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Introduction

I attempt in this paper is (o understand at a very general level some of the ways in which Indian
sociologists have sought 1o understand India's cultural unity. This appears (o be a theme that runs constant
from the colonial period. Conceptual questions about Indian culture raised during that period necessarily
spills into indcpendent India's sociological discourses. Institutionally however a break takes place with
independence. The relationship between policy making of the independent Indian state and sociology came
1o be scen as integral and symbiotic for many in Indian sociology. For others, while autonomy of
academic spacc from the state was important. the significant context remained a desire for “swaraj’,' for
an Indian sociology. A corpus of writings arguing about the nced and desirability of “an Indian sociology’
in the context of the specificity of an “Indian culture’ has been built up since the first paper ol Louis
Dumont in the pages of the Contributions to Indian Sociology. This debate has been integral to Indian

sociology.

The focus in this papcr is however on another debate, not entircly unrclated but definitely distingt.
This is the attempt to work towards a desirable Indian cultural policy. Two obvious concerns are self
evident in this conjoining of the terms ‘culture’ and 'policy’. The emphasis on culture 1 understand as linked
to two processes. The [first of these is linked to the trajectorics of sociology and social anthropology
gencrally as disciplines studying culturcs. The sccond is linked more specifically to the development of the
disciplines in India where culturc becomes a key site for contesting colonial power. The emphasis on policy
is perhaps more straightforward. a recognition of the centrality of the state in planning in independent
India. Tt is also an acceplance of the fact that culture in modern nation states arc garden cultures. not wild
culturcs. Changg is incvitable. The options arc cither for a pure salvage anthropology or for a more

interventionist attempt to construct a culture or cultures of the nation,

This paper is exploratory. My bricl from the organiscrs was that an institutional rather than a
conceplual treatment would be appreciated. 1 thought a review ol presidential addresses ol the Indian
Sociological Socicly may provide a possibility for both conceptual analysis and reflect institutional
concerns of the profession. Not all presidential addresses have however been published in the Bulletin, The
other unfortunate part is that while some issues of the Bullctin do carry reports ol professional activities.
others do not. | have however taken the Bulletin as an important source. 1 also found some of the published
proceedings of conferences held at the Indian Institute of Advanced Studies in Simla as well as the Indian

Council of Social Scicnce Rescarch (ICSSR)sponsored volumes on the survey of rescarch in sociology and



social anthropology cxtremely uscflul. The possibility that 1 do not know of many other sources is morc
than likely. I hope that this conference may provide me the direction that I need to proceed with this

exereise.

1 attempt carly in this paper to understand the context for both "cultural unity' and "cultural policy.
This paper in scction 11 locates the colonial context within which Indian sociologist's concern with India's
culture /cultural unity grew. Scction [ focuses on how the tasks of nation building. planning and policy
making impinged upon the Indian sociologists. The decades of the fiftics and sixties, right into the period
belore Emergency in 1975 appear to be marked by an active concern for sociology to play a conerele role
in nation building, in development and poticy making, in thinking up ways of resolving questions of
cultural unity in India. Scction TV, V and VI scck 1o capture the broad trends in the debales on cultural
policy during this period. At the preliminary stage of work that I am in. [ offer here very tentatively three
trends in the cultural policies proposed within Indian sociology. The first is an overt location of unity in the
Great Hindu tradition, the second in an idea of composite culture. synthesis and pluralism. In both a search
for intcgrative clements is very strong, The third is politically a more left inspired cultural policy
responding 1o ‘the national norms of democracy, sccularism, and socialism'.(Saberwal 1975:6) The last
section (V1) sccks 1o suggest that the last ten ycars or more have seen a shifl in these broad frames of

grappling with questions of cultural unity and policy.

The theme of cultural policy cannot be of greater relevance than in today's India undergoing rapid
cultural changes initiated by the process of cconomic liberalisation on the onc hand and by state
majoritarianism on the other.” Quite clearly a new cultural policy is at work. Indian sociology has been
concerned with culture policy in the past. It is time to return to their deliberations.

11

Why was policy so important?

The term cultural policy is a conjoining of the two terms, culiure and policy. This coupling of policy (o
culturc flows from the view that Indian sociology ought to play an active, interventionist role in (he running
of the independent Indian state. That however was not the only view. The very first issuc ol The
Socivlogical Bulletin carries two lead articles with contrary positions. D.P Mukherjee °s “Sociology in
Independent India’ writes

I is also firmly belicved that those who arc at the helm of India’s afTairs must necds cultivate the

sociological approach. Further, for the important and immediate task of reconstructing Indian culture

through intclligent adaptation to and assimilation of the new forces in the light of a re-interpreicd past,

sociology is the most useful study. No other study contributes so much lo active conciousness of kind.
which is the declared purposc of India’s progress. (Mukerji 1951:13 cmphasis minc)

M.N. Srinivas. writing in the very samc issuc of the Bufletin expresses a fcar that the subject of sociology
in India is unhealthily influcnced by social philosophy at one end and social work on the other. The latter
he regards a “greater danger to sociology, especially in a country like ours where there is at present a

natural cmphasis on social reconstruction’. (Srinivas 1952:35) Hc is quick 1o add:



1 have nothing but the highest respect and admiration for the great social workers ol our country like
Mahatma Gandhi, the latc Thakker Bapa, and Acharva Bhave, and [ do not mind il social work
becomes very popular as a subject in our universitics, but I must say that it will be a disaster for
sociology il it does not asscrl its autonomy from both social philosophy and social work. Any alliance
on the basis of expediency will not only prevent the emergence of the proper kind of sociology but it
will make popular a cheap variety of “applied sociology” which with everyone with any respect lor
academic integrity and standards will keep away from. (ibid. emphasis minc)

Srinivas [elt that the fact that growth of sociology in America was so closely tied up with the social
problems of (hat country ‘has not been advantageous to the growth of “purc” or “fundamental™. .. sociology
which is devoled Lo the study of social institutions on a comparative basis which has as its aim (h¢ making
of intcllcctually significant statements about the naturc of human social rclationships’. Presumably D.P.
Mukerji would have been as critical as Srinivas on the question of what the latter describes as a “cheap
varicty of “applicd sociology™". The issuc at stake however scems the broader commitment of sociologists
to India’s project of nation building and to specific ideals espoused by it. Many sociologists overtly
expressed their commitment {o sccularism. composite culture, democracy and cven “Nchruvian® socialism..
One of the featurc of American sociology that “irritated” him was:

_..Tor all their claim to be “scientists” American sociologists implicitly but none the less decply. belicve

in the values of contemporary America, like democracy. equality of the sexes. superiority of the

clementary family to other types of family, the benefits of industrialization and so on. (Srinivas
1952:34)

Twenty five years later. the debate did not appear to be dead as S.C. Dubce in his Presidential address at the
Thirtcenth -All India Sociological Conlerence, asks us to:
Consider also the artificial distinction between “pure " and “applied” research. the former cnjoying
unquestionable superiority. Through a series of logical aerobatics. tortuous statiotical procedures. and
mystifying model building we appear 1o arrive at convoluted generalizations that often turn out (o be
statcments of the obvious, their pscudo-profound terminology notwithstanding, What arc left
unattended arc problems whose solution can be helped measurably by meaningful sociological inputs.

