient, and independent existence, which, pervading the universe,
is deficient in nothing; and also know the feeble and dependent
nature of earthly kings, as liable to sudden ruin, as harassed by’ in-
cessant cares and wants, ought never, I presume, to assimilate the
contemplation of the Almighty power with any corporeal service
acceptable to an earthly king. But as by means of this analogy, the
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léarned Brahman and his brethren have successfully persuaded their
followers to make in imitation of presents and bribes offered to princes,
pecuniary vows to these supposed deities, to which it would seem none
but the learned Brahman and his brethren have exclusive claim,—and
as such analogy has thus become the source of their comforts and
livelihood, I shall say no more upon so tender a subject. .

He further observes (in p.22, I. 27): “In reverting to the
“subject, you affirm, that you admit the existence of matter in human
“beings, because it is evident to your senses ; but deny it with respect
“to God, because it is not evident to your senses,” &c.; and, “if this
“be your method of reasoning, it would appear that your faith is
“confined to those objects only which are evident to your senses.”
As far as my recollection goes with respect to the contents of my
publications, both in the native language and in English, I believe
I never denied the materiality of God, on the mere ground of its not
being evident to our senses. The assertion which I quoted, or made
use of in my former treatise, is, that the nature of the God-head is
beyond the comprehension of external and internal semses; which,
I presume, implies neither the denial of the materiality of God, on
the sole ground of his being invisible, nor the limitation of my faith
merely to objects evident to the senses. For many things that far
surpass the limits of our senses to perceive, or experience to teach,
may yet be rendered credible, or even demonstrated by inferences
drawn from our experience. Such as the mutual gravitation of the
earth and moon towards each other, and of both to the sun; which
facts cannot be perceived by any of our senses, but may be clearly
demonstrated by reasoning drawn from our experience. Hence it
appears, that a thing is justly denied only when found contrary to
sense and reason, and not merely because it is not perceptible to the
senses. '

' I have now to notice the friendly advice given me by the learned
Brahman (in p. 23, I. 16) : ‘“‘But at all events, divest yourself of the
“uneasy sensations you profess to experience at witnessing the worship
“paid to idols, prepared at the expense and labour of another.” In
thanking him for his trouble in offering me this counsel, I ‘must,
however, beg the learned Brahman to excuse me, while I acknowledge
myself unable to follow it; and that for several reasons. Ist. A
feeling for the misery and distress of his fellow-creatures is, to every
one not overpowered.by selfish motives, I presume, rather natural
than optional. zndly. I, as one of their countrymen, and ranked in
the most religious sect, of course participate in the disgrace and ridicule
to which they have subjected themselves, in defiance of their scriptnral
5 ,
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authority, by the worship of idols, very often under the most shameful
forms, accompanied with the foulest language, and most indecent
hymns and gestures. 3rdly. A sense of the duty which one man
owes to another, compels me to exert my utmost endeavours to rescue
them from imposition and servitude, and promote their comfort and
happiness,

He further observes (p. 30, 1. 16). “In the like manner, the
“King of kings is served equally by those worshippers who are ac-
“quainted with His real essence, and by those who only recognize
“Him under the forms of the deities; but in the future distribution
“of rewards a distinction will be made.” As the learned Brahman
confesses, that the same reward is not promised to the worshippers
of figured deities as to the adorers of the Supreme Being, it seems
strange that he should persist in alleging that God is truly worshipped
in the adoration of figured gods; for if the worship be in both cases
the same, the reward bestowed by a just God must be the same to
both ; but the rewards are not the same to both, and therefore the
worship of figured deities cannot be considered equal to the adoration
of God.

In the same page (1. 7), he compares God to a mighty emperor
saying, ‘“As a mighty emperor travels through his kingdom in the
“garb of a peasant, to effect the welfare of his subjects, so the King
“of kings pervades the universe, assuming a divine, or even a human
“form, for the same benevolent purpose.” This comparison seems
extremely objectionable, and the inference from it totally inadmissible.
For a king ignorant of things out of the reach of his sight, and liable
to be deceived respecting the secrets and private opinions of his
subjects, may sometimes be obliged to travel through his kingdom,
to acquire a knowledge of their condition, and to promote their welfare
personally. But there can be obviously no inducement for an om-
nipotent being, in whose omniscience also the learned Brahman, I
dare say, believes, to assume a form in order either to acquaint himself
with the affairs of men, or to accomphsh any benevolent design towards ‘
his creatures. '

He again observes, that these figures and idols are representations
of the true God, a sight of which serves, as he alleges, to bring, that
Being to his recollection (p. 30, 1. 5): “They are as pictures, which
“recall to the memory a dear and absent friend, or lile the mmhip
of the moon, reflected in various waters.” :
' This observation of the learned Brahman mduees me to suppcn
that he must have formed a notion of the Godhead quite strange
and contemnptible : for it is almost mposubiae for a man, who. lw ko
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becoming idea of God’s superiority to all creatures, to represent Him,
as the Hindoos very often do, in a form so shameful, that a description
of it is prohibited by common decency, or in a shape so ridiculous as
that piebald kite called Kshemankari, and that of another bird called
Nilkanth, or of jackals, &c. And it is equally difficult to believe that
a rational being can make use of such objects to bring the All-perfect
' Almighty Power to his recollection.

He further says (p. 31, 1. 32) : “If any one assert that the case
“is otherwise, that the deities, mankind, the heavens, and other
“objects have an existence independent of God, that faith in him is
“sufficient without worship, that they (the deities) cannot meet with
“reverence, how can that person affect to disbelieve the doctrine of
“independent existence, or assert that he is a believer in universality
“or a follower of the Vedanta ?”’ To acquit myself from such gross but
unfounded accusation as that of my believing material existence to
be independent of God, I repeat a few passages from the abridgment
of the Vedanta. (P. 10. 1. 29): ‘‘Nothing bears true existence ex-
cepting God.”” Again in 1. 31, “The existence of whatever thing that
“appears to us, relies on the existence of God.”” Besides, there is not,
I am confident, a single assertion in the whole of nmiy publications,
from which the learned Brahman might justly infer that I believed
in the independent existence of deities, mankind, the heavens, or
other objects. The public, by an examination of these works, will
be enabled to judge how far the learned Brahman has ventured to
brave public opinion, in the invention of arguments for the defence of
idolatry.

He again says (p. 34, I. 28) : “If, by the practice of the prescribed
“forms in a church, a temple, or a mosque, God be worshipped how
“can he be dishonoured by being worshipped -under the form of an
“image, however manufactured ?”” Those who contemplate God in
a church or a mosque, or elevate their minds to a notion of the Al-
mighty Power in any other appropriated place, for the sake of good
example, never pay divine homage to those places; but those that
pretend to worship God under the form of an image, consider it to
be possessed of divine nature, and at the same time, most inconsistently,
as imbued with immoral principles. Moreover, the promoters of the
worship of images, by promulgating anecdotes illustrative of the
supposed divine power of particular idols, endeavour to excite the
reverence of the people, and specially of pilgrims, who, under these
superstitious ideas, are persuaded to propitiate them with large
sacrifiges of money, and sometimes even by that of their own lives.
Having so far entered into this subject, the learned Brahman will, I



112 SECOND DEFENCE OF THE

3

hope, be convinced of the impropriety of the analogy which he has
drawn between a worship within a certain material object and a
worship of a material object.

As to his question (p. 34, 1. 32), “Is the 51ght of the unage un-
pleasing ?”” My answer must be affirmative. It is extremely natural
that, to a mind whose purity is not corrupted by a degrading
superstition, the sight of images which are often of the most hedious °
or indecent description, and which must therefore excite disgust in the
mind of the spectator, should be unpleasing. A visit to Kalighat,*
or Burahnugur, which are only four miles distant from Calcutta, will
sufficiently convince the reader of the unpleasant nature of their
beloved images. He again asks in the same page, (1. 33): “Will a
“beloved friend be treated with disrespect by being seated on a chair,
“when he arrives in your house, or by being presented with fragrant
“flowers and other offerings?”’ To which I shall say, no; but at the
same time I must assert that a friend worthy of reverence would not,
we may be sure, be at all pleased at being exhibited sometimes in a
form,J the bare mention of which would be considered as a gross
insult to the decorous feelings of the public; and sometimes in the
shape of a monkey,§ fish,|| hog,q| or elephant,** or at being represented
as destitute of every virtue, and altogether abandoned. Nor would
he believe his host to be possessed of common sense, who, as a token
of regard, would altogether neglect his guest, to go and lay fruits and
flowers before his picture.

It is said (p. 39, I. 23) : “In the accounts of ancient Greece we
“meet with the worship of idols, and the practice of austerities; but
“these acts have beeh contemned by the more enlightened moderns.”
I am really glad to observe that the learned Brahman, more liberally
and plainly than could be expected, confesses that idolatry will be
totally contemned as soon as the understanding is improved. I,
however, beg leave to remark on this instance, that though the 1dolatry
practised by the Greeks and Romans was certainly just as impure,
absurd, and puerile as that of the present Hindoos, yet the former
was by no means so destructive of the comforts of life, or injurious to
the texture of society, as the latter. The present Hindoo idolatry
being made to consist in following certain modes and restraints of diet
(which according to the authorities of the Mahabharata and other

*The temple of Kali.

{Where there are twelve temples dedicated to Siva.
{Under which Siva is adored. § Hanuman. ;
The first incarnation of Vishnu. TThe third incarnation ofVuhnu.
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histories were never observed by their forefathers), has subjected its
unfortunate votaries to entire separation from the rest of the world,
and also from each other, and to constant inconveniences and distress.
A Hindoo, for instance, who affects particular purity,* cannot
even partake of food dressed by his own brother, when invited to his
house, and if touched by him while eating, he must throw away the
remaining part of his meal. In fact, owing to the observance of such
peculiar idolatry, directly contrary to the authorities of their scripture,
they hardly deserve the name of social beings.
The learned Brahman further says (p. 23, 1. 3): “If you affirm
‘“that you are not an infidel, but that your arguments are in con-
“formity with those of the ph.tlosophers who were ignorant of the
“Vedas,” &c. A remark of this kind cannot, I am sure, be considered
as at all applicable to a person who has subjected himself to ‘this
writer’s remarks only by translating and publishing the principal
parts of the Veda, and by vindicating the Vedanta theology, and who
never advanced on religious controversy any argument which was
not founded upon the authorities of the Vedas and their celebrated
commentators. It is, however, remarkable that, although the learned
Brahman and his brethren frequently quote the name of the Vedas
and other Sastras, both in writing and in verbal discussion, they pay
little or no attention in practice to their precepts, even in the points
of the most important nature, a few of which I beg leave to notice
here. .
1st. The adoration of the invisible Supreme Being, although
exclusively prescribed by the Upanishads, or the principal parts of
the Vedas, and also by the Vedanta, has been totally neglected, and
even discountenanced, by the learned Brahman and his followers,
the idol-worship, which those authorities permit only to the ignorant,
having been substituted for that pure worship.
2ndly. Angira and Vishnu, and also the modern Raghunandana,
authorize a widow to burn herself voluntarily along with the corpse
of her husband; but modern Brahmans, in direct opposition to their
authority, allow her relations to bind the mournful and infatuated
widow to the funeral pile with ropes and bamboos, as soon as she has
expressed a wish to perform the dreadful funmeral sacrifice, to which
the Brahmans lend a ready assistance.
~ 3rdly. Although an acceptance of money or of a present in the
marriage contract of a daughter is most strictly prohtbwad by the
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Vedas and by Manu (texts 98 and 100 of chap. g), yet the sale of
female children under pretence of marriage is practised by nearly .
two-thirds of the Brahmans of Bengal and Tirhoot, as well as by
their followers generally.

