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asons and a History”

Madhava Prasad

was written when Cultural Studies in India was attempting
efine its place and role in academia. The first part explores the
litical context of cultural studies practice, and the institutional set-
ich it had to find a space for itself. Methodologically it attempts
te of institutions following the loss of prestige of the English
t with the decline of the colonial aura and the opening up of
ation to hitherto excluded sections of the population. The essay
oceeds to a historical survey of the concept of culture as it emerged,
nslated and deployed—an exercise in discourse analysis to draw
e influential uses of the term in the Indian context, the changes it
lergone with time, and its appropriation across several disciplines
Is of inquiry. Re-examining past usage is an important step towards
edge that any discipline must acquire and constantly renew to

istorical events provide the framework for the emergence of new
-al subjectivities in India. Together, these two events cleared the
d for the constitution of a modern nation state. But the meanings and
that they represent in their separate occurrence have not harmonised
h to render the formation of the Indian polity asa done deal. Rather

litorial Note: The essay is being published for the first time in this anthology.
gh posing the question of what ‘our time is constituted by, Prasad pries loose
ip that the colonial era has on our consciousness as the sole site of elaboration
t modernity: "... when the edifices built on the assumption of and desire for self-
ity are being dismantled all around us! He renders our relationship with history a
rn in the present. He then proceeds to map the grid of cultural studies as a field
e Indian context.



(¥}
(93 ]

CULTURAL STUDIES IN INDIA I
154 M. MapHAvA PrASAD

turning to dwell in that very past. It is as if the very programme
evolution to which other sectors and disciplines were dedicated
ed upon the humanities the need to disavow that project. The
surfaces here can be described as our inability to historicise
I regime, to inhabit the synchronic space inaugurated by the
n of Revolution in such a way as to render historical, to return
per place (without minimising its role in determining our present
i), the colonial era which otherwise dominates our consciousness
' the site of elaboration of our modernity.

than a thoroughly and irreversibly reconstituted social space, we conl
to live with struggles over the state form and, what is more relevant (i
immediate purpose, a void in the place that is conventionally assig
such formations to a national-culture. A distinctive property of cull
studies has been its grounding in national-cultural spaces, its constil
relation to the changing demographics of intellectual culture. Heng
importance of dealing with the basic question of the nature of the nal
culture (or in this instance the difficulties attending its descripl
before we can discuss what kind of cultural studies might conceivably
practised in it.

The two events in question are: the achievement of independence |
British rule in 1947, and the adoption of a republican Constitution in |
which regardless of what one might think of its actual success, is the inau
moment of the Indian Revolution. In the national imaginary, however, |
or Independence has always occupied the place of honour while 194
Revolution has remained in the background until recently, celebrated
a display of military power in Delhi but otherwise symbolically inerl
late the revival of interest in the legacy of B. R. Ambedkar among il
factors has made some difference to this state of affairs but by no m
amounts to a thorough reorganisation of the symbolic.

This scenario of symbolic irresolution has had its reflection in the
the horizon of cultural practices and cultural studies has been domin
by a sort of inter-civilisational agonistics [i.e., disputes or conflict], §
confinement of all questions of cultural significance to a rigid East
axis and a consequent neglect of the cultural existence of the nation sl
interior. The question of the present, the here and now, of what constili
‘our time’ (Dhareshwar 1995) and place, has tended to the deferred 1o
indefinite future while the ‘postcolonial’ questions and all the laboug
postcolonial critique are put at the service of the spiritual rehabilitatioi
the departed colonial master.

