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Preface

The two essays presented herein together form a critical response t@thprakented in
Hridayananda das Goswami’s essay “Vaisnava Moral Theology and Homosexualityshpdbli
on the internet in February of 2005. The essays that comprise this work are nosaaoit
Goswami’s character, nor do they insinuate that he had any ulterior motiveentprgshem. |,
the author of these essays, believe Goswami’s character to be withoubdathiaghe is devoid
of any ill intention. In writing these essays | have made every effort to avadstatis or
language that suggests otherwise.

However, because Goswami himself is an important leader in ISKCON andw@aspnaster,
some of his confidantes, well-wishers, and disciples could still be upset by thecvefy
publishing a work such as this and take offense with its author. The reaction could include
demands for apology, for censorship, and for punitive measures. In the midst of these troubled
times, an ISKCON leadership that is anxious to maintain a modicum of pessceraimes all
too willing to satisfy the complainants.

Although there are some cases where this response is justified, it would be I&§0GN’s
best interests to censure this work because dialectic is a necessafapgrstrong and vibrant
intellectual culture, and dialectic is not possible without giving voice to apgpateas. In his
essay, which defends a notion that Goswami calls “gay monogamy,” he has presetiéad an i
that is as radical as it is compelling. If for the sake of “peace” ithed®pposed it were to be
censured, how could anyone be reasonably sure—including Goswami himself—that the
unopposed idea was without serious flaw or without substantial doubt? Just as nosshatriy
worthy of being called one would ever want his valor to remain untested by battle, no serious
intellectual worthy of his erudition would want his best ideas to remain unchallenged.
Hridayananda Goswami is a serious intellectual, so it is in this spgitititese two essays are
presented here—much as how Arjuna at the onset of a battle once saluted Bhiaranddev
Dronacharya each with an arrow shot into the ground before their feet.

The first essay presented here, “A Response to Hridayananda Goswamraizaidoral
Theology and Homosexuality’,” is concerned with the role of Srila Prabhupadhtsri in
Goswami’s approach to understanding moral issues with regard to homosexualitgcdin s
essay, “Sex Life Srila Prabhupada Sanctioned,” is concerned with Goswamoacp
reading Srila Prabhupada’s statements. This second essay examines sola® l@mupada’s
statements that Goswami says suggest him that Srila Prabhupada tauglerd“gteal’) and
lesser (“real”) version of the no-illicit-sex rule.



Many who read this essay will be interested to know that | am also Hridayananda das
Goswami’s disciple. A disciple challenging his spiritual master in pigoenerally an
objectionable act. Yet in the history of the Vedic tradition, it has happened. Uwudetienal
circumstances, gurus and disciples have sometimes opposed each other. TheGastmhat
and | are related as guru and disciple will likely make some curious to find out nourtendhy |
have taken this extraordinary step. For now, it will be sufficient to consider tha@OS
most devotees spend most of their time serving in the association of senior devotabsiothe
their guru. From that association comes all kinds of different desires and aorszictiam no
exception to this.

Prior to writing and publishing these essays, | had engaged in a protracted email
correspondence with Goswami for the sake of trying to better understand his idess, as
presented them in his essay. Another objective of the correspondence was to@resent t
Goswami my own objections to his ideas. Having this correspondence was iGitallami’s
suggestion. While the former discussion of his own views was fruitful, as | have aluded t
both of my essays, when | finally presented Goswami with my specific objgchierdeclined to
discuss them. At that time, in the last of our correspondence, | had declared to himntigrint
to make public those objections—at least for the sake of providing an open opportunity for
others to respond to them, if not Goswami himself.

Anyone who reads this should not make the mistake of thinking this is merely a persona
dispute between my guru and me. Itis not. There are many devotees within ISKCON who shar
many if not all the views presented herein. At the very least, | hope that llbaxg and
concisely presented the most essential objections and issues that \@eealllghank the
devotees who have offered me encouragement and support along the way, and | offer them my
humble obeisances.

| offer my obeisances to my spiritual master, Hridayananda das Goswamiséntprg these
essays, | have meant you no malice. But please understand: | would rather bestmodtca
have my arguments given a thoughtful hearing instead of an insider whose arguments are never
heard. | offer my obeisances at your feet.

And finally, | offer my obeisances at the feet of my param-guru, Srila PrabhupatteutV
you, where would we all be? Please have mercy on me.

Hare Krishna.



A Response to Hridayananda das Goswami’s
“Vaisnava Moral Theology and Homosexuality”

In February of 2005, Hridayananda das Goswami published an essay that presented his
understanding of Vaisnava moral theology and how it could be used to help others struggling
with homosexuality. The title of that essay is “Vaisnava Moral Theology and Haoaie,"*
and its purpose was to answer the objections raised by other Vaisnavas to his initia
recommendation that it is in “ISKCON’s best interests” to offeritass, formal and public
recognition and appreciation” of what he calls “gay monogamy.”

His essay is in three parts. The first part presents a preliminarynsgktghics based on
primary, Gaudiya Vaisnava scriptures such as the Srimad-Bhagavatam and#indfata.
The second part is a survey of homosexuality in those scriptures and a “gurtsisasina’
analysis of the survey’s findings. The third part is the application of his systemasf tet the
circumstance of people who are homosexual.

The first part of Goswami’'s essay presents a solid case for the ethteah $ysadvocates.
Indeed, from an ISKCON leader it is the first essay that presents a dystetimias that
addresses a highly controversial, modern issue (homosexuality), which, as tsxengosl
exert more and more pressure on ISKCON. This development is important becakesithac
huge, gray area of situations where recognized moral principles come into confliohevit
another.

The second part of Goswami’s essay tries to identify specific, authoritetteengnts from
Vaisnava literature on the matter of homosexuality. This part is importeauigeit attempts to
establish the applicability of his ethical system to the issue of homoggxaral society. The
third part of Goswami’s essay demonstrates how his ethical system teiimiige a set of moral
rules that, according to Goswami, are likely to elevate the moral conditiomafSeauals.
Although the first part of his essay is an excellent and much needed presentati@nali/®ai
ethics, the second and third parts never came close to addressing the substanceeatitiresobj
he initially set out to address. This essay is mainly concerned with the seconddpdrtkiof
Goswami’s essay.

! Hridayananda Goswami, “Vaisnava Moral Theologgt Blomosexuality,” Feb. 2005, Acharyadeva.com
Jan. 2007 <http://www.acharyadeva.com/pdf/VVaishn®Ma@al_Theology and_Homosexuality.pdf>

2 Hridayananda das Goswami, “Gay monogamy preféa@tomiscuity,” 19 Dec. 2004, Jagannath’s Chakra
25 Dec. 2006 <http://chakra.org/discussions/GenBe@4.html>




Those who have protested Goswami’s recommendation point out that it stand$yrapenal
from Srila Prabhupada’s consistent and unequivocal opposition to homosexuality. Although
Srila Prabhupada had disciples who were homosexual and in many cases wa$ twware o
homosexuality, there is no record of his ever giving it any encouragement. On the coatrary, h
consistently criticized it whenever it became a topic of discugsibgay monogamy is in line
with Srila Prabhupada and the rest of the parampara, then why does it so radiealfycatiff
Srila Prabhupada’s own statements about homosexuality?

