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1. Introduction

After the death of a head (mahant) of a Hindu monastic lineage, the
succession to his position may become an issue of debate. Hindu
ascetic lineages “do not owe allegiance to a monastery, but to a guru
and through him to a lineage of spiritual succession” (Clémentin-Ojha
2006: 539). Succession is therefore based on a line of gurus and disci-
ples and the sublines issuing from it. While Hindu ascetics typically do
not observe stabilitas loci but keep moving from place to place, in this
often following an established circuit, their stability rests in their spiri-
tual genealogy. At the death of a mahant, then, two issues arise. One is
that of rightful succession, the other is that of property. In whom does
the authority over and ownership of property attached to a religious
institution vest, and on whom will they devolve? Who is the legitimate
owner (malik)? Both issues usually do, but need not, fuse.

A similar problem arises at the death of the custodian of a deity
(adhikart)? represented by a temple icon. Custodians are not necessarily

1 This paper is based on field research conducted with support from the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft in winter 1999-2000. Special thanks go to Mahant
Laksmananandji of Balanand Math, Jaipur, who allowed me to document his
archive.

2 The shift of authority from a malik to a pujari was often set in motion by
deflecting the flow of grants and other donations from the mahant and malik
to a subordinate local pujari. This need not have invariably been the result of a
stratagem on the part of the former. For example, if a branch establishment of
a gaddr was remote from the main seat, a trusted pujar? could be put in charge
of the management of the estate and thus fulfil all the administrative functions
vested in the malik despite remaining accountable to him. Such was the case
when in 1797 (BM Sravana b. 4, VS 1854/13 July 1797) the Sekhavat Raja
Laksmansingh made a bhog grant (for sustaining the cult) to serve the temple
deity Raghunath of Lohargal, for which see p. 405. The beneficiary of the grant
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members of monastic lineages. Whatever rights they have vest in the
image of a deity worshipped in a shrine. Land and other assets of vari-
ous kinds may be dedicated to the material requirements for worship of
the deity, but underlying all of them is the idea that they are given for
the benefit of the deity.® The case of a custodian’s rights is in principle
different from the issue of the succession to a gaddi*, the “throne” of the
head of a monastic lineage. As such, it should be marginal to the scope
of this essay, but it comes nonetheless occasionally into focus where
mahant and custodian are identical, or where a mahant has transferred
his power to act as caretaker of the temple deity and manage the tem-
ple to a temple priest, who for his part cannot claim any right to the
property of the estate or the status of heir-apparent to the mahant. Such
cases occur, for example, if the various temples of a monastic lineage
lie widely spread out over a region.

A host of documents addressing the issue has been preserved over
the centuries in the archives of religious institutions. In the course
of succession contests, genealogies have been produced to establish
claims, lawsuits have been brought before courts, attestations of arbi-
tration councils have been solicited by contesting parties, and expert
opinions solicited by the judiciary.

The problem has also been relevant to the collection of, or exemp-
tion from, revenue, the collection or remission of arrears, and other
fiscal aspects of religious property. The issue gained heightened visi-
bility from the colonial period on. Revenue was a central concern in the
dealings of princely states with the British colonial power, because in
their treaties with the British these states had committed themselves to
the payment of high tribute in exchange for protection.

This paper focuses on the kingdom of Jaipur, in the colonial period
Jaipur State, and, within Jaipur, on the Ramanandi Nagas (see 1.1.).
Jaipur became a British protectorate in 1818 (Vashishtha n.d.: 6). A
number of the administrative changes that ensued are relevant for the
present context:

was the adhikart Dayaramdas, the first cult-officiant of the Raghunath temple,
to whom Balanand entrusted the adhikar, “custodianship”’. He thereby came to
enjoy relative autonomy in the affairs of the Lohargal temple. On pujaris who
exercise adhikar, see pp. 418—419. For synonymous terms, see ibid.

3 Charitable deeds for the worship of deities may also cover the honorarium of
the custodian, but in such cases they tend to specify expenses for worship and
the sustenance of the deity’s officiant as separate items.

4 Variant spellings: gadr, gadi.
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1. In their treaty with Jaipur and other kingdoms of Rajputana, the
British had promised non-interference in the internal affairs of the
states. Under the first resident in Rajputana and commissioner,
David Ochterlony, appointed in 1818, interference was, however, a
prevalent strategy, and one that led to tension with the states. This
intensified the debate on how the mutual understanding of non-in-
terference could be adjusted to the need felt by the British to exer-
cise some control.

2. In 1821, internal feuds in Jaipur during minority rule greatly dis-
turbed the traditional system of administration. The British reacted
by appointing a political agent of Jaipur, which marked the begin-
ning of the Jaipur Agency (ibid.: 19). The position of political agent
was delicate, for he had to balance the declared principle of non-in-
terference in the internal affairs of the state and the necessity to
inquire into local customs. The political agent assisted also in the
administration of revenue (Bhansali 1993: 51). The office of polit-
ical agent came to an end in 1830 when the supervision of affairs
relating to Jaipur was transferred to the Superintendent and Polit-
ical Agent, Ajmer, who was also the governor-generals agent for
the States of Rajpootana and commissioner of Ajmer, abbreviated
A.G.G. (ibid.: 21, 40).

3. In 1829, and actually effective from 1832, the Rajputana Agency
came into being, and all its constituent states were brought under
the single control of the British. The A.G.G. reported directly to
the British Government. From 1836 on, the Rajputana Agency
came under the control of the North West Provinces, at the begin-
ning under an expert in matters pertaining to Rajputana, Charles
Metcalfe, in his capacity as lieutenant-governor.

4. In 1842, the position of Superintendent of Ajmer and Merwara was
established with C.G. Dixon as its first officeholder.’ From 1848
on, Dixon communicated directly with the Lieutenant-Governor in
matters of civil administration, and in 1853 he was finally made
answerable to the Lieutenant-Governor alone. In section 2.2., a doc-
ument drafted by Dixon in 1849 will be discussed.

5. In 1842, the first regular civil and criminal courts of Jaipur State,
Adalat Diwani and Adalat Faujdari, respectively, were established.®

5 For details of these offices and their officeholders, see Sarda 1941: 238.
6 Bhansali 1993: 52 with n. 49, where “1889” is a typographical error.
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The slim corpus of documents discussed in this essay forms part of
an archive along with a great number of similar ones preserved in the
Balanandi Math of Jaipur, a seat of Ramanandi Nagas. The documents
selected range from 1829 to 1893, with the exception of one docu-
ment of the precolonial period. It is undated, but belongs to the period
between 1778 and 1803, the regnal period of Maharaja Pratapsingh of
Jaipur. It has been selected because it provides insight into continuities
and discontinuities between the precolonial and colonial periods.

1.1. Ramanandi Nagas of Jaipur

All documents discussed here are pertinent, first of all, to the malik
of the Ramanandi Nagas of Jaipur, that is, the mahant sitting on the
“throne” (gaddi) of their temple and monastery, called the Balanand
Math and situated in the Purani Basti of Jaipur. Second, they pertain
also to the position of maliks dependent on the Balanand Math as chief
gaddi by reason of having been offshoots of it. The documents concern
either court cases to which the incumbent of the chief gaddr was party
or for which his expert opinion was solicited from the judiciary.
Around 1720, Vrijanand and his lineage of Ramanandi Nagas came
from Vrindaban to Jainagar, officially named Savai Jaipur in 1727 the
new capital of the Kachvaha kingdom of eastern Rajasthan. Ramanandi
Nagas had existed in Vrindaban before Vrijanand. In Jaipur, his lineage
of militant Vaisnava monks (ndgdas) rocketed to political and military
power under his disciple Mahant Balanand (r. 1752—-1795) and plum-
meted with the arrival of the Pax Britannica. Balanand commanded
thousands of naga soldiers and also acted as diplomat on behalf of
the Kachvaha court (Horstmann forthcoming). His role on the political
stage of his time is the reason why the Ramanandi Nagas of Jaipur are
also called Balanandis. Around 1743, his guru Vrijanand built the huge
temple with its adjoining akhara (“wrestling ground”, military station)
of nagas in Jaipur’s Purani Basti, the deities of which attracted sumptu-
ous revenue grants.” The temple represents the main seat (gaddi) of that
Ramanandt Naga lineage with its numerous offshoots, and its mahant,
the incumbent of the gaddi, claims supreme discretionary authority in
matters relating to that ramified lineage. Among the temples belonging
to the Jaipur gaddr and figuring a number of times in the documents to

7 NP 3.10.1996.
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be discussed below are two temples at the pilgrimage site of Lohargal
in the Jhunjhunun district of Shekhawati in Rajasthan.® One is the
Raghunath temple, which is first mentioned in 1763, but was given its
present expansive shape in 1776. The other is the Malketu temple on
the crest of a hill above Lohargal, built by Mahant Sevanand (r. 1825—
1842; d. 1877) in the period between 1850 and 1856 after he had abdi-
cated.’ According to their respective locations, the Raghunath temple
is also referred to as the “lower temple”, and the Malketu temple, as
the “upper temple”.

The temples under the authority of the Balanandis are all of the
type known as “private temples” (niji mandir).® They were built by an
ancestor in the lineage of the mahant, which is why the authority over
these is based on genealogy.

Under the treaty with the British, the monopoly on the use of force
outside Jaipur State rested solely with the colonisers. This sounded the
death knell for the Balanandis’ power, and as a military order their fate
was sealed in 1826, when they were disbanded in Bharatpur, a focal
point of their activities during the Jat wars of the late 18" century.

The Ramanandi Nagas formed part of the so-called “Four sam-
pradayas” (catuhsampradaya) of the Vaisnavas. These orthodox Vai-
snava orders defined themselves as a confederacy of four orders,
including sub-orders, namely, the Ramanujiya-Ramanandi [Rama-
vat], Nimbarka, Visnusvami-Vallabha, and Madhva-Gaudiya sam-
pradayas.'' As a corporate body that came to consensual decisions,
the four orders had been evoked as an authority at the latest since
the early 1720s (Horstmann 2009: 58). While their organisation may
have been more or less loose otherwise, during the colonial period
these orders fought for their rights as a confederacy, and they used the
judiciary to enforce rules that were actually in a state of erosion. In
colonial Rajputana, these four orders were recognised by the British
as a corporate body, and they also bonded with other religious orders
to reinforce claims.””

Situated at 27°40°19“N 75°23°16“E.
NP 29.10.1996.

0 See, for the distinction between the mahants of “private” and other temples,
Mukherjea 1983: 347; and in greater detail and with an ethnographic focus on
modern Rajasthan, Bouillier 2009: 47-50.

11 The term “Four sampradayas™ with reference to a corporate body of Vaisnavas
can be traced back to the turn of the 17" century. The boundaries between the
orders were a much debated issue, for which see Horstmann 2009: 54-58.

12 See pp. 408-410, 413.

= \O o0



406 — Monika Horstmann
2. The Malik in Documentary Evidence

Crucial to the issue of authority and ownership in religious lineages is
the notion of malikat, the status of being the master of a gaddr. Derived
from “malik”, it is in its original Persian form “milkiyat”, a common
term of revenue administration. Its range of use has been studied by
Irfan Habib (1963) who found it meaning proprietary rights over land,
the right of the proprietor (milkiyar) being “nearly what in English
would be called ‘private property” (1963: 112, 140). How the authority
of the malik was understood and explained at the request of the colonial
judiciary forms the topic of this paper.

