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When the founding fathers of anthropology, Tylor and
Fraser, speculated on the origins of religion at a time when such
questions were both permissible and in style, they overrated the
cognitive function of religious systems at the cost of their orectic
a_nd;ﬁuwt:l:muﬁm]twnfmﬂmumnﬁa[&:f regarded
primitive religion in the light of nineteenth-century intellec-
tualism and evolutionism, which was the pervasive vogue of the
day. Thus they gave good and had marks, figuratively speaking,
to religions practices reported to or read by them from whatever
meager and undisciplined cross-cultural material they could find.
For them, religion and magic were “pre-logic” or bad science or
“pre-science” or whatever; and the notion held and shared by
many later writers was that religion was bound to decay to the
extent that schence provided answers for unanswered questions.
Had Tylor and Fraser, or even Durkheim and Weber, heard
the astronauts read from Genesis as they cruised back to earth
from the moon, they might have modified their contention.

I have come to the conclusion thar three separate models
have to be used for investigating the cognitive, the orectic, and
the affective patterns of religious behavior, For the orectic or
conative, decision models such as recently suggested by Tzmirlian
should be in order;’ for the affective patterns, some psychiatric
models might be useful—] am thinking particularly of the
Ganser syndrome.? For the cognitive patterns, however, T sug-
gest that ethnoscience and ethnosemantics provide the most ap-

iate and certsinly the most recent model. T shall be con-
cerned only with the cognitive aspect of religion, using modern
Hindu linguistic behavior as my paradigm. During the past few
years I have used other models, derived specifically from con-
temporary ordinary language philosophy of the type propounded
by British and American analytic philosophers such as |. L.

£l



A. Bharati

Austin, Stuarr Hampshire, A. Louch, and others® I do not
think that ethnoscience supersedes the ordinary language-analy-
sis approach, but it most certainly complements it. T wvery
strongly feel that psychological frameworks such as those used
by enlture and personality anthropologists are quite futile when
it comes to subtler points such as the apologetic forensics used
by modern Hindus.* The naive Freudian scales presupposed by
Carstairs and the somewhat lodicrous reductionism of P, Spratt
obfuscate the issues—they do not even staie the issues, let alone
clarify them.*

Long ago I became quite disillusoned with the time-
honored approach of philological Onentalists to Asian religions.
Some Indologists that I have known entertain astoundingly
naive views about practiced and about grass-roots Hinduism on
the village level, much as they display amazing ignorance about
Indian society even when they have spent many, many years in
the midst of it. | know an eminent scholar who spent sbout
thirteen years in Benares and is regarded highly by pandits and
by his Western colleagues, including myself. Yet he tells me
that “there is no corruption in India™ and that “caste has been
abolished,” although “you cannot be hired unless you belong
the caste of the person who hires™—in other words, he acceps
quite uncritically the nonsense presented to him by his neighbors
in India and by the Indian press. The rude fact is that the
Sanskrit, Pali, and Tibetan texts tell us little about contemporary
Hinduism and Buddhism; and it was with some puzzlement
that I came to realize that Indologists refuse to see what the
freshman anthropology student learns in his first course—that
doctrines taughe by the tradition are but tenuously connected,
where they are connected at all, with the practices, beliefs, and
ritualistic procedures used by its practitioners, Of course—and
I have heard this rejoinder quite often—the Indologist is really
not interested in what people do; he is interested in the kiterary,
in the philosophical, and in the “truth” factor involved in the
teachings, If this is so, be shoold really renounce his claim o
having a special status different from and higher than that of
his colleagues In such betterknown departments as Classics,
English, and Romance Languages. To the more cynical an-
thropologist, the German-bomn professor of German in a Ger-
man-language department at an American university is an in-
formant about contemporary middle<lass German culture, on
the same plane as a village smith in Bavaria—what the professor
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of German tells us abour the Germans is indeed emic informa-
tion. In a somewhar perverse fashion, what the Indian or Ocei-
dental Indologist ells us about Indian culture and religion, in
informant-stuff, is emic rather than efiz, Therefore, 1 feel that
the social scientist, who has created the emicette model of ob-
servation and analysis® is more than one up on his Indological
colleague, though anthropologists working in the Indian Feld
often display a guilt andfor shame complex for not knowing
any Sanskrit and not too much of a moedern Indian language.
T am satisfied, then, that the new ethnography, wilizing the
eticemic approach for its analyses and the more general ethno-
scientific attitude toward the informant and wward the

that is given by the informant and is decoded by the anthropol.
ogist, can come o grips with some of the subdle, ideclogical
problems that older ethnology could not handle, OFf course, thar
was one of the reasons why older anthropology gave a wide
berth to highly literate societies whose ritual and belief systems
were closely bound up with the written lore,

