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Chapter I.
INTRODUCTION

Christianity and Hinduism are two of the world's
greatest living religions, and it is of the utmost import-
ance that they should be compared in every possible detail
80 that through such comparisdns Christians and Hindus may
understand better each other's, and their own, heritage.
This would by no means be insufficient reason for under-.
taking studies of the sort we are intending to pursue in
the following pages. But what makes such efforts especial-
ly desirable, even imperative, is the fact not only that
Christiang and Hindus have in the past made inadequate
efforts to understand the best in each other's tradition,
but that they have in fact allowed considerable misunder—
standing to exist in this area of their knowledge. It is
not at all difficult to find sound reasons for this un-
fortunate state of affairs. Misleading but catchy phrases
(which have a power of their own) about "the Fast" and
"the West" and the various kinds of political and social
étrains and conflicts have given rise to strong prejudice

-~that age-o0ld enemy of man's knowledge and insight!
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Owing to the circumstances of the past few
centuries, the Christian "colonial" West and (largely)
Hindu India have until recently regarded each other with
distrust, fear and hatred. Naturally neither of them can,
on the whole, be credited with the best of mobtives in
approaching each other's ethical, religious or spiritual
heritage. Almost total ignorance, punctuated by rare
individual efforts to understand each other's way of life,
has by and large prevailed among Christians as well as
Hindus. This may sound paradoxical in a way. For one
would expect that the centuries of contact between the
Christian and Hindu worlds that was brought about by the
colonigation of India should have made mutual understanding
near perfect. But this is far from true. This contact
was not the coming together of equals anxious to under-
stand each other, but rather the unfortunate clash of two
cultures, or at best the uneasy co-existence of two
religious systems—~-one that of the victor, the other that
of the vanquished. The logic of the situation itself
could not have permitted more than the essential minimum
of understanding that did keep life in India going.

This is not to deny the immense value of the work
of those few Western scholars who Had a genulne admiration

for the fundamental gpirituality and lofty character of the
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Hindu view of life. Max Miiller, Sir William Jones,
Schopenhauver, Deussen, and.Rudolph Otto are just some of
the names in this category. Some of these scholars did
indeed spend lifetimes studying, interpreting and trans-
lating the Sanskrit scriptures of the Hindus, and are often
Jjustly credited with making many Indians themselves aware
of their rich cultural and spiritual heritage.

But it must be admitted that these men were excep-
tions; The general attitude of Christians to Hinduism has
been either one of hasty dismissal as incomprehensible or
else one of benevolent indifference. It is true that the
ruling Christian community in India was to an extent ob-
liged to learn about some of the customs of the Hindus, even
if for no other reason than to promote the smooth running
of the administration. But such learning was generally kept
confined to that of superficial but widely prevalent customs
s0 as to avoid giving unnecessary offence to the uneducated
but deeply religious masses. In other words, the minimum
of tolerance of Hindu practices from purely pragmatic
considerations was all that was considered necessary. Not
many were particularly anxious to penetrate beneath the
thick crust of superstitious practices and beliefs that
had enveloped the essential ethical and spiritual substance

of Hinduism during and after the Western colonisation of
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India. Western Christianity caught India during its
darkest days of decadence and was appalled by some of the
shocking practices prevalent then. Only the exceptional
person among the ruling Christians tried patiently to dis-
cover the inner and essential spirit of Hindusim; the rest
identified it with what they saw and dismissed it as a
crude, primitive and queer faith.

This, however, is only one side of the story.
Hindus, for their part, have generally been no less unsym-~
pathetic to the merits of Christianity. Deprived of
political power, they clung tenaciously to their faith, and,
burying their heads in the sand, refused to face the winds
of change and reform coming from outside sources. This
resulted in the prevention or at least delay of the much
needed purge in the body politic of Hinduism. The fact of
political domination by the Christian West aroused in Hindu
minds a deep suspicion of Christianity as an instrument of
exploitatidn. The spectacle of the immense resources at -
the disposal of Christian missionaries engaged in winning
more followers for the Christian way of life, though
admired in other ways, aggravated the feeling of suspicion.
The idea took root that the mild-mannered and soft-spoken
missionary was doing in a subtle way the same job that the
colonisers were doing in thelr more officious way: depriv-

ing the natives of everything they had, including their
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faith. To cut a long argument short, the conditiong in
which the Hindu and Christian worlds came into contact in
tH@ recent past have been far from conducive to mutual |
understanding and genuine appreciation of each other's
point of view.

With the change in circumstances during the last
three decades, and with much of the cause for mutual sus-
picion, distrust and apathy gone, it seems to be time to
start a dialogue between these two of the world's greatest
living religions. Once this is conceded, there can be
hardly any question why it must be ethics and morality,
rather than any other aspect of these religions, that
should receive attention first. It is not only because_
ethical and moral issues are treated as extremely important
in these syétems, but also because it is in the field of
morals that the atmosphere of mutual recrimination rather
. than appreciation seems to be most marked. It is the
failure to read periodic moral aberrations as nothing more
than aberrations that is primarily responsible for the
digtorted perspectives of Hindus and Christiasns regarding
The proper worth of each other's faith. If some Christians,
for example, maliciously refer to the abhorrent rite of
"Sattee" practised in some parts of Hindu society in its
days of decadence and to the practice of untouchability,

some Hindus in their turn never fail to remind the Christiansg
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of the witch~hunt rampant in the Christian world during
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and the Crusades
which involved so much blood-shed and cruelty. Both
parties in this mutual recrimination, however, are guilty
of trying to estimate the worth of a religion by exaggerat—
ing the importance of the few moments of insanity that have
occurred in the course of their long histories.

Since a balanced and objective perspective has been
lacking, reactions to the factual content of each other's
religion or morals have seldom been free from prejudice.
These reactions have either been those of total derision or
of unmixed admiration, depending on whether the prejudice
has been for or against. To substantiate what we have just
sald, let us take two examples of the estimation by Christ-
lan writers of Hindu ethics or aspects of Hindu ethics. The
examples both relate to the ethical implications of the
absolute monism enunciated in some of the Upanigads and
forcefully champiohed in later days by thinkers like Sham-
kara. While Deussen finds in this philosophy a complete ex-
planation of the ethics of love, Mackenzie finds no room for
ethics at all in this system. The words of Deussen are:

'Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself' is

- the requirement of the Bible. But on what grounds
is this demand to be based, since feeling is in

myself alone and not in another? 'Because,' the
Veda here adds in explanation, 'thy neighbour is
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in truth thy'very self, and what separates you
from him is mere illusion....'

But commenting on this very system, Mackenzie comes to this
conclusiqn: "Let the case be stated bluntly. Those ideas
which bulk so largely in the Vedanbta, and which £ind ex—
bregsion in other systems of philosophy, when logically
applied, leave no room for éthics."2 How ig one to recon-
cile these two equally extreme views on the same system?
Numerous such illustrations of extreme reactions to Hindu~
ism and Hindu ethical ideas could be quoted. But we shall
let these two examples suffice o vindiqate our point.

Understandably, there are few works by Hindus on
Christianity or Christian ethics. Bub the pattern of argu-
ment or reaction does not seem 0 be much different from
that of Christian writers on Hindu ethics. There have been
those Hindus who have had a genuine admiration for some of
Christian moral and religious ideas. Foremost améng these
comes The name of Raja Ram Mohan Roy, who was definitely
influenced by Christianity and who founded the Brahmo Sama-—
Ja with an explicit statement of his indebtedness to Chrigh-
ian scriptures. Hig deeply pro-Chrigtian sentiments find

expression in passages like this one, for example:

lPaul Deussen, The Fhilosophy of the Upanishads, authorised
English translation by the Rev. A.S. Geden (T. and T. Clark,
Edinburgh, 1906), p. 49.

2John Mackenzie, Hindu Ethics (Humphrey Milford, Oxford
University Press, 1922), pp. 206f.
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The consequence of long and uninterrupbted researches

into religious truth has been that I have found the

doctrines of Christ more conducive to moral prin-

ciples and more adapted to the use of rational beings

than any others which have come to my knowledge.d
Gandhi more than once acknowledged his admiration of the
Person of Christ and of Christ's ethics of non-violence and
forgiveness asg enunciated in his Sermon on the Mount. But
these men, again, are exceptions. The large majority of
Hindus have either been completely indifferent, or have
dismissed Christianity too lightly.

The most helpful thing that can be done under the
circumstances seems to be to present comparative accounts
of the main ethical ideas of the two sjstems. Hindug and
Christians, who more often than not have a fairly good no-
tibn of the ethical ideas in their own tradition, will thus
find it easier to undefstand the other's point of view by
placing it against their own. No systematic or detailed
comparative study of Hindu and Christian ethics seems to
have been attempted. lMany writers on Hinduism, Christianity
and Comparative Religion have made casual remarks drawing
parallels between some feature or other of one of these eth-
ical systems and some corresponding features of the other.

But such comparisons usually do not prove enlightening, for

lQuoted by William Faton in Jegus Christ and the World's
Religiong (The Cargate Press, London, 1928), p. 49.
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they abstract these features from their total context, and
thereby quite often distort the significance of these fea-
tures themselves. A proper appreciation of the basic facts
of the two ethical systems can only be had from a more de-
tailed and systematic comparison of the two.

One reagson for undertaking this comparative study
of the ethics rather than of any other aspect of Hinduism
and Christianity is, as we suggested earlier, that it is
in the field of ethics that the misunderstanding has been
most acute. But this is certainly not the only reason. It
seems that if there i1s any field in which these two reli-
gions do have a common ground, it is undoubtedly that of
ethics. In matters of metaphysical and theological beliefs,
in forms of worship and prayer, the two are vastly differ-
ent, but when it comes to the ethical implications of these
metaphysical beliefs the gap becomes considerably narrower.
Though the systems start from different premises, the pic-
tures of the good life that emerge are by and large gimi-
lar. The mogt important reason, however, is the intimate
relation between ethics and religion itself. But since
there are differences of opinion among philosophers as to
the precise relationship between ethics and religion, it
may be desirable to make some remarks on this issue in

order to make our own stand clear.
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Iithics and Religion

The problem of the reiationship between ethicg and
religion, or between morals and religion, has occupied for
some time an important place in the discourses of philoso-
phers. Though the problem ig on the whole quite complica=-
ted and has many aspects, the main question is: Does mor-
ality have an essential dependence on one or the other form

of religious belief--not merely as a contingent fact of

higtory but logically? On this question, as on many others,

philosophers, as usual, are divided. The controversy has
gone on for quite some time, and shows no signs of being
settled one way or the other. Most analytic philosophers,
as well as many others, have argued thaﬁ morality and reli-
gion are independent logically, and that it is impossible
in principle to base a morality on religion. But of late
some Oxford-oriented linguistic philosophers (D.A. Rees,
G.E.M, Angscombe and R.N. Smart, to mention only a few) have
seriously challenged this claim. It is, however, not our
task here to'take gides in this controversy.

Whatever the logical position regarding the rela-
tionsghip of ethics and religion in general, the intimate
relationship between these two, as contingent facts of hig-
tory, has never been, and can never be, denied. It may be
possible to lay down a system of ethics without any refer-

ence to religion or religious belief, but the converse
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would hardly be tenable. A religion worth the name must
incorporate some system of morality for the guidance of its
followers. This is an inescapable fact. Professor Léwis
states the correct pogition in this respect in these words:

Although ethical truths require no direct support

from religion, except in so far as we have some

specifically religious duties like acts of worship

in mind, there can be no adequate presentation of

religious principles that does not make a very

fundamental use of ethical objectivity.l

This then appears to be the minimum of coummon

fground among the various sides in this controversy.  There
may be a morality without religion, but there cannot be,
and there has not been, a religion without morality. This
becomes all t0oo clear when we examine the contents of the
great living religions like Hinduism and Christianity which
surely have made a "very fundamental use of ethical ob- -
Jectivity." Professor Hare, in his article "Religion and
Morals, " quotes a passage from St. James to show how in-
timately morality has been linked with historical Chrigt-

ianity:

M, D. Tewis, Mgrals and the New Theology (Victor Gollancs
Ltd., London, I9477, 1. 26.
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If any man thinketh himself to be religious,

while he bridleth not his tongue but deceiveth

his heart, this man's religion is vain. Pure

religion and undefiled before our God and Father

is this, to visit the fatherless and widows in

their affliction, and to keep himself unspotted

from the world.,l
This passage unequivocally implies that one cannot be said
to accept Christianity unless, as FProfessor Hare says,
"one accepts and at least tries to act on its moral pre-
cepts.”" The Upanipads anticipate St. James when they
proclaim: "No one who has not ceased from immoral conduct,
who is restless, who is not self-determined, whose mind is
not tranquil, can realise this Self."S

Morality, then, is an indispensable part of these

religions, and is presupposed by and incorporated into the
latter. Thusg irrespective of the purely logical position
regarding the relationship of ethics to religion, in his-
torical Hinduism and Christianity, as in other important
historical religions, the two are inextricably interiwined.
Starting off from this premise, it is easy to see why it is
not only meaningful but extremely important to study the

- ethics of the two religlons in order to get an insight into

the true significance of the religiong themselves.

'R.M. Hare, Taith and Logic, ed. Basil Mitchell (George
Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1958), p. 180,

®Katha Upanigad, I,2,24.
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But we have not yet asked ourselves the most im-
portant question as to what is meant by "Christian ethics,"
"Hindu ethics," or by "ethics" itself. We proceed to do
that forthwith. In other words, let us define our basic
terms--"Christian, " "Hindu" and "ethics." We start with

the last first.

The Meanings of "Ethics," "Christian'" and "Hindu"

Anyone who has read a textbook on Ethics would be
familiar with the observation, invariably made in such books,
that the terms "ethics" and "morality" are derived from.
words meaning "custom" or "behaviour." How they came to
mean what they do is rather interesting. The word "ethics"
is derived from the Greek root "ethos" which originally
meant "dwelling" or ”stall.”l The Latin translation given
to this words was "mosg," from which the word "morality" is
derived. Paul Lehman records that this term was "first
applied not to human beings but to animals." He elaborates:

It was obvious to men that animals needed to be put

somewhere for ghelter and protection. Thus the germi-
nal idea in the word +5 #¥es is the stability and

1Paul Lehman, Ethics in a Christian Context (SCM Press Ltd.,
London, 19655, P. 25,
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security provided by a 'spall' or 'dwelling' for

animals. The verb root efwde means 'to be ac-

customed to' or 'to be wont to.' Hence the rela-

tionship between gtability and custom was a kind

of elemental datum of experience. It was really

the primary office of custom to do in the human

area what the stall did_for animalg: to provide

security and stability.l

Thus "custom" or "behaviour" was the original
meaning of "ethics," as well as that of "morality." But
in the subsequent development of philosophy a distinction
came toO be made between "ethics" and "morality." Moral-
ity, thus, generally refers to a set of beliefs about
what one ought to do, how one should behave, whereas eth-
ics'or "moral philosophy" to the rational or philosophical
foundations of such principles. As William Frankena puts
it, "Ethics is a branch of philogophy; it is moral philo-
sophy or philogophical thinking about morality, moral
problemg and moral judgments."2
It is interesting to note, by way of anticipation,

that Dharma, the comprehensive Hindu term for morality and
ethics, as well as for much else, comes from the root Dhr,
which means "to hold together." Thus the function of

Dharma is to hold human society together, to give it sta-

bility, exactly what was conceived to be the function of

Ibid., p. 4.

®yilliem K. Frankena, Bthics (Prentice Hall, Inc., New
Jersey, 1963), p. 3.
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"ethics." Right conduct then is essential if human soci-
ety is to survive. Such conduct, however, may spring
either from obedience to authority or convention or from
reflection on the principles and truths underlying such
convention; and Dharma comprises'all these sources.

It may be useful to bear this slight shade of dig-
tinetion between "morality" and "ethics" in mind, for what
we intend to do in the following pages is neither to pre-
scribe a new set of moral principles nor, primarily, to
criticise the moral beliefs and practices of either Christ-
iang or Hindus, but only to study the philosophical or the-
ological foundations of theilr moral beliefs and practices.
In other words, we shall be interested in comparing the
"philosophical thinking" of Christians and Hindus about‘
morality, moral problems and the'issues underlying moral
judgments. By this we not only mean the specific views
expressed by Hindus and Christlans on such issues as were
recognised to be ethical issues, but also those that logic-
ally follow from other kinds of opinions expressed by them
which bear on-ethical igsues. Thig has to be s0 because
many of the problems which we, modern students of ethics,
regard as problems were not treated as such in traditional
Hindu or Christian ethics.
| It may now be desirable ©+to consider in

a few words the slight extension of scope that
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"ethics" inevitably acquires in a theological or religious
context. Frofessor Nowell-Smith rightly considers most of
traditional ethics and almost all religious ethics as
"teleological." He says:

«+.The notion of doing one's duty for duty's sake

hardly appears before Kant. Farlier philosophers

thought it guite sensible to ask 'Why should I

do my duty?’'; +the obligation to do one's duty

needs Jjustifying and can only be Jjustified by

showing that doing his duty is, in the short or

long run, advantageous to the agent; indeed the

classic treatises on the subject might be said

to be mainly concerned with this justification.
This point of view can hardly be challenged. Especially
in the context of religious ethics, the teleological
character of all ethical enquiry is very obvious. For
example, the relevant question for Christian ethics, as
he suggests in the words of St. Iuke, is "What shall I do
to inherit eternal 1ife?"® "Eternal life," then, is bthe
goal, and ethics or moral behaviour is only an aid or in-
strument for achieving this goal Duty, thus, has always a
supra-ethical reference which makes the former meaningful.