It is perhaps no accident that this question of what constitutes our (|
is only beginning to be rigorously posed now, at a time when the edif}
built on the assumption of and desire for self-identity are being dismanl
all around us. For an Indian programme of cultural studies worthy of |
name, a thorough reconsideration of the question of our contemporane
is a necessary first step. This is where the differential significance of the (W
important dates of modern history begins to emerge. For the humanit
a disengagement from the trauma of separation and abandonment |
the signifier 1947 can be said to represent has been difficult. Even
repudiation of the colonial past, in its insistent repetition, has proved t
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traordinary notion that the colonial era, structured as a despotism,
led on archaic and obscurantist ideologies of authority and power
Je of colonial difference’ as Partha Chatterjee has termed it), should
 to appear to us as the era of our modernity. The difference at issue
thaps amounts to no more than a shift of perspective that would
om the adoption of a fiction of self-instituted modernity. Aslong as it
hat we were forcibly separated from our past by an alien intervening
antasies of a reunion continue to sustain us. If, on the other hand, we
ric usly the fiction implied in the inauguration of the Republic, that is
the fiction of a radical rupture that places a distance between us and
s, we find ourselves with the task of thinking of the present in all its
exity, without wishing away the colonial era as a determining factor.
tural studies, as it has emerged in academia today, is unthinkable
ut such a shift of perspective to the imperatives of the contemporary,
is not to say that history is irrelevant to it. One, somewhat simplistic,
[ defining cultural studies would be to say that it is the study of all
s of a specifically capitalist culture, as opposed to non-/pre-capitalist
te or ‘traditional’ forms of culture. This formulation is, however, only
lly true, since it reduces the object of cultural studies to some specific
f content, and encourages a sort of area-wise division, based on the
pposition that there are separable zones of culture. It is well known
ulture was not invented by cultural studies, and that before its advent
was already a discipline of formidable strength, anthropology, which
culture as a primary object. It thus becomes imperative to state what
s the object of cultural studies different from the one proposed by
opology as well as the one assumed by literary criticism to be its
ar burden. However, it is insufficient to answer by invoking the
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lties (Leavisian, based on notions of literary excellence); the
an with an Americanised, ‘scientific’ sociology and later, the
1 of sociology from within’ (23); the move from a literary-
10 an anthropological definition of culture, the stress on the
sary, on the ‘lived culture’ of the working classes; and the
of the theoretical dimension to defining cultural studies as
0 a definition based on the objects of study. Gramscian notions
smony, the national-popular, and the specificity of the political
sombined with the Althusserian theory of ideology, provide the
discipline with its theoretical base. Historically, the rise of the
¢ is made possible by a break located in the 1960s but traced back
 in the previous decade, that is, in the immediate aftermath of
Var 1.
rightly treats the particularities of the British historical situation
) the discipline emerged as a contingent conjuncture which
{ repeat itself in every place where it is practised. Thus when
iphasises cultural studies’ adoption of an anthropological rather
ymanities-inspired definition of culture, he is also pointing
important role ethnography would play in the new discipline.
the Indian context where unlike in Britain the anthropological
n has shared the space with other definitions and has indeed been
ible for notions of an unchanging cultural substance, a stress on
slemporary, on the political dimension of cultural practices and
jequires a break with the ‘eternalising’ habits of anthropology. In
text Hall is describing, the existence of the contemporary was not
, only its worthiness to be called culture. In our context, efforts to
¢ the contemporary face a formidable opposition from entrenched
sts and essentialists.
wever, there is another dimension of Hall’s account which, though
plicitly taken up by him, is of relevance to us as we try to think
future of this discipline in India. We can track this by beginning
oggart’s The Uses of Literacy, acknowledged as one of the founding
f the discipline, and his inaugural lecture, ‘Schools of English and
mporary Society. In the lecture, as described by Hall, Hoggart
ved Cultural Studies as being concerned with ‘neglected materials’
from popular culture and the mass media’ (Hall 1990, 21). He
sed the aim of such study as the identification of ‘qualitative cultural
ace’ in these materials by using literary-critical methods. As Hall
its conservatism ‘may have reflected that historical compromise
red to get these illicit questions posed at all’ (ibid.). However, that did

emergence of a different and separate zone of culture that falls outsi
purview of anthropology. -
An improved definition would be that cultural studies emerges
‘culture’ in the sense in which it is conceived traditionally, whether by
discipline of anthropology or in the realm of common sense, is no l¢
recoverable in a pure state. In the Indian context, two spheres of ‘cu
were conventionally recognised, the key factor of identification |
their non-modern character. The first of these is what is called ‘tradi
including the Sanskritic textual tradition and contemporary pracil
thought to be deriving from them. The other could be placed under §
rubric of ‘oral tradition’ and includes folk, tribal and other practices thal
outside the purview of both the modern and the Sanskritic traditions.
two-fold division of culture roughly coincided with the division of laly
between the two great, related disciplines of Indology and anthropaoliy
The self-critique undertaken by anthropology in recent decades brog
into crisis some of its basic assumptions such as the distance, espec|
temporal, that was assumed to separate the world of the ethnograj
from his/her object of study. While the ethnographic method contin
to be employed in cultural studies, it can no longer be un-problematie
supported by the ‘allochronic’ relation. Besides, the political dimension
cultural practice also came into view and it became retrospectively clear
the evacuation of politics from the objects of ethnographic study facilita
by the political subjugation of the world by European imperialism coy
not be sustained in the context of new political formations that emer,
from the struggles against European domination.
For all that, the rise of cultural studies cannot be explained by the 1l
in anthropology alone. For that to happen, the culture that disappeared (i
the sites of anthropological research had to reappear in locations that w
never suspected to have a cultural dimension. This is where the history
the emergence of cultural studies in Britain acquires its significance.