2.1. The Royal Malik

The earliest document under consideration (see doc. 1 in the Appendix)
represents the only one selected from the precolonial period. As has
been mentioned, it serves as a bridge to the understanding of similar
documents from the colonial period. It is a vijiaptipatra, a term para-
phrased in the document by mahzarnama (spelt mahjarnamma).® Both
terms mean an attestation made by a group of people and bearing their
signatures along with those of witnesses. The present mahzarnama
forms an attestation made by the council (paric) of Vaisnava temples
in the case of Tulsidas, the hereditary custodian (adhikari, tahaluva)
of the Balmukund and Nrtyagopal temple at Laskar1 Kufij in Vrinda-
ban. During the period when the document was written, the temple
housed two idols, namely, Nrtyagopalji and Balmukundji!* Disputing
Tulsidas’s “authority” (sata), the custodian and temple priests (pujari)
of the Govinddev temple had accosted him violently. According to the
sources in the possession of the Balanand Math,'> Tulsidas was a disci-
ple of Balanand. From Najaf Khan, divan of Shah ‘Alam and leader of
the imperial troops in the Jat disturbances (between 1773 and 1778),
Tulsidas had received an imperial order, farman, covering the revenue
of two villages in the Mahavan revenue district of Mathura for the ser-
vice (bhog-rag) of the deity Nrtyagopal. This was a way of expressing
recognition to Balanand, who at the time was fighting on the side of

13 For this type of document and research on it, see Desai 1998.

14 These names appear in the superscriptio of the document.

15 Information gathered from Mahant Laksmananand and digested by N.K. Parik
(NP 26 Oct. 1996).
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the imperial army. From the relatio'® of the document it becomes clear
that the temple can be traced back to the regnal period of Maharaja
Bisansingh (r. 1689-1699). The Ramanandi Nagas had strongholds
in Vrindaban and Govardhan. Mahant Vrijanand, who had shifted the
order’s centre of gravity to Jaipur, hailed from Mathura and retired to
Vrindaban in 1752, the year of his death.

‘Ram-Ram’ from Vrindaban, from all well-wishing
gosvamis,” mahants, and Vaisnava officers'® with blessings
and in recollection of the personal deity to Sri (7x) Mahara-
jadhiraj Sri Savai Pratapsimhji.... Reference: May it please
[Your Majesty] to take notice of an attestation (vijiaptipatra).
Mahzarnama: Previously, the predecessors of the custodian
(adhikart) Tulsidas have always conducted the service (seva)
and worship (pizja) of the deities [Balmukund;ji]'® and [Nrtya-
gopalji]. These reside here in Vrindban in the Maharajadhiraj’s
temple, and they were venerated by Your ancestors, Their late
Majesties [Bisansingh]ji and [Jaisingh]ji, the Maji Sahibaji®
and Prthvisinghji. He performs the first bhog-rag (food and
music for the deity), as is befitting.?! He proclaims the praise of
Your ancestors. When Brahman Vaisnavas visit the temple, he
receives them hospitably. He enhances Your fame. And he keeps
saying, “I am the Lord’s servant (fahaluva), and His Majesty is
the master (malik)”’. We, too, have always seen and heard him
acting in this way. Nonetheless, the custodian (tahal(u)va) and
the temple priests (pujaris) of St Govind[dev]ji have picked
a quarrel with him. For one month they had the Muslims keep
one of his Vaisnavas®* locked in. They said to him, “Give us
written evidence that you are in power”. He rejoined, “Who am
I? I am only the servant of the Lord. The malik authorised to

16 Diplomatic terms used passim are those used by Bresslau (1889). The indige-
nous terms were adopted from Persian, but they do not figure in the documents
published here.

17 Custodians of Vaisnava deities.

18 Managers of religious estates.

19 Here and passim: All names put in square brackets in the translations are car-
ried over from the superscriptio of the documents.

20 Probably Kunanbai Cundavat, the queen dowager of Maharaja Madhosingh
(r. 1750-1768), mother of Prthvisingh and regent during his minority rule.
Prthvisingh died at the age of fifteen in 1778.

21 “[Flirst” refers to the first round of worship of the day.

22 A common designation of temple servants.
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make written statements is His Majesty (Maharadhiraj)”. Then
all of us formed an arbitration council (paric), presented the case
to the amil (revenue collector),” and got the Vaisnava temple
priest released. For a whole month he had been locked in. This is
something that ought not to have happened. Now this affair is up
to the Maharaj as master (malik) to deal with. And the enclosure
(gher) of Ratandas is mentioned as lying separate. There is only
one enclosure here, and this belongs to Your Majesty, though
it has different courtyards (cauk) that are separate. There is no
enclosure besides this one. A plan of the enclosure has been sent
to you. You may please check this. (Signatures of twenty-five
Vaisnava mahants, custodians, and managers of temples)*

The document shows clearly the distinction between ownership of a
temple and other buildings and property in land belonging to it, on the
one hand, and the rights of a custodian that vest in the idol or idols in
the temple, on the other. The pujaris are appointed by the custodian,
though their office may also be hereditary and vest in a lineage. The
document also shows that the dedication of land and buildings to the
worship of deities does not imply that the dedicator gives up his propri-
etary rights. These may lie dormant, but can be reactivated. Especially
aroyal dedicator would have considered it his duty to protect buildings
etc. given for purposes of worship.

In the present case, the malik is a king. What is fundamentally rel-
evant is not his royal status but the fact that he is an outsider and thus
quite different from a mahant (the head of a monastic lineage and at the
same time owner of a temple) or from a custodian of a deity.?

2.2. The Malik of the Gaddr

It was mentioned above that the Four sampradayas acted as a corporate
body to enforce their rights, collective or particular to one of the orders.
This has been discussed by Clémentin-Ojha (forthcoming) on the basis
of a report issued by these and other orders in the year 1822. A similar
document, dated 4 January 1829, was issued by the corporate body of

23 Persian terms are rendered according to their Hindi spellings in the documents.
24 BM n.d. This translation, like several others discussed below, represent only

excerpts. For the full original text of the present one, see Appendix, doc. no. 1.
25 Further details of the document are discussed below, pp. 419-421.
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orders in the interest of the Ramanandt Naga Sevanand, mahant of the
Balanand Math of Jaipur from 1825 on.? Sevanand’s title is dacarya,
which means that he was the chief mahant of a monastic lineage with
sublineages headed by local mahants. A comparison of the documents
of 1822 and 1829 reveals that by the 1820s religious orders had not
only bonded for concerted action but also drafted a form for their offi-
cial written dealings with the judiciary. The declaration of 1829 reads:

Mahant Maharajji Sri Sevanandji is acarya in the Srimat-
Ramanuja sampradaya. His jurisdiction is authoritative for all
members of his order (bhesdhari, “habit-bearers”). The juris-
diction has always been vested in this gadi. Therefore, accord-
ing to the true tradition handed down from generation to gen-
eration, all the four Vaisnava sampradayas, the Da$namis, the
Yog1 panth, the Jain marg, and celibate members of orders
(btramcart bhesdhart), the six systems of religion—in fact all
[systems represented in the state]—have observed one and the
same custom that the arbitration council (paficayat) speaks for
its specific gadi, dacarya, sampradaya, or marg and monitors the
expenses and income of worship (pitja bhet karai). An arbitra-
tion council (paiicayat) of outsiders has no claim [to authority].
The claim vests in the consecrated master of the gadi. The mem-
bers of orders everywhere—in the north, south, east, west up
to the shore of the sea—exist dependent on gadis. According to
their rules of proper conduct they always deliver the [balance
of] expenses and income of worship to the gadis. The claim to
all buildings and settlements accrues to the gadis. They consider
the master of the gadr the guru, who is equivalent to God. If
someone violates the mode of proper conduct, the dharma is
ruined.

(One line illegible)

A gadr cannot be shared. This has always been the rule of proper
conduct. If someone violates this, he is dishonest. Accord-
ingly, the Mahant Maharaj made Krsnadas the master of the

26 In the period under review, the mahants of the Balanandi Math of Jaipur were
Gambhiranand (r. 1805-1825), Sevanand (r. 1825-1842; d. 1877), Ramanand
(1842-1859), Jiananand/Gyananand (1859-1885), Madhavanand (1885—
1906), and Ramkrsnanand (1906-1942).
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building(s) at Pahasu Dibai.”’ The dcarya of the gadi made him
also the master of all buildings and settlements there. And if
someone claims these, he is making false pretences. Accord-
ingly, if after a year’s time Sukhramdas claims the ghati (valley/a
landing place along a body of water), he will be doing [so under]
false pretences. He will certainly not get it. Transgressing the
norms set by acaryas, mahants, marg, proper conduct and sect,
he will have lied. He will not get it. A true account has arrived in
writing. Date: Magha k. 2, VS 1885/22 January 1829.%

Thanks to the document of 1822, phrased in a similar form (Clémen-
tin-Ojha forthcoming), both the standard form of declarations drafted
by the corporate body of orders and the variations thereof can be easily
defined. As compared with the document of 1822, this one emphasises
that the corporate body in question consists exclusively of celibate
ascetics (biramcari bhesdhart), a point relevant to the nature of the
dispute that gave rise to the declaration. The exact circumstances of
the dispute are unknown, but the emphasis on celibate ascetics sug-
gests that the claimant of the Ramanandi Naga gaddr of the unidentified
place of Pahasti D1bai was not celibate. The ndga origin of the place
is pointed out by Mahant Sevanand, whose authority as dacarya was
by that time already hollowed out, for soon after his installation as
chief mahant in 1825 he formally dissolved his rapidly dispersing naga
troops. It seems that Sevanand made his statement as party to a pending
case and on the request of the court. In order to enforce his claim to a
part of the property of the disputed religious estate, Sukhramdas appar-
ently solicited an arbitration council unauthorised to arbitrate internal
affairs of the monastic lineage. The duties of a genuine council of a
gaddr are precisely defined, namely, speaking for the gaddr, dacarya and
order, along with monitoring the accounts of worship expenses and
income. Presently it will be seen that claims of authority and ownership
over the property of religious lineages are quite typically underpinned
by attestations of local arbitration councils whose legitimacy is contro-
versial. The above declaration was signed by witnesses, most of whom
were the representatives of religious orders. Some of these orders had
also non-celibate branches, so that it was not immaterial that the docu-
ment made the “celibate habit-bearers” (biramcari bhesdhari) its group

27 Pahamsu in the Saharanpur District of Uttar Pradesh?
28 BM Magha k. 2, VS 1885/4 January 1829; see Appendix, doc. no. 2.
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of reference. Sevanand’s case was in any event supported by all the
orders enumerated.

Both statements, one in the interest of the Nimbarkas (1822) and
the other in that of the Ramanandi Naga mahant Sevanand (1829),
required a synchronisation of the opinions of the orders, which appear
in the document as speaking with one voice. The judicial process and
the negotiations among the orders prior to the drafting of a formal—
and calligraphically scribed—declaration that was to be endorsed by
the Jaipur judiciary and the religious leaders concerned is revealed by
a file of documents from the year 1849:

(Section 1: Formal report and request)®

Report from Col. Dixon Sahib Bahadur, Superintendent of Ajmer,
to the Mahantji of the Ramavat Sampraday; 16 August 1849.
Reference: There is a dispute between Balramdas Svami, Naga
Santdasot, and Gobindram, Samjogi Santdasot, over the position
of mahant in the Sitaram temple in gasba Kekr1,* the pija, and
the ownership. Concerning this, a law suit is pending with our
Adalat Court, and it is necessary to inquire about this from the
aforementioned mahant. Accordingly, a translated copy of the
case protocol must be sent to the aforementioned mahant. After
reading that case protocol, he shall write a rejoinder to it. He
shall write what is befitting and send it.

