
°EXTRA VEDOS NULLA AUIS:

Observations Religious uralityJfrom the Perspective of Resistant Hinduism

by Richard FOxX o0ung
Whatever INaYy be ege the CONLTarYy and much P€e| has been

claiımed that contradıicts what follows Hinduism’s recognıtion of religious
pluralıty 15 concession that Was grante wıth eviıdent reluctance at

relatıvely late (we do NOTL know precisely when the COUISC of that
religion s historical development. As recently the sixteenth N}  Y when
the Vedäantic doxographer ADHUSUDANA SARASVATI composed the Prasthana-
eda, reatıise which harmonized the S1X philosophical chools (daf5'uncu)
such WdYy that five of them WEeEeTIC hierarchically subordinated SANKARA  s
A dvaita (Nondualıism), iıt WAas still possible xclude religions of non-Indian
orıgın from Ser10USs consideration, despite the existence of Islam and
Christianıty India for centurıes by that time. The XE records the
consternatiıon otf ımagınary interlocutor, who asks how the Prasthanabheda

jJustify thıs OM1SSI1ON. MADHUSÜDANA’S TreftiOrTt 15 succıinct and uncompromıs-
ıng mleccha arbarıan, non-Hindu)' religions irrelevant orthodox
Hindus “because they arc heretical” (hit., ““outsıde the Veda’”, vedabäahyatuät)
and “inefhcacıous with respecCt the goals human endeavor” (hurusartha-
nuhayogatuvat). Only Hinduism ıts diverse subgroups, then, 15 moksadharma,

relıgion that ea deliverance. So exclusive did thıs pronouncement
SCCI1) PAUL DEUSSEN, the German Indologist who translated this CEXL, that he
bracketed ditorial interjection: PXLTA Vedos NU.: salııs 1906:46).

MADHUSÜDANA/’Ss toward religions of non-Indıan orıgın 15 symptomatıc
of tradıtional stream of orthodoxy that continues VEn 110 influence
certaın Hindu circles. We mMust recognıze that intellectually-minded Hindus
do NOL ways interact wıth other religions uniformly posıtıve INAIMNCT,
otherwise will oversimplify the WaYyS hıich Hındus theoretically resolve
dilemmas that AI C generated by religious plurality. Moreover, OUuUT pastoral
advıce believers engaged dialogue misrepresent the rFansc of
attıtudes, irom accommodation resistance, fostered by these Varıous
eologies of religion.

RELIGIOUS PLURALITY PREMODERN INDIA
Hındus A1iIc nowadays reputed be ecclectic where atters ot religion

concerned. This has NOL ways been the CaSC; NOT 15 ıt exaggerated SaYy
that this congenial notlon, whıiıle sometimes wıth reSpeECL

Coming fIrom the verbal 00 mlecch, babble, mleccha connotes social
inferlority based lınguistic ineptitude ( Latın barbarıs and Skt. arbara). Mlecchas,
then, ATC foreigners whıi do nNnOTt speak Sanskrıt for thorough discussion, SCC HALBFASS,
1981:195-—-221).
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als, has assumed the proportions of myth hich Indians and Occidentals
alıke ave become accustomed.

It 15 seldom recognized that Hinduism CaAailllc Z2T1ps wıth the reality of
relig10us pluralism only after ATadU: and arduous PTOCCSS that conclude

the early modern per10| (beginning NOTL long before, comcident wiıth,
the advent ot FKuropean colonialism). Until then, number oft factors
prevented Hindus from seeıng beyond their OW! religion and others oft
Indian orıgın, such Budchism and Jamısm. mMONg the socıal impediments
that mihtated agamst relations wıth religions GUA religions, WCCIC rohibitions
sanctioned by Dharmasastras (quası-relig10us awbooks) lımıtıng contact at
level wiıth mlecchas. The Visnudharmasütra and the Vasisthadharmasütra
6.41 unequivocally Wäd) Hindus agamst Spe:  g with non-Hindus and
prohibit them from Jearnıng foreign anguages, both prerequisıtes tor
dialogue. Contact there had have been, the record of Hindu expansıon
into Southeast Asıa indıcates and does the assımiılation of Babylonian and
Persian aStTOoNOMY into siddhantic scientific) literature ancıent tiımes.
However, ıt Must be understood this connection that Hindus able
distinguish between levels of truth, between Oowleadge which INay be
adopted and that which INaYy NOL. Secular owledge (Zaukikavidyd) COMNCECTIIS

mundane truth, scıIeNCE especlally but also other fields of human COMCECII)L.

Divıne owledge (alaukikavidyd), the UT}  ’ 15 Hindq.ism’s exclusive
omaın and NOoTt be acquired from the Veda, TULL (revelation)
and MTUL (traditionally authorıtatiıve scriptures). It aAaPpPCAaTS, then, that Dharma-
$ASstric sanct1ons agalnst relations wıth mlecchas (and Christians, fortior1, ALC

mlecchas) WEIC observed MOSLE scrupulously at the ALAuURIKRA level but WEeIC less
functional where 'aukika atftfers WEeIC involved. mleccha who could fire
better p0t predicted echpses 19910) 8& accurately might be consulted serlously,
but odds WEIC agalnst the reception of mleccha who propagated doctrines
that deviated irom the Vedas

As for specifically relig10us philosophical factors milıtating agalınst
recognıtion of relig10us plurality, reterence has eady een made
MADHUSÜDANA/’S flat TE discuss mleccha doctrines VCI passıng. The

author diHerent texX5 the Vedantakalpalatikä, VCI) went far
claim that MC}  > otf other 'aıt. do NOL desire salvatıon (MURTY, 959:51)
nNnCIude: that category WEeEeTITC NOL only Jaıs and sts, but also
usually considered orthodox, such Vaisesikas, Naiyayıkas and Vaisnavas.
Presumption Was together agalnst mleccha religıons, and the 1CA45SOI)1 why
be partly discerned by referring Mimamsa, the classıcal darsana speclalizing

Vedic exegesı1ıs 1C. Vedäntic authorities particular A1C

indebted. Wiıthout entering into etaı here, the cardınal of Mimämsa 15
the dogma that the Vedas are eternal (nitya) and unoriginated irom
personal SOUTCC, whether human divine (ahauruseya).