The perceptions of this radical disconnect between Goswami's recommendagay for
monogamy on the one hand and Srila Prabhupada on the other is captured in this letter:

| am very sorry that you have taken to homosewillinot help you advance in your attempt for
spiritual life. In fact, it will only hamper yourdaancement. | do not know why you have taken to
such abominable activities. What can | say? Anywigyto render whatever service you can to
Krishna. Even though you are in a very degradediition Krishna, being pleased with your
service attitude, can pick you up from your faliate. You should stop this homosex
immediately. It is illicit sex, otherwise, your ales of advancing in spiritual life are nil. Show
Krishna you are serious, if you dre.

In this letter there is no concession for homosexual activity—there is tdysn for it. Yet
at least for the sake of purification Srila Prabhupada encourages his discipletirsghna.
Although Goswami has recommended gay monogamy as the merciful solution, no devotee had
ever considered Srila Prabhupada’s reply unmerciful. If mercy to devotees strugtiling w
homosexuality does not require anything like gay monogamy, and if, as Srila Prabhupada said,
homosexual sex will not help one advance in spiritual life, why does Goswami therkviste?

Devotees who hold this objection believe Srila Prabhupada’s consistently stateedriew
homosexuality to be an essential reality check, and they believe that Gosvemmirsirendation
remains untested against it. At the very least, his essay gives us no inklinig that
recommendation has been so tested.

That Goswami never addressed this objection suggests that he was not so danterne
responding to devotees who actually had objections but was more concerned with reasduring a
reinforcing the convictions of devotees predisposed to accept a recommendatiay like g
monogamy. For Goswami’s essay, the model reader is a devotee with a set of poeswmyt
beliefs that can accommodate the virtual absence of Srila Prabhupgatidsveews on
homosexuality. Indeed, an outstanding characteristic of Goswami’'s essay isetiheealfsa
representative sample of these views. His essay does not come close to havirigbeaevhd
resemble the model reader of Goswami’s essay will not be bothered by thsgamis

This omission is significant because it points to the use of an interpretive epprioase
consequences reach well beyond the issue of homosexuality. In his essay, for examg@miGosw
highlights the widespread situation of householders not being able to maintain thewittows
regard to sexual activity. He uses them to illustrate the difference betvire¢me calls the
“ideal” (sex only for procreation) and the “real” (sex only within marriageyion of the “no
illicit sex” rule, and then he makes this statement (bolding emphasis added):

® Srila Prabhupada’s consistent objection to homasiéty is well documented by H.H. Danavir Goswamttie
essay “Chaste Harlots” 7 Feb. 2005 <http://wwweda/news/chaste_harlots.html>

* Prabhupada, “Letter to Lalitananda.” 26 May 1975.



in a strict sense, all initiated devotees must t@wive up illicit sex, ie sex that is not for
procreation. That is the ideal, however it isthetreal. The real situation in ISKCON is that
many, many householders follow the easier, less ikrsion of the rule: no sex outside of
marriage Prabhupada himself at times taught both the ideal iad, for many, the “real”
version of this rule, the version they can actuallyollow.®

Compare the last sentence in the above statement with an officialestht@made by the GBC
in 2001 (bolding emphasis added):

it is resolved THAT: the GBC Body wishes to clarihataccording to Srila Prabhupada'’s
teachings, sex life according to religious princigs followed by Gaudiya Vaisnavas is for the
propagation of children, not for any other purpose.. °

Indeed, the GBC addressed the very same problem of some devotees’ inabiliwdHelt
VOWS:
While Srila Prabhupada’s definition of illicit séxclear, it is also clear that some devotees have
difficulty maintaining this initiation vow. The GB€cognizes this, and suggests that rather than

trying to adjust Srila Prabhupada’s definition wewsld go on with devotional service and humbly
and sincerely keep endeavoring to reach the pstpadard.

Srila Prabhupada either taught his disciples two versions of this rule, asi@Giosaims, or,
as the GBC claims, Srila Prabhupada taught only one version. Because there chatinabe
dual version and a single-only version of the no illicit sex rule, Goswami’s slatemd the
official GBC statement are incompatible. Both statements cannot be theesaime tim&.

The radical difference and incompatibility of these two statements pointsitarkimadical
and important differences in the way those who made these statements read pad inter
scripture. Because Goswami’s approach can almost certainly be applwt®\ariety of
issues besides that of homosexuality, the interpretive approach he used tasreanblaision is
more important than whether he came to the right conclusion. Indeed, we have jsstealitme
approach applied to the circumstance of fallen householders, who of course are nekbamos

This essay is therefore not so much concerned with the truth or falsity of Goswedmgal
conclusions about homosexuality. Instead, it is primarily concerned with the obhuse
approach to understanding such issues. In advocating gay monogamy, Hridayananda das
Goswami employs a number of interpretive strategies and rhetorical déatesaperatively
have the effect of bypassing what could be reasonably considered Srila Prabhupaddéntons
views of sexuality and homosexuality. This essay presents an analysis of Gosywaniich,
examines its effects, and discusses how that approach, if it becomes promiglehafiect
ISKCON's future.

®> Goswami, “Vaisnava Moral Theology and Homosexyali

® ISKCON GBC, “Minutes of the Annual General Meetinithe ISKCON GBC Society Sri Dham Mayapur,
February 7 -19, 2001,” Chakrahttp://www.oldchakra.com/articles/2001/03/24/gB@1/index.htm>

" Ibid.

8 There is also the remote possibility that neittiaim is true. However, the evidence in favor oieast one of
the claims presented is compelling, so the podsilof neither claim being true can be discarded.




Indirect Versus Direct Understanding

As regards to understanding illicit sex, Goswami privileges an interpsitaiegy for
reading shastra over an “as it is” reading. In his essay, Goswami makepdlltg case for
the need to accommodate people where they are “really” at instead of holding them & an ide
they cannot follow. Goswami characterizes this difference between wi@déman do and
what they should do as a difference between the “real” and the “ideal.” As he pjnts o
sometimes there aren’t rules to deal with particular cases. In trees tize following
interpretive, moral strategy he adduced may be applied:

1) The ideal is enjoined.

2) That which violates the ideal is prohibited.

3) A concession is made to those who simply caanatill not follow the ideal.

4) Those who accept these concessions are accejpidad society, however...

5) The dangers and repercussions of acceptingdhisession are clearly indicatéd.

The problem with Goswami’s “ideal” versus “real” interpretation of shasties is that,
while it might be correct, this method of interpretation can still come intotdioadlict with
shastra—especially where shastra comprehensively covers the lesdethiazases. The other
interpretive strategy devotees are more familiar with is a dirastit is” reading of shastra.
Srila Prabhupada likened this “as it is” reading to taking medicine according tiréction on
the label of a medicine bottle or according to a physitiaifithere is a conflict between these
two methods of interpretation, the question arises as to which interpresitegyg will be
privileged—the “ideal” versus “real” interpretation or the “as itrisdding?