It is difficult not to accept this position gener-

ally. But it may not be out of place to state here that

there is a sense in which much of Hindu ethics may be re-

1E.H. Nowell-Smith, Ethics (Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1957),
p. 13. ,

“Ibid., p. 13.



17.
garded as relatively "deontological" rather than teleologi-
cal. Of the four deirable ends--Artha (wealth), Kama
(pleasure), Dharma (righteousness or holiness) and Moksa
(liberation)--the ultimately or really desirable are con-
sidered to be the last two--Dharma and Moksa. But it is
realised that Moksa, the highest ideal, may not necessarily
be everyone's ideal. Indeed it is thought that most people
will not have reached the stage of evolution or spiritual
enlightenment when the earnest desire to be liberated be-
comes the ablding passion. But Moksa or no Mokga, Dharma
has t0 be performed. No one hag a real option in respect
of the latter. 'Hence for many, Dharma, and all that it
stands for, is its own Jjustification, whereas for the few
who seek liberation or Moksa, the former is a means to this
higher goal. Therefore, insofar as Dharma (duty in the most
conprehensive sense) can be an end in itself, the Hindu view
of ethics may in a sense be regarded as.deontological. But
this, however, does not alter the main position that reli-
glous ethics is, on the whole, teleological. For even in
the Hindu view, the fact remains that the ultimate ideal
is Moksa. The recognition that as a matter of fact most
people will not seek it does not change the position that
ideally this is what everyone ought to seek. And if so,

then Dharma itself must derive part of its content or at
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least orientation from this higher goal of Mokga.

Now it i1s this reference to and presupposition.of
a higher religious goal which extends the scope of the term
"ethics" in the context of religion. If the Ultimate Good
is a non-ethical or religious goal, then whatever promotes
approximation to this goal may, in a sense, be regarded as
ethical. If the highest goal is loksa or "eternal life,"
then all activity that is recommended by competent author-
ity as leading to this goal may form part of the ethical
ideal of the seeker. Thus acts of worship and prayer, for
example, may be discussed under "ethics" in a religious ¢on-
text, but will not form part of "philosophical' ethics. In
this extended sense of the term, it would be seen, it may be
difficult not to include under ethics, for example, the sys-
tematic exposition of the various exerciges for self-control
that the Yoga system recommends as leading to self-purifica~-

tion (Citba-Suddhi) and thereby to Moksa. This example is

merely to emphasise the slightly wider sense that "ethicg"
may be given in the religious or theological context.

To make our point clearer, let us approach this
issue from another angle. Though we have accepted Frofessor
Nowell-8Smith's main contention that "doing one's duty for
duty's sake" hardly appears before Kant, it is doubtful if
he is entirely right in saying that "the notion of duty does

not play the central role in traditional that it plays in
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modern ethics.”l A more accurate statement would perhaps
be that duty does play a central role, though it is not duty
for duty's sake. This is at least true of the major reli-
gions. The emphasis on duty in Hindu, Christian and Buddhist
ethics is unmistakable, though it is Justified, by and large,
on the ground that it is God's command. What is in fact dig-
tinctive about the concept of duty in religious ethics as
against that in philosophic ethics is the inevitable addition
of a separate category of duty--duty to God. Fhilosophic
ethics recognises duty under only two heads=--duty to society
and duty to oneself. But this is just not enough for a
system of religious ethics. Duty to God is always either
specifically mentioned or covertly inplied, though in some
cases this may be identical with duty under the first two
heads, that is, duty to self and duty to others. This again
leads to the extension of the scope of ethics which we men-—
tioned earlier on. If God is the final point of reference,
then not only should ethics include worship and prayer, but
it should also take aoéount of specific attitudes to and
interpretations of Godhead in a way that is generally out of
question in philosophical ethics. Similarly, if ethicsg, or
moral behaviour is only a means to the attalnment of a high-
er spiritual end, then one or the other view of this higher

end 1s likely to make all the difference to the orientation

bid., p. 13.
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of the ethics, even though the higher end itself may not
be a strictly "ethical" goal. These and other implied
factors make the use of "ethics" in a wide sense in the
religious context almost imperative, for the "spiritual®
overplus of meaning that ethical terms acquire in a reli-
gious context cannot be accounted for if we use "ethics"
in its more limited sense.

It was considered important to draw attention to
this wide sense of "ethics" because more often than not it
would be found necegsary to use this term in its wider con-
notation in the course of our discussion of Christisn and
Hindu ethics. The necessity for introducing this distinc-
tion will be gradually driven home as we proceed with our
enquiry. But just to give an example here, when we speak
later of the ethics of Ramanuja or of Shamkara, say, in
connection with our analysis of Hindu ethics, the use of
the term can only be Jjustified in this wider sense. Thisg
is so because in the Hindu tradition Dharma and its impli-
cations are generally accepted by all, whatever their meta-
physical views may be. Thus traditional Dharma or the prin-
ciples underlying the morals of men will remain the same
whether he is a follower of the non-dualism (Advaita) of

Shamkara or of the qualified non-dualism (Vigigta Advaita)

of Ramanuja. But since the conceptions of the ultimate

reality and of the final goal (Moksa) are very different
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in these two thinkers, the orientation and emphases of the
ethical thinking or, to be more precise, of their meta-
Physical thinking bearing on ethics, are bound to be differ-
ent. Thus in the narrow sense of "ethics," there is none
to be found specifically in their systems apart from their
acceptance of Dharma and its implications. But in the
wider sense there certainly is, for their conceptiong of
Godhead and human destiny are so different.

With this explanation of the meaning and scope of
ethics, .we now pass on to the meanings of the terms "Christ-—
ian" and "Hindu." Defining Christian ethics, Paul Lehman
says:

Christian ethics, 'as a theological discipline, is

the reflection upon the question, and its answer:

What am I, as a believer in Jesus Christ and as

a member of his church, to do?l
It is obvious, then, that "Christian" according to him means
"a believer in Jesus Christ and his church.” This is a
definition which, for practical purposes, sums up the mean-
ing of the term, though it may‘not be considered an entirely
adequate definition. For "believing in Jesus Christ" in
Just any form will certainly not do. Iglam believes that

Jesus was a prophet of God, but not that he was God. Or,

1Lehman, op. cit., p. 25.
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say, a Hindu may exbtend his conception of incarnation and
believe that Jesus Christ was one of the various incarna-
tions of God. But neither the Muglim nor the Hindu who
believes as stated will qualify for being a Christian.
It is important to believe not only that Christ was God
but also that he was the one and only incarnation of God
and much else besides.

The Nicene COreed, which has been described by Dr.

J.N.D. Kelly as "one of the few threads by which the tat-
tered fragments of the divided robe of Christendom are
holad together,“l lays down what is involved in being a
Christian. Let us quote some phrases from the Creed to
state the main points in the definition of a Christian:

I believe in one_God the Father Almighty,

Maker of heaven and earth, And of all things
visible and invisible: -

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten
son of God....Begotten, not made, Being of one sub-
stance with the Father...who for us men and for our
salvation came down from heaven, And was incarnate
by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary, And was made
man, And was crucified....He suffered and was buried.
And the third day He rose again....And ascended into
heaven....And he shall come again with glory to Judge

both the quick and the dead: whose Kingdom shall have
no end.

13.N.D. Kelly, Barly Chrisbian Creeds, quoted by John
Burnaby in his preface to The Belief of Christendom: A

Commentary on the Nicene Creed (National Society and
SO—EOC.K., London, 1960)0
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And I believe in the Holy Ghost....Who proceed-
eth from the Father and the Son...And I believe one
Catholick and Apostolic Church. I acknowledge one
Baptigm for the remission of sins. And I look for

the Resurrection of the dead, And the Life of the
world 0 COme....+t

The ideas underlined above may safely‘be taken to congti-
tute some of the main points in the definition of "Christ-
ian."

Much as we might like to do so, it is not possible
t0 explain here in greater detail what we have outlined as
the important elements of a Christian's belief. We may
note in paésing that the emphasis on one is unmistakable
at this stage of‘the developmenf ovahristian thdught;
though this unity could not be maintained much longer. The
differences of interpretation and emphasis that result from
the Christians' attempts to analyse what believing in Christ
and his church involves have given rise to the variety of
churches and the diversity of ethical thinking. But, un-
fortunate as it may be, we shall find that on the whole we
shall have to leave out the differences and concentrate on
the common ground, except in our second chapter, where the
specific aim is to throw the spotlight on the variety of
emphases and interpretations in Christian as well ag Hindu

~ ethics.

lThe Nicene Creed, reproduced by John Burnaby, op. cit.,
under the heading "The Nicene Creed" (emphases mine).
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When we come to analyse what "Hindu" means, the
realisation ig forced on us that we are dealing with a very
complex and difficult problem. Hinduism covers such a wide
ground and means so many different things to different men
that it is extremely difficult Lo come forward with a short
and precise definition of the term. Dr. Radhakrishnan's

remarks in the opening sentences of his Hindu View of Life

are indicative of the kiﬁd of difficulty that one has to
face in defining Hinduism. "To many," he says, "it seems
to be a name without any content. Is it a museum of beliefs,
a medley of rites, or a mere map, a geographical expres-
sion?"l The answer might be that in fact it is all of these.
But it is also much more. It is perhaps generally known by
now that "Hindu" originally meant a geographical area, that
which léy around and was contiguous with the river Sindhu
in the northwest of India. This in due courge came to de-
note the whole Of India. Therefore, the term "Hindu" sig-
nified all the various beliefgs and bractices that prevailed
in this vast and variegated stretch of land; No wonder the
term signifies éo many things.

But let us not despair. This variety of beliefs

and practiceg is not the whole truth about Hinduism. There

lDr. S. Radhakrishnan, The Hindu View of Life (Unwin Books,
London, 196%), p. 1.
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ig much unity underlying this diversity. There are some
fundamental beliefs which must be accepted by every Hindu.
It is true that beyond the acceptance of these fundamentals
the Hindu ig in all other respects free; but there can be
no compromige regarding these fundamentals themselves. And,
what is more important, a Hindu is a Hindu by virtuﬁe of
his belief in these. Without more ado, therefore, it will
be desirable to state some of these underlying beliefs with
a view to fixing the connotation of the term "Hindu." These
are:

(1) Belief in the authority of the Vedas and other

sacred writings of the ancient sages,

(2) Belief in the immortality of the soul and in
future life,

(3) Belief in the existence of a Supreme God,l
(4) Acceptance of the theory of Karma and rebirth,
(5) The worship of ancestors,

(6) The social organisation represented by the
four main castes,

(7) Acceptance of the theory of the four main
stages of life, and

(8) Acceptance of the theory of the four Furug-
arthas or Ends.

1It is true that the Mim3msa and Samkhya systems do not
believe in a God, but the former venerates the Vedas almost
as divinity 1tself and the atheism of the latter is count-
ered by the theism of the allied Yoga system. Moreover,
there is hardly any practising Hindu today who does not be-
lieve in God in some form. It is btherefore appropriate to
incorporate belief in one God as a tenet of Hinduism.
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It may be possible to add mofe to this ligt; but the be-
liefs mentioned here are generally regarded as the most
fundamental. We are now, therefore, in a position to an-
swer the question, "Who is a Hindu?" A Hindu is anyone
who, irrespective of anything else he believes, accepts
the above tenets and is not expected to do anything which
is likely to undermine these beliefs and their direct im-
plications.

With the definitions of "ethics," "Christian" and
"Hindu," it is not difficult now to find out what "Hindu
Ethics" or "Christian FEthics" cen mean. Hindu Ethics is
the system of philogophic thought on moral problems which
guides the community of Hindus knit together by the funda-
mental beliefs underlined above. Similarly, Christian
Ethics is the record of the philosophical thinking of

Christians on moral problens.

The YPlan of the Work

It may be helpful to say a few words about the
plan we intend to follow in our comparative account of
Christian and Hindu ethics. What we shall do is to select
some fundamental questions that are generally discussed in
philosophical ethics and then find out what answers to these
can be given by Christianity and Hinduism, and finally to

compare and contrast these answers. Everyone may not agree



27.
with our selection of the most Ffundamental problems of
ethics, but it can be hoped that the problems selected will
at least be considered important.

We shall start with the "Nature of Christian and Hin-
du Ethics" to underline our observation that neither of the
two are uniform or homogeneous systems representing a single
line of ethical thinking. In the next chapter we will dis-
cuss "The Nature and Destiny of Man." What view a religious
system of ethics takes of human destiny is, we have seen,
extremely important, for it is this view that largely shapes
its views on other issues. The remaining chapters in the
main body will be familiar topics discussed in religious and
philosophical ethics. "The Moral Law, Its Authority and
Sources (Chapter IV), "The Content of the Moral Law: Virtues
and Duties" (Chapter V), "Moral Effort and Human Freedom"
(Chapter VI), and "Moral Failure and Responsibility" (Chap-
ter VII) will be discussed respectively. Of these various
topics, only "Virtues and Duties" would appear to be one
which is seldom discussed in philosophical ethics; but it
will be included in view of its importance in religious and
theological disceurses. Freedom and Responsibility are
generally discussed together in treatises on ethics, but in
view of the many serious problems involved, and also owing
to the fact that responsibility Presupposes much more besides

freedom, it will be convenient to discuss these two issues
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and their implications separately. The last chapter, of
course, will sum up our arguments in the previous chapters,

besides throwing light on issues not discussed earlier.

sources

Since the primary purpose of this work is neither
Biblical interpretation nor the interpretation of the Hindu
scriptures, we shall generally leave the interpretation of
the main scriptures to acknowledged authorities in the field,
exéept in cases where the available interpretations appear
to be ingufficient or unsatisfactory or where a certain
intérpretation of the relevant passages in the scriptures
has never been adopted though it is logically possible. In
other words, we shall be relying mainly on secondary sources,
that is, on works by other scholars of Hindu and Christian
thought which relate to the subjects under our examination.
References, however, to the Vedas, the Upanigads, the
Mahdbharata and the Gita amongst Hindu scriptures and to
the Bible and the Nicene Creed and commentaries on them,
amongst Christian scriptures, will frequently be made. As
will be realised gradually, wherever there are differences
of opinion among Hindu thinkers and scriptures with regard
to specific issues, the position outlined in the GItd will

be adopted in preference to any others, unless there are
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sufficient reasons to treat some other source as more
authoritative. This will appear}to be in keeping with the
unique and mogt influential position that the GItH enJjoys
among Hindu scriptures. Similarly, on the Christian gide,
the direct and unambiguous implications of Biblical pasg-
ages will in general be preferred to church opinion. More-
over, since this work is an essay in comparative philogophy
rather than'theology (wherein, unfortunately, the writer of
these pages has no gpecial training), wherever independent
and auﬁhoritétive philogophical oninion will be available
elther in Hindu or Christian ethics, it will generally be

adopted in preference to traditional theological opinion,

The Presuppogition

To avoid getting involved in the considerable task
of explaining elementary terms in either Hindu or Christ-
ian ethics, which would only complicate and delay coming
o0 grips with the main issues, a general familiarity with
the basic Christian and Hindu world-views will be presup-
posed. The immensity of the scope of the subject leaves
no option in this respect. The more important and complex
terms and theories, however, will be briefly explained

wherever necegsary.
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An Apology

Since the effort will be to treat Hindu as well

as Christian ethics as systems rather than as mere collec~
tions of creeds, it will naturally not be possible to pay
much attention to denominational differences on most igsues.
It seems that for any fruitful or useful, as against merely
pedantic, comparison of the two systems as systems, this is
inevitable. The attempt generally will be to take mcount
of more representative and, as far as possible, universally
acceptable.views. Hence failure to mention hair-splitting
details, though sometimes due to ignorance, may generally

be due %o deliberate omiggion.



Chapter II.
NATURE OF CHRISTIAN AND HINDU ETHICS

As a necessary prelude to our comparative studies
in the fundamentals of Christian and Hindu ethicsg, it will
be worthwhile to stress one very significant fact--the
catholicity of these two systems of religious ethics. OFf
Hindu ethics this observation will berhaps be readily ac=-
cepted even by orthodox Hindus. But when agserted of
Christian ethics. it may initially appear to be of quegtion-
able validity. The reason for this will be clear if we
contrast a typical statement of the Hindu attitude with the
general impression about the Christian position. A reagon-
ably representative description of Hinduism is perhaps the
following one by J. N. Sarkar, who states that Hinduism is
"that all-embracing but undefinable system of toleration
or synthesis which shelters within its capacious bosom
every form of belief and practice that will agree with its
few general conventions.”l We may not agree with the use

of "undefinable," for we have already offered a definition

'3.N, Sarkar, India through the Ages, p. 17, quoted by
Sir P.S. Sivaswamy Alyer in Bvolution of Hindu Moral Ideals
(Calcutta University Press, 19%5), p. 2.
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of Hinduism. But that is beside the point. If we remem-
ber the emphasis on one in the exposition of the Christian
position in the Nicene Creed, it would appear that the
ethical implications of this unity of belief can never ad-
mit of any diversity. "Every form of belief and practice"
certainly cannot be predicated of Christianity.