CG Dixon

(Section 2: Identification of subject matter of section 3 and issu-
ing authority)

Case protocol of the Court of the Superintendent of Ajmer, term
of office of Col. Charles George Dixon Sahib Bahadur Superin-
tendent; 13 August A.D. 1849.

(seal)

CG Dixon

29 Italic captions in brackets are added by the author.
30 At that time a kasba, now a city, in Ajmer district (25.97°N 7515°E).
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(Section 3: Case protocol and ensuing queries of the Adalat Court)
Balramdas, Bairagi Naga Santdasot [...], resident of gasba
Kekr1, as plaintiff

vs.

Gobinddas, Bairagi Samjogt Santdasot [, as accused]

for registration of the claim to mahant-ship of the gadr of the
temple Sitaramji and ownership of the temple, shops etc.

Current state of the lawsuit: The temple of Sitaram in Kekr1
was built by Dvarkadas Svam1 Naga Santdasot, and during his
lifetime he was its owner. Upon his death his disciple Ram-
das succeeded to the gadr, and upon the death of him, Gobind-
ram Samjogi became owner of the temple. And now Balram-
das, Svami Naga Santdasot, on the grounds that a samjogr is
not suitable for this, claims the gadr and the ownership of the
temple [arguing] as follows: “This naga temple was built by
Dvarkadas Santdasot. After his death and according to the wish
of Daulatram, Mahant Santdasot, Dvarkadas’s disciple Ramdas
sat on the gadi. And there was no disciple of his (i.e. Ramdas)
following his death. In this situation it was the right of the mah-
ant, in view of the close relationship of Samjogi Ramdas with
the Santdasot Nagas, to entrust the temple pija and ownership
of the temple to the latter (i.e. the Santdasot Nagas) Accord-
ingly Raghunathdasji, mahant of the Santdasots, in recognition
of my close relationship with Ramdas made me the owner and
pujart of the temple. He has had my ownership of the temple
registered. And if Gobinddas, who has become owner of the
temple by using force, calls himself a disciple of Ramdas, he
is telling a lie. And even if he is a disciple of Ramdas, the gadr
cannot go to him, for he is a samjogi. He has a family. The
temple was, however, built by nagas. A samjogi cannot sit on a
naga gadi. Therefore, according to the decision of the paiic of
nagas and of Raghunathdasji, who is the mahant of all naga-
Jjamayats, 1 am entitled to the throne and the ownership of the
temple”. End of statement.

And the rejoinder of Gobinddas is this: “During his mahant-ship
Ramdas supported my right to sit on the gadi and have owner-
ship of the temple; and a certificate of adoption was made out



The Malik in Ramanandi Documents of the 18" and 19" Centuries — 413

[for me]. And this has been confirmed by Imratramji, Santdasot
mahant of the Gurdvara of Dantra,*® who is mahant of nagas
and samjogis. On the strength of all this, I sit on the gadr and
have obtained ownership of the temple. Consequently, Balram-
das is not entitled to any claim. And Ramdas had made me his
disciple and given me his promise”. End of statement.

Consequently, the government has to examine two things: First,
if it was lawful that Gobindram sat on the gadr after Ramdas or
not, and if in a temple of nagas a samjogt with a family can be
the owner or not. Second, if Gobindram was not really the owner
of the gadi of Ramdas, or, in case he was, if he had no right to
this; conversely, if the claim and right now vest in Balramdas
or not. It is befitting that the mahants of the four sampradayas
inform on these issues. An order has been given accordingly.

(Section 4: Request to the addressee, the “Ramavat mahant”, to
solicit statements from the Four Vaisnava Orders)

A copy of the case protocol translated into Hindvi together
with the report sheet in Hindvi may be sent to the Nimbarka,
Madhavacarya,®?> Visnusvami and Ramavat mahants in their
capacity of mahants and maliks of the Four sampradayas. The
four mahants may write their answers in this lawsuit as they find
befitting. End of statement.

CG Dixon*

The first section of the document represents the Hindi report by Col.
Dixon on a pending case relating to a gaddr in Kekr1, Ajmer district.>*
The report, formally scribed in standard NagarT script, was to be sent
along with the case report in Hindi translation and office script® to one
mahant of the Ramavat order, the Ramanandi Naga chief mahant, at
that time Mahant Ramanand of the Balanand Math of Jaipur.

31 In Ajmer district.

32 For “Madhvacarya”.

33 BM 16 August 1849; see Appendix, doc. no. 3a.

34 The office of A.G.G. conducted its work in three branches, English, Persian,
and Hindi, each under its own Head Clerk, titled Mir Munshi and Pandit for the
Persian and Hindi branches, respectively (Vashishtha n.d.: 64).

35 A regional form of Kaithi script. The term “office script” is more ad hoc than
comprehensively descriptive. I mean to distinguish drafts that circulated in the
office from formal papers addressing a third party. Kaithi script was also used
for many other purposes, and notably for draft letters.
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The issue was that the mahant-ship of a gaddr established by cel-
ibate Ramanandt Nagas of the line of Santdasots (tracing their origin
to one Santdas) had gone to one Gobindram Samjogi, the designation
samjogt indicating that he was a sadhu living with a woman, and in this
particular case with a woman and family.*® Gobindram is not a common
name among Ramanandi Nagas, whose names typically end in -das,
and in a way the document reflects this anomaly by alternately naming
the person Gobinddas and Gobindram. The previous mahant was not
survived by a celibate naga, let alone an heir-apparent to the gaddi.
As Gobindram asserts, he was selected because the deceased mahant
had a close relationship with samjogrs, that he had been adopted by the
mahant, and that a mahant of nagas and samjogis had confirmed his
right to the gaddi. The name of that mahant, Imratram (Amrtram), and
his dwelling place, a Gurdvara, point to a temple of aniconic worship
rather than one where iconic worship is performed. The Ramanandt
Nagas, however—at least according to the norms emphasised by their
leaders—conduct iconic worship of the Paficaratra type.*” The origin of
both Gobindram and Imratram, then, must have been in either a milieu
of bairagis of the aniconic Sant type or one accommodating sadhus of
both iconic and aniconic persuasions. The iconic worship, practised
by followers of the orthodox norms (varnasramadharma), would have
retained caste distinctions, whereas the aniconic worship was open to
all regardless of orthodox norms.

As for Balramdas, the celibate naga contestant, it is not reported
how he suddenly turned up to oust Gobindram and assume the position
of a svami, the head of a monastic institution and lineage. He had been
supported, he says, by one Raghunathdas, a samjogi-mahant, who had
him registered as successor to the gaddr.’® In making this statement,
Balramdas insinuates that Raghunathdas was well aware of the distinct
norms of samjogis and celibate nagas. Balramdas argues that a naga-
gaddr cannot be occupied by a samjogi. If anything, the statements of
the contestants demonstrate the mixed sadhu milieu where nagas who
perceived themselves as following orthodox ascetic norms coexisted
with samjogis.®

36 See section 2.5.

37 See p. 420.

38 Upon the death of a mahant, the succession needed to be officially sanctioned
and registered, and succession (marmi) dues paid (“Definition of Important Ver-
nacular Terms” of 3 March 1938, section II, pp. 7-9. Daftar Divani Hujurl, R3j
Savai Jaypur, VS 199%, radif di, Rajasthan State Archives, Bikaner).

39 For these samjogls, see section 2.5.
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Mahant Ramanand duly acted as requested by Col. Dixon, circu-
lating the court report and Dixon’s request to his colleagues among
the rest of the Four sampradayas. To produce unanimity, he himself
rephrased their replies to the court’s questions. In this way the chorus of
statements of the various orders was seamlessly harmonised.

Sri Ramji

My “Jai Sri Sitaramji” to you. Reference: From Ajmer a report
of Agent Bahadur from the Government. In this it is written that
Balramdas, Bairagi Santdasot, resident of Kekri, and Govind-
das, Bairagi Santdasot, are fighting over who is to sit on the
gadr. Regarding this lawsuit there arrived a case report from
Col. Dixon Sahib Bahadur Superintendent Ajmer [that is being]
directed to the Four sampraddayas in order to inquire into the
state of affairs. This is sent [to you herewith]. Accordingly, the
state of affairs is to be solicited from the mahants of the Four
sampradayas and sent. For this purpose the original case report
of Dixon Sahib is being sent to you. Please duly ascertain the
circumstances relating to this and describe the perennial tradi-
tion and norms of conduct of your sampradaya, phrasing this as
an answer. Here is the answer: In our sampraddaya has peren-
nially prevailed the custom that if there is an establishment of
celibate ascetics where there is a celibate disciple, this disciple
will succeed to the gadi. And if there happens to be no disci-
ple, a celibate ascetic closely related as brother and brother by
shared relationship with the guru (i.e. as spiritual father) will
be the incumbent. And if for one or two generations there is
no brother or brother by shared relationship with the guru, a
Vaisnava from the same sampradaya as that of the acarya will
receive the responsibility and remain in charge. And even if
there is a disciple, but this disciple becomes a samjogr, he shall
be married within his own caste. He is not entitled to [take on]
the responsibility for an establishment of celibate ascetics. In
accordance with this custom, Balramdas Santdasot is entitled to
be given the responsibility.*’

The essence of this is that if there is no suitable candidate for a naga
gaddr, the gaddr will eventually devolve upon a Vaisnava belonging to

40 BM n.d.; see Appendix, doc. no. 3b.
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the chief mahant’'s—the dcarya’s—sampradaya. Most suitable is either
someone of the same biological extended family or gotra or a fellow
cela. Typically, the present mahant of the Balanandis, Laksmananandj,
is a paternal nephew of his predecessor, and he himself, too, favours a
paternal nephew of his as successor.*! Accordingly, given the absence
of a suitable celibate cela (initiated disciple), it would have been oblig-
atory to look for a naga candidate from outside the sub-lineage of
the gaddr of Kekri. Mahant Ramanand did not deem it necessary to
respond to the argument of Gobindram that he had been adopted by the
late mahant. Making disciples by adoption or buying children to make
them disciples was a common practice.*? However, Gobindram’s appeal
on the basis of his status as son by adoption was of little relevance, for
a valid candidate had to be or be made the mahant’s cela, regardless of
his civil relationship with the mahant.

The following case proved to be traumatic for the Balanandis. It
concerns the temples at Lohargal, having started to cast a shadow over
temple affairs in the 1860s and festering on into the 1890s.** Sevanand,
the former mahant of the Balanand Math who had abdicated in 1842,
builder of the Malketu temple and manager of it and the Raghunath tem-
ple of the Balanandis at Lohargal, was dead by mid-April 1877. From
1867 on at the latest, ten years before his death, the aged Sevanand is
found reprimanding Ajodhyadas as managing pujart (mukhtyar)* and
his fellow pujaris for neglecting their duties, and complaining about
this to his successor Mahant Jiananand.* In 1877 Jfiananand forced

41 The preference for recruiting mahants from the same family or gotra has been
discussed by Clémentin-Ojha (2006: 555).

42 On making a younger brother of the deceased or a paternal nephew successor to
the position of custodian of the deity in the tradition of the Gaudiya Vaisnavas,
see Horstmann (1999: 353-355; also ibid.: 206-207) for the case of Goplra-
man, a paternal nephew of the deceased custodian of Govinddevjt adopted into
the line by the custodian’s widow in order to be made successor of her husband.
On the buying of disciples, an undated document (probably of 1857) in the BM
archive concerns the case of a disciple bought for 60 Rs. by a bhesdhari woman
in order to be made a cela and heir-apparent to the previous owner of a temple
in Jaipur.