In the case of grihasthas, Goswami has addressed the rule of “no illieitaexle that
devotees vow to follow at the time of initiation. Since this vow clearly belantigetset of rules
and regulations associated with sadhana-bhakti, it is associated with Bhagaviezigyitf you
cannot fix your mind upon Me without deviation, then follow the regulative principles df-bhak
yoga.” The previous verse, 12.8, refers to the ideal (always think of Krishna), and the following
verse, 12.10, prescribes work for the sake of Krishna. Verses after 12.10 are pyesdapt
people who aren’'t even devotees. This gradation nicely covers the deficientotoGdisiwami
tries to address with his “ideal” versus “real” approach.

It is important to note that this graduated list of rules is comprehemnsoaarding to Gita
verse 12.10, devotees who cannot follow the rules of sadhana-bhakti can work for Krishna. By
doing so theywill come to the perfect stage.This stage of advancement is not defined by
sense controyama, niyama, etchut by some work for the sake of Krishna. If the “real
version” of verse 12.9 is in actuality verse 12.10, then why even say, for example, that there i
such a thing as a “real” version of the “no illicit sex” rule?

If the no illicit sex rule is a necessary conditfonadvancement at the level of sadhana-
bhakti, and the shastras a) do not provide an alternative rule that isvithiidthe domain of
sadhana-bhakti, and b) the shastras cover the case of deficiency, then cogsiruatiernative,
“lesser version” of the rule is unnecessary.

° Goswami, “Vaisnava Moral Theology and HomosexyAlB

19 prabhupada, Bhagavad-gita As |tIfstroduction




Privileging a more interpretive strategy over an “as it is” reading can aldddevery
opposite conclusions. As already described at the beginning of this essay, the GBC
unequivocally stated in 2001 that Srila Prabhupada taught his disciples only one version of the
no illicit sex rule, not two, as Goswami has suggested. This is not to say that Gaseaeny
case privileges an indirect understanding of shastra where a direct undegsisuctiar.
However, in the case of understanding illicit sex, his decision to apply an intexmettegy
despite the “as it is” reading being clear and comprehensive is suspect.

Use of Awkward and Unfamiliar Terms

Goswami uses awkward and unfamiliar terms that have the effect of distractdeys from
making straightforward comparisons between his own statements and Srila Pralshapada’
relevant statements. In his analysis of the Bhagavatam incident of Braking flee demons,
who approached him for sex, Goswami uses the term “mutually consensual homosexuality.”
Does it matter whether the object of the demon’s sexual advance (Brahma) mgsowil
unwilling?

It could be said that any sort of sexual advance with an unwilling partner is objectionable
However, in the purport of SB 3.20.26Srila Prabhupada did not proscribe the advance on
account of the unwillingness of Brahma. Instead, Prabhupada specifically condefonbeiiig
homosexual. That the encounter wasn’'t “mutually consensual” makes no differendernihe
“mutually consensual homosexuality” has the effect of distracting reamtertfiis fact.

Some other awkward terms Goswami uses are “straightforward homosextiamd “bi-
sexual.” He offers a lengthy justification for their use, quoting the commentdisesne
previous acharyas and showing that the demons were also attracted to a pesauéfalform.
His usage suggests a doubtful choice: that one is either comglrtelynambiguously a
homosexual or that one is not a homosexual. However, Srila Prabhupada’s comments to SB
3.20.29 show that he also knew that the acharyas said the demons were attractethioea fem
form, and he concurred. In the light of Srila Prabhupada’s paradoxical comments in SB
3.20.26 and 29, is Goswami’s black-and-white choice between “straightforward” homdagexual
and non-homosexuality justified?

It appears here that the homosexual appetiteadésfor each other is created in this episodaetteation
of the demons by Brahma. In other words, the homadeppetite of a man for another man is demommatis not
for any sane male in the ordinary course of lif8B 3.20.26 purport.

12«The demons took the approach of the eveningdhwilto be a beautiful woman, and they began toeader
in various ways. They imagined the twilight to beeay beautiful woman with tinkling bangles on fieet, a girdle
on her hips, and beautiful breasts, and for treiual satisfaction they imagined the appearantei®beautiful girl
before them.” SB 3.20.29 purport.



Variation in sexual preference can also be described as a rainbow-like contirtwearbe
idealized conceptions of heterosexuality and homosexuality. Since in this woddstinersuch
thing as an “ideal” heterosexual or homosexual, real-world sexual preferéas®faewhere in
between these two conceptual opposites. In individuals, it will tend to be neardonretiea
other and sometimes near the middle. If sexual preference is a continuumli(dfteresare
only two sexes to choose from), then it is possible that someone can have both hetemaogexual
homosexual desires at the same time. Just as purple is a compositaraf bdae, “bi-
sexuality” can be seen as a composite of heterosexuality and homosexuality. Viewalg se
preference as a continuum at least has the virtue of affirming that @filaupada’s statement
in SB 3.20.26 (that the demons were homosexually attracted to Brahma) and hisiaffirmat
SB 3.20.29 (that the demons were attracted to a female form) are both true.ekubi®r a
non-“straightforward homosexual way” includes homosexual, then Goswami’s choicesf ter
here is also a distraction.

Monogamy Resembles Marriage

The term “gay monogamy” has probably raised more objections than any of the other
awkward terms Goswami has used. Although he has said that he does “not favor gay
marriages,* he has nevertheless recommended “serious, formal and public recognition and
appreciation” of gay monoganty. Those who object to the term “gay monogamy” generally do
so because monogamy and marriage closely resemble one another.

As the word “monogamy” pertains to humans, the American Heritage dictionary (2000)
provides the following definitions:

1. The practice or condition of having a singleuspartner during a period of time.
2. a. The practice or condition of being marriedidy one person at a time.

b. The practice of marrying only once in atlifee.

Furthermore, the word “monogamy” derives from the Graekos(single, alone) andamos
(marriage); “monogamy” literally means “marrying only on¢&.The American Heritage
dictionary defines marriage as follows:

1. a. The legal union of a man and woman as hushadavife.
b. The state of being married; wedlock.
c. A common-law marriage.

d. A union between two persons having the enaty but usually not the legal force of marriageame-
sex marriage.

3 Hridayananda das Goswami, “Statement from H.Haladanda Maharaja,” 10 June 2006, Dandaéits
Jan. 2007 <http://www.dandavats.com/?p=46>

14 Goswami, “Gay monogamy preferred to promiscuity”

5 “monogamy,” Online Etymology Dictionaryl9 Jan. 2007

<http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?search=monog&asearchmode=none>
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Goswami’s usage of the word “monogamy” is according to its primary dictionary usage.
However, in terms of meaning it is notable that “monogamy” closely resembéesdge.” The
categories they each represent are closely related. This syrolamieaning is also reflected in
a similarity of functioning.

In terms of functioning, monogamy implies a natural tendency toward acting more @& less a
if one were married. Outside of sex, marriage includes sharing wealth, slesidence,
increased intimacy, and being seen as respectable in society. For obvious reiasoose
convenient for a monogamous couple to share a residence. Sharing a residence leads to ot
marriage-like behavior such as sharing other resources. Just as people getsodhat others
will approve their relationship, monogamous couples also seek at least indqpnaval for
their relationship from others. Common experience tells us monogamous réigsariesely
resemble married ones.