4thly. VYajnavalkya has authorized the second inarriage of a
man, while his former wife is living ; but only under certain circum-
stances of misconduct or misfortune in the latter, such as the vice of
drinking wine, of deception, of extravagance, of using disagreeable
language, or shewing manifest dislike towards her husband, long
protracted and incurable illness, barrenness, or producing only female
offspring. In defiance, however, of this restraint, some of them
marry thirty or forty women, either for the sake of money got with
them at marriage, or to gratify brutal inclinations. Madhosingh, the
late’ Rajah of Tirhoot, through compassion towards that helpless sex,
limited, I am told, within these thirty or forty years, the Brahmans
of that district to four wives only. This regulation, although falling
.short both of the written law and that of reason, tends to alleviate
in some measure the misery to which women were before exposed, as
well as to diminish in some degree domestic strife and disturbance.

5thly. According to the authority of Manu  (text 153, chap.
2nd), respect and distinction are due to a Brahman, merely in pro-
portion to his knowledge; but on the contrary amongst modern
Hindoos, honour is paid exclusively to certain families of Brahmans,
such as the Kulins, &c., however void of knowledge and principle
they may be. This departure from law and justice was made by the
authority of a native prince of Bengal, named Ballalsen, within the
last three or four hundred years. And this innovation may perhaps
be considered as the chief source of that decay of learning and virtue,
which, I am sorry to say, may be at present observed. For wherever
respectability is confined to birth only, acquisition of knowledge, and
the practice of morality, in that country, must rapidly decline.

The learned Brahman objects to the term indescribable, although
universally assigned to the Supreme Being by the Veda and by the
Vedanta theology, saying (p. 37, 1. 20), “It is a wonderful interpre-
“tation of the Vedanta to say that God is indescribable, although
“‘existing, unless indeed he be looked upon as the production of magic ;
“as existing in one sense, and non-existent in another.” And again
(1. 14), “He, therefore, who asserts that the Supreme Being is indes-
“cribable and at the same time existing, must conceive that He, fike.
“the world, is mutable,” &c.,—in answer to which I beg to refer the
learned Brahman to the 1xth text of the third Brahmana of the 4th
chapter of the Brihadaranyaka, the principal part of the Yajur Veda,
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as commented upon by the celebrated Sankaracharya: ‘“The Veda
“having so far described God, by various absolute* and relative
“epithets, was convinced of its incapability of giving a real des-
“cription of the nature of the Godhead : language can convey a notion
“of things only either by the appellations by which they are already
“known, or by describing their figure, accidents, genus, and properties ;
“but God has none of these physical circumstances : the Veda there-
“fore attempted to explain him in negative terms;” (that is by declaring
that whatever thing may be ferceived by the mental faculties, or the
external senses, is not God). ‘“The Veda’s ascribing to God attributes
“of eternity, wisdom, truth, &c., shews that it can explain him only
“by ascribing those attributes, and applying those epithets that are
“held by men in the highest estimation, without intending to assert
“the adequacy of such description. He is the only true existence
“amidst all dependent existences, and the true source of our senses.”
Also in the 3rd text of the Kenopanishad; ‘“Hence no vision can
“approach him ; no language can describe him ; mno intellectual power
“can compass or determine him. We know mnothing of how the
“Supreme Being should be explained : He is beyond nature, which
“is above comprehension: our ancient spiritual parents have thus
“explained Him to us.”” It cannot, however, be inferred, from our
acknowledged ignorance of the nature and attributes of the Supreme
Being, that we are equally ignorant as to His existence. The wonder-
ful structure and growth of even so trifling an object as a leaf of a
tree, affords proof of an almighty Superintendent of the universe;
and even the physical world affords numerous instances of things
whose existence is quite evident to our senses, but of whose nature
we can form no conception; such as the causes of the sensations of
heat and vision.

The learned Brahman attempts to prove the impossibility of an
adoration of the Deity, saying (p. 33, 1. 15) : ‘“That which cannot be
conceived, cannot be worshipped.”” Should the learned 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 existence of
the Omnipresent Deity, as testified by His wise and wonderful works,

*As eternal, true and intelligent.
tAs oreator, preserver, and destroyer,



316 SECOND DEFENCE OF THE

and. continnal contemplation of His power as so displayed; togethe
with a constant sense of the gratitude which we naturally owe Him,
for our existence, sensation, and comfort,—I never will hesitate to
assert, that His adoration is not only possible, and practicable, but
even incumbent upon every rational creature. For further explana-
tion, I refer the learned Brahman to the text 47, sect. 4, chap. 3, of
the Vedanta. ‘-

To his question,* “What are you yourselves >’ I suppose I may
safely reply for myself, that I am a poor dependent creature—subject,
it common with others, to momentary changes, and liable to sudden
destruction. ‘

At p. 45, 1. 30, the learned Brahman, if I rightly understand his
object, means to insinuate, that I have adopted the doctrines of those
‘who deny the responsibility of man as a moral agent. I am quite at
a loss to conceive from what part of my writings this inference has
been drawn, as I have not only never entertained such opinions myself,
but have taken pains to explain the passage in the Veda on which
this false doctrine is founded. In page 69 of the Preface to the
Isopanishad, I have said that, ‘“the Vedanta by declaring that God
“is everywhere, and everything is in God, means that nothing is
“absent from God, and that nothing bears real existence except by
“the volition of God.” And again, in the same page I quoted the
example of the most revered teachers of the Vedanta doctrine who
“although they declared their faith in the Omnipresent God acc‘ording’
“to the doctrines of the Vedanta, assigned to every creattu:e the par-
“ticular character and respect he was entitled to.”

I omitted to notice the strange mode of argument which the
learned Brahman (at p. 29) has adopted in defence of idolatry.
After .acknowledging that the least deficiency in judgment renders
man incapable of looking up to an Omnipresent Supreme Being
yvhgteby he mistakes a created object for the great Creator he'
insinuates that an erroneous notion in this respect is as likely to 'lead
‘t‘o eternal happiness, as a knowledge of truth. At 1. 5, he says:
And although a person through deficiency in judgment, should be
‘“‘unable to discover the real nature of a thing, does it follc;w that his
"_‘?rror will prevent the natural effect from appearing ? When a man
in a dream sees a tiger, is he not in as much alarm as if he saw it in
ureaﬁty}n - "
‘This mode of claiming for idol-worship a valy )
pure religion, which it can never be adnxitll:ed to p:s:g;?l :::a;ha 111;';:f

™~

*P. 47, 1. 4,
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succeeded in retaining some of his followers in the delusive dream,
from which he is so anxious that they should not = awoke. But
some of them have, I know, begun to inquire int .1 truth of those
notions in which they have been instructed - .ud these are not likely
to mistake for true, the false analogy that 1s in the above passage
attempted to be drawn, nor will they believe that, however powerful
may be- the influence of imagination, even under false impressions,
future happiness, which depends on God alone, can ever be ranked
amongst its effects. Such enquirers will, I hope, at last become sensible
that the system of dreaming recommended by the learned Brahman,
however essential to the interests of himself and of his caste, can bring
to them no advantage, either substantial or eternal.

As instances of the erroneous confidence which is placed in the
repetition of the name of a god to effect purification from sins, noticed
by me in p. 168, I may quote the following passages.

“He who pronounces ‘‘Doorga” (the name of the goddess),
though he constantly practise adultery, plunder others of their
property, or commit the most heinous crimes, is freed from all sins.”’*

“A person pronouncing loudly, ‘‘reverence to Hari,”” even
involuntarily, in the state of falling down, slipping, of labouring
under illness, or of sneezing, purifies himself from the foulest crimes.”{

“He who contemplates the Ganges, while walking, sitting,
sleeping, thinking of other things, awake, eating, breathing, and
conversing, is delivered from sins.”’}

.The circumstances alluded to in p. 168 of this treatise, relative
to the wicked conduct of their supposed deities, are perfectly familiar
to every individual Hindoo. But those Europeans who are not ac- -
quainted with the particulars related of them, may perhaps feel a
wish to be in possession of them. I, therefore, with a view to gratify
their curiosity and to vindicate my assertion, beg to be allowed to
mention a few instances in point, with the authorities on which they
rest. As I have already noticed the debauchery of Krishna, and his
gross sensuality, and that of his fellow-deities, such as Siva and
Brahma, in the 147th, 148th and 150th pages of my reply to the
observations of Sankar Sastri, instead of repeating them here, I refer
my readers to that reply, also to the tenth division of the Bhagavata,
to the Harivansa or last division of the Maha-Bharata, and to the
Nigams, as well as to the several Agams, which give a detailed account
of their lewdness and debauchery. As to falsehood, their favourite
deity Krishna is more conspicuous than the rest. Jara-Sandha, a

— ‘Xide Durga-nama-Mahatmyea, 1Vide Bhagavata. }Vide Maha-Bharata,
I .
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powerful prince of Behar, having heard of the melancholy murder of
his son-in-law perpetrated by Krishna, harrassed, and at last drove
him out of the place of his nativity (Mathura) by frequent military
expeditions. Krishna, in revenge, resolved to deprive that prince of
his life by fraud, and in a most unjustifiable manner. To accomplish
his object, he and his two cousins, Bhima and Arjuna, declared them-
selves to be Brahmans and in that disguise entered his palace ; where,
finding him weakened by a religious fast, and surrounded only by his
family and priests, they challenged him to fight a duel. He accordingly
fought Bhima, the strongest of the three, who conquered and put him
to death.—Vide Sabha Parba or seccond book of the Maha-Bharala.
Krishna again persuaded Vudhisthira, his cousin, to give false evidence
in order to accomplish the murder of Drona, their spiritual father.—
Vide Drona Parba, or seventh book of the Maha-Bharata.

Vishnu and others combined in a conspiracy against Bali, a
mighty emperor; but finding his power irresistible, that deity was
determined to ruin him by stratagem, and for that purpose appeared
to him in the shape of a dwarf, begging alms. Notwithstanding Bali
was warned of the intention of Vishnu, yet, impressed with a high
sense of generosity, he could not refuse a boon to a beggar ; that a
grateful deity in return not only deprived him of his whole empire,
which he put himself in possession of by virtue of the boon of Bali,
but also inflicted on him the disgrace of bondage and confinement in
Patal.—Vide lalter part of the Hari-vamsa or last book of the Maha-
Bharaia. ' .

