I ntroduction

Definitions

Elements of Atheésm in Hindu Thought

Hindu thought spans thousands of years and various schools. Hinduism can be
consdered one of the oldest and most complex schools of philosophy in the world.
However, because of its rich history and often seemingly conflicting idess it can be very
difficult for Westerners to comprehend. However, there are many concepts for the
Wegterner to learn. Pardlds to western philosophy and religion may be found combined
differently or with different flavors, which can be extremdy ducidaing to inquiring
minds.

One such concept is aheism, which is often viewed much differently across
cultures. In western schools of thought, aheism is consgdered mutudly exclusve to the
religious and spiritud. Similarly, materidism is often found in schools that rgect God.
However, in Hindu thought we often find quite the opposte aheism and soiritudity are

often intimately joined and related.

The term aheign has severd subtle meanings. Theam literdly refers to a belief
in a God or gods. Since the prefix “a means “without,” the term atheism literdly means
“without theism.” Therefore atheism is the adbsence of a theistic belief. However, this
term encompasses two meanings. Essentidly, atheism holds to a wesk episemologica
postion — it is dmply the negation of theism. Regarding this wesk aheism, a person
smply does not incude God/gods in his metgphysics. However, atheism can dso reate
to a strong epistemological position when it refers to the beief that God or gods do not

exig. A person holding this drong aheidtic sance actively regards the existence of



Scope

God/gods as impossible or contradictory to his metaphysicd framework.! From the
srong atheism of the Carvakas and Mimamsakas to the weak atheism of the Vaoafikas,
both forms of atheism are displayed in Hindu philosophy.

God dso must be defined to properly discuss religious philosophy. God can have
severd definitions in respect to Hinduism, and it is especidly tricky because Hinduism
contains within it severd definitions often combined in diffeeent forms Judaism,
Chridianity, and Idam conventiondly contan one definition of God, namdy an omni-
benevolent, omniscient, omnipotent, holy creetor and ruler of the universe. Certain sects
of Hinduism contain this type of God as wel. Another definition of God is Brahman, a
World Soul that may be impersonad and pantheistic, or a personad Tavara, from whom the
universe has emanated from and will, in time, return to. God, in Hinduism, may adso refer
to one of the hundreds of beings within the traditiond Vedic pantheon, such as Vi%u or
Siva These gods (I refer to these with a lower case “g’, while any supreme being is
referred to with a capitd letter) are not necessarily dl-powerful or benevolent, but may

be omniscient. 2

In this paper, | have decided to cover both astika and nastika schools of thought.
Among the astika schools, | have included the Vaioefika, Smkhya, and Pirva Mimamsa
schools. Mogt of these schools exhibit week atheism — they smply do not contain a God
in their metephysics. Also, the God they omit is specificaly a creator God, or Prgjdpati, a
persona supreme God. These schools al accept traditiond Vedic deties such as Viu or

Uiva. The Pirva Mimémsa school, however, goes further and posits arguments designed



Orthodoxy

to prove such a Being could not exig, thereby fdling into the strong atheism category.
Among the nastika schools, | omitted Jainism and Buddhism because athough they do
exhibit aheigic dements, they are not consdered under the umbrdla of pure Hinduism.
However, | included the Céarvékas because they are not a separate religious system, and
ae aways asociated with Hindu thought, abeit a hereticd sysem. The Vedss,
paticularly the Upani®ads, exhibit athesm but are dso not included in this discusson.
These texts are too large to be commented upon in such a short paper, but more
importantly, are subject to a wide range of interpretation. | found it easer to present

systems that have interpreted these scriptures on their own rather than tackle the Vedas

by mysdif.

One idea that needs to be understood before proceeding in our foray into Hindu
philosophy is the concept of orthodoxy. Orthodoxy in Hinduism is not an adherence to a
particular creed or specific philosophy; rather, it refers to a philosophy’s relationship to
the Vedas, the most ancient of Hindu texts. The orthodox, or astika, traditions are those
that accept the Vedas — namely the Nydya, Vail e®ka, Samkhya, Yoga, Pirva Mimamsa,
and Vedanta Sysgems. This is a fulcrum in Hindu philosophy — different schools contain
different, often contradictory, philosophical theories — the man points, even if they ae
opposng views, will quote the Vedas despite differences in interpretation. However,
those that deny the truth of the Vedic revelaions are consdered nastika, or heterodox.
These include the Céavéka, Buddhist, and Jain doctrines. This is very different from

wedern religions, where a creed is the fulcrum for orthodoxy. In Chridianity, for



Carvéka

example, the Nicean Creed is often used as a rule — scriptura adherence is not quite as
important asit isin Hinduism.