43 Ajodhyadas and Bhagavandas are documented as usurpers of the temples as
late as 1893 (doc. BM Margasiras b. 13, VS 1950/21 December 1893, letter of
Mahant Madhavanand to Thakur Syosingh of Sikar, whose family had sustained
the Balanandi temples of Lohargal from the beginning by revenue grants).

44 1t is not clear from the documents if the custodianship that had been entrusted
by Balanand to the first pujari of the Raghunath temple of Lohargal (see n. 2)
had been extended to the Malketu temple and had devolved upon Ajodhyadas.

45 BM Jyestha b. 13, VS 1924/31 May 1867, and Sravana b. 12, VS 1935/26 July
1878.
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Ajodhyadas and the other temple priests to make the following affida-
vit, which was attested by six witnesses:

May the St (5x) 108 Sri Guru Mahant Maharaj Sri [Jfiananand]
acknowledge the prostration before him of Ajodhyadas, disciple
of Vaisnudas (Vaisnavdas), Bhagavandas and others.

Reference: It is testified to S1T Maharajji that the house built at
the estate of Lohargar (Lohargal) belongs to Sri Guru Mahant
Maharaj Sri [Jiiananand]ji. The produce of its garden and [those]
of the villages Sonasar, Kharoli etc. serve as its sustenance. The
goods and materials of offerings etc. that are given or taken away
have always been the property of the khalsa. The incumbent of
the gadr of the estate of Jaipur is its owner (malik). The authority
to check expenses and income and to grant deferral of payment
has always vested only in the Maharaj. Now it is our*® duty to
do service for the good of the building exactly in the same way
on behalf of SrT Guru Mahant Maharaj Sri [Jiiananand]jt as of
the late Maharaj. You, however, are the owner of the gadi. Your
order will be fulfilled. We serve that place now exactly as we
did as long as the late Maharaj was alive. Accrued income we
spend on the bhog of the deity and the sadavrat (the kitchen
providing food to visitors). And what you order beyond this, we
will heed this respectfully. We will abide by your wish. If you
wish to have something done through our service, we shall pro-
ceed according to your wish, for the building is yours. You may
act as you wish. This building has always been the property of
the khalsa of Lohagarji. You as the master of this building may
order any service to be done. In no way can this be refused or
objected to. The authority will vest only in you. We shall act as
you wish. We are devoted to our master, and shall act accord-
ing to the perennial tradition. We have written this out of our
own free will. If we go back on this, we shall be acting against
god Hari and the Guru, and shall have spoken untruth before
the State Council (Raj Pafic)*” and British Government. Date:
Margasiras b. 10, VS 1934/30 November 1877.

46 Ajodhyadas is speaking for himself and his colleagues, but is the only signatory.

47 At that time, the Royal Council or State Council was the highest tribunal of
Jaipur State and “presided over by the Ruler, who used to decide cases with the
assistance of single Minister, styled as ‘Musahib” (Bhansali 1993: 56).
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Signed by Ajodhyadas, true as written

Attestations of Hardev Prohat (Purohit), Haridas, Adhikar1
Nagridas; Khemdas, Adhikari-Mukhiya of Raivasa; Adhikari-
Mukhiya of the deity S1i—ji*$; Adhikari Kamaladas (?) by order
of ST Gusaiji of the deity Sri—ji.*

The document confirms the absolute right of ownership of the mahant
of the chief gaddr at Jaipur over these temples. As the State Council,
the highest tribunal, is mentioned in the sanctio clause at the end of
the document, it has to be concluded that the case had already been
decided by the lower courts. It is not clear how the “British Govern-
ment” fits in the context, for a decision of the State Council as highest
tribunal was final. Was it conjured up to inspire confidence?

That pujaris, temple priests, should try to usurp the ownership of a
temple was not uncommon. Basically, a pujari’s position is well defined
and was confirmed many times by case decisions.” In a conversation
with me, Mahant Laksmananandji of the Balanand Math put it laconi-
cally: “The pujari is a servant/employee (pujari naukar hai)”. A pujart
may very well be entrusted with the managing functions of a mukhtyar.
In a letter to Ajodhyadas, the outraged Mahant Jiiananand cracks down
on him: “Why did you not conduct the management (muktyari) [prop-
erly for the late Maharaj Sevanand]. You are absolutely ignorant and
act according to your whims!”' Ajodhyadas and his fellow pujaris
had been appointed by Sevanand at an unknown point in time. By
the time Ajodhyadas’s mismanagement is first mentioned in the doc-
uments (1867), he and the other temple priests had been appointed to
the service of both Sevanand’s Malketu and Balanand’s Raghunath tem-
ples. Dayaramdas, the first pujari of the Raghunath temple, had been
a cela of Balanand himself and appointed by him. From Dayaram-
das descended a line of celds, meaning that the office of pujart of the
Raghunath temple became hereditary. This lineage must have petered
out, though, after which the pujaris of the Malketu temple were made
additionally responsible for the Raghunath temple. Ajodhyadas identi-
fies himself as a cela of Vaisnudas (Visnavdas), and so was not in the

48 This and the following blank for the names of deities cannot be completed
because the superscript (sarnama) of the document is missing.

49 BM MargaSiras b. 10, VS 1934/30 November 1877; see Appendix, doc. no. 4.

50 Mukherjea 1983: 202, 5.1B.

51 BM Sravanab. 12, VS 1935/26 July 1878.
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spiritual line of Sevanand. A pujari may be entrusted with the adhikar,
the power of decision in matters of temple management. Cases in point
are the cosignatories of Ajodhyadas’s above-cited affidavit. Among
them, two held the position of adhikart (‘“authorised”), and two that of
adhikart-mukhia (“chief authorised”) priest. One is the chief authorised
priest of Raivasa, the important Ramrasik Ramanandi seat. This kind
of authority (adhikar) does not imply any proprietary right, even if it
is hereditary by custom. In cases of misdemeanor, the holder of the
position can be dismissed (Mukherjea 1983: 203).

2.3. The Duties of an Officeholder

While the functions of malik, mahant, and adhikari are to be distin-
guished, they may also fuse in one person. As owner of a temple built
by himself or an ancestor, a malik can also be both the chief (mahant)
of a monastic lineage and the custodian (adhikar?) of the deity rep-
resented by the image in the temple. In section 2.1, the Vaisnavas of
Vrindaban are cited attesting the zeal with which the custodian Tulsidas
fulfilled his duties (seva), which are enumerated. These duties have to
be carried out to ensure continuity of worship. In fulfilling them, cus-
todians are or may be assisted by temple priests. Service of the deity is
the reason for the temple’s existence. This duty is also incumbent on a
mahant, who may of course delegate it to a greater or lesser extent to
temple priests.

In the year 1878, the attorneys®? of Mahant Jiiananand replied to the
Office of Charities (Karkhana punya) of Jaipur State in the course of
an investigation into the financial activities and assets of the Balanand
Math. This investigation took place in the context of a recovery of
arrears from the gaddi. The document gives evidence of the rapid
decline of the fortunes of the Balanandi Ramanandi Nagas. Jiiananand
speaks of arrears of 14 or 15 thousand rupees. From his report it can
be concluded that from the beginning of his term of office he had had
to grapple with a load of debt that had accrued over three generations
of predecessors, that is, since the term of office of Gambhiranand (r.
1805-1825) and thus in part overlapping with the beginning of the
colonial control of revenue collection and the end of the lineage’s mil-
itary and political power. In 1878, out of a total of 10,500 rupees of

52 The term adikart (for adhikari) is here used for a legal advisor, “attorney”.
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current expenses for worship, sadavrat, paraphernalia, maintenance,
etc., 1,500 rupees alone were spent on the stable. This indicates an
attempt to maintain a noble status despite actual loss of power. Clause
2 of the investigation and the mahant’s reply were,

2) And you wrote: “What kind of work do you do for the well-
being of Sri—ji (that is, the deity Sttaram)?”” Here is the answer:
Day and night, the only thing that I have in mind is the well-
being of the deity. I have no other duty than this. Every day, two
[... (illegible)] 4 gharis after sunrise, I make a muttered reading
of the Gira. Then I go to the temple of the deity StT— ji. I offer
unguents, sandal paste, saffron, and flowers, remove the clothing
and decoration and apply a new set [...], and then make a pros-
tration before it and circumambulate it and make intense sup-
plication for the abundant power of the deity’s beneficence; and
after serving the deity food, I arrange for the communal meal
line for the Brahman Vaisnavas. Each day I sing the praise of the
deity’s name, after which I and the servants of the deity (sevag)>
take prasad, [standing] in the line of the deity’s servants. At four
gharts before the end of the day®* a homily is given, and at sunset
the [lay?] people of the estate, too, gather and sing, accompanied
by cymbals and drums. After the evening ritual of lamp-waving
(sandhya-arati) and the circumambulation, devotional singing
(bhajan) takes place until four gharis of the night. Then the
ritual of lamp-waving (@rati) at the last round of worship (syayan-
bhog) takes place. This is the procedure followed every day.*

In essence, the mahant-cum-malik Jfiananand’s representation does
not differ from that made by the custodian Tulsidas in the precolonial
period (see section 2.1.). That Jiananand replied in greater detail is
perhaps due to the purpose of the investigation, namely, to ascertain if
the charitable grants the gaddi enjoyed were being used properly. He
must have also felt that the colonial authorities expected to be informed
in detail of his actually quite ordinary ritual duties. That he points to
his reading of the Bhagavadgita may be similarly motivated. It may be

53 The term sevag usually means “servant, temple servant”. In the above context,
however, it probably denotes the devotees attached to a temple. See also p. 429.

54 A ghari lasts 24 minutes. The day lasts from ca. 6 a.m. to 6 p.m., hence around
4:30 p.m.

55 BM Agvinab. 2, VS 1935/23 September 1878.
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added that Jiiananand on his tours also checked on the habits of gaddis
that were offshoots of the Balanandi gaddi.*®

2.4. The Heir

The intent of the document of 1822, discussed by Clémentin-Ojha
(forthcoming), was to set forth the rules of succession in the case of a
disciple who had lapsed from the position but apparently now claimed
the gaddi. As the documents show, the confederacy of orders took a
position that they would uphold consistently.’” Nonetheless, the issue
was not put to rest by mere firm rhetoric, for celibate lineages, pre-
sented by the orders as neatly set off from non-celibate ones, actually
lived in close contact or might coalesce with lineages of non-celibate
bairagis (see 2.5.). A case in point is the one from the year 1849 dis-
cussed in section 2.2. In any event, the issue was investigated again and
again by the judiciary, not out of ignorance of precedents but because
each case displayed peculiarities of its own that called for examination
of the particular customs of the religious institution involved. To cite
a typical case,

If the heir-apparent has not been designated by the mahant,
who decides that the candidate is a legitimate disciple?

what is the traditional procedure for making someone a disciple?
what steps in the procedure are followed at which time?

has it been certified in writing that a person has been accepted as
a disciple?