The mask of “profound” scholarship ofien hides puerile and vacuous ideas, it only offers
terminological satisfaction with no operational guidelines. (Dube:1977:11 ¢cmphasis mine)

And:
To realize its potential and makce a genuine contribution to the solution of pressing national problems,
Indian sociology will have to contemplate a scrics of imaginative steps -clcansing of thought-ways and
work-ways of the colonial virus, bringing back the jocus on major social concerns. ensuring
disciplinary growth, encouraging interdisciplinary dialogue and collaboration, incrcasing the credibility
of the discipline. and developing stratcgics for the effective utilization of sociological rescarch. (ibid
:11-12 cmphasis mine)

Dube reiterates that the Indian sociologist “will have to relate himsel[l directly o the people and their
problems. Intellectual clitism in the situation is bound to be counter-productive: permanent dissent and
constant anger will Icad us nowhere. Without discarding the fiunction of the critic of social trends and
policies, we shall have to assume a more direct role in the challenging task of national reconstruction'.
(ibid)

1.P. Desai in his Presidential address claborated upon the ‘concept ol desired type of socicly' and

cnvisaged a movement Lo realise it. He argued that the role of intellectuals is not only to claim privileges



but "there arc also corresponding responsibilitics or the noblessc-oblige'. Tlliterate men and women ‘have an
awarcness of what is happening' and the 'cast’ that the social scientist can do is (o take knowledge to the
people in the form and language they understand’. (Desai 1979 :8 )

P.C. Joshi foregrounded 'the challenge of planncd national development and social transformation
which provided a ncw context for social science afier India's independence’.

With his unerting sensc of history Nehru understood the process of change in India after
independence in terms of the Great Tradition from a traditional to the modern age. In the West this
historic transition was associated with the break from traditionalism (Durkheim 1960)and.
consequently. with the emergence of the scientific spirit. In countrics suffcring from attested
development, this (ransition calls for a [ar greater utilisation of the revolutionary potential of
science including social science. This is because development in the case of the latecomers is a
process of conscious planning rather than of unconscious adaptation 10 clemental forces relcased
in the course of a break-up of the old order and the emergence of a ncw order. The
institutionalisation of scicntific activity has assumed a new significance and received a tremendous
impetus in (his background. (Joshi 1975:140 emphasis minc)

There were however voices that were more cautious of an all-out alignment of social scientists
with state planning, Surajit Sinha at a conference on Urgent Research in Social Anthropology at the Indian
[nstitute of Advanced Study, Simla. in July 1968 makes the important point that though there was a need
for ‘anthropological study ol problems urgently nceded in national reconstruction and development ‘as a
developing nation we cannot afford to divert a disproportionate quantum of our limited manpower of
profcssional anthropologists away from scholarly involvement in planned social change”. (Sinha 1969:162-
63) Rajni Kothari at a conference in the same venue in 1972 on cultural policy articulated his differences
vis a vis policy making in general and cultural policy in particular. He argued that:

The whole question of an appropriate policy for the future has so far been dominated by

essentially diagnostic, analytical, and projective models, both in the AMarxist and the post-Marxist

"social science" frameworks. What onc is asked to do is try 1o discover "laws" of existence and of

change, both in nature and in the unfolding of history. to scck to work them out, and to expedite

their process. This has been the dominant perspective born out of the occidental worldview in

regard lo man, nature and society. This methodological and philosophical approach derives (rom a

certain philosophy of science can be seen only in our times and in socictics like ours which have

been handed out a predetermined model of goals and objectives. What the intellectuals are going
to do and what the future is going 1o be is all sct for us. .. He are all clay for this design of history.

(Kothan 1975:26 emphasis ming)

This approach to policy making Kothari held as responsible for 'the general malaisce in which socictics like
ours lind themsclves today'. A model of an incvitable future he [elt has always led (o the suppression of the
human will. distorted concepts of freedom and reason and a general manipulation of both naturc and human
things. "The notion ol "mass" culture itself reflects such a view'. (p.26-7)Kothari was of the view that we
need to 'shift from mere facts to values. from mere reason to will. from finding causes in inevitable laws of
socicty to basing them on values.'

Andre Betcille in a slightly different view. while formulating the problem for a symposium on the
social scicnces in the journal Seminar is wary ol a social science completely committed to social

engincering, undermining 1ts crucial role of 'critical understanding’. He feared that "too closc a relationship



between' the social scientists and 'government is that such a relationship is by its nature asymmctrical.' One
way in which these professions might reduce themselves to client status is by having their prioritics of
' rescarch determined by government. (Beteille 1972:13) Sabyasachi documents (he extent of dependence
on the state for social scicnce rescarch and is wary of the autonomy of social scientists as cxperts. He
contrasts the situation with pre- independence period when Romesh Dutt was a member of the Roval
Commission on Decentralisation (1907) G.K. Gokhale and D. Naroji as members of the Commission on
Expenditure in India (1897) and reminiscences that they are remembered not for their expert advise but
their message to the larger public and their writing as critics. (Sabvasachi 1972:39-40)

Il the role of social science in policy making itself was questioned. how were deliberations on
‘cultural policy' received. At the commonsense level the idea jars for 'culturc' is seen as cssentially
spontaneous. like its apparcnt binary opposite ‘naturc’, Critical of the centralization process underway
cverywhere, Kothari desired a "cultural policy" for:

...in a democracy there is a great need for the involvement of intellectuals and creative people in

the general process of policy-making in cconomic, social. and other matters. by the same token

there is no room for a “cultural policy”. Ior culture is not a matter of policy -except the policy of

leaving it alone. (Kothari 1975: 30-1 cmphasis minc)
P.C. Joshi would answer this with his understanding of diffcrent historical contexts. To restate.’
development in the case of the latecomers is a process of conscious planning rather than of unconscious
adaptation' (Joshi 1975:140) Cultural policy in the context of a modern nation state was deemed necessary
to inform other policics also with a "'measure of deliberation and a sense of responsibili v in history',
((Saberwal 1975: 3-4 emphasis mine) McKim Marriot emphasised that 'no state. not even an infant onc. is
willing to appear before the world as a bare political frame. Each would be clothed in a cultural garb
symbolic of its aims and ideal being'. (Marriot 1963: 27) Marriot further stresses on the specificity of mid
twenticth century nation states which makes matters of cultural policy central.

Modcrn means of communication have been gradually transforming the cultures of many nations
for a century. generally without having been made the instruments of intentional policy. But the
availability of such mcans of communication also opens up new potentialities for the manipulation
ol culture. The possibility of cducating their citizens to a newly chosen way of life. of mobilizing
them in support of deliberately cultivated vatues, of representing them to the world according 1o a
consciously created image- all these are open to the elites of the new stalces. cither in actuality or in
prospect. Ifhoever in the new state commands mass communication cannol avoid taking decisions
and choosing among aliernatives that shape cultural development. Neither the "resurgence” of an
"inner order” nor the diffusion of Western ways is likely to take place today without the mediation
of conscious processes of "cultural management™ (Marriot 1963:29 emphasis minc)
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Why was cultural unity so important?

