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Introduction

In 1863, a Brahman named Jivanatha Sarma sent a letter from Benares
to Prime Minister Janga Bahadura Rana, the then factual ruler of Nepal.
In this letter (see Appendix; NGMPP DNA 4/18) Jivanatha reports on a
dispute between Panditas of a dharmasabhd in Benares on the question
whether a woman should be allowed to erect independently a sivaliriga
by touching it (lingasthapana and lingasparsana).

This document opens up a number of questions that have to be con-
textualized. They concern the position of women in society and ritual,
the relationship between Kathmandu and Kasi, or Nepal and British
India, the function of Panditas in religious and political affairs in and
at the periphery of the colonial empire, and the authority of the Great
Tradition, in particular the Dharmas$astra, in shaping a nation.

The Document

After the prasasti, Jivanatha Sarma, apparently a Brahman in service
of Janga Bahadura Rana’s administration based in Benares, refers in
his letter (patra) to a rukka, a short royal note, which he had previously

1 Many thanks are due to Manik Bajracharya and Rajan Khatiwoda for helping
me better understand the document(s), Simon Cubelic for invaluable hints to
further material, Vasudha Dalmia for facilitating the access to the KVS, and
Philip Pierce for improving my English.
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received from him and in which Janga had shown a heavy grief
because of the dispute on establishing a sivaliriga by women. Jivanatha
then tries to explain the complex situation. First he complains about
the Panditas in general who never admit mistakes and always keep
on fighting, so that a mediator has to be appointed. In the concrete
case, Janga had indeed fixed the “king on the other side (paravala, i.e.
Ramnagar on the other side of the Ganga) and his dharmasabha” as
such. Jivanatha explains how the dispute among the Panditas evolved.
One side insisted that there are so many mandatory injunctions in the
smrti prohibiting women to act independently in any ritual unless they
have the order of the husband, have performed their samskara (i.e. are
married) or have been initiated (for the daily worship).

However, says Jivanatha, the famous Panditas Rajarama Sastri and
Bala Sastri objected this position, stood up in the dharmasabha and
went home. On the next day they returned with a paddhati in which
it was written that no yajamana, male or female, is allowed to do any
work by his or her own hand but only through the hand of a priest.
However, the assembly rejected this text. Apparently, both Panditas
then were upset and

. sent [a message back] through the reputable (mahajana,
lit. great person) Harican Babu, who said: “If you want your
vyavasthapatra® (a written extract from the Dharmasastra, given
in a decision by the Panditas) criticized, send it to our houses.
We will return it to you after criticizing it [ourselves].” The
Panditas sitting in the dharmasabha replied: “Let them (the two
Sastris) send a vyavasthapatra which denies permission; we will
in turn criticize [their decision].”

The King of Benares then complained:

“What proof is consensus [reached] among such biased Pandi-
tas? They need not agree. I don’t expect any consensus from
them. Prepare the vyavasthapatra!”

[Thus] the king from the other side ordered a vyavasthapatra,
which was dispatched to you. Through this everything will be

2 Vyavasthapatra is a “discourse on controversial questions of Hindu law” (Sen/
Mishra 1951: 1) or a written extract from the Dharmagastra, given in a decision
by the Panditas or Dharma$astrins; see also Regmi 1983: 114, and Subhadra
Sharma’s Dharmasastriya-vyavastha-samgraha (1957).
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known. From now on whenever the king on the other side—who
has himself no interest in money or cowries—assembles all the
Panditas in his dharmasabha and a decision is made through
consensus among [those] Panditas, then this is [enough] proof.
[By contrast,] a vyavasthapatra signed by persons of one’s own
liking who have agreed after taking bribes cannot be consid-
ered as proof. If given a lot of money, today’s Panditas agree on
all topics. They don’t think about what dharma is and [what]
adharma [is].

