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Thou hast a right to action, but only to action, never
to ite fruits; let not the fruits of thy works be thy
motive, neither let there be in thee any attachment to
inactivity.

o 1

The law of karma operates apart from god. Haigh
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God stands without, witnessing the movement of this
fearful engine, but never seeking to deflect its course
by a esingle hair's breadth; untouched by pity, uncon-
cerned for character, indifferent-to the increase of
righteousness- content that justlice sghall have itg pere
fect work. If such be the system under which we live,
_if we are simply victime of a mighty cosmic process,
then he mocke who talks of forgiveness.
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The succession of rebirths which karma involves 1s not
considered desirable, but eomething from which to escape at
all costs:. Cuvo-pointl‘but that “the blessed hepe of immore
tality" 1s a Christian phrase, and that no Hindu would spesk
of the blessed hope of rebirth. That is something which has
to be accepted as belonging to the order of nature of which

The doctrine of karma casts a pall of pessimism over
Hinduism. Cave speaks of the disastrous consequences of the
dootrine in the following terms:*2

By its teaching that the unfortunate are accursed, the

59§h!§nvud-g;§! (II. l47), quoted by Champion, Qp.
2&0. po 9. J .

~°Hu.igh, Op. git., p. &0,
41cave, Hindulsm or Christianity? p. 66.
42;9160 9 Pe T0.




dootrine of karma has stayed the course of pity, and
caused a people who are kindly and humane to asquiesce
in the degradation of the outcaste and the :privations
of the widow. The leper, the cripple, the blind, and
the bereaved, the outcaste in hls poverty and ignorance, i
are all to be regarded as oriminals undergoing the fit i 5
punishment of wrong deeds done in previous births. S
The sufferer 1s not helped to bear his suffering by ' R
being told that his euffering is due to eins done in ¥
& previous existence of which he has no memory or
knowledge.
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This accusation has, of course been denied by Hindus, but

in the opinion of the author, these denials are not very con-
vineing. For example, Mahadevan writess4>

Karmea does not bind man entirely. The cycle of pam-
gara (rebirths) haes not the inevitablility of fate.

Man has the freedom to get out of the vicious cirele;
and if he has the will, karma will help and not hinder
his progress. There is a certain amount of determie
nation; but it 1s not to the exclusion of all freedom.
In the words of 8ir Radhakrishnan, 'The cards in the
game of 1life are given to us. We do not seleoct them.
They are traced to our past karma; but we can call ae
we pleage, lead what suit we will, and as we play we
gain or lose. And there is freedom."

The facet of karma that interests us is the effect that
it has on man's moral and ethical thinking. Farquhar sums
that up in the following worda:’4

The dootrine of transmigration suggeste that a man's
moral and epiritual state is scarcely under his own
control, since it 1s the result of his past life: so
that it 1s quite possible that he is not yet in a fit
atate for accepting a spiritual religion. [Which,
according to the Hindu philosopher ie the only way of
release.,] Also, it suggests that eince a man will have
more lives, there will be plenty of opportunity for re-
pentance in the future.

43Mahadevan, Qp. cit., p. 52.
MFarq\m“. 220 _0-’_.!0_0. Do 6l1.
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A final thought should be added. From the point of
view of the higher knowledge, the whole karmic order is un-
reall, The karmic order existe only for those who have not

reached 111um1nation.45

In Hinduiem There is No Real 8in

The Hindu thinker would consider it presumptuocus to

speak of an act as being sinful or good. He would say that

it 1s a part of the i1llusion of maya to believe that man can

exercise judgment in any matter. Furthermore, he would not
oconsider himeelf responsible for his own actions. Accord-
ing to the pantheistic belief of Hindulem, "God is every-
thing, everything is God." Wilkine etates that the usual
reply to an attempt to show the evil of sin is, "I am part
of God.“46 Bo it 1e really the god, rather than the indi-
vidual who commits the offence, who is to blame. The same
author continues, "It 1s generaliy'believed that as God in-

duceg men at one time to sin, and at another induces them

to do right, the blame and the merit are God's not mdh'i."‘?