In the period between the end of World War 1T and the
late fifties, a sont of methodological interregnum occurred, when
social scientists such as M. N. Srinivas, R. Redfield, and some
of their students and colleagues at Chicago and elsewhere at.
tempted to create 3 new approach through the “Grest Tradi-
ton"~"Lirtle Tradition" dialectic, That was Fairly froidful, but
it really did not deliver the goods in the long run. I have sug.
gested an improved version of the “Great-Little Traditions™
approach with special reference to the Indian siruation,” but 1
think that the ethnoscientific approach now available outdis-
tances all the previous attempts from the standpoints of clarity
and ferility. 1 believe, however, that for our spedial case—a con-
temporary religious system of India in its cognitive parameters—
the ethnoscientific model has to be supplemented by what I call
“cultural criticism.™ Thiz means the method of eliciting radical
responses from subjects by challenging their previous starements
ahout their own culture as not conforming to a superior standard
accepted by the informant himself, or by scientific standards that
he would endorse were he familiar with them. A very simple
example: modern Indians complain shour the corruption of
officials, the scarcity of doctors and nurses, the kick of altruism,
and so forth; and, of course, when the outsider criticizes these
things, the frieadlier among his Indian hosts will chime in. But
you cannot criticize Mohandas Gandhi or Subhas Chandra Bose
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or the Bhagavad-Gita without risking a head-on collision, dia-
bectically. But it is precisely this sort of confrontation that the
anthropologist secks when uging my “cultursl criticism™ as an
elicitative method. This is mple psychology of a nonacademic
kind: if you make a man mad, he will tell you the truth, though
he may regret it afterwards. The oaly real danger is thar the
researcher may lose his wisa, or not get another one when he
wants to come W India againg but this can happen for many
other reasons.

The group that I shall now analyze consists of modern,
literate Hindus, For all practical purposes, they are coextensive
with the “Indian Intellectual” in the peculiar, but well-taken,
denotation suggested by Edward N, 5hils® This term is se-
mantically quite different from the contemporary American or
European use of the term “intellectual,” which has been studied
discursively by Richard Hofstadrer," My recent work on the
Indian intellectual qua apologist for medern Hinduism sums
up many if not most of the problems involved in a sociological
sarvey of the communicative problems inwolved in mapping
Hinduism as it is today—not the grassroots Hinduism of the
villages, which is not my subject here, but the highly eclectic,
alienated wrban Hinduism.'' Untl I began studying this
numerically infinitesimal, but operationally supremely impor-
tant, style of Hinduism, no cne In any of the feeder disciplines
had really done any work on it. Indologists regard it beneath
their dignity to speak abowt the lavter-day saints and preachers
of nineteenth- and twentieth-century Bengal, Maharachtra, and
Madras, since none of them knew or wrote in Sanskreit; and
anthropologists concentrate an “their village.” But the Hindu-
iem [ am talking about is the belief system of the people who
run India and are going o run it for a very long time to come;
it is also the Hinduism of the Hindus who go to school in the
West and of Hindn expatriates in all parts of the world; and
lastly, it is the Hinduism that may very well become the domi-
nant belief system in India, if the contemporary educational
authorities succeed in generating the sort of ideological assent
that they want 1o see in the school systems of modern India, on
every educational level.

The lare Richard Robinson suggested quite rightly that
there are really two, and only two, approaches to complex cul-
tural and ideclogical networks, Using a strategical model, you
can surround and encircle your target and mowe in upen it
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from all sides—which of course would be ideal, but is not very
feasible when humans and research resources are sparse and the
target is large and complex; alternatively, you can use the “para-
chute-drop™ method—you land whatever paratroopers you have
in the known vicinity of the target and they then assemble close
w it and accomplish their mission. When translated inw our
research, this implies that when personnel and research facilitics
are insufficient, random or not-quite-random topics, properly
investigated, should provide a sample for more general patterns
involved. In eliciting or inferring responses from informants or
from cubtural objects encountered, the investigator hopes to pro-
duce viable samples on the basis of the corpus of information
generated by the live or the jnanimate “informant™—including
the cult-object, text, song, and so forth—as manipulated by the
religious specialists or by the laity, The obvious shortcoming of
this spproach derives from what Malinowski referred o as the
“standardisation of optimism,” in a different though related
context; we simply have w have a good hunch when we depend
on the samples at hand, rejecting those that appear to us tw be
atypical. '

We have dropped down onto religiously fertile soil, some-
where near Kashmere Gate in the residential-cum-business area
of Old Drelhi—but we might have dropped into similar areas in
Lucknow, Kanpur, or Meerut; though we would find some-
what different things in Caleurta, Bombay, or Madras. 1 shall
present six themes which are sufficiently typical to chant the
Hinduism of the modern Indian of the urban middle class,
First, how does the modern urban Hindu define a Hindu?
Next, what are his written authorities? Third, who are his per-
sonal, living guides? Fourth, what is his homiletic, exegetical,
and, more general, his interactional style in communicating or
thinking abouw Hinduism? Fifth, what is his acmual or con-
ceived link o social reality? And, finally, which aspects of the
tradition does he reject in the process of vindicating and legiti-
mizing his own involvement with Hinduism}?

In all these topics, I shall show the emic or eic status of
varying or alternative descriptions,