In petty things they have reached consensus on both sides at
various places. In something of very great importance, too, they
once took money and reached consensus in a vyavasthapatra to
the king of Jaipur, saying that the doctrine of Ramanuja ascet-
ics (rangacari) is not taught in the Veda. After the rangacaris
gave [them] a lot of money, they (the Panditas) also reached
consensus in a vyavasthapatra to the rangacaris, saying that the
doctrine of Ramanuja is taught in the Veda. They are ones who
agree because of money; they do not consider the dharma.

Finally, Jivanatha says that already vyavasthapatras from three other
places have been sent to him and summarizes:

As long as a clear prohibition is not found in the smrti to the
effect, explicitly, that women have absolutely no right [to estab-
lish a Sivalinga] regardless of their husband’s orders, of their
being married and of their having heard the mantra (of initia-
tion), it seems to me that you should not have any doubt regard-
ing the customs which have always been practiced. After all,
you are the knowledgeable one. Your orders are [always] cor-
rect. What more can I say?

My suffering and poverty will disappear if you cast your com-
passionate eyes on me saying: “He is my well-wisher.” ... May
it be auspicious.

The Persons

Who were the persons mentioned in the document? We do not exactly
know who Jivanatha was. In another (unfortunately undated) letter
(NGMPP DNA 1/116) sent by him to Janga Bahadura Rana he asks
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for his lifelong annual remuneration. From this patra it is clear that he
worked for the Nepalese administration at least since VS 1917, VaiSaka
badi 11 (1860 CE). He also wanted to erect himself a Siva temple in
Benares and requested King Rajendra Vikrama Saha to donate for this
(NGMPP DNA 6/59, undated).

About the two Panditas in Benares, we know from Baladeva Upa-
dhyayas Kast ki panditya parampara (1983) that both Panditas were
most likely Citapavan Brahmans from Maharasthra/Konkona. Rajarama
Sastri (1805-1875) was a professor at Benares College (Dodson 2010:
179) and a judge who was often asked for advice. He composed many
vyavasthas and the Vidhavodvahasanka. It is heard that he had once
come to Nepal where he was invited to the palace and had a discussion
with Panditas for several days, in which he finally could win. He was
not only a Pandita but also a boxer (kustivaja) and he even had a box-
ing competition in Nepal, which he also won (Upadhyaya 1983: 161).
It seems that he was in favour of re-marriage (ibid.: 164) and a large
number of Panditas backed him in this respect (see ibid.: 164—165, for
the list of their names). He was appointed as a judge at the court (kaca-
hari) of Ajamagadha by John Muir. Later, he was appointed as a judge
(nyayadhisa) at the Divani Kacahar in the same place (ibid.: 159).

His disciple Bala Sastri (1839-1882) wrote in 1869 an extensive
commentary on a vyavastha of 1855 regarding the invalidity of remar-
riage of widows at the request of a group of Bengalis in Calcutta:
Vidhavodvahasankhasamadhi [a proof on the subject of widow remar-
riage], Benares: Medical Hall Press, 1869 (Dodson 2010: 181); he par-
ticipated in the 1869 sastrartha with Dayanand Sarasvati and was a
member of the Literary Society of Benares Pandits (also known as the
Brahmamrta Vrsini Sabha). The king of Kasi, I§vari Prasada Narayana
Simha, respected him highly (Upadhyaya 1983: 186) and never agreed
upon any decision if it was not consented by Bala Sastri (ibid.: 186).
He had no descendant but he adopted a Brahman boy who was four
years old (ibid.: 189). When Queen Victoria was adorned by the Great
Queen of India, he had composed a prasasti (ibid.: 192).