And that this statement is not just the opinion of an out=
side observer, but the statement of Hindu belief we can see

by comparing it with a statement made by Swami Vivekananda.

45cave, Hinduism or Christianity? p. 61.

46“11]:11‘!5. QEO Mo. Pe 140,.
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This Hindu dignitary said, "Good and evil are the same, both

are merely God's play. Why then should I choose good rather
than evil?"48 But that Swami Vivekanands realized that this
position was rather theoretical we can see from the fact
that he rebuked hie own countrymen for incontinence, child-
marriage, depriving women of rights, for Brahman oppression
of the low castes, and want of sympathy with the Parishs,
resulting in thousands of them "turning Christians," and for
laziness, meanness, and hypocriéy.

There 18 a great deal of moral teaching in Indian 1lit-
erature, but it is unconnected with religious teaching.
Morality is not the concern of religion. Moralitylll sup=
posed to consist in the discharge of the duties of one's
caste, as we shall see later. "Religion," as Bishop Cald~-
well says, "is supposed to rise far above such petty con-
siderations as the soclal duties anﬁ to conelst solely in
the'worshlp of the gods by means of the appointed praises,
prayers, and observances, in the hope  of obtalining thereby
union with the Supreme Spirit and final emaheipation;" The

game author states:49

The duties of life are never inculcated in any Hindu
temple. The discharge of those dutles is never repre-
gented as enjoined by the gods, nor are any prayers
ever offered in any temple for help to enable the

48Hervey Dewitt Griewold, Insights into Modern Hind
(New York: Henry Holt and Company, c. 19%%), p. 67.

49quoted by 0'Malley, Op. ¢it., pPe 6T.
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worshippers to discharge those dutlies aright.... Henee
-we often see religion going in one direction and moral-
ity in another: We meet with a moral Hindu who has
broken altogether away from religion and, what is still
more common, still more extraordinary, we meet with a-
devout Hindu who lives a flagrantly immoral life. In
the latter case no person sees any inconsistency bes
tween the immorality and the devoutness.

Halgl; defines sin as the tranggregsion of expediency
aceording to the Hindu view of things.3° It is exposure of
yourself to avoidable misfortune or ineconvenience. If a lle
brings a promotion, then a lie is as good as the truth; it
is only to be regretted when it fails. But, for that mat-
ter, the truth would be equally regrettable if it happened
to bring trouble. o4 :

he same author defines holiness as the: m (>
prudence.51 To do nothing that vill 'make you obnoxious té
your caste or to your community s -aff'air attsirment of
holiness. Inward thoughts and seeret habits are prastically
unimportant as long as they do not obtruo'theuolnn t‘pqu
the outside world.

The author knows that many Hindus would dlsagrée with
the final sentence of the preceding paragraph.,. Nahddevan -
says, for example, "Right speesh; right thought, and right
action are insisted upon by every school of Hindu thought.”
Other Hinduw writers stress this ssme thought.o? i

soﬂ.18’l. Q‘o m.. Pe 106.
l1via.
szulh&d"m’ mo m. o Pe 5e
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The writer belleves that the solution of the apparent
disagreement lies in a change of emphasis in Hindu thought
which has resulted from contact with Christlianity. It re-
mains true that the gods of Hinduliesm are unconcerned with
morality in thought, word, or deed.

The worehip of these gode also does not bring about a
change of heart in the devotee. An experienced missionary
writes:53

Ag far as I can gather from observation and eonversa-

tion with the people [of Bengall , by their acts of

worship there 1s no attempt after real purity of heart,

the conquering of an evil nature, and a desire to
please God in return for His goodness. Men sin at the

ehrines as they do in their houses, and on their return

as before their vigit. Nor is it thought anything re-
markable that this should be so, excepting perhaps in

the case of those who have gone to some sacred place in

the hope of ending their days there. In casges of this
kind I have heard of a higher,; purer life being at-
tempted; and of the expectation of this by those who
knew them. But certainly there is neither the attempt
nor expectation of this in the minds of the large ma-
jority of the people who go on a pllgrimage. It 1s not
that they may be made pure, but that, by an ast of
penance, they may give an equivalent to the gods for
their sins.