Atheism is often consdered a heterodox system in the west. However, in
Hinduism these ideas fredy flow through both heterodox and orthodox systems. These
edements appear especidly in the Vaoxfika, S amkhya, Pirva Mimamsa, and Carvaka

schools.

The Cavéka school of Indian atheistic materidism probably best represents a
pure school of such thought in the world of Hindu philosophy. The name “Céavéka ” can
be traced to two places in the Hindu mythos. Certain Sanskrit texts refer to a philosopher
named Céavaka who began this school of extreme materidism. In the Mahabéarata,
Cavéka is a rékPasa friend of the prince Duryodhana who disguised himsdf as a
Brahmin and reviled Yudhi%hiras triumphant entry into Hadtingpura after the Great War,
preaching profane, atheistic, and heretical doctrines. He was soon exposed by red
Brahmins and reduced to ashes by the fire of their eyes. The latter Carvéka mogt likely
represents a metgphorica polemic by the outraged leaders of more orthodox schools of
thought. * This school of thought is also called Lokayata, from loka, the Sanskrit word for
“world,” since it holds that only the materiaigtic world exists and nothing more, such as
the soul, heaven, or hell. *

Virtudly dl that is known of this sysem of thought derives from polemicd texts
trying ther best to refute or deride their doctrines. Some texts include the

Sarvadarcanasamgraha and the Sarvasiddhantasarasamgraha of Bamkara. The schodl is



referred to in the Prabodha-candrodaya (The Rise of the Moon of Intdlect), a wdl-
known ancient Indian drama that emphasizes how prominent the movement was. The
Tatvopaplavasimha is the only text that can be consdered an authentic text of the school
and includes a series of attacks on dl the other schools of Indian thought. °

The Céavaka school is doctrindly ahegtic, anti-rdigious, nonvedic (nastika),
agang Brahmanism, rituds, and the caste sysem. They scorn the Vedic foundations
upon which more orthodox schools base ther philosophies. This derison is illusrated in

the Sarvadar canasamgraha:

If you object that if there be no such thing as happiness in a future warld, then how
should men of experienced wisdom engage in the Agnihotra and other sacrifices, which
can only be performed with great expenditure of money and bodily fatigue, your
objection cannot be accepted as any proof to the contrary, since the Agnihotra are only
useful as a means of livelihood, for the Veda is tainted by the 3 faults of untruth, self
contradiction, and tautology; then again the imposters who call themselves Vedic pandits
are mutually destructive, as the authority of the jnana-kanda (section on knowledge) is
overthrown by those who maintain that of the karma-kanda (section on action), while
those who maintain the authority of the jnana-kanda reject that of thekarma-kanda; and
lastly, the three Vedas themselves are only the incoherent rhapsodies of knaves, and to
this effect runs the popular saying —

‘the Agnihotra, the three Vedas, the ascetic’s three staves, and smearing onesel f

with ashes, - Brhaspati says these are but means of livelihood for those who have

no manliness nor sense.’ °



Also, according to the Sarvadarcanasamgraha, the Cavékas were agangt rituds,

reasoning that these make no sense. They contend that:

If abeast dain in the Jyoti®fmma rite will itself go to heaven,

Why then does not the sacrificer forthwith offer his own father?

If the Uraddha produces gratification to beings who are dead,

Then here, to, in the case of travelers when they start, it is needlessto give
provisions for the journey.

If beings in heaven are gratified by our offering the Graddha here,

Thenwhy not give the food down below to those who are standing on the
housetop?

While life remains let a man live happily, let him feed on ghee even though he
runsin debt;

When once the body becomes ashes, how can it ever return again?

How isit that he comes not back again, restless for love of his kindred?

Hence it isonly as a means of livelihood that Brahmins have established here

All the ceremonies for the dead — there is no fruit anywhere.

The three authors of the Vedas were buffoons, knaves, and demons

All the well-known formulas of the pandits, jarphari, turphari, &c.

And al the obscene rrites of the queen commanded in the Asvamedha,

These were invented by buffoons, and so al the various kinds of presents to the
priests,

While the eating of flesh was smilarly commanded by night prowling demons. !