India's cultural unity is a recurrent theme in Indian sociology. Writings before 1947 touch upon it

cven if the word 'policy' is absent. That the colonial backdrop was the signal most significant context within

wh



which Indian sociology grew and grappled is a fact both widely acknowledged and emphasiscd. The study

ol culture has 1o be therelore located within this broader matrix. Yogendra Singh writes:

Sociologists have been studying culure singe the beginning of sociology in India. which roughly
corrcsponds with the cstablishment of the British rule and the risc of the national movement. 7he
trauma of the colonial experience inspived them to undertake critical appraisal of the indigenous
cultural traditions, and it also made them conscious about the strong points of the western culture.
The paradigm of cultural studies that evolved through this historicity led them 1o debate how the
Indian tradition in its essential form could be made to adapt with the western culture without a
foss of its core vatue or cultural identity. A deeper analysis of the textual culture. the cross-
cultural comparisons of dominant traits and themes of culture, and a critical evaluation of the
weslern constructions of the Indian culture and its evolution, were the main prcoccupations ol this
period. This trend was reoricnied to empirical-cthnographic studics of cultures. One set of studics
contribulcd richly to the understanding of tribal cultures, their intrinsic attribuies and their
linkages with other cultures such as those of the peasants, castes and regions. Yct another sct of
studies, largely under the influence of the American social anthropologists. focussed upon the
phenomena of culture in the context of the Indian community and its folk-tradition. .1 distinctive
Jeature of this approach , however was its sensitivity to the analvsis of interactions between
culture and civilization. (Singh: 2000;cmphasis ming)

Singh has drawn attention to the British colonial aticmpt to present India a divided. bickering,
conglomeration of tribes and castes not the mettle that nations arc madc of. This appcars as a central
backdrop to Indian sociologist's dwelling on both the concepts of ‘culture’ and 'national unity'. India's
unhappy tryst with partition al independence Icfi a long lasting shadow over the question of cultural unity.
T. N. Madan writes how 'the outbreak of the Second World War in 1939, the formal proposal for the
partition of the subcontinent in 1940, and the repression let loose by the Raj in the wake of the Quit India
Movement in 1942 were the dark clouds under whose shadow DP first composcd and then claborated
Sociology of indian Culture. National unity did not ccase 1o be scrious problem with independence.” In the
1960s Ghurye wrilcs:

To guard against the legitimate and healthy realization of linguistic scparatencss, mililating against
the overall homogeneity of political India, there must be comparable central organization for
intellectual and cultural life... On the political and administrative side we can (rust our political
leadership to devise appropriate lechniques (o see that the various groups above referred to feel at
home as one political unit. lcaving cnough scope 1o manage their own affairs without interference
and vyel subject 10 such wisc supervision and even guidance as may keep the centre strong and
respected. (Ghurve:201)

O



The Introduclory address by (he then Director. of the Indian Institute of Advance Studics. Simla
Niharranjan Ray at a conlerence in 1969 on Urgent Research in Social Anthropology identificd two
central tasks. :first claborating and strengthening (he theoretical and mcthodological basc of the twin
disciplines of sociology and social anthropology. and sccondly focussing on the major social problems of
India. (Ray 1968:23) Of the social problems he identifies as significant is that of 'rational unity”. He opls
to usc the phrasc “national unity. (“a phrasc that was used by Gandhi-ji’) rather than “national integration®
for “unity can be brought by social action, but integration. to my mind, is an organic process which can take
placc only organically and under helpful conditions’. Since “national unity " is a kcy problem the Director

urges that:

...this should be given somc priority and our rescarch projects should be oriented to that end. We may

starl by asking oursclves what are the facts and factors, at various areas and levels of the sociely in

which we find ourselves, that are conducive to national unity, what are those that retard this unin? To

what cxtent are they historically conditioned. to what extent sociologically? (ibid:24emphasis minc)
Once this question is asked the Director ventures to suggest:

. all the major problems of today in the social anthropology of India. will fall into their proper
places. one leading to clucidating the other and indicating the intcrconnectedness of them all-
regionalism involving language and culture arcas, communalism involving studics in religious
cults. sccts. institutions. structurally, functionally and from the point of vicw of their past history
and present-day orientation etc; caste and tribal problems, their varicd patterns and their politico-
economic manilcstations, nature, causes and implications; socio-cconomic organisation of the

people at various arcas and levels’ the structure. function and methods of functioning of this
organisation...(ibid:24)

The “third important national probiem’ rclates “to our sociaf objectives of a secular democracy. not mercly
on the political front but on the social and economic as well”. This overlaps with the question of “national
unity” and calls for systematic fieldwork “horizontally” and “vertically’. The two other points he draws
allention o are the “politically sensitive arcas lying almost all along the northern and casicrn Himalayan
borders™ and “a closer study and analysis of the tribal peoples of the land. scaticred not only along the
Vindhyan belt but in pockets, small or large. of other arcas Loo’. Most of these challenges to cultural unity
Indian sociologists have sought to work upon. [ attempt below a somewhat tentative classification of the
different strands that went into Indian sociology's understanding of cultural unity of India. from which

stcmmed their own version of 'cultural policy'.
policy

v
Intcgration and the cultural unity of 'Indian civilization'

We have noted that the colonial context was significant in the claims made by Indian sociology
that India was a nation with a distinct culture. We also noted that independence which accompanicd
partition of the country on grounds of religion did not resolve the cultural unity question. Movements based
on region, language. tribe and ethnicity remained part of India's landscape. One mode of imagining, India’s
unity was that 'the Aryan spirit is the corc of our traditions'. (Mukerji 1942:1)

D.P. Mukherjee writing before Julv 1942 recalls:



Aboul thirty ycars ago. Prol. Radhakumud Mookerji wrotc a book called The undamental Unity
of India. It created a sensation and was extensively quoled by Indians and non-Indians alike. The
importance of his thesis consisted in crystallizing what many Indians had begun (o feel in reaction
against the subtle insinuations and the overt statements by interested people about India being a
congeries of many languages, habits and cultures. Prol. Mookerji cmphasised the cultural unity of
Hindu India. referred to the notion of a single. undivided Bharat-Varsha in onc of the great odes of
all times, and pointed out that pilgrimages to the extreme corners of this continent brought its
diverse peoplces into physical and mental contact in an age when communications were difficull.
The usc of Sanskrit on all ceremonial occasions -and their number as legion and hold all-
pervading -made for cultural homogeneity. (Mukerji 1942:31 emphasis minc)

Signilicantly 'these idcas became the stock-in-trade of subscquent intcllectuals in India’. Mukerji further

writes that:

Be it noted that the Muslim contribution had no place in the above thesis. But then the Communal
Award came mainly al the instance of a few [riends of India. and the sense of Indian unity was
further aroused. In rcaction. Mookerji devoted much time and lecarning to the solution of the
problcm of minoritics on the model offcred by the Leaguc of Nations. The model solution in tumn
led to this war and the Professor reccommended cultural autonomy for the minoritics in language
and religion. Later. recent events make it compulsory. even for those who Icad a sheltered
existence. to analyse further this problem of Indian unity in culture. (1bid:32 emphasis ming)

Very carly therefore Indian sociology realised the possible dangers of defining the cultural unity in terms
exclusive of trends other than the Hindu. The trend however persisted. T.N.Madan reviewing an cssay ol

M.N. Srinivas wrilcs:

Srinivas's cssay on the cohesive role of Sanskritization ("a profound and many-sided process"-
p.68) makes the interesting point that /ndia’s ingenious method of dealing with cultural differences
consists in laving a veneer of Sanskritic (Brahman) culture on everything. Hindu or non-Hindu:
and this is said to happen through the process of lower castes imitating Brahmanic customs. which
was originally called Sanskritization. as also through the deliberate propagation of the life stylc ol
high. clean caste Hindu. Specar's observations arc cchoed by Srinivas when he makes the
perceptive remark: "Indian nationalism ... expressed itscll predominantly in a Hindu idiom, and
this was a [actor, though only one, in non- Hindu groups cxperiencing a certain sense of
isolation."(p.81) (Madan 1968:244 emphasis minc)

While the Hindu Muslim tension has in a way dominated the discourse on national integration. the issuc of
the relationship between the dominant Hindu tradition and tribal societics have been a constant themge in the
writings of social anthropology in India. The idca of an Indian civilization has been a steady vet ambiguous
present. Steady because it is a constant reference point, ambiguous because scholars are not in agreement
with how it ought to be defined. With reference to tribes. scholars have referred to the ongoing process of
interaction, including the absorption of tribal pcoples into the Hindu fold that has been going on for
centurics. 1 begin with N.K. Bose's usage of the term Hindu civilization here.

lindu society itself has been built up over the ages by the integration of various communities. The
key to an understanding of the interaction between the tribal and non tribal people lies. according
to Bosc in the different tvpes of productive systems under which they lived. Thus, he does not
classify the numcrous tribal groups living in India by race. language, and religion, but by mode of
livclihood. Similarly, as we have noted earlier. according to Bose it is the monopoly of a particular
occupation by cach castc. the cconomic substructure of the sysiem, in which its roots lay decp. But
in the delineation of process he strictly adheres to his non-deterministic general view of ¢volution.
As Betcille has summarized Bosc's position. "... while the condition of the absorption of tribal
communitics into Hindu civilization are Lo be sought in the cconomic sphere, the manncr of this



absorption is dictated by other considerations. And it is this manner of absorption (hat is crucial to
an understanding of Hindu civilization." (Beteille, 1975:19) This is where the ideals on which the
Hindu socicty was constituted come into picturc, and the task of the anthropologist is that of
making the actions ol men intelligible in the light of their idcals. (Jain 1985 :28 emphasis mine )

Jain suggests that it is ironical in that while Bose held his self-identity as a field anthropologist and was
particularly keen on the meticulous study of matcrial culture and classification of (ribal pcople by modes of
livelihood, there was a strong tendency in Bose's analysis to interpret the Hindu texts literally. The
Brahminical model is according o him the repositorv of tradition in Indian society and culture. Temporal
processes like the absorption of non-Arvan, including tribal, communities into the Hindu fold are subsumed
by this model (ibid:29 cmphasis minc)

Bose was cautious to note that the ideals by which a society 1s governed arc not always realized in
practice and also that idcals, just as productive organization and technology. do not remain
unchanged for ever. However, he belicved and sought to demonstrate through a combination of
observational data gathered in the course of his "extensive ficldwork," excerpts from classical
Hindu texts and cpics, the evidence of inscriptions and styles ol temple architecture. family
historics. documents pertaining to caste associations and tribal movements, ctc.. that the Hindu
socio-ideological scheme of the lour varnas, the tripartite classification based on the three
qualitics or gunas ol sattva (purity), rajas (valour) and famas (darkness) and the Brahmanical
dispensation of absorbing communities into the caste system by providing and prolecting
occupational monopolics for cach castc were the key features in the design and process of Indian
civilization. The Muslim impact on India did not alter substantially the basic leatures of Hindu
socicly and idcology whereas the British impact did. The rcason for this. according to him. is that
the British brought with them a new technology and a new sysiem of production which the
Muslims did not. Muslim socicty and culture could be accommodated within the broad scheme of
the traditional order; but the new forces of production unlcashed by the British shook this order to
its very loundation. (Jain 1985:28 bold cmphasis mine).

G.S. Ghurye's understanding ol India's integrative mechanisms were perhaps less complex than Bosce's.

The two outstanding features which unified India were Brahmi script and Sanskrit language

The scripts of most Indian languages were derived from Brahmi. Sanskrit became not only the
language ol sacred texts but also a medium for interregional contact. In this respect it provided an
unbroken unity for India till the decline of Hindu polity. With the evolution of regional languages.
Sanskrit receded somewhat. He mentioned marriage as another unifying facior in

India.... According to Ghurye the cvolution of India's unity sicmmed considerably [rom the
acculturative process. The interactions between Aryans and non-Aryans. Aryvans and Dravidians.
and casles and tribes promoted religious and cultural efflorescence. The major deitics of India -
Shiva, Vishnu and Shakti- were symbols of ethnic groups which were incorporated into a single
rcligious group. The Aryanization of the south by Skanda (god) and Agatya (rishi) -gave fillip to
Tamil language which became an important literary vehicle. (Venogopal 1998:18-19)

I have mentioned carlier that Indian civilizational unity has been a constant but ambiguous present. The
basic understandings ol this civilizational unity itsclf were not only plural but contradictory. For Surajit
Sinha, 'the socio-cultural ficld of India may also be conceived as clusters of several categories of cthnic
groups living in villages and towns: tribes. Hindu castes. rcligious minorities cic.' (165) Spelling out his
approach, hc argues that 'our understanding of the cultures of particular ethnic groups would remain
perpetually incomplete unless the role of the integrative organisation of the state or the zamindari was taken

into consideration.' For 'the state and/or zamindaris guide, to a considerable extent, the regional paticrn of



inter-group interaction and stratification and the regional synthesis of styles of lifc." [n a country like India’
Sinha argucd that 'social rclations and cultural forms arc closely guided by patterns of land-tenure and land-
distribution' . Apart [rom these two other integrative organisations arc mentioned:

Onc of the characteristic leatures of Indian civilization is that it always had various modcs of
cultural communication bevond the political and cconomic boundarics of states. The organisation
of all India networks of Sadhus such as those of the Dasnami order of ascetics of narrowcer
territorial range such as the various Vaishnava sects deserve special study by anthropological
mcthod. (166-7 emphasis ming)

The other relers (o the 'organisation of specialists':

Any civilization has its own mode of organizing specialists who live in urban as well rural centres.
it is known that the ancient pattern of Icarning Sanskrit as well as many of the higher arts such as
classical music, dance, painting, temple architecture and sculpture have undergone considerable
change due to competition with cmergent new forms and cultural demands in the socicty and also
duc to the decline of traditional patronage. (168 emphasis minc)

The scarch for integrative organisations scem central in much of Indian sociology.” While for some the
modes ol cultural communication binding Indian civilizational are valuc based. the 'idcas. for others’ it
necessarily includes modes and relations of production. and more specifically land, role of the state and
institutions such as the zamindari systems. Sinha fclt that the tribes. except "perhaps for the remote
aboriginals of thc Andaman and Nicobar Islands. cannot be properly studicd except as historically
dependent catcgorics of Indian civilization.! Without this 'perspective of connectedness various kinds of
misinicrpretation and crrors may casily creep in,

We find thercfore considerable divergence on how sociologists in India understood 'civilizational'
and 'cultural’ unity. even as the scarch for intcgration and connectedness remained strong. The other point
that merits mention is that whilc I have sought to make three categorics. trends within onc casily flow into
the other. Yogendra Singh who clearly speaks of plural and composite culture also speaks of civilizational
unity:

Over the ages. unity of India has been symbolized by a cultural continuity. embedied into a
unified principlc of consciousness, which has contributed to the identity of its "inncr-structurc'.
This inner structure primarily lies in the rcligious principles and their interpretations. The unily or
identity has not been static. On the contrary. the structure of this tradition, which throughout
succeeded in projecting an image of unity in value-structures. ritual styles and systems of belicfs.
also contributed to the growth of a unified word-view of Indian civilization. in spite of the fact that
it containcd innumerable substrata of cultural beliefs and practices. Both ils substantive structure
and its underlying processes have been diversified and pluralized., each fowing like small rivulets
and streams in its own local and regional matrix, and undergoing its own localized convulsions.
But each finally, like all rivulets and streams, merged into the great ocean of the Indian cultural
tradition. This interlinkage of the processcs in the Little tradition ol the Indian culture with its
Great tradition. contributing to the processes of transformation and the synthesis in the latier. is a
historical rcality. (Singh 1988 :28)

Vv

The search for synthesis and a composite culture
D. P. Mukerji's formulations on culture assume cultural synthesis. He is uncquivocal that 'there is

such a thing as Indian Culture. But disagrees on its equation with Hindu philosophy at its highest. the
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peculiar relation between the soul and Brahman. For 'a good many things. ¢.g. the average individual's
views aboul the ordering of socicty and his own functions therein, his behaviour and distinctive outlook are
missing [rom this equation’. (Mukerji 1942:1)

As a social and historical process, however, Indian culture represents certain common traditions
that have given risc to a number of general attitudes. The major influencces in their shaping have
been Buddhism, Islam, and Western commerce and culture. 1L was through the assimilation and
conflict of such varying forces that Indian culture hecame what it is todav. neither Hindu nor
Islamic, neither a replica of the western modes of living and thought nor a purely Asiatic product.
Obviously, the contribution of cach factor cannot be assessed with any high degree of scientific
accuracy. Many people think that the Aryan spirit is the core of our traditions, whilc others feel
that but for Western culture India would have remained primitive. Yet. historically speaking, the
indigenous and incoming forces had welded India into a more or less organic whole, until western
commerce arrived. (ibid: 1 emphasis minc)

And then further:

Indian culture is a specific entitv, being the sum of certain traditions which have grown out of the
assimilation of many traits and retained their general characier down the ages. The relative
permanence is neither good nor bad, the character can be uscful or useless for a directed social
change. That character is essentially social. The six or sixty systems of Indian philosophy do not
betray it. but the Indians lived before they philosophised. And it was a fairly rich existence
ranging from the scnsual to the spiritual. The bond was mainly social bond: the status and the
process were mainly social status and social process: (he dharma was ritualistic. that is cultural. So
singular and cxclusive was the sovercignty of society. so cffective was the social control over
individuals that the need for having a statc or church was not as strong as it was clscwhere. that
even those who had cultivated their soul could not leave socicty before they had fully lived it
through... The Indian Muslim community is based on the same social principle as the Hindu. To
put it briefly. India has had only society to the neglect of other agencics of control, which only
heightens the tragedy of the modern neglect of Sociology. This gencral character may restore (he
balance and correct the disparity that is surc to come in the train of a rapid industrialisation. when
the Industrial Socicty will have been born. (emphasis mine)

The danger. however. he felt was that of revivalism, which he belicved could be averted by a scientific
study of the Indian social and cultural processes. (Mukerji 1952:26-27) Some scholars have suggested that
"for a time, Nehru's The Discovery of India and Letiers from Prison constituted a tacit statcment of
Congress's cultural’. (Rudolph and Rudolph 1984:17-8) D.P. Mukerji writing five years before
Independence and before Partition about the composite nature of Indian culturc observes that 'Jawaharlal
Nehru's Discovery of India... contains probably the most balanced account of the synthesis' and further
that this is a 'balanced interpretation’ by a 'a cultured mind possessed of a sensc of history'. (Mukerji
1942:217 notc 6.) Elsewhere D.P. Mukejee writes that India's forcign policy of non-alignment is itself

understood as an expression of India's cultural genius,

Yet. there scems to be an awareness of the fact that India's culture contact should assume some
form of secular humanism which will be the result of knowledge and constructive social encrgics
and which will be the cultural substitute of war and exploitation. the two hitherto well-known
methods of cultural penetration. With this cultural problem understood, the sociology of India's
foreign policy becomes intelligible. .. /ndia hopes to non-participate in power politics by
participating in the formation of a universal culture, for which India's genius is particularly fitted.
ILis obvious that this hope cannot be fostered by the study of politics and economics, even



international relations and international ecconomics, unless they are saturated by the sociological
approach. (Mukerji 1952:25 cmphasis minc)

[ have mentioned carlicr that concern with state policics marked a break in Indian sociology prior
1o and after 1947. The other break which have been remarked upon is that sociologists in independent India
were more oriented to theoretical® and methodological ‘questions of the discipline than (he pioncers. In a
way this could perhaps explain a more deliberate attempt to theorise what was alrcady a widcly held
assumpltion ol 'Indian civilization'- its adaptability and plurality. Yogendra Singh writing in the early sixtics
develops a model arguing that culture is 'a dynamic process of synthesis and change'® and rationaliscs his
claborate theoretical construct by emphasising that :

a crucial problem in the study of social change in contemporary India hinges al the possibility and
desirabilily of cultural synthesis. The majority of thinkers, sociologists and social scientists have
accepled the constantly synthesising and dialectical process of cultural change in India. They
quole cvidence from Indian philosophy. art, science, social structure. rituals and customs 10
substantiate the hypothesis. (Singh1964: 52)

Singh moves (his assumption [rom the realm of illustrative evidence 1o a conceptual understanding,

The socio- cultural or functional concept of tradition, however, is a relatively recent development.
It has generally come [rom sociologists and social anthropologists whose study of comparative
cultures has revealed not only the relation between different traditions but also their functional
unity. Henee a very important consequence of its theoretical assumptions is the faith in the
possibility of synthesis in the various traditions through diffusion, imitation, assimilation. cic.. and
a constant dialcctical evolution of tradition. (Singh 1965:49 emphasis ming)
Singh identifies the dominant themes of cultural values in India as characterized by hierarchy. holism,
continuity and franscendence. The encounter of India with the west implied introjection of the values of
equality in placc of hicrarchy. of individualism as replacement of holism. of historicity in placc of
continuily and ol techno-scientific rationalism in place of the principle of transcendence. (Singh

1989:183)An incvitable contradiction arosc for which Singh suggests that:

The type of cultural policy which India requires to achieve its cultural commitments would be that
of working oul a svathesis among the values of equality, historicity and holism with collectivity
orientation. Bul the realities of Indian patiern of social stratification, composition and culture of
clites and the nature of power structure creale culture demands which tend to push the value-
configuration lowards a synthesis of historicity with rational individualism- the hall mark of the
culturc of a capitalist socicty. (Singh :1978: 89 emphasis mine)
We nolc in Singh's two formulation cmphases on both diffusion. imitation. assimilation as well as on the
values of equality and questions of power structure. The latter issues acquire salience however in a more
left informed sociology which we examine below. As an illustration, 1 focus on a specific volume which
carrics the proceedings of a seminar held in honour of Lenin in 1972, The theme was "Towards a Cultural

Policy".”