Anthropology and Sociology

Stuart Hall has written a historical account (1990) of the emergence
Cultural Studies as a discipline at Birmingham. The founding texts
the discipline identified there are Richard Hoggarts The Uses of Literag
Raymond Williams’s Culture and Society and The Long Revolution,
E. P. Thompson's The Making of the English Working Class. Hall's accou
lays much emphasis on the break with older definitions of culture I
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not prevent hostile reactions to this venture from sociology which |
Britain was in the grip of American inspired scientism and laid claim
field that cultural studies was encroaching on, insisting on the pre-em
of its own ‘scientific’ methods and quality control. While sociology
worried about encroachment, there was objection to the elevation i
contemporary (which was regarded as by definition debased) to the
of culture from the literary—critical side.

The worries of sociology were not entirely unfounded because
was a crucial way in which cultural studies was all about encroachi
its ground, of ‘appropriating it from within. The title of Hoggart's |
The Uses of Literacy, already suggests the emergence of a set of co
that are situated in a world that a certain sociology takes for its objecl,
world of the working classes, the world of ‘social problems; of nor
deviation, of functionality and dysfunction. Literacy is a typical '
problem’ of the masses.

| seem then that this is a culture whose concept can be said to
produced by the scholarship boys and girls who had acquired
nic legitimacy to be able to propose a new object of study.

k to the question of our own approach to cultural studies, it
L this discipline claims our attention in the same way that other

trends in the past have done, by way of a route established in
f"colonialism, which brings us all the latest developments and
0 reckon with them. In other words, we will look in vain here
plication of the conditions that paved the way for cultural studies
in the sixties. Thus while there are millions of scholarship boys
in our modern nation, they are as yet only a class in itself, and
§ for itself that would be in a position to assert the validity of its
perience as an object of inquiry. Our intellectual subjectivities are
by the retrospective trauma of the anthropological encounter,
ites the adversary far away, in the fabled West, rather than in
objectification, which brings to the fore the reality of class

Scholarship Boys and Girls :
discovering and recognising the cultural significance of working
, here in India we are more concerned with the cultural migration
sing numbers of Indians from pre-modern enclaves into modern
ces. The resulting formation remains symbolically unrecovered,
lnities education continues to ignore it. One of the tasks of cultural

such a context is to devise a curriculum that is more responsive
nerging situation. Institutionally, the English department has
il recently the locus of the education of the spirit. The loss of
vy suffered by this institution is the context for the reconsideration

istic education that has become the burden of cultural studies in
tire sections of the Indian population which had hitherto been
he pale of the education system are today finding their way into
t severe odds. On the other hand, in the absence of the colonial
riveting presence, the learning of English in India is becoming more
¢ Asianised. By this I mean that for the new learners of English, the
pen their own existential realities and the language that holds the
Lof happiness is as wide and permanent as it has always been for
sle of the East Asian countries, thus standing out in sharp contrast
jore-English-than-thou perfection that colonial love once enabled.
al studies inherits the task of education of the spirit from the
- department under conditions of deep disarray: absence of an