If marriage and monogamy closely resemble one another, then so will gay mandagseya
monogamy. Between them, the common behavior of seeking approval matters because
approving of homosexuality is exactly what Srila Prabhupada protested.

“Now the priestly order supporting homosex. | waspsised. They are going to pass resolution
for getting married between man to man. The hunparety has come down to such a degraded
position. . . . People are becoming less than dnifhiés is all due to godlessness. . . . They sympl
go to the untruth by mental speculatidh.”

Neologisms (newly coined words or terms) are often used as euphemismsddamitier
but stigmatized terms. In this case, the point of a neologism is to avoid dealing wgtha st
Although any stigma that happens to be attached with a term is often irrational andnanéor
sometimes the stigma is well deserved. In this case, the neologismraetestanobjectionable
what is truly objectionable. “Pregnancy termination,” for example, was formaesplagism for
“abortion.” Within the social context of ISKCON, “gay monogamy,” which is defipia
neologism, has the effect of deflecting Srila Prabhupada’s criticism awmaystatements that
would otherwise be its targét.

For example, Srila Prabhupada criticizes “getting married between mamntd ®ome could
say that Prabhupada protested gay marriage, not gay monogamy. But manifest in nmatriage a
monogamy is the desire for approval. Srila Prabhupada not only condemns “gay marriage” but
also condemns the approval of homosexuality, with or without marriage—"“Now theypriestl
order supporting homosex.” The newness and unfamiliarity of the term “gay monogamy” has
the effect of distracting the reader from the substance of Srila Prabhupades.pr

The effect of using awkward terms such as “mutually consensual homosexualiigHhistr
forward homosexuality,” “bi-sexuality,” and especially the unfamiliar “ganogamy” has been
to get around Srila Prabhupada’s explicit objection to the approval of homosexuality.

18 prabhupada, “Conversation with the GBC -- Los élag,” 25 May 1972.

' A Google search for the term “gay marriage” (imtgs) returns 8,580,000 entries, but a searchgfay “
monogamy” returns only 1,510 entries. The Gay Myamy page at Dipika.org is ranked third in the “gay
monogamy” search result.
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Difference in Audience

Goswami appears to be concerned with the fact that Srila Prabhupada ctygistsaribes
homosexuality but that the Bhagavatam commentaries of other previous acioautgas no
explicit, unambiguous statements about it.

Goswami begins his analysis of gender irregularities in the Bhagavatamt Isydinsg “that
we must understand the spiritual science through guru, sadhu, and shastra, ‘oheis o&aer
saintly persons, and revealed scripturé&tfe then analyzes the Sanskrit verses in the
Bhagavatam (3.20.23 — 3)and concludes that these verses do not explicitly mention
homosexuality. He even notes that the word “homosexuality” itself does not gpediran the
Bhagavatam. Goswami next refers to the Bhagavatam commentaries of Sridaania\&ra
Raghavacharya, and Visvanatha Cakravarti Thakura, which he says all descrimedhs ae
“lusting after women” but never once describes their behavior as homosexual.

He seems to think this difference between Srila Prabhupada on the one hand and &e shastr
and the acharyas on the other hand is important. That might explain why aftengefethe
criteria of guru, sadhu, and shastra he makes this statement:

“Srila Prabhupada also taught unceasingly thabWis ultimate qualification, and indeed the
qualification of any bona fide guru, is to alwagglifully repeat the teachings of Krishna as they
are found in revealed scriptures.”

Could we believe that this is a case of Srila Prabhupada not faithfully rep&at teachings
of Krishna as they are found in revealed scriptures™?

If among other acharyas Srila Prabhupada’s statements about homosexualityuse ethery
it could be said that Srila Prabhupada had merely expressginéonon the matter and did not
represent the unambiguous authority of the parampara. After all, even among the Vaisnava
acharyas there are sometimes differences of opinion on matters of shastra, addfdresces
at the very least give us a choice.

Taking Srila Prabhupada’s statement as an opinion also opens up the possibility for us to have
our own, differingopinions. Even in matters of shastra, having opinions that differ from Srila
Prabhupada’s would not necessarily be inappropriate for his spiritual descendeinise
possibility still leaves us the burden of showing that Srila Prabhupada had indeedezkpres
opinion.

Demonstrating this is not as simple as pointing out that he said something no other previous
acharya had said. Indeed, all other previous acharyas addressed their comsrteraadiences
that were well steeped in Vedic culture, and Srila Prabhupada addressaammisrtary to an
audience that had little if any knowledge of Vedic culture. This difference in aed&nc
important.

18 Goswami, “Vaisnava Moral Theology and HomosexyAliL8

19 Srila Prabhupada in his commentary on these vemdghat the homosexual appetite was created alith
Brahma’s creation of the demons.
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Some things that previous acharyas took for granted with their audiencd3r&bllaupada
would have had to explain at length. It is highly unlikely that Srila Visvanatha Chakravar
Thakura would have had to say to the people of his time that homosexuality is “not for any sane
male.” On account of his modern, Western audience, the same cannot be said of Srila
Prabhupada. Because of this difference in audience, any of Srila Prabhupaglaiergtatould
be uniqgue among those of the previous acharyas yet still represent the conclusion of the
parampara.

Quoting Srila Prabhupada Out of Context

Goswami concluded his analysis of homosexuality and the Bhagavatam by saying that none
of the sources he examines “explicitly describe or proscribe” homosex{ality.to this point,
Goswami has presented a case for the absence of homosexuality from shabkgendous
acharyas. But what about “guru”? Goswami’s standard for selection wagllimitepecific,
explicit, unambiguous scriptural statements about homosexuality” that eitlcebddsor
proscribed homosexualify.

This standard is important, because it allows Goswami to disregard a pdytidinkot
statement from Srila Prabhupada. He partially quotes Srila Prabhupada’s pu&®r8.20.26, a
two-sentence purport, and by itself the one sentence he selected stands outsidetefii
The sentence that he quotes—"It appears here that the homosexual appetits tdmealeh
other is created in this episode of the creation of the demons by Brahma."—degbeesior
proscribeshomosexuality. By itself this sentence seems to refer orily toeation.

But the sentence he does not quote, when taken together with the sentence he has quoted,
strongly proscribef©iomosexuality and therefore invalidates his conclusion (excluded portion
bolded):

“It appears here that the homosexual appetite ¢ésifar each other is created in this episode of
the creation of the demons by Brahnta.other words, the homosexual appetite of a man fo
another man is demoniac and is not for any sane main the ordinary course of life”

If Goswami had found a similar set of explicit statements proscribing homosgxuglist
one of the commentaries of the other acharyas he referred to, would he have concluberkthat
are no “specific, explicit, unambiguous scriptural statements about homoggxihali either
describes or proscribes it? If the triad of guru, sadhu, and shastra was reladlgishef his
analysis, then why in his analysis is #igsencef such statements frosadhusignificant but
thepresencef such statements froguruinsignificant?

