M.N. Srinivasg

Mysore Narsimhacharya Srinivas (1916-1999) was born iy ,
Brahmin family in Mysore on 16th November, 1916 and died a1
ripe age of 83 at Bangalore on 30th November, 1999, Sriniv, , ~
was himself from a Brahminic background, emerged as a breath of
fresh air in the over-Brahminized world of Indian scholarship.
Srinivas had initiated the tradition of basing macro-sociologici
generalizations on micro-anthropological insights and of giving 2
sweep and perspective to anthropological investigations of
small-scale communities (Srinivas, 1996:22). He obtained MA, LL3
and PhD from Bombay, and DPhil from Oxford. He was Professor
of Sociology at Maharaja Sayajirao University of Baroda an¢
University of Delhi; and Senior Fellow, Sociology Unit at Insmf
for Social and Economic Change, Bangalore; and J.R.D. ],ﬂf]“f
Visiting Professor, National Institute of Advanced S
Bangalore.

M.N. Srinivas, an internationally renowned schol:
student of G.S. Ghurye at the Department of Sociology ot B

el
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3 E. was an institution-builder, a creative research
" ~ LA : ) : C F
; ”Cb in a remarkable manner. He took er ar;ld

‘ .
er
puilding 2 Department of Sociolo
b : gy at M. : .
involv‘?d starting from scratch in ei;eUntvers,ty
" sing 1 be a lecturer at Oxford with all hry i
ot® helped in the i TS fitests.
I cied = e weoine of e Depeee
: University- However, he went to Oxford I;; o
¢ 4 did not stay mth and left in 1951. He joined ttehr-
" oocial and Economic .Cbange at Bangalore after leavine
{ of Economics. Srinivas was one of the few whi
_ 5 professor and remained one all his life rather than
the powerful and prestigious post in

be o
™ che offer of joining
ical ane nethodological Perspectives
. ced the trafiitif?ﬂ gf macro-sociological generaliza-
, t_hm?ologcal insights and of giving a sociological
hropological investigations of

ve to ant
(Joshi, 2000). Srinivas wanted to under-

the basis of western textbooks or
but from direct observation, field
cperience. He made intensive field study of Coorgs
2. In his study, he describes the concept of
by explaining the interaction in ritual context of
of Coorgs, mainly Brahmins (priests), Kanyas
magicians) and Bannas and Panikas (low castes). In
e study of Rampura Jlso, he describes that the
village are interdependent.
of caste and religion (1952, 1959, 1962, and
ot only their structural-functional aspects, but
the caste system in rural setting. He proposed

like ‘domunant caste’s ¢sanskritization:
| secularization’ 10 understand the realities of
ir dynamics. The

: md also to explain their
caste’ has been used in the study of power
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172 M.N. Srinivas

relations at the village level. Srinivag (1960) Preseny, 4
: . ‘ e g,
number of studies on the structure and change i, the v "esul ;
Srinivas has written articles in the 194¢, on Ty, e g
and -
folk-songs. . . 41
Srinivas explains two basic concepts 1

They are: (a) book view, and (b) field view,

(@) Book view (bookish perspective): Religiop, o
family, village and geographical Structure ,,, [: Gy,
elements, which are known as the hases of Indiyy SOCi: i
knowledge about such elements is gained t Sacretg T,
or from books. Srinivas calls it book viey o ey
perspective. Book view is also known 4 Indology, Okis
not acceptable to Srinivas and he emphasized ¢, the fie]4

(b) Field view (field work): Srinivas believes that ¢}, know,
about the different regions of Indjap socCiety can b , e

through field work. This he calls fie]d view. Consequenttt];mgg
prefers empirical study to understand oy society, Sy
took the path of small regional studies rathe, t
construction of grand theories. In thjs context, fie
plays an important role to understand the nativity of
Indian society.

luT
7
.]f

understand Oy .

w”-i.ﬁy.
)

hrough

Ich §,
Viey,

Stinjy,e
han ¢
Id Work
the rury|

Srinivas also realized the need for a mathematica] and statistica]
orientation in sociology. His self-analysis (1973) underlines this

considerations are easy to detect. Perhaps, more in the past than a
present, the fear of mathematics drive many brilliant and diligent
scholars to the ‘humanjst;c’ disciplines like sociology.

Writings of Srinivas

Srinivas has written o many aspects of Indian society and culture
He is best known for his work on religion, village _Commu:;?,;’
Caste and socia] change He was influenced by Radcliffe-Bro
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‘ who was his tcachc.r At Oxford, e studied
‘ i??,‘totali‘?y” a study which woy|q 5

1tegrate “the
er tribes, peasants or
Writings are based o
neral and Coorgs and

S produced Outstanding

o its interrelationship, whel,
l‘dl ‘st:CtS” (Patel, 1998) His
s 0 rk in South India in ge
Qld e lar (Shah, 1996). Sriniva

ad Society Among the Coorgs of South [ndi,
955
(llna'u)z and Other Essays (1962)
e 0 Modern India (1966)
Change 2 llage (19)76)
B ot (1980
Socté ; Strg’zt:e ar(zd Other Essays (1987)
{mnt le of Sanskritization (1989)
i R(;{wolution and Other Essays (1992)
g dGender and Method (1?96)
Cafte’ through Personal Writings (1996)
crety

(1952)

1 ssays
o sk wrien oy o inprn, e
i ars L lutiOn’ ) :
On Living 10 a%ee:oand the Outsider in the .Study of1
84), ‘The I.nSl inating dimensions of ongoing socia
g ol lllufnivas’ writings are interd}sclpllnary g}
: Tllilll(ls,tsr(lifilscuss here on the following themes
ould like to

ribution:

of
gnificant concer™t

theme continues to e 2 This holds true B

social anthropologists.