Both Panditas belonged to the well-known Panditas of Benares
(Dodson 2010: 173); signed a short exposition in Sanskrit in the Bena-
res College journal The Pandit (2.24, 1868, pp. 271-272), established
1866, applauding a reputed cure of leprosy (Dodson 2010: 177). Both
were members of the Kast Dharmasabha, which was founded in 1869
or early 1870 by the king (mahardja) of Benares (Dodson 2010: 181;
see Tripathi 1871a, 1871b). Its members (pariksasahayaka) are listed
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in The Pandit vol. 5.56 (Jan. 1871), pp. 205-206. Among them is also
Bharatendu HariScandra (9 Sept. 1850—6 Jan. 1885), the so-called
father of Hindi literature, but not Rajarama SastrT and Bala Sastri, the
two Panditas mentioned in the rukka. Hari§candra might be the “great
person (mahdjan)” Harican Babu mentioned in the rukka as a helper of
the two Panditas. However, there is a problem of the date. For, the rukka
is from VS 1920 (1863), when Hari§candra was only 13 years old.

We therefore could give up this hypothesis if there were not an
intriguing article in the journal Kavivacanasudha (KVS), “A Bi-monthly
Journal of Literature, News and Politics”, established by Bharatendu
Hari$candra in 1868. In the issue of Saturday, November 25, 1871, pp.
54-55, it is written (most probably by Hari§candra himself) that a cer-
tain Niladeva Pantha from Nepal® has brought up the same issue that
was discussed in Jivanatha’s rukka (see Dalmia 1997: 357f.). We learn
from this article that the case was decided arguing that women have
no right for an independent (svahasta) lingasthapana and that every
man agreed on this conclusion apart from Candra$ekhara Bastirama.
The Panditas had consulted the following Dharmasastra texts, mostly
Nibandhas:

Nirnayasindhu, Dharmasindhu, Purusarthacintamani,
Mayiikha, [Smrti? ] Candrika, Pratisthakaumudi, Raghunan-
danakrta-Pratisthatatva, Tristhalisetu, Lingarcanacandrika,
Sivarcanacandrika, Nrsimhaprasada, Mimamsaka-
Ramakrsnabhattakrta-Lingapratisthapaddhati etc.

(KVS Saturday, November 25, 1871, p. 54)

However, since Bastirama (sripanditavastiramadvivedah), the “errant
pandit”, as Vasudha Dalmia (1997: 358) calls him in a short remark on
this incidence, did not agree to this, the Panditas addressed the king in a
public letter. They reported that when the final decision had to be taken
by the king, suddenly Bastirama was invited by the dharmasabha.
However, he could not give any proof neither by referring to Gauda
(Bengal) or South Indian Brahmans nor by any Nibandha. In the dis-
cussion he apparently said that the right to establish a /irnga by women
is the practice of the Gaudas, but others said that it is up to the king
to decide. The Panditas came back to this debate thinking that it is not

3 nepala se lingapratisthapanadhikaravisayakaprasna pandita niladevapantha
(KVS, vol. III, no. 7, 25 November 1871, p. 54). The Pandita is supposed to
have come from Palpa (oral communication by Rajan Khatiwoda).
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lawful to decide without consulting any valid Nibandha (as Bastirama
did). They wrote that they had disputed this in the dharmasabhd being
afraid of adharma and the denigration such an uncultured sabha would
get. They requested him (to decide) that it is completely against the
dharma if women are allowed to establish a liriga, and that it would
be unlucky and defaming to send such a vyavastha to the other land
(desantara, i.e. Nepal).
The article in the Kavivacanasudha ends with this notification:

aneka koti sastangadandavatpranamanantara.

pam. Bastirama taracaranddikam log sab kal ramnagar gae
the para unko kasirdaj ne pher diya aur kaha ki jab tak babii

na kaherigem maim kuch na manumga aur yah bhi kahda ki yadi
SribalaSastri ka sammat nahim hai to mujhe ayaha nahim aj

se lekar ath din tak barabar nitya dharmasabha mem baith ke
vicara karo jo siddhanta ho us par sammati karo.

ab bicar karnd cahie aur maim us vicar ka madhyastha humga.

With several crores of eight-point stick-like salutations.*
Pandita Bastirama and Taracarana etc. yesterday went to Ram-
nagar [but] the king of Kast sent them back saying that he will
not agree as long as Babu (HariScandra) does not agree. He also
said: “If Bala Sastri doesn’t agree, I have nothing to say. Starting
from today, consider this matter in the dharmasabhd repeatedly,
every day for eight days. Whatever conclusion will be made,
give a consensus on it.”