When the battle of Kurukshetra was decided by the fatal des-

- truction of Duryodhana, the remaining part of the army of his rival,
Yudhisthira, returned to the camp to rest during the night, under
the personal care and protection of Mahadeva. That deity having,
however, been cajoled by the flattery offered him by Aswatthama,
one of the friends of the unfortunate Duryodhana, not only allowed
him to destroy the whole army that was asleep under the confidence
of his protection, but even assisted him with his sword to accomplish
his bloody purpose.—Vide Saushuptika Parba, or cleventh book of the
Maha-Bharata.

When the Asuras, at the churning of the ocean, gave the pitcher
of the water of immortality in charge to Vishnu, he betrayed his trust by
delivering it to their step-brothers and enemies, the celestial gods.—
Vide first book or Adi Parba of the Maha-Bharata. '

-+ Instances like thesc might be multiplied beyond number : and
crinks of a much deeper dye might easily be added to the Iist, were I
not un‘qillin.g to-stain these pages by making them the vehicle of such
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stories of immorality and vice. May God speedily purify the minds
- of my countrymen from the corruptness which such tales are too apt
to produce, and lead their hearts 1o that pure morality which is
inseparable from the troe worship of Tlim |
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SUBRAHMANYA SASTRI, a diligent observer of Brahmanical tenets,
wishing to prove that those Brahmans who do not study the Vedas
with their subordinate sciences, are degraded from the rank of
Brahmanism, prepared and offered an Fssay on that subject to the
Brahmans of the province of Bengal, who are generally deficient in
those studies. In this, he has advanced three assertions: which,
however, have no tendency to establish, his position. He alleges 1st,
that, “‘to a person not acquainted with the Vedas, neither temporary
“heavenly enjoyments, nor eternal beatitude, can be allotted.” 2zndly,
that, “he only who has studied the Vedas is authorized to seek the
“knowledge of God;” and j3rdly, that “men must perform without
“omission all the rites and duties prescribed in the Vedas and Smritis
“before acquiring a thorough knowledge of God.”” On these positions
he attempts to establish, that the performance of the duties and rites
prescribed by the Sastras for each class according to their religious
order, such as the study of the Vedas and the offering of sacrifices, &c.,
in absolutely necessary towards the acquisition of a knowledge of God.
We consequently take upon ourselves to offer in our own defence the
following remarks, in answer to those assertions

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
counducive to that acquisition, an admission which is not inconsistent
with the authorities of the Vedas and other Sastras. But we can by
no means admit the necessity of observing those duties and rites as
indispensable steps towards attaining divine knowledge, which the
learned Sastri pronounces them to be; for the great Vyasa, in his
work of the Vedanta Darsana, or the explanation of the spiritual parts
of the Vedas, justifies the attainment of the knowledge of God, even
by those who never practise the prescribed duties and rites, as appears
from the following two passages of Vyasa in the same Darsana.
“Antarachapi tu taddnshteh ”—“Apicha smaryate.” The celebrated
%ankar-Acharya thus" comments upon those two texts: ‘‘As to the

““questiony; whether such men as have not the sacred fire, or are
“afflicted with poverty, who profess no religious order whatsoever,



124 AN APOLOGY FOR THE

“and who do not belong to any caste, are authorized to seek divine
“knowledge or not? On a superficial view, it appears, that they are
“not permitted to make such attainments, as the duties prescribed
“for each class are declared to lead to divine knowledge, and to those
“duties they are altogether strangers. Such doubt having arisen, the
“‘great Vvasa thus decides: Lven a person who professes no religious
“order, is permitted to acquire a knowledge of God, for it is found in
““the Vedas that Raikya, Bachaknavi, and others, who, like them, did
“not belong to any class, obtained divine knowledge. It is also men-
“tioned in the sacred tradition, that Samvarta and others, living naked
“and totally independent of the world, who practised no prescribed
“duties, assumed the rank of the highest devotees.”” DBesides the texts
of the Veda, such as ‘‘Tayorha Maitreyi Brahmabadini,” &c., and
“Atma va are”’, &c., show that. Maitreyi and others, who, being women,
had not the option of studying the Veda, were, notwithstanding,
qualified to acquire divine knowledge; and in the Smriti as well as
in the Commentary of the celebrated Sankar-Acharyva Sulabha and
other women are styled knowers of the Supreme Being. Also Bidur,
Dharmabyadha, and others of the fourth class, attained the knowledge
of God without having an opportunity of studying the Vedas. All
this we find in the sacred traditions : hence those who have a thorough
knowledge of the Vedas and Smritis, can pay mno deference to the
opinion maintained by the learned Sastri, that those only who have
studied the Vedas are qualified to acquire the knowledge of God.
Moreov:r, to remove all doubt as to Sudras and others being capable
of attaining Divine knowledge without the assistance of the Vedas,
the celehrated Commentator, in illustrating the text ‘‘Sravanadhyanya,”
&ec., assarts, that “‘the authority of the Smriti, stating that ‘to all the
“four classes preaching should be offered,’ &c.,shews that to the sacred
“traditions, and to the Puranas, and also to the Agams, all the four
“classes have equally access,” thus establishing that the sacred tradi-
. tibns, Puranas, and Agams without distinction, can impart divine
knowledge to mankind at large. From the decided opinion of Vyasa,
and frem the precedents given by the Vedas and sacred traditions,
and also from the conclusive verdict of the most revered Commentator,
those who entertain respect for those authorities, will not admit the
study of the Vedas and other duties required of each class to he the
only means of acquiring knowledge of God. Hence the sacred tradi-

tion, stating that a person, by studying the Gita alone, had acquired’

final beatitude, stands unshaken; and also the positive declaration
of the great Mahade\{a with regard to the authentic and well-accepted
Agam Sastras, as being the means of imparting divine knowledge to
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those who study them, will not be treated as inconsequential. If the
‘spiritual part of the Vedas can enable men to acquire salvation by
teaching them the true and eternal existence of God, and the false
and perishable being of the universe, and inducing them to hear and
constantly reflect on those doctrines, it is consistert with reason to
admit, that the Smriti, and Agam, and other works, inculcating the
same doctrines, afford means of attaining final beatitude. What
should we say more? .

17
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The following Ireatise, in" the form of questions and answers,
contains a brief account of the worship enjoined in the sacred writings,
as due to that Being who is pure as well as eternal, and to whose exis-
tence Nuature gives testimony ; that the faithful may easily under-
stand and become successful in the practice of this worship. The
proof of each doctrine may be found, according to the figures, in the
end of the work.

As this subject is almost always expounded, in the sacred writings,
by means of questions and answers, that it may be more casily com-
prehended, a similar plan is adopted in this place also.

I Question.—What is meant by worship ? *

Answer—Worship implies the act of one with a view to please
another ; but when applied to the Supreme Being, it signifies a con-
templation of his attributes.

2 Q.—To whom is worship due?

A.—To the Avrior and Governor of the universe, which is in-
compreheusibly formed, and filled with an endless variety of men and
things ; in which, as shown by the zodiac, in a manner far more wonder-
ful than the machinery of a watch, the sun, the moon, the planets and
the stars perform their rapid courses; and which is fraught with
animate and inanimate matter of various kinds, locomotive and im-
moveable, of which there is not one particle but has its functions to
perform.

3 Q-—\What is he?

A.—We have already mentioned that he is to be worshipped,
who is the Author and Governor of the universe; yet, neither the
sacred writings nor logical argument, can define his nature.

4 Q.—Are there no means of defining him?

A.—It is repeatedly declared in the sacred writings, that he
cannot be defined either by the intellect or by language. This appears
from inference also; for, though the universe is visible, still no one
can ascertain its form or extent. How then can we define the Being
whom we designate as its Author and Governor?

5 Q.—Is any one, on sufficient grounds, opposed to this
worship ?
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A.—"T'o this worship no one can be opposed on sufficient grounds ;
for, as we all worship the Supreme Being, adoring him as the Author
and Governor of the universe, it is impossible for any one to object
to such worship; because each person considers the object whom he
worships as the Author and Governor of the universe; therefore, in
accordance with his own faith, he must acknowledge that this worship
is his own. In the same manner, the‘\_', who consider Time or Nature,
or any other Object, as the Governor of the universe, even they cannot
be opposed to this worship, as bearing in mind the Author and Governor
of the universe. And in China, in Tartary, in Europe, and in all other
countries, where so many sects exist, all believe the object whom they
adore to be the Author and Governor of the universe ; consequently,
they also must acknowledge, according to their own faith, that this
our worship is their own.

6 Q.—In some places in the sacred writings it is written that the
Supreme Being is imperceptible and unexpressible; and in others,
that he is capable of being known. How can this be reconciled ?

4. —Where it is written that he is imperceptible and undefinable,
it is meant, that his likeness cannot be conceived ; and where it is
said that he is capable of being known, his more existence is referred
to, that is, that there is a God, as the indesceribable creation and goveru-
ment of this universe clearly demoustrate : in the same manner, as
by the action of a body, we ascertain the existence of a spirit therein
called the sentient soul, but the form or likeness of that spirit which
pervades every limb and guides the Dody, we know not.

7 @Q.—Are you hostile to any other worship ?

A.—Certainly not; for, he who worships, be it whomsoever or
whatsoever it may, considers that object as the Supreme Being, or as
an object containing him ; consequently, what cause have we to be
hostile to him?

8 Q.—If you worship the Supreme Being, and other persons
offer their adoration to the same Divine Being, but in a different form ;
what then is the difference between them aund you?

A —We differ in two ways; first, they worship under’ various
forms and in particular places, believing the object of their worship
to be the Supreme Being ; but we declare that he, who is the Author
of the universe, is to be worshipped ; besides this, we can determine
no particular form or place. Secondly, we sce that they who worship
under any one particular form, are opposed to those who worship
under another; but it is impossible for worshippers of any denomi-
nation to be opposed to us ; as we have shown in the answer to the 5th
question.
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9 Q.—In what manner is this worship to be performed?

A.—By bearing in mind that the Author and Governor of this
visible universe is the Supreme Being, and comparing this idea with
the sacred writings and with reason. In this worship it is indispens-
ably necessary to use exertions to subdue the sense« aud to read such
passages as direct attention to the Supreme Spirit. Tixertion to sub-
duc the senses, significs an endeavour to direct the will and the senses,
and the conduct in such a manner as not only to prevent our own or
others’ ill, but to secure our own and others’ good ; in fact, what is
considered injurious to ourselves, should be avoided towards others.
It is obvious that as we are so constituted, that without the help of
sound we can canceive no idea; therefore, by means of the texts treating
of the Supreme Being, we should contemplate him. The benefits
which we continually receive from fire, from air and from the sun,
likewise from the various productions of the earth, such as the different
kinds of grain, drugs, fruits and vegetables, all are dependent on him :
and by considering and reasoning on the terms expressive of such ideas,
the meaning itself is firmly fixed in the mind. It is repeatedly shid
in the sacred writings, that theological knowledge is dependent upon
truth ; consequently, the attainment of truth will enable us to worship
the Supreme Being, who is Truth itself.