But whatever the appearances, the truth is that
Hindu ethics is not all chaos and Christian ethics not en-
tirely a picture of simplicity. The various forms of be-
lief and practice within Hinduism have much more in common
then its "few general conventions"; and "church history is
littered with various interpretations of that holiness"
which emerges from the life and teaching of the "One Lord
Jesus Christ."l Sir Charles Eliot appears to understand
better the true spirit behind the outward diversity of Hin-
du faith and morals as well as the so-called unity claimed
on behalf of Christianity. Speaking of the variety in the
beliefs and pradtices of Hihdus, he writes, "...nothing is
more surprising than the variety of its phases except the

underlying unity."2 He continues:

lJ.E. FPigon, The Faith of the Bible (Pelican Books, 1957),
pp. 115f. \

25ip Charles Fliot, Hinduism and Buddhism (Routledge and
Kegan Paul Ltd., 1954), I, xcvii,
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This power of varying in sympathetic response to
the needs of many minds and growing in harmony
with the outlook of successive ages, is a contrast
to the pretended quod semper, guod ubigue, quod ab
omnibus of the Western Churches, for in view of
thelr differences and_mutual hostility it can only
be called a pretence.t

This is not intended to be either a satire on the
differences within the Christian church or a denial of the
unifying pdwer of the person of Jesus Christ, but simply a
vindication of the truth that, for very understandable
reasons, Chrigtian faith and morals, like their counter-
parts in Hinduism, display an amazing variety and "catho-
lic comprehensiveness."2 The true character of Christian
ethics would perhaps be suggested better if we were to say
-of Christianity what St. Faul said of himgself, that is,
that it was "made all things to all men, that it ] might
by all means save somé."5

To substantiate what we have been arguing so far it
will be necessary to trace the background, composition and
development first of Christian and then of Hindu ethics.

We shall analyse some of the various elements in and in=-

fluences on the ethical thinking of Christians and Hindus

Ipia.
®Figon, op. cit., p. 115.

A
?I Corinthians 9:22 (Authorised King James Version).
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through the ages with a view to finding out what resemb-
lance (or otherwise) there is bebween the general char-
acters of the two ethics. Because of limitations of space
this analysis obviously cannot be exhaustive and we shall
have to be content with stressing what we consider to be

the most significant features.

Sources and Development of Christian Ethics

In the words of Bishop Henson,

Christisn morality as we know it today is the
result of a long process of development, in the
course of which many contributions of varying
origin, potency and ethical quality have been
assimilated.l

This position is fundamentally sound; but it ought to be
added that the "assimilation" has in some cases been far
from complete. It has to be remembered that even such
potent and powerful forces as Christian or Hindu ethics
cannot be really suited to assimilate everything. In
regponse to the demands of changing times, however, they

have often had to make room for ideasg and ideals which did

not always agree with the basic postulates of the systems.

1H.H. Henson, Christisn Morality (Gifford Lectures, 1935-36,
Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1936), p. 65.
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And to allow some belief or practice to co-exist is hardly
what is meant by "assimilation." But we shall have oc—
casion to come to this point later. For the time being
let us proceed with our analysis of the various factors
in the development of Christian ethics,

To quote a passage from Henson again,

The range and character of original Christisn
morality were mainly determined by three factorg--=
the tradition of Judaism, the teaching of Jesus,
and the influence of Graeco-Roman society. From
the first, Christianity received the conception
of a moral law expressing the will of a Righteous
God, and, in its essgential contents, declared in
the Decalogue. From the second, Christianity de-
rived freedom from national limitations, a new and
larger understanding of moral obligation, and,
above all, a supreme embodiment of personal moral-
ity in its Founder. From the third, Christianity,
by an inevitable reaction from its social environ—
ment, learned to emphasise the necessity of ascetic
discipline, to assert the final authority of the
brivate conscience, and to magnify the function

~and claim of the Christian fellowship.

Quoting this rather long passage from Henson need not ob-
lige us to follow all the details in his analysis nor to
agree with everything he has to say. But it may be desir-

able to adopt in our own analysis the general pattern sug-

gested by him.,

Ypid., p. 137.
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(a) The Judaic inheritance

Of all the sources which have shaped the nature of
Christian ethics, the profoundest and most important in-
fluence has come from the parent system of Judaism. Jesus,
the founder of Christianity, was himself a Jew and strove
all his life to practise essential Jewish morality at its
best, albeit in the light of his own insight into the sys-
tem. "I am not come to destroy, but to fuli‘ill"l is a
clear statement of the indebtedness of Jesus to the Jewisgh
faith and its morals. He regarded himself merely as a re-
former and restorer of the true perspective. It is obvi-
ous, therefore, that original Christian ethics must above
all be considered a continuation of the finer side of Jew-
ish ethics, a superstructure raised on the foundation sup-
plied by the latter.  Now, of what exactly did this founda-
tion congist?

In the very first place, it must be recorded that
Judaism had already come to accept a monotheistic faith
and unquestioning belief in one supreme God who was not
only kind and merciful but also "terrible.®

For the Lord your God is God of gods and Lord

of lords, a great God, a mighty, and a terrible2
which regardeth not persong, nor taketh reward.

Lvatthew 5:17.

2Deuteronomy 10:17.
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Such was the Jewish conception of God. And naturally it
evoked and ingpired an ethical attitude essentially
oriented toward love of God--love in gratitude for all

1 that God had done for

"these great and terrible thingg"
the people of Israel. For "Only the Lord had a delipght
in thy fathers to love them, and he chose their seed after

them, even you above all people, as it is this day."2

And
if this great and terrible God had bestowed this distinc-
tion of choice on the people of Israel, how could they turn
ungrateful and not do what God required of them? Hence
Moses is unequivocal in declaring whét these people were
to do:

And now, Israel, what doth the Lord thy God
require of thee, but to fear the Lord thy God, to
walk in all his ways, and to love him, and to
serve the Lord thy God with all thy heart and with
all thy soul, '

To keep the commandments of the Lord, and his
statufes, which I command thee this day for thy
£00d?5

From the foregoing account of the then Jewish

morality it would appear that it was an essentially simple
and unsophisticated system. There was a single all-

powerful and mighty God who was benevolent but at the same

lDeuteronomy 10:21.

2Deuteronomy 10:15.

5Deuteronomy 10:12,1%.
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time terrible. This God had somehow come to take a fancy
to the people of Israel and had done tremendous things for
thelr salvation. Nothing could be more natural than to
expect the people of Israel to obey the laws and command-
ments of this God as revealed to them through their prophet
and spokesman, Moses. God had promised salvation for the
Jews, and the least that the Jews could do for their God
would be to be grateful to Him for all this. God had
wrought miracles for these people and promised to do much
more only if these people were to tread in God's ways, to
obey his commandments and to respect his law. This was,

therefore, essentially an ethic of gratitude for deliver—

gggg,l even though this was reinforced by an appeal to the
terrible nature of God, who had to be feared as well.

We must not forget, however, that this was the post-
exilic, Mosaic interpretation of Jewish morality and was
different from the spirit of the elaborate sacrificial sys-
tem with its centre at Jerusalem and its essence in rit-
ualism. This new ingsistence on allegiance to Divine law
rather than to the national monarch was inspiring indeed,
but nonetheless it was a change in perspective which was li-

able to give rise to conflict as, perhaps, in time it did.

lI am indebted to Dr. W.A. Whitehouse (formerly of Durham
University, Theology Department) for kindly discussing
this topic with me.
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There was, on the one hand, the clearest possible recog-
nition that
The Creator was also the Author of the Moral Law,
and, s0 the prophets had taught, had His witness
in the human conscience, The true knowledge of

God drew with it a right understanding of His wWill,
obedience to which was the essence of morality.l

-l

But on the other hand, this appeal to conscience created
perplexities for the feeble-minded, as it always does for
the vast majority of human beings. This absﬁract concep=
tion of a moral law expressing the will of a righteous God
and inscribed in the consciences of men might have been
all right for the‘sage; but the ordinary man wanted some-
thing more tangible and concrete as a guide to his morals.
The answer to these people was that this Law, apart from
being written in the consciences of men, had also "in its
essential contents been declared in the Decalogue."2 This
opened the door to the authoritarianism and literalism in
Jewish ethics. If Divine Law was laid down in the scrip-
tures, then obviously someone who claimed to know this law
through his study of the scriptures was going to become an
indispensable element in the moral guidance and instruction

of the Jewish people. In time, therefore,

lHenson, op. cit., p. 66,

2Ibid., p. 137.
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Effective guidance had passed from the central

sacrificial system at Jerusalem to the recently

established organisation of the Scribes, that is,

to those who were the students of the Law, and who

expounded 1t in the synagogues every Sabbath.i
This was both a step forward and a step back--forward be-
cause of its orientation towards the understanding of mor-
ality in place of mere rituals and sacrifice, and backward
because of its having in the long run the same demoralig—
ing, authoritarian and dogmatic implications for essential
morality as the sacrificial system with its priests and
high priests had had.

As a result of the inevitable conflict between the
ancient canonical writings and the faith and sensibility
of the comparatively modern Jew, there had evolved a
casuistry which in a way sought to make a compromige be-
tween the two, and was haturally more elastic and practi-
cal; being largeiy unwritten, it was known és the "Un-

written Torah."2

And this casuistry aspired 0 be a com-
plete guide in practice, a kind‘of manual of behaviour.
1t must be added that this urge to provide a detailed and
voluminous casuistry might in part have come from the ex~
ample of Moses himself. For Moses does not rest content

with his general exposition of the ethic of obedience to

God in gratitude for deliverance, but goes on to elaborate

IIbid., p. 69.

2Tbid., p. 70.
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in great detall what this ethic implies according to him.
As a result, the book of Deuteronomy does not contain only
passages like "...thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all
thine heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy
might, "’ but also the ones that lay down whab is o be eat-
en and what is not. "Thou shalt not eat any abominable
thing. These are the beasts which ye shall eat: the OX,
the sheep, and the goat...."2 ‘This is followed by a list
of animals which may be eaten and explains why one rather
| than the other is to be consideréd edible. The people of
Israel are "an holy people unto the Lord,"5 and therefore
must not eat anything that defiles and makes one unholy.
1t should be easy to realise that if holiness involves not
only one's response to God but also one's chdice of foods
and the like, the door is being opened for the voice of
conscience to be replaced by an appeal to authority. There
must be someone to decide what is permitted and what is
forbidden for the Jew; hence the need for the casuistry
and hence the indispensability of the Scribes.

Now whatever the causes of its growth and whatever

its original purpose, this Rabbinical casuistry undoubtedly

lDeuteronomy 6:5,
gDeuteronomy 14.:3,4,

3Deuteronomy 14:2,
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became, in the course of.time, "over subtle, voluminous,
morally enfeebling."l It concealed the essence of moral-
ity and thus contributed to the development of the attitude
of self-righteousness in the Fharisees. This was natural
enough; for i1f holiness consisted in doing what was pre-
scribed for all moments of life, if it meant following the
scriptures and the Scribes and performing the various rites
enjoined for various occasions, then the Pharisee could
Justifiably boagt of his performance. He knew what must be
- done~--or so0 he thought--and strove every moment of his life
to keep the letter, if not the spirit, of the Law. He
scrupulously obeyed all the injunctions himself and was
naturally prone to censure anyone who seemed to violate
these. The ethics of the Pharisee had shifted the emphasgis
from the gpirit of the law to itsg letter.

Even this sketchy account of ﬁhe Jewish gcene leaves
no doubt as to the nature of the Jewish ebthic. There was
undoubtedly a clear recognition that there was a Moral Law
whose author was none other than God himself and that
morality consisted in obeying this Law. But when it came
to the question of what this law implied and who was to

Judge the implications of the Law, there were two different

lI—IenSOn, Opo Cito 9 pc 710
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angwers to be found in the tradition of the Jews. On the
one hand, there was the tradition of prophets like Amos and
Isaiah for whom morality consisted in showing gratitude to
God for deliverance, with its appeal to conscience and its
emphasis on the right attitude rather than on the diligent
and scrupulous performance of rites and ceremonies. This
was perhaps the essence of Jewish morality; On the other
hand, there was the appeal to authority and the emphasis on
ritual and ceremonial duty leading to a concealment and
distortion of essential morality. These, then, were the
two distinct ways in which duty continued to be understood
and interpreted in Jewish society; it elther signified the
attitude of love and gratitude, with only a nominal concern
for ritual, or else it consisted almost entirely in ritual
and routine performances as prescribed by the canonical
writings. Though one of these conceptions of duty did
sometimes succeed in pushing the other into oblivion or in-
significance, it will be reasonable to think that neither
of them ever completely disappeared. Jewish morality, there-
fore, may be regarded as a compound of both these elements,
and, perhaps, much more. But that there wag a Jewish mor-
ality in the proper sense of the term is proved beyond
doubt. The belief in a Righteous God, the awareness of a
Moral law or moral order imposed by this God which had to

be respected, and the conviction that there was a life of
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holiness which ought to be lived~-these and other elements
had given the Jewish faith a truly moral orientation. And
it was against'this background and into this society that

Jegus was born.

(b) The life and teaching of Jesus

As we have geen, Jesus was a reformer and not a
destroyer of Jewish morals and faith. But what was it that
needed this reform? The answer is that at the time of
Jesus' appearance, Jewish morality was perhaps in its worst
Phase of decadence. Morality had no more remained a matter
of the spontaneous choice and application of one's con-
sclence but had degenerated into a lifeless code of do's
and don't's which covered practically all moments of an
individual's life. The essential morality of love and
gratitude for deliverance had suffered a set-back and the
perspective had been distorted. It was Jesus' task to re-
store the perspective. Besides, Jewish morality suffered
from its narrow nationalism and parochialism. Even the
best of the Jewish prophets had not succeeded in freeing
themselves from their obsession with Israel, and their
concern for deliverance was confined in its appeal to the
people of Igrael. Jesus converbted this faith into a uni-
versal religion in which there was to be no distinction

between the Jews and the Gentiles. Dr. Claude Montefiore,
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a Jéwish scholar, sums up succinctly the difference in the
attitudes of the then Jews and Jesus in the following words:
L think Rabbinic teaching was defective about
the love of the foreigner and the idolater, and
that Jesus might very well have said, 'you all
consider your neighbour to be only your fellow-
Jew, but I tell you that the neighbour whom you
are to love includes all men, the Roman and the
Greek and the Syrian no less than the Jew.' That
would by no means have been needless teaching....
1t would be obvious from this that the task of Je-
sus was primarily that of purging the Jewish faith of its
unnecessary ritualigm, literalism and nationalism. E.W.

Hirst rightly remarks, therefore, that the "originality"

of Christianity was not so much in its content as in ibs

"note of authority, its emphages, and its religious set-
ting."® He is of the opinion that the content of the
Christian ethic is "far from being entirely original.”5

The Christian ethic, according to him, had been anticipated
in broad outlines by some of the older religions, the clog-
est approximation having occurred in pre-Christian Jewish
literature~-particularly in The Testaments of the Twelve
Fatriarchs, "a book written, presumably, in the last quar-

nth

ter of the second century B.C. He goes on to quote

YQuoted by Henson, op. cit., p. 100.

“B.W, Hirst, Jesus and the Moralists (Epworth Press, London,

19359, p. 13.

>ibid., p. 1l.
4"Ibid.- 9 po 12.
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several authorities who have tried to relate the New
Testament ethic to its roots in this particular book. It
is stated, on the authority of H. Maldwyn Hughes, for ex~
ample, that "in this book...we find for the first time in
literature the union of the two commands to love God and

to love our neighbour."l

This only emphasises our earlier
Obgervations that the ethic of Jesus is primarily based on
that of Judaism, and that the Jewish ethic in its finer
and more essential aspect had much to be proud of. But un-
fortunately, at the time of Jesus' ministry, Judaism had
nearly lost touch with its lofty ethic and was in need of
someone who could restore this suppressed legacy back to
its rightful place. Thus Jesus had on his hands more the
problem of right application of precepts than of innovation.
From the Jewish tradition he took the "conception of the
moral Law as expressing the will of a Righteous God" and
also the ideals of love and holiness, which, though found
in the scriptures, were rarely allowed to take their cen-
tral places in the moral life of the Jews. Jesus himgelf
provided the "larger understanding of moral obligation,"
and, above all, a living exsample of the moral ideal.

Where precisely, then, did Jesus differ from the

guardians of the contemporary Jewlsh falth and morals?

1via., p. 12.
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We can answer this question very satisfactorily in the
words of Henson:
Jesus broke with Pharisaism on the cardinal

point of its mechanical conception of dUutyeoo.

With increased insisbence and more august author-

ity, He echoed the protests of Isaiah and Amos

against an established religion which had parted

company with fundamental morality, and, in its

emphasis on ritual and ceremonial obligations, 1

had destroyed the true perspective of human duty.
This "protest of Isaiah and Amos," it may be stated, was
essentially nothing else but an exhortation o g0 back to
the essential spirit of the ethic preached by Moses in
the Deuteronomy. Jewish morality during the time of Jesus
had almost parted company with fundamental morality in the

sense that it was gradually forgotten that this ethic was

an,ethic_of gratitude for deliverance that entailed whole-

hearted love and surrender to the will of God and not
merely the performance of ritual and ceremonial duty.
Complete obedience to the will of God, love for God and
a genuine concern for discovering what God required of
men, coupled with the fear of God's wrath--this was the
essence of morality and the mark of holiness. And all
this was to be there because the redemption of men lay
not in performing sacrifiées and worshipping at an

appointed hour at the shrine, but in the mercy and

lHenson, op. cit., p. 102,
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discretion of a God who was to be pleased not by meaning-
less ritual but by the performance of good deeds. Isai-
ah's advice is absolutely plain: |
Bring no more vain oblations; incense is an
abomination unto me....
To what purpose is the multitude of your
sacrifices unto me? saith the Lord: I am full
of the burnt offerings of rams, and the fat of

fed beasts; and I delight not in the ?lood of
bullocks, or of lambs, or of he goats.