A question arises concerning the sacrifices made to
the Hindu gods. Do these sacrifices reveal a consciousness
of sin? Are they offered up as an atonement for sin?

Perhaps in the earlier days of Hinduism there wﬁi a

consciousness of sin which led the devotee to bring a sacri-

fice to the gods. In the Sacred Books of the East we find

53“11k1n', Qno ai_t_o’ P 313.
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the statement, "This is the atonement for everything, the

e
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remedy for everything. He who performs the ggva-medha
(horse sacrifice), redeems all gin.5%

But from the same source comes another statement which
is more in accord with the current popular opinion concern-
ing sacrifices. It reads, "Whosoever performs the asva-
medha sacrifice, obtains all his desires, and attains all
attaimnments."35

Mahadevan says that the principle underlying the Vedie
rites is that the gods had to be cherished so that they
might cherish men. The objeet of the sacrifices he describes }5
thus :56 i

i

e

The benificent Gods had to be pleased so that they 3
might do good unto' man, and the maleficent Gods had to i
be appeased so that they might refrain from doing harm.

And the recognized mode of pleasing was the sacrifice.

The sacrifices of which Mahadevan writes are the sacrifices
to the higher gods, which are generally of an_unbloody na- i
ture. The sacrifices to the village gods of the lower oy
castes and outcastes of Bouth India are generally bloody

saorifices. The blood 1s used in various ways. Sometimes

it i1s sprinkled over the people, sometimes it i1s drunk by

the officiant, and sometimes it is mixed with rice and

54Quoted in Robert Ernst Hume, The ¥orld's ;ﬁg%g;
Religiong (New York: Charles Scribner’'s Sons, 19 s Po- 23,

551vid.
%Mmadevm. Ope. m.. Pe 31.
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thrown into the air, Does this use of blood show any con-
nection with the sacrificea of the 014 Testament? Are these
sacrifices regarded as sin orferingn? These are'questionn

that enter the mind when one sees these gruesome rites for

the first time.

In hle book, The Village Gods of South India , White=-
head describees these sacrifices in detail. On the basis of
some of the detalls of the sacrifices, which can best be
explained by the principles of animiem and totemism, he

comes to the conslusion that theege sacrifices are of animig-

tic origin.57 The motive and purpose of these sacrifices he

presents in the following sentenceg:5®

Vhatever may have been the origin of these animal sac-
rifices in prehistoric times, they are now regarded by
worshippers simply as a means’' of appeasing the deity's
wrath by esatisfying her lust for blood.... There 1s no
penitence for sin, no thought of the consecration of
human life to a just and holy God, but simply the de-
eire to appease the 1ll-temper of a vengeful spirit by
an offering of blood. And even in unbloody offerings
of fruit, camphor, and incense to the more refined and
respectable of the goddesses; who are supposed to be
shocked by the sight of blood, the idea of a pacrifice
does not rise above the conception of a propitiatory
gift. It 1s the kind of offering that is made to the
local policeman or a tyrannical govermment officlal to
secure hils favour.

Such a view of worship obviously will not impart a deep

57Henry ¥hitehead,; The illa e ods of g uth ndiu‘
(Calcutta: Aesoelation Press, % p. or is-

cugsion of the basis on which Whitehead reaches his oonelu-
slon, see also p. 14T.

58 1p1a., p. 152.
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concern about a high moral life. The Hindu thinker would

retort, "Why should I be concerned about that which is not
real?” Haligh writes:59

To the Vedantist the trouble at the root of all things

ls not sin- a disordered and unsubmissive will; but ig-

norance- a darkened understanding. The remedy, there-
fore, which he announces 1s not moral but metaphysical.