5. would a four- or five-year-old disciple be given a mantra?>®

N -

Conflicts were clustered around two main issues:

1. No heir-apparent had been nominated and consecrated by the
deceased incumbent or acclaimed by the monastic community and
the authorised arbitration council.

56 See p. 430.

57 Almost identical with the position taken in the document of 1822 is that of
Mahant Ramkrsnanand (r. 1906—-1942) in his statement of opinion solicited by
the deputy collector of Alwar in a case where no heir-apparent had been nomi-
nated by the mahant, now dead (BM, date only partly legible: VS 19%%).

58 BM 15 February 1880.
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2. After his succession to the gaddr, the incumbent was found unsuit-
able—a charge made by a rival claimant and his party.

Both types of conflict were driven by the anxiety of celibate lineages
lest non-celibate claimants intrude themselves. Only a cela, “disciple”,
was eligible to become heir-apparent and mahant. As the above-cited
list of five questions reveals, certain steps had to be followed, such as
his nomination by the incumbent mahant. A cela was, however, distin-
guished from other types of persons in the following of a mahant in
that he was initiated. This is the reason why in the questionnaire above
the last question concerns the age at which the mantra of initiation is
given. The Balanandi Nagas’ mantra consists of the six syllables [ori]
ram ramdya namah. Into the 20™ century the initiation with the six-
syllable mantra remained the decisive criterion for mahant-ship. In the
Balanand Math’s genealogy of mahants, the date of initiation is given
for of each of them. In the Paficaratra ritual, the initiation comprises
five rites (Skt. paiica-samskara; a common Hindi equivalent is paiic kT
katorT). One of the traditional ritual manuals for this recognised by the
Balanandts is the Ramapaddhati.®® According to it,%° the sequence in
which the ritual is performed is

1. application of the Vaisnava brow mark, in the case of Ramanandi
nagas the white irdhvapundra, followed by a spell of meditation,

2. branding with the Vaisnava conch-shell and lotus marks,

3. giving of a new Vaisnava name (ending in -@nand in the case of the
heir-apparent of the Balanandi chief gaddr, and in -das for all other
lineages),

4. imparting the six-syllable mantra, and

5. adorning with a necklace of fulsi-beads.5!

If a mahant dies without having named and initiated an heir-apparent,
but the sampradaya (1 take this as meaning the local representatives

59 I have in mind, in particular, the manuscript of the Ramapaddhati of VS
1898/1841 CE, written for the use of the pujari Ramcarandas. Ascribed
to Ramanuja, the text is one of the ritual manuals recognised by modern
Ramanandis.

60 BM Ramapaddhati, foll. 22b-23a.

61 The ritual prescriptions current in the Balanandi Math comprise the whole
course of five rites (for a 20"-century printed manual, see Ramcarandas 1951),
though the documents relating to them tend to focus rather on debates about the
appropriate initiation mantra and thus the continuity of the line from guru to
disciple.
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of the sampradaya) agrees on a suitable candidate, the latter needs to
be initiated before he can be invested with the shawl and necklace of
a new incumbent.®> The decision of the sampradaya needs to be con-
firmed by its chief mahant.

Additional evidence to prove the legitimacy of a candidate was
often produced by pointing out his role at the funeral of the late mahant.
Analogous to the duty of a Hindu son, it was the duty of an heir-appar-
ent to conduct the funeral of the deceased officeholder (Clémentin-Ojha
forthcoming: 14). The significance of this is illustrated by a criminal
case concerning a gaddr subservient to the gaddr of the Ramanandis
of Galta and communicated to the Balanandi mahant: Gangadas and
Narayandas, two disciples of Mahant Janakidas, now dead, fought over
ownership of the temple.® The court inquired whose claim was valid.
The Galta Ramanandis replied:

... The reply to this is that Svami Janakidas was the previous
owner of the temple. Then he died, and at the time of his death
Gangadas was absent, but then he came and informed the govern-
ment (rdj). When the government entrusted the building to him,
the whole sampradaya and the arbitration council of Vaisnavas
honoured him with a necklace and shawl. After this the malik
of the deity was Gangadas and no one else. Then Narayandas, a
temple servant appointed to service,** removed him and forcibly
made himself managing temple servant. Gangadas brought the
matter before the court. According [to what has been set forth]
it is confirmed that in this lawsuit Janakidas’s disciple has the
rightful claim, and his legitimation is fully in accordance with
the custom of the sampradaya, and the whole arbitration council
of Vaisnavas has honoured him with necklace and shawl, for
tahalvo® and malik are fully identical....%

Though this is not stated explicitly, Gangadas seems to have fulfilled
his duty to perform Janakidas’s cremation.

62 On the investiture of a Nimbarka mahant, see Clémentin-Ojha 2006: 546.

63 The document has no superscriptio, so that the name of the temple cannot be
identified. On the Ramanandis of Galta, see Burghart 1978 and Horstmann
2002.

64 That is an ordinary pujari and not an adhikari.

65 For tahalvo as synonymous with adhikart, see p. 406.

66 BM Pausa s. 13, VS 1913/8 January 1857.
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It was also incumbent on the heir-apparent to bear the expenses of
the ritual of the twelfth day after the death of the deceased mahant,
which act substantiated his claim. In one expert opinion given by the
Balanandi mahant, this is pointed out, and the—according to him
false—claimant of the gaddr is described as someone who had come
from the east, was of low caste (kachi jati) and had never before per-
formed temple service or served in the temple kitchen. Such a person,
it is emphasised, does not qualify as a disciple, he is a Stdra and his
claim rests on greed.’’

As for the criteria imposed on an aspiring heir-apparent or succes-
sor, it may be added that prior to and into the British period the revenue
collector (amil) or his representative would exercise the administra-
tive power of transferring proprietary rights to a candidate and would
testify before him and the wider community that he was authorised to
wield adhikar.® The new incumbent had to pay a succession fee that
depended on his status as either ascetic or layman and on the assessed
wealth of the gaddr.® The local Vaisnava pariic and the representatives
of the Vaisnava sampradayas would invest the new incumbent with the
insignia of succession, namely, a ceremonial shawl and the Vaisnava
tulsi-necklace. The succession was confirmed by the supreme chief
(acarya) of the sampradaya. When such acaryas were from the chief
seats of religious orders or other similarly high-ranking mahants were
present, the king himself would attend the investiture, or in the case of
lower seats would be represented by his sword carried by a noble on his
behalf. The necklace that the king gave on this occasion was a costly
string of pearls. In the same way, the nobility that were related to the
religious seat as donors of grants would recognise the new officeholder
and thereby confirm him as successor to the benefits accruing from the
deeds performed by their family in favour of the seat.”

A document of 1885 shows that the judiciary had established a rou-
tine form of investigation into similar cases:

67 BM, undated document from the period between ca. 1859 and 1885, and in all
likelihood from 1881.

68 VRI/T2, VS 1796.

69 “Definition of Important Vernacular Terms” of 3 March 1938, section II. Daftar
Divant Hujuri, Raj Savai Jaypur, VS 199%, radif di, Rajasthan State Archives,
Bikaner.

70 Examples of this in Horstmann 2001, passim; like other religious institutions,
the Balanandis were anxious to maintain regular contact with the grantors of
charitable deeds, as is reflected by the numerous letters from nobility to the
Balanandi mahant in which they acknowledge letters and the receipt of prasad.
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Who performed the cremation and paid for it?

Who received the shawl and necklace?

Who performed the procedure of making someone a disciple
(cela), and what is the procedure followed in your sampradaya?’

2.5. Celibate vs. non-Celibate Candidates

In this essay, the conflict between celibate and non-celibate candidates
appeared first in the case of Balramdas, Bairagi Naga Santdasot, vs.
Gobindram alias Gobinddas, Bairagi Samjogi Santdasot (section 2.2.
above). These designations of the litigants are those given in the court
protocol, so that it can be concluded that they identified themselves by
them. Both were bairagis and belonged to the same lineage of Sant-
dasot, but they differed in that one was a naga (celibate ascetic) and
the other a samjogi (non-celibate ascetic). Further down in the cited
document, the samjogi Gobindram/Gobinddas mentions that he was
supported in his claim by a mahant over both ndagas and samjogis, and
also that he had been adopted by the deceased mahant whose vacant
office he had had hoped to fill. It is, however, unclear if he was already
a samjogr at the time of his adoption. A samjogr is defined as an ascetic
living with a woman and potentially a family. The case of naga vs. sam-
Jjogireveals at the very least that the samjogi’s was a monastic lifestyle
approved by some Ramanandi lineages. The samjogi’s claim was vehe-
mently contested by the naga plaintiff and the Balanandi Naga mahant.
The Balanandi Naga mahants have always/generally been Brahmans.
They uphold the ideal of the twice-born naga, regardless of the factual
situation prevailing in various places. Mahant Ramanand speaks of the
possibility of someone slipping from the state of naga into that of sam-
Jogt/? that is, slipping from celibacy into an irregular sexual relation-
ship. This, he explains, has to be redressed by having him marry within
his caste, provided, of course, that he has retained his caste or that his
caste status can be reactivated. A samjogri can therefore not be identi-
fied with the gharbhart sadhus, who leave the second, grhastha stage
of life to become sadhus but continue to live in their previous houses.”
These figured as a perfectly legitimate category of sadhus in Hindu

71 BM Vaisakhas. 8, VS 1942/22 April 1885.
72 See p. 415.
73 For a discussion of this, see Clémentin-Ojha forthcoming: 10.
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law.’* Mahant Ramanand clearly sees a samjogr as deviating from the
naga ideal. In the case of Ajodhyadas, the usurping managing priest
at Lohargal, Mahant Jiiananand gave vent to his contempt of him. In a
letter addressed to the arbitration council of Vaisnavas, he served up an
official report of Ajodhyadas’s misdeeds.”” Not only had the latter made
the place a shambles and dispersed temple property, but he was also
keeping “bad company with samjogis”. In a letter he wrote less than
two weeks later to Ajodhyadas himself, Mahant Jiiananand castigates
Ajodhyadas’s notorious mismanagement and neglect of caste rules (jati
palm]ti) at a site venerated throughout the region and whose temple
was equivalent to the body of a Brahman’*—a sanctuary where proper
worship ought to have been conducted according to the Paficaratra rit-
ual.”” This was as much as to say that Ajodhyadas’s guilt amounted to
the murder of a Brahman.

There is one tradition, articulated in the Bhavisyapurana in a pas-
sage presupposing the presence of Muslims and Ramanandis in Ayo-
dhya, and therefore probably not older than the 18" century, that sees
in samyogis (samjogis) Ramavat sadhus who at one time had been forc-
ibly converted from Hinduism to Islam and were reconverted Mus-
lims.”® This explanation is not resorted to in the material at hand, and
it seems also too narrow to capture the widely spread phenomenon
of sadhus living in a sexual relationship with a woman. The passage
provides, however, a piece of interesting information: Ramanandt sam-
Jjogis were not just lax nagas but distinguished by a different sectarian
brow mark in white and red, though the exact shape of this Vaisnava
mark (tripundra) is not described. The brow mark of Ramanandi nagas
is completely white, u-shaped with a perpendicular line in the middle.