KUMARILA BHATTA, lassıcal Mimamsa apologist whi applied these dogmas
the Budchhist CanoOT), exemplifies the extent hıch this darsana could

obstruct interrelig10us dialogue. In the Tantravarttika he maiıntaıins that
arma (“duty” along wıth wıde ransc of derıvate meanings) only be
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apprehended Dy INCanls of the Vedas Yet Hinduism recognized the value of
tradıitional teachings, NTEL Many claım be MTL In  u  g SOINC

Dy Budckdhists The qUCSUOII whether NnOoL they, LOO,
authoritative KUMARILA Cautions that these MNTLLLS contradıict the
Vedas number of O1nts, and therefore unacceptable orthodox
Hindus Besides, the Budcha NOL brahmin and usurped br:  cal
PI'CI'Og&UVCS when he began propagate LICW harma What liıttle truth
the Budcha conveyed does NO redeem the whNnole, hıch KUMARILA dismisses

placed vessel] of do skin” Once the Vedas and authenticated
IMNTÜLS Stu: why o0ok farther atfıeld?

It Buddhist SCI'IP[UI'CS ATC objectionable this basıs, the Bıble, Oran and
other allegedly evealed ATC relegated fortiori inconsequentlal

limiıted truth overwhelmingly adulterated with alsehoods Finally, 0)891
bear mınd that UMARILA) posmon Dy 111CA115 1d10SsynNcratic;

hıs stand W as acknowledged by all leading Vedäntic authorities, including
RAMÄNUJA and SANKARA, the latter of whom wıdely — and mistakenly
thought have provided the philosophiıc ftoundation for Hındu tolerance of
other relig10ns (e RE PUHAKKA 1976 50—-61 7 Havıng himselt reviewed the
Mimamsa pOS1IUON, MURTY Wäal11ls that modern tSs of Hiınduism
sSsert that relig10ns d1IC E only their OW: authority and do NOL

I‘CPI'CSCI'IE the orthodox Hindu tradıtiıon ” 1959 219) Indeed the premod
per10| when Hındus WEeTIiC E  mar ubject and Iirom the

interrelig10us pomt of VICW stifling Hiınducentric bias, 1f hardly possible
tor them th: about other religions GUU religi0ons, much less whether
NnNOL they be ®

For LCASOINS NOT yeL entirely explicable, the force of these socıial and
philosophical SAancL0OonNns began diminiısh but entirely disappear
during per10 of indefinite length before the advent of Kuropean colonı
alism another place ave tentatively traced this unprecedented but E:  er
relatıve OPCIH1CSS the successtul Outfcome«re of longstandıng effort the

mong leading classıcal authorities, only the Naiyäayıka AYANTA BHATTA systematıically
reflected upOoNn the possibility that other In dı tradıtıons (agamas) authoritative

atters of relıgıon (see HALBFASS, 19816—-1 and WEZLER, 19763929ff. One
only CONJjECLUTE whether nNnOt AYANTA ould have treated relig1ons of 11O11}-Indian
OMIn cordially he did Jaımısm and Buddchıism.

Here IC INSITUCLHLVE tOo nNnOLE that the premodern du did NOTL refer himself
iındu  a word hich 1INLO Western Persian COITUPUOII of ‘Indus

but rather aTYd, term connonng racıal OT1S111 rather than relig10us aftıllatiıon
Neither W as there word corresponding ‘“Hinduism ” for Hindus knew of nothing
Ise from hich distinguish their relıgion Hindu and hindudharma first OCCUT

Bengal late seventeenthn} alsnava texts, where they tunction terms that
differentiate sociologically but NOL ideologically between Hındus and Hınduism and
Muslims and Islam CONNELL, 1973 43—44) Hindutva (ht. “Hındu ness’’) and Sanatana
harma (the Eternal Religion) ot the CXDICSSIONS IMNOSL commonly used by indus
nowadays, dI1IC both of recent OT1S21, WEeIC st used wide scale by reform

(especially the Sama]j) and popularized partıcularly the latter,
by foreigner, the nıneteenthN} theosophist BESANT HALBFASS, 1981 398)
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part ot certaın mınorI1ties, par'  aTly Jaıns Tantrısts, istıngu1s their
doctrines and cultic practices Irom others by INCanlls of the term dharma
(YOUNG, 1980 87—95 “Religion has NOTL Ways been connoted by thıs word.
According tradıitional uSaSC, ıt 15 closely connected wiıth UL  2, InJunNcC-
tıon, prescribe actıon duty. Its basıc 15 prescrıiptive, NOL descriptve.
However, order establish theır identity, Jaımns began reter
their prescribe cultic behavıor, theır theology and phılosophy, COLO, the
'ainadharma. The word dharma then approxımates the Western understandın
of threskeia, religion. Dharma longer eferred only what had be done
and what had be believed order CaIT y Out those injJunctions, but also,

descriptive and almost anthropological9 Jamısm tself, ıts praxıs
credo (herealfter, Dharma qua relıgıon 15 NOTLT italicized) Dharma appear 5

then have been assımilated into Hiınduism, which Was also beginning
SCC the value of denominating itself. In anıy the transtormation of
dharma into harma Wäas virtually complete by the early nıneteenth
when Christlanıty became leading contender the indian relig10us CONtexXt,
and by then ıt Was natural tor pandıts refer Christianity the
Khrst  arma.