In The Uses of Literacy, Hoggart developed the profile of a socil
that he called the ‘scholarship boy.” This type was to be found at the
site of intense sociological research, the working class neighbour
the working class boy or girl drawn into the programme of new lif
who did well in school and was able to enter university, presun
one of the new universities that had opened up to expand the h|
education base beyond the traditional Oxford-Cambridge circuit. U
such circumstances it is more than likely that these boys and girly
an experience similar to the one that some Indians have reported
entering the academy. Just as the Indians, to their horror, encoun|
their own objectified image in the annals of anthropology, as is vividly
dramatically narrated in the famous story of A. K. Ramanujan, ‘Anni
Anthropology,” it would seem that a similar uncanny experience awil
the working class students when they stumbled upon sociological sty
in which they were treated as social problems. The texts of British cul
studies confirm this when they insist that working class life is not deval
its own distinctive cultural ethos, that this cultural life is moreover nof |
aremnant, a survival of older ‘genuine’ cultures, but a culture produg
and through the experience of the contemporary, within the framewaorh
a hegemonic capitalist culture but not entirely under its tutelage.
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r:fgeicot:l\.;-c: ;nﬁr::;: l:;:igr::g;; ;zg?Pﬂ.ltlonfze.tw‘een I"diaﬂ—l'fﬂliﬂlll " Mlanced” Here culture is understood as a historically developed
o e natioxjfitw? a I;latlop, Fhe §tates refu . \ite, an assimilated refinement of taste that goes with a certain
capitalist pressure of the political miacl dslpltr}:t, the ?hmmat'o“ by "t'_ld | way of life (‘restlessness is essentially uncultured’), recalling
and was distinct from both the fa e'1' E;t mfideed modern subjg | William Morris (Coomaraswamy 1994). It is this meaning
e e s s T C{m ial-a e‘ctlve and tbe ecoll ‘ L  have prevailed when the nationalists translated culture as
and it is not yet clear that cul tur;l - dso on. It is an unenv:.ablc po jord now used in many of the major Indian languages, while
challenge. Efforts are on, however audles ‘;’1 c:{pable_ of MEeLng sq h ith Tagore’s suggestion of krishti, which is closer to the English
other things the task o e sn ;n;' usiasm is at its pitch. Al  derivation from krishi or cultivation, never gained acceptance
description, interpretation and crit'ym " ;saglon, through the labg {native Bengal, in spite of his being the most influential cultural
bithetbaneplected andigaored ox 1que, of t e cultural substamlc ol I8 time. No attempt to distinguish culture from civilisation is as
what follows, I present my o ﬂ‘exonased lives of the vast majouil iible here.
fagus tculture: iann e ilftel;:i:ltzalog' at a broad survey 0}( th? use of bstantive definition the national culture included the classical
D lsclourseffrom colonial tmuj 1 i the arts, traditions of education (the guru-sishya parampara),
of various disciplines to reseagrchgin ear;mgs of the term, the contrib icture (the joint family was celebrated as quintessentially Indian),
cultural studies proper culture, and recent developmen pep-rooted customs and practices of village India. The twentieth

' ltnessed a widespread campaign for the reform, rediscovery and
[the classical arts. Inspired by the Western idea of the ‘classical’ in
| sometimes required quite a bit of artifice to fit an Indian variant to
el label, as in the case of the musical traditions of Hindustani and
k whose reception contexts were unlike anything associated with
dassical music. A temple dance traditionally performed by a low-
8 of ‘devadasis’ was taken and ‘purified’ to create ‘Bharatanatyam,
e currently widely practised national dance forms. The textual
was re-visited in the light of Orientalist scholarship and selectively
{0 the national cause, with the Bhagavadgita emerging as a sort of
embodying the spiritual distinction of Indian civilisation. The
it a living tradition’ which would supplement the classical heritage
celebration and appropriation of folk arts and village crafts (Guha-
11992). Early nationalist constructions of India’s cultural heritage
o focus exclusively on Hindu achievements, ignoring the Islamic
‘on the basis of an ideological negation by which Muslim rule was
aing caused the decline of Hindu civilisation.
ectuals like Rabindranath Tagore and the progressives in
onal movement on the other hand tried to construct a more
¢ cultural history, locating themselves in the modern present and
ledging the irreversible remaking of Indian culture and society by
intervention. Jawaharlal Nehru, who became India’s first prime
1, was a key figure in this project but it was a sociologist, D. P.
tjee, who produced the first extended reflection on the idea of a
2 Indian culture. In the forties, when Mukherjee wrote his book,