Vv

Cultural policy and the national norms of democracy, sccularism and socialism

The volumc is divided into seven parts. The Introduction contains the theme paper. a welcome
address by S.C. Dube. an inaugural address by the then Education Minister Nurul Hasan and an editorial
note of Satish Saberwal. The other parts are 'the Context', 'Languages'. "Ants'. "Science. Technology and the
Mass Media'. 'Education’ and finally the 'Discussions'’. The theme paper while acknowledging Lenin's
teaching for its measure of universality and durability recogniscs that:

A cultural policy for our country must cmerge as a creative response to the realitics of Indian lifc.

Several factors necessitated this; distinctive cultural emphases and traditions ol an old civilization:

a democratic constitution with a multi-party system; a "free" press gearcd. in most cascs. 10

scgmental socio-cconomic interests: and a legal system that can delay. if it docs not defeat.

mcasures for radical change. (Saberwal ed. 1975:3)

To the question why there is an attempt (o evolve a cultural policy for the country. the answer given is that
‘various developmental policics and programmes of the government do have a cultural dimension and a
great many state functionarics arc continually active in harnessing society's values, symbols and myths to
diverse purposes.' (ibid) Relevance of culture here flows from developmental agendas. It would be hasty
however to infer that this is what this volume is all about. Though development is a key motil. it 1s by no
mcans the only onc.

P.C. Joshi in a remarkablc cssay in the volume moves away [rom the dominant intcgrative
framcwork and seeks (o analyse the cultural dimension of cconomic development. There are a couple of
salicnt themes in his analysis. The first pertains to the newness of the culture that nationalism of third world
countrics throw up. Joshi argues that nationalism in Asian countrics like India 'is itself an ideological force.
nurturing new sociocconomic ideas (like sccularism and socialism). By sccking to identify the various
classes and communitics with national economic goals and programmes. thesc facilitatc the mobilization of
all classcs and communities for bearing the burdens of modern economic development:

...the identification of devclopmental aims with nationalist aspirations facilitales the orchestrating
of diverse classes and communitics during the transition. ensuring the minimum of unity, cohesion
and cooperation among them. This very demand on nationalism results in a continuous
reoricntation of the leadership structure, the socio-cconomic basis. and the cthos ol Asian
nationalism, giving it an inncr dynamism. Nationalism oricnied to the need of multi-class
unification and mobilization generates its own idcology of economic and social change, onc which
has to appeal to the most numerous class in Asian socictics, viz., the poor peasantry. (Joshi
1975:47-8 emphasis minc)

Class is explicitly used as an analytical category to understand unity in terms of access to resources. The
discoursc on unity shifis away from the civilizational paradigm. Though questions of cconomic disparity is
a running theme through the volume, the theme paper has a broader approach to culture which is spelt out
as:

The reigning perspectives in this ficld arc unhelpful and need reformulation. The problem in the
gencral approach (o Indian culture have variced origins- some enduring cultural myths (the Aryan
myth and the Dravidian myth ); stereotyped cultural emphascs ("spirituality” and
"otherworldlincss” ): an cssentially past-oricnted view of culture which ignores some major



integrative and svnthesizing processes. myopic and arbitrary selection of the clements of Indian-
ness: and so forth. In this context, what arc the levers available for moving from symbols and
myths making for psychic and social cxclusiveness to those which would make for psychic
mobility and social interpretation? /low can we redefine Indian-ness without glorification of
scgmental achicvments in the past? What arc the clements that weakened the fibre of Indian
socicty in the past and need (he attention of a cultural policy? How should the cultural processcs
be refashioned in order to broaden the sweep and to extend their reach to the economically and
socially disadvantaged groups? (Saberwal 1975:4 cmphasis minc)

The kind of cultural policy visualised thercfore sought to deal with horizontal discontinuities. arising in
differences in languagc and tradition but also with vertical discontinuitics arising in incqualitics of income
and status. The question of inequality receives here an attention that was if not amiss. definitely low key in
the carlier two formulations of civilizational and composite cultural unity. The overt question raised is:
If a socialist transformation cntails the transfer of private wealth to public institutions accessible 1o
the masscs, what arc the key arcas for public investment in the seventics. especially in the realms
ol cducation, publishing, the arts, science and technology? (ibid:5)
Education, arts scicnce and technology arc taken up as prime agents through which socicty's basic values.
symbols. and myths arc created and expressed and transmitted. Surajit Sinha's argument was that ot is
‘cssential to buttress the symbols of cquality with cgalitarian work-day behaviour. with the practice of
rugged auslerity by the powerful. with neighbourhood institutions like schools shared between "high” and
"low", and with productivc labour built into the educational process.' (ibid:24) So far as arts arc concerned
playwright Habib Tanvir wrolc: '

Our purposc is 1o revitalise tradition in a manner that would keep the process of modernization
close (o our nationally accepted valucs and objectives. Our intention is neither revivalistic nor
xenophobic We submil that a deliberate policy will give us the flexibility to welcome and imbibe
cultural strains lrom diverse sources. (ibid: 148)

We clearly hear strains of cultural compositcness. Apart from papers on (olk and tribal art we have Krishna
Kripalani writing on national akademis and (heir role. Since an explicit mention is made of cultural unity.
(the theme of this paper) I quolc in detail. The constitutions ol all the three Akademies stress on the need (o
promote through their activitics "the cultural unity of India".

Our obsession with the cultural unity of our country is understandable. It is like a person with a
deranged liver always conscious of it. (sic) Or it may be likened to a tantric yogi's obscssion with
his Kundalini which exists nowhere except in his mind. In the same way there is probably no such
thing as the cultural #nify of India. One wonders il it ever existed. What cxists is a cultural
diversity interwoven haphazrdly strong as to be described as a cord. spun and twisted through the
centurics. is the thread of Brahmin influence so paramount as to give the illusion of unity to the
wholc of Indian culture. But there arc many other thrcads running independently of it and they all
make the groundwork on which is cmbroidered the complex pattern of our cultural
diversity.(Kripalani : 170 emphasis in original)

Apart [rom cducation and the arts an emphasis on scicnee and technology formed part of India's cultural
policy. But here (oo there were important qualifying statements. The sum of V.D.N. Sahi argument is that

the real battle today is neither traditionalism nor for westernism- both are feudalistic in the Indian setting-



but for cquality within and between nations....an open future demands alternate patterns of technology. A.
Rahman's writing more explicitly articulates the role of scicnce and (cchnology in crcating a new culturc:

Besides the technological achicvements, science can enrich socicty with its own subculture:
respect for facts. consensual validation of insight. and open-cndedness of truth. When this
subculturc does not spread into the larger socicty. the technology and the resources are emploved
wastefully, beneficial only to small minorities. (ibid:173)

Three key features characterisc a cultural policy that cmerges from a perspective that is influenced by a
broad left perspective. They are national integration, cultural autonomy and social equality. The theme
paper lurther claborates:

Our cfforts at building a cohesive and viable nation, though plagucd by hesitation and indecision
at certain stages, have emphasised stabilized cultural pluralism while nourishing the national
mainstream. Substantial cultural amtonomy has thus been accommodated without detriment to the
integrative forces. This approach was reflected in Nehru's policics. and the recent reorganization
of the north-castern region demonstrates the continuance of these policies. The politics of
consensus has paid off, although primordial loyaltics have had (o be accommodated in the process.
Nevertheless. several issucs call for reappraisal. What arc the essentials of cultural autonomy?
What constitutes its legitimate expression? What arc its necessary limits within our contemporary
political framework? These issucs deal with horizontal discontinuitics, arising in differences in
language and tradition: but a cultural policy must also address itsclf to vertical discontinuitics.
arising in incqualitics of income and status, What arc the implications for a cultural policy of the
need to abridge theses inequalitics? If a socialist transformation entails the transfer of private
wealth to public institutions accessible to the masscs, what arc (he key arcas for public investment
in the seventics, especially in the realms of education, publishing, the arts, scicnce and
technology? Furthermore, what can be done to remove the intense inequalitics in our socicty- not
only in wcalth but also in status- so that persons of "low" status would not ind public institutions
informally closed to them? What arc the implications of these issucs for (i) our language policy.
especially for the place of English and Hindi in relation to the regional languages. and (ii) our
school system whosc stratification underwrites the rencwal of our economic and social
inequalitics? (ibid: 4-5)

Vil

Of more recent trends

1989 heralded the breakdown of the Soviet led socialist world. While cthnic violence spread and
intensificd in these parts. Marxist theory saw a general retrcat. With the opening of the Indian market and a
resurgent Hindu majoritarian party at the helm of affairs, the dominant public discourse of sccularism.
socialism and scientific spirit is clearly being reworked. Indian sociology's concerns as evidenced in the
pages of the Sociological Bulletin with India's cultural unity remains but the broader framework for
resolving this appears to have undergone some change. What strikes one the most perhaps is the language
ol 'nationalism' and "cthnicity’ that appcars 10 take over from the older frameworks of cultural synthesis.
civilizational unity and composite culture. In a curious scnse the desire for an Indian sociology wanes as
concepts of state. nation, cthnicity. civil socicty, pluralism gains ground in Indian sociology's attempt to
grapplc with the rising tide of communalisnt and ethnic movements in India. Andre Beteilles observations
in another context provides a different kind of explanation for the increasing presence of terms such as

cthnicity:



The term caste answers only partly but not fully to what Bengalis mean by jat or jati, which may
refer also, according to context and situation, to tribe. scet, and religious or linguistic minority. It
is in this light that we have to view the incrcasing usc of such terms as cthnicity. cthnic identity
and cthni¢ group by sociologists and others to describe a significant fcature of contemporary
Indian socicty and politics. I am not suggesting that these arc the most suitable terms. but they
secm 10 answer betler than the term caste 10 the mixed bag of social groupings to which 1 have
been drawing attention. Recently, Professor Srinivas has observed. 'In the future too caste will
rcmain important in Indian life. But it will be conceived more in terms of ethnicity.' (Beteille
1996:25)

If this is so as so with regard to castc what about tribes? [lluminating in this regard is a critique of Indian
tribal ethnography (1968-72) reported in a survey undertaken by L.P. Vidyarthi:

Vidyarthi's survey shows a singular lack of awareness among the ethnographers of the global
upsurge ol cthnicity among the historical tribal societics. Though the anthropologists continue to
swear by comparative method, there is little cvidence of the same in the treatment of the tribal
sociclics vis-a-vis the nation socictics. But why? There should be a scrious heart-scarching, .. One
of the barren frames of analysis is the transformation of the tribes into peasants. Certainly this is
what had happened in the archaic civilizations. or the fcudal politics of Europe...But is it true
today? Even in an incompletely industrialising country like India. agriculture is incxiricably linked
up with world industrial network: the cthos of industrial democracy is very much in the air.
Besides. the wellare state operates to diversify livelihood pattern of the population. 7he tribes
thercfore do not just become peasants; they become multinuclcated social entitics, without losing
their distinct identities. They become proto-nations ... Withoul sensitising themsclves about these
historical realitics. the ethnographers of tribal socictics arc writing about the impact of
industrialisation and urbanisation. Obviously the stercotypes and myths which have come to be
associated with the frameworks of little tradition-great-tradition, sanskritisation. urbanisation.
industrialization and so on. could not have continued unchallenged had methodologics of rescarch
reccived morc meticulous care. (Cited in Jain 1985:42 emphasis mine)

Writings of T.K. Oommen in the last decade or more has focussed on questions of nations and cthnicitics,
distinctions between states and nations and the need for conceptual clarity. The scarch for 'cultural unity' he

would critique as part of the endemically national-biased practice of sociologists. The point that he wishes

to make is that :

The popular assumption that 'nation-states' arc natural human collcctivitics is unsustainable. In
fact. quite a few of them arc artificial entitics and what is usually referred (o as nation-building is
nothing but transforming these artificial entities into natural units. ...if the global -socicty is an
abstract notion and a conceptual dopc. the state-socicty is an artificial entity and often an cmpirical
monster. Il so, where does one look for and pitch oneself in one's cffort (o identify an authentic
unit of sociological analysis? I suggest that civilizational-society provides a viable anchorage and
is an authentic unit for sociological analysis which would save sociology from both false
universalism and lalsc nationalism. (Qommen 1990:6 cmphasis minc)

His view of India's civilizational unity is quite different. But his choice of the term civilizational society is
inleresting. The reasons he offers are:

Civilizational socicty recognizes the dignified co-existence of different cultures and life-styles.
religions and languages. It docs not plumb for an arrangement wherein particular types of
cconomy. polity and culture arc taken (o be necessarily and always co-cxtensive. That is | the
notion of civilizational- society unambiguously attests pluralism- the central tendency in
contemporary world society. In turn, it recognizes that all systems have their share of assets and
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liabilities and advocates the judicious fusion of the desirable clements in all civilizations and the
rcjection of undesirable aspects. (ibid: 12)

Partha N. Mukherji's work on cthnicity and nations sccks to review concepts such as class. cthnicity. nation
and nation-building as they relate o the substantive problems of nation and nation-building in India. Of
somc of the basic theoretical problems that Mukherji addresses arc: the latent though strong assumption of
an enduring cultural integration/homogeneity characterising an cthnic group (nation) on the strength of one
or more cultural markers (racc, descent. language. religion. caste. cic.). This he argucs undermincs the
strong possibility of cultural diffcrentiations within the samc cthnic group and cites the cxample of
Bangladesh's breaking away from Pakistan. (Mukherji 199:24) The sccond fallacy that he looks at is the
overlooking the structural differentiation that may exist within such apparent cultural intcgrations. The
question that he raiscs is: Docs cthnicity cncompass class or vice versa? Mukherji writes that if the tern
nation is to be defined with greater clarity, (i ) its historical cvolution as a modern phcnomena has to be
recognised; (ii) its linkage with the state is incvitable; (iii) is has to be recognised that the modern stale is a
rclatively stable and enduning structure particularly because its 'sovercignty' is guarantced by the global
political system; (iv) its political articulation of cultural aspirations and interests while very important. it
has to be noted. hat class interests and the social organisation of the cconomy arc no less crucial: (v) it
should refer 1o a territory. a people and ultimate citizen-loyalty to the state. transcending cthnic and class
loyaltics and interests. i