S8ankara, in the forefront 'of his commentary on the

Vedanta-Sutras, places these words: "With a view to
freeing one's self from that wrong notion which 1s the
cause of all evil, and ascertalning thereby the know-
ledge of the absolute unity of the Self, the study of
the Vedanta texts is begun." (Vedanta Sutras in Sacred
Booke of the East, p. 9). .

Wrong notion- that is the evil; knowledge- that
is the cure. Here 1g presented the complete Vedantio

dilagnosis of man's state and its main scheme  for obtain-

ing salvation.

A prayer like that of the Psalmisgt: "Create in me

8 olean heart, O God, and renew & right spirit within

me," 18 unnecesegary. If the Hindu does this, there can
be no objection, but he isg thereby concentrating his at-

tention on subordinate facultles and anlinrerior aim.

In one of the aﬁdresses-whioh he ddlivered during the
World's Parliament of Religions held at Chicago in 1893,
Sweml Vivekananda sald, "Ye are the children of God, the
sharers of immortal bliss, holy and perfect beings. Ye di-
vinities on earth, sinners? It 1s a sin to call a man 80.
It is a standing llbei on human nature. Come up, orLionu!
and shake off the delusion that you are sheep." 60

In Brahmavadin, a Vedantist publication, fhc following
sentence appeared: “The distinctions of right and wrong are

mere appearances, which will vanish as soon as the dream

59Ha15h. 220 i m.' Pe 124,
60;91(1., Pe 107 .
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state of life is dispelled."®l

Anandagiri, the disciple aﬁd exponent of Sankara, says,
"The perfect sage, so long as he lives, may do good and evil
as he chooses, and incur no stain;. such is the efficaey of
& knowledge of the Self."®2 Other men are bound by caste
rules, but not the one who has realized that he 1s Brahma.
He may croes the geas, eat with all sorts of people, and eat
all kinds of food without offence. The Chandogya Upanishad
(IV. XIV. 3), says, "As water does not cling to a lotus
leaf, so no evil deed élinga to one’ who knows."

The emancipation of the enlightened from all of the
laws to which o;hor men are subject is mentioned in many of
the sacred books. We see how far these statements go in the
quotation from the Kgushitaki Brahmana Upanishad (III. 1)
which follows:®>

Indra sayst Whoso knows me, by no deed so-ever is his
future bliss harmed, not by theft, not by a Brahman's

murder, nor by a mother's murder, nor by a father's mur-
der; nor, if he wishes to commit sin, departs the bloom

from his face.
Over against such statements one finds the words of
Saint John refreshing indeed: "If we say that we have no

sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth 1s not in us. If

6lHaigh, Op. ¢it., p. 10T7.
62;916.0' po 13'“'

63Quotod in K.3. Macdonald, The Brahmanas of the !g§g.
Madras: The Christian Literature Soclety for India, 1896),

Pe 127
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we confess our sine, he is faithful and just to forgive us
our sins and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness."5%
The belleving Christian 1s righteous indeed, not because he
ignores ein and calls it a delusion, but because he be-
lieves that hies Savior atoned for his sins and cleansed him
by His blood.

The Hindu belief that all is maya theoretically vi-
tlates the function of conscience. Haigh aayu:65

To the Hindu, consclence, like wlll and taste and judg=
ment, is merely phenomenal, and the distinctions which
it makes between right and wrong have only a temporary
and conventional value, 'If you tell the truth,' says
the Vedantist Hindu, 'consclence can only be deseribed
as a flction, and morality and duty as part of the ob-
ligation imposed by that fiction., In this dream-world
the concern is not whether you are doing good:actions
or bad ones. That 1s a minor consideration. The con-
cern 1s that you should act at all- for all action
brings consequences and prolongs the period that we
must spend on the wheel [of rebirths) .' In the pre-
gsence of this theory, the distinction between virtue
and vice becomes as unimportant as the distinction be~-
tween refinement and coarseness, smartness and stupids
ity, a sangulne temperament and phlegmatiec one, The
only distinction worth making is that between the phe<
nomenal and the real, and the rest is nothing. Clear-
ly in such a system it 1s utterly beside the mark to
speak of sin. That ie as much an 1llusion as every-
thing else. i