Not geographical isolation but centripetal forces of their OWI) makıng TEW
Hindus toward OL1lC center and eilecte'! them irom others. The relig10us
unıverse of INa Hindus continues be Hinducentric. How could ıt be
otherwise when for centurıes premodern Hindu authors, whether W‘I'ltll’lg
Sanskrit regional languages, consistently declined Venmn cursor1ily
discuss the doctrines of non-Indian religions, oug. they had CCCcSs5

them? Hındu apologısts WECIC confent repeat ad the arguments of
their predecessors agalnst long-dısperse: and Buddchist adversaries.
this connection ıt 15 worthwhile z Oftfe of the often ear! accusatıon
that the Syrıan Christians South India made significant inroads
AINONS their Hindu neighbors. Thıs distressing tailure has een attrıbuted
their reluctance evangelize and theıir fear of being aDSOTDE! ıinto the
larger communıty (NEILL, 1976 59) Perhaps thıs WAas 5! but Hindus at that
Juncture WeTiIC unprepare acknowledge Christianity authentic
Dharma VIS-A-VIS their OWI). ven the adaptive Jesuilt ROBERTO NOoBILI are

better:; for, despite hıs erudition, hıs brahmin partners-in-dialogue WEeEeTITC
INOITIC interested ascertamıng whether by their standards he
sannyası than whether his theology contributed theirs. When Hindus
finally wakened the reality of relig10us pluralısm, their strength had

The Mahänirvänatantra, speculation about the date ofhıch arıes widely, uUusSses dharma
the broad of "rehgion” (see 187, 189). It also takes tor granted the

possibility that non-Hindus CONvert ıts tantrıc formulation of harma idea
previously unthinkable. For these and other I1 CAaSONS, DERRETT this
treatıise Was composed ate the eighteenth N} when Christianıty had already
penetrated throughout Bengal, where the texXt originated thiıs indeed
the CasSC, it would be addıitional evidence that the COI]CCPt of relig10us pluralıty did NOL

develop organically Hinduism.



already been dissipated by internecine r1valry It Wäas OO late challenge
Christianıty effectively.

Consequently, Christianity established itself throughout much of India
during the early nineteenth without encountering significant doctr!1
nal opposıtion from Hindus Quite the CONLTATY, certaın residents of the
cosmopolitan Centers, Calcutta, Bombay and Madras, had become dissatishied
wiıth traditional Hinduism, which they ame: tor the natıonal malaise, and
WEIC therefore receptive iımported ideologies. MOHUN Roy/(1 7921 833),
KESHUB ()HANDRA SEN 8-1  X BANKIM CHANDRA CHATTER]JI (1 838-—1894), VIVE:
KANANDA (1862—1902) AÄUROBINDO GHOosEe (1872—-1950), GANDHI (1867—1947),

RADHAKRISHNAN (1888—1975) and Oost oft other neo-Hındus drew their
ideas of relig10us, ethical, socıjal and political values NOL from their natıve
religion but from outside, often from Christianity although
exchange 15 sometimes mistakenly modernization rather than Western:
i1zatıon HACKER, 1978 607) Thıs alliance, UNncCaSy orıgınally, 15 110 second
nature certaın Hindus wh: ave large part broken wiıth tradition, half
ssimilatıng Western ideologies Christlanity instead.

Westward-turning Hindus constitute what 15 110 commonly called, CSPC-
clally Christian parlance SINCE PAUL DEVANANDAN’S time, “renascent” Hındu:
15171 Were 0)9[  (D Judge from the quan) otf literature thıs subject, OIl  (D

might renascent Hınduism had superceded other varıecties ot
intellectual rıstlanıty. Thıiıs misapprehension 15 reintorced by
0)0108 endency tavor “"renalssances’”, whatever they INay be, and ook
askance at forces that er them, if they WONUL.: compel Hinduism
retreat into ark Ages tantamount ()JUT OWIL: therefore deliberately
uxtapose “renascent” wıth “resistant” Hinduism the hope of demonstrat:
ıng that the Hındu Christianity relig10us pluralism has
ee been multiform: furthermore, that the iscord sometimes evident

interrelig10us relations oday will be understood relation doctrines
that central orthodox Hinduism, ftor resistant Hınduism 15 orthodox.

CHRISTIANITY’S PLACE HINDU DHARMA
We LIOW begin scrutinıze LNOTEC thoroughly resistant Hınduism’s diverse

interpretations of religious plurality by taking pomt of reference
particular Hındu-Christian confrontation that occurred almost sımultaneously

three geographical reg1ons of early nineteenth-century orth India. What
designate ere the Matapariksa Controversy derives ıts Namle from the title
of Sanskrit treatise TSt published 1839 Dy Scottish Indologist, JOoHN
MWUIR (1810—18892), whose portentious pretentious PUTPOSC W as
demonstrate Christianity’s truth and Hinduism’s The Matapariksa
Examıiinatıon of Religions) Was ase'! upOoN the rationalıistic Paleyan apologet-
1CS of the last n}  l'y‚ buttressed by MWUIR’S ormidable Owledge of original
Sanskrit TE XTIs. ther reference pomts could ave been selected: for ONC, the
early eighteenth-century correspondence between Malabarıan brahmins and
BARTOLOMAEUS ZIEGENBALG (1682—-1719), Lutheran M1SSIONATYy statıoned al
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Tranquebar, and, for another, ser1es of ACTIMONIOUS public debates
Bombay during the between Hindus another outstandıng MISS1O-
Nal apologıst, JOHN ILSON (1804—-1875) (for detajled summarıes of both, SCC

Y OUNG, 1980 6:27 The Mataphariksa Controversy 18 focused upON ere
ECAaUSE ıt 1S the earhest instance oft Christian dogmas systematically critiqgued
from orthodox Hındu pomt of vieW, tte‘ into overall theory ot
relig10us plurality, hıich there 15 CCESS 'oug! documents Indian
rather than Furopean language. NOL Just anıy regional language few at

that time WEeEeTIC adequate for this of argumentatıon but Sanskrıit, the
tradıtional medium of discourse tor Hindu theologıans philosophers.
MUIR addressed hıis audience their OW: sacred cadences, utilizing terminol-

that MISSIONATY predecessors had appropriated Iirom classıcal Sanskrıt
see OUNG, 1979 205fi., 1980 30—-59 Despite hıs sophisticated hermeneu-:
t1cs, MUIR antagonized three orthodox Hindu pandıts, who responded wiıth
theıiır OWIl apologetical treatiıses, also Sanskrit. Christianity’s orıgın and
tfunction each pandıt's scheme of Dharma 1s analyzed C1I0W chronologı
cal seEquence.”