What is @ Hindu? The traditional answer is premty clear,
though we are all aware that the term “Hindu” itself is not old—
certainly much more recent than the ideas that constituted the
Hindu belicf system at the time when the term “Hindu" was
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first used. ‘Traditionally, a Hindu is a person born into a Hindu
jtF, an actoal caste; this alone suffices on all counts, Hinduism
is of a sociological order, and—very different from all other
extant literate religions—its ideological counterpart has never
entered the minimal definition of a Hindu, However, when a
traditionalist feels pressed to enlarge the sociological by an
idenlogical definition, he would define a Hindu, in terms of his
belief system, as a person born into a Hindu jdéf who accepts the
authority of the Veda (the sretd vexts, that is) on a par with
the other epistemological pramdpar, or cognitive verification
principles—that is, prosyaksa (direct perception) and sswmdna
{correct syllogistic inference). This has to be added, even though
only implicitly, in order to state the degree of "scceptance™ of
the Veda—tor, of course, “acceptance™ is a somewhat woolly,
inclusive sememe unless it is narrowed down 0 a genuine one-
toone bexeme. Now the modern Hindu's definitlon Is radically
different: There may be many Hindus, panticularly in the tra-
ditionally more sophisticated and conservative Diravidian South,
who would tacitly assume the traditional definition, modifying
it by adding some new emphases; but our modern Hindu in
the Morth will not only not accept this sociological-ideclogical
definition, he will tend to reject it quite emphatically. A
Gujarati lady-doctor living in Delhi told me, when I asked her
for her definition of a Hindu, that “every good person who
believes in God® is 2 Hindu, Did that include Muslims, Chris-
tians, Jews, and so forth? Yes, it did, for Hinduism was “all-
embracing.” Did it include Buddhists and Jainas, whose doc-
trine iz atheistic? There was some hesitation, bur then she said:
“Yee, it includes Buddhism and Jainism, for they alss believed
in God, akhough they did not say s0." On several occasions
after this note was taken (1955), I ashed Hindos who had
affinal kinship tes with Jainas, if they thought Jainas were
Hindus, too, The answer was almost always afficrative, though
the stress then seemed to shift to the sociological rather than the
ideological segment of the definition; for Hindus and Jainas of
the merchant castes intermarry freely. Jaina women bringing
them with those of their Hindu hushand, and vice versa. Com-
mitted Jainas, however, did not share this view and would sy
that Jainas and Hindus are very different indeed—they would
tend o disregard the sociological parameter and stress the ideo-
logical contrast. Now the lady-doctor's view of what makes a
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Hindu 2 Hindo was, of course, quite radically “modern™; it is
not shared by most other modern Hindus. On the other end of
an imagined continuum beginning with the definition that is
least divergent from the traditional concept and ending with
that which is most strongly opposed (the latter being represented
by the view of the lady-doctor), there are many intermediary
notions. In all of them, we can Bolate different emphases of the
socivlogical and the dialectical order, with a shift from socio-
logical to ideslogical definitions toward the radical end of the
continuum, “Everybody who believes in God and is a good
man” is an emic statement of religious assignations, which iden-
tihes modern, literate, urban Hindus of northern Tndia, Amaz-
ingly, no modern Hindu, unless he happens to be a pandit and
a professional Sanskrivist, would define a Hindu eweally in the
manner that [ did earlier. T will not go into the psychological
or historical etsology of this strange shift from a highly restricted
definition of the term “Hindu" to what must appear to any stu-
dent of religion to be an extremely unctuous, wishy-washy, and
overly gencral type of eclectic inclusion. 1 would only say that
this emic use of “Hindu™ rests on the polemic inherent in re-
formed Indian religion; the pin-pointing, narrowing, highly
structured definitions of the classical tradition are thought o be
not only outmoded and socially dysfunctional, but positively im-
moral.
What are the written authorities to which the modern Hin-
du refers? In the first place, of course, the average informed lay-
man among urban Hindus knows very much more about, and
s much more highly meotivated toward, theological quest than
is the average non-Indian, urban, middle<class person in most
other areas of the world, including Asia. Sill, this does not
mean that the modern Hindu has more than a feeting idea
about the texts. T would say that the average middleclass Hindu
in Morth India has read the Bhageved-Giss in a Hindi or Eng-
lish translation and has listened to some standard Vedic prayers
and formulas, He may also know some vernacular religious
songs of the firtan and bhajan type, which are not scripture but
are postmedieval creations; and he will, more often than not,
hum a films version of these, T own a rather large copy of a
Hindi book Mird bhajans to be mung to the tanes of Anirkali
and Mahal”® With members of the Arya Samdj and its maore
involved sympathizers the situation is quite different—they de-
spisc the entire non-Vedic pattern by decree, as it were, having
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their own fundamentalist, highly formalized and simplified
Vedic ritual, both domestic and congregational. But T am ex-
cloding the Arya Sam3j and its membership from this study,
even though they do form an important middleclass segment in
some cities of the Morth, Since their handling of the tradition is
aggressively predefined, as it were, and their belief and ritual
ammhlghlgnnmmmd,ﬂ:q-mmllr atypical for our pur
pose, although their ideclogical style has diffused, o a very
thorough degree, v non-Arya Hindo groups (semdtani being
the North Indian term to distinguish them, meaning “eternal”—
that is, conservative), especially in the Punjab and the adjacent
urban areas of western Uttar Pradesh.

Oar North Indian, urban, modern Hindus, then, regard the
Bhagarad-Gita as the “Bible of Hinduism"—I enclose the ex-
pression in quotation marks, since It is an emic term in modern
Hindi-English, Edcally, of course, this is quite wrong, since the
Bhagarad-(rita does pot have canonical, or srufd, status; it be-
longs to the epic and has therefore only smr#, or noncanomical,
conventional status, There are easily traceable historical reasons,
for this, which 1 shall not go into here.® [ must emphasize this
contemporary perception of the Giza: it is the most quoted, the
maost often translated, and most easily accessible of all scripoures;
it has been read widely outside India, and this fact is very well
known, It was Gandhi’s vade mecum, and even the pronounced
secularists of the political and administrative echelons regard it
mdrd:rmnntb:mndpnd:tnmhrmlni:ﬂ,m
important and educational figures have identified “Hin-
duism,” as a set of beliefs, with the content of the Bhagawad-
Giea, PmduHI:h.nMchm Malaviya, founder of the righust
and potentially fascist Hindo Mahasabha, used w say thar a
Hindu was a person who believed in rebirth and the Bhaporad-
Gits amd was a vegetarian.™ This sentiment has been reiterated
by at least one extremely wealthy and influential industriakise®
and it is somehow the idenlogical underpinning of the staff and
the administration of Benares Hindu University, the most im-