What the Lord expects, according to Isaiah, is this:

Wash you, make you clean; put away the evil
of your doings from before mine eyes; cease o
do evil;

Learn to do well; seek judgment, relieve the
oppresged, Jjudge the fatherless, plead for the
widow,

This is the essence of morality and this is what is to
be done in gratitude for God's promise of deliverance.
This was perhaps the true spirit of the ethic of Jesus
He did not lay down spec¢ific details of conduct for his
followers. The essence of his ethic did not consist so
much in the following of commandments as in the attitude
of total surrender of one's will to that of God in love

and humility. "Not what I will, bubt what thou wilt"

sets the tone of man's relationship with God.

lIgaiah];lB;ll.
2Isaiah 1:16,17.
5Mark 14:3%6,
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Like Isaiah, Jesus shifts the emphasis from rites
to "righteousness."
For I say unto you, Thét except your right-

eousness shall exceed the righteousness of the

scribes and Pharisees, ye shall in no case enter

into the kingdom of heaven.
The kingdom of heaven is the objective and none but God
can grant this. If one seeks redemption from his sins,
let him be righteous, let him love God and his neighbour.
Love God and love your neighbour-<"on these two command-
ments hang all the law and the prophets."2 God loves men
and is prepared to forgive their sins and save them only
if men would set their hearts on God, pray to Him and be
thankful to Him. This is the spirit of Jesus' ethic which
transforms the concept of obligation. Duty does not con-
sist in meekly following tradition, but in getting onegelf
into the right relationship with God. He mocks the
Fharisees for their perverted sense of values: "Howbeit
in vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrine the
commandments of men."5 Yeg, the true doctrine does not
consist in the commandments of men but in love and gratitude

to God and in doing good to others. For if we do good to

lMatthew 5:20,
“Matthew 22:40.
5Mark 737,
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others, redemption will be our feward. The logic of this
agsurance ig plain:
Lf ye then, being evil, know how to give

good gifts unto your children; how much more

shall your heavenly Father -give the Holy Spirit

to them that ask Him?l

To conclude, then, these are the main details in

which Jesus transformed the Jewish ebhic of the time: he
changed it from a narrow national to a universal ethic of
love and forgiveness; he restored the proper sense and
pPerspective of obligation, and freed morality from mere
authoritarianism and superficial conventionalismj; he tried
to restore the value of individual human conscience in
matters of morals: for the ethic of love and gratitude
that he was preaching had to be the response of the human
heart, of the whole personality of man, and not merely
one's reaction to conventional rules. This ethié.of love
and gratitude had a very far-reaching consequence in de-
termining the character of the Christian ethic and in giv=
ing it the catholicity that we intend to investigate.
Perhaps the other very important factor in this respect
was the complexity of Jesus' own insight and the many
strands of his teaching and practice. . But we shall come

to this later. Meanwhile, let us examine the third fac-

Liuke 11:13,
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development of Christian ethics, namely, the Greek and

Roman influences.

(c) The Greek and Roman influences

Our accounts of the ethic of the Jews and of that
preached by Jesus should have made it amply clear that
despite the misplaced emphases and orientation of the for—
mer there is nothing in it which may be essentially opposed
to the gpirit of the latter. In fact,‘Jesué had buillt on
Jewish foundations. But when we come to consider the
Greek influence on original Christian morality, the picture
changes almost entirely. It is no more merely a difference
of emphasis; we now examine the impact of an ethic which
is different in kind. Not only the goal of moral effort
was differently conceived by the Greeks; even the defini-
tion of moral life was different, and so was the means of
achlieving a wvirtuous life. To start with, unlike Jewis
and Christian ethics, Greek ethics was not primarily God-
oriented nor did virtue connote a surrender to God's will.
The moral law did not derive its authority from the will
of God but from human reason. Christian theology regards
the will of man as essentially corrupt and evil; hence
there cannot be an appeal to human reason, but only to the
redeeming love of God. That is good for man which God

commands. Thus the "prophets and Jesus never appeal to
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human reason or to human conscience,” but only to the
"will of the Father.”l Thig is not so in Greek ethics.
Here, though man is regarded as a compound of reason and
passion, the conviction is always there that the distinc-—
tive and specifically human faculty is reason. Hence
virtue consists in relegating the passions and leading a
life or reason proper. The source and final arbiter of
the moral life, therefore, doeg not lie in anything ex~
ternal, but in the reason of man himself., A properly ac-
quired knowledge of the workings of reason will automatic-
ally bring with it a knowledge of right and wrong, of vipr-~
tue and vice, and if the lead of reason is to be followed,
the end will be a virtuous and happy life. Thus the goal
of a moral life is happiness, eudaemonia. The model of a
happy life is to be found within the human reason itself,
and the achievement of this perfect, happy or virtuous life
lies within the powers of man himself, unaided by any
supernatural agency. In other words, what an aspirant for
the virtuous life had to do was o let his reason take
command of his entire life, to let his true rational self
establish its ascendancy over his passions.

It is clear, then, that according to the dominant

line of Greek thinking, the ideal enjoined was o become

lW.J. Verdenius, "Flato and Christianity,” Ratio, June,
1963, p. 24,
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master of one's self, to acquire proper self-hood with
the aid of knowledge and personal diligence. It was an
ethic of self-autonomy, intellectualistic in conception
and wholly anthropocentric. Christian ethics, on the oth-
er hand, was theocentric in as much as it regarded the
achievement of a virtuous life primarily as a gift of God,
‘definitely beyond the powers of man without the grace of
the Almighty. Man could strive, of course, but without
the redeeming grace of God he could never reach the goal
of holiness. It was no longer a gquestion of mere gelf-
discipline or of knowledge. The only means of realising
virtue or righteousness was a complete and loving submig-
‘gion to the Will of God, whose mercy would lead a man to
his goal.

Thus we find an inherent opposition between the
Greek ethic of "natural virtues" and the Cphristian ethic
of "faith." One contradicts the other, and the two approa-
ches to ethical life are surely conflicting. Yet the new
ethic of faith could not simply brush aside the established
ethic of natural virtues, which had a tremendous appeal to
enlightened minds. The Greek masters, especially Flato
and Aristotle; had started exerting such a compelling
force on thinking minds of the day that it was impossgible
for even this highly promising Christian ethic to displace

the ethic of self-achievement enunciated by the Greekgs.
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From this there resulted within Christian history a con-
tinual effort to reconcile and synthesise the two approa-
ches. In the words of Jacob Taubes,

The subsequent history of Western moral ex-

perience and thought may be described in terms

of the tension between the symbols of 'natural'

virtue and 'supernatural' faith. It is the

story of a continuous effort to synthesise

these fundamentally contradictory standards by

classifying the Greek philosophic canon of virtues

as_the 'natural' norm for human behaviour, while

taking the Christian standard of faith, hope and

love_as a guide for the 'supernatural' order of

man,
The problem for Christianity since has been that it has
been presented with two opposing methodologies, neither
of which could be dispensed with. Hence the leading
authorities on morals in the West have been at pains to
devise a way in which the Greek ethic of self-achievement
could, without inconsistency, be accommodated inside the
Christian ethic of faith. The anxiety on the part of
theologians and moralists to bring Christian ethics into
a meaningful relationship with philosophical ethics is
nothing but the outcome of this earlier search for a
compromise between Christian and Greek ethics, for it is

an undisputed fact that Western philosophical thinking--

whether in ethics or in metaphysics—-is nothing more than

lJacob Taubes, "Virtue and Faith," Philogophy East and Wesﬁ,
April-July, 1957, p. 27.




55.
a continuation of the Greek tradition. We may say that
it is Ghis desire for synthesis that has resulted in what
Faul Lehman calls "the Thrust of Christian Ethics toward
Fhilosophical Ethics," the "most influential" of these
thrusts being the "Revigionist thrust of Augustine,"” "the
Synthetic thrust of Thomas Aquinas" and "the Dia-parallel
thrust of Schleiermacher."l The crux of the problem has
been the irreconcilability of self-achievement with the
belief in the grace of God. Therefore, there have been
attempts to interpret the concept of grace in such a way
that grace could be regarded as only a supernatural
variant on the self-achievement story. In this way it
has been possible to treat grace as merely reinforcing
man's own effort at achieving maturity or perfection.
Thus natural virtues have been the norm of human behav-
iour, and faith, hope and love have been regarded as giv-
ing shape to the gratitude by which a man prepares himself
to receive the reinforcing power of God's grace. This is
then the story of the co-existence of the ethic of self-
achievement and the ethic of self-surrender, the ethic of
"natural" virtues and the ethic of "supernatural" faith.
The exact nature of this co-existence is summed up in a

passage in Jacob Taubes' article, referred to above:

Lpaul Lehman, FEthics in a Christian Context (SCM Press
Ltd., London, 196%), Pp. 253ff.
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The emphasis on either of these elements has con-

tinued to shift from time to time. In the classic

period of Christian moral philosophy in the Middle

Ages the edges of both the canons were dulled; in

the doctrines of Pelagius, Erasmus, Montaigne and

Hegel the religious statement was flattened out

and formulated in terms of a natural philosophic

canon. But in the teachings of Augustine, Luther,

Pascal, and Kierkegaard the consciousness of

contradiction between the two realms flares up.
It would appear from this that it has, on the whole, been
an uneasy truce between the two canons within the wider
framework of Furopean and Christian morals. And, it may‘
be added, that it has been this "tension between an ethics
of virtues and a life of faith that is the very denial of
an ethics of virtues" which has given "rise to the peculiar
dynamics which marks Western moral philosophy and moral
theology throughout its history."2

We now come t0 another important influence on early

Christian morality which may be termed Graeco-~Roman. This
wags the Stoic philosophy founded by Zeno and propagabed
by three famous men during the days of the Roman Empire--—
Seneca, the statesman, Epictetus, the slave and Marcus
Aurelius, the Emperor., Though the Stoic School was founded
by Zeno in Greece, "it was, however, when Stoicism passed

from Greece to Rome that it became gpecially interesting

from the point of view of Christianity."5 That some of

1Taubes, op. cit., p. 27.
2Ibid., p. 32.
SHirst, op. cit., p. 70.
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the early teachers of Christianity, notably the Apostle
Paul, were in close contact with the then leading Stoics
is a historically established fact. Lt is possible that
as a result of these contacts the Stoics also were influ-
enced by Christian teaching, and that "the influence was
reciprocal,"l but it cannot be denied on any count that
early Christian morality came under Stoic influence in a
significant way. The most important Stoic influences on
Christian ethics, perhaps, were the ethic of ascetic self-
denial and the excessive stress placed on the life of
reason. The Stoic insistence on the life of reason as
against that of passion was so pronounced that the Stoic
"tried to rid himself as far as possible of emotion, and
to cultivate 'apatheia' or apathy.”2 This element of
asceticism could without much difficulty penetrate into
the structure of Christian ethics for the simplé reason
that there were strong undercurrents of asceticism in the
teaching of Jesus himself., In the words of J.E. Fison,

The holiness of monasticism was profoundly ascetic,

and though its monastic expression was late in

developing in the Christian church, its ascetic

emphasis wag true to an indisputable element in
The 1ife and teaching Of Jesus Christ.  He (Jesus)

Iibia., p. 73.

®Ibid., p. 73.
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was himself unmarried....He made the strongest

possible demands on his followers for poverty,

chastity, and obedience. He said it was almost
impossible_for a rich man to enter the kingdom

of heaven.l

He even went so far as to demand the "hatred of kith and

ne This leaves no

kin as a condition of loyalty to God.
room for doubt about the presence of an element of
asceticism in Jesug' life and teaching. What the Stoic”
influence did was merely to sharpen this element in the
teachings of the early Christians. One example from St.
John will show how at a very early stage Stoic asceticism
had entrenched itself in Christian morality. No one can
fail to notice the ascetic note in these verses:
Love not the world, neither the things that
are in the world. If any man love the world,
the love of the Father is not in him.
For all that is in the world, the lust of
the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the
pride of life, is not of the Father, but is
of the world., ,
And the world passeth away, and the lust
thereof: but he that doeth the will of God
abideth for ever.
A careful perusal of the history of early Christ-
ian morality makes it difficult for one to agree with Hen-

son's refutation of Dean Inge's remark that "early Christian

lFison, op. cit., p. 118 (emphasis mine).
2Ibid., p. 119.
5I John 2:15-17,
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ethics...were mainly Stoical' and that "the Stoical ethics
were taken over by Ohristianity."l This cleavage which the
‘early Christian writers created between the world and the
Church remained discernible in Christian morality for hun-
dreds of years with all its world-denying implicatioans,
mogt conspicuously in the monastic discipline. Stoic as-
ceticism on the whole, however, reflected itself in the
sexual morality of the Christians more than in any other
sphere. PYerhaps it was under this ascetic influence that
Christianity tended to regard "Virginity" as the "specif-
ically Christian virtue, and the essence of all virtues.“2
But it would be a mistake o think that Christian morality
was ascetic only in its treatment of sex. The general note
of Christian morality itself remained rather ascetic right
up to the Middle Ages, and even now, in spite of the
encroachments of materialistic and hedonistic philogophies,
an ascetic interpretation of Chrigstian ethics should not
necessarily be regarded as heretical or scandalous. Whether
or not Henson is correct in saying that "the French revo-
lution was directe@ against the ascetic character of
Christian morality as well as against the dogmatic demands

of Christian faith,"3 he is certainly not far from the

lHenson, op. cit., p. 139. :

“Harnach, Higtory of Dogms, III, 128, quoted by Henson,
op. cit., p. 197.

5Henson, op. cit., p. 198.
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truth so far as the ascetilc character of Christian
morality is concerned.

We may conclude, bthen, that whatever its degree,
asceticism is not foreign to the spirit of Christian ethics,
and that this has to some extent been due to the influence
of the Graeco-Roman philogophy of Stolcism. With this we
must close our analysis of the Graeco-Roman influence on
Christian ethics, for though Greece and Rome might surely
have contributed other elements as well, it would be
reasonable to think that the most significant of these have
been the ones we have already discussed. With the above
account of the main streams that helped to give shape to
Christian ethics in its formative years, we shall now
briefly discuss some of the chief re-orientations of and
emphases on‘the various elements of this ethics in some

of the later thinkers and interpreters.

(d) Some later accents in the history of Christian ethics

Of all the reinterpretations and emphases put on
one or the obther aspect of Chrisbtian ethics in its later
days, perhaps the most significant wss the intellectual-
istic interpretation of St. Thomas Aquinas. Aquinas, with
his deep roots in Greek, especially Aristotelian, thought,
regards beatitude as the highest end of life, and considers

the nature of thig beatitude as essentially speculative.
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"The act constituting beatitude must therefore be of a
speculative nature, and this amounts to saylng that this
: ' 1
act must consist in contemplation." The attainment of
beatitude is necessarily an intellectual operation and is
identical with what Lehmen might call the "ascetic or
contemplative crown of the Christian life at the end.™
In his words,
The discussion of the theological virtues at the begin-
ning of the Secunda gecundiae, and of the ascetic
or contemplative crown of the Christian life at the
end, with the treatment of the cardinal virtues in
between, provides substantial confirmation of the
fact that both the spirit and the letter of Thomas'
argument are marked by the ascetic and mystical

approaches to the Christian life which dominated
the Middle Ages.2

1t is needless to emphasise that this intellectualistic
interpretation of Christian ethics by Aquinas has exer-
cised a considerable influence, especially in Catholic
moral theology, and has become the favourite of those who
wish to adopt some form of strictly rationalistic ethic
without having to discard their Christian faith. We may
feel tempted to quote a sentence from Lehman about the

uality and significance of Agquinag' achievement. He save:
q . & q

lEtienne Gilson,.The Philosophy of S5t. Thomas Aquinas,
Trans. kdward Bullough (W. Heffer and Sons Ltd., Gam—

2 L e =z
Lehman, op. cit., pp. 39Ff.
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1t was Aquinas who made room for all men within

the household of faith. And he did it by an

ingeniously contrived synthesis of reason and

faith, nature and grace, Aristotle and the Bible,

rational and theological virtue, moral philosophy

and Christisn ethics.l

Perhaps not as abiding or as important an influ~

ence as that of Aquinas, but nonetheless a very signifi-
cant one has been that exerted by the work of St. Thomas

& Kempis of the late Middle Ages. In his celebrated work,

Imitation of Christ, the emphasis shifts_to,an altogether

new element: "the central place in Christian piety and
behaviour is occupied by the Fassion of Chrigh."© This
"Passion Mysticism"5 may not have been a completely new
element within Christian ethics but the emphasis was
certainly new, and might possibly have given rise to
tendencies within Christian ebthics which quite often led
t0 what William James calls the "theopathic condition%Lof
the mind. Lebhman's analysis of the source as well as the
consequence of this new emphasig seems to be a very fair
statement of the position. "It must be admitted," he says,
that this éoncentration upon the ragsion of Christ

contributed to the understanding of the sacrificial
character of the love of God. But it must also be

Ypid., p. 257.

“Ibid., p. 39.
SIbid., p. 39.

4William James, Varieties of Religious bxperience (Long-
mans Green and Co., 1929), p. 343,
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noted that thig 'Fassion Mysticism' was nourished
by the Bride figure of the Song of Songs as well
as by the Crucifixion. The effect of this was to
sensualize and even to sentimentalize the love
for Christ, a consequence confirmed not only by
medieval mysticism but by evangelical hymnody,
Particularly the Passion hymns.
This underlines a fact seldom realised, namely, that
sensualism or sentimentalism in the love of God is not,
or at least has not been, quite alien to the spirit of
Christian piety and behaviour.