10 Q. —Accoiding to this worship, what 1ule must we establish
with regard to the regulation of our food, conduct, and other worldly
matters ?

A.—It is proper to regulate our food and conduct agreeably to
the sacred wiitings ; therefore, he who follows no prescribed form
among all those that arc promulgated, but regulates his food and
conduct according to his own will, is called self-willed ; and to act
according to our own wish, is opposed hoth by the Scriptures and by
reason. In the Scriptures it is frequently forbidden. Let us examine
it by reason. Suppose each person should, in non-conformity with
prescribed form, regulate his conduct according to his own desires, a
speedy end must ensue to established socicties; for to the self-willed,
food, whether fit to be eaten or not, conduct proper or improper, desires
lawful or unlawful, 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 mutually opposed, a quarrel is the most likely
consequence ; and the probable result of repeated quarrels is the
destruction of human beings. In fact, however, it is highly improper
to spend our whole time in judging of the propriety and impropriety
of certain foods, without reflecting on science or Divine truth; for be
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food of whatever kind it may, in a very short space of time it undel.'-
goes a change into what is considered exceedingly i'mpure, al.ld this
impure matter is, in various places, productive of different klnds' of
grain ; therefore, it is certainly far more preferable to adorn the mind

than to think of purifying the belly. _
11 Q. —In the performance of this worship, is any particular

place, quarter, or time, necessary?

A.—A suitable place is certainly preferable, but it is not ab-
snlutely necessary ; that is to say, in whatever place, towards whatever
quarter, or at whatever time the mind is best at rest,—that place,
that quarter, and that time is the most proper for the performance of

this worship.

12 Q. —To whom is this worship fit to be taught?

A.—It may be taught to all, but effect being produced in ecach
person according to his state of mental preparation, it will he propor-
tionably successful.

SACRED AUTHORITIES
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PREFACE
TO THE FIRST EDITION

For a period of upwards of fifty years, this ceuutry (Bengal) has
been in exclusive possession of the Xnglish nation; during the first
thirty years of which, from their word and deed, it was universally
believed that they would not interfere with the religion of their
subjects, and that they truly wished every man to act in such matters
according to the dictates of his own conscience. Their possessions
in Hindoostan and their political strength have, through the grace of
God, gradually increased. But during the last twenty years, a body
of English gentlemen, who are called missionaries, have been publicly
endeavouring, in several ways to convert Hindoos and Mussulmans
of this country into Christianity. The first way is that of publishing
and distributing among the natives various books, large and small,
reviling both religions, and abusing and ridiculing the gods and saints
of the former : the second way is that of standing in front of the doors
of the natives or in the public roads to preach the excellency of their
own religion and the debasedness of that of others : the third way is
that if any natives of low origin become Christians from the desire of
gain or from any other motives, these gentlemen employ and maintain
them as a necessary encouragement to others to follow their example.

It is true that the apostles of Jesus Christ used to pieach the
superiority of the Christian religion to the natives of different
countries. But we must recollect that they were not of the rulers of
those countries where they preached. Were the missionaries likewise
to preach the Gospel and distribute books in countries not conquered
by the English, such as Turkey, Persia, &c., which are much nearer
England, they would be esteemed a body of men truly zealous in
propagating religion and in following the example of the founders of
Christianity. In Bengal, where the English are the sole rulers, and
where the mere name of Englishman is sufficient to frighten people,
an encroachment upon the rights of her poor timid and humble in-
habitants and upon their religion, cannot be viewed in the eyes of God
or the public as a justifiable act. For wise and good men always
feel disinclined to hurt those that are of much less strength than
themselves, and if such weak creatures be dependent on them and
subject to their authority, they can never attempt, even in thought,
to mortify their feelings. ) .

We have been subjected to such insults for about nine centuries,
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and the cause of such degradation has been our excess in civilization
and abstinence from the slaughter even of animals; as well as our
division into castes, which has been the source of want of unity among us.

It seems almost natural that when one nation succeeds in
conquering another, the former, though their religion may be quite
ridiculous, laugh at and despise the religion and mauners of those
that are fallen into their power. I'or example, Mussalmans, upon
their conquest of India, proved highly inimical to the religious
exercises of Hindoos. When the genecrals of Chungezkhan, who denied
God and were like wild beasts in their manmners, invaded the western
part of Hindoostan, they universally mocked at the profession of God
and of futurity expressed to them by the natives of India. The
savages of Arracan, on their invasion of the eastern part of Bengal,
always attempted to degrade the religion of Hindoos. In ancient
days, the Greeks and the Romans, who were gross idolaters and im-
moral in their lives, used to laugh at the religion and conduct of their
Jewish subjects, a sect who were devoted to the belief of one God.
It is therefore not uncommon if the nglish missionaries, who are of
the conquerors of this country, revile and mock at the religion of its
natives. But as the English are celebrated for the manifestation of
humanity and for administering justice, and as a great many gentlemen
among them are noticed to have had an aversion to violate equity,
it would tend to destroy their acknowledged character if they follow
the example of the former savage conquerors in disturbing the es-
tablished religion of the country; hecause to introduce a religion by
means of abuse and insult, or by aflording the hope of worldly gain,
is inconsistent with reason and justice. If by the force of argument
they can prove the truth of their own religion and the falsity of that
of Hindoos, many would of course emwbrace their doctrines, and in
case they fail to prove this, they should not undergo such useless
trouble, nor tease Hindoos any longer by their attempts at conuversion.
In consigeration of the small huts in which Brahmans of learning
. generally reside, and the simple food,.such as vegetables, &c., which
they are accustomed toeat, and the poverty which obliges them to.live
upon charity, the missionary gentlemen may not, Ihope, abstain from
controversy from contempt of them, for truth and true religion do
not always belong to wealth and power, high names, or lofty palaces.

Now, in the Mission-press of Shreerampore a letter shewing the
unreasonableness of all the Hindoo Sastras having appeared, I have
inserted in the Ist and 2nd numbers of this magazine all the questions
in the above letter as well as their answers, and afterwards the replies
that may be made by both parties shall in like manner be published.



PRETACE
TO THE SECOND EDITION

In giving the contents of the following pages to the world in a
new edition, I think it necessary to prefix a short explanation of the
origin of the controversy, and the manner in which it concluded.
The BrammunIicAl MAcAzZINE was commenced for the purpose of
answering the objections against the Hindoo Religion contained in a
Bengalee Weekly Newspaper, entitled ‘“SAMACHAR IDARPAN,” con-
ducted by some of the most eminent of the Christian Missionaries,
and published at Shreerampore. In that payer of the 14th July,
1821, a letter was inserted containing certain doubts regarding the
Sastras, to which the writer invited any one to favour him with an
answer, through the same channel. I accordingly sent a reply in the
Bengalee language, to which, however, the conductors of the work
calling for it, refused insertion ; and I therfore formed the resolution
of publishing the whole controversy with an Lnglish translation in a
work of my owi, “‘the BRAHMUNICAL, MAGAZINE,”' now re-printed, which
contains all that was written on both sides.

In the first number of the MAGAZINE I replied to the arguments
they adduced against the Sastras, or immediate explanations of the
Vedas, our original Sacred Books ; and in the second I answered the
objections urged against the Puranas and Tantras, or Historical
Illustrations of the Hindoo Mythology, shewing that the doctrines
of the former are much more rational than the religion which the
Missionaries profess, and that those of the latter, if unreasonable, are
not more so than their Christian TFaith. To this the Missionaries
made a reply in their work entitled the “I'RIEND OF INDIA”, No. 38,
which was immediately answered by me in the 3rd No. of the
MAGAzINE ; and from the continuation of a regular controversy of
this kind, I expected that in a very short time, the truth or fallacy of
one or other of our religious systems would be clearly established :
but to my great surprise and disappointment, the Christian Mis-
sionaries, after having provoked the discussion, suddenly abandoned
it; and the 3rd No. of my MAGAZINE has remained unanswered ior
nearly two years. During that long period the Hindoo community
(to whom the work was particularly addressed and therefore primted
both in Bengalee and English) have made up their minds that the
arguments of the BRAHMUNICAL MAGAZINE are unanswerable; and
I now republish, therefore, only the English translation, that the
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learned among Christians, in Europe as well as in Asia, may form their
opinion on the subject.

It is well-known to the whole world, that no people on earth are
more tolerant than the Hindoos, who believe all men to be equally
within the reach of Divine beneficence, which embraces the good of
every religious sect and denomination ; therefore it cannot be ima-
gined that my object in publishing this Magazine was to oppose
Christianity ; but I was influenced by the conviction that persons
who travel to a distant country for the purpose of overturning the
opinions of its inhabitants and introducing their own, ought to be
prepared to demonstrate that the latter are more reasonable than the
former.

In conclusion, I beg to ask every candid and reflecting reader :—
Whether a man be placed on an imperial throne, or sit in the dust—
whether he be lord of the whole known world, or destitute of even

whether he he intimately acquainted with all human learning, or ig-
norant of letters—whether he be ruddy and handsome, or dark and
deformed --yet if while he declares that God is not man, he again
professes to believe in a God-Man or Man-God, under whatever
sophistry the idea may be sheltered,—can such a person have a just
claim to enjoy respect in the intellectual werld? And does he not
expose himself to censure, should he, at the same time, ascribe un-
reasonableness to others?



THE LETTER ALLUDED TO
PUBLISHED IN THE
Samachar Darpan of the 14th July, 1821,

I beg to inform the learned Public of all countries that at present
Calcutta is a seat of learning and of learned men, and perhaps there
is no other place where doubts arising from the interpretation of the
Sastras can be removed so well as in this metropolis. I therefore
state a few questions methodically. It will gratify me, and do essential
good to mankind, if any one favours me with replies thereto through
the “SAMAcCHAR DARPAN"'; for in answering them there will not be
much labour and no expense whatever.

In the first place it appears from the perusal of the Vedanta
Sastia, that God is one, eternal, unlimited by past, present, or future
time, without form, beyond the apprehension of the senses, void of
desires, pure intellect, without defect and perfect in every respect ;
and the soul is not different from him mnor is there any other real
existence besides him.