The Matapariksasiksa (a lesson _ for /the author ofl the Matapariksa)
Fırst detend Hinduism agamst UIR’S aspersions Was Maharashtrıan

named SUBÄAJI BÄPU, progressive Jjyolisa (astronomer) lıving Malwa NOW
part of Madhya Pradesh), whi enjoyed British the author ot
several treatıses introducing Copernicany modern physical
sCclIeENCE Central India where Puräanic pseudoscience still prevailed.
ardent modernızer where aukika maftters WEeEeIC concerned, UBÄJI took offense
when MUIR attempted discredit Hinduism’s ALAaURKIKA verıtlies. From hıs
British patrons he Was willing learn scCı1eNCE but NOL relıgıon, SsSC«C

the following translated EXLTACLS, wrıtten 1839
Worship hım, the uniıversal Ätman, Lord, who 15 honored the ‘“Buddcha ”

Buddchism, 27  Jina the Jam scrıpture, known by the Name °Chrıist ” Christiantity
and ‘Allah’ Islam, and by the Names “A‚rka.”, ‘“Prathamesa’”, “Sakt1"‚ a  “G ar
“S 499 and torth the Vedasl],; Varıous Tantras and Puranas.

B) Everyone’s religion teaches that there 15 SOINC world-creator. people worship
and consequently attaın him. Everywhere God gTants scrıptures tor the sake of the
human intellect. [However,| ON who has NOTL understood them due order by
INeCans of 15 released.

C) In the Age (the fourth and MOS degenerate of the indu time cycle),
whosoever SPUTn) their respective scrıptures sınners, VCI though they be brahmins
and the liıke, for everyone’s natıve religion 15 always conducive felicıty.

D) It 15 NOL saıd that men who tollow other religions ATC competen for the Vedic
marga. 'hıs 1$ why [Visnu] ould be displeased when SOIMIMCOMNC PU) his natıve
religion.

E) When IN  } who dwell Varıous quarters aAaTrcC gomg certaın Cıty, WaY
whatsoever ';ould they reach that place by travelling the VC) Sarmne path, Likewise,
those INCHL, whom the all-creator made POSSCSS different qualifications adhikära) and

The Sanskrit originals which the following translatıons correspond ATC available
YOUNG, 1980 258—266.
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put 1iNnLo different Sıtuatlons, would be unable attaın by INCAalls of single
path

—. Liısten yOUu disciples of Christ! OT1lEe should NOTL revile another CTSOMN rehgion
Moreover, OI  D should nNnOTL S ‚0) 81{  ( OWTIN relıgion Fkor ach CrSON his UWV!
relıgıon 15 best; the SAaINlE religion might be per1lous ftor another CrSON Now,
therefore, be those who worship Visnu) according their OUWV( religion
without reviling others

O these coincıde wıth the defined formulations of the Hindu
approac relig10us pluralıty, often heard nowadays especılally
L10N wıth 191  S Hiınduism that all religions d1iIC equal OINC, and the
same?®

According these PCEXITACTtS the TSt formulation, religions equal
meaningful only the mıte: that Dharmas paths
approaches märgas) leading toward 1vine reality evealed SCT1pLures,
whether the Bible, Veda, Koran, the and Buddchhist (8)  9 derive
irom the SOUI CC (ın SUBÄJI S CasS«, Bhagavän Visnu) It Oo€s NOL follow,
however that they A1IC equal and interchangeable terms of ILNCAIMNT1E, truth
and value for each 0)8{  (D corresponds the cCompetenCy and qualifications of

partıcular STOUD, natıon TaACCl, hich themselves by 111Ccanls
identical. The COINMMON denominator between elıgions ı that they ead
toward But SOINC fall short of their goal because, Hiınduism, they
do NOTL have traıned preceptors (9UrUS) pomt the WaYy and thereby actualize
the salvific potential that them The corollary 15 that ooks
askance at CONVETS10ON because exchanging OI  (D Dharma for another
dicts OUT created na  T'  » which Vısnu, ot the UIMNVETSC, charged
wıth OVEISCCH1IE
e 5SaYy that religions ATC OIl  (D also rmsrepresents SUBÄJP’S  577 p051t101'] Space

does NOL perrmt ven O] description of the pandıt
rıstlanı Let 1L sufhce that he judged 1 be diftferent from Hinduism and
talse ell see Y OUNG, 19380 163—94) INOTEC formulation that
religions d1iIC dentical wıth 1"CSpCC[ PUrpOSC ach 0)8(  (D conducive
felicity” (Sreyaskära), but the Sanskrıit ambiguous, MCAUNS either mundane
elicity salvation. SUBAÄJi does NOTL deny that religions mutually A“

ICtOTY, but rather aflırms that the ditfterences between them correspond
disparıties human ature Hence the Hindu law of relig10us traffic, that
roads, matter where they COMNMMUMNCNCCE, at the destination

at least OIMNLC close As SIfOTrS Calcutta know, only ONn ridge, the
Howrah Spans the Hooghly, but another, unfinished extends partway OVCI
the L1IVCTI ther religıons stand the relation Hinduism 1 alone
CONVCYS behevers all the WaYy JATMSATA, the ansmıgratory WOT.

Nor OI1LC Sa Y wıthout qualification that religions SUBÄAJI  5F
consıdered differences between harmas be real rather than
Vedic truth self-verifying (svatahprämänya) whereas bıblıcal ca  S mMust
be tested the Veda before 1fs veracıty be confirmed tianity

59f1.
For aSPECLS of the following analysis indebted artıcle by SHARMA, 1979
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15 roundabout TOU! the truth ıts absolute purıty. More CO  ıng still
at least those who arec accustomed that thesis and ıts antıthesis

CAannOotL both be S 15 that Vısnu contradıcts himself£, nOot from perversity
partialıty but Ouft of CONMNCETIIN tor OUT competence graspıng abstruse

truths, when spe  2 Hindus the OIl  (D hand and when addressing
Christians the other. It ould be mistaken, then, confuse the truth itself
wıth the paths leading it.