portant “secolar™ insgoution of higher learning in MNorthemn
lndu,anmd:nfﬂdh; Mow if you combine the emic-etic wech-
nique with that of colrural criticism, responses are acute and
fertile, If you suggest to the subject that the Bhagerad-Gite is
nobcanonical, smrd rather than sud, most informants will
either deny the knowledge of such distinction—and, of course,
this denial is quite sincere, as none but pandits know the dis-
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tinction—or they will assert thae the Blagavad-Gits is the true
grai. Some of them may quote a famous selfeulogy of the
(rita, a verse ascribed to Vyasa, the legendary author of the epic:
“All the Upanishads are the cows, Krishna is the cowherd . |, . the
Grita is the milk" {rarvopanisado pive dogdhd popdlanandana),
There are two aliernative explanations: either the speakers do
not understand the definitonal sates of swtf and smrd in
terms of their relation w the belief system of the Hindu tradi-
tion; or they do understand it, however vaguely, but they reject
the distinction systematically. 1 tend w believe that the latter
alternative is the correct one. Several highly informed spokes-
men for modern, urban Hinduism made it quite clear to me,
independently of one another, that the distinction between smirsd
and srui was out of place, wrong, outmoded, a “superstition™
{about this important term and its use, see below). The obfus-
cation or eradication of the distinction is “systematic™ in Rus-
sell's sense—that s, it is dialectically necessary for the purpose of
legitimizing further statements—statements, that is, that encode
the modern, urban Hindu belief system. To put this into the
simplest and most uncircuitous form, the Upanishads and the
Veda sembits—that is, the sruti—are quietistic; they stress jidna
(intuitive knowledge), which entails withdrawal from society,
emphasizing the virrues of the recluse, and so forth. There is
litthe or no Ahaks™ in those texts, no fermayopa'™ worth men-
tioming, and hence no sodal incentive. On the other hand, the
Bhagavad{zita, which is a soldier’s pep talk to another soldier,
etically speaking, generated all these values—heroism, intensive
social activity and involvement, singlemindedness in secular pur-
sujts, and so forth, At least this is how the modern Hindu, fol-
lowing Vivekananda and other interpreters of this century, sees
it. More learned, conservative readings of the Bhaposad-Gits
are simply not known; Shamkaricirya's dhdrye (commentary,
about ap. 800), which makes the Giw out o be a text that
teaches withdrawal and contemplation, or Sri Aurchindo's com-
mentary (19%46), which reads it as a text for |

known only to experts and have no operational influence on 1-]1:
modern Hindus modally selected.

Mext to the Bhegerad-Gita, which tops the scriptures in the
Hindu's mind, rank the medieval and modern texts, poetic and
homiletic, which have been written and communicated by the
agent: of the Hindu Benaissance since about an. 1500—for
example, the founders of the bhaks movements, including Sik-
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hism, Kabir, Mird, and others, and, more importantly, the writ-
ings of the latter-day English-speaking saints, the swamis gnce
Vivekananda. I say “since™ because he cstablished a tradition
the importance of which i vastly underrated for reasons that 1
have pointed out in my article on the Hindu Renaissance. The
swamis of the Ramakrishna Mission; the Aurobindo people; the
Diivine-Life Society around Sivananda; the Self-Realization
League around Yogananda Paramahamsa; 531 Baba; Mcher
Baba, Swami Chinmayananda; and, of course, Maharishi Ma-
hesh Yogi, erstwhile guru of Mia Farrow and the Beatles—their
sayings amd writings, whatever their literary and excgetical
merit, have scored total success with our audience. 'When mod-
ern Hindus speak about the Bhagavad-Gita, or the Upanishads,
the great majority among them have some swami's excgesis in
mind. Again, I am not talking about the Arya Sam3j, with its
large middleclass following in MNorthern Indis—their lore is
certainly not the English “pony™ used by the collegiate and sub-
collegiate swamis of the land, but that of Dayinanda Sarasvati,
who did not know any English and wae quite overtly hostile to
English-language use.

This takes us smoothly into the third theme of our study of
legitimation in modern wrban Hinduism: the spoken word. By
the spoken word we mean the word of the lay and monastic
teachers who lve in the cities and move betwesn the cities. They
carefully avoid the willage, which is left to grass-roots practi-
tioners, both monastic and sacerdotal. They also avoid, though
apparently to a decreasing extent in the last decade, the rostrums
of leamned Brahmanical dispute and erudition, the panddl of
Brahmin and monzstic scholars, and the traditional sérrdrshe
(exegetical disputation)), which has been and still is the vehicle
of learned, Sanskrit-based dizlogue and is highly exclusive and
totally unregenerate from a medern, critical viewpoint.