Brahmins are accused of credting the caste system, pilgrimages, and shrines to obtain
money for themsdves Brahmins, adong with the Vedic teachers, are congdered
imposters for teaching Vedic lore because they do it soldy for providing themsdves with
alivelihood. ®

This school is dso essentidly maerididic. It denies any sort of soul, and
furthermore, any other world to which the soul supposedly migrates after death. Only the
four maerid dements of earth, water, fire, and ar are red, and thus human beings are
dso only made of these dements To quote a dexription of this from the

Sarvadar canasamgraha:

In this school the four dements, earth, &c., are the original principles, from these alone,
when transformed into the body, intelligence is produced, just as the inebriating power is
developed from the mixing of certain ingredients, and when these are destroyed,
intelligence a once perishes aso. They quote the Y uti for this [Brhadaranyaka Upani®ad
[1iv.12]: “Springing forth from these elements, itself solid knowledge, it is destroyed
when they are destroyed, - after death no intelligence remains.” Therefore the soul is
only the body distinguished by the attribute of intelligence, since there is no evidence for

any sdf distinct from the body, as such cannot by proved, since this school holds that

perception is the only source of knowledge... °

Critiques of the Lokéyata sysem ask how this can be the case, especidly since the
materid dements are unconscious, while a human has consciousness. How can this
phenomenon be explained without use of some spiritud dement? The Cavékas defend

their pogtion in severa ways. Firg, they contend that Stating that a new quadity cannot



emerge from a combination of base dements is an assumption — such cases exist. Ther
example appears in the above quote of the Sarvadarcanasamgraha, where the new
intoxicating qudity appears in liquor when one mixes ingredients devoid of such a
qudity in a particular manner. °

Secondly, the Lokéyatas podt that consciousness must be a product of the
materid human body. The fact tha the body done is materid is admitted by dl. The
question becomes whether consciousness is a qudity of the body and not a spiritud
qudity of its own. In Indian logic, a causd connection between two phenomenon is
edtablished by an anavaya, or uniform co-presence, confirmed by a vyatireka, or uniform
co-absence. For example, fire can be established as the cause of smoke because the two
are dways together, and smilarly the absence of fire dso results in the absence of smoke.
The same reasoning can be attributed to the body and consciousness. Where there is a
body, there is consciousness, and wherever there is an absence of body, there is dso an
absence of consciousness.

In Indian logic, there are two counterarguments that were probably used aganst
the materidists. First, by pointing to an absence of consciousness with the presence of
body, such as when a human dies. Secondly, by pointing to a presence of consciousness
with an absence of the body, such as the transmigrating soul. To the fird argument the
materidists respond by sating that a corpse is not a fully functioning unit that they mean
when they spesk of the term “body.” The Lokéyatas aso use a different example to
crcumvent this A wdl-nourished body tends to have an improved consciousness, while

an absence of nourishment tends to result in a deterioration of consciousness. The latter



counterargument is deemed a circular argument, Smply assuming a soul to prove its own
existence — according to Carvaka metaphysics, thereis no transmigration of the soul. 2

Lagly, the Carvéka schoal is characterized by extreme hedonism. This is in direct
opposition to the Buddhist school of thought. The Buddhigs bedieve that suffering, or
dukkha, exigs wherever there is life, dthough it is trangtory in nature. Suffering in turn
may be avoided by extinguishing desre A pat of avoiding dedre is avoiding the
extremities of attachment to worldly passon and pleasure on one hand and asceticism
and sdf-mortification on the other hand!® Although the Céarvakas agree that suffering
must be avoided, and sdf mortification and asceticism are foolish to engage in, they have

a different view on worldly plessure, as seen in this quote from the prabodha-

candrodaya:

Materidist: These fools are deceived by the lying U&tras, and are fed with the
alurements of hope. But can begging, fasting, penance, exposure to the burning heat of

the sun, which emaciate the body, be compared with the ravishing embraces of women

with large eyes, whose prominent breasts are compressed with one’'s arms? 14

Pleasure and pain are the centra principles of life, and since death is a find close to life,
the ethica ided for the Lokéyatas is to am for pleasure, the principle end in life’® They
regoond to the Buddhist theory that pleasure is mixed with pain in the prabodha-

candrodaya:

Materiaist: @miling) You ignorant boy, such are the fooleries of these unenlightened

men. They conceive that you ought to throw away the pleasures of life, because they are