Lastly, it CannotL be that religons ATrC the SAdI1IlC. SUBÄJI E  ed Ouft the
possibillity that they ATC dentical eiıther terms of CONtENLT, value truth;
only their function, pUurpOSC goal 15 comparable. prOVvISO 15 agaın
Hinduism other Dharmas because ot its super10r insight into their
unlty (aikya) paths tending toward the SAaIllec en! Others INAaYy think that
relig10us afhıliation 15 arbitrary al birth and that ıt be transterred from
(0)8[  (D Dharma another; Hindus know that birth 15 NOL accıdental but accords
wıth previously acquired karman. The homiletical ExXtITaAaCt therefore wisely
counsels NOL disparage anyone s natıve religion. But 15 there NOL note
of selfcongratulation exclaıming “Praise be those who worship Vısnu
according their religıon wiıithout reviling others’”? For SUBÄAJI ıt 15 Hindu
1sm’s profound ST ASP of the compatibility (avirodha) between relig10ns,
insofar at their function 15 concerned, that enhances ıts presüge
imiınishes theırs. Hındu Dharma, paraphrase ÖORWELL, 18 the MOS equal
ON equals.’

The Matapariksottara (an ATNLSWET fO the Matapariksa)
CSS than yYCar later, 1840, HARACANDRA TARKAPANCÄNANA, Calcutta

resident, radicalized what had theretofore been quıiet and sober dialogue by
including hıs book canard ımpugnıng the Vırgim Mary (she WAaS, he
claimed, temple whore) and landers agaınst Hindıu Chrıistlans, CONVvVerts
WEIC then called nderlyıng thıs blatantly pugilistic treatıse, however, arc

several presupposıtions that ATC unquestionably orthodox
The Tst COMNCEINS Hinduism’s unden1aDle antiquıity, hıch apologetics

translates into the dictum that ‘““older” equals “better  22 MWUIR had argued,
19077201 others also have, that, whereas the historical Oorı1gıns of Hinduism ATrC

virtually unknown, the Iineaments of Christianity’s development A1C there for
historlans al least discuss, VCIN ıf not ABTEC uPON. f the audience 15
orthodox Hindu, such reasonıng 15 unpersuasıve; for the Bible, MECIC

Lest ıt be thought that SUBÄAJPS reflections relig10us pluralıty have SONMAINCE:!

the modern perl10d, UuO' {irom ‚WAMI BON MAHARAJ], leading indu tradıtional-
1SE: “A fallen soul MuUuUStE approach spiritual mMastier order know the real
truth. 'hıs IMNCcans that individual mMust have developed through practises Varıous
births gyıven degree otf intellectual and moral maturıty before he she aspıre
understand, practise, tollow and realize absolute knowledge. It 15 because of
that Hinduism) has been proselytizıng converting others into ıts told. One has
goL through INa births religıons of partial relatıve truths before ONl  (D 15
born wıth the requısıte intellectual and moral eligibility (adhikära) practice Hindu
ism)  27 2—3),
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nineteen-hundred-od old, 15 nothing comparıson wıth the Vedas,
hıch they believe AIC eternal During the periodic dissolutions ot the
unıverse ralayas), the Vedas aTre retained the creator Brahma’s O!  »
then rerevealed the TS2S coincıdent wıth each regeneration of the phenome-
nal world (cf. the scholhiast KULLÜKA BHATTA Manu 1.23) hıs dogma 15
ftounded the Veda IMUSE NOL be doubted HOr the Bible orıgınate
wıthın specific time frame 18 enough convınce orthodox Hındus that ıt
acks prest1ge iıke sudden est seller that SOOI disappears Iirom the charts
and 15 forgotten. HARACANDRA therefore C “On.ly that religion 1S
hich has prevailed earth SINCE the time of creation, NOL 0)8[{  (D which

subsequently. ”
If the Hindu Dharma takes precedence OVCI al others because ıts Vedas

AT C eternal, who, then, has ACCCSS them? What hope 15 there for mlecchas,
who by definition A1i1cC 1ıgnorant ot Sanskrıt? In scrutinızıng resistant Hindu
ism’s standpoint, ONMNC Must be Cautlous, tor the 1SSUE of CCCSsS5 the Vedas
has been obscured Dy modern Hindu uniıversalism. apposıte example 15
the often-cited interpretation of Bhagavad-Gita °For the protection ot the
g0oOd, for the destruction of evil-doers, for the setting of the law of
righteousness, OM into being aADC after 27  age (ZAEHNER, 1969 184). Only
eEXESESIS influenced by neo-Hinduism ould SCC thiıs PaASSasc references NOL

only Krsna but also Buddha, Christ, Mohammad, Nänak, EeitC. In such
interpretation, ACCESS the Vedas 15 irrelevant because they are longer
un1ıque. Visnu, embodied Buddha and others, reveals himselt through the
scrıptures assoclated wiıth them But for HARACANDRA the Vedas ATC indispens-
able irreplaceable. Contemporary thinkers aic entitled their opmıo0ons
about the CA catholicity, but they should not attrıbute their prıvate VIECWS

the orthodox Hindu tradıtion. HARACANDRA could NOL ave endorsed them,
and hıs second presupposıtion explaıins why

At the tiıme fo creation, only 'Our Castes varnas) could be created. Brahmä made for
them the character of good dharma (virtue duty). How could the eternal Vedic
religıon be observed by YAUATNLAS non-Hiındus mlecchas), who have fallen irom their
dharma ACCOUNLTLE ot conduct? The character of dharma consısts of ten
elements: CONSLAaNCY, patıence, self-control, avoıdance of thievery, purılty, restramnt ot
SCNSCS, devout thought, knowledge, truth, anı supression ot AaNSCH. Thus, their entire
lıves lived accordance wiıth these general dharmas, they become elig1ble (adhikärins)
for edic) harma, havıng become Hindus \hindutvam präapya) subsequent birth.