The occurrence of samyogis was not limited to the Ramanandt sam-
pradaya or other Vaisnava orders. In the first decade of the 19" century,
Francis Buchanan observed Dasnami1 samyogis in the Purnea district
of north Bihar:

74 For Nepal, see Bouillier 1978.

75 BM Sravanab. 1, VS 1935/15 July 1878.

76 This identification is not far-fetched, for conversely the body of a man with a
Vaisnava brow mark is a temple, while the brow mark itself is called the temple
of Hari (BM Rampaddhati, n.d., fol. 26a).

77 BM Sravanab. 12, VS 1935/26 July 1878.

78 Simh 1957: 65, quoting from Bhavisyapurana 3.4.21: “These mlecchas were
Vaisnavas who had originated from Ramananda; known as samyogis, they lived
in Ayodhya. They wear a Tulsi-necklace on their neck, their tongue was made
to indulge in Ram, and the tripundra (the Ramavat sectarian mark) on their
front was white and red”.
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Many of the Dasnami Sannyasis of this district have not been
able to resist marriage, and their ten divisions have become
exactly analogous to the Gotras of the Brahmans, no person
marrying a girl of the same denomination as that of his father.
These persons, on account of their yielding to the temptations
of the flesh, are called Sang-Yogis [joined-yogis]”, but they call
themselves Sannyasis, Gosaings, Atithi, and even Fakirs, which
is a Moslem title.

The Sang-Yogis are said to owe their origin to a pupil of Sangka-
racharya, who could not resist the flesh, and married; but those
whom I have consulted know nothing of their history.... They
admit of concubines (samodhs). The Pandits say that they have no
learning, but it is evident that the sacred order [celibate Dasnam-
is]*° views the Sang-yogis with considerable jealousy; and these
fellows have indeed the impudence to bestow their blessing on
the Brahmans, to which those here quietly submit, ...?!

Pinch (2006: 200) links the phenomenon of “Sang-yogis” with the tan-
tric, sexual yoga. This is facilitated by interpreting Buchanan’s idiosyn-
cratic rendering of the prefix “sam-/sam-" as “Sang-" as sang, “joined”,
actually “union”. As for the Ramanandi samjogis, the documentary
evidence is silent on any such substratum to their practices. In the 1849
case, the celibate plaintiff merely described a samjogi as a sadhu who
had a family.

2.6. The Arbitration Council (Paiic, Paficayat)

The process of local gaddrs separating from their chief gaddis is typ-
ified by a case that occupied the judiciary for at least sixteen years.
Malavika Kasturi (2009: 1058) reviewed the case at some length,
where the focus lay on “women [fighting] bitter legal battles over
property to establish their rights and those of their offspring within the
sampradaya concerned”. The case sheds also light on the issue of non-
celibate monks, as discussed, with an emphasis on samjogis, in section
2.5. It concerns the fate of a mahant’s woman and offspring after his

79 Addition by Pinch 2006: 160.
80 Addition by Pinch 2006: 160.
81 Buchanan 1986: 269-270, quoted with some omissions from Pinch 2006: 160.
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death. The contestants, while not referring to the sexual relationship
of a monk as sanctioned by the institution of samjog, do refer to other
bairagri customs: The late Mahant Janakidas of the Badriarayan tem-
ple in Mohalla Kisrol®* of Muradabad had been succeeded by Sala-
gram (“Saligram” in the court papers). Salagram was removed from
the gaddr on grounds of “impropriety”, and replaced by Gopaldas, a
younger son of Janakidas, and placed under the guardianship of his
mother (Raman Bai) and aunt. Witnesses were in doubt as to whether
Gopaldas was the son of Janakidas or rather the offspring from a previ-
ous sexual relationship of his mother with some other bairagi. To add
to the confusion, Gopaldas is also reported as calling himself a “mater-
nal grandson” of Janakidas.®* A member of the local arbitration council

that had removed Salig Ram as Mahant, deposed that Raman
Bai was a Kayasth, and had been ‘kept’ by Janki Das. The latter,
he averred, had contracted a gandharva marriage with her, as per
the custom of bairagis. (Kasturi 2009: 1058 n. 80)

At the stage of the first appeal in the case to the Allahabad High
Court, he had already stated that ““it was optional for the mahants to
be bachelors or ‘enter the matrimonial state” (Kasturi 2009: 1055 n.
64). Kasturi (2009: 1059) makes the point that Gopaldas’s mother,
who defined her position as that of the “lawful wife” of the deceased
mahant, claimed her son’s right on the basis of bairagi custom. In
August 1875, her claim was granted in a regular appeal to the Allah-
abad High Court.3

Whereas this and other cases reflect some of the various bairagr
customs of forming sexual bonds, as reviewed especially by Kasturi
(2009) and Pinch (2006), in the particular case of the deposed Sala-
gram the Balanandi gaddr had a role to play, and the case by no means
ended with the Allahabad High Court judgement of August 1875. The
temple was an offshoot of the Balanandi gaddi. In 1864, apparently
after having been evicted from the gaddr, Salagram appealed to Mah-
ant Jiananand, who confirmed his mahant-ship:

82 Not “Karoli” (Kasturi 2009: 1058, n. 79).

83 See p. 430.

84 Allahabad High Court Judgement, 27 August 1875, in Saligram Das vs. Mussu-
mat Sujanio, Regular Appeal 8/1875, AHCDCCRR (Kasturi 2009: 1059 n. 84).
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Hail, to Sri Mahant Salagramdasji “Jay Sri [Sitarama]ji”’ from
Sri Guru Mahant Maharaj Sri [Jiiananand]ji. Reference: The
Muradabad site was built by Carandasji. Now you are (there)
after nine generations of disciples. Therefore the ownership of
the estate is yours, and no householder etc. has a claim [to it]. If
someone makes a claim, he is doing [so under] false pretences.
The estate is one of celibate ascetics. So it has always been.
You will keep it [so]. Upon the death of Mahant Janakidas;jt, all
paiics, servants of the deity (sevag) and mahants acknowledged
this ceremoniously, and I too acknowledged it ceremoniously.
Date: Jyestha s. 5, VS 1921/9 June 1864.

(address:) Mohalla Kisrol, house of Janakidas®

The fight over the gaddi here gains contour as a conflict between a chief
gaddr of celibate Ramanandi monks who has interceded on behalf of
the celibate successor to a de iure but not de facto celibate sublineage
of the chief gaddr, on the one hand, and the non-celibate constituency
of that local gaddr, on the other. Factually, the line of Muradabad had
ceased being celibate at some unknown point in time. The late Mahant
Janakidas himself was non-celibate in ways hard to keep track of, but he
had groomed two celibate disciples.®® Salagram had survived both his
fellow disciple and Mahant Janakidas, and he had been duly installed as
successor. The claim of the minor Gopaldas’s mother and aunt was sup-
ported by a local arbitration council. According to Mahant Jiiananand,
this local council had revoked the confirmation of investiture of Salagram
by the proper arbitration council, the servants of the temple (sevag),’” and
Jiiananand himself. Three months after the judgement handed down by
the Allahabad High Court, the Balanandi mahant appealed to the gov-
ernment, the result of which I have been to date unable to trace:

Let it be known from Mahantji Maharaj Sri [Gyanand], incumbent
of the chief seat, [namely,] the temple of Maharaj Sri [Balanand],
resident of Savai Jaipur, officer of the Four sampradayas, [writing]
from the capital to the followers of the Four sampradayas and the
British Government, with reference to the following: The officer?®

85 BM Jyesthas. 5, VS 1921/9 June 1864; see Appendix, doc. no. Sa.
86 See p. 430.

87 See p. 428, n. 84.

88 English word in the original.
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in the four sampradayas is the monk who decides in case of a
conflict in his particular order. The arbitration council (paficayar)
of no party whatever has any authority to make a decision. The
authority vests in me. In the four orders no one else besides me
has the authority to decide who is capable of being mahant, or
who is unqualified to be kept and should be removed. So if now in
the lawsuit of Salagramdas, disciple of Janakidasji of Muradabad,
an arbitration council of five monks got together and with bias
and hostility, and without informing me, acted against my wishes
and out of hostility, this arbitration council is dismissed and abol-
ished. Who are these monks that they hold an arbitration council,
and what for? I am the officer. As Mahant Janakidas was a cel-
ibate ascetic, he had neither wife nor daughter’s son. Gopaldas
calls himself a “maternal grandson”. In the first place, Janakidas
had no wife; he was a celibate ascetic. And as for “maternal grand-
son”, no brother, a brother’ or sister’s son, or maternal grandson
has a claim as long as there is a disciple. Janakidas had two disci-
ples (cele). One was Narayandas, the other Salagram. Janakidas
himself in his own lifetime installed Narayandas on the gadr, and
after Narayandas Salagram sat on the gadr and was mahant, and
for some years remained on the gadi and managed the affairs of
the estate (thikana). And I went for darsan and pilgrimage to Sri
Badrinarayan, and at that time stayed for a couple of days at the
temple in Muradabad. At that time I saw Mahant Salagramdas
and personally made him mahant. He is conscientious; and I
watched the behaviour of the people around him. I noticed no
mismanagement. Therefore, that five monks got together, formed
an arbitration council, and made Gopaldas mahant is totally ille-
gal. It is illegal to give the temple to someone else as long as
there is a disciple. Salagramdas is mahant and suitable for the
gadr. There is no fault in him. I have made Salagramdas mahant
[and] master of the temple and property and entitled him [to act
as such]. It is necessary that he be installed on the gadr according
to the rules that prevail among us. Salagaramdas is the mahant.
The arbitration council consisting of outsiders who out of hostil-
ity made Gopaldas the mahant is dismissed. It has no right. No
one has a right except Salagramdas.

Date: Karttika s. 9, VS 1932/7 November 1875.%°

89 BM Karttika s. 9, VS 1932/7 November 1875; see Appendix, doc. no. 5b.
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The Vaisnavas and their confederate orders had consistently empha-
sised that councils had each to consist of members from their own
order and could not be convoked against the will, or make decisions
that would violate the will, of the mahant of the gaddr concerned or,
in the case of his office being vacant, the chief mahant of the order or
sub-order. The range of a paricayat’s rights was well circumscribed.”
In the mahzarnama drafted sometime in the period between 1778 and
1803 in Vrindaban, the attestations of the witnesses prove that all of
these were representatives of Vaisnava orders. This shows the coher-
ence and exclusiveness of the assembly convoked. The administrative
officers of Vrindaban acting as witnesses figure separately. These were
the chief village officer (mukadam), local land revenue officers (cau-
dhart), and the village accountant (patvari).

An arbitration council formed by members of the order was pres-
ent at and approved the investiture of a new incumbent of the gaddr.’!
Implicit to the document of 1829 is the notion that a contested claimant
of the gaddrhad been supported by an arbitration council extraneous to
the Ramanandi Naga order. Similarly, in the conflict between Mahant
Salagram and bairagis over the gaddr of the Badrinarayan temple of
Kisrol, Muradabad, the arbitration council formed by bairagis was
declared illegitimate by the chief mahant at the Balanandi Math on the
grounds that they were not authorised to meddle with the affairs of a
ndga gaddi.”*

The interference of extraneous, and therefore unauthorised, local
parficayats runs through most of the material discussed. This indicates
that authority over ndga institutions, claimed by local Ramanandi Naga
mahants or the chief mahant at Jaipur, had all but broken down. The
case of Salagram of Kisrol offers especially blatant evidence for this:
the bairagt claimants did not even bother to acknowledge that the tem-
ple was a ndga institution.