Now we should consider this and I (Hari$candra) should be the
mediator in this [matter].’

As this case is so similar to the rukka document, one wonders whether
we are not talking about the same thing. However, the date of Jivanatha’s
letter is quite clearly readable as (VS) 1920 (1863 CE). If this date
stays, “Harican Babu” can hardly be Bharatendu Hari§candra. And we
must assume that the case of 1863 was still pending in 1871.

4 A greeting gesture involving making ground contact with eight body parts
while stretched out at full length face-down.
5 This is also quoted in Upadhyaya 1983: 186.
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The Conflict

Why did Janga Bahadura Rana contact the king of Benares for an
advice in the lingasthapana question? I first assumed that there would
be perhaps a particular case to which the document refers, but the only
incident, which came to my mind, is the Samrajye§vara Mahadeva
temple, better known as Lalita Temple in Benares, erected in 1843 by
King Rajendra Vikrama Saha (r. 1816—1847) and his son Surendra (r.
1847-1881) in the name of senior queen Samrajya Laksm1 Devi (see
Gaenszle 2008: 308); this temple, however, could not come into ques-
tion because of the time gap of almost twenty years.®

After all, establishing and worshipping a linnga by women is com-
mon practice in Nepal—since Licchavi time. Not only are there numer-
ous inscriptions’ verifying exactly this but we also find a description of
the procedure in the popular Svasthani Vratakatha (p. 4):

yasa kramale maghasukla piarnimako dina aepachi katha
samapta gari arst (tamako thalt) ma omkara lekhi sabda
baluvako Sivalinga bandai sthapana garnu ra jau tila aksata
belipuspa yajiia-siitra pana suparit mapuva batti aru pani ...

Likewise, on the full moon day of the bright fortnight of Magha,
[women] should finish the recitation of the story [of the Goddess

6 In RRS 21.6 (June 1989): 76, we find evidence of a Siva temple established by
the “Dharmadhikara Gururaj Pandit Nagendra Raj Pandit” in the Mangalagauro
area of Kasi, dated Caitra sudi 9, VS 1912 (= RRC 66, pp. 157-160).

7 See, for example, RRS 2.7 (July 1970): 158: “The Shivalinga inscription (460
Samvat or 540 AD) near the Pashupati temple as installed by a woman called
Abhiri. In this inscription, Abhiri has referred to Bhauma Gupta as her son.
This inscription was installed by Abhiri along with a Shivalinga in the name
of her husband. The Shivalinga is named Anuparameshwara. It is possible that
the Shivalinga was named after the husband of Abhiri. This shows that Bhauma
Gupta’s father was called Anuparama. However, Abhiri has not referred to her
husband by name. She has referred to him only as the son of Paramabhimani.
The name Anuparama occurs in another inscription also, found in front of the
Satya Narayan temple at Handigaun in Kathmandu. The inscription, which has
been inscribed on a Garuda Pillar, contains verses meant to propitiate Vyasa. It
then states that the verses were composed by Anuparama.” See also Vajracarya/
Srestha 1980: 567-572, no. 158; RRC vol. 66, pp. 59-60; and Michaels 1994:
73-77, table 1b, nos. 6-8, 23-24, 28-29, 32-35, 66-72, 87, 103, and 106. It is also
not a problem when women let a temple be built by granting land, e.g. Dirgha
Laxmi Devi, wife of Captain Birabhadra Kiivara Rana, had built the temple of
Sr1 Dirghabhakte§vara Mahadeva and Sr1 HemamukteS§avara Mahadeva near
the Pacali Bhairava Temple at the banks of the Bagmati river in Kathmandu,
Jyestha sudi 3, VS 1912 (RRC vol. 66, pp. 59-60).
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Svasthani] and [then], having written [on the ground] the om
[sign], establish a sivalinga out of pure sand and establish it.
[After that they] should offer each 108 barley seeds, sesamum
seeds, aksata, flowers, sacred-threads, pan, betel nuts ... etc. ...