20 Goswami, “Vaisnava Moral Theology and HomosexyAlR1.

L Goswami, “Vaisnava Moral Theology and HomosexyalR2
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Conclusion

At odds with the excellent presentation of Vaisnava ethics in the first half ofaBos essay
Is the absence of a representative sample Srila Prabhupada’s own conststiedtlyiews on
homosexuality. This is accompanied by an interpretive approach that has the effegimg ke
his views at a distance. Because there is much in Srila Prabhupada’s books dmoctiiee
that among the works of other acharyas is unique, this interpretive approacly ililetegate
much of that material to the realm of subjective opinion. The more subjeatave S
Prabhupada’s authority is considered, the more it will be felt that an irtteepapproach like
Goswami’s is needed.

If the uniqueness of Srila Prabhupada’s presentation of Krishna consciousness was not so
much conjecture as it was fulfilling the need to address a very different audr@cgreater
subjectivity ascribed to Srila Prabhupada’s views would likely refledftafrdim the parampara.
Nevertheless, as regards to understanding dharma, the first part of Goswaagi'suggests that
devotees should probably think more about consequences than they may be accustomed to. On
this account, Goswami has a legitimate point.

In application, however, Goswami’s interpretive approach has also been excéfisive
notion of the “ideal” versus “real” as he has applied it to the conception of iiciisectly
conflicts with an “as it is” reading, which also covers the case of strugglingegsvokike his
recommendation for gay monogamy, his conception of illicit sex is radically at ottdSma
Prabhupada’s consistently stated views. The starkness of this difference strongbisstigy
there is in progress a significant drift from the parampara. If left ukedeahis drift will have
serious consequences for ISKCON.

One of the first casualties of this drift will be the GBC’s authority. Gogigatatement
about illicit sex and what Srila Prabhupada taught about it is incompatible wiBBiGes
statement of the same four years earlier. In his essay, which was a défleissgatement on
appropriateness of gay monogamy, Goswami wrote the following:

The real situation in ISKCON is that many, many $eholders follow the easier, less ideal

version of the rule: no sex outside of marriageabRupada himself at times taught both the ideal
and, for many, the “real” version of this rule, trersion they can actually follow.

But before that the GBC had officially made quite a different statement:

it is resolved THAT: the GBC Body wishes to clarihat according to Srila Prabhupada
teachings, sex life according to religious principles followed by Gaudiya Vaisnavasis for the
propagation of children, not for any other purpose. . .

It has now been two years since Goswami has made his statement to the contrary, and the
GBC has offered no defense of its former statement. If the GBC continues to iteglefdnse,
then that sends a strong signal to the rest of ISKCON’s members that the GBC either cannot
defend it or will not defend it. If the GBC cannot defend it, then devotees will increasingly ook
elsewhere for spiritual guidance. If the GBC will not defend it, then devotees will also begin to
look elsewhere for spiritual guidance but perhaps alittle more quickly.
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Continued absence of an intellectual response on the GBC' s part will seriously undermine
ISKCON's unity. The core of ISKCON's society is comprised of devotees who are concerned
with devotion and philosophy. They are united on account of a common understanding of
Krishna consciousness. The GBC' s authority therefore rests very much on maintaining that
common understanding and meeting all challengesto it asthey arise. Of course, at the level of
detailsthereis room for difference among devotees. But illicit sex isnot a detail; up until now
we have called the “noillicit sex” rule aregulative principle.If left alone to grow, differencesin
understanding our most fundamental principles will eventually split ISKCON’s members—
deeply, bitterly, and irrevocably.

Magjor “unity disruptions’—better known as “ schisms’—often take generations to unfold. The
reason schisms can take so long to manifest is that older people are much less susceptible to
changesin their patterns of thinking than younger people. People’s beliefs and patterns of
thinking are generally baselinedvhen they are young. For new ways of thinking to become
accepted in society, new ideas usualy haveto “grow up” with the younger people who learn
them.

In the same way, al of today’ s senior members of ISKCON “grew up” with pretty much only
Srila Prabhupada’ s books. Most will never agree that gay monogamy or having two versions of
the noillicit sex rule are things Srila Prabhupada would have approved of. But what about that
young bhakta who reads Srila Prabhupada s books and, as a companion to those books, reads a
senior member of ISKCON'’s proposal that suggests Srila Prabhupada taught two versions of the
“noillicit sex” rule and would have approved of gay monogamy? What will that young bhakta' s
baseline understanding of Krishna consciousness look like? How might generations after him
develop that understanding and carry it toitslogical conclusion?

Throughout history there have been many examples of religions that, over time, persistently
shifted their baseline understanding of what they believed in and, as a consequence, came to the
point of schism. In our time, the most immediate and outstanding example is the Anglican
Communion—a world-wide group of churches affiliated with the Church of England.

Historically, Christianity has viewed the purpose of sex as being primarily for the sake of
procreation, and Christians have consistently condemned contraception since the time of pre-
Christian Rome. Up through 1908, the Anglican Communion was no exception. At the Lambeth
conference of that year (their equivalent of our GBC meetings) their topmost bishops passed
these resolutions:

The Conference regards with alarm the growing pradf the artificial restriction of the family,

and earnestly calls upon all Christian people sealintenance the use of all artificial means of
restriction as demoralising to character and hostilnational welfaré& The Conference affirms

that deliberate tampering with nascent life is gFmant to Christian moralit§?

At Lambeth twenty two years later, in 1930, the Communion passed a resolution that
appreciably differed:

22 The Lambeth Conference, “ Resolutions from 1908,” Resolution 41, Anglican Communion Office. 9 Jan. 2007
< http://ww.lambethconference.org/resol utions/1908/1908-41.cfm>

23 The Lambeth Conference, “Resolutions from 1908,” Resolution 42, Anglican Communion Office. 9 Jan 2007
<http://www.lambethconference.org/resol utions/1908/1908-42.cfm>
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Where there is clearly felt moral obligation toiimr avoid parenthood, the method must be
decided on Christian principles. The primary andialss method is complete abstinence from
intercourse (as far as may be necessary) in afliféscipline and self-control lived in the powdr o
the Holy Spirit. Nevertheless in those cases wiieree is such a clearly felt moral obligation to
limit or avoid parenthood, and where there is aalipsound reason for avoiding complete
abstinence, the Conference agrees that other ngethay be used, provided that this is done in
the light of the same Christian principles. The féoence records its strong condemnation of the
use of any methods of conception control from mestief selfishness, luxury, or mere
conveniencé?

For this resolution, the vote was 193 to 67, clearly a majority but certainly notmami
The hold-outs were more likely to have been older bishops who were around in 1908.

Twenty-eight years later, at the 1958 Lambeth conference, the Communion ip¢hiagd
turned afull “about face” away fromits historical Christian view of contraception:

The Conference believes that the responsibilitydfariding upon the number and frequency of
children has been laid by God upon the conscieofcparents everywhere; that this planning, in
such ways as are mutually acceptable to husbandiémdh Christian conscience, is a right and
important factor in Christian family life and shdde the result of positive choice before God.
Such responsible parenthood, built on obediened the duties of marriage, requires a wise
stewardship of the resources and abilities of éimiliy as well as a thoughtful consideration of the
varying population needs and problems of societythe claims of future generatiofts.