90 See BM Magha k. 2, VS 1885/4 January 1829, pp. 408—410; Appendix, doc.
no. 2.

91 See BM Pausa s. 13, VS 1913/8 January 1857, p. 413.

92 See pp. 429—430.
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3. Conclusion

In her study of the Nimbarka document of 1822, Catherine Clémen-
tin-Ojha relates the principles enunciated in that document as conform-
ing to the rules of traditional Hindu law. Accordingly, she raises the
unavoidable question:

[W]hat was the point in reiterating these principles if they were
well-known? Either they were totally unheard of in Jaipur....
Or, as I am inclined to think, the presence of the British made
their implementation problematic. (Clémentin-Ojha forthcom-
ing: 13)

In her conclusion of a detailed analysis, she says:

It is all this that leads me to think that the necessity to leave a
record of the state of things did respond to the presence of the
British who as newcomers would not have been acquainted with
them. (ibid.: 18)

Though the document she studied may not reveal this conspicuously,
in looking back on it from the perspective of the 1829 document stud-
ied in this essay” and given its caption “report, statement of facts”,
it must be concluded that it was indeed drafted precisely as a report
solicited by the British during the legal dispute over the succession to
the Nimbarka chief gaddr of Salemabad (Clémentin-Ojha forthcoming:
17). This, then, would mean that the case had been taken to the political
agent of Jaipur State. The initiative to draft it would have come from
the celibate Nimbarka mahant whose claim was contested by a candi-
date from a non-celibate lineage but endorsed by the confederacy of
Vaisnava and other orders. Divan Bairisal (Raval Bairisal of Samod)
put his seal at the head of the document. He was acting on behalf of
the minor Maharaja Jaisingh III and, in all but name, as adjunct regent
of the Regent Mother.** As Divan Musahib, he dispensed justice in the

93 See pp. 409410

94 The reading and interpretation of the seal given by Clémentin-Ojha (forth-
coming: 23 and 25, respectively), needs modification: s$ri ramaji/srt
mharajadhiraja/srt savai jayasimhaji/vande ravala bairisal nathavata, “Sri
Ramaji—Raval Bairisal Nathavat, servant of S1r1 Maharajadhiraj Savai Jaysimh
(III; not a reference to Savai Jaysimh/Jaysimh II, r. 1700-1743)”. While vande
does mean “I do homage”, the word occurs in a position where one expects
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name of the ruler, who at that point in time still “exercised supreme
civil and criminal jurisdiction”.%

A number of the documents discussed above form examples of how
the tradition of consensual decision making continued operating and
was recognised as valid by the colonial judiciary.”® With the exception
of the one precolonial document, all of the documents indeed answer
the need to explain the customs of the Ramanandt Nagas to the colonial
power. In the process, the Balanandi mahant again and again empha-
sised that a naga malik, mahant, or cela must be celibate and of high
caste, namely, a Brahman.”” As long as the Balanandi Nagas had been
actively militant and thereby flourished, there was no dearth of celibate
disciples and, of course, a motley crowd of bairdgis and soldiers. Once
the material base of their prosperity, active militancy, had broken down,
the Balanandis ceased attracting disciples. The Balanand1 temples and
the chief gaddr itself were depleted of their wealth. In a state of deg-
radation both of wealth and power, the mahants fought to guard their
honour by defending the one prised possession left to them: their status
as celibate nagas of Brahman descent. They also hoped that proving
their historical rights to temples by underpinning them genealogically
would stem the tide of history itself. For this they eagerly solicited the
help of the judiciary of the colonial dispensation.

either the word sevaka or banda, “servant”, and not a verb in the first person
singular. For this reason, I suspect that vande is a mistake for vanda. For the
Hindi seal of Paharsingh Khangarvat, featuring ba/ /nda, see Horstmann (1999:
77), and for sevaka in the corresponding position, ibid., p. 79, (3) and (4).

95 Bansali 1993: 50; see also ibid.: 51.

96 See Appendix, doc. no. 1 for a precolonial document recording a consen-
sual decision, and—for colonial documents—Appendix, doc. nos. 2 and 3
together with their formal antecedent of 1822 as discussed by Clémentin-Ojha
(forthcoming).

97 This has been the preferred practice since the 18" century. In the Ramapaddhati,
fol. 25a (see n. 59), even a pure-hearted Candala is mentioned as eligible to
display the tripundra, “the temple of Hari”.
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Appendix
Texts

Only a selection of the original texts quoted has been given in the
Appendix.

In the main body of the texts, word separation and punctuation have
been added.

Unless stated otherwise, the original line breaks have not been retained.
Underscoring indicates uncertain reading.

/.../ indicates additions added above the line.

Missing superscript vowel signs, metathesis, disaspiration of conso-
nants, and missing or “misplaced” nasals are features of the original
texts.
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1. BM n.d., regnal period of Maharaja Pratapsingh of Jaipur
(r. 1778-1803)

Language: Hindi
(BRI

aTeTggeil

CISSUIEIC)

[ERERER

SIRIESHT

IR ST FERTOTY ISTIRRTST SUHATTARGS! ST Ul THTHDR STaaH
T GRTEORSIYoTy TREATHEHHTET FgurgoRoTihHTaes o7 5T 5ft 31 21 st
St HERISTERIST &1 YATIRIESTSAY e o Goaifon TR 78 Jed deTd
RrierT & vftr gde smefafe $ve SHuigde I I Jemeii dall 3 3Te 8
3119 T 377E ST 7 #fSTr & ST G gifeser 21 3vifen I fawaftes SRTHEsRTH!
it [ORRfEsil] o Al Anfeastt it Jor sfefieis St §7 @a7 & A1 & it argw
[aTerpasil] T &t ST [HT Jrmureroi] $81 217 gera § 2t FeRISIRIS b HaX
faRTT 81 T 2T T YT STTRIPIRY erRiIaTASl b sy T I bRl 3T &1 ST gealr
ART IFT & ATET F9iie Hifther TeTiet ST 81 319 & SaSI[H] DY 11H o7 I 81 1R e
G HRT F A1 AT P WDR DR 81 AT DT Fodd doid 8l 3R I Ps 2l 89 df
TEAT T STGR St & & AR Aferep it #ff FERISIERIS 81 |1 I8 |ar g &7 +ff ava
G TR 81 AT H 7 eSSl & eeegar IOIRI F 7 I ST Il $7 T dR=7d HEMT
Yep Tetep qRepT b (eRI STl el T g &9 & forfy &l a1 & $9 3 Ig Pen &9
PIT 81 B9 T SRl < CEaT ol T folyd & Hiferep il 31T FeRTIRRST &1 7 §7
& IR &%=195 & T &9 T UaTT B 3T & T B GerT AR HET Iep
TS goTRY fERT <&l ¥ I8 T 1 1o =al1 379 AN & Hfere 37 HevIed 81 3R T8
RATERT Y OR IR gaTd 81 A1 $87 1 B8R 81 A1 37t HSRISTRRIS Bl I & 81 3R
Tlep IR IR 81 3R GART ER DI & 7ell AN BR Pl ~epal & AT e J Aol 81 4T
319 S o
MRS 3T.... ]
SHITEN AT HIeheH b
ITET RIHSHT Jehe i el DIl Feberd
FTET Ul e i
e die HebeH i
ST HIT <A TereRy i
SRIGEIRSEIRICIENE]
SAIEKISINE SN
ITET DTSR GeaT bl
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(The following attestations are arranged in the left and right margins of
the document; the original line breaks are not maintained.)

(left margin, from top to bottom)

et it fERiSt & fiarh I ffRdere

3T TS &1 [.... |80 Jo b e eI et
3 ATET 7} e & iR HAITRIS

37 TS HT AYTEHIERSH o TEAT Pbrevad

37 TS FRIEN feetadisit &

3 TS TS Gt DT HHAT TGRS

3 TS 1 AETHIETSN P CEdT SHIGRERT

3 ATST #ff FIEIeATerST b R

3 TET 27 MUIATRIST & cehgelar e RR&R

(right margin, from bottom to top)

3R Tet 27 AT & Hf¥T ettt

37 AT AT 2 FERTSTD MR

3 TET 27 Hefeboi! & He SRS

3 TBT 27 ARSI & TS EaetTerst!
301 Tet 27 fARIST & T[TE] FaTTeroit

37 TS ST THed

3 TS 5t RIS & BT [ JSRTSTONT

3 TET 7Y TS b TR ARRARHOT ATt
CESIRITEIGINEPIERESEEIREGIE N
3 TS YaTeRT foRegeearHt

2. BM Magha k. 2, VS 1885/22 January 1829

Bilingual, Persian in the left and Hindi in the right column; an illegi-
ble English endorsement in the bottom left corner. The copy underly-
ing the edited texts is difficult to read, for it represents a paper copy
made from a print of a photo taken of the document, which was framed
behind glass and stained.
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ST ST AHER o TR 7ed ABRIST St 3 dare Sif 81 7 3 bRy =1
TR AY 7 YHI0T 81 G G $ Tl AT BN AT &1 AT FRT IRUTST GRHAURT A T
GORETY TR 4R~ THE a7 ST ST gef Si7 AT ar SRy ey aeee
N S FaT bl I Bl A & A0l et STeRST ARy 7R § Uhi YR ol He
PRI 311 I YR BT STdT a1l STT T T SIepTs &l BT 81 Tl 3 HY TRGT S
YT g UfSsH Y T XEd &1 TRl § e ST Hifthed Hofie &9 GIE e 8l T
IR HeDI FHUN STAT Ta 1 T UIErd 81 Tat b Hifeles g To URAGR FHeT J 8l
ST P ST Pl ARSIE He Y of 6RT oS

(one line illegible due to a crease in the document)

TET T FieT BIT TET W AT ARSIIE dell 31 81 ST Prg He X Al giaT U &
BT UTET G I9TS bl HE FERIST - POUETH o HTfcTdh DbIAT| ATeT b A HebT SR
BT AR T T =1 T HTfeTd B XM AR DTS ST R AT 31 W & a1 sed®
SR T AT 91C T HIATI AT 3[OT 21 U9 8T 81l ARSI Fed AT ARG
YT G SR S[3T brATl U1 78N Fed aRalT fersor 7 3178 81 fAfey =7er ot aufdy 2
e 9¢cy

3a. BM 16 August 1849

Section 1 of the file of documents is written in a formal NagarT script;
the rest in office script, a regional form of Kaithi. Gregorian date in the
original. Language: Hindi.

It TS
(signature) CG Dixon

(Section 1: Formal report and request)
I DPRTel (ST ATE TETS YURSIST JASHY AT Fecroil AT HIET & dlo
96 IR AC8R Sol 3T JERMER T AR FAGTART 3R TR FSARIT
HASTAI o HITRTTSH BT HS BRI PSP FedlTs 3R YolT 3R HIeTDb! BT SHTST & 3R
HeheHT §7 T JfeTerd ags] BHRT N SRR 81 3R Y6 ol TR BT Fed HIPR I TR
&1 $9 R AT TFebel DIDBRT S JebeH T U F&cl AR P WOl STl 3R Tl
AR §9 BATDRI G AT PR ST BB BT ST 1T 8 Tl R WS <o
(signature) CG Dixon

98 The document has a few Persian and English office endorsements, here ignored.
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(Section 2: Ildentification of the subject matter of section 3 and the issu-
ing authority)

YD PoR] YIRS ITHR ST 7 PReIe] TIReT SRS SR T8 sBlaR Guvec
&I Mo € FEFT ST ¢8R AT

(seal; Persian and Hindi; Hindi:
mahda kacahart sahab supa/ramtamdamt bahadur jilai/ajmair san isavi/
1849)
(Persian endorsement)
(signature) CG Dixon

(Section 3: Case protocol and ensuing queries of the Adalat Court)

| FARTIERT SRR AR Feerrd q......]