This practice stands in contradiction to the many prohibitive injunctions
in the Nibandhas, which limit the right (adhikara) for women establish-
ing a linga and of which I quote only one from the Tristhalisetu:®

yada pratisthitam lingam mantravidbhir yathavidhi,
tada prabhrti sidras ca yosid vapi na samsprset.

When a liriga is erected correctly by those who know the man-
tras, from then on a Stidra or a woman cannot touch it.

strinam anupanitanam Sidranan ca naresvara,
sthapane nadhikaro ‘sti visnor va Sankarasya ca.

yah Sidrasamkrtam lingam visnum vapi namen narah,
thaivatyantaduhkhani pasayaty amusmike kim u.
Stdro vanupanito va striyo va patito ’pi va,

keSavam va sivam vapi sprstva narakam asnute.

Women, the uninitated, and Sadras do not, O Lord of men,
have the authority to erect figures of Visnu or Sankara (Siva).
A man who would bow to a liniga or Visnu image consecrated
by a Stdra sees extreme sorrow even in this world—and how
much more in the next! A Siidra or a non-initiate, a woman or an
outcaste who touches Kesava (Visnu) or Siva goes to hell.
(Tristhalisetu, no. 680 and 682, transl. R. Salomon, emphasis
added)

8 Salomon 1984: 175-176 and 444-445. The verses are also quoted in the
Nirnayasindhu (pp. 240-241), from which the Panditas most probably got it.
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The Solution

How was this conflict solved? In a document recorded in our database’
that was sent from Benares to Janga Bahadura Rana (NGMPP DNA
9/26) we might find the answer to this question:

Srih
svasti Srijisivipadavisamalamkrtesu
Srimanmaharajadhirajasri3-mahdarajajangava-

2 hadiraranavarmasu. kasisthanam strisudranam
sparSapurvakalinga-sthapanam bhavatiti ni-

3 nditamatonmiilane baddhaparikaranam vidusam
ubhayapaksaksema-samabhyavedikah subha-

_____

Hail! To the thrice venerable great-king Janga Bahadura Rana
Varma, the supreme king of the great-kings, adorned by the title
venerable GCB.

When the despised opinion that it is possible to establish a liriga
touched by women and Siidras is eradicated, heaps of auspicious
blessings based on the comprehensive knowledge of the pros-
perity for both parties of the learned and devoted [Panditas] who
live in Kast may flourish. On proper time we are to be remem-
bered. [Let it be] auspicious.

Unfortunately, this document is not dated, but we can conclude that
it must be a kind of vyavastha with a final decision because it is in
(slightly corrupt) Sanskrit. It looks like a copy of the beginning of the
main text of the vyavastha leaving out, however, the signatores and the
evidence from authoritative texts (even on the back side of the original)
though such sources have not always been mentioned in vyavasthdas.°
We do not know which consequences this ‘vyavastha’ had in Nepal.

9  http://abhilekha.adw.uni-heidelberg.de/nepal/index.php/catitems/viewitem/22/1
[accessed July 17 2017].

10 See Dodson 2010: 154. For a similar case concerning the question whether a
Sivalinga may be shifted or not, see Michaels 1993.


http://abhilekha.adw.uni-heidelberg.de/nepal/index.php/catitems/viewitem/22/1

280 — Axel Michaels
Conclusion

Given this orthodox situation in Benares, did Janga Bahadura Rana
want the Panditas of Benares to help him to change a widespread ritual
practice in Nepal where the ritual agency of women was much stron-
ger than in North India? After all, there were other regions where the
restrictions for women in religious and worldly matters were not so
strict as in Kas1. Thus, there is inscriptional evidence for women donat-
ing to temples (Orr 2000). Likewise, in Bengal there was some inde-
pendence (svatantrya) of women regarding the disposal of their prop-
erty, as well as the stridhana and its yathestaviniyoga (using something
as it pleases).! There is no direct mention of women being allowed to
establish temples etc., but the principle of autonomy may have made
this possible because for donating a temple the donor needs (land)
property.