It may not be out of order here (o refer to P.N. Mukherji's' observations two decades carlier. He
mentions that two theoretical streams, the functionalist and the structuralist, were running parallel. though
doubtless the former was the mainstrcam and ahead in academic recognition. Perhaps Mukherji in a way
suggeslts that these theoretical approaches were responsible for sociology being unaflected by 'cataclvsma
of the time', namely communal carmage, sub-nationalism, peasant movements, 11 that was so it is not
surprising that cultural was predominantly thought of in a synthesis /integrative frame. (Mukherji :38-9)

Cultural policy however continues to be on the agenda of Indian sociology as is cvident by the fact
that this was the theme of the XXI1 All India Sociological Conference held in 1994, However the manner of
addressing it appears 1o have shifted from the composite and civilizational paradigm. Victor D'Souza in a
talk at the conference. proceeds [rom ‘the policy considerations which stem from the basic objectives laid
down in the preamblce of the Indian Constitution' which include 'justice. liberty and equality for all citizens
and the promotion of fraternity among them by ensuring the dignity of the individual and the unity and
integrity of the nation.' D'Souza's argument is (hat these constitutional objectives arc being frustrated
becausce the 'cultural pluralism for which this country is noted' has assumed the form of 'structural
pluralism’.(D'Souza 1995:162) His contcntion is that

the mere existence of cultural diversity with different collective identitics in a socicty is referred to
as cultural pluralism: when the different groups arc socially exclusive, the resulting situation is
termed social pluralism: and when the socially exclusive and cconomically unequal groups arc
differentially incorporated in dominant-subordinate relationships. the given situation is called
structural plurafism (D'Souza 1993:163)



Since structural pluralism has stood in the way ol India sccuring its fundamental national objectives 'what
is nccessary is not the homogenization ol Indian culture or the restriction of cultural expression, but the
dismantling, of conditions responsible for the transformation of cultural pluratism into structural pluralism'.
The demolition of structural pluralism D'Souza advocates would involve 'measures (o curb the tendency for
channeling of incqualitics through cultural and ethnic groups and 1o reducc the cxisling incqualities
between groups'. While approving of state measures like 'regional autonomy'. 'group bascd reservations and
a socialistic pattern of economy’ D'Souva finally concludes that the reason why such changes have actually
turned oul (0 be counter-productive is the fact that inequality is ultimately based on socially ¢xclusivencss
between groups.” The cultural policy should therefore be concerned with 'social inclusiveness among
groups’. (ibid: 166)

Yogendra Singh is onc of the few who persist with the "civilization' catcgory. Remarking upon the
alienating rclationship between Western philosophy of Enlightenment and the Indian philosophical
traditions. he remarks that;

.. The root of our muted or adaptive response to disenchantment lies in our collective cultural
consciousnesy and the way we have responded to our modernization .. . .. the extent to which
individualism and the 'soft-state' affect the Westemn life-world is not the same in our socicty. This
may largely be duc to the rudimentary level of industrialization and urbanization in our socicty or
it may be due to our cultural resilience acquired over millennia of cultural and social encounters
with atien civilization. It may also be due to the primacy of valucs in our lifc not as a means (o an
cnd but as an end in itsell (Singh 1998:161).
Quitce clearly recent sociological writings has been operating with more current theories of nationalism and
cthnicity. One explanation for the focus on nationalism has been the growth of cultural studics in the West
(with a concerted interrogation on nationalism)and its arrival in India 'largely outside the institutional fold.'
holding the promisc of 'engaging in a critique of naturalised ideologics. universalist theories and theorising
fragmentary resistance’. 'Consequently’, Anjan Ghosh would argue that 'ideas likc "modemity" and
"nation" have come under scrutiny. (Ghosh 1996:15) T would go along with Ghosh in affirming that 'even
carly commentators of the post-colonial condition in India were not unawarc of the fragility of the national

subject’. '
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ENDNOTES

' J.P. Singh Ubcroi writes: 'Every swarajist should recognizc what are the essential preconditions. under
this system, for the advancement of universal science in our environment. Until we can concentrate on
decolonization, leam to nationalize our problems and take our poverty scriously. we shall continuc to be
both colonial and unoriginal. A national school. avowed and conscious. can perhaps add relevance.
meaning and potency (o our scicnce: continued asscnt (o the international system cannot.' (Ubcroi: 1968)

' This year the Indian Council of Historical Research (ICHR) under the direction of the Ministry of Human
Resources directed the Oxford University Publication (OUP) 1o stop publication of commissioned history
books on the charge that Marxist scholars have distorted India's history. Not too long ago there was a
controversy about a state dircetive insisting that all schools begin the day with Saraswati Vandana. an
invocation to the Hindu Goddess of lcarning. More recently we have has successful attempts by groups to
stop shooting and showing of [ilms.

"Lloyd A. Fallers. (1961)"Idcology and Culturc in Uganda Nationalism." American Anthropoloist. 63: 677-
678.

" A large number of Western scholars wrote on the [ragile cultural unity of India. To mention just two we
have Philip Mason cd. (1967)Unity and Diversity: India and Ceylon (Bombay: OUP)which talks about the
'lissions' of Indian socicty and Neville Maxwell who reiterated 'the basic political fact’ that an old English
scrvant of the British Raj had summed up that 'there is not, and never was an India. '

" In organising the rescarch programme of Anthropological Survey of India Nirmal Kumar Bose suggested
among many succcssive phases of rescarch like survey of selective material traits: crafts: carrying capacily
of land and various productive tcchniques also ' a study of higher integrative institutions such as temples.
he chains of mutts cstablished by Adi Shankaracharya cte.' cited in Notes in Sinha (1969) p. 168

" D.N. Dhanagre writcs: "Theorctical oricntation was, however, not totally missing in [ndian sociology. An
overwhelming, majority of Indian sociologists had found 'structural-functionalism’ as an intellcctually
challenging as wcll as a satisfying framework." (Dhanagre 1980:25)

" L.P. Desai write:" ... we arc speaking and writling morc (o the point and pointedly than. say. before
independence. ... This consciousness is cvident whether the analysis is quantitative or qualitative, or
whether the observation is dircct or indirect-in (he field, or from the records. These are the gains of what is
popularly known as "mcthodology.” (Desai 1979:2)

" Yogendra Singh mentions in the passing of a recent study by Margaret Cormack (196 1using the
symbolism of "Saraswati" and Lakshmi" to represent the struggle between allcrnative values. He writcs.

' She concludes "India is changing. as it always has, but it will remain India." and thus posits faith in
cultural synthesis'. (Singh 1969:61)

" Issues of cultural policy were always central for newly cmergent nation states. In India. it is believed that
India’s first Primc Minister Nehru's 'resolute rationalism and commitment to a "scientific temper” in cflect
denicd the relevance of religion (o national pelitical identity'. It has been remarked that "Indira Gandhi's
accession (o power in the mid- 1960s' marked the ‘beginning of a more articulate and aggressive left
sccularism in institutional arrangement, ideological formulations, and scholarships'. (cd.Rudolph 1984 :17-
18)11 is perhaps in this background that at the suggestion of the Ministry of Education and Social Welfare.
Government of India, the India Institute of Advanced Study. Simla held a seminar on cultural policy.

' Emphasis on the spurious naturc of the middle class. the chicf agents of nationalism has been a theme
worked upon by both A.R. Desai and much carlicr by D.P.Mukerjec.
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