Vaoxfika

mixed with pain; but what prudent man will throw away unpeeled rice which encloses

excellent grain because it is covered with the husk? 16

The Cavékas advocated a life of enjoyment, encouraging good edting, living, and
drinking. “While you live” they declared, "live well, even if you have to borrow; for
once cremated there is no return.” Due to this outlook some authorities believe that the
name “Carvéka ” derives from epicures (charva, ‘chewing or charu, ‘pleasing’) rather

than the name of a philosopher. *’

Vaoxfka is one of severd orthodox sysems of Hindu thought that contains
dements of atheism. This system is best cheracterized by a piritua atomic plurdism,
and tekes its name from the Sanskrit visesa, or paticularity. The school especialy
concerns  itsdf with discusson and dasdfication of both  spiritual and  materid
metaphysicdl elements®® Objects are composed of invisble and eternd aoms that are
incagpable of divison, cdled pramanus. These atoms are divided into four classes — earth,
water, light, and ar. While this is amilar to the aomic theory of Democritus of Greece,
the two sysems have ther differences While the Greek atomism leans towards
materidism, developing a mechanicd view of the universe, the Vaosfikas included
soirits in ther lis of paticulars as wedl as mord principles of the universe!® This
disgudifies the Vaoefika school as containing dements of maeridian, but it is not free
from athesm. Many scholars have theorized that the Vacesfika sysem was origindly
athegtic, especidly snce the origina text of the school, Kanadals VaicePika Sutra, does

not refer to God. Rather, the universe is run through natura or mord laws, and the Vedas



JrvaMimamsa

are seen as the work of seers rather than of God. Souls exidt, yet they are uncreated and
eterna. However, scholars believe that a theistic ement soon dominated the system to
introduce a regulating force of a supreme being indead of a vague, unspecified mord

law.?°

Atheam is dso found in the Plirva Mimdmsa darcana of Hindu philosophy.
Mimamsa mainly deds with the meaning of dharma in the Vedic sense, as wel as
sacrifice as a means to gain heaven. Dharma, to the Mimamsakas, is what is conducive to
the highest good, and one of these goods includes obtaining heaven through yajn(la, or
sacrifice. YajnOa attains such a grest importance in Mimamsa tha some commentators
remark that the Mimémsakas raise yajnlla to replace God. Yajn[Ja aone, instead of God,
becomes the catdys for attaining salvation or heaven. The Mimamsakas do not include a
creator God in their metgphysics; the world has aways existed and was never created and
will never be destroyed. The Miméamsa school goes further and formulates arguments that
positively disorove such a God?' The Ulokavartika of Kumarila expands on such
argumentation in detal. One section of the text brings up agnodtic questions and the

impossibility of knowing such a crestor God:

And at the time (when no men existed) who would know Him and explain His character
to the later created persons? (If it be held that He cannot be perceived by any man, then)
without perception (or cognition of some sort, by some person), how can we determine

this (fact of His existence)??2



Ancther argument comes from the quandary of creation. The Ulokavartika essentialy

wonders, if the Creator made the Universe, who made the Creator?

Then again, in what manner do you believe the world to have had a beginning in time?
(If it be held that it is brought about by a desire on the part of Prgdpati, then) since
Praépati is (held to be) without a material body, etc., how could He have any desire
towards creation? And if He has a body, assuredly this body could not have been created
by Himsdlf; thus when we would have to postulate another creator (for this body) and so
on (ad infinitum). If Prgjdpati’s body be held to be eternal, then (we ask) — so long as
earth (water, etc.,) have not been produced, of what materia would that body be

composed? 23

In other sections, the text brings up questions of theodicy:

Then again, in the first place, how is it that He should have a desire to create a world
which is fraught with al sorts of troubles to living beings? For a that time (in the
beginning of creation) he has not got any guiding agencies, in the shape of the virtue (or
sin), etc., of the living beings themselves. Nor can any creator create anything, in the
absence of means and instruments ... If it be urged that “without some pain, neither the
creation nor the continuation of the world would be possible,” — then (we reply that)
when everything depends upon the mere will of the Creator Himsalf, what would be

impossible for Him?2*

Smilarly, arguments are usad to hamper the existence of a God of crestion or destruction

from many angles. A creator God camnot depend on laws or outside powers because He



Samkhya

must be an independent agent. He must dso have some end in creating the world,
because only fools act without a purpose, and God is said to be intdligent, yet this end is
not apparent. Also, God is said to be ever content, yet His desre to create the world
contradicts his ever-contentedness. No one could know whether or not God created the
world because no one except God exited during the time of creation, and his
trusworthiness cannot be verified ether. Therefore dating that the Vedas come from a