The ramifications of modern oral lore and its sustenance are
perfectly mmgmdpanlyg;mmqm Consider the modern
religious “calendar art.” As w the artistic merit of this type of
artifact, there is virmally no debate. Let me only say that its
demerits are simply not recognized, or are not acknowledged,
by modern Hindus, with the emception of some modern art
schools in Bombay and Calewtta, but mof with the exception of
university scholars, lawyers, and professonals. “A picture of
God is a picture of God™ a Delhi businesaman told me; and
that, T believe, wraps it up as a modal staement. These paoly-
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chromes abound in every niche and nook in India and Southeas
Asia and wherever there is a sizable number of Indian ex-
patriates—I have seen them in dozens of Punjabi Sikh houses in
British Columbia and California and in East Africs. Ainsle
Embree, when he was a professor at Columbia University, onee
hung up half a dozen of these polychromes in his office, eliciting
responses from visiting Indian graduate students and faculty
over a period of three monthe. There was only one negative re-
sponse, and that, as T found out later, was made by an Indian
anthropologist who had heard me talk about these oleographs,
He suggested that there was an Embree Bharati imperialist con-
spiracy to dewngrade Indian aesthetics, More important, how-
ever, for our purpose, are the doctrinaire implications so well
displayed on the picture; modern Hinduiem and its teachers are
radically eclectic, This has to do, in a namower context, with
the systematic confusion between srusf and smrtf, which feature
is cither part of the eticlogy or part of the consequence of thar
eclecticism. Personally, T feel that the sroagiemm confusion s
ctiological; for once the smrt obtains a de facto equivalent
starus with the srusi, the much more rambling and eclectic as-
semblages of ideclogized ritualistic and theological-mythological
themes are automatically absorbed into the total corpus consti-
tuting the belicf system. It would then appear quite natural tha
new clements, such as those derived through occidental contacts,
could be amalgamared without trouble, particularly If some sort
of indigenous mantle could be given to them.

On the syncretistic matrix underlying the whole system, the
Swamis, following Vivekananda, have successfully established
the notion that Hinduism is folerant, that it does not reject any
religion, that it is based on the truths contained in all the re-
ligions of the world, or, conversely, that all religions of the world
are true since they derived their inspiration, in however distant
a past, from India. The whele complex of total diffusion of all
cultural and technical goods from Vedic India derives from this
pattern: atomic weaponry and airplanes were known to the
heroes of the Ramayana and the Mababharata: the Germans
made away with Vedic secrets, which Hitler then channeled
into his victories; Arjung went to Pitila, hence that part of the
world I3 called “Argentina®; and so on!® Statements made by
highly erudite Indian scholars sbout the age of the Veda, the
origin of the Aryans, and the impact of Indian ideas on other
parts of the world have been highly embarrassing and frustrat-
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ing to Occidental students of India, whose reaction has either
been one of indignation or of sarcasm, or a mixture of both. 1
do not think that these ambiguous sentiments need to be nor-
tured in the light of the new ethnography. 1 suggest thar all
statements that express the modern Hindu belief system—for
mm{:l:,'lndi: is spiritual, the West is materialistic™; “Hin-
duism is scientific®; “Hinduism is the oldest religion in the
World®; “Every good person who believes in God is a Hindu™;
Emypumnwiubdmmr:bnh,ﬂnﬂhgdm!—-ﬂﬂiamd
purity of Mother Cow Is a Hindu"; and so forth—are emic
and as such are not further analyzable as to their “correctness.”
When we use an emuc technique, we perform a better job as
anthropologists, though not necessarily as philesophers. We can
counter and refute these statements by esie devices—such as my
own method of “culmural criticism™—telling any of thee in-
formants that what they say makes a person a Hindu simply
doesn't make him one by the standards set by the people who
formulated that part of the tradition to which they, the modern
Hindus themselves, grant authority. But this means undercut-
ting the anthropologists’ intention to report faithfully cultural
behavior as it is, not as it should be.

I think it can be shown that the chief agents of Neo-Hindu-
ism are the sadhus, not the Brahmine nor the college veachers
and writers on Hindu philosophy in English. Not all sadhus,
however: the orthodox—or better, the “orthopractical™® sanya-
sing and other ordained members of highly hierarchical and spe-
calized monastic orders—have a hold on the villager and on the
grase-roots scholars. But there is very little more than a polite
exchange between these monks and the train-and-plane-traveling
jetset sadhus who formulate Neo-Hinduism and whose audi-
ence, proportionately very small when compared o the grass
roots Hindus of the village and the shrine, nevertheless runs
India. Pandit MNehro was extremely antagonistic toward the
orthodox sadbuos; he called them loafers, parasites, fAssiparous
individuals, and others things, in angry Indian English. But he
gave high respect to the Ramakrishna Mission, and he saw
Swami Mikhilananda of MNew York to the car outside the prime
minister's residence in Mew Delhi, The Ramakrishna Mission
has the full confidence of state governments; large sums are
entrusted to it for famine relief, control of epidemics, and social
work. This, of course, iz due to the fact that Vivekananda
Westernized his monastic order—there 5 httle of the Hindu-
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Buddhist monastic tradition in the Ramakrishna Order, and it
is run, efficiently and smoothly, on the lnes of Christian charit-
able missicns; in fact, Vivekananda hardly denied this scheme.
But when it comes to 2 showdown, the modern swamis are cer-
tainly not taken seriously by the agents of the grass-roots tradi-
tien, At the kumbhameld® in Allahabad in 1954—where T had
the honor of being appointed serad™ to his late Holiness Swami
Bharati Krishna Tirtha, Samkaricirya of Govardhanapitha-
Puri—two Ramakrishna Mission swamis from the Allahabad
Center wanted to join the akhdrd®™ for the procession and the
ritvalistic dip in the holy river, the highlight of the occasion.
They were refused admission inte the akhiri and were told
tzke their dip afterwards with the lay pilgrims, who numbered
roughly a quarer million. “These people,” a senior monk of
the Dwasanimi Order told me later in his tent, “pick up the
excrements of the sick and carry leather briefcases, and wear
stitched shins—why don't they join the government? Why do
they pretend o be sadhus?™

The fact is that modern Hindus take their ideological cue
from the swamis who “pick up the excrements of the sick,”
literally or metaphorically, and who espouse social service, and
so forth, declaring Hinduism to be a religion that is both “scien-
tific” and humanitarian. This, incidentally, accounts for the
wrath that anthropologists encounter from modern Hindus
when they study and report grass-roots Hinduism, which is sum-
marily rejected as “superstiion” by modern urbanites.