Strong words like “ deliberate tampering with nascent life,” of course, are no longer used.
Rather, this statement employs fluffy euphemisms that are codes for the same. Later, the
Communion in some of its world wide branches officially sanctioned abortion under terms
similar to “ positive choice before God.”

Shiftsin their baseline understanding did not stop in 1958. In 2003, the Communion’s
American branch, also known as the Episcopal Church, approved the ordination of a bishop who
Isin an open and active homosexual relationship. This same branch and some others, such as the
church in Canada, have persisted in blessing same sex unions or even marrying people who are
of the same sex. The Church of England itself islargely sympathetic to such practices.

However, much of the rest of the member churches are not. Within the Communion, one side
fiercely defends such practices and their underlying ideas while the other side vehemently
protests them.

All this came about in large part because the professors in the Communion’s socially
progressive seminaries proactively shifted the baseline understanding of the Communion’s core
principles in the minds of their young seminary students. As some of these students themselves
became professors, with each generation the cycle was repeated and the baseline understanding
of religion in the minds of a substantial section of the Communion’s priests kept shifting.

24 The Lambeth Conference, “ Resolutions from 1930,” Resolution 15, Anglican Communion Office. 10 Jan
2007 < http://www.lambethconference.org/resol utions/1930/1930-15.cfm>

25 The Lambeth Conference, “ Resolutions from 1958,” Resolution 115, Anglican Communion Office. 10 Jan
2007 < http://www.lambethconference.org/resol utions/1958/1958-115.cfm>
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One lesson from the Anglican Communion is that the consequences of our actions, or the
consequences afaction,sometimes do not manifest until long after we have left our bodies. It
took almost three generations for the Anglican Communion to completely change thesnvie
contraception from absol ute opposition to “positive choice before God.” And it took five
generations, from 1908 to almost 2008, to come to the point where important constituencies of
the Communion have declared the gay lifestyle fully compatible with Christian teaching. The
result? The Communion is on the brink of an historic, world-wide schism. The appearance of
Goswami’ s essay, which presents |SKCON’ s members world-wide aradically new baseline
understanding of our own principles, and the GBC' srelative silence, strongly suggests that we
may now be following asimilar trajectory.

Another lesson from the Anglican dlide into unbridled secularism is that passing resolutions
did nothing to stop it. The resolutions passed only gave the appearance of doing something
about it. Theissue of gay monogamy in our society is not amanagerial problem but an
intellectual one, and that requires intellectual and spiritual leadership. A society that isfounded
on correct understanding cannot be held together by managerial maneuvers and a facade of unity.

Continuing to ignore the substance of Goswami’ s essay and pretend that it makes no
difference to ISKCON'’sfuture is not likely to result in a happy outcome. Whether Goswami’s
thesisisright or the devotees who oppose it are right, the incompatibility of their expressed
views and important differencesin their preferred ways of reading scripture are more likely to
result in widespread dissension if not outright schism.

17



Sex Life Srila Prabhupada Sanctioned

For his married disciples, did Srila Prabhupada sanction sex that was not meant for
procreation? H.H. Hridayananda das Goswami saysthat he did. In an essay titled “Vaisnava
Moral Theology and Homosexuality,” Goswami made this statement:

The real situation in ISKCON is that many, many $eholders follow the easier, less ideal

version of the rule: no sex outside of marriagabBupada himself at times taught both the ideal
and, for many, the “real” version of this rule, the version they can actually follow.?®

Independently of his essay, which itself does not attempt to support this statemesstniGos
has provided a number of Srila Prabhupada’s statements that he believes supoint dhais
claim. These statements were received from Goswami through eBwed.Appendix for full list
of references.

This collection ofSrila Prabhupada’s statements is important. Goswami’s essay lacked a
representative sample of Srila Prabhupada’ s statements about homosexuality. But these
statements can be a considered a representative sample of what he believesto be Srila
Prabhupada s view of illicit sex. This collection presents us another important perspective on
Goswami’ s approach to interpreting the corpus of Srila Prabhupada s works. With regard to the
conclusion Goswami thinks these statements support, a closer examination of them suggests that
he has adopted an interpretive approach that renders them less consistent with each other than
does amore direct and traditional approach.

“What is lllicit Sex?”

Some of the references Goswami quotes are from conversations Srila Pdabhagavith
people who asked what he meant by “illicit sex” and were not his disciples:

Srila Prabhupada: lllicit sex is sex outside of riage?’

Prabhupada: lllicit sex (is) without marriage, vaitht any relation, sex life, that is illicit sexdif. .
. So without marriage, sex life is illicit sex lifé

%6 Goswami, “VaisnavaMoral Theology and Homosexuality,” 10.
%" Prabhupada, SSR 2a (Quoted by Goswami.)
%8 Prabhupada, Temple Press Conference (August 5, 1971) (Quoted by Goswami.)
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In both conversations, the people inquiring are reporters who ask about ISKCON’s
requirements for initiation. The context of these references is about the qualifications for
initiation.

Do Srila Prabhupada s responses provide a clear and distinct alternative to the better known
“illicit sex,” whichisonly for the sake of procreation? Not necessarily. When preaching, itis
not always necessary that an answer be comprehensive or precise. If the reporters had been more
serious about the subject of their inquiry, thisis the kind of response they would have been more
likely to receive:

And fourth, no illicit sex life, which means sefelionly within marriage and then only for the
purpose of procreating Krishna Conscious childfen.

| am pleased to note that as of January 1st yoa peen up eating of meat, fish or eggs, as well
as intoxicants and gambling. You have asked whatgant by illicit sex. . Sex should be used
only in marriage for begetting nice children tesmin Krsna Consciousness. Krsna says in the
Bhagavad-gita that | am sex life performed accaydinreligious principles. Sex life for any other
purpose means illicit seX.

Thisisthe answer Srila Prabhupada persistently gave to those who were more serious about
spiritual life. Like the responses to the reporters, these are also in response to questions about
the requirements for initiation. But the two different types of inquirers differ in seriousness and
purpose.

However, when speaking with others who had little if any interest in becoming his disciples,
Srila Prabhupada sometimes al so specified these requirements:
Reverend Powell: Thank you. | take it from what yegust been saying, Your Grace, that this
explains what is said here in the..., referrindlicit sex as being anything that's not in marrag
and not for procreation within marriage.
Prabhupada: Only, the sex allowed only for beggttiice children.

Reverend Powell: You dont feel that...
Prabhupada: And beyond that, sex, that is illieits

All that can be said of the statements Goswami quotes here is that Srila Prabhupada did not
always comprehensively define illicit sex whenever he mentioned it.

Sex and Marriage around the World

The next class of statements appeals to a pan-civilizationa conception of sex and marriage.
In these references, which Goswami presents, Srila Prabhupada notes that every society has arite
of marriage and a social institution dedicated to it.

9 Prabhupada, Letter to: Elaine -- Mayapur 1 Felyrut976 (Not quoted by Goswami.)
% prabhupada, Letter to: Mr. Suresh Candra -- Mayapuune, 1973 (Not quoted by Goswami.)