Prajapati cannot be used as valid evidence because this would presuppose a God. %

The Samkhya school, in its classc date, is dso atheistic. Sdmkhya presupposes a
dudidic redism comprised of two substances. prak®ti and purula. The two substances
refer to matter and spirit which combine and interact in individuas. According to this
school, sdvetion from the sorrow of life occurs when an individud redlizes the difference
between these substances. When this knowledge is dtained, the two substances
disassociate and puru®a becomes emancipated in a dtae cdled kaivalya, and the
individud is liberated®® Classcdly, Samkhya is indifferent to the supremacy of an
absolute spirit. Sdmkhya does not try to edtablish that God absolutely cannot exist.
Rather, it tries to point out that there is no reason to believe in one.

All actions are motivated by sdf-interest or benevolence. If God is truly free, then
he cannot be motivated to creste by sdlf-interest, nor would he have the desre to involve
Himsdf with creation. Secondly, God could not be motivated by benevolence because
souls before creation have no sorrow from which they must be saved. Also, if He were

moved to create out of kindness, He would have only created happy creatures. Thirdly,



Andyss

materid objects cannot issue from an immaterid Spirit. Fourthly, belief in Prgépati
conflicts with the immortality of souls becauss, if there is a crestor, then souls could not
exig before creation and therefore souls ae not truly immortd. Lastly, scripturd
references to a Supreme God are, according to the Sdmkhyas, eulogies of liberated souls.
The pantheon of Vedic gods is dlowed in Sdmkhya metgphysics, but these are neither

free nor truly unfettered from the cycle of being (Radhakrishnan Val. 11 316-318). 2’

As an individud who leans towards aheism, it fascinstes me to lean of
philosophical relatives to the freethought that | know. Freethought as | have learned it
tends to associate anti-rdigious thought with materidism and occasondly hedonism.
However, in the eastern traditions, different connections are made, connections that tend
to hep me push the boundaries of western thinking. This fascination especidly extends to
atheism as it appears in the astika schools of thought. In the Wed, the incluson of
atheism tends to excdude a philosophy from the orthodoxy of religion. However, while
this occurred to the Carvékas, it did not occur to the Vaiu e ®ika, Mimamsa, and Samkhya
gysdems. These schools include a dudism and spiritudity. While athesm in the West
tends to rgect not just God, but spirits and souls as well, astika atheiam beieves in the
immortdity of the souls as a groundwork for their philosophies. In fact, it is this
groundwork that invaidates a creator God. Rather than going hand in hand, souls and
God contradict each other!

The soul’s characterigic of immortdity seems to differ. In the Wes, a soul is

immortal because its exigence extends infinitdy into the future. Thus this does not



impede creation. However, in the astika schools, immortdity conssts of a soul exising
infinitely into the future and the past. Therefore, any creation contradicts with a soul’s
immortdity by this definition; souls must be uncrested.

The Vaoefika school makes another interesting move in its metaphysics. In the
Wes, aheigic doctrines creste a mechanicd view of the materia universe, while
spiritud  philosophies contain a supreme God that presdes over the world. The
Vaoefikas, however, mix these two views — the spiritud rem acts exactly like the
materid redm. Just as physca laws govern materid objects, S0 too are spirits and souls
governed by mechanistic spiritud laws; apresiding God is not needed.

The Mimamsakas make a Imilar move. To some sects, the yajnlla takes
precedence over a God. While, in many religions, God is the being that decides who goes
to heaven, or accepts sacrifices, some sects of Mimamsa believe tha the sacrifice itsdf is
al that is needed. Mechanigtic spiritua laws accept the sacrifice and deem aperson fit to
enter heaven. Other sects only accept the Vedic pantheon for the purpose of accepting the
yajnOawhile asupreme God is not needed.

In generd, it seems as though the line between atheésm and thesm in Hindu
thought is blurred. Brahman, often described as the supreme God of Hinduism, is
described as very different from the Judeo-Chrigian or Idamic representation of God in
that it is unconscious, more an inanimate force than a poweful being, very smilar to
“The Forcg’ of Star Wars fame. The line of didinction lies in the quesion of what
exactly conditutes Godhood. An atheis may well beieve in a force, such as the one
described in the Grand Unification Theory of theoretical physics, i.e, the prime force that

combines severd mgor forces in phydcs In this sense, the athest may wdl bdieve in