The visible world is, as it says, created by Mava alone; and
that Maya is opposed to a true knowledge of God [i.e., after the
acquisition of a knowledge of God, the eflect of Maya, which is the
universe, no longer continues to appear a real existence, in the same
manner as when a piece of rope is mistaken for a snake, the mis-
conceived existence of the snake is destroyed by a knowledge of the
real existence of the rope, or as the palace of Gandharvas (a genus
supposed to be inferior only to the celestial gods) seen in a dream
ceases to appear immediately after the expiration of the dream].
The world and consciousness are both declared false; they appear
as if they had real existence owing to ignorance of the nature of God.
An admission of the truth of these doctrines either brings reproach
upon God, or establishes the supremacy and eternity in some degree
both of God and of Maya.

2ndly. If the soul be the same as God, nothing can justify the
belief that the soul is liable to be rewarded and punished according
to its good or evil works.

3rdly. From these doctrines the perfection of God and his
sufficiency cannot be maintained.

This Sastra teaches also that as bubbles arise from and again
are absorbed in water, in like manner through the influence of Maya

19
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the world repeatedly proceeds from, depends upon, and is absorbed
into God. How can God be blamecless if he is represented as a Being
influenced by Maya in the creation of the world ? The Veda declares,
‘“Phe birth, continuation, and destruction of the world are effected
by the Supreme Being.” According to this, how can we admit the
enjoyment of heaven and endurance of hell by the soul?

In the sccond place, the Nyaya Sastra says, that God is one and
souls are various; they both are imperishable; and that space,
position, and time as well as atoms are eternal; and it admits that
the act of creating the world attaches to God in a peculiarly united
relation called Samavaya, whereby the Deity is called the Creator of
the world ; and it says also that according to the good or evil works
of the soul he rewards or punishes it, and that his will is immutable.
These doctrines in fact deny to GGod the agency of the world; for
according to them he appears, like us, to have created the world with
the aid of materials ; but in reality he is above the need of assistance.
After admitting the immutability of the will of God, how can we be
persuaded to believe that he creates, preserves and again destroys all
things at different times and bhestows on the soul the consequences of
its works at successive times? Irom these doctrines why should we
not consider God and the soul as gods, one of great authority and the
other of less power, like two men, one possessed of greater energy
than the other? These destroyv totally the doctrine of the unity of
God.

In the third place the Mimansa Sastra says that the wonderful
consequences of the various sacrificial rites consisting of incantations
composed of the Sanskrit language and of different offerings, are God.
In this world among mankind there are various languages and many
Sastras; and sacrificial articles and language both are insensible and
in the power of men : they are, however, the cause of rites. How
can we call God the consequences of the rites which are produced by
men ? Moreover, God is said by this Sastra to be mere rites, and at
the same time one; but we see that rites are various : how can then
God be proved one according to these doctrines? In a country where
rites are performed through a language different from Sanskrit, why
should not that country be supposed without God? The Patanjala
Sastra represents yoga of six kinds in lieu of rites : therefore, it is,
according to the above-stated arguments, included in the Mimansa
Sastra.

In the fourth instance, the Sankhya Sastra says that nature and
the God of nature are operating jointly, like the two halves of a grain
of vetch; and on account of the supremacy of the latter he is called
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the invisible God. How, according to these doctrines, can God be
considered one? Why do we not believe the duality of God ?

The remaining part of the letter is to be inserted in the 2nd
number of this magazine.

Reply to dhe above leller, lo which reply the Editor of the Samachar
Darpan denied insertion.

I observed in the ‘Samachar Darpan’ of the 14th July, 1821,
sent me by a respcéctable native, an attempt of some intelligent though
misinformed person to shew the unreasonableness of all the Hindoo
Sastras and therchy to disprove their authority. The missionary
gentlemen had before been in the habit of making these attempts only
in discourses with the natives or through publications written expressly
with that view. But now they have begun the same attacks through
the medium of a newspaper. 1 have not, however, felt much inclined
to blame this conduct, because thie Editor has requested an answer
to the writer, to whom I therefore reply as follows.

You, in the first place, attempt to shew the folly of the Vedanta,
and for that purpose recount its doctrines, saying ‘‘that it teaches God
to be one, cternal, unlimited by past, present or future time, without
form or desires, bevond the apprehension of the senses, pure intellect,
omuipresent, without defcct and perfect in every 1espect ; and that
there is no other real existence except him, nor is the soul different
from him ; that this visible world is created by his power, i.c., Maya,
and that Maya is opposed to a true knowledge of God, (7.e., after
the acquisition of a knowledge of God the effect of Maya, which is the
universe, 1o longer continues to appear as a real existence, in the same
manner as when a piece of rope is mistaken for a snake the miscon-
ceived existence of the snake is destroyed by a knowledge of the real
existence of the rope, or as the palace of Gandharvas seen in a dream
ceases to appear immediately after the expiration of the dicam).”
Now, you allege these faults in these doctrines. 1st. An admission
of their tiuth either brings reproach upon God or establishes the
supremacy and eternity both ot God and of Maya. As you have not
stated what reproach attaches to God from tbe admission of these
doctrines, 1 am unable to answer the first alternative. It you kindly
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particulatize it, I may endeavour to make a reply. As to the latter
alternative respecting the supremacy and eternity of Maya, I beg to
auswer, that the followers of the Vedanta (in common with Christians
and Musalmans who believe God to be eternal) profess also the eternity
of all his attributes. Maya is the creating power of the eternal God,
and consequently it is declared by the Vedanta to be eternal.
“Maya has no separate existencee ; it is the power of God and is known
“by its effects as heat is the power of fire and has no separate existence,
“yet is kuown from its eflects’” (quoted in the Vedanta). Should it
be improper to declare the attributes of God eternal, then such im-
propriety applies universally to all 1eligious systems, and the Vedanta
cannot be alone aceused of this impropriety.

In like manner, in the Vedanta and in other systems, as well ay
in common experience, the superiority of substance over its qualities
is acknowledged. The Vedanta has mnever stated, in auy instance,
the supremacy both of God and of Maya, that you should charge the
Vedanta with absurdity.

The second fault which vou find, is that if the soul be the same
as God, nothing can justify the belief that the soul is liable to be re-
warded and punished according to its good and evil works ; for such
a belief would amount to the blasphemy that God also is liable to
reward and punishment.

I reply—The world, as the Vedanta savs, is the effect of Maya,
and is material ; but God is mere spirit, whose particular influences
being shed upon certain material objects arc called souls in the same
mamnnet as the reflections of the sun are seen on water placed in various
vessels. As these reflections of the sun seem to be mwoved by the
motion of the water of those vessels without efiecting any motion
in the sun, so souls, being, as it were, the reflections of the Supreme
Spirit on matter, seem to be affccted by the circumstances that in-
fluence matter, without God being aflected by such circumstances.
As some reflections are bright from the purity of the water on which
they are cast, while others seem obscure owing to its foulness, so
some souls are more pure from the purity of the matter with which
they are comnected, while others are dull owing to the dullness of
matter.

As the reflections of the sun, though without light proper to
themselves, appear splendid from their connection with the illuminat-
ing sun, so the soul, though not truc intellect, seems intellectual and
acts as if it were real spirit from its actual relation to the Universal
Intellect : and as from the particular relations of the sun to the water
placed in different pots, vatrious reflections appear resembling the
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same sun in nature and differing from it in qualities ; and again as
these cease to appear on the removal of the water, so through the
peculiar relation of various material objects to one Supreme Spirit
numerous souls appear and seem as performing gocd and evil works,
and also receiving their consequences; and as soon as that relation
ceases, they, at that very minute cease to appear :ustinetly from their
original. Hence God is one, and the soul, although it is not in fact
of a different origin from God, is yet liable to experience the conse-
quences of good and evil works ; but this liability of the soul to re-
ward or punishment cannot render God liable to either. .

The third fault alleged by vou, is, that {rom the doctrines alluded
to, the perfection of God and his sufliciency cannot be maintained.
I'his is your position, but you have advanced no arguments to prove
it. It yvou afterwards do, I may consider the force of them. If you,
however, mean by the position that if souls be considered as parts of
God, as declared by 1" > Vedanta, and proceeding from the Supreme
Spirit, God must be insufficient and imperfect ; T will in this case
refer yvou to the above answer, that is, although the reflections of the
sun owe to hiw their existence and depend upon and return to the
same sun, vet this circumstances does not tend to prove the insufh-
ciency or impeifection ot the sun.

Moreover, yvou say the Vedanta tcaches that as bubbles arise
from and again are absorbed in water ; in like manner through the
influence of Mava the world repeatedly proceeds from, depends upon,
and is absorbed into God ; and hence you iufer that, according to
this doctrine, the reproach of God’s being under the influence of Maya
attaches to the Deity. I reply, that the resemblance of the Lubbles
with the world is maintained by the Vedanta only in two respects :
1st, as the bubbles receive from water through the influence of the
wind, their birth and existence, so the world takes by the power of
God, its original existence from the Supreme Being and depends upon
him ; and 2ndly, that there is no reality in the existence either of
bubbles or of the world. When we say such a one is like a lion, we
mean re;eublance only in respect of courage and strength and not
in every respect, as in point of shape, size, &c. In like manner the
resemblance of the world to bubbles, in this instance, lies in point of
dpendence and unreality. Were the similarity acknowledged in every
respect we must admit God to be an insensitive existence like a portion
of water and the world as a bubble to be a small part of God moving
sometimes on the surface of the Deity and again uniting with him.
Those who look only after faults, may think themselves justified in
alleging that in consequence of the comparison of the world to bub-
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bles of water and of Maya to the wind, as found in the Vedanta, God
is supposed to be influenced by Maya.

Maya is the power of God through which the world receives its
birth, existence and changes; but no men of learning who are not
biassed by partiality, would infer from these opinions an idea of the
inferiority of God to Maya, his attribute. For as men of every {iribe
and of every country whatsoever acknowledge God to be the Cause
of the world, they necessarily consider him possessed of the power
through which he creates the world. But no one is from this
concluded to believe that God is subordinate to that power. God
pardons the sins of those that sincerely repent, through his attribute
of mercy : this cannot be taken as an admission of the Deity’s
subjection to his own mercy. The followers of the Vedanta say, that
Maya is opposed to kunowledge, for when a true knowledge of God is
obtained, the effect of Maya, which makes the soul appear distinct
from God, does immediately cease.

The term Maya implies, primarily, the power of creation, and
secondarily, its effect, which is the Universe. The Vedanta, by
comparing the world with the misconceived notion of a snake, when
a rope really exists, means that the world, like the supposed snake,
has no independent existeunce, that it receives its existence from the
Supreme Being. In like manner the Vedanta compares the world
with a dream : as all the objects seen in « dream depend upon the
motion of the mind, so the existence of the world is dependent upon
the beiug of God, who is the only object of supreme love; and in
declaring that God is all in all and that there is no other substan-ze
except God, the Vedanta means that existence in reality belongs to
God alone. He is consequently true and ommnipresent ; nothing else
can bear the name of true existence. We find the phrases, God is all
and in all, in the Christian books; and I suppose they do not mean
by such words that pots, mats, &c., are gods. I am inclined to
believe that by these terms they mean the omnipresence of God. Why
do you attempt, by cavils, to find fault with the Vedanta?