®! Prabhupada, Room Conversation with Reverend GdPderell, Head of Scots Church -- June 28, 1974,
Melbourne (Not quoted by Goswami.)
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Therefore civilized human beings recognize thateh®a difference between sex in marriage and
sex outside of marriage, which is just like sexasen animalé?

In every civilized society-it may be Hindu society or Muslim society or Christian society—any
civilized human society, there is the system of marriage. And beyond marriage, if thereis sex life,
that iscalled illicit sex life. That is never indulged in any society. So what to speak of
transcendental life?*®

in the present age that is not possible. So in our method, Krsna consciousness, we don't say, " Stop
sex." Wesay, "Don't haveillicit sex." Of course, what to speak of transcendental life, giving up
illicit sex isarequirement of civilized life. In every civilized society there is a system of marriage,
and if thereis sex outside of marriage, that is called illicit sex. That is never allowed for peoplein
any civilized society, what to speak of those trying for transcendental life. Transcendental life
must be purified of all mental and bodily concepts of self.®*

These references provide a middle-ground between sex outside of marriage aanutidmel st
of sex once-a-month and only for procreation. In this middle ground, sex outside of marriage is
widely regarded as illicit sex, and sex within marriage is regarded as pbleni€ut does this
standard apply specifically to devotees who have taken initiation?

What is appropriate for a person in one status of life may be inappropriate for anothes. Thi
also true of pretty much all societies throughout the world. In the Western cstinétie is a
tradition of celibacy. In that tradition, nuns, monks, and a number of priestsiktorecally
remained celibate. Buddhist countries, too, have a class of people (monks, nuns, lamas) who
refrain from sex. While the conception of celibacy within these civilinatis typically total
abstinence, the conception of Godly life in pretty much every civilization is heless
characterized by sense control.

As regards to sense control, Vedic civilization is a little different fotiner civilizations in
that it has a conception of married life that is distinctly more eldwatn conventional married
life. In Vedic civilization, religious householder life is characterized byhédridegree of sense
control than is often found in other civilizations. On this point of sense control PEaitdnupada
distinguishes the grihastha from the grihamedhi:

So that is regulated, that you must have wife. Not must have, but if you cannot avoid, take one
wife and remain as agrhastha. And there are so many rules and regulations of grhasthalife.
Grhastha life is not that "Whenever | like, we have sex." No, that is not. Thereis regulated. Once
in amonth. When there is menstruation, and if the wife is pregnant -- then no more sex life. There
are so many rules and regulations. Grhastha means one who follows the rules and regulation of sex
life. That is grhastha. Not that simply united, man and woman, and live like animals. No, that is
not grhastha. That is called grhamedhi.®®

Here Srila Prabhupada criticizes unrestricted sex thethen marriage. If Goswami’s
original statement about Srila Prabhupada allowing househol ders some concession for sex only
within marriage were directed to people in general, then Goswami’ s statement would have been
fine. However, it was specifically directed to ISKCON'’s householders, so the references quoted
by him in this section do not support his statement.

%2 prabhupada, Journey of Self-Discovery 3.2 (QubteGoswami.)

% prabhupada, Northeastern U. lecture, April 30 91@guoted by Goswami.)

% pPrabhupada, Journey of Self-Discovery 5.1 (Qubte@Goswami.)

% prabhupada, Lecture, Srimad-Bhagavatam 5.5.8ndatrana, October 30, 1976 (Not quoted by Goswami.)
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Omitted Does Not Mean Unimplied

The last kind of references Goswami provides is from a more formal coBtéat
Prabhupada s books and lectures.

He should not indulge in sex outside of married, Ifbr sex is sanctioned in the scripture only in
marriage, not otherwise. This is called celibity.

Sex life should be restricted to persons who angieth A person whose sex life is restricted in
marriage is also called a brahmacari.

So the marriage, sex life by marriage, is religiarsd sex life without marriage, that is irreligsou
So herae8 Krsna says that "Sex life," dharmaviruddhahich is not against religious principle, that
is | am:

Legal is married life sex. That is taken as legald without marriage, like cats and dogs in the
street or here and there, that is ille§al.

That these statements do not mention rules other than limiting sex to marriage does not mean
that other rules do not also apply. As an example, consider the many statements Srila
Prabhupada makes about chanting Hare Krishna but does not mention the offenses to be avoided.
That Srila Prabhupada in most cases does not mention the offenses to be avoided when chanting
Hare Krishna does not mean they are not implied.*® In general, these other rules are implied
even though not mentioned. As regards to what constitutes permissible sex, the omission of the
other rules similarly does not mean they are not implied.

Direct Statements versus Indirect Statements

A direct statement is generally more authoritative than an indirect statement. None of the
references Goswami provides directly describe alesser but acceptable standard of sex for
initiated devotees—the “real” version of the no-illicit-sex rule. There are, however, plenty of
statements that indicate otherwise.

Then as far as dama (self-control) is concernesd riot only meant for other orders of religious
society, but is especially meant for the househollithough he has a wife, a householder should
not use his senses for sex life unnecessarily.eTaex restrictions for the householders even in sex
life, which should only be engaged in for the piggtion of childrer!

% prabhupada, BG 17.14 purport (Quoted by Goswami.)

%" prabhupada, SB 3.28.4 purport (Quoted by Goswami.)

% prabhupada, BG Class 7.8-14, NY, Oct. 2, 1966 {€lby Goswami.)

% prabhupada, SB Class 5.5.16, Vrindaban, Novembks7 (Quoted by Goswami.)

40 Using the Bhaktivedanta Vedabase (version 4.11f), a boolean query of “chant” AND “hare krsna” returns
2909 entries. A boolean query of “chant” AND “hare krsna” AND “offenses’ returns 99 entries.

“1 Prabhupada, Bg 16.1-3 (Not quoted by Goswami.)
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Even in your life, married life, if you indulge séfe more than once in a month, or in pregnancy,
that is against religious principl&s.

If he marries, then grhastha. That is also tapdsgacannot have sex life whenever he likes. No.
The sastra says, "You must have sex life like thige in a month and only for begetting
children." So that is also tapas¥a.

Guest (1): What do you consider illicit sex?

Prabhupada: lllicit sex means animal life. The mage is in the human society, not in the dog
society. So if one has illicit sex, that meansshed better than dog.

Guest (2): | dont quite understand that. Did yay that illicit means sex between people who are
not married?

Prabhupada: Yes. Sex is allowed only married coujie that is also only for begetting chfftl.

There are many, many more such statements in Srila Prabhupada’ s published works. If Srila
Prabhupada had truly taught his disciples that sex within marriage but without regard for the
other rules qualifies as alesser but acceptable standard, then there should exist a statement that is
as explicit asthe ones above. This does not mean that such a statement does not exist. However,
Goswami has yet to present it.

The most striking fact against the notion that Srila Prabhupada taught a lesser but acceptable
standard for religious (legal) sex isthat, on inquiry, he frequently enough presented the “ideal
version” even to people who were not likely to become devotees. This includes people who
were journalists, Christian priests, and health care professionals among others. Furthermore, the
lack of a direct statement from Srila Prabhupada that supports the “real version” (the proposed
lesser standard) and an abundance of direct statements to the contrary adds to the certainty that
Srila Prabhupada taught his disciples one standard for legitimate sex, not two.