& [751] T B P Fo — a5
(MR RAf Soinft Saerd

(three short lines illegible)

T & Hex o a7 STl bl o

IIBTeT S HepeH BT I8 Hex 9 HIARMSI BT s H TARDIER TH! AT HIarId
= SIRAT AT 3R S Siled g HieTd T8l S ARV gaT HE Tl S BT
TR FOTI 3R HeT b 7R+ YIS MR TS et Hex BT gAT| 3R 37 FuT b
TP BN ¥ JoRMRT T TR FAGRANT IaT MR 88 3R H1eld 8l HaR BT
99 TR PR 81 A HeX AR BT STRAT §aT GARPIERT HAGRANT T 1 3R G 7y
I P SIeTRIH Fed G Y ARSI IS Ul ARDIE T T 43Tl 3R
NS TR T P IS AT S BT 7 8T 3N 7T DT JATTIR & P AN Faaria
ST ST & TSIl 819 JoTT HaR T 3R ATl e & Q| AT eSS Hedl
ASTAIT & T 5T G IFE BT TAS[l SAH b HIeTd AR JOIRT HeR BT T 8l
T ART HeR H HRIAT 11 3R Meiaary Sl SiqResll Hefd 8l AT & 3R 3 &
T IHETT T a1 & 3 81 TR YT JHST T 819 At i1 Tl i =2l U1S b
a1 FSINTT 81 PSH Pelell I 2l 3R HER IARAT gaT AN T 8 AR TFI bl et
R 53 =& AhdTl S A1 AT ToTa 13T U AR & 3R SETIERTST & S 7ed 99
STHIIT AT T & HT G TIaT 3R HIeTeh! HaR bl UraiT 81 el 3R ST Teaa
Wﬁ%%ﬂwqﬁ%wwm@wmﬁwiﬁagﬁmawm
3R SHATIST S o0 HT for <F offt 3R 9 I1T P AR e SHRARHSI [RedR
TS & S HECT M SR AT 25 & St S o v S e o 3 M v 9
HIeTeh1aI HeR Y UTS| 37 JeRMHET BT P AT =6l Al 3R IFERIST 4 o1 P
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YT ST &R o 19 ERT &R & AT ATIHebdl| 3T ARDR P &l AN T&DID DL 8
I T & P T ST TR BT I P UIS Aol gaT T =81 3R He A
SN PellelaR Aot &1 Fehell & T =all ORI SiT MeTeRH et ¥ Heteb et
RHETH T =81 /gaT/ 3R §aT Al 1T §aT dil PR 39 ST 3R 8 JeRIFaR Bl & 2T
21 AT ST BRI 59 1T T HE AR HURST A 19 21 $97 [l EHH &4l

(Section 4: Request to the addressee, the “Ramavat mahant”, to solicit
statements from the Four Vaisnava Orders)

TRSMHT ebeT $9 PPN BT E1ed! H 81 b Gl U i aldl 4 Ui Fed AR
AT ATHATATRST &7 SRR e AT <RY HORET & Fe HIeTd! & U Hoft S| =
HET ST TSI ST STt $9 e BT Ay I%hehdl]

(signature) CG Dixon

3b. BM n.d.
Related to 3a. Language: Dhundhari.

(157} it

w1 BT S AR ST DT FRA 3R PO ISR G, IASiC ATels Dl 5 Bl
ﬁaﬁﬁﬁaﬁﬁwwﬁw@aw%ﬁwmﬂwwﬁ
AN & 1T JfSHT DT TR AT H B T Jeber] § FHBR] dR-1eT S ATfee
memﬁwmwwwmmmﬁmwm
YR T el 3 BaTeT Yfe5 3R HSTISA § IR 3T WHDBRI S AT HIfed P 3ATT
% ITRY ST 3R AT STRY & ST IAETeT /3 1/ ATebT FHIT I bl JTET ARATE RS
3T T TSRS & 3T AR & ST A Al AT S DT STare AT Bl Fef HI ATER
QT AT I AT RIS & TS BT A 8- ST 7 e <all 81 A1 &1 Tl 98 3R
TR el 2 BRI Al AT TR TS Toiih! AA1eT 81 Al §3| dTo TS R AT Ib &R
i F =2 B8R Y St AUSR) B 3G B Sff BT SRR 81 S T SRiR Ui g 9
ST & B 3R Tl ot B8R R oY 81 SRy a7 19ufY Sy F <3 ¥ of o et @t
Jefie F SR =2 gier a1 I I dF SR JeRiHeRT SR o 9]
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4. BM Margasiras b. 10, VS 1934/30 November 1877

Top lines with superscriptio missing and left margin cropped. Lan-
guage: Dhuindhari.

. T &t 51 2 27 90 .¢ 5t To FEd FERSY AT ---- BT BRI 7 ISUfET-

<] & AT SSATITGRT WG SR T ATERT SN ATferT 81

ST off FeRTST T &9t 7 fory ST ST #ff SRl Bf ToIT-
ﬂmgﬁwgﬁ?’%ﬁ’%w&ﬁ----aﬁ'%l Gﬂ:ﬁ?ﬂﬂﬂ'?ﬂ(crease in paper)
ST 9 a7 FoT AR WRIfel SRl SHeept &1 /=/S3r 3941 e I-

}] I HTeT FaTd & T el G TIeTTs B ST YR & A el g3-
T[T HifoTp & 3T ST 1ferd aRl FERISIT & AR

.1 5T G 181 378 g1 =87 (1) &t 0 T TR 5 - TRE F

...] TG AT HepT Trferes FeT & gt BRAT T PR B AT 3T T BT

HMJeiics BTl BT MY BT BRI 3 I T8 FST FERIT SRISAT & St

R Y o7 6 Jar I X 81 ract 3a A i S T 9RT FeraRd

o ST B1 3R UTE 31T T gepH E1T AT 7Y RMRT| 7R A 8-

AT AT 31T F8T AT RN AT 7SI /5Si1e AfA/dR BT AT HebT 3ATY Dl
B ST A1 AT PRI DT G G 7 ARSI T VTl Bl B

$ I A STig gult g HRIaT A1S PR IR DS A 2l Ieb §ob-

T 37T DI [....] Y&l 1T T ARl BIAT AT BTl 7 ) RIHER ST

T BT 3R AT &g HY & Sff J1fthdy arfere AT forsrac =a1

b 7Tt et g fordtl § = IR fOhwrar ot #ft &R T G 99 I o7
SRS R 7 3311 Hicl FRIR gt 90 FHA 98 38 Pl

ST TSITEATETT BT AT Y TRI----

AT 9 EIGRT BT FHEIT SIS B e

IR ECIEEN) T RETAT G BT 3G To SLDIRAT /fSRAT

RIS T el BRI T S B ISt

JTRI/ETRAST & el T 3f --—- SfT T T

RIS & Y SHSASTT  JTOledT-

STRASHT T Py
TN 9 BTGt 37 -t
BT IENBRY BHATSRT
EARCEIRISIMVIEa]
T JSEAST T 1T

EIka)
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5a. BM Jyestha s. 5, VS 1921/9 June 1864

Draft letter, no superscriptio. Language: Hindi.

B
TR & e AT RMERIST S 21} T HET HERIT 21 ----SiT & SRy 21 -1 bl
Sl ST HTT HRISTETRT | FRA SRR aTei| 31 I o AR 79 dier
TS G 811 AT a1 T H HIeThIad JART 81 3R DT Y& FeR T S e A
PIS ST AT AT SOT &1 T A ST BT 81 FEHaT AT A & BT G W1 7Ry Fgel
STFIETASH b YT |e U aT AT Hed| § T ISR JART DT |1 He ot off
BT ISR DHraN HIclT 916 Fo Y FIT 9]R9

HRIRNT DT TRICAT STDISRIS Pl HhT

5b. BM HL 313, Karttika s. 9, VS 1932/7 November 1875

Language: Hindi.

CINECIEEHEINCE S
ST EIGIRERl
TR FETAN TR HT - FEAH 555 TGRS ST - TP AT SATYAHER 0
FUST PTG FRIYR Al A0 AUS ITETe/A/ ARPR SRS DT AT 8l 3Rl
Y HHR AT AUSTT H DR 8 SiT 7 e § foheft AR BT STST 81 e DT Heedl
THR P 8l AR DT P TARIT T Fefe] D BT TR 781 & 87 P TR 8l
ST HET SR 81 I P XT AICAIID &1 I P R PR DT I AR A0 b 7 |
Tt T2t Ry 89IR 31 31 ST UemId o ATeFRTIERT TIel Jed STbIariir
FRICITATEATC DY gid Gl At R RITIT & SFETeI I § Solell 8R BRI TeATh Hoi!
EIR T T | PRI F GeI HGY 9 ¥& 8 DI ARGl A BebR I & Sl el e
& YR B TGP HET DS TeT & I & AR el &ff 3R 7 IS &I o
MUTTERT Y& & QT I 81 et AT STebIaIT b JRa 7 2ffl T&T oMl AR AT
TITT &1 &1 <Iel & &Il TS Fefiol Aol g TRy &R T P& T 8l SIDIERT P
T Tl 9 AT TRIIFER SORT AIRRTAETR| AT STbIaT T ST it 370 TR
P TR IR ST SRl 3R ARG &GS ATRMERT el 38T AR Fed &aT 3R
&S SR ST TR 8T AR DI STV BT ST ST 3R B AN &G F SR
1 & T T HeR PSS F R U7 &1 I8 3R FeT ATRMHSRT Bl <87 3R
& 7 T 3TUT TR I HET DI AR AR T & el SR AT [RI8 P T PIg a1
T T 78T Tl AR bR Ure HieT PR J TR &R P TITeIaTT G Fed a7 &R
¥ fyeTgpet IS 81 Tl 81 §OR G HeR & T U A1 §il 8] AT RIS Hed alrieD
T & 81§49 § B IR 761 81 89 T HITRMERN P Fed g Hield HeR d STRIaTS
BT PR S A 81 B P $9 P JAIR T IR ST ST AL §HR RIS & HTfthed
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ICRRTAETT HEd 8l ST SR FeId JFaTad G PR P TITeiard g Hed P am
YT SRS 81 S T PV &P =6 Ulgedl| AT AFRIER & PIs 8HER 78 8l
=il pIciier Gait { To 9 3R BT ARIY § AlfeR T 994 $eAt

Abbreviations

A.G.G Governor-General's Agent for the States of Rajputana and
Commissioner of Ajmer

b. badi (lunar day in dark half of the month; synonym: krsna)

BM Balanand Math, archives

k. krsna (lunar day in dark half of the month; synonym: badi)

NP “Nagar parikrama” (column by NandkiSor Parik in the daily
newspaper Rajasthan Patrika, Jaipur edition)

S. sudi (lunar day in the bright half of the month)

VRI/T2 Vrindaban Research Institute, Vaishnava temples, reel 2
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