As Christian YAUaNAdS mlecchas; have orteıte soteriological privileges
that ONCC had when, previıous existences, WEeIC Hindus Haracandra
does NOTL explicıtly Sa Yy why ave been deprived of OUT former S7 but
[WO LCA4SOIS aArc commonly dduced: either aAic the offspring of ıllicit
mMarrıages ( between Äsatriya fathers and ndra mothers) OUT

performed prescribe rituals wıthout consulting brahmuins. Consequently
live outside the VarnasTama SySstem (caste Stages of hıfe) and arc exclude:
from inıtıatıon (ubanayana), prerequisıte for Vedic studies. Manu 12.33—45
relegates LAMAS, the WO! of three constituent elements of phenome-
nal reality Aamdas implhıes the dark S1'  € of human al  s 1gnNOTaNCE,
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sensualıity, COVELOUSNESS, sleepiness, pusiıllanımıty, cruelty, atheism, atten
Uuveness and the like “ Elephants, horses, UÜdras, despicable barbarıans
mlecchas lıons, UuSeErS, and boars (are) caused by (the quality of) darkness’”
(12 Bühler, 1969 493) We could hardly be LLOIC handicapped

Compared wıth the sophisticated demeanor (SistAcara) ofW1 born Hindus,
C(QUT conduct YAVANAS bred contemptible (dustäcara) ut INay at
least HNDTOVEC OUT lot by observing certaın VE ordinary duties TAaANda-
dharmas) patmnce and forth Though these AI NOL the particular duties
(visistadharmas) practiced by Hindus, they will nonetheless debarbarize and
pPTrCPare reenter the Hindu Dharma. Christianity, then, of

hich ACUYULC merIıt that mMay rCcSam OUI original
of STACC, But thıs transıtıon Cannot OCCUT the Pa of single etime
death mMust intervene ollowed by rebirth Hındu

HARACANDRA S scheme of religious plurality unequivocally indocentric
Before mOoRsa, OI1l  (D mMust Hiındu 11C55 (hindutva) by being born

Indıa, also called karmabhümi, hıch INCanlls the COUIITI')’ where 0)8[  (D
orestall adverse karmıc TCDPECTCUSSIONS, undergo ubanayana and ACQUUTE the

owledge NCCCSSALY for TE  e Ouft of the cycle of repeated biırth and
death (samsdara) In the rehg10us cosmography of the Hindus, armabhumi does
NOL coımcıde wiıth the borders ot modern Indıa; but what atters that
salvatıonal prerogaüves geographically limited The idea has UT}
hold ven LIC!  O Hindus, including (GANDHI; who OLCEC sa1d “For
there be deliverance Itrom earthly liıtfe CXCCP[ Indıia. Anyone
who seeks such deliverance mMust S the sacred so1l of India (NAIPAUL,
1977 56)

The Sastratattvavinirnaya Verdict the ruth of the Scriptures
From 1844—4 5 the Matapariksa Controversy entered iNnLO yeL third phase

when MWUuIrR’S book fell into the hands of eNaArECS pandıt, NILAKANTHA (SOREH
(1825—1885) whi coimcidentally later became, under his baptismal Namne
NEHEMIAH, OI  (D of the last CENLUTY IMOSLI respected Indian stian thinkers
Spending these Cal ormidable apologist for Hinduism,
NILAKANTHA subjected Christianity long disused but ONCEC ONn Puräanıc
mterpreta.uons ot Antidharma According this idea, retributive god
becomes false aAavualara (mohävatära) order foist CI1\ scnptures
(£amasasastras) and false religions (mohadharmas) uDON certam hapless
whı ave merited his wrath
X Tamas, hiıch here INOTE descriptive than insulting, other EXCIıte

aNnscr and esenNntmen:! When affronted his SO1)- Jaw, Sıva, Sayınz he of
LAMAS, 1Va cursed and obstructed throughout number of rebirths (see 1U
Vayavıya 4—59).

Scant attention has been paıd (OREH PTECOMNVETSION}N du background, by
hıs hagiographers, whom he merely brahmin hy, and by CONLEMPOTATY

such BOYD (1969) and PARADKAR 1969 whi have at least doneo
sIndian Christian theologian detaıjled analysıs and translatıon of

NILAKANTHA’S uqu of Christianity aATEe avaiılable YOUNG, 1980 163—2921



Now, whichever Smrtis orthodox Hındus ought shun and reviıle, God created
that will be punished These bad religions AT made for their punıshment.
Only SIL1N1C1TS5 take pleasure them and aanı 1INntfo foul hell flings
fılthy mınded L9) wh: delight depraved behavıor This truth plaınly
teaches through the SCYT1pIureE those Smrtıs Ad1C made order punısh wicked people
For thiıs VE OIl, those who ACQUIESCC God’s INStTucCUON, performing
deeds faithfully, do not believe those mrtıs

Chrıistianity, then, punmve hability imposed uponNn by Vısnu because
of OUT accumulation of adverse karman, the residue of unspecified CHICSIOUS
S1111} (perhaps the OI1 noted earlhier, sensuality, EetC which stem from tamas)
The IM! 110 Hindus deceived 1INLO believing include NOL only the
but 110  — Vedic SCI‘1PÜ.II‘CS, the Koran, the CanlON, the Adı Granth etc

probabı Hindu of questionable orthodoxy
Although his TESUPp OS1NONS ATC wholly Out of alıgnment with 11CO-

Hinduism’%. NILAKANTHA’S hostility toward other religions had ample an
dent, (8 E1{ clearly reflected ı the devices Hindus WEeEeTIC accustomed UuUSC

when 8CCOUIIIJI]g for ditterences between themselves.
Hındus nowadays boast that they broadminded enough include the