A mention of Kant in course of this enumeration of
the sources of Christian ethics may surprise some people,
but it is generally admitted these days that though the
critical philosophy of Kant was founded ostensibly on
independent sources, his deep roots in Christian thought
were a formidable influence in shaping his thought. On
the other hand, he has himself influenced considerably
Christian ethical thinking since his day. This is brought
out clearly in the following passage from Lehman:

The Aristotelian search for the Good has chiefly
influenced Christian thinking about ethics through
the formative mind of Thomas Aguinas. But if
classical eudamonism may be said to be nearer o

the ethical thought of Roman Catholicism, a parallel

claim may be made as regards the critical philosophy
and the ethical thought of the Reformation.?2

lLehman, op. cit., P. 39.

“Ibid., p. 172.
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‘he deontological ethics of Kant might have had its roots
in the Christian call to do the Will of God, and the
Categorical Imperative might have been the rationalistic
counterpart of the Christian Divine Imperative, but it
cannot be denied that the renewed stress by Kant on ab-
solute obedience to the Imperative has added a new rele-
vance to the arguments of the theologiansg and Christian
moralists regarding absolute submission to the Will of God--
the Divine Iwmperative. |

The temptation to extend this analysis to modern
exponents of Christian ethics, like Emil Brunner, Reinhold
Nigbuhr, Karl Barth and Dietrich Bonh®ffer, may be great,
especially in view of the fact that the sublleties of their
arguments and the variety of interpretations may lend
further support to our thesis that Christian ethics is
comprehensive and elastic. But it seems quite reasonable
to believe that all these thinkers--though differing in
matters of detail--have generally adopted one or the other
of the various pogitions we have already discussed. lMore=-
over, it seems reasonable to guppose that the case for the
elasticity of Christian ethics has been adequately ex-
pounded in the foregoing. Furthermore, the subtlety of

the reciprocal influences of depocratic and scientirfic
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ideas with those of Christisnity that one encounters in
dealing with modern ethical thought contributes increased
complexity to a consideration that is already auply com-
plex. DBoth kinds of claims are made, and the controversy
is not really settled as to whether scientific advances
transformed the Christian outlook or the Christian tradi-~
tion helped the growth of science. But it may perhaps be
desirable to remember the note sounded in this "biting
epigram" of T.H. Huxley:

When there is a new thing in science, they

first say 'It's impossible!' Then they say,
'It's against the.Bibli.' Then they say, 'We
knew it all the time.'

Though our analysis is by no means exhaustive,
nonetheless this analysis perhaps does demonstrate one
thing: any oversimplification of the content of Christian
morality betrays an ignorance of the diverse factors that
constitute it. The fact is that whatever its original
creed-—-and even that was not simple--Christian ethics to-
day is a highly complex phenomenon which containg diverse
elements and is subject to wvariousg interpretations, cap-
able of catering to the btasbtes of various individuals
and groups within a highly extensive and comprehensive

framework. VWith this account of the constituents

quoted by 8.C. Carpenter in Christianity (Penguin Books,
1953), p. 134.
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of Christian ethics, we must now turn to Hindu ethics

and examine what the picture is like there.

Sources and Development of Hindu Ethics

Hindu ethics displays a much greater variety and
is constituted of many more elements than we have been
able to trace in Christian ethics. This is quite under-
standable, for Hinduism has always accepted, almost as a
part of its creed, that human beings are differently con=
stituted and that among them there are innumerable differ-
ences of temperament, training and level of aspiration.
This being so, the ethical goal will obviously be approached
in various ways, and the ethical ideal will always be sub-
Ject to various interpretations. It is this recognition
of differences in temperament and training that has been
responsible for the growth of some of the well-known Hindu

social institutions such as the Varpa-ASrama Dharma or the

ingtitution of class and stages in life. But apart from
this, an equally if not more important factor in shaping
Hindu ethics into itg highly complex and comprehensive
character has been the exﬁreme, sometimes even unguestion-
ing, reverence of the Hindus for the Vedic and Upanigadic
literature. The vast range of this literature contains

various strands of thought, some of which may be congidered
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incongistent with others. But in his extreme regard for
authority, the Hindu has tended to regard every idea muted
in this literature as equally sacred and, therefore, equally
worthy of allegiance and atbtention. When some of these
ideas and ideals have been found to be mutuaslly conflicting,
the natural reaction of the Hindﬁ moralists and men of
learning has been to regard each of them as alternative
rather than to discard any of them in favour of the other.
Synthesis and compromige rather than criticism and elimina-
tion have been the guiding principles of Hindu teachers and
commentators. Compromise has quite often been possible
only at the cost of consistency, and the net result for the
character of Hindu ethics has been elasticity rather than
exclusiveness, and infinite complexity rather than well-
defined simplicity. Almost every form of belief and prac-
tice within Hinduism can be traced to ideas and concepts
either implicitly or explicitly laid down within this
immense literature, so that Hindu ethics, unlike Christian
ethics, has received little by way of foreign influence.
Hindu ethics is almost entirely an indigenous growth. Our
analysis of the constituent elements of Hindu ethics, there-
fore, will have to follow a slightly different pattern from
that of our analysis of Christian ethics. We shall not
enumerate the various influences from different soufces

but rather take account of the significant ethical concepts
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found in each of the important groups of Hindu literature.

The main groups of religious literature in the
Hindu tradition are (a) the Vedas and the Br@hmanas, (b)
the Upanigsads and (c) the Epics and Purinas. Our account
of the ethical concepts will, accordingly, have these three
main heads. But the Bhagavadgits, though only a part of
the third group, occupies in Hindu literature a singularly
important place and has exercised a considerable congtruc~
tive influence on the Hindu mind. It would be proper,
therefore, to discuss the ethical ideas of the GItE under
a separate head. This will complete our account of early
Hindu ethics. To this will be added a section dealing with
the main emphases in the later development of the ethical
'thinking of the Hindus in which we will comment on the

thought of such thinkers as Shamkara and Ramanuja.

(a) The ethical concepts in the Vedas

Like so much else in the intellectual and religious
heritage of the Hindus, their thinking about ethics must
be traced back t0 its beginnings in the Vedas, particularly
the Rga Veda. Of the four Vedas, the two more deserving of
attention for our purposes are, of course, the Rga and the
Atharva, but in view of the fact that the latter mostly
presupposes and enlarges on the former, our account will

by and large concern itself with the ethical ideas of the
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former. 1t should be remembered that the earliest of the
Vedas were probably written three to four thousand years
ago or even earlier, and so it would be absurd to regard
them as treatises on ethics. It is not at all surprising,
therefore, that "any system of ethics that might be dis-
covered in the Rga Veda is of a very rudimentary sort.“l
What is actually surprising is the presence in the Vedas
of some concepts which suggest an extremely well developed
moral consciousness. Commenting on the conception of Rta
in the Rga Veda, John lMackenzie observes,

Yet it is very significant that at this early

stage we should find such a unifying conception

as That of Law or Order, pervading all things,

expressing itgelf in the order of nature and in

the manifestations of man's religious life, an

tending to be associated with one Supreme God.
#. W. Hopkins, concluding his investigation of "The Vedic
ldea of Sin and Law,™ has this to say about the ethical
content of the Rga Veda:

Morality is an expression ofmdiVine law;
sin is oppogition to that law. The sinner is
one who is out of harmony with the higher

spiritual environment which encompasses and
controls the world.?

LJohn Mackenzie, Hindu #thics (Oxford University Fress,
1922), p. 7.

“Ibid., p. 7.
Z

“i, W, Hopking, Bthics of India (Yale University Yress,
1924), p. 44,
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1t should be clear from the above remarks that though the
Vedas contain on the whole quite a number of accounts of
what appears to . us to be obscure and occult ritual and
sacrifice, there is undoubtedly an ethical orientation of
religious thought and practice.

This recognition of a moral element, though implied
in even the very concept of bright, benefi%ient godg—-
"Devag--shining, fair as opposed to Riksas, meaning injur-
ers who go about by night"l——is noticeable'above all in
the conception of Rbta, the Moral law or Order, pervading
the entire universe. Rta means fit or orderly as the
English word “good“ origihally meant or as the German
"guoti" means. Anrta, its opposite, means falsehood or
bad. Rta, therefore, stands for harmony or a moral order
in the world.® It is true that Rta is used in a very com-
prehensgive sense; it representg not only the moral order
but also the natural order as well as the "ordered course
of the sacrifice." But it must be made clear that, though
manifested in these various orders, Rta is a unity. The
moral implication and orientation of the concept of Rta
becomes clearer when we take note of one particulaf ob~

servation made by Henry Lefever. IHe is of the opinion

1Ibid., p. 2.
“Ibid., p. 2.
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that Rta, though objéctive, is still ideal in a sense.
While making this point he says:

It is in the sphere of human conduct, however,

that the difference between ideal and actuality

is most strongly marked. However regular the

operation of Ita in the natural world may be,

it is expressly stated in IX, 73, 6 (R.V.) that

the wicked 'travel not the pathway of Rta.' Man,

as Betty Heimann remarks, is distinguished from

nature in that he is placed before the alter— 1

natives, t0 act in accordance with Zta or not.
Now the moral significance of Rta is important because
this is the concept which has given rise to two other
Hindu concepts which have a primarily ethical bearing.
These are the concept of Dharma and the Law of Karma.

It is universally recognised these days that

Dharma is a very complex concept and is, therefore,
variously translated and interpreted. But this should
not lead us into believing that it is vague or ill-
defined. As G. H. Mees suggests, Dharma, like many of
thé conceptions of ancient cultures (India, Greece, Rome,
etc.) and like the modern word "law," is indeberminate
rather than vague. And his reason for stressing this
digtinction is that in his opinion "indeterminateness does
not preclude inner clarity, whereas vagueness is the

"2

oppogite of clarity. Thug the ancient Hindus allowed

%Henry Lefever, The Vedic Idea of Sin (London Mission
Fress, Travancore, India, L955), De 7.

EG. . lieeg, Dharma and Society (ILuzac and Co., Londom,
P

g, 1
1935), P 5.
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Dharma to stand for various things not because of their
failure %0 define it but because of their effort to name
that all-embracing principle which would cover all aspects
of a man's life; therefore, it quite naturally took
different meanings in different contexts. Though it
would be possible %0 distinguish between these various
aspects of Dharma, let us not lose sight of the fact that
in the ultimate analysis there could be only one Dharmg—-
the fundamental law or Order, varying in manifestation and
application but one in essence. Dr. Bhagvan Das' defini-
tion of Dharma, guoted and highly commended by G. H. lMees,
may convey the full extent of the elasticity in the mean~
ing of the term. According to him, Dharma is

«..that which holds a thing together, makes it

what it is, prevents it from breaking up and

changing it into something else; its character-

istic function, its peculiar property, its

fundamental attribute, its essential nature,

is its ¢harma, the law of its being....Briefly,

dharma 1s characteristic property, sclentifi-

cally] duty, morally and legally; religion with

all its proper implications, psycho-physically

and gpiritually; and righteousgess and law

generally, but duty above all.
Since there will be several occasions for more debtailed

examinations of this concept, we shall close this dis-

cussion of it for the time being with the observation that

lDr. Bhagvan Das, The Science of Social Organlsatlon, as
quoted by Mees, op. cit., p. 11,




5.
Lharma primarily signified the Moral Law, and is essentially
the same as bhe Jewigh "Torgh "

The other concept with an eminently ethical signif-
icance which, along with Dharma, was derived from the Rga
Vedic {ta was the Law of Karma. We may say that the Law
of Karma signifies that there is a uniform moral law gov=-
erning the actions of men and the rewards and punishments
appropriate to such actions. In very simple terms, this
law is an explicit credal recognition of the truth implied
in the commonly known proverb, "As you sow, so you reap."
It would perhaps not be migleading to suggest that this law
might be described as the counterpart in the moral field
of the law of Conservation of Lnergy, for it implies that
every action--good or bad--that we perform inevitably
generates certain subtle potencies which determine our
character and circumstances during our future existence(s).
In other words, it is impossible for us to0 escape the
cousequences of our actions. The germs of this principle
are already noticeable in the Rga Veda and the Atharva
Veda wherein.it is recognised that the "sin can not be
escaped.“l This law provides a clear incentive to right-
eous conduct, for if it is impossible to escape the con-

sequences of actions and if only right conduct can lead to

Yhopkins, op. cit., pp. 46f.
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beneficial results, there would naturally be an urge to
do what is comsidered good. ,

It should be remarked that the Law of Karma is
only a special manifestation of the eternal moral order,
Dharma, and that the two concepts are allied and comple-
mentary. In the words of Mees,

Dharma is Karman, but much more than that, for it

is not only the tendency due to past and present

work, but also the divine tendency hidden in the

inmost being of man, to unfold in the future.

Dharma is the law of his unfoldment, the divine in-

ner potentiality. If Karman implies law and bond-

age, Dharma holds the element of Divine Grace and

the principle of freedom. Karman is a law of cause

and effect, Dharma is largely ethical and religious.
This mutual interrelatedness of Dharma and Karma is often
lost sight of, even by able commentators, thus leading to
unsatisfactory understanding of both these concepts. But
we need not dwell on thig point now.

What is worth special notice at this sbtage is that
both these concepts, but primarily Dharma, have reference
to a divine agency. This divine power whose laws Dharma
and Karma represent is often extolled in the Vedic hymns
as the highest and the first among gods. Though each one
of the various gods, being part of the divine organisation

of things, is more or less responsible for the maintenance

of Rta, it is above all Varupa who is more often than any

lMees, op. cit., p. 20.
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Other god associated with Rba as its guardian. The heno-
theism of the Vedas becomes especially manifest in the
context of Rbta. Though many gods are mentioned and invoked,
there seems at the Same time to be clear recognition of the
ultimate overlordship of one over the rest. Though Indra
is often declared in the Rga Veda to be the chief God,
Varuna is the deity specially related with prayers for
moral guidance. Varupa is even referred to in the char-

acteristic Christian way as Holy Father (Pita Yajatras).l

Thus we notice not only that the ethics of the Vedas is
God-oriented, but algo that there is a clear movement
toward monism, which finally establishes itself in the

philogophy of the Upani_sads.2 In the words of Hopkins,

«sothe bright gods, like the parts of a kaleido-
scope, rearranged themselves and became united
into one whole. At the very end of the Rga Veda
the personification of Right Order as a divine
personal power, preceded by such parallel state~
ments as that the regular succession of days is
in accordance with the statutes "of Varupa" and
"of Rta" (Order), leads to Great Order belgg
invoked as a God along with other deities.”

According to this passage, Rta--the foundation of Dharma

lHopkins, op. cit., p. 42.

2On the strength of several statements in the Rga Veda
it is possible to argue that Vedic thought was monistic
from the start; but this makes no difference to the
essential ethical implications.

5Hopkins, op. cit., pp. 40f.
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and Karma--is not only being referred to the highest of
the Gods; but is being itself transformed into the highest
Divinity. This should leave no room for doubt as to the
ethical character of the Vedic faith.

We must confess, however, that owing to the devel-
opment of certain "magical" and occult practices in the
later Vedas, some writers on Hinduism have come %o believe
that the essentially ethical character of the Rga-Vedic
faith is not only impaired but lost completely in later
Vedic thought. To give only one example of such thinking,
let us examine Mackenzie's opinion. Soon after expressing
his admiration for the concept of Rta and its ethical
significance in a passage quoted earlier, he relapses into
a mood of lamenbtation:

But unfortunately, long before the Vedic period

ended other conceptions had asrisen and displaced

it, and in the history of Indian ebhical thought

it has not been upon the idea of an overruling

God, rightwous in Himself, seeking righteousness

of His people, and helping them in the attainment

of 1t, that the moral life hag been grounded. L
That Mackenzie's dismay is unwarranted will perhaps be
clearer as we proceed with our analysis. For the present

we shall content ourselves with the observation that Dharma

has always been the basis of moral life in India, in spite

lMackemzie, op. cit., pP. 7.
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of all appearances to the contrary. Mees, for example, is
of the opinion that "in the different periods of Indian
history Dharma, and not Moksha, came on the whole foremost
as ideal and was considered as supreme.”l No student of
Indian religious thought can deny that in India there have
been other conceptions of deity than the one of which
Mackenzie speaks, but it will at the same time be impogs-
ible for anyone to forget the tremendous role of Dharma
in the life of the Hindu. And if we remember the connec-
tion of Dharma with Rba, it will be seen that there is no
cause for Mackenzie's lamentation. Hopkihs may be nearer
the truth when he'says,

.++A lower order of magic submerged the loftier

thought of the Rga Veda (in the post-Rga-Vedic

period), yet it could not do away with the ethical

consciousness already awakened, nor did it en-

tirely suppress the idea that morality was an

expression of gpirituasl worth divinely implanted

in man.

It will not be unreasonable to conclude from all

this that the ethics of the Vedas was on the whole not
very unlike the ethics of the Jews before the advent of

Jesus. Like that of the Jews, the ethics of the Vedic

Hindus was primarily God-oriented, and there was a distinct

lMees, op. cit., p. 26.