As a participating observer, you can watch a modern swami
perform. Swami Chinmayananda’s fdna-yajie is something
that has to be seen to be believed. These “wisdom-sacrifices” in
the large cities of India assemble ranking political and business
leaders in town, with civil servants of all grades. There is a lot
of social display, and classical terminology is used for denoting
very modern activities. [ wanted to see the swami somewhere,
as | happened o be visiting the place where he was conducting
his yajfia. "His Holiness has gone for BAiksd” a devotes told
me. Bhiksd, of course, is the process of going the rounds to
obezin food by begging. As it happened, he was having lunch
with the governor of the state at the lamers palatial mansion:
the devotee knew this, but then Bhiked is an emic term for any
food that amy sadhu takes anywhere.

Philip Singer calls this process “sadhwizarion,™ 2 term
emendatory o “Sanskritization,” “Hinduization,” “Parochializa-
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tion,” “Westernization,” and so forth—terms that have been in
vogue among anthropologists writing aboue religions behavior
in South Asia. He claims, quite rightly I believe, that the sadhu
is not really a charismaric in Weber's sense; in fact, T would say
charisma as we understand it has no emiic equivalent in India.
A sadhu is 2 saint by ascription, quite withowt regard o his
personal powers, his attraction, or his learning. By aseription he
hitth:ﬁglﬂgrulnﬂfﬁu”h:l:mlhtﬂiuﬂﬂmﬂlﬂm
any of its equivalents at all times; he needs no proof of his
powers—there is no possible way to disprove them, since nothing
he does, or fails w0 do, can repudiate his ascribed status, The only
condition is that he have an audience, and it is this which de-
cides whether people will refer to him as a saint or as a frand.
This being so, the term “saint” (North Indian senr) s a de
seriptive term, contrasting with the evaluative use of “sint™ in
European languages. A person who is ordained in any order or
whao lives a full-time religions career can and will introduce him-
self as “Saint So-and-so,” and there will be no smiles and no
frowns in a North Indian audience.

The ritual conducted by the sadhus is not Vedic, nor does
it really fit any formalized standards; it is largely of the kirten-
bhapan-kathd variety™ with formal lectures over electronic
sound systems becoming more and more frequent. From the
highly literare type of kirtan described by Singer™ mw the occa-
sional bhajen party ar the house of some “householder” (prias-
tha—a technical Sanskrit word which has become a common
vocable in the urban Hindu Renaissance), there is a wide range
of performances of this informal type of ritual. This is in con-
trast to the formalized Vedic and other Sanskrit ritual, which,
except for Arya Samd] practices, is thought w be reactionary
and basically undesrable,

This takes us to the problems that anthropological jargon
has drcumseribed as processes of “Sanskrdzation™;™ quite
briefly, the term connotes ritualistic and pararitualistic activi-
ties that tend to absorb bookish, ultimately Sanskrit-based
ceremony and that utiize Brahmanical lore and Brahmin per-
sonnel for the performance in queston. It does mef mean the
learning of Sanskrit or the use of Sanskriv for religious dialogue
—quite the contrary, “Sanskritized” persons or social groups
often denigrate the importance of Sanskrit as being reactionary
and anfimodernistic and as perpetuating the old order from
which India should desist and separate. The term “Sanskritiza-
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Hon™ properly applies to rural and tribal communities rather
than to wrban groups—tribes and lowcaste rural groups in-
variably “Sanskritize” their ritoal and their way of life (by
abandoning the eating of meat, by the remarrying of widows,
and by certain other “non-Sanskritic® acts and customs) with
the sole object of improving their lot and their social status,
Cne might assume that the urban groups in question are situated
at the upper end of the "Sanskritization™ process, where differ-
ent options and newer loyalties are available, including the mod
ern media, formal education, and so forth.

The modemn English-speaking sadhu is, in 2 somewhat
paradoxical fashion, the agenr of Sanskritization in spite of the
fact that most modern sadhus do not know Sanskrit, although
most of them pretend that they do. ‘They can get away with it
in the cities, so long as they operate within their middle.class,
service- and trade-centered audiences. As was noted above, they
avoid the holy places as well a5 the wop-level grass-roots monas-
tics, whose Sanskrit erudition is a known fact, but who are
tagged as old-fashioned, reactionary, or even “superstitious,” as
we shall presently see, partly due to their stress on the homiletic
and exegetical use of Sanskrit. Middleclass women in Delhi
chant OM and learn two or three verses from the Sanskrit scrip-
tures by heart—a thing that used to be totally unthinkable and
still is in the more orthopractical regions of high-caste Hindu
India: no woman is supposed to pronounce OM or chant Vedic
texts, since by traditional definition any woman, even a Brahmin
lady, is “like a séidra”; she has no semskdras, that s, initiatdons
entitling her o the rrualistic use of the Vedic lore.