Budcha AINLONS Vısnu ten AUALATAS Few aA1ic they who ICCOBINZC that this
COMNCESSIOIMNN WdsS grante only after Buddchism ceased POSC threat
cal egemony At sate distance, Hındus 110 afford

tolerate But betorehand according the earliest references, the
Buddcha Canle ftor devious PUTPOSCS Puräanıc authorities originally
assımilated Vısnu device meant disable SOC1IO religi0us
COXI‘].II'IUIII[Y inımıcal their OWI) Buddha Was their potential NCINESIS, and
dısarm they reintroduced cıen! Vedic motit. the fraudulent god
The Visnupurana 17 0—4 and 18 1—34) elaborates thıs theme, also

wıth the OT18111 of Jamısm SYILODSIS 924)
follows

ancıent Uumes the gyods (devas, being defeated by the demons (daityas
which Was continued for divine yCar 360 human yecars) eulogized Vısnu who,
consequently, produced Mäyamoha (1 being whose Lalllc signifies that
of delusıon derive Iirom Vısnu Creatlıve energy) from OWI)l body and SaAVC
the gods This Mäyämoha, wıth his body stripped of g  NS hıs head shaved and

peacock fteather han!ı went the of the Narmada where the demons WCIC

lıving, preached them the religion of the naked G Jainism) Next, Mäyamoha
put red clothes, painted his CYCS wiıth collyrıum and preached Ahimsa (1
Buddhism) the demons As CONSCGQUECNCEC of thıs preaching the demons
SOCO BaAVC the Vedic religion and g0t weakened Consequently they WECTC attacked
by the gods defeated and massacred 10

Only the e1g! of OUI CTA, roughly hundred yYCars after this
Puränıc passapc composed dıid Budcha Namnc, linked wiıth the nebulous

The Visnupurana myth CONUNUECS be relevant resistan«tie Hinduism 1t seeks
mterpret rehgions considered ınımıcal tself. Hindu-Visva, the ofhcial INASAZULIC of the
Vısva Hindu Parısad founded 1964 OPDOSC the 38th International Eucharistic
Congress held Bombay) recently published article (RAJAN, 1972 29ff.) whik SCCS

thıs PaSsSapc NOTLT only allusions Budchiısm and Jamısm but also Islam and
Christianity
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Mäyamoha, begin ADPCAaTr Puräanıc NU:  ON! of Vısnu s perlodic
inCcCarnauons (e Bhägavatapuräna 22a ‘Gl be the Buddcha, the
PUIC, the deluder of the alıtyas and Danavas” Ithe demons who became
Jaıms and Buddhists| Just Vısnu, disguised Buddcha and Jına, spread lies

order rush his opponents does he do this, accordıing Nilakantha,
through ESUS Christ the latest long SUCCCSS51011 of mohäavataras indoctrinat
IN God’ CXNCINECS 1NLO mohadharmas.

NILAKANTHA also contforms precedent when he relegates the the
of famasasäastra, TEexXTL be scriptural but hıch actually

founded uDOI C: and all the other negat1ve cCONNOLALIONS 2SsOcC1lated wıth
LAMAaS In doing, he wiıth Smrtı pasSsasc authorıtative
orthodox Hindus, Manu 12 95-—96 1C| defines precisely what LAMASASASLTAS
ar and the dangers SIC them

those tradıtions Smrtis) and all those despicable systems of philosophy (darsanas)
hich d1ic NOL based the Veda, produce reward after death for they dICc declared

be founded darkness All those doctrines) dıffering Irom the Veda) hıch
SPTINS and SOON) perıish AT worthless and false, because they of modern date
(Bühler, 1969 505)

The Manu Dharmasastra diplomatically declined single Out FAMASASASLTAS
for condemnatıiıon Puräanıc authorities, SECLArL1aAN Al iUumes they WEeEIC
ecumenical al others, did NOL hesitate Narmle them 'heir lısts of indexed
IMN VaTYy, depending whether they WEIC compiled {irom Saıva
aısnava bıas Padmapuräna 263 66—70 typical example, wherein Indra
boasts 1Va Q  S wite Parva that at Vısnu ’n behest, he ropounde
FAMASASASEras including Ven SOINLC that aAaTrC usually considered orthodox
among the darsanas mentioned only Yoga and Vedänta AIC exempted)

Listen, goddess, while declare you the amasa works order; works by the INECIC

hearıng of hich VCIN WISC LI1C  — become fallen Fiırst of the alva SySteMS, called
Pasupata, EeIC WEIC delivered by myself. hen the following WCIC uttered by brahmins
penetrated by o  » the 2T' Cal Vaisesika system by Kanaäda, and the Nyaäya,
and Sänıkhya, by Gotama and Käpıla respectively hen the great SyStem, the
Pürvalmımamsä) Was composed by the brahminJ; edic subjects, but
atheistic princıples So tOO the abominable Cärväaka (materialist) doctrine W as declared
by Dhisana, hıle Viısnu, the form of Buddcha, wıth VICW the destruction of the
Daıtyas, promulgated the false Ssystem otf the Budcddchists (MUIR, 1868 202)

'hıs pecuhar SPECHNEN of ad hominem argumentanon ee'!
T} creeds d1C denounced by them wıth fradulent AUaLAaTAS;
but all thiıs O and scheming 15 fact Vısnu s the ONEC who
responsible foro overall ance between good and vıl

For his eMmMONsStTaNCE: other Dharmas, NILAKANTHA’S
hostility NOTL wıthout 1CSs ambiguities. CUTIT10US ambivalence ADPCAITS when
the EXITaACT translated earlier ı compared wiıth the prologue, addressed
Vısnu: “Lord Srinıvasa do worship, whose Iila COSMIC Krsna’s
dallance wiıith the owherd of Vrndaäavana) ı beyond 0)518 understand-
119 whom (all} people worship aA110Us$S WaYyS oug their COI'IIPCtCIICC
do INAaYy difter As Christians AT destined sufter of foul

wıthout respıte Nevertheless strained and indirect Cs; W: LOO,
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worship Vısnu, for hım other gods including deceptive avuatarasW subsıst. What distinguishes Irom Visnu’S IMOTEC privileged worshippers 1
OUTr sinfulness, which has disqualified Iirom the soteriological TeTOSaLLVES
that aAr C theirs alone