Conclusion

Relative to the older way of reading Srila Prabhupada, Goswami’ s approach substantially
lacks what can be considered an economy of understanding. Thisis ameasure by which almost
every theory istested against other theories. For example, Copernicus s heliocentric theory for
the movement of heavenly bodies superseded Ptolemy’ s theory of epicycles. Not only wasthe
heliocentric theory more efficient, it explained phenomena Ptolemy’ s theory could not explain.
Similarly, in evaluating two different interpretive approaches toward a particular body of
statements, we would expect the better approach to exhibit a greater degree of consistency and
explanation than would the inferior approach.

“2 Prabhupada, Lecture Srimad-Bhagavatam 6.1.11w- Y&k, July 25, 1971 (Not quoted by Goswami.)

“3 Prabhupada, Answers to a Questionnaire from Btsanrnal -- June 28, 1976, Vrndavana (Not qubied
Goswami.)

“4 Prabhupada, Room Conversation with Alcohol andgHospital People -- May 16, 1975, Perth (Not gdote
by Goswami.)
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These criteria can be productively applied in a comparison of differing iniggret
approaches to Srila Prabhupada’ s statements. The more traditional way reading of Srila
Prabhupada (the way devotees within ISKCON have been generally accustomed to) arrives at an
understanding that more efficiently unites the different statements presented here and achieves a
greater degree of consistency. Under Goswami’ s approach, however, Srila Prabhupada’ s
statements become more equivocal. They are more inconsistent with one another. They lack a
degree of clarity and unity that the more traditional interpretation affords. It appears that
Goswami’ s approach is necessary in order to lend legitimacy to notions like gay monogamy,
which the more traditional yet clearer reading of Srila Prabhupada’ s statements would never do.
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Appendix

H.H. Hridayananda Goswami supplied the author of this essay this full list cfrredsr.
These references were received via email on 4 November 2005.

He should not indulge in sex outside of married life, for sex is sanctioned in the scripture
only in marriage, not otherwise. This is called celibacy.

- BG 17.14 purport

Sex life should be restricted to persons who are married. A person whose sex life is
restricted in marriage is also called a brahmacari.

- SB 3.28.4 purport

This Vedic social organization is very good in that it stops the promulgation of illicit sex
life, or varna-sankara, which appears under different names in this present day.
Unfortunately in this age although the father and mother are anxious to get their children
married, the children refuse to get married by the arrangement of the parents.
Consequently, the number of varna-sankara has increased throughout the world under
different names.

- SB4.27.8 purport

Srila Prabhupada: Illicit sex is sex outside of marriage.

- Science of Self-Realization 2a

Therefore civilized human beings recognize that there is a difference between sex in
marriage and sex outside of marriage, which is just like sex between animals.

- Journey of Self-Discovery 3.2

24



But in the present age that is not possible. So in our method, Krsna consciousness, we
don't say, "Stop sex." We say, "Don't have illicit sex." Of course, what to speak of
transcendental life, giving up illicit sex is a requirement of civilized life. In every civilized
society there is a system of marriage, and if there is sex outside of marriage, that is called
illicit sex. That is never allowed for people in any civilized society, what to speak of those
trying for transcendental life. Transcendental life must be purified of all mental and bodily
concepts of self.

- Journey of Self-Discovery 5.1

If one of our members wants to have sex, he or she can get married, but sex outside
marriage is strictly forbidden.

- Dharma, The Way of Transcendence 11

So the marriage, sex life by marriage, is religious, and sex life without marriage, that is
irreligious. So here Krsna says that "Sex life," dharmaviruddhah, "which is not against
religious principle, that is [ am.

- BG Class (7.8-14, NY, Oct. 2, 1966)

Now, so far Krsna has described Himself, that any good thing... Just like sex life in
marriage is a good.

- BG Class (7.8-14, NY, Oct. 2, 1966)

Similarly, marriage. Marriage—what is the meaning of marriage? Everyone can have sex
without marriage. So what it means, marriage!? Marriage means restriction. That's all. That
you have sex, but a particular selected woman, man. That's... No more. That's all. That is
marriage.

- SB Class (2.3.9, LA, May 26, 1972).

So even the §astra gives him the facility, the facility is restricted. As much as marriage.
What is the difference between married sex and without wife? Restricted. You restrict to
one woman.

- SB Class (2.9.9, Tokyo, April 25, 1972)
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Just like slaughterhouse. Slaughterhouse is not open to the public. It is done in a secret
place so that people may not see. It is ghastly. So anything bad, that is licensed, licensed.
Just like sex life. Sex life is also not very good thing. Therefore, the license is marriage. If
you want to enjoy sex life, all right, take this license, marriage, not beyond that. Then you
will be criminal.

- SB Class (4.14.14, Tokyo, November 16, 1971)

You want sex life, why don't you live, husband and wife, married? Sex life is not denied,
but not outside the marriage. That is denied.

- SB Class (5.5.1-2, Stockholm, September 7, 1973)

Legal is married life sex. That is taken as legal. And without marriage, like cats and dogs
in the street or here and there, that is illegal.

- SB Class (5.5.16, Vrindaban, November 4, 1976)

In every civilized society—it may be Hindu society or Muslim society or Christian
society—any civilized human society, there is the system of marriage. And beyond
marriage, if there is sex life, that is called illicit sex life. That is never indulged in any
society. So what to speak of transcendental life?

- Northeastern U. lecture, April 30, 1969

We are asking our students four principles, four regulative principles. No illicit sex life.
Beyond marriage life, there is no sex.

- University Lecture (Calcutta, January 29, 1973)

Prabhupada: Illicit sex (is) without marriage, without any relation, sex life, that is illicit
sex life.

Woman Interviewer: So sex is allowed in marriage, but not outside.

Prabhupada: That is animal sex life. Just as animals, they have no relationship and have
sex life. But human society there is restriction. In every country, in every religion there is a
system of marriage. So without marriage, sex life is illicit sex life.

Woman Interviewer: But sex is allowed within marriage.
Prabhupada: Yes, that is...
- Temple Press Conference (August 5, 1971)
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From the very beginning, they are trained to refrain from the following four principles
degradation: 1) sex life outside marriage, 2) intoxication, 3) meat eating, and 4) gambling

of

and idle sports. Our teaching are based on the authorized movement of Lord Caitanya, the

teaching of the Bhagavad-gita as the beginning, and the teaching of Srimad-Bhagavatam as

the graduate study.
- Letter to Archbishop of Canterbury, LA 1969

ISKCON is creating men of character. Students are required to follow strictly the
regulative principles of Vedic life: 1) No illicit sex-life (i.e. outside of marriage); 2) No
intoxicants, including coffee, tea, cigarettes, drugs; 3) No gambling; 4) Vegetarian diet.

- Letter to Life Member, April 5, 1972

We do not allow anyone become a preacher unless he is strictly following the Vaisnava
principles of no eating meat, fish, or eggs; no sex outside of marriage; no gambling; and no
taking any kind of intoxication whatsoever. You must also chant 16 rounds Hare Krishna
on the japa beads.

- Letter to S. N. Sharma, Vrindavan, September 18, 1974
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