Meanings of Culture

It is in the colonial era that for the first time Western Indologisty
Indian_ nationalists together undertook the elaboration of the "ul‘u ‘
an Indian culture. The Indologists’ construction of an Indian traditk
ban?d largely on textual sources, and initially addressed to Europe’s
anxieties about its place in the world, was picked up by the nali;)n;ll
wl}ol divided the cultural realm into ‘two domains—the material and
spmtu-al,’ conceding the West's superiority in the former, while claim
sovereignty over the ‘spiritual’ domain, which bore the “essential” mu
of cultural identity’ (Chatterjee 1993). This realm was to be out of bou
for Folonial reformers, but at the same time, as Chatterjee has argued
nationalists had their own project ‘to fashion a “modern” nation g1 : l.
that is nevertheless not Western’ >
At this stage, however, terms like tradition and civilisation were i
prevalent, and the meaning of culture was not fixed. In 1910 durin
era of swadeshi (movement for the promotion of native indust;y) Au::
K. Coomgraswamy, [1877-1947, born in Colombo of Anglo—C'eyIm
parents, his father being a Ceylonese Tamil] a cultural nationalist and 4
historian who included even present-day Sri Lanka in his map of Ind|
c1‘11ture. describes culture as a ‘capacity for immediate and instinetl
discrimination between good and bad workmanship’ and a ‘view of ||
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the cultural climate seems not to have been very hospitable to such g
given the widespread preoccupation with the revival and preserval
the disappearing cultural heritage of the nation. Mukherjee’s project
book is to reflect on the contemporary cultural situation in the sou
be-independent nation, to inventory the cultural, social and intelle
heritage and its effectiveness in the present, as well as to produce a ¢
of the present moment as constituted by a diversity of forces, tradil
and processes. Uncharacteristically for his time, Mukherjee, a partisg
a socialist future for India, distances himself from any approach to ¢
that privileges nationalism, and insists on a sociological account of ¢y
as ‘the whole social process’ Rejecting the idea of culture as heritag
locates modern culture in a society marked by ‘the artifice of an
class-structure. He rejects the idea of India as a land prone to the m
and the spiritual, and is, throughout, preoccupied with the most pre
issue of the time: that of the co-existence of Hindus and Muslims, and ¢
minorities, within a modern nation state.

neous, fragmented, primitive. Until then the anthropqlogiFal
‘only been employed in the study of the so-called primitive
it Redfield was proposing a research project of global sweep
cultural heritage of humanity. Singer underto?k the Indian
the study, concentrating on the south Indian city of Madras
med Chennail, later published under the title When'a? G:.'eat
Modernizes: An Anthropological Approach to Indian Cr'wltza.tz.on,
ord by Srinivas. Singer argued that the Indian Great Tra'lchtlon
the singular was to attract criticism) ‘was cu‘lturaﬂy continuous
ttle Traditions to be found in the diverse regions, villages, .ca:stei
¢ and that therefore, ‘even the acceptance of moderr.nzmg
ress” ideologies does not result in linear ﬁ‘)rn}’s of social and
! ge but may result in the “traditionalizing” of appa.rentl.y
‘innovations’ (Singer 1972). The most significant elfer.nent in this
tlon is the suggestion that a civilisation with a ‘tradltlon evolved
longue duree acquired the strength to assimilate l.deas and changes
‘,, outside, and to convert them into organic elements of its
| -up‘ . . .
of the most influential and controversial concepts in this new
thrust was Srinivas’s ‘Sanskritisation’ which, together w:Ith
fnisation’ served to explain social change in mth_ern India.
lisation, a process by which the lower ordef‘s of traditional caste
spire for a higher social status by adopting the c.:ustorfls ar}'.lld
s of the upper castes, was seen as one of tl}e ways in »’vhlch the
of Little and Great Traditions was maintained. Singer’s co‘ncelpt
ural performance’ illustrates both the notion of cultl.ual continuity
3 Great and Little traditions and that of the absorption of mod.ern
ces. Singer defines a cultural performance in the broadest possxtt;ie
1, including within its ambit plays, concerts, and lectl.lreé, and. e
a and radio, as well as ‘prayers, ritual readings and rec:tan'ons, rites
remonies, festivals, and all those things we usually- c,!a:sm.fY. under
yn and ritual rather than with the cultural and artistic (1b1d‘.).. Ifl
\words, the anthropologist’s, the Indologist’s and the aestht?nc:sts
tions of culture have here been fused into one, to constitute a
ess continuum of culture, object of the new sociz?l anthropqlogy. The
ptions and displacements brought about by colonial modernity, which