However, unbeknown to the ereators of Sanskritization
terminology, the modern urban Hindus in northern India really
fit eminently well into the stipulations of this terminology.
Though they are more or less hostile o Sanskrit, they tend to
toe the Sanskritic line—they tend to abandon meat-eating en-
tirely or they confine it to minimal, clandestine consumption.
Even Sikhs, known for their pusto for meat dishes, tend to be-
come vegetarians under the ubiquitous influence of urban Hin-
diudsm. ‘This sometimes operates via economic success: [ have
observed four cases, three in India and one in Easy Africa, where
a Sikh became extremely wealthy and ceased 1o eat meat after
some time. Women in urban Hindu castesocisty seldom ate
mieat anyway, but before the emergence of what we could call
Renaissance Power, or “swami power," eating only vegetarian
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food and reading or listening 1o the Remayena and other texs
in Hindi was felt to be for the ladies, This is bound to change
quite rapidly now, It will result from the pull of the new eclec-
tic Hinduism; but aleo the fact that schoolchildren in northern
India learn highly Sanskritized Hindi at schoal will mean that
they can now teach their parents, as it were, o understand the
Hindi newscasts and that they can transmit a highly neologisic
Sanskritized idiom wo their fathers, who, until independence,
preferred Urdu and Persian o Hindi and Sanskrit, leaving the
latter two o the women shout the house. Urdu, which used w
be the hallmark of the middle-class urban North-Indian Hindu,
is losing to this two-pronged attack—men over forty still read
Ghalib and drool when they hear Urdu ghasals; their sons and
daughters shrug it off, and the speech form that their fathers
used is now being regarded as an idiclect and is doomed to be-
come defunct in another generation.
- Finally, I would like w select a single term to illustrate the
parlance of modern wrban Hinduism. 1 have treated this spe-
cific term in a separate publication® but let me summarize my
point and emend it for the purpose of accumulating material
for the study of religious epistemology. The term “superstition”™
as uwsed by modern urban Hindus is an emvc term; it does not
have the English dictionary meaning at all, and whatever lexico-
semantic overlap there is, Is of a trivial son and does not in any
way weaken my argument. Modern Hindus wse “superstition™
to denote, primarily, any activity, attitude, or thought pattern
that is traditional and that is allegedly impervious to the postu-
lates of modernization, This does, in a marginal fashion, include
etically superstiious acts—except, of course, that we have to be
careful about “superstidon™ in general, for it scems to me that
this verm, fike “mental illness,” is alweys emic; and if 1 were m
elaborate my basic cyniciam in these marers, | would posit thar
“superstition™ really means any belief system that the speaker
does not approve of, provided that it is ded w a culturally
postulated extrahuman agency. However, in our specific case
the term is applied to the official line of action and ideology, to
secularism as propounded by the Indian leademship, to a de-
ritualized, Protestantethic-directed cogmitive religion of the
eclectic sort as discussed earlier in this chapter, and to deempha-
sis on sectarian and primary-source-related theological argument.
In practice, this means that the highly Sanskritic daily péd of
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of dowry, of expensive wedding feasts, and the emphagiy o
any rituallinked divinity and its service—are “superstiting =
The only exception scems to be astrology, which is acceped
and consulted as “scieotific” by virmally all Indians, not jus
Hindus. Mow, there is a fine exerdise for the ethnosemanticisg:
What Indian term is translated as “superstition™ by speakers of
the modern Hindu Renaisance? Mone, Just like certain other
phrases, which are emic Indian English, “superstition” as used
by these speakers does not really tramslate any Indian term,
hence they would use the English term even as they speak in a
vernacular, Swami Dayinanda Sarasvad, the fouader of the
Arya Samdj, used a Sanskritic neologism not in vogue in Hindi
before his time (around 1870-1880): that word is emdhawiseds,
literally “blind faith”; but here, as is almost always the case in
the experience of the anthropologist, the etymelogy of a word,
or of a phrase, is not only irrelevant but is highly obfuscating,
The English usage of “blind faith” does not cover anything
denoted by andhaviseds. Since Dayinanda, the word has come
inte vogue among Hindus, with its core reference being that of
unreformed, unenlightened, traditional-ritualistic behavior with-
out concern for social improvement. Mow the term is used in
a way that philosophical analysis calls 3 “recommendarory™ use,
and this use is wider than the “persuasive” wse suggested by
Charles Stevenson™ When a modern Hindo who knows Eng-
lish calls a type of thought or action endhawiseds, he has the
literal meaning of “blind faith” in mind. When he then refers
to such actions as daily domestic rital, Sanskrit rote learning
and recitation, and also processes of supernatoral curing, sooth-
saying, and witcheraft as andhapisvds—literally “blind faith™—
he thereby recommends that these things be thought of as super-
stitions, 1f he docs not know English, then the pattern of cx-
pression follows the line set by the ninetcenth-century reformers,
who wrote and preached in the vernacolar, particulacly Swami
Dayinanda. Since andhasisds was 2 vernacular neologism
using two Sanskrit morphemes that had never been compounded
hefore, the meaning that Swami Dayinanda gave o this new
compound has become the meaning now current in Morth In-
dian languages, Becamse it is a term of recent ovigin, there is
litle semantic ambiguity in its use, since there has not been
enough time to aggregate new sememes to the lexical compound,
We probably have here a very clear case of the Whorff-Sapirian
syndrome—words preceding concepes: amdBavissds was not a
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“state of mind” or a type of action until reformers and their
volaries pointed it out by generating o neologism that would
specify an attitude that was w be condemned.