2Hopkins, op. cit., p. 62.
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recognition of a divine Moral Order or a Moral Law, con-
formity with which was the essence of moral life. But
when 1t came to the interpretation qf the Law in the con=-
text of actual pbractice, two different emphases attracted
people's attention. There were those who thought that |
morality consisted of discharging one's duties—-ceremonial,
ritual, and sacrificial--to the gods and the "fathers."
The emphasis here on ceremonial and sacrifice resulted from
the tendency to interpret the scriptures literally. But
it has to be confessed that this literalism, with its stress
on occultism and sacrifice, is by no means the dnly ap-
proach to the ethico-religious goal. Ferhaps the more
important and essential element in the Vedic ethic is that
of love and worship offered to the gods in complete sub-
mission. Ior the recognition ig there that the gods are
loving and benevolent and guard those who worship and
love them. The statement that "the Gods further him that
loves them and like suitors rejoice in him who loves the
Brahma,"l sets the tone of the personal relationghip that
the Vedic Hindu desires to have with hig gods. In fact,
The ethic of love and obedience that was later adopted
by the theistic schools has its roots in the Rga Veda it-

self. As Hopking says, "The Bhakti or loving devotion,

lrga Veds, I, 83, 2.
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which some scholars imagine to be only a late development
of Hindu religion, is already evident in the Rga Veda, even
in its dangerous trend toward groticism...."l

To summarise then, the Vedic Hindus had a clear re-
cognition of a Moral Order or Moral Iaw. This Law was
considered to have been laid down by God, that One bxistent,
That Truth which, in its wider connotation, had been
breathed into the very constitution of the universe. Men
were regarded as being under obligation to obey this law.
This was to be done in one of two ways. Since thig Order
was reflected even in the right performance of sacrifides,
one who performed these sacrifices and the ceremonial duties
laid down in the scriptures would achieve hig goal of eter-
nal happiness in heaven. The other way of atbtaining this
goal was to love and worship the gods--to please the gods:
for they were the guardians of the Law. Magic and sacri-
fice, according to this view, were merely "the means em-
ployed to express the worshipper's submission and'fait/h."2

With obeisance, sacrifice and oblation, O
Varuna, we deprecate thy wrath....Loose from us
the sins we have committed (remove thy fetters)

and (by abiding) in thy law may we be sinless
before Aditi.> '

lHopkins, op. cit., p. 8.
2lbido [ p- 54’0
SRpa Veda, I, 24, 14-15.
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freedom from sins, thus, is the goal; the two ways in
which this can be achieved are by compelling the gods
through magic and sacrifice or by pleasing and winning
the favour of the gods, the keepers of the Law, through
love and devotion.

Before closing our account of the ethics of the
Vedas, we ought to take note of one other Vedic concept
which perhaps introduced into later Hindu ethics an alto-
gether new and significant element. This is the concept
of Tapas which occurs in the Rga Veda itself. It is seid,
for example, that "it was through LTapas that the Frimal
Being began to create.“l Tapas means "heat" and, as Mac-
kengie suggests, later "came to be applied specially to

the heat or fervour of devotion."2

Mackenzie also notes,
however, that in at least one of the SUktas in the tenth
book (of the Rga Veda) one begins to notice association

of this word with the familiar ascetic augsterity. In the
Atharva Veda and the Brahmanas it is the latter association
of Tapas, that is, ascetic austerity or self-mortification,
which is more often in evidence. A belief was generated

that by austerity and penance one could compel the gods,

nay, even become a god. The significance of this concept

lRes Veaa, ¥, 129.

2Mackenzie, Op. cit., p. 14,
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lies in the fact that it formed the basis for the ascetic
strain in Hindwv ethics; and perhaps formed the core of
Hatha Yoga, the path of ascetic austerity for the attain-

ment of lMoksa.

(b) The ethics of the Upanisads

The above account of the ethical concepts in the
Vedas is by no means exhaustive. What we have done is to
have taken note of some of the more significant concepts,
but the significant ones are surely not the only ones. As
a matter of fact, almost all the later movements and tenden-
cies in Hindu religion and ethics are believed to have been
contained, either implicitly or explicitly, in the Vedas.
It is important to remember this, for later Hindu ethicg—-
whether it be that of the Upanigads or of the Gita or of
any other source--presupposes the Vedas and is built on
Vedic foundations. No section of orthodox Hindu religious
and ethical literature has ever consciously or deliberately
tried to depart from or contradict the Vedas. This does
not mean that Hinduism has had no new ideas since the
Vedas. It only means that whatever new ideas have been
there have been shown, with varying degrees of congistency,
to be in conformity with Vedic teaching.

It is against this background that we shall discuss

the ethical ideas in the Upanigads. The highest goal is
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no longer eternal happiness in heaven ag it had been for
The common man in the Vedic times, but liberabion from the
trammels of transitory existence and re-attainment of the
inner essence of the soul. Rituals are no longer considered
sufficient for the attainment of the goal. Their place
is taken by mystic‘contemplation coupled with right con-
duct. But in spite of all this change in perspective and
the consequent change of emphases in matters of morals, it
would still be wrong to suppose that the Upani§ads are
primarily concerned with ethics. As Hopkins Says,

.+.in this philosophy (the relation of human soul

to All—soulg ethics is taken for granted; the real

questions are concerning metaphysics, so that we

may be thankful for such hints as are given in

regard to the sages' opinions on morality.l
- But we must be careful not to fall prey to the misconcep-
tion that the sages of the Upanigads did not recognise the
importance of morality. In fact, while it is true that
the Upanigads regard Moksa, or liberation, as the highest
goal, they insist that this cannot be achieved without
leading a virtuous life. It is categorically asserted
that "He who has not ceased from immoral conduct can not

obtain God through the intelligence.”2 Innumerable other

Yhopkins, op. cit., p. 6f.
2Katpa Upanigad, I, 2, 24.
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Passages can be quoted o show that the philosophy of the
Upanigads, though primarily concerned with metaphysical
questions, is essentially highly ethical in character.

It is in the Upanigads, in fact, that the transi-
tion from Rta to Dharma becomes complete, and it is here
again that the mutual interrelatedness of the various con-
cepts with ethical import, like those of Dharma and Adharna,
Karma, Samgdra and Moksa, begins t0 be noticeable. ALl
these concepts now begin to fall into a coherent pattern
and impart significance to one another. A Passage from
J.A.B, Van Buitenen very clearly brings out this inter-

connection among these concepts:

s

+++Dharma is all that activity that a man, if he
is to live fittingly, is required to contribute
to the fixed order of things, to the norm of the
universe which is good and should not be asltered.
Adharma ig the exact opposite: acts contrary to
the established order in the widest sense of the
word. The acts performed by man exist, once per=-
formed, forever, carrying their latent potential
(Karmas to a new scene where they will material-
ized&n new clrcumstances for man to live in (Sap-
Sar * N

In other words, Sems3ra means an endless cycle of births
and deaths for man in accordance with the law of Karma

which is unsparing in its application, until, by a supreme

moral and spiritual effort, he rises above the Law and

lJ.A.B. Van Buitenen, "Dharma and Mokga, " FPhilosophy last
abd West, April-July, 1957, p. 36.
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attains liberation. It ig not difficult to see that all

these other concepts--Moksa, Samgira, Karma--are related

to Dharma. Dharma being the norm and the established order
of things, the violation of its 9irit, i.e., Adharma,
naturally and inevitably binds man to Samsfra through

the instrumentality of the Law of Rarma, and it is from
Samsara that liberation is sought. It is important to
remember that if it is the lack of Dharma which causes
continued bondage, then releage or Moksa can only be
attained through the performance of Dharma.

At this stage, perhaps, it will be desirable to
analyse the meaning of Moksa and its implicationsg, for in
the Upanigads &gkgg becomes the supreme ethico-religious
goal. This should be obvioug from the above discussion
of the interconnection of all the ethico-religious concepts
in the Upanigads. Mokga, we may say, has two aspects.
Negatively, it means release from the cycle of births and
deaths (Bamgdra). On its positive side, however, it im-
plies the recovery of the true nature of the soul, the
knowledge of which is obscured by Maya, or Cosmic Ignor-
ance. The Soul, being spirit by definition, atbtains liber-
ation by realising that it is different from body, life, and
mind, all of which are non-gpiritual. The material body
that every soul assumes must be treated as an accretion,

and the essence of the human soul must be supposed to lie
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much deeper than we normally imagine. Ag long as the
realisation of this essence through a supreme moral effort
and genulne transcendental wisdom does not take place, we
shall go on identifying ourselves with our bodies, and
will remain subject to the dictates of bLhe bodily passions
and desires, as though these were the real constituents of
our true self. Thig, it may be incidentally remarked, is
reminigcent of the sharp division bebween reason and |
pPassions occurring generally in the whole of ancient Greek
philosophy but especially in the philosophy of the Stoics.

To continue our éccount of Moksa, however, this loss
of perspective regarding the true nature of the human soul
leads to a perversion of insight and ideals. Once we have
identified ourselves with our bodies, we naturally look
at things from a narrow angle and tend to act in selfish
and indulgent ways, with undue attachment to things trans=-
itory and perhaps, in the last analysig, uanreal. Thig
attachment and craving in turn makes us subject to the
law of Karma and binds us to the chains of Samg@ra. Our
release, then, lies in a fresh realisation of the essential
character of the soul. Once we succeed in doing this, we
cease t0 be slaves to our bodies and their pagsions, and
consequently we cut the very roots of Karma and Samg3ra.
We become one with our essence again; we regain the lost

glory of the self. And this is a goal which can be realised
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primarily by the acquirement of transcendental knowledge

(Viveka Jrana), discriminating between the spiritual and

The non-spiritual, and a gradual withdrawal from the snares
of the body and the senges, though, as we saw earlier, this
must necessarily involve following the path of Dharma. In
this acquirement of Moksa, which is sometimes interpreted
as "obtaining God,”:L the mercy or grace of God is occasion-
ally invoked. For example, we are told:
He is not to be obtained by instruction, nor

by intelligence, nor by much learning. He is to

be obtained only by the one whom He choosges; to

such a one He reveals Hig own person.2
After the realisation of the goal, i.e., Moksa, action does
not cease altogether; it only ceases to have potency to
bind the soul again, for the liberated one does not act
from hankering. It is needless to emphasise that the
liberated man who has realiged the inner essence of things
is hardly likely to act in an immoral or anti-gocial Way.
"I'ne man who hag wisdom," says the Mahabhdrata, "does not
sinj he ceases to do evil and through his wisdom annuls
the evil of his former life."” Thus Mokgsa does not mean

inactivity or immorality; it is the culmination of a

'Katha Upanigad, I, 2, 23.
“Mundaka Upanigad, III, 2, 3.
SMahBbharata, XII, 270, 20.
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continuous moral effort through a series of lives and
deaths.

It is interesting to note that some writers have
seen a kind of opposition between Dharma and Mokga. If
Dharma means the order of the universe, the power that
sustains the world, and if Hoksa means release from the
world altogether, then clearly the latter is a negation of
everything that is governed by Dharma. As Ven Builtenen
53Y8,

Moksa, 'release,' is release from the entire realmé
which is governed by Dharma, that is, in the
picturesque phrase, the Egg of Brahma (Brahminda).
It stands, therefore, in opposition to Dharmna, but

the opposition is of another kind than That of

Adharma to Dharma....Adharma is sheer lawlessness
T T

s 00

Moksa, therefore, does not contradict Dharma; it only
transcends the latter's realm. It is, in short, a higher
spiritual ideal conceived to comprehend and yet to g0
beyond Dharma. The relationship between Moksa and Dharma
- can perhaps be better expressed in this way:

Saying it in Christian terms, we might perhaps call
Mokga the Kingdom of Heaven, and Dharma, in its
highest aspect naturally (ruling Artha and Kzma),

the Kingdom of Heaven on earth, for which few are

chosen, Since most see Dharma only in its lower
aspects.

lJ.B. Van Buitenen, op. cit., p. 36.

2Mees, op. cit., p. 26.
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This description by Mees could not be excelled.

In summary, it is not difficult to see that the ¢on-
tribution of +the Upanigads to the ethics of the Hindus is
on the whole similar to the Greek contribution %o Christ-
ian ethics. Like its counterpart, it is primarily anthro-
- Pocentric and intellectualistic. It does sometimes talk
of grace but generally tellg of self-achievenent, and the
emphasis on knowledge is unmistakable. Though the Hindu
understanding of the knowledge that leads to liberation
may tend more toward the intuitive than the intellectual,
it is apprehension that is emphasised. With this obser—-
vation, however, we must pass on to the content of the
next important group of writings, the Epics and the

Purépas.

(c) The ethics of the Epics and FurBpas

. In the course of our discussion of the ethical
concepts in the Vedas we observed that Bhakti or devotion
to the deity, even in its erotic blend, is already to be
found in the Rga Veda itself. In the Epic period, Bhakti
becomes a distinct and powerful cult. In a way, therefore,
The ethic of the epics presents nothing new, but the em-
Phasis is again new and has far-reaching congequences.
This emphasis is a natural and logical development insofar

as 1t promised to provide an alternative to the highly
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philosophical and abstract monism of the Upanigads. The
strict monism and impersonalism of the Upanigads could
hardly be expected to satisfy the religious aspirations of
the common man, however appealing it might be to the philo-
sopher. Hence there must have been the need for an ethic
of faith and love centered round the Personality of a sup=-
reme and benevolent God with whom the devotee could come
into a personal relationship. The seeds of this ethic, as
we have seen, are contained in the Vedas, a fact that en-
ables us to understand that this development was neither
abrupt nor discontinuous with the past. The emergence of
this ethic in an organised form was perhaps aided by the
success of Buddhism, as some people have suggested. In
the words of Hopkins, once again,"'The god who had been a
man' was of all others best fitted to enter the lists in
a struggle for supremacy with the idealised Buddha, now
worshipped over all India as a divine being.”l

Thus arose the devotional cults based on the belief
in incarnation. Yopular heroes like Rama and Krishna were
regarded as the incarnations of God, who was believed to
have taken human forms in order to rid the universe of its
Adharma, or unrighteous element. The theological presup-

pogitions of this cult, with some notable differences,

lﬂopkins, op. cit., pp. 171f.
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strongly resemble those of Christianity. There is the
same stress on complete loving submission Lo the will of
a God whose mercy is the only means to deliverance. "Come
to me as your refuge; I will release you from all sins,"l
declares Sri Krishna. This seems to strike the same note
as the Pauline "justification by faith." This is, in
other words, an ethic of faith, hope and love. In keeping
. with the gpirit of this ethic, the Upanigadic meaning of
| oksa undergoes a change. DlMoksa in the Bhakti schoolg no
longer means merger of the individual soul with the Ulti-
mate Absolute, Brahma; it now means life everlasting in
communion with God. The close similarity between the
theological tenets of this cult and those of Christianity
wlll be driven even deeper if we consider one passage from
Rudolph Otto in which he states the similarity of views
between Christianity and some forms of Bhakti-religion:

What is the good conferred in salvation by

Christianity? Communion with the living personal

God. What 1s the means of salvation? Grace,

gratia and gratia gola, which lays hold of the

lost, rescuing and redeeming him. Now these are

the very slogans and distinctive terms of those .
forms of Bhakti-religion of which we are to speak.

Lezem, 18, 6.
2Rudolph Otto, India's Religion of Grace, guoted by John
Mackenzie in Two Religions (LetTerworth Fress, London,

1950), p. 106:
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This ethic of self-surrender, it should be noted,
is in conflict with the Upanigadic ethic of self-achieve=
ment. But, as we saw earlier, some Upanigads do speak of
grace and thereby provide additional support for the theo-
centric ethic of the Bhakti schools. The compromise
effected was to leave the ethic of self-achievement for
the few enlightened philosophers, and to make the ethic of
faith and self-surrender the guide for the common man.
Whatever the conflicts between the approaches of the Bhakti
schools and the Upaniéadic seers in this respect, we must
not lose sight of the fact that Qggggg, or the moral Law,
is placed in the very centre of things, for éfi Krishna
says, "Know that Dharma is my beloved first-born mental
son, whose nature is to have compassion on all creatures
...."l This leaves no room for antinomian interpretations

of the ethic of faitnh.

(4) The ethics of the Bhagavadeltd

Our survey under this head is a continuation of our
analysis of the ethics of the Lpics and Purﬁ@as, for as
we stated earlier, the GIt@ is part of the Mah3bhirata,
one of the two great epics of ancient India. Bubt in view

iof the extraordinary impact of the GItE on the minds of

lMahﬁbhérata, Asva. Farv, 54: 11-17.
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the Hindus, we have decided to mention briefly the out-
standing features of its ethics. As is well known, the
Vedic and Upanigadic groups of literature had, by the time
the GItd was writteh, become immensely vast, and contained
a hogt of ethical concepts and religious creeds which
were not always mutually compatible and, thereby, could
have become sources of perplexity to the practising Hindu.
To give just one example, there was considerable wrangling
as to whether knowledge or devotion or sacrifice was the
means to deliverance, whether ascetic renunciation
(Wivrtti) or the discharge of one's moral and social duties
(Eravrtti) wes the better approach to the goal. The most
outstanding contribution of the GItd is its work of syn-
thesis of all these concepts and creeds, which has since
become the model for every religious thinker or leader
in India. The GIitad is an ingenﬁbﬁs effort to bring the
best of all these creeds together, and is perhaps largely
- responsible for the catholicity of the Hindu's faith and
morals. In the words of Dr. Radhakrishnan,

The GIta takes up the varioug creeds and codes
that were already competing with each other and
transforms them into aspects of a more inward re-
ligion, free, subtle, and profound. If popular
deities are worshipped, it must be understood that
they are only varied manifestations of the One
Supreme. If sacrifices are to be offered, they

must be of the spirit and not of material objects.
A life of gelf-control or disinterested action is
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8 sacrifice....The GItd teaches the doctrine of
the Brahman-Atman which the followers of the
Upani§ads seek and proclaim. The Yoga of concen-
tration is useful but the Supreme is the Lord of
Yoga. The dualism of the Samkhya is taken over
into non-dualism, for purusa’ and Prakrti are the
two natures of the Supreme” Lord, Purusottam. He
alone dispenses grace. He is the trud object of
devotion. For Him must all work be done. Saving
wisdom is of Him. The traditional rules of
Dharma are to be followed because He established
them and He upholds the moral order. The rules
are not ends in themselves, for union with the
Supreme is the final goal. The teacher of the
Gita reconciles the different systems in vogue
and gives us a comprehensive eirenicon which is
not local and temporary but is for all time and
all men.