Tradition and Modernity

The 1940s and 19505 are a crucial period for the emergence of cul
as an object of study. In this period we see the triumph of s
anthropology over sociology as the disciplinary home of culture stu
and in consequence, the decline of the idea of a modern Indian cull
as defined by contemporary struggles between social forces, whe
traditional, entrenched, emergent or imposed. The overwhelming s
of the contemporary, which favoured a strictly sociological approach,
soon replaced by a more historicist approach, as the dualism of Tradif
and Modernity, by far the most influential paradigm in South Asian cultys
studies, took hold.
Two key figures in this shift were M. N. Srinivas and Milton Sing
an associate of Robert Redfield [1897-1958, US anthropologist a
ethnolinguist]. In 1952, Srinivas published Religion and Society among |
Coorgs of South India, a work which, Singer asserts, demonstrated |
the social anthropological method could be applied to a Great Traditi
It was Redfield who proposed, in his project for the study of civilisatiog
at Chicago (Srinivas had been in California), the fundamental distinct} pregrounded in Mukherjee’s sociology of the present, are now loca_ted
between Great and Little Traditions, roughly equivalent to ‘higher’ and ”"1,. which the Great Tradition takes in its stride. A. K. Il{amar.lman,
‘lower’ orders of cultural practice, the former more reflective, maopg eer of Indian folklore studies, also [like Redfield] based in C‘Jhlcago,
systematic, and textually elaborated, while the latter is considered to by ed the Great and Little Tradition dichotomy and asserted that ‘cultural
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traditions in India are indissolubly plural’ and organised accordiny

ristically Indian. The imperative of cultural difference and
principles of context-sensitivity and reflexivity (Ramanujan 1999),

i multiple rationalities, also gives rise to a critique of West;r_n
its hegemonic universalism, in the works f’f Nandy, S .1v
than and others. The assertion of cultural specificity occurs in
ds of knowledge as well. Thus Sudhir Kaka_r, a psychoanalyst, ha;
it o culture-sensitive psychoanalytic practice anc% has elaborat_e |
alytic picture of the Hindu psycl}e. There is a subs?tantt;]a
psychoanalytic readings of South Asian culture, mc'hfdmg e
I Girindrashekhar Bose, the first Indian analyst-, Philip Spratt,
lkson, Gananath Obeyesekere, and Nandy (see Valdygnathan z?nd
99). There is sometimes a tendency towards cultur:'ahst reduc]tjllog
 writings, producing a domesticated psychc?analyms from w dlcf
lamental alienation that psychoanalysis posits at the thresholl o
s ubjectivity is wished away. More }:ecl:ently, Lacanian psychoanalysis
n ong film studies scholars.

y’:a;(s): 1;(z)mc.:mirglence as an ideologue of deco.loriisation foughgy
des with the emergence of ‘postcolonial studies, galxtamse_d' y
iblication of Edward Said’s Orientalism in 1978. In India, Saldlz?n
slonial studies as well as studies of development undertaken _11;
pial sciences were influenced by Nandy’s dis_course. Postcol}i)mazI
ists like Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak and Homi Bhabha E‘IISO s a;']e
pace of the critique of colonial reason. Apart from thlls, anot e;:
rtant development was the emergence of Subaltern rStuzafr.es, a \;ror

4 series of volumes to which historians, anthropol(')glsts and in a;er
nes humanities scholars contributed, in whi.ch col’omal al’.ld nationa ;st
r graphy was critiqued and a ‘subaltern h:stc?ry, of ordinary people,
ibal and lower caste groups, during colonial .rule zfnd after, _wlalls
brtaken. Culture plays a very important role in this project, especially

Culture and Development

Around the sixties, the dualism of ‘culture and development/ modern|s :
begins to vie for space with its elder cousin Tradition/Modernity. (y
and development acquired wide currency at a more grass-roots ley
development projects, undertaken by the nation state and internafls
agencies, began to transform the territory. While the Tradition/Mode
paradigm was prevalent among Indologists, anthropologists an|
nationalist intelligentsia, ‘culture and development’ rallies a wide 1y
of social science disciplines including economics, political scie
sociology, and gender studies, as well as environmentalists and other gy
roots activists and NGOs. Culture and development is the decolonis
modernising nation state’s version of tradition/modernity. Culture
this framework can be a hindrance to development, as in Amartya §
famous formulation about the ‘missing women, who are the victinig
cultural constraints on women's access to food. Superstitions and prejudi
nourished by entrenched cultural practices can come in the way of educall
illiterate people in family planning, health, education, hygiene and o
developmental concerns. Culture can also be a resource: traditiong
cultural forms can be usefully employed to spread developmental messaj
Ecological debates have thrown up notions such as ‘masculinist forestry'y
turned to women as good agents in preserving the environment (Dietrl
in Menon 1999). Thirdly, there is also the question of ‘cultural surviyyl
cultural rights of minorities, tribes and other groups, which come undgy | . i ; . ney’ and
threat from development's blind onward march and the imposition frog ) there is an emphasis on'the spontan%;}lftOf Pf:::?;];:;u;c%:tc{;{onial
above of Western models of linear progress and development. | uprising, and the question O,f the su d then::riti i of'development
The most sustained critique of development and modernisatig ies, the Subaltern Studies project, an tger co(rll stitute the legacy of
from a point of view that affirmed the validity and continuity of Indig ‘modernisation by Nandy and others, toge
ural studies in the 1970s and 1980s.