In spite of the theory which makes the universe, the
gods, karma, conscience, sin, and everything else an illu-
sion, in practice the ordinary person (who, of course, is

unenlightened) considers these things real. Mahadevam, for

65“&1@. QB. c_it_o. Pe 105.
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example, calls conscience "the God within us," and says that
this should be the supreme authority in matters of moral
action.56 1t e interesting to see how this Hindu writer
realizes the practical value of a standard of morality and
yet tries to uphold the traditional Hindu view that what is
expedient 1s right. In the rather lengthy quotation that
follows we may also learn the opinion that Hindus hold of
the moral standard set forth in the Bible. Mahadevan
writes:67

What is the criterion by which we judge an action to
be right or wrong, good or bad? Why is thieving wrong,
and charity right? Why is it bad to murder a fellow=
being, and good to save one who is in distress?

We have used here two sets of words: 'right' and:
'wrong'; 'good' and 'bad'. Their significance has
been pointed out already.. 'Right' and 'wrong' refer
to the moral standard as Law, while 'good' and 'bad’
refer to it as End. Vhy is thieving wrong? Because
it goes against the law- 'Thou shalt not steal.' Why
ie char1t¥ right? Becatuse it 1s in conformity with
the law~- 'Thou shalt be charitable.' Thus the moral
standard at first appeare to be the nature of a law.
Later on it 1s seen that moral judgment 1s paseed on
an sction from the standpoint of an end. V¥Why 1s it bad
to murder a fellow-being? Because the action makes the
murderer descend to the level of the brute and corrupts
his character; and this is not a worthy end. Why 1ls it
good to save one who 1s in distress? Because a man's
character becomes noble if he renders help to those
who need 1t, and he realises his true self by the ex-
ercise of virtues like generosity and compassion.

' In the case of those who are immature and eannot
think for themsgelves, rules of conduct have to be laid
down, and morality consists largely in life according
to rule. In order td provide these lawe with a sano-
tion the authority of God or of a law-giver is invoked.

66".11“.'8“’ Qno Mo’ Pe 190
T 1bid., pp. 57-59.
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The Ten Commandments and the Code of Manu are instances

in point. These laws have to be obeyed because they

have been spoken by men of God. Sometimes other sane-

tions besldes the authority of a law-giver are forged.

It 18 sald, for instance, that if the laws are not

obeyed, God's wrath would be incurred and punishment in

hell would result, and that if the laws are observed,

God would be pleased and there would be enj)oyment in

heaven. Thus the threats of hell and hopes of heaven

exert a powerful influence on men's minds and keep

them in the right path. Similarly there are social

sanctions. He who abides by the law 1s respected and

honoured, while dishonour and disgrace attend on him

who transgresses the code. These sanctions are needed

up to a stage, even ag the tender plant' needs to be &
- fenced and protected. But thils attitude towards moral- -

ity cannot be the final attitude. Man will not allow

himself to be coaxed or coerced into modes of activity

for all time, When his critical powers mature, he askst

why should I be moral? To answer that he should be

moral because somebody has asked him to be so will not

gatisfy him. Unless it is shown to him that moral life

ie a worthy end, he will not rest content., And it is B

the sort of end that will then determine what he ought i

to do and what he ought not to do. i

The consideration of God's will does not determine what man
should do or leave undone in Hinduiem. Man should use his ﬁﬁ
judgment, corrupted as it le by sin; to congider the end or '
goal of an action, and act in accordance with what 1s i
thought best. ;

This attitude makes it very difficult for the Hindu to
recognize sin. The auther was conversing with a fellow-tra-

veler on a train in India some years ago. In the course of

our discussion the Hindu gentleman claimed that he had com-
mitted only one sin during hie life time. He had married

two wives, and the quarrels between his two wives destroyed

¥ ek
e sirturrrigpa -

the tranquility of his home, He admitted that he had once

been tried for murder when a servant girl whom he had dashed