We should be excused for this lengthy quotation, for, as
we believe, it would help to bring out clearly the various
elements in the synthesis of the GItd.

The other distinctive feature of the GIt3 is its
emphasis on what may be called a Kantian ethic in a
religious setting. This new ethic might have helped to
turn the tide against asceticism and renunciation (ﬁizyggi
Marga) by its authoritative and forceful exposition of the
view that Mokga could be attained by discharging one's
duties in life,. and need not necesgsarily entail ascetbic
self-denial. BSince the moral law or Dharma was established
by the Lord, man has an obligation to do what is enjoined

by this law. But he must act from the sole consideration

Lor. 5. Radhakrishnsn, in his introduction to the brensla
tion of the GItd (George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1960), pp.
7hf.
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that this is his duty, not from the motive of reward.
There is in fact a renunciation involved here too, but
this is the renunciation of the fruits of msn's actions
and not of actions as such. This ethic of "Duty for Duty's
sake" is an important element in Hindu thought and hasg
‘provided the rationale for the endeavour toward Mokga
along with an active life in the world.

| In view of the fact that all later Hindu thought
in ethics and religion has based itself on one or the other
Of the various elements found in the literature discussed
above, our analysis of the constituents of Hindu ethics
could, with sufficient reason, end here. Bub congidering
- the prbfound influence of Shamkara and Ramanuja on later
Hindu thought and practice, it appears that any account
of Hindu ethics which does not include these two illustri-
ous figures is bound to be incomplete. Hence we shall
congider briefly the emphases and orientations glven to

Hindu thought by these two.

(e) Landmarks in the development of later Hindu ethics:

shamkara and Ramanuja

The importance of Shamkara in Hindu thought can
easily be appreciated if we realise that quite often
Hinduism itself is identified with the non-dualisnm

(Advaita) of Shamkara. In fact, it would not be wrong
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to think that the frequent characterisation of Hindu
ethics as such as "world-and-life denying“l is largely
due to this identification. His description of the world
as illusion (Mays) and his forceful exposition of the
view that the ultimate destiny of the individual soul is
merger into the All-soul (Brahma) has had such tremendous
impact that at times people have been misled into think-
ing that there is nothing more in Hinduism. Shamkara, the
St. Thomas Aquinas of India, advocates an intellectual-
istic and contemplative ethic whic£ culminates in the
mystical merger of the individual soul in the All-gsoul,
Brahma. Though he does notb deny the existence of the
world nor of the personal God on the practical plane,

(VyZvahBrika Sattd), he does tend to reject these on the

ultimate plane, (Parmirthika Sattd). For the final reali-

sation of the identity or non-difference of the individual
soul with the Absolute, which is what Moksa means to Sham-
kara,. knowledge or wisdom is the ultimate means. But he
does not deny the initial value of either action or devo-
tion. For him "karma" (action or duty) and "bhakti"
(devotion) "are means to spiritual freedom,”2 stepping-

stones, as it were, to the attainment of saving knowledge.

lThis Phrase is used by Albert Schweitzer to contrast, for
ingtance, the "world-and~life-affirming"” optimism of West-
ern thought with the "world-and~life-~denying" pessimism

of Indian thought in his books Indian Thought and its
Development and Civilisation and Lbhics.

2Radhakrishnan, Commentary on the Gita, op. cit., p. 73.
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This emphasis on knowledge as the means of liberation and
the interpretation of liberation or Moksa itself as the
final realisation by the individual soul that "I am

Brahma (Ahay Brahma-asmi)" is only a more eloquent and

uncompromnising version of the Upanigadic ethic.
Ramanuja, on the other hand, interprets the "three

great sources (Prasthinatrayi)" as implying an ethic of

love and submission to a personal God. He regards God as
full of suspicious (égggg) qualities of all sorts, especial-
ly mercy .or. kindness. Man's liberation, according to him,
consists in an eternal life in communion with God which
can be attained primarily by the grace of God that dawns
as a consequence of man's unguestioning faith and genuine
devotion to God. This ethic of love and gratitude, it
must be said, has had a much wider appeal in India than the
non-dualism of Shamkara, which has been confined to the
coter§ﬂof philogophers. The ethic of love and submisgion,
through a host of poet saints like Vallabha, Chaitanya,
Nanaka, Kabira and Dadu, has permeated the whole fabric
of life in India, and has established itself as the ethic
of Tthe masses. And the credit for this must go as much
to Ramanuja as to any other source.

Much as we might like to include in our analysis
the re-interpretations of Hindu ethics by modern thinkers

like Tagore, Vivekananda, Sri Aurobindo, Gandhi .
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and Radhakrishnan, we are obliged, for two reasons, to
suppress this temptation and cloge the account here.
Firstly, the space at our disposal does not seem to allow
any further extension of this analysis. Moreover, all
Tthese thinkers have generally adopted one or the other of
Tthe main lines of ethical tHinking already discussed, with
suitable modifications in the light of modern circumstances
and knowledge. As a result, though the emphases have
changed, ancient and medieval lines of ethical thinking
have generally been the guidelines of modern thinking in

Hindu ethics.

Conelugion

1t seems to be time o summarise what we have been
discussing so far in order to bring into sharper focus the
main burden of our argument. Our account of the constitu-
ents of Hindu and Christian ethics has been by no means
exhaustive, but it may be hoped that it has not been too
sketchy either. Our whole effort would be justified only
if 1t were reasonably obvious by now that our hypothesis
about the nature of Christian and Hindu ethics is borne
out by evidence, i.e., that bobth Christian and Hindu
ethics are catholic, comprehensive and elastic. Husfon

Smith, writing on Islam, says that "the creed of Iglam
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wastes no words.”l We maintain that it will be extremely
difficult, if not impossible, to say the same either of
Christianity or of Hinduism. ''he latter are not well-
defined systems of ethics, but contain systems within
systems, a variety of ethical concepts and creeds, not
necegsarily mutually compatible. They are great reservoirs
of ethical ideas from which their adherents can draw for
consumption what they find suited to their tastes. In
other words, by calling someone a Chrigtian or a Hindu,
though: we undoubtedly derive some general information
about his beliefs, we cannot with any certainty predict
his principles and practice in the field of morals. As
we have seen, there is such a wide range of ethical con-
cepts and practices within either Hinduism or Christianity
that the sheer fact of being an adherent of one of these
faiths does not necessarily commit anyone to any specific
kind of ethical thinking. A Christian is free to build
his moral values around the nucleus of either mysticisgm
or monasticism, eudaemonigm, formalism, utilitarianism
or even sacramentalism and ritualism so long as he places
the ethic of love in the centre and accepts some basic
dogmas of the Chrigtian faith. And let us remembervthat

a Christian, in giving his ethical thinking an ascetic or

lHuston:Smith;vThézﬁeligiQnS;QQ,Man,(Harper.Oolophon Books,
1964), p. 210. |
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intellectualistic or any other orientation, need not be -
guilty of scandalous originality, for he can, in most
cases, quolte quite respectable authority for his own in-
terpretation.

Thig applies even'more aptly to Hinduism. A Hindu
can make hig choice off moral values from a vast range of
these which he may find in his scripbures and tradition.

In fact, it must be admitted that Hinduism goes to much
greater, almost absurd, lengths in emphasising its non-
doctrinaire approach to moral practices and beliefsg. For
example, Dr. Radhakrishnan claims that "the theist and

the atheist, the sceptic and the agnostic may all be Hindus
if they accept the Hindu system of culbure and life."l
This amount of latitude would clearly not be allowed to

a Christian, for whom a set of dogmas demands unconditional
acceptance. It secenms, ﬁherefore, that there may be a
difference of degree between the two, but both Christianity
and. Hinduism.are by and large catholic and comprehensgive

in their ethical thinking.

This diversity and elasticity of Christian and
Hindu ethics needs explanation, the former perhaps more
than the latter. JFor as we have stated earlier, recognition

of the divergity in tastes and temperaments of people is
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almost a credal belief in Hinduism. Christianity, on the
other hand, is supposed to have started as a simple faith,
with the emphasis on unity rather than diversity. Yet the
~astounding thing is that this initially simple faith has
had to make room for a variety of ethical concepts and
practices in courge of its two thousand years of existence
and expansion. In our opinion three factors may be re-
garded as chiefly responsible for the present diversity

of Christian and Hindu ethics.'

(a) The divergity of sources

As our analysis should have shown, the sources of
both Christian and Hindu ethics are too many, resulting in
an inevitable diversity of interpretation and emphasis.
But it may be held that since Christianity is rooted in
its founder, Jesus Christ, he is the ultimate source, and
his teaching the final arbiter in all matters of Christian
faith and morals. This, however, does not seem to help
as much as it promises to, for it side-tracks the main
problem. The main problem for Christian scholars and
theologians through the ages has been that of determining
what exactly Christ's bteachings were and what they meant.
And the diversity of interpretations and emphases is
largely due to the fact that it has been very difficult

to do this. Christ's ministry was brief; his utterances
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were crypbtic and by no means mutually consistent. J. E.
Figon, in his brilliant analysis of "the catholicity of
Jesus Christ," lists the various elements in the "holiness
of Jesus," which includes the esoteric, prophetic, ascetic,
natural, supernatural, sacramental, mystical and many
others.l In view of this, it is not at all surprising
that Christian ethics should contain a diversity of elements.
‘fhe truth is that this many-sided holiness of Jesus has
been subject to various emphases and interpretations at
the hands of later scholars and coumentators who have
stressed one of these elements at the cost of the other with
the result that each of these has an equal claim to be re-

garded as genuinely Christian.

(b) The diversity of the human material

It is a well known fact thét India has assimilated ,
in course of its long history, people of practically every
race, colour and culture. This process of assimilation
has inevitably led to a tolerance of the customs and be-
liefs of aliens by recognising these ag somehow forming
bart of Hinduism. It is perhaps this factor which eventu-
ally led to the Hindu's emphasis on diversity as a fact of
life. Christianity, similarly, has been forced to give

way to all kinds of customs and beliefs in the course of

lpison, op. cit., Chapter III, pp. 115-126.
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its expansion through various continents. To quote only
one example of this compromise, it is well known that the
caste system of India has not left unvarnished the Christ-
ian community in India. Till recently there were separate
churches for the cohverts coming from the clags of "un-
touchables." lMoreover, what Hinduism has overtly recog-
nised as a creed has been covertly in operation within
Christianity, namely, the diversity in the tastes and
Temperaments of people. This, to an‘extent, accountg for

the infiltration of alien concepts and practices.

(c) Love and gratitude capable of various interpretations

Almost the whole of Christianity and the main
stream of Hinduism can be described as the religion of
love and gratitude. And it is a notorious fact that love
and gratitude can be expressed in more than one way. It
can be the relationsghip of love bebween father and son,
or between friends, or between lover and beloved. The
first of these, which characterises the whole of Chrigt-
ienity and gome sects of Vaisnavism, is perhaps the purest
and loftiest expression of the love of the Almighty, but
the last one of these can, and has led to erotic express-
iong, sometimes résulting in absurd aberrations; Efoti—
cism, though more common in Hinduism, is, however, not

confined to it alome. Marguerite lMarie Alacoque, St.



103,

Gertrude and St. Theresa ére illustrations of the erotic
blend of love within Christian higtory. William James
quotes the following passage as an illugtration of what
he calls the theopathic condition of the mind. This
bassage describes the transports of lMargaret, a Catholic
nun:

«+.But to be loved by God! and loved by him to

distraction (aime jusqu'd la folie)! HMargaret

melted away at the thought of such a thing....

She said to God, 'Hold back, O my God, these

torrents which overwhelm me, or else enlarge

my capacity for their reception.'
It would be seen then that the description of Christian
ethics as the ethic of love has only the deceptive appear-
ance of gimplicity. In reality, however, the ethic of
love lends itself to various shades of meaning and thus
becomes a source of diversity and elagticity within a
certain faith. This is as true of Hinduism as of Christ-

ianity.

Yuilliem James, op. cit., p. 343.



Chapter III.

THE NATURE AND DESTINY OF MAN

Reinhold Niebuhr, in An Interpretation of Chrigt-

ian BEthicsg, says,

The distinctive contribution of religion to

morality lies in its comprehension of the dimen~-

sion of depth in life....A religious morality

is constrained by its sense of a dimension of

depth to trace every force with which it deals

to some ultimate origin and to relate every pur-

pose to some ultimate end.l
In other words, the ethical activity that the adherent of
a religion undertakes has validity or utility only insofar
as 1t promotes the ultimate end as conceived by the reli-
gion in question. This ultimate end or final destiny is
what imparts meaning and significance %0 the ethical
endeavour of man. It follows, then, that the religion
which fails to establish a meaningful relationship between
the ethical ideal it preaches and the ultimate end it
prescribes fails not only as a satisfying religion but

also as a system of ethics. It is of the utmost impor-

tance, therefore, that we consider the Christian and Hindu

TReinnold Wiebunr, An Interpretation of Chrisbisn Wthics
(SCM Press, 1936), pp. 15f.
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views of the ultimate end or final destiny of man in
order that we may estimate their value as systems of
religious morality. It needs no arguing, however, that
the destiny of man depends on hig essential nature and
capacities.

We shall, therefore, open our discussion in this
chapter with the consideration of the Christian and Hindu
views of the nature and status of man. This, however,
entails a consideration of the how and why of creation
itself, for man only occupies a place in bthe created uni-
verse, and his nature and capacities can be explained only

in the context of creation.

The Creation Myths

In every religious tradition we find stories about
how and why the world came into existence. To some ad-
herents of any of these religions these stories may appear
o be literal accounts of the act of creation, but to most
others they seem to be only symbolic or metaphorical re-
presentations of the basic facts about creation. In view
of this, 1t would be more appropriate to call these
stories "myths," for myths are "tales which are not

literally true.“l Now any discussion of these creation

%A. flew and D, Mackinnon, New Essays in Philogophical
Theology (SCM Press, 1963%), 7. 17T,
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myths inevitably raises many knotty problems. 7The answers
to some of these problems or detailed discussion of any of
their aspects is clearly beyond the scope of this essay.
We intend to touch on only those aspects of this issue
which, in our opinion, have some significant bearing on
the main theme of our present enquiry, that is, the nature
and destiny of man. Let us start with the traditional

Christian story.

(a) The creation myth in the Christian tradition

The Genesis narrative opens with the words,

In the beginning God created the heaven and
the earth.
And the earth was without form, and void;
and darkness was upon the face of the deep. And
the Spirit of God moved upon tGhe face of the
waters. -
And God said, Let there be light: and there
was light.l
We do not have to go into further details of this narra-
tive t0 realise that before this act of creation there was
nothing else apart from God. What is asserted unequivocal-
ly in this account, then, is that God created out of
nothing. 1In other words, God did not Just shape a pre-
existing matter, as Plato, rfor exauple, believed; He

produced the world out of sheer nothingness, as it were.

lGenesis 1:1-3,
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He is the sole and sufficient cause of the world. This
raises the issue of whether the world can be said to have
a beginning or to be eternal. Now it must'be said that
creation ex nihilo implies not only "the popular idea of
creation (involving on the one hand a beginning of the
world)," but also "the creation of the theologians on the
other (a recognition of man's absolute dependence on God)."l
Before deciding which of these implications is relevant for
our purposes, it would perhaps be desirable to mention St.
Thomas' views as to whether the world had a beginning. In
the words of Ltienne Gilson,

St. Thomas maintains (therefore) the possibility

of proving the creation &mnihilo of the universe,

wherein he is...resolutely opposed to Averro8s

and his followers; but, in conceding, like Mai-

monides, the logical possibility of a universe

created from all eternity, he refuses to confuse

the truths of faith with those which can be the

objects of proof. In this way he achieves in

his teaching the harmony which he sets out to

establish between the authentic doctrine of

Christianity and whatever undoubted truth is con-

tained in the philosophy of Aristotle.?

Thus it would seem that the "aubhentic doctrine of

Christianity" asserts the beginning of the world in time.