‘critical traditionalism; Nandy attacked the deracinating effects of
Western rationality, individualism, and other ideologies adopted by the
Nehruvian state and the middle class intelligentsia in its developmenty
campaign. Against the Western tendency to emphasise rupture as the
precondition of change, Nandy, following Gandhi, emphasises continuity
Against the rigid separation between male and female, individual and
individual, Nandy avers that fluid identities and ambiguous selves are

obalisation and Local Cultures

the 1990s, the terms shift again, as globalisation arrives on the scene. In
obalisation and local cultures’ we have the third and most recent version
¢ e Tradition/Modernity paradigm, where again the emphasis is on
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il heritage (Thapar 2000). The question of multiculturalism, and
pights, also became more urgent as cultural and ethnic conflict
atening the secular-democratic fabric of the nation state.
ropologists have noted the difficulty in the Indian instance,
g a sphere of culture from that of religion, community, caste,
been a central category for understanding Indian society,
s notion of homo hierarchicus [1966] to more recent studies
pnflict in a contemporary setting, where caste has more to do
and political identity than with social position. This shift to
itity brings it into the realm of culture, and various studies have
Against the idea of a universal dynamic of Sanskritisation, that
lps enjoy a measure of cultural autonomy and strive to maintain
iral identity through the formation of networks across regional
barriers. The struggles of the Dalits (literally, ‘the oppressed,
v used for the lowest castes in the caste hierarchy, especially the
bles’) for social justice have included literary movements and
ms of cultural expression, as well as attempts, under the broad
folklore studies, to record and study the traditional cultural
ent among these groups.

scholarship has engaged with questions of culture at many
on 1999; Thapan 1997). For nationalists, woman was the
of cultural identity and continuity. In the confrontations between
nalists and the colonial government, and after Independence, in
pntations that arose between religious groups and the nation
en became the object of reformist attention and patriarchal
ism. Two recent debates arising out of events in the 1980s that
lasting impact on the character of the national polity have posed a
o feminist scholarship, raising questions of the competing claims
I8 and minority cultural rights and the law, and of female agency
lonal practices that are offensive to a modern, secular outlook.
late to an incident of sati (self-immolation by a widow on her
§ funeral pyre, a practice that was thought to have died out) in a
{ Rajasthan, and the case of Shah Bano, a divorced Muslim woman
i a suit for maintenance from her former husband, leading to a
hout the competing claims of the state and the community’s own
ons to handle such disputes. Using these incidents from the 1980s
legislative moves that followed each, the anthropologist Veena
investigated how ‘a web of creative or destructive tensions in the
of cultural rights’ determines relations between communities, the
| the individual (Menon 1999). Feminist scholarship has shown

questions of cultural survival in the face of globalisation, the resilig
local cultures and their ability to ‘consume modernity’ on their owi
Arjun Appadurai has offered a comprehensive theory of globaliy
and the emergence of what he terms ‘public culture’ Appadural
culture as ‘the dimension of difference; of identity based on difle
emerging after the rupture of globalisation, in a world where he conuk
nation states to be on their last legs. Global relations and movene
‘flows, have a more decisive bearing on human lives today than null
identification. Others are less sanguine about the effects of globaliwl
and more sceptical about the nation state’s imminent demise. Appid
is confident about the ability of societies to assimilate modernity,
is what globalisation transports: although we have travelled far, w
still within Singer’s paradigm where traditional societies respond {4
assimilate modernity in their own ways.