THE BAsıs RELIGIOUS PLURALITY
In order extrapolate general princıples Iirom these three disparate

schemes ot Dharma, mMust return MWUIr’s Matapariksa As p01nt
Christianıty S favor, MUIR drew 1fSs unıversal (säamänyatd) 1fs
inherent inclusiveness o Whereas the Hindudharma
restricted those who ATC fortunate enough be born dus, the
Khrstadharma be embraced by Y O  9 for God endows wıth the
SAaInlılec psycho social dentical Trerogalıves

It sSymp LOMALIC of Hinduism that these pandıts made
counterclaım the SAdI1llc effect At least thiıs they aABICcC Dharma NOL
unıversal but partıcular and exclusive It could not be otherwise; soterilologı
cal privileges d1IC measured by social A which 110  - Hindus, being
excluded trom the SyS tem do NOL ave Among mlecchas there A1C

either those who actualıze the salvific potential their natıve relıgıon
because they AIc NOL instructed by qualified preceptors (cf. SUBÄJI) those
who ATC 110 ACQUIINS merT1ıt order be reborn Hındus (HARACANDRA.

still others whose TansgTrESSION will be recompensed of
hellish EX1IStENCES NILAKANTHA) each aAsSsec harma yle results exactly
COMMmMENSUTaAaTLE wıth 1fs acdherents qualifications

Plurality religion and purposeful because birth and the
bıiılıties and TEeTOgAaALLVES acquired then arc NOL tortutous but proportion.
the karman accumulated earher arman coordinates the facets that
determine iNd1V1CUuUA salvıfic privileges The Sanskrıiıt shows how these
iıdeas synchronize Much connoted by the unmanageable term adhikära,
sed by three pandiıts. Englısh CXPICSS ıt only by 111C2115 of wıde
ransc of words, trom"capaclty”, a competence ”

entitlement”,“I'ight", EetCc. NO OIl  (D entitled SIVC hıs natıve Dharma
for another because O1IL1LC mentally Compe' ten! do Individuals arc

cereDr: Yy equipped understand benefit from, OINlC religion only
the OIl  (D acquired hiıldhood
11 Whereas the delusion motif has ample precedent Hinduism, especlally the
Puränas, the dogma of eternal damnation, explicıt the translated ECEXITACL from
NILAKANTHA’S LEXT, does NOL. Although punıshment ı usually considered remedial and
of limited duration, eternal damnation cardinal en!| of MADHVAÄACAÄRYA’S Dvaıta-
Vedänta and of certaın sectarıan Puranas, such the alsnava Brhannäradiyapurana.

ZAEHNER’S mterpretauon of Bhagavad itä 18—921 includes CXCUTSUS this
dire possıbility, but other scholars \notably EDGERTON) dispute thıs On the whole, IT 15

dıifhcult SCC NILAKANTHA’S aanı and aanl possibılity of reliet from the
dismal condition hıch Vısnu CONSIS11S



Yet 19910) 85 than bare intellectual talent 15 presupposed here, for adhikara 15
also proportionate social SLCAatLus ven Sanıkara enle: that dras share

the privileges that belong only twice-born Hindus (Brahmasütra-
bhäsya Caste 15 insurmountable handicap: Udras and mlecchas
(Christians, etc.) CannoOoL be elıg1ble for brahmavidyä (knowledge of Brahman)
until they TISE gher the path of transmıgration another €
Returning MADHUSÜDANA/’Ss Vedantakalpalatika, L1C)  — of other faiths CannoOot
ven be interested moORSsa (deliverence because they una| properly
CONCELIVE of it (tatra moksasvarüham yavad ViSisya niscıyate tavat Ta kasya
kämanodetu) On thıs basıs it 15 NOL only absurd but presump LUOUS invıte
SOIMNCONEC C105 OVCTI religi0us boundaries. Any such crossiıng OVCI, then,

egreg10us overstepping; for after all, liberating knowledge 15 strictly
Hindu prerogatıve, restricted the castes.!*

somewhat striıdent wrıting style has deliberately een adopted ere
when presentmg resistant Hinduism’s brief defense of 1fs superlorıty
VIS-A-VIS other religions. ave done order CONVCY the aggTESSIVE,
inhospitable and uncompromisıng of the original Sanskrıt tEXTIsS. It 15
the Sd1I116 muilıtant spirıt, but wıth the three panı sophisticate: apologetics
mostly muted, that perlodically the fulminations of the Hiındu
Mahaäsabha, the Rästriya Svayamsevak Sangh and the Vısva Hindu Parısad
(extremist organızations advocatıng Hiındu nationaliısm and thus inımıcal,
varyıng degrees, non-Hindu communities). Moreover, ave sed the
TONOUNM 6,  we  22 when referring Christians, because ıf 15 symptomatıc of
resistant Hınduism that ıt (81 NOL reflect UDOIL the faith of other 1991  -

abstractly and wiıith studied indifference: for there 15 salvation apar! L Irom
the Vedas outside India. In the pan' CYCS, MUIR W d pasandin,
“heretic” “lnfid 1„, ATC NOL less SU.SPCCE.

Calculating the exXtienNTL hıch resistant Hinduism continues be
perpetuated 15 beside the pomt. Several appende nOoO and quotations
verify that it still resonates, sometimes VeCIn the statements ot leading
neo-Hindus. What atters MOSL 15 that the story ot interreliig10us ogue
confirms that the Hindu wıth Christianıity, ee! wıth the
dilemma of relig10us plurality itself, has NOL ways ylelded posıtıve results.

here.
But thıs 15 ralse ; another ubject, tolerance, hıich CannotL be entered into
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