However, we do not know whether Janga wanted a ‘progressive’ or
a ‘conservative’ answer. From a certain standpoint, Nepal was more
‘progressive’ because it allowed women what was forbidden by a
majority of Banars1 Panditas. From another standpoint it was digress-
ing from dharmashastric orthodoxy. The only thing we so far know
is that Janga apparently wanted a second opinion for a delicate ques-
tion—a question that belonged to a number of heated debates on the
status of women in the 19" century: re-marriage of widows, child mar-
riage, satf, murtipija, stridhana (daughters = sons in inheritance: Sen/
Mishra 1951: 23). Reform movements like Brahma Samaj and Arya
Samaj held public debates (Sastrartha) over such controversies, e.g.,
on mirtipija with Dayanand Sarasvati in fall 1869, and the Panditas
played a crucial role in them as intermediaries. Such problems must
have also affected Nepal, but I doubt that it was relevant for Janga.

To me it seems more important, that he apparently intended to place
himself on the same level with the British Raj. After all, it was mostly
the colonial power that asked for vyavasthdas. And Kasi was the tradi-
tional place for Nepal to link with a kind of orthodoxy. It was the centre
out there, the most prominent pilgrimage place (tirtha) outside Nepal,
the place for sraddha and kasibas (residence in Benares until death),
and an important business centre.

11 See, for instance, Jimutavahana’s Dayabhaga (ch. 4). I am grateful to Patrick
Olivelle for pointing this out to me.
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Janga is not known to have been a very religious person,'?> but he
stood in the tradition of the Sahas to see and propagate Nepal as asal
Hindustan and a guarantor of purity in this Kali Yuga dominated by
Muslims and cow-eating Christians. In the Muluki Ain of 1854, a legal
code, he positioned the country as the world’s only (left) Hindu king-
dom (see Michaels 1997), and again in 1866, Janga announced:

We have our own country, a Hindu kingdom, where the law
describes that ‘cows shall not be slaughtered’, nor woman nor
Brahmans sentenced to capital punishment; a holy land where
the Himalayas, the Basuhi ksetra [sic], the Arya tirtha, and the
refulgent Sri Pashupati Linga and Sri Guhyesvari Pitha are
located. In this Kali Age this is the only country in which Hin-
dus rule. (RRS 1972: 101, quoted after Burghart 1984: 116)

Janga could gain credibility and even legitimation only through being
sensitive to traditional and religious norms and practices. His attempt
to clear the right of women to establish a sivalinnga must be seen in this
context.

In preserving the religious state, the Ranas radically changed
the relation between state and religion ... Throughout the period
of Rana rule the state emerged as the transcendent force in soci-
ety, all the while legitimating itself in reference to religion.
(Burghart 1996: 272)

Janga did not rule directly against the King Surendra and the ex-king
Rajendra. “Jung realized that in conservative Nepal more was achieved
by example ... than by force” (Stiller 1993: 103). Perhaps the rukka
refers to such an example. The Brahmans had suffered under Prime
Minister Bhimasena Thapa, Janga gave them back prestige and author-
ity promoting Hinduism as all Ranas as a hallmark of his rule.

As said before, whether the vyavastha of the Banarsi Panditas
pleased him or not, we cannot say. But what we clearly can learn from

12 “Jung was wary of the priestly class. Because of the priest-client relationship
in Nepalese society they exerted a strong influence on public opinion. The Raj
Guru (the Royal Preceptor) reinforced this influence. ... Any over pressure
Jung might exert on either the elite or the priestly class would weld them into
rigid opposition. Jung preferred to use existing institutions to win the support
of some members of each class and so divide them” (Stiller 1993: 102).
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the document is that the positions of the Panditas in Benares and the
Nepalese Brahman intermediaries had by no means been uniform. It is
thus not possible to categorize the Panditas into simply traditional or
liberal, progressive or conservative. Brian A. Hatcher was right in say-
ing that we have to free ourselves from such dichotomies: “... we do
not find panditas lined up against reformers” (Hatcher 2012: 56). This
view is also supported by Michael Dodson:

Characterisations of pandits as ‘traditional’, ‘conservative’, and
disingenuous’, as well as the comfortable stereotypes of ‘ortho-
doxy’ and ‘reformy’, ‘tradition’ and ‘modernity’, and indeed,
‘defensiveness’ and ‘innovation’, with which we delineate so
much of the intellectual encounters of nineteenth-century India,
are clearly insufficient to account for the range of these Sanskrit
scholars’ activities. (Dodson 2010: 183).

Brian A. Hatcher (2012: 48) rightly pointed out that “pandits worked
with or against the shastra, and hence with or against one another”. The
Nepalese Brahmans were no exception in this regard. Given the many
religious traditions in this country, the diversity among the priestly
class was even higher.
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Appendix
Annotated Edition

A Letter from Jivanatha Sarmai to Prime Minister Janga
Bahadura Rana re the Erection of a Sivaliriga by Women

Dated VS 1920, Friday, the 12" of the dark fortnight of Karttika (1863
CE); NAK ms. no. 357; microfilmed as NGMPP DNA 4/18; for the
digital edition, see DOI: https://doi.org/10.11588/diglit.39464.

Facsimile:

Part 1:
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Part 2:
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Translation:
No. 357
Sivalinga 1

Hail. This is a letter [written] with the good blessings of Jivanatha
Sarma to triply glorious and favored Maharaja Sir Janga Bahadura
Rana, who holds very formidable power in his arms etc., GCB, thor. lin.
pim. mako. kan. van. syan,® Prime Minister and Commander-in-Chief;,
who is always victorious in battle.

By your meritorious dignity [everything] here is fine and pleasant.
I will be protected if with you there [everything] is always fine and
pleasant. Further, the tidings here are well.

[Regarding the] following: The rukka, which was written by you in
your kindness on Wednesday, the 5" day of the bright half of Advina,
reached [here] on Monday, the 2™ of the dark half of Karttika. The
purport of the details is understood.

The order has come from you [that begins with the words] “Because of
the dispute over establishing -1- (a sivalinga), I have been grievously
tormented in my mind. Will this torment disappear or not?” From the
mouth of Panditas never comes an admission [of mistakes]. They keep
on fighting. Since they never come to an agreement, a mediator needs
to be appointed. A decision was made after you had fixed as mediators
in this matter the king on the other side (paravala, i.e. Ramnagar on
the other side of the Ganga) and his dharmasabha. Whatever is con-
cluded by these mediators needs to be accepted by the Panditas of both
sides. One [side] must not say, “We don’t accept [that].” [Regarding]

13 Title bestowed by the Chinese Emperor upon J.B. Rana. See the document No.
149, dated Nepal Residency, the 197" (received 10") November 1910 (Con-
fidential) from: Lt. Col. J. Manners-Smith, VC, CIE, Resident in Nepal, to:
The Secretary of the Government of India in the Foreign Department: “7. The
title, or that of ‘Thong Lin Pin Mako Kang Wang Sian,” which it has been the
custom for the Chinese Government to bestow upon the Ruling Prime Minis-
ters of Nepal, implies any acceptance of suzerainty on the part of Nepal. He
suggests that this point could be best ascertained by a reference to the British
Minister at Peking where the exact meaning of the titles may be known” (http://
www.madanpuraskar.org/mppwp2012/1910/11/01/chinese-mission-being-
despatched-to-nepal [accessed Oct 3, 2015]).
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the meaning of words of prohibition from various scriptures, these are
all general statements of prohibition [no matter] how many words of
prohibition there are. [Thus] whatever prohibitory statements have
been made [in the smrti] for women who have no orders from their
husband, no samskara (i.e., are not married), [and] no initiation [for
the daily worship], there is unanimity in all these mandatory injunc-
tions. [However,] Rajarama Sastri [and] Bala Sastricould not provide a
meaningful interpretation [of the scriptures] when they were asked by
the Panditas of the dharmasabha to explain what kind of women are
allowed to establish [a sivaliniga], given the fact that there are so many
mandatory injunctions which allow [married women] to establish [one
only] by order of their husband.