what is equivdent to the Supreme God of Hinduism. Is there redly a difference? The
only difference | can conceive of is the concept of holiness. To the believer, the supreme
God Brahman is holy, worthy of worship, and sacred. On the other hand, the theoretica
physcig’s Grand Unification force is smply an agpect of scientific curiodty, abet
intense curiodty and awe. Therefore, it seems that if the line is drawn & this point, it
must be drawn a an individud’s persond interpretation. Either he views this force as
worthy of worship or he views it only as an object of scientific curiosty without any
persona Sgnificance. However, the line is dill very blurry. At wha point does awve of a
force conditute imbuing it with holiness? The famous cosmologis and aheist Carl
Sagan comes to mind when | think of this blurry didinction. Although he was a sHf-
labded athad, Sagan's writings are filled with his scientific awve of the universe and its
principles. From a Hindu perspective, it is very hard to state whether Sagan is a theist or

an ahes.



APPENDIX OF SANSKRIT TERMS

These are definitions which | felt were @ther not defined thoroughly enough in the

preceding text or would give the reader further indgght into the material. These words

were defined with the help of KlausK. Klostermaier’s A Concise Encyclopedia of

Hinduism. 28

Agnihotra Fire sacrifice, the most common form of Vedic sacrifice

Astika Literdly, someone who affirms“itis’, i.e. one who accepts the
Veda as normative, an adherent of one of the so-called * orthodox
sx sysems, namely; Nyaya, Vaiseska, Samkhya, Yoga, Purva
Mimamsa, and Vedanta

Asvamedha Vedic horse sacrifice, a complex ritud Stretching out over ayear,
conducted by kings desirous of establishing their supremacy over
their relm

Brahman The supreme being, universal consciousness, the highest redlity. It
is characterized by consciousness, infinity, omnipotence, eternity,
imminencein dl things blissfulness, and unfathomableness. It is
unborn and uncrested, and the source and ultimate destiny of
everything

Darsana ‘theory’, ‘philosophicd system’
Especidly one of the Sx orthodox systems

Dharma ‘law’
Cosmic and socid order and the rules pertaining to it. It isthe

centra concern of Hinduism



Dukkha

Duryodhana

Hastinapura

|svara

Jyotistoma

Kaivalya

Mahabar ata

Nastika

Prajapati

Prakrti

Suffering

“hard to conquer’

eldest son of Dhrtarastra and leader of the Kauravas in the Grest
War of the Mahabharata
capital city of the Kauravas in the Mahabharata
‘Lord
A generic title given to the creator of the world
A specid Vedic sacrifice for the deceased
A date of aloneness, or perfect freedom which aliberated
individual experiences when redizing the difference between
purusa and prakrti in Samkhya
‘the great [war of the] Bharatas
The longest epic ever written, it condtitutes a veritable
encyclopedia of Hinduism. Consists of the Great War between the
Pandavas and Kauravas, ethical discourses, and descriptions of
large parts of northern India
A heretic, i.e. someone who denies the supreme authority of the
Veda; follower of a nonorthodox system, such as Carvaka,
Buddhism or Jainism
‘Lord of crestures
Progenitor, in ageneric sense. In the Veda, Indraand other devas
are called Prgapati. Later the title is applied to Brahma, the creator

‘nature



Purusa

Raksasa

Sastras

Srti

Suti

Upanisads

Yajna

In agenerd sense, matter, generative substance

In Samkhya, spirit, the counterpart of matter

A goblin, evil sairit, fiend, and enemy of the Aryas. They play a
magor role in Hindu literature as disturbers of peace and asa
constant threet to sagesin ther forest retreats

‘teaching’, ‘rul€

An authoritative source for Hindu dharma, used either asa
collective term or as a designation of asingle work, especidly one
deding with law

‘what has been remembered

Tradition, as opposed to sruti. In ageneric sense, dl authoritative
writings pertaining to Hindu tradition that are not sruti, i.edl
works composed after the Veda, such as epics and Puranas. Ina
specific sense, works dedling mainly with laws ascribed to ingpired
lawgivers

‘what has been heard’, ‘revelation’

The most sacred part of the scriptures of Hinduism. Itisthe
ultimate authority in metters of faith and practice: it can be
interpreted but not superseded or bypassed

Thefourth and last part of the Vedas containing mystical teachings

Sacrifice in the generd sense



Yudhisthira ‘firmin battle
The oldest of the five Pandavas, amodel of calmness, prudence,
and justice. After the Great War, he was formaly crowned

emperor of Hagtingpura and reigned righteoudy for many years
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