All the objects are divided.into matter and spirit. The world,
as Vedanta says, is but matter, the eflect of Maya, and God is spirit.
Hence as every material object takes its origin from the universal
matter under the sueprintendence of the Supreme Spirit, and again
returns to its origin; so all individual perceiving existences, called
souls, like reflections of the sun, appear differently from each other
depending upon the universal perception and again returning to it.
We see the flame of one candle appearing differently from that of
another, but as soon as its connexion with the candle is over, each
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is absorbed into the universal heat. In like manner, the individual
spirits return to the universal Supreme Spirit, as soon as its con-
nexion with matter is destroyed.

Whether is it more reasonable to say that the intellectual soul has
its origin from the universal pure Spirit, or that the soul is made of
nothing or of insensible matter? If you say God is omnipotent, he
can therefore produce the soul from nothing, you would be involved
in difficulties ; one of which is that as God is not as a perceptible object,
we can establish his existence only from reason and experience : were
we to set aside reason and experience in order to admit that the soul
or any other object is made from mnothing, there would remain no
means to prove the existence of God, much less of his omnipotence.
It would strengthen atheistical tenets and destroy all religion, to defy
inference from experience.

You find fault with the Nyaya Sastra, that it declares that God
is one, and souls are various, but both imperishable; that space,
position and time, as well as atoms are eternal ; and that the power
of creation resides in God in a peculiarly united relation. It says
also that God allots to the soul the consequences of its good and evil
works ; and that he is possessed of immutable will. Hence you main-
tain that according to these doctrines, God cannot be supposed to be
the true cause of the world ; because he, like us, creates things with
the aid of materials, such as matter, &c. I reply—Every professor
of any theistical system, such as the followers of the Nyaya doctrines,
and those of Christianity believe that God is not perishable, and that
the soul has no end. The soul, during an endless period, either en-
Joys the beatitude procured by the acquisition of a knowledge of God,
or receives the consequences of works. In like manner, they both
believe that it is God that bestows on the soul the consequences of
its good and evil actions ; and that the evil of God is immutable. If
any fault be found with these doctrines, then the system of the Nyaya
and of Christianity both must be equally subject to it; for both
systems maintain these doctrines.

Besides, different objects, as the Nyaya says, are of course
produced at different times, a circumstance which cannot disprove
the eternity of the will of God, who is beyond the limits of time ; but
all other objects are effected at certain times as appointed by the
eternal will of God.

The relation which subsists between a substance and its quality
or action, is called “Samavaya’’ and by that relation the act of creating
the world resides in the Creator, a fact which is acknowledged by
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almost all theists. No being can be called an agent, unless an action
be found in him,

No one can ever conceive any object, whether God or not-God,
divested of space and time. If you therefore set nmd.e the idea of
space and time, vou will not be able to prove a?lytlnn.g.whate.ver.
Both the followers of the Nyaya and of the Christian religion believe
God to be eternal, that is, he exists from eternity to eternity ; and the
very term eternity, implying duration without beginning ot end,
makes it coeval with GGod. But if we mean by the eternal existence
of God, that he had no beginning in point of time nor will he have an
end—this definition is not only applicable to God and to time, but
also points out even that the notion of the eternity of God depends
on the notion of time.

It is obvious that the material cause of the world is its most
minute particles, whose destruction is evidently impossible : these
are called anus or atoms. The immaterial God cannot he supposed
the material cause of those particles, nor can Nothing be supposed to
be the cause of them : therefore these parficles must be cternal, and
are oinly brought into different forms, at different times and places,
by the will of God. We see all that originate in volition or voluntary
causes, producing effects by means of materials : and as God is acknow-
ledged by all parties to be the voluntary cause of the w orld, he therefore
is believed to have created the world by means of matter, space, and
time. The objection which vou make to {his system, is, that according
to this doctrine the Creator of the world and the individual soul, which
is also a partial creator, should be considered gods : the only difference
would be that the former is grcater than the latter, 1 reply—=Such
objection is not applicable to this system ; because God is an independent
agent, and the Creator of the whole world ; but the soul is an inferjor
Agent dependent in all its acts on the will of God. No partial
resemblance can establish the equality of any being with God ;for
Christians and Hindoos aseribe to God and to the soul, will and mercy ;
but neither of them suppose that therefore both are Gods, but that
one is superior and the other inferjor.

You object to the Mimaunsa, saying that it decclares God to be
the wonderful consequences occasioned by the performance of various
sacrificial rites consisting of various articles, and of incantations
composed of Sanskrit words ; but that among mankind there are
various languages and sastras, and both language and sacrificial
articles are but insensible and under the power of man. How can
God be the consequences of tites, the product of language and sacri-
ficial articles, both of which are in the power of humnan beings? And
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you again say, that according to the Mimansa doctrines, God is one
and that he is mere rites; but rites are various. How can the unity
of God, according to these sentiments, be maintained? Especially
in those countries where rites are not performed in the Sanskrit
language, God cannot exist. I reply, in the first place, the two
objections offered by you are inconsistent with ez:h other; for first
you say that God is said by the Mimansa to be the consequences of
rites, and again you say that he is declared to be rites themselves.
However, the followers of the Mimansa are of two classes: one do
not carry their view further than the performance of rites, and they
are reckoned among atheists; another sect profess the existence of
God, but they say that the reward or punishment which we experience
is the consequence of our works, to which God is quite neutral ; and
they maintain that to say that God, by inducing some men to pray
to him or to act virtuously, rewards them, and at the same time
neglects others and then punishes them for not having made their
supplications to him (though both are equally his children), amounts
to an imputation against God of unjust partiality. Hence it is evident,
that according to the doctrines of this sect, the unity of God is well
maintained.

In attempting to expose the Patanjala Darsana you say that
it recommends to man, in lieu of rites, to perfoom yoga (or the re-
gulating of breath in a particular mode which is calculated to divert
the human mind from all worldly objects) : therefore the objections
applicable to the Mimansa are applicable to the Patanjala also.

I reply—It is declared in the Patanjala that through means
of yoga man may surmount all the distress and grievances of the
world whereby he may enjoy beatitude, and that God is pure and
beyond the apprehension of the senses and is the Superintendent of
the universe. I am therefore at a loss to know upon what ground
you have placed the Patanjala on a level with the Mimansa.

You find fault with the doctrines of the Sankhya that it re-
presents the Ruler of nature and nature as the two halves of a grain
of vetch, but on account of the supremacy of the former, he is called
the invisible God. Hence you infer the duality of the Deity. I
reply that the invisible but pervading nature is said by the Sankhya
to be, under the influence of the Supreme Spirit, the cause of the
existence and continuation of the universe. Nature is therefore
declared by the Sankhya to be subordinate to, and dependent
on the perceiving Spirit, and consequently the Spirit is the
Supreme God.

The commentators, in their interpretation of the Veda, though

20
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they differ from each other on subordinate subjegts, vet all agree in
ascribing to him neither form mnor flesh, neither birth nor death.

The remaining parl of the answer 1s {o be inserled in the 2nd number
of the Magazine.
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Translation of an extract from a leller (shewing lhe unreasonableness
of the Hindoo Sastras), which appcared inthe Samachar Darpan,

a weekly newspaper printed al the Mission Press, Shreerampore, of

date July 14, 1821.

Firrury. In the Puranas and Tantras the worship of God as
possessing various names, forms and localities is ordered for the
benefit of mankind and the choosing of a spiritual teacher and sub-
mitting implicitly to his instructions, are also strictly enjoined ; and
they also enjoin the belief that such visible gods—although having,
like us, women and children, although subject to the senses and dis-
charging all bodily functions—are omnipresent. This is very wonder-
ful. In the first place, from this it follows that there are many gods, and
they are subject to the senses. Secondly, the omnipresence of a being
possessed of name and form is incredible. If you say his organs are
not like ours, we acknowledge it. But if he is not possessed of organs
composed of the material elements like us, then we must consider
him as possessed of organs composed of immaterial clements ; but
material existences can never know imumaterial objects, why then
should I acknowledge him to be possessed of names and forms?
Thirdly, that the Sastra says that God is possessed of name and form,
but that mankind cannot see him with their natural eyes. On this
ground, how can I acknowledge his forms and names? Tourthly, in
that Sastra there is an account of the regard due to the words of a
spiritual teacher. If any one is unacquainted with a particular sub-
ject how can his instructions on that subject be of any advantage?
There would be some more reason, if any one desirous of knowing the
way of God from another should first ascertain his qualifications and
then put confidence in him. Any mode of receiving religious ins-
truction besides this, although it may be agreeable to the popular
practice, will be productive of no advantage.

SIXTHLY. According to the doctrine of the Hindoo Sastras,
mankind are repeatedly born and repeatedly die, assuming through
the influence of their works animate or inanimate bodies. According
to one sect there is the eternal enjoyment of heaven or endurance of
heel after death, and according to another sect there is no future state ;
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and all the inhabitants of this world, except the inhabitants of
Hindoostan, receive no consequence of their works and are not subject
to works. Which of these is true? and in what way is it possible
that they can all alike be consistent with the sastras?

A learned person has sent from a distant place a letter containing
these few questions. His wish is to obtain an answer to each question
and it has accordingly been printed : Whoever writes a proper
answer inay have it printed and everywhere distributed by sending
it to the Shreerampore printing office.



REPLY TO THE IFOREGOING

Translation of an extracl from a reply in defence of the Hindoo Sastras
which was sent lo the Editor of the Samachar Darpan, bul was not
inseried in that paper.

ItrruLy. You find fault with the Puranas and Tantras that
they have established the duty of worshipping God, for the benefit
of mankind, as possessing various forms, names and localities :
because they order to have a spiritual teacher, and to repose implicit
confidence in his words : because they acknowledge the omuipresence
of a Being whom yet they allow to be possessed of form, wife, and
children, subject to the senses, and discharging all bodily functions ;
and because according to this, in the first place, it appears that there
are many gods and that they enjoy the things of this world : that
secondly, the omniprescnce of a being possessed of name and form is
incredible : and that thirdly, those Sastras affirm that God is possessed
of name and form ; but mortals cannot perceive him by their bodily
eyes—how on this ground can we acknowledge his name and form ?