This question of the beginning of the world in time, how-

ever, may be of significance to the students of the

lFlew and Mackinnon, op. cit., p. 185,

2Gilson, op. cit., p. 151.
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history of science or of metaphysics. JFor our purposes,
the more significant aspect of the doctrine of creation
ex nihilo lies in its "insistence on absolute dependence
(on God) and this rejection of any sort of dualistic
account of the universe."l This is what we called the
theologianS' idea of creation. ‘ilhe significance of this
idea lies in the moral suggestions and overtones it has.
As evidence of the moral suggestions entailed by this
idea, Anthony Flew quotes Emil Brunner's statement that
in recognising God as "MY creator and the creator of all
things I become aware that I am...his servant, his pro-
perty, because all that I am and have I have from him,
because not only I’but all that is has been created by

112

him, In the words of J. S. Whale,

The Christian doctrine of creation ig a Sym-—
bolic assertion, not that the world was made by
the Great Artificer as a carpenter makes a box,
but that man in all hig felt finitude comes from
God and goes to God; he is not surrounded. by a
sheer abyss of nothingness. God, the God and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, is the ground and
goal of all that is. All is of God--our creation,
breservation and all the blessings of«this life;
the redemption of the world, the means of grace and
the hope of glory. 5He is the first and the last
and the living One. - ;

lB‘lew and Mackinnon, op. cit., p. 173.
“Ipid., p. 173,

?J. S. Whale, Christian Doctrine (Fontana Books, Firth
Impression, 1963%), pp. 13f.
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LIt should be obvious that such a view of creation
will inevitably imply certain moral attitudes--attitudes
such as, in the words of ¥Flew again, "This is God's world
... @nd we should behave, as it were, as guests and
borrowers: not as owners who have a right to do what they
like with their own.”l It follows from the above dig-
cussion that there are Three points of cardinal impor-
tance in the traditional Christian account of creation
which may deserve special notice by students of Christian
ethics. These are (1) the insistence on absolute depend=
ence, (2) the rejection of any real fundamental dualism,
and (3) the suggestion of certain conduct and attitudes
as appropriate.

Though once again this is a mebaphysical problem
which does not primarily concern us, we shall still make
a Passing reference to the question of why, after all,
God created the universe. This ig important because the
purpose that God had in creating the world is bound to
have a bearing on the destiny and the ethical ideal of
man. St. Thomas' answer to this question, in the words
of ktienne Gilson, is

that good tends naturally to diffuse itself beyond

itself; its characteristic feature is to seek to
communicate itself to other beings to the extent

Y¥lew and Mackinnon, op. cit., p. 173.
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to which they are capable of receiving it. What

is true of every good being in proportion as it

is good, 1s eminently true of the Supreme Good

which we call God.l
Thus the reason for creation is the superabundance of
goodness in God "whose perfection overflows and spreads
over a hierarchy of participating beings."2 1f we sub-
stitute love for goodness, we may rephrase thisg explana~-
tion, but the essential argument will be hardly changed.

God is love, and love, like good or perhaps even moreso,

seeks to communicate itself to other beings to the extent

to which they are capable of receiving it. Thus love and
4
goodness form the very fabric of the world, and so must

determine the ethical ideal and final destiny of man.

(b) Creation myths in the Hindu tradition

Our use of the plural, myths, is deliberate here,
for in the Hindu tradition there is more than one myth
regarding the act of creation, though quite a few of these
myths differ from each other in only minor details and
not on the main theme or its essential implications. In
the words of Sir Charles Eliot,

Hindu cosmogonies are various and discordant in

details, but usually start with the evolution or
emanation of living beings from the Divinity and

lGilson, op. cit., p. 141,
2Ibid., p. 141,
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often a reproductive act forms part of the pro-
cess, such as the hatching of an egg or the
division of a Divinity into male and female
halves. In many accounts the Deity brings into
being personages who continue the work of world-
making and such entities as mind, time and desire
are produced before the material world. But
everything in these creation stories is figura-
tive.

1t may be desirable to mention briefly in this
context what is perhaps the oldest and the most celebrated one

of these "stories." This ig contained in the famous

furusa SUkta of the Rga Veda (X, 129). According to this

account, the world and all that is in it has emanated from

the One Frimeval lan (Purusa). This Purugsa is both imma-

nent and transcendent, for "the finite world only accounts
for one-quarter of his being, the remaining three-quarters
constitute immortality....”g. The act of creation was
started by Purusa offering himself as an oblation at the
great primeval Sacrifice, and thus the world may be said
to be a result of this act of self-immolation by Eggggg.
The whole universe then is only a part of God, and,
naturally, cannot exist independently of God.

Fascinating as they might be, it will be neither
possible nor profitable for us to dwell at length on these

"various and discordant" details of the creation stories.

'8ir Charles kliot, Hinduism and Buddhism, I,Book LI, p. 43.

2}rofessor R. C. Zaehner, Hinduism (Oxford University Fress,
1962), p. 57.
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It is possible, however, to make some Observations which
may be generally acceptable to all or most schools of
Hindu thought. It must be said first of all that the idea
of creation ég nihilo is more the exception than the rule
with Hinduigm. The more common concept seems to be that
God creates in the sense of arranging, ordering or manipu-
lating elements that are themselves eternal. The Nydya-
Vaiéegika theory of creation, for example, holds that there
are eternal congtituents of the universe--the four kinds
of atoms (of earth, air, fire and water) and the five sub-
stances (Akafa, space, time, mind and soul)--which can
neither be created nor destroyed. God only arranges these
various eternal constituents into composite substances in
accordance with the requirements of Karma. The Mimamsd,
which does not believe in a God, holds that this arrange-
ment of atoms can be brought about by the law of Karma it-
self. The Samkhya, which again is atheistic, believes in
the evolution of everything but souls from the unconscious
primordial stuff, called FPrakrti. It is important to note,
however, that in the allied system Yoga, God, or iézggg,
is brought in to co-ordinate and give direction to the
process of evolution. In the Gitad, on the other hand, the
dualism of the type advocated by Samkhya is transformed
into a monism, and the two ultimate entities~-Furusa and

frakrti--are conceived as being only different aspects of
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the Supreme Ferson, Furugottam. Thus matter, though dis-

tinct from spirit, is co~eval with it as part of the Supreme.
This is the explanation adopted by Ramanuja also, the most
influential of the Hindu theists. Cita (spirit) and Agita
(matter) are both constituents of the Lord, Livara or
Brahma. It would thus be clear that according to most
influential schools of Hinduism, natter and spirit are

both equally primordial and hence the question of creation

out of nothing does not arise.

The second point on which there is complete unanim-~
ity among all schools of Hinduism is that there can be no
question of the world having a beginning in time. With
its belief in cyclic creation it tends to subscribe 0
what for 5t. Thomas was a mere logical»possibility, that
is, that the universe is created from all eternity (Anzdi).

We are, however, still to emphasise what for our
purposes is the most important implication of the Hindu
cosmology. This ig that despite the differences in other
deatils, every school of Hinduism (except of course the
atheistic Samkhya and Mimﬁ@sﬁ) unhegitatingly declares
the utter dependence of the world and especially man on
God. iwven those systems which advocate some kind of
pluralism on the ultimate plane (Madhva and Nyaya, for

example,) ingist that Faramdtman, or the Supreme Self, is

the sovereign, and therefore everything is ultimately
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dependent on Him. All these systems conceive the human
soul to be separate from but dependent on God. Only
Shamkara believes in the ultimate identity of the Atman
with Brahmaj; but even he has to concede that the Atman,
being merely a part of Brahmé, cannot be independent of
the latter. Thus even though God .creates with pre-existing
material and though the souls are eternal and unborn,
nothing can conceivably exist independent of God. This
fact of dependence on God is brought out even more force-
fully by the popular Hindu belief that the trinity of
Brahmd, ViSnu and MaheS$a, as different aspects of the same
Supreme Lord, is responsible for not only the creation but
also the preservation and destruction of the universe.
This conception almost gtrikes the same note as the
"nothing but by God" of the Nicene Creed.

Regarding this absolute dependence, which the
Chrigtian doctrine of creation is interpreted to imply,
the utterances of the GItd leave us in no doubt whatsoever
that it is the same in Hinduism. éri Krishna declares,

(I am) the goal, the upholder, the lord, the wit-
ness, Gthe abode, the refuge and the friend. (I

am) the origin and the dissolution, the ground,
the resting place and the imperishable geed.

Le1t3, Ix, 18.
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If God is the ground of everything that is and happens,
then utter and absolute dependence could be the only res-
ponse to Him. Thig is brought out alsgo by thé sentiments
expressed by the many poet-saints of India who have played
an instrumental part in giving direction to religious
piety amongst the multitudes in India. The moral over-
tones of this sense of absolute dependence, once again,
are the gsame in Hinduism as they were found to be in the
case of Christianity, that is, that gince this is God's
world, we ought to behave as guests, borrowers, or even
servants, rather than as owners who have a right to do
what They like with their own. The very opening verse of
the Ifa Upanigad strikes this note when it says,
(Know that) all this, whatever moves in this

moving world, is enveloped by God. Therefore,

find your enjoyment in renunciation:j; do not

covet what belongs to others.
The same attitude characterises the ethic of the GItE
which declares,

Whatever thou doest, whatever thou eatest,
whatever thou offerest, whatever thou givest
away, whatever austerities thou dost practise,

do that (O Son of Kuntt--Arjuna), as an offer-
ing to Me.Z2

lTéa Upanigad, 1.

2Grt3, IX, 27.
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- Thus the attitude of absolute dependence and the suggestion
of certain conduct and attitudes as appropriate are common
to both Hinduism and Christianity, as following from their
doctrines of creation.

About the why of creation, once again many an%ers
are offered. 1Two terms are mosgt frequently mentioned in

connection with this explanation of the ultimate mystery.

These are Mays and L1l8. Mays is generally understood to
mean the "power Which enables Him to produce mutable
nature."l Though there may be differerices of opinion about
this meaning, it may reasonably be held to be the view of
most of the theistic schools and certainly of the GIt3.

In the rurapic literature, however, and in much of the
Bhakti sects there is an equally frequent mention of the

second of these terms, that is, LIld. LI1E means sport,

and thus creation is attributed to Divine sport. This may
seem to be a very un-Christian way of speaking about the
creative act of God, if it is supposed to mean, as is some-
times done by foreign scholars, a callous, purposeless and
'indifferent act on the part of God. But this is definitely
not the real meaning of the term. Sport, in the context

éf creation, only signifies a certain exuberance which

overflows into an act of creation. And this is because

'Radnakrishnan, Introduction to the GTLE, p. 42.
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God is supposed to be loving, and so the exuberance is
the exuberance of love and affection. In the words of
Dr. Radhakrighnan,

The one Godhead...is also the Supreme Living

God, loving the world and redeeming it by His

grace. Why is the world what it is with its

graduated hierarchy? We can only say, it is

the naturi of the Supreme to express ltself in

this way.
The Nydya-VaiSegika explanation of creation, however,
attributes creation to the desire (Lchhd) of Ivara or
God, under certain accessory conditions (Sahakdri). But
God is not supposed to have'créated the world for any
selfish purpose, "but for the good of all beings. "=
That the LIl of God is no mere whim would be realised if
we remember the Nyﬁya—Vaiéegika belief, shared by most
Hindus, that God creates in accordance with the require-
ments of the law of Karma in order that the souls might
have the chance to enjoy or suffer the consequences of.
thelr actions. The world thus becomes a moral stage on
which nothing happens by sheer chance.

It seems then that whether in Hinduism or in

Christianity, the explanation of the why of creation is

1Ibid., pp. 39f,

2. N. Dag Gupta, A History of Indian Fhilosophy
(Cambridge UniversITy Press, 1922), 1, 324,
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either in terms of good or of love, though it is often
confessed that these are mere humble humsn efforts to
understand or pierce the divine mystery. This tendency
to regard the how and why of creation as an ultimate
mystery, though more common in Hinduism, is not, however,
absent from Christianity. Bernard Iddings Bell's remarks
on Christianity are worth gquoting in this connection. He
says, "Almost the first thing to be noted about Christian-
ity is that it is a religion based on agnosticism....It
makes no attempt to explain the unexplainable or, as the
negro pastor said, 'to unscrew the imscrutable.'"l This
remark on Christianity, it may be confidently said, applies

equally well to Hinduigm.

Man--Hig Nature and Status

The above accounts of creation provide the back~
ground in which we now must consider in some detail the
nature and status of man. 7This would involve the invesgti-
gaion of such questidns as: what is the congtitution and
the esgential nature of man? what is he capable of? and

what is his gstatus in the hierarchy of beings in this

created universe?

lBernard Lddings Bell, Religion for living (John Gifford
Litd., London, 1939), p. 4O0.
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(a) The Christian view

In the words of A. C, Bouquet,

Christians are committed officially to a

very high belief in the potential greatness of

man. He is a little lower than God (Ps. viii).

He is made in the image of God (Gen. i). The

splrit of man i the candle of the Lord (Frov.

27). Yet Christians are equally commitbted to

the belief in man's utter need of God. Man

needs God. Man can not be all that he ought

to be, or fulfil his grand Possibilities, if

he tries, as he so often does, to be the artist

Oof his own social and individual life--'on hig,

own', s0 to speak--apart from the life of God.
This passage bractically sums up the main points in the
Christian doctrine of man. But let us examine in greater
detail some of the key phrases used and their implica-
tions. To start With, what is the exact significance of
the phrase "in the image of God"? Linguistically, perhaps,
it can only mean that man bears a certain amount of re-
semblance or likeness to God. Thig may mean that man,
though not quite God, does, to some extent, possess the
attributes and powers that are supposed to belong to God.
In other words, it is only a figurative way of speaking
about what Bouquet callg the "potential greatness of man."
Among other things, this potential greatness implies that

Just as God rules or has dominion over all Hig creatures,

L. C. Bouquet, Comparative Religion (A Pelican Book, sixth
edition, 1962), p. 257/.
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80 man was made to have "...dominion over the fish of the
sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle,
and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that

+ The difference between man and

creepeth upon the earth."
God, however, must not be lost gight of. God's dominion
over the universe is final and absolute, that is, He
exertises this in Higs own right as the creator of the uni-
verse, whereas in the case of man, this privilege or power
ig there simply because it hag been delegated to him by
God. It follows, tThen, that man can enjoy hig powers only
50 long as he enjoys the confidence and love of God, some—
thing like the situation of the ambassador of a country,
who can represent the interests of his country only so
long as he enjoys the confidence of his country's govern-
ment. This, as we shall gee later, has important ethical
implications.

Meanwhile, let us ask what else is entailed by man's
being created in the image of God. Since God is a creator,
man's likeness to God may also imply the power of creativity
on a limited scale. But, perhaps, the most significant
implication of the phrase "in the image of God" at least

ethically, is man's awareness of it. As J. 8. Whale puts it,

1Genesis l:26,
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He ig lifted above all earthly creatures in being
made in the image of God, and in being aware of
the fact. He is aware that the Creator ig the
Eternal Love who calls men into existence that
their willing response to his love may fulfil hig
creative purpose. This responsible awareness
which God created in man (Angprechbarkeit, address—
ability, or answerability, as Brunner has called
it) is man's greatness and his fatal temptation.
As Brunner observes, this responsibility or
addressability was not a task, but a gift; not
law, but grace.

To summarise, then, the Christian view ig that man
is God's creature, but a privileged one ingofar as he has
been created in the likeness of God. This means that he
has been endowed with intelligence, with the power of
creativity on a limited scale, and with the power to re-
ciprocate God's love, but above all, with a sense of reg-
pongibility, an awareness that all his powers and privi-
leges are gifts of God rather than his absolute rights.
In status, therefore, he seems %o occupy an intermediate
position-~definitely above the other creatures of the
earth but below that of the celestial creatures, like the
angels, for example. The fact is that man can achieve
almost anything and is potentially capable of everything,
provided he doés not forget that he is, after all, only

a creature and is embodied like the rest.

Ynale, op. cit., pp. 41f.
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This question of man's being embodied and merely
a creature ralses the question of immortality, and, perhaps,
of pre-existence. If man is only a creature and is embodied
like the rest of the creaturés, as surely he is, and if he
is also immortal, as Christian theology insists, then it
follows that immortality can belong only to his soul, for
it surely cannot be his body's. The popular notion ig that
in physical death only the body dies, and the soul survives
in some form, for after the Day of Judgment it is the soul
which either reaps the reward of eternal communion with
God or suffers eternal damnation in hell. Now, what exactly
is meant by "soul," and in what sense is it immortal?

Once again, we seem/to be faced with a very difficult
metaphysical problem whose solution is beyond the scope of
our enquiry. Leaving aside all metaphysical subtlety, how-
ever, it can be safely asserted that the belief in a soul
is a concrete representation of man's conviction, or, we
might say, fond wish, that there is more in the constitu-
tion of man than meets the eye. That one part of man, his
body, is perishable cannot possibly be questioned, for
after all, this paft of man is only made of "dust." "...For
dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return”l is the

verdict of God. But whatever this phrase might have meant

—~

lGenesis 3:19,
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in early Judaism, later Judaism and Christianity regarded
this as referring merely to the "body" of man. Yes, the
body of man is made of dust and so it must return to dust.
But what about the Spirit or Soul--the Divine in man?
This surely survives physical death, or in other words is
immortal. How and when the concept of immortality entered
into Christianity is extremely difficult to find out, nor
is it our task, but it is certainly true that in St. Paul's
interpretation of Resurrection there ig clear evidence of
belief in immortality of the soul. We are not suggesting
that St. Faul was the first in the Christian tradition to
have talked of soul and the immortality of the soul, but,
in the words of 8. D. F. Salmond, "It is in Paul's Epistles
above all others that it is set forth as the specifically
Christian doctrine.”l Without going into further detail,
we may conclude, then, that St. Faul's doctrine of Resur—
rection, and all later Christian theology, implies that
man is an "embodied soul" and that though the body is per-
ishable, the soul is immortal. This immortal soul can
certainly not be identical with the mind, as we understand
the latter today, though there are many ingbtances in the

history of Western philosophy and theology where no real

lS. D. ¥. Salmond