Let me briefly summarize the main conclusions of this in-
vestigation: urban, modern Hinduism has little to do with the
two types of grassroots Hinduism with which anthropologiss
have so far concerned themsehves—it is not the “little tradition,™
the bocal ritual and belief system of the willages, with regional
deities assuming all-Indian pantheonde features; nor s It the
learned, scholastic Hinduism of the pandits and the orthodox
sadhug. Tt is the highly echectic brand of reformist pamphleteer-
ing, combined with the world view held and propagsted by
certain sermonizers around the turn of dhe century, particularly
Vivekananda and, a bir earlier, Dayinanda Sarasvati. This ur.
ban MNeo-Hinduism denigrates ritual of the tradidonal kind and
rejects the scholastic subtleties of traditonal theological dispuir,
It incorporates much of the Christian missionaries’ tcachings
from around the turn of the century, without being conscious
of this fact; and it regards the modern sadhu as a religious cyno-
sure, On the ideological side, it rejects the quietistic, contemgpla-
tive, recluse-oricnted themes of the canonical texts and replaces
them with selective noncanonical passages and texts that seem to
stress social engagement and action. And finally, in order w
solidify these radical deviations from the grass-roots tradition, it
uses processes of pantly conscous dissimulation, such as blurring
the distinction between sruwf and smrsi (canonical and non-
canonical texts) and by using pejorative neologisme, in a recom-
mendatory fashion, to attack tradidonal grass-roots modes of re-
ligious belicf and ritual systems.

NOTES

L. Herry lemirlian, Jr, Seechsral and Decision-Making Models: A Pa
licical Ezample" #mierlan dmhropalopn, T16:1062-T4 (Dec. 15697,

2. The Gasser sypodrame is well known in pspchisary: & porsos pectends
o be inisnc—and when be persisis, be aomally develops peychopathological
synpboms, This is one versiong & mose sophigieatsd readsng, & given by Prof.
The dzasz and Dv. K. Lefer, boldi thar the distisction showld not br made in
the first place, for the distisction between "being insase” and “acting insamse"
is limpuisiic, nai subdiantdve,

3 Bee A L Louch, Explewston and Humam Adeion (Bokeley & Los
Angedes, 1967).



The Language of Modern Hinduitm

4. T sm thinkisg specifically of John |. Honlgmann, Antory F. Wallsce,
anl Vistes E, Barnouw—all theee of whem bave wrimen seats entitled Cabare
end Pertomality, Prof. Francs Heu calls this apgroack Prackodogroal Anchropol-
opy (be edited an amihology with this Gtle, published by Doney Pres, Inc,
1961 ).

5, G. M. C. Carmaiss, The Tardee Born [Bloomingion, Ind., 1958); Philip
Spron, Hinde Perponsliy and Culpwre (Bombay, 19668). See shs my reviews of
this book in Jewras of Anien Stadien, 26:518-20 (May 1970), snd ln Amencm
Anrkropologiee, Fob, 1968, p. 142,

6. The use of the stic-smic model brlooge o what Marvin Harria zalls the
“new ethnography,” The icrminology wes cresded by Keoneth Pike, for of
course it & 2 linguistic mode] in che fist place. Though somewhan opposed by
wther efnoccieststs and ahsoemanticisn, Momss definiions of the =c and
the emic we perfecdy sulicent fo our porpec: “Emic swiemenss refer 1o
logico-empiriesl syseermne whose phenomenal distinctions o “denge™ are Bl
up oull of costrashe and discrimimabions signifiant, meaningful, real, scurat,
or in seeme other fashion regarded as appropriae by the anforr themirler [ic,
by the native subjects we are taliking abowt; imalkes supplied]. An emic stae-
meent can be falsified i it com be shown thet it eonoradios the cogmitive caloule
by which relevant acoes judge thay emtiteey are glmiler or diferent, peal, peans
inghual, slgalfcint, or in some other sense ‘appEopriate’ of “acstptable” = [Marvia
Hurrls, The Riiv of Amtbropological Theary [Mew Yock, 1968], p. 5710 “Etic
statcsnonty depend wpon phenomenal distinctions judged approgriate by the com-
mmniky of scentific observers. Erie soatemenns canmetr be falsifed 6 they do
mot ooform o the sewor's motden of whar i signifcasy, real, measdngfsl, ar
approprise, Etie stsessents ane worifind when isdepesdent cbectreers wlag
slmilsr operstiond sgroe that 3 given event har ocourred. An cthoography car-
rFtd o according o cic principles i thes a corpus of predicions about the
bebaviog of tlﬂuulpmpld"' (ided., p. 575).

7. A, Bharad, “Greai Trufition asd Liole Traditions: An Asthropoogical
Approach w0 the Seady of Some Aslas Culwes,” is dsoiropology and Adul
Edweation, o, Th. Cisamings {Bogres, 1960), pp 7254,

B. See A, Mharati, "Cebuse]l Crigeiom s 2 Tool for Socal Srodie” Qwer
{Bombay), 33:019=23 (1962},

9. Edward M, Shik, The Imiellormual betwercn Traditien aud Modersiry:
The [adien Seavion (The Hagoe, 1961).

10. Richard Hofstadters, dwti-misllectulive in Adeeerican Life, Vietage
Bocks Vol 317 (Mew York, 1966}, pp. 18

11. A, Bharari, "The Hindu Rensbissnee and s Apologerds Pamerns,”
jourmal of dsirs Siedier, 202:267-8% (Feb, 1570),

1. Andriali and Makal were twe of the mot populer Hindi imovios in e
Efeleds wher songs, sumbering roughly 3 dozem, have boen wieng and whistfed by
maitalgic male both in India and amoog Indian emigrant on all oonginemis
el Rihcs.

13 Bat wee this awthor's chaper, “Gandhis Interpretatiom of the
Bhagovedpiid,” in Gendhi: The Man and Hir Word, o, 5 M. Ray (Phils-
dielphia, 19707,

14, Trenseeipe of a speech delivered by Malavipa ot the convocation of
Benwe Hinds University sn 1935,

1%, Tegal Eithore Birla, eldest of the Birla brothers, now decsased.

9



	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20