I answer. The Puranas, &e., agreeable to the Vedanta represent
God in every way as incomprehensible and without form. There is,
moreover, this in the Puranas, that lest persons of feeble intellect
unable to comprehend God as not subject to the senses and without
form, should either pass their life without any religious duties what-
soever or should engage in evil work—to prevent this they have
represented God in the form of a man and other animals and as possessed
of all those desires with which we are conversant whereby they may
have some 1egard to the Divine Being. Afterwards by diligent
endeavours they become qualified for the true kunowledge of God :
but ever and ever again the Puranas have carefully affirmed, that they
have given this account ot the forms of God with a view to the benefit
of persons of weak minds, and that in truth, God is without name, form,
organs, and sensual enjoyment. ‘‘Weak and ignorant persons, unable
“to know the supreme and indivisible God, think of him as possessed
“of certain limitations.” (Sentence quoted in the commentary upon the
Mandukya Upanishad). “I'or the assistance of the worshippers
“of the Supreme Being, who is pure intellect, one, without divisibility
“or body, a fictitious representation is given of his form” (a sentence
of Jamadagni quoted by the Smartta). “‘According to the nature of
“his qualities, his various forms have been fictitiously given for the
“benefit of those worshippers who are of slow understanding.”
(Mahanirvan Tantra).
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But it is particularly to be noticed, that there is mno end of
the Tantras. In the same manmmer the Mahapuranas, Puranas,
Upapuranas, Ramayana, &c., are very numerous : on thissaccount an
excellent rule from the first has becn this, that those Puranas and
Tantras which have commentaries, and those parts which have beun
quoted by the acknowledged expounders, are received fo1 evidence;
otherwise a sentence quoted on the mere authority of the Puranas
and Tantras is not considered evidence. Those numerous Puranas
and Tantras which have no commentary and are not quoted by any
established expounder may probably be of recent composition. Some
Puranas and Tantras are received in one provence, the natives of other
provinces consider them spurious ; or 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 upon or quoted by respectable authors are to be regarded.
A commonly reccived rule for ascertaining the authority of any book
is this, that whatever book opposes the Veda, is destitute of authority.
“All Smritis which are contrary to the Veda, and all atheistical works,
“are not conducive to future happiness: they dwell in darkness.”
Manu. But the missionary gentlemen seldom translate into English
the Upanishads, the ancient Smritis, the Tantras quoted by respectable
authors and which have been always regarded. But having translated
those woiks which are opposed to the Vedas, which are not quoted by
any respectable author, and which have never been regarded as autho-
rity, they always represent the Hindoo Religion as very base.

With a view to prove the errors of the Puranas and Tantras,
you say, that the Puranas represent God as possessed of various
names and forms, as possessed of a wife and children, and as subject
to the senses, and to the discharge of bodily functions; from which
it follows that there are many gods, that they are subject to sensual .
pleasure, and the omnipresence of God cannot be maintained. I
therefore humbly ask the missionary gentlemen, whether or not they
call Jesus Christ, who is possessed of the human form and also the
Holy Ghost who is possessed of the dove shape, the very God? (1)
And whether they do not consider that Jesus Christ, the very God,
received impression by the external organs, eyes, &c., and operated
by means of the active organs, hands, &c. And whether or not they
consider him as subject to all the human passions? Was he angry

" (1) “And the Holy Ghost descended in a bodily shape like a dove up;n
him” Luke, Chap. III, v. 22.
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or not? (2) Was his mind afflicted or not? (3) Did he experience any
suffering or pain? (4) And did he not eat and drink? (5) Did he not
live a long time with his own mother, brothers and relations? (6)
Was he not born? (7) And did he not die? (8) And did not the Holy
Ghost, who is the very God, in the form of a dove remove from one
place to another ? (g) And did he not beget Jesus Christ by his inter-
course with a woman? (10) If they acknowledge all this, then they
cannot find fault with the Puranas, alleging that in them the names
and the forms of God are established, and that according to them
God must be considered as subject to the senses, and as possessing
senses and organs, and that God must be considered as having a wife
and child, and as not possessed of omnipresence on account of his
having a form. Because all these errors, viz., the plurality of gods,
their sensual indulgence and their locality are applicable to them-
selves in a complete degree. To say that everything however con-
trary to the laws of nature, is possible with God, will equally afford
a pretence to missionaries and Hindoos in support of their respective
incarnations. The aged Vyasa has spoken truth in the Mahabharata :
“O king! a person sees the faults of another although they are like
the grains of mustard seed, but although his own faults are big as the
Bel fruit, looking at them he cannot perceive them.” Moreover the
Puranas say that the names, forms and sensual indulgence of God
which we have mentioned, are fictitious; and we have so spoken
with a view to engage the minds of persons of weak understanding ;
but the missionary gentlemen say that the account which is given
in the Bible of the names, forms and sensual indulgence of God is
real. Therefore the plurality of gods, their locality and subjection

(2) “And, when he had looked round about on them with anger,” Mark,
Chap. III, v. b.

(3) ““And being in an agony, he prayed more earnestly : and his sweal was
us it were great drops of blood falling down to the ground.” Luke, Chap.
XXII, v. 44.

(4) ““Josus cried with a loud voice, saying, My God, My God, why hast
thou forsaken me.” Matthew, Chap. XXVII, v. 46.

(5) “The Son of man is come eating and drinking;’ Luke. Chap. VII, v. 34.

(6) “And he went down with them and came to Nazareth, and was subject
unto them :” Luke, Chap. II, v. 51.

(7) “When Jesus was born in Bethlehem &c.”” Matthew, Chap. II, v. 1.

(8) “And they shall scourge him and put him ¢o death.” Luke, Chap.
XVIIL, v. 33.

(9) Luke, Chap. IIT, v. 22.

(10) “The Holy-Ghost shall come upon thee, &c.” Lnke, Chap. I, v. 35.
“Now the birth of Jesus Christ was on this wise: When as his mother Mary
was espoused to Joseph, before they came together, she was found with child
of -the. Holy Ghost.”” Matthew, Chap. I, v. 18.
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to sensual indulgence, are faults to be found in a real sense, only in
the system of the missionary gentlemen.

Secondly, the Hindoo Puranas and Tantras, in which the
fictitious account is given, are subordinate to the Veda, but are not
the very Veda itself : when they disagree with the Veda their autho-
rity is not regarded. ‘‘When the Veda and the Puranas disagree,
“the Veda must be regarded; pious men will always explain the
“Puranas &c., in agreement with what the Veda declares.” (Quotation
by the Smartta). But the missionary gentlemen consider the Bible
as their Veda and in explaining it, have, in this manner, dishonoured
God in a real sense. A real error, therefore, and an excess of error .
is discovered in their own system.

You have moreover asked, what advantage can be derived from
the instructions of a spiritual teacher, who is himself ignorant of what
he professes to teach ? What advantage is there in adopting a spititual
teacher according to the popular practice in this country? I reply,
this objection is not at all applicable to the Hindoo Sastra, because
the Sastra enjoins that such a spiritual teacher must 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 the sacrificial wood, must
approach to a spiritual teacher who is well read in the Vedas and
devoted to the faith of Brahman.” (Mundaka Veda). “There are
“many spiritual teachers who take the wealth of their disciples; but a
“spiritual teacher who remove the errors of his disciples, O ! goddess,
“is difficult to be obtained” (Tantra). The definition of a spiritual
teacher : “He is subdued in the members of his body and affections of
“his mind, of honourable birth,” &c. (Quotation by Krishnananda).

You say at the end, that according to one Hindoo Sastra, by
means of works the body repeatedly becomes animate or inanimate ;
that, according to another sect, after leaving the body there is either
the eternal enjoyment of heaven or the eternal endurance of hell;
and that according to another sect there is mno future state. I
answer,—-It is not contained in any part of the Hindoo Sastra that
there is no future, state : this is an atheistical tenet. But it is true
that the Sastra says, that even in this world, the consequences both
of somé good and some evil works are experienced, or God after death
inflicts the consequences of the sins and holiness of some in hell and
heaven, or the Supreme Ruler bestows the consequences of the sins
and holiness of others, by giving them other bodies either animate or
inanimate. In this what mutual disagreement appears such as you
have attempted to establish? According to the Christian doctrine,
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likewise, there are various kinds of consequences attached to different
actions; God even in this world gives the punishment of sins and
rewards for holiness, as in the case of the Jews. It is written in the
Bible, that even in this world God punished their sins and rewarded
their holiness ; moreover Jesus Christ himself has said, that by giving
alms openly, fruit will be obtained only in this woiid ;* and it is also
written in the Bible that some have enjoyed good and suffered evil
after death. By saying so, no inconsistency appears in the Bible;
because God is the rewarder, and he gives some the consequences of
their deeds in this world, others in the next. Christians all allow,
that after the destruction of the body, God, at the time of judgment,
gives a body to the spirit, and bostows on this corporeal spirit the conse-
quences of its good and evil works. If they believe that, contrary
to the laws of Nature, God can give a body to the spirit and make
it receive the consequences of its works, then why should they ex-
press surprise, if, in consistency with these laws, God shall, by having
given a body, bestow on the spirit in this world the consequences of
its works ? You have said that all the inhabitants of the world ex-
cept those of Hindoostan receive no consequences of their works.
Such a sentiment is not contained in any part of their Sastra. But
vou also say that all the other inhabitants of the world have no works ;
the meaning of which is that they have no rites prescribed by the
Veda; which is indeed correct : therefore the Sastra is in every
respect perfectly consistent. You will consider the same here of the
Darsanas ; that is, all the Darsanas call God incomprehensible ; and
above all, in considering the nature of other objects, those who
variously understood the meaning of the Veda expressed themselves
differently. In the same manner although the commentators on the
Bible in some parts disagree, this is no fault of the Bible and no
diminution of the reputation of the commentators.

1 have now written what I intended, respecting the errors which,
as contrary to reason, you have stated to be in the Hindoo Sastra.
The reverend missionaries are in Calcutta, Shreerampore and various
other places. What is afterwards written, is intended to ascertain
how far their doctrines are agreeable to reason.

They call Jesus Christ the Son of God and the very God :(—How
can the son be the very Father?

They sometimes call Jesus Christ the Son of man, and yet say
no man was his Father.

*Matthew, ‘bhap. VI, v.2.
21



158 THE BRAHMUNICAL, MAGAZINE

They say that God is one, and yet say that the Father is God,
the Son is God and the Holy Ghost is God.

They say that God must be worshipped in spirit and yet they
worship Jesus Christ as very God, although he is possessed of a material
body.

They say that the Son is of the same essence and existence as
the I'ather, and they also say that the Son is equal to the Father.
But how can equality subsist except between objects possessed of
different essences and existences ?

I shall be much obliged by answers to these enquiries.

SIVAPRASAD SARMA.
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In the I'riend of India No. 38 a reply has been made in Fnglish
to the 2nd number of the Brahmunical Magazine composed both in
Lnglish and Bengali and published a few weeks ago. As the con-
troversy in question is intended by both parties chiefly for the benefit
of the Hindoo community and secondarily for the use of Furopeans,
I feel much disappointed in my expectation of being favoured by the
editor or his colleagues with a reply in Tinglish and Bengali to insert
in the next number of my Magazine. 1 however must receive it as
it is, and beg to be allowed to make a few remarks on the reply.