The three variants of a paradigm that have been examined &
all share one thing in common: they approach the question of i
culture on an international plane. In each case, one term in the oppoN
refers to a force, a process—modernity, development/modernisal
globalisation—which is of extraneous provenance, while the other |
indicates the culture which is at the receiving end. None of then
developed with specific reference to India, which is only one of the
to which they are applied. The concept of culture employed in all ()
variants is also predominantly anthropologically defined.

National Culture

Within India, other paradigms of cultural analysis have devoted thems¢l
to reading and analysing the stuff of national culture. Some of {l
emphasise a distinctive native culture with its own rationality, its
of self and strategies of survival. There are also attempts to forge
indigenous conceptual series for the study of Indian culture, to recon
with indigenous intellectual traditions after the ‘amnesia’ of coloniall
Beginning in the mid-1980s and throughout the 1990s, as questiony
globalisation assumed importance, the domestic politics of communalf
which resulted in popular mobilisation and widespread violence agaln
minorities, led to a fresh attempt to re-examine the past. As the His

nationalists put forth versions of history that supported their politi
activities, liberal and left intellectuals, particularly historians, revisited (i
past to reassert the plurality and ineluctable syncretism and hybridity
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how communities deploy culture as a means to assert the suprei
community rights over women's rights as citizens in a democratic
At the same time, on the Uniform Civil Code issue, which hua
intensely debated in recent years, feminists have become more Nl
to community laws which, in certain instances, may be more benll
women, in opposition to the Hindu nationalist deployment of the ding
of citizenship to press for a civil code that will prevail over all other cull
specific laws (ibid.).

The realm of Indian politics is also continuous with that of conteri
popular culture, in particular the culture of popular cinema. Soutl |
cinema culture has been the breeding ground of some of the most P
political leaders to have emerged in the states of Tamil Nadu, Al
Pradesh and Karnataka. Sociologists have studied the ways in whivly
unique film cultures of these regions have functioned as a platfor
electoral politics. The fan clubs of popular film stars are today an impy
feature of everyday political and social life, in some cases emeryl
militant front runners in campaigns for a linguistic national identit

Meanwhile, the impact of the Birmingham school of cultural Il
and a reconstructed anthropology’s search for new objects of researc
spurred cultural studies projects in India, notably studies of commu
of reception for the popular film, popular cultures of photography, i
etc. Film has come to be seen as the emblematic cultural institull
modern India, and in recent years film studies has acquired leg it
as a discipline with a multidisciplinary resource base. The importan
globalisation notwithstanding, there is a distinct national sphere of cul
studies, which draws upon many of the ideas and paradigms mentiy
above, but locates its concerns within the national space. One instu
the studies of aesthetic modernism. Post-colonial or ‘third-world’ SOl
are conventionally reserved for development and modernisation approg
in the academy, where cultural issues are subsumed under sociolog
economic and political questions. Studies of modernism, on the ¢
hand, are concerned with the emergence of artistic practices and ideals
which participate in the international modernist movement while speil
from within (though not only about) their own national space. M
literature, cinema, theatre, architecture, painting and other fine arty |
been the object of this critical appreciation ( Kapur 2000), with the Jog
of Arts and Ideas serving as an important forum for the theorisation ¢ !
Indian modernism.

In the contemporary field of cultural studies, traditional disc ipl

like anthropology are joined by new discourses like postcoluf

inism, psychoanalysis, semiotics, post-structuralism and
nism (see Niranjana et al. 1993; Spivak 1988). Ethnographies
communities, including traditional ones as well as newer
I8l types of community, feminist critiques of gendered cultural
expressions, and of patriarchal ideologies, film and television
d studies of other modern, technology-dependent cultural
¢ politics, popular religion, histories of modern and popular
cultures—these are some of the types of cultural study being
ndertaken in India at present, by scholars belonging to a range
lence and humanities disciplines (see Manuel 1993; Niranjana
) i Thapan 1997; Vasudevan 2000). The concept of culture has
¢ & definite shift of emphasis from ancient heritage and primitive
1o the more unstable and complex practices and processes of
rary existence. The past coexists with the present, as it does in
[ formation, but not in a historicist time-space. Cultural studies
ly regards the present moment as a synchronic dimension, where
uent elements, whether ancient or recent, foreign or indigenous,
b a symbolic network with its own unique properties, making
ly contemporary. Forging the tools for analysing this complex
ce is the task of the future.
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