They [both] stood up and went to their respective houses. The next day
they returned with a ritual handbook (confirming their position). In it
was written that a yajamana is not allowed to do any work by his own
hand; whatever is to be done should be done [only] through the priest.
This handbook was not accepted as probative authority in the assembly.
That day passed, [and] the next day Rajarama Sastri and Bala Sastr
did not come to the assembly [even] after an invitation had been sent to
them. They sent [a message back] through the reputable (mahajana, lit.
great person) Harican Babu, who said: “If you want your vyavasthapa-
tra criticized, send it to our houses. We will return it to you after criti-
cizing it [ourselves].” The Panditas sitting in the dharmasabha replied:
“Let them (the two Sastris) send a vyavasthapatra which denies permis-
sion; we will in turn criticize [their decision].”

“What proof is consensus [reached] among such biased Panditas?
They need not agree. I don’t expect any consensus from them. Pre-
pare the vyavasthapatra!” [Thus] the king from the other side ordered
a vyavasthapatra, which was dispatched to you. Through this every-
thing will be known. From now on whenever the king on the other
side—who has himself no interest in money or cowries—assembles
all the Panditas in his dharmasabha and a decision is made through
consensus among [those] Panditas, then this is [enough] proof. [By
contrast,] a vyavasthapatra signed by persons of one’s own liking who
have agreed after taking bribes cannot be considered as proof. If given
a lot of money, today’s Panditas agree on all topics. They don’t think
about what dharma is and [what] adharma [is]. In petty things they
have reached consensus on both sides at various places. In something
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of very great importance, too, they once took money and reached con-
sensus in a vyavasthapatra to the king of Jaipur, saying that the doc-
trine of Ramanuja ascetics (rangdcari) is not taught in the Veda. After
the rangacaris gave [them] a lot of money, they (the Panditas) also
reached consensus in a vyavasthapatra to the rangdcaris, saying that
the doctrine of Ramanuja is taught in the Veda. They are ones who
agree because of money; they do not consider the dharma.

These days it is heard that (these two Panditas) asked for a vyavastha-
patra to be sent from Nadiya Santipura (a university in Bengal?)—
[one] stating that no woman is allowed to establish -1- (a sivaliniga).
The packages that I am sending now contain all the vyavasthapatras in
which consensus was reached. Before them, I also had sent my people
to generate consensus among Panditas from the following three places:
Kalkatta Pathasala, Bhatapara and Nadiya Santipura. Meanwhile I have
heard that the vyavasthapatra from Nadiya Santipura has arrived at [the
seat of your] government, and being afraid of incurring [too] many
expenses, I put a stop to [my order] of [another] vyavasthapatra from
Nadiya ge‘mtipura. The vyavasthapatras given by the Kalkatta Pathasala
and Bhatapara are with me. If this needs further work I will send it to
you upon your orders. As long as clear of prohibition are not found in
the smrti to the effect, explicitly, that women have absolutely no right
[to establish a sivalinga] regardless of their husband’s orders, of their
being married and of their having heard the mantra [of initiation], it
seems to me that you should not have any doubt regarding the customs
which have always been practiced. After all, you are the knowledge-
able one. Your orders are [always] correct. What more can I say?

My suffering and poverty will disappear if you cast your compassion-
ate eyes on me saying: “He is my well-wisher.”

Thus, on Friday, the 12" day of the dark half of Karttika, in the
[Vikrama] year 1920, from the temporary residence at Varanasi
Ramaghata, Patanimala Haveli. May it be auspicious.
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Abbreviations

KVS Kavivacanasudha

RRS Regmi Research Series
RRC Regmi Research Collection
VS Vikrama Samvat
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