As to my first question proposed in the Magazinz in the following
words, “They call Jesus Christ the son of God and the very God—
“how can the son be the very father ?”’ the Editor denies the accuracy
of the information on which I found this question, and firmly asserts
that “the Bible nowhere says that the son is the father.” I, there-
fore, deem necessary to shew my reason for the above query,
leaving it to the public to pronounce on the justifiableness of it, either
in their conversation or religious publications. Christian teachers
profess that God is one, and that Jesus Christ is the son of God.
Hence I naturally concluded that they believe the son to be the
father, and consequently questioned the 'reasonablemess of such a
doctrine. Tor when a person affirms that such a one, say James, is
one, and that John is his son, and again says that Johu is actually
James, we should naturally conclude that he means that John the
son is James the father, and be at liberty to ask how can John the
son be James the father? But as the Editor, a leading minister of
that religion, declares that “the Bible nowhere says that the son is
the father, but says that the son is equal to the father, in nature and
essence”’ and “distinct in person’ &c., and recommends me to reflect
on mankind, of whom “every son, who has not the same human
nature with his father, must be a monster” : it would be too much
boldness on my part to give preference to my apprehension of the
meaning of the Bible over that of the Editor. I would therefore
have admitted (as suggested by the Editor) that the son of God is
God, on the analogy and in the sense that the son of a man is a man,
had I not been compelled by his very suggestion to reject entirely
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his other still more important assertion, that is, the coeval existence
of the son with the father. Tor, the belief of the nature of the son
of man being the same as that of the father, though it justifies the
idea of the son of God being God, is utterly repugnant to the pos-
sibility of the son being coeval with his father. It is evident that
if a son of man be supposed coeval with his father, he must be con-
sidered something more extraordinary than a monster !

It is believed by all religious sects, that when God reveals his will
or law to the human race, he reveals it through their language in its
common acceptation. I beg, therefore, of the Editor, to favour me
with a direct reply to the following question.—Do the missionary
gentlemen take the word “God” as a proper name or as a common
one, all nouns being divided into two kinds, common and proper ?
In the former case, that is, if they consider the term ‘““God” appro-
priated to one individual existence as every other proper name is,
they must relinquish the idea of the son of God being the very God.
How can we think the son of John or James to be John or James, or
coeval with John or James? Aund in the latter case, that is, if they
receive the term “God” as common name, they may maintain the
opinion that the son of God is God in the same way as the son of a
man is man, which, as the ILiditor says, “must necessarily be the
case,”” but they, in this case, cannot be justified in professing a belief
in the equal duration of the son with the father; for every son, what-
ever may be his mature, musl have existence originaling subsequently to
that of his own father. The only difference between these two comimon
nouns “God”” and “man’’ would be, that the latter includes a great many
individuals under it and the former only three distinct persons, though
of superior power and nature. But no smallness of the number or
mightiness of power of persons under one commion name, can exclude
it from being classed as a general noun ; for it is well established by the
observers or nature that the number of individuals comprised under
the term “mankind”’ is much less, and their nature is far more mighty,
than the living embryos in the milt of a single cod-fish—a circumstance
which does not make man less a genus than the term fish.

We see individuals under one term of mankind, though they are
distinct in person, yet one in nature, as being all men. In like manner
three beings under one godhead, according to the Editor, though they
are distinct in person are yet, I infer, considered by him one in nature
as gods,—god the Father, god the son, and god the Holy Ghost. Is this
the unity of God which the Editor professes ? Can this doctrine justify
him in ridiculing Hindoo polytheism, because many of them say, that
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under one Godhead there are more than three beings distinct in person
but one in nature?

As to my third question ‘“They say God is one, and yet say that
“the Tather is God, the Son is God and the Holy Ghost is God’’, the
Editor admits the fact, as he says, that ‘‘the Bible ascribes the same
divine nature and perfections to the Father, the Son and the Holy
Spirit, and yet declares that though distinct in person they are one in
nature and attributes,” that “it (the Bible) teaches men to worship
cach of them as God,” and that ‘“‘the I'ather, Son aimnd Holy Ghost are
“described in Scripture as equally giving grace and peace to men, as
“pardoning sin and leading men into the paths of righteousness.” But
instead if shewing the reasonableness of the idea of three distinct gods
being one God, as requested, he confesses the total inconsistency of this
doctrine with reason and makes the Bible responsible for it, saying,
“But the Bible, while it fully reveals these facts, still forbears to inform
“us how the I'ather, the Son and the Holy spirit exist and form the
“triune God’’; and adds, ‘“‘nor had it informed us, are we certain that
“we should have comprehended it.”” The Editor or his colleagues ought
to have taken into consideration such unrecasonableness attaching to
the most important of all their doctrines’ before they had published
in the “Samachar-Darpan’ the letter accusing the Vedanta and the
rest of the Hindoo Sastras of want of reason-—a circwmstance which
might have saved the Iditor the reluctant avowal of the unreason-
ableness of the foundation of his own system of faith. The Editor,
however, attempts to procure belief for this doctrine so palpably con-
trary to reason and experience, under the plea that ‘‘there are many
“things which pass around and within us, of the manner of which we
“can form no just idea, though no one doubts their truth. We know
“not how plants and trees draw matter from the earth and transform
“it into the leaves, flowers, and friuts, although no one questions the
“fact ;—nor how mind so acts upon matter as to enable a man at will
““to raise his hand to his head, and with it to perform the hardest labour.
“Until we comprehend the manner in which these operations on matter
“‘are effecterl, which constantly pass around and within us, we have
“little reason to complain, because the triune God has not condescended
“to inform us of the precise mode in which his infinite and glorious
“nature exists and acts.” How is it possible for the Editor, or for any
one possessed of common sense, not to perceive the gross error of drawing
an analogy from things around and within us to the three distinct per-
sons of the Godhead in one existence, which so far from being around
or within us, exist only in the imagination of the missionaries?

Here the growth of a tree and its producing leaves and flowers,
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as well as the operation of mind on matter, being around and within
us, are commonly perceptible by all men whether Christians or not
Christians, a denial of which is utterly impossible for one who is
possessed of the senses. It is very true that the exact manner in which
plants grow or the mind operates, and the precise principles of nature
which act upon them, are not thoroughly understood. But all that
these facts amount to is, that things around or within us, whether
visible or demonstrated by visible facts, compel conviction. Do the
three distinct persons of Godhead in unity exist like growing trees or
bodies joined to mind? Are they phenomena commonly perceptible
alike by Christians and non-Christians ? Or are they like mountains of
ice in northern countries, which, though they are not seen or felt by
us, yet are reported to us by eye-witnesses, without any contradiction
from others who have also passed the places where they are said to
exist, and where they are liable to seen by auy one, that we should
be compelled to believe the existence of the triune God like that of grow-
ing trees, operating minds, or mountains of ice, though we cannot
understand them ; or rather though we find them exactly contrary to
what we have understood ? Christians may perhaps consider the Trinity
as perceptible by them through the force of early instructions, in the
same manner as the followers of the Tantra doctrines among Hindoos
in Bengal consider God as consisting of five distinct persons and yet
as one God, and as the generality of modern Hindoos esteem numer-
ous incarnations under one Godhead almost as an experienced fact
from their early habits. How can Christians, who in general justly
pride themselves on their cultivated understanding, admit such an
analogy or justify any one in misleading others with such sophistries ?
T'he only excuse which I feel inclined to make for them, and perhaps
a true one, is, that the enlightened amongst them, like several of the
Greek and Roman philosophers, yield, through policy, to the vulgar
opinions, though fully sensible of the unjustifiableness of them. I
am, however, sorry to observe that the minds of a great number of
Christians are so biassed in favour of the doctrine of the Trinity from
the strong impression made on them by education in their youth, that-
they can readily defy the suggestions of the senses, reason, and ex-
pericnce in opposition to this doctrine. They accuse Brahmanical
priests of having an unjust ascendancy over their pupils, which they
forget how greatly Christians are influenced by their ministers so as
to overtook the error of such an analogy as the above, and others of a
similar nature.

The Editor has first declared that ‘‘the Bible forbears to inform
‘““us how the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit exist,”” &c., ‘“‘the



NUMBER III 163

“triune God has not condescended to inform us of the precise mode in
“which his infinite and glorious nature exists and acts’’ ;—mneverthe-
less as he particularizes the mode of their existence and actions
separately and distinctly from the authority of the Bible, stating
that ‘“the Son who has existed with the I‘ather from enternity has
“‘created heaven and earth’ that ‘“‘from his infinite pitv ¢ sinful men
‘“he condescended fo lay aside his glory for a season;’ that ‘“‘taking
“on himself the form of a servant he might worship and obey the
“father as his God ;" that “he prayed his father to glorify him only
“with his own glory which he had with his father before the founda-
“t¢ion of the world and which for a season he had laid aside;”’ that
“he was permitted to ascend up where he was before;” and that
lastly “he was seated at the right-hand of the Majesty on high’” who
“gave him as mediator all power in heaven and earth;” and that
“God. the Spirit was also pleased to testify to men his approbation
“of the Son’s becoming incarnate, by visibly descending upon him
“in the form of a dove.” Notwithstanding their different locations,
different actions and distinct existences the Kditor represents them
as one, and also demands of the rest of the world a beliet in their
unity. Is it possible even to conceive for a moment the identity
between three Beings, one of them in heaven expressing his pleasure
at the conduct of the second, who at the same time on the earth
was performing religious rites, and the third of them then residing
between heaven and ecarth descending on the second at the will of
the first. If the difference of bodies and situations as well as of
actions and employments, be not sufficient to set aside the idea of
the identity and rcal unity of persons, there would be 1o means of
distinguishing one person from another, and no criterion would be
left for considering a tree different from a rock or a bird from a man.
Is this the doctrine which the Iiditor ascribes to God? And can any
book, which contains an idea that defies the use of the senses, be
considered worthy to be ascribed to that Being who has endued the
human race with senses and understanding for their use and guidance ?
As long as nien have the use of their senses and faculties, (unless
sunk in early prejudices) they never can he expected to be deluded
by any circumlocutions founded upon circumstances not only beyond
understanding but also contrary to experience and to the evidence
of the senses. God the Son is declared by the Editor to have laid
aside his glory for a season, and to have prayed his father to give
him the same glory, and also to have taken the form of a servant. Is
it consistent with the nature of the immutable God to lay aside any
part of his condition and fo pray for it again? Is it conformable to
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the nature of the Supreme Ruler of the universe to take the form of a
servant, though only for a season? Is this the true idea of God which
the Editor maintains? Even idolaters among Hindoos have more
plausible excuses for their polytheism. I shall be obliged, if the Editor
can shew that the polytheistical doctrines maintained by Hindoos
are, in any degree, more unreasonable than his own. If not, he will
not, I trust, endeavour in future to introduce among them one set of
polytheistical sentiments as a substitute for another set; both of them
being equally and solely protected by the shield of mystery.

The Liditor acknowledges the fact of God’s appear