A
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celations at the village level. Srinivas (1960) preses,, .
aumber of studies on the structure and change in dyy o

’ . ” Neyy :
. cten articles in the 19405 on 71, . 7 ¥4,
Sninivas has wri * Al Wl

fdkw A ‘ 4 ‘g
Srinivas explains two basic CONCEpUs v underss,

They are: (2) book view, and (b) field view. s

@) Book view (bookish perpective: Religir, .,
family, village and geographical structure 4., o
elements, which are known as the bases of Indizr g
knowledge about such elements is gained through . "
or from books. Srinivas calls it book view ,

s 'j’ f/{‘_ ¢

perspective. Book view is also known 2s Indology, 4

LR &

-

not acceptable to Srinivas ax.ld’he empbmw:: 10 the field yien
(b) Field view (field work): Srinivas believes that the i,
about the different regions of Indian sociery cun 5. zin
through field work. This he calls field view. Consequenty j
prefers empirical study to understand our sociery. Sy,
took the path of small regional studies rather 1y 4,
construction of grand theories. In this contex:, field 504
plays an important role to understand the natvity of the ng
Srinivas also realized the need for 2 mathemarical and stausucd
onentation in sociology. His self-analysis (1973) underlines s
point. There are cogent reasons of both an ideological 2ad
practical nature which explain why the secondary level of anavas
described above is not usually pursued by scholars. The pracod
considerations are easy to detect. Perhaps, more in the past 5 &
present, the fear of mathematics drive many brilliant 2nd dlge
scholars to the ‘humanistic’ disciplines like sociology.

Writings of Srinivas
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! | ructure, who was his teachey

ety a5 @ ‘TOtality’, a study which

roups 11 its m’ferrelauonship, whether trihe

wlts and sects (Patel, 1998). His Weitng S, peasants or
S ar

.ﬁeld work in South India in general and Ceobased on
orgs and

i particular (Shah, 1996). Srinivas produced gy =
Stan 1ng

P 7* for instance‘

S riage and Family in Mysore (1942)

L ion and Societ) Among the Coorgs o :

. RO ilges (1959) iy 05
S i Modern India and Other Essays (1962)
Change in Modern India (1966)

omembered Village (1976)

Social Structure (1980)

ominant Caste and Other Essays (1987)

, Cohesive Role of Sanskritization (1989)

s On Living in 4 Revolution and Other Essays (1992)
gg, Caste, Gender and Method (1996)

" 1 1i2n Society through Personal Writings (1996)

a5 has also written many other important essays
n Living in a Revolution’ (1986), ‘Some Reflections on
4), “The Insider and the Outsider in the Study of
984) - all illuminating dimensions of ongoing social
dia. Thus, Srinivas’ writings are interdisciplinary in
would like to discuss here on the following themes of
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only for the pre-1950 ph

(1966) aempted to ¢op

ase byt also f
number  f

r p()s'tx] :
Struct Mac

=198
N py
: * Macrofey) | 14l p('r“'(lx
: micro-leyel fm(hngg ”,, Vsis s ",
sansknm..m(m, ‘westcrm'z,almn’ and ‘%m] " Progg, iy,
\ A A . YeCY APy ot - ','.",,
ingly enough; Srinivag feturned 1q ;e Micy, Yatioy g
. . ' " v o - ] - - g
V\‘“ag.e = alter nearly qQuarter of cenyy,, and i '}l’;.rml ety
\ghhg\ﬂed the nature of social chan,gc I thyy vi'l]( chy Ot ¢
of time (Srinivas, 1977). o ovey !
49
Religion ang Society
) )

ty amongt C’C()()rgg ,)/S-O y

ate the concepy of ‘Brah in'-f@ I
fepresent the progegs of the IMitation of T
Practices of Brahmjps by t

Way
he lower-cagte Hindyg
used as an explanatory dey; '

many others indjcage
using only Bral

d limitatjop

minic mode] g frame of reference, [,
sanskritization, 3 a concept, thys, rep
more abstract leve].

' g of
by distmgulshmg it from another concept,
Westernization, using both term
| the processes of socia] i

that of hierarchy and inequality o

. . . . . "r

I, since the imitation i always by the castes ¢
categories placed lower in social an

d economic status. We find{
lation of the tw
Change in Modern In

O concepts in Srinivas’ ok
2 . ¢ St 3[['71‘1

dia (1966), wherein he defines ‘sanskritiz “I:es
: - oup

as the process by which a low’ Caste or tribe or other group

<. h
. A ) fe of a hig
over the custom, ritual, beliefs, ideology and style of li ,
and, in particular, a ‘twice-bor

jtization
0’ (dwija) caste. The sanﬂféffn &
1 ing 1 sitl
of a group has usually the effect of improving its po
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o hierarchy. The majo; ®Mphagis i, tud
; . . ‘ S S y '
@noepts of sanskritizatiop i s 44y of sociy] chang,

traditions is on the changes

‘ N I
: n CU]l'Ur '
ctices. There are, howeye, al's

tyle

~e e.nt or con'comita.m Stmctura o n, Which do
ent 10 €CONOMIC position of B « U8CS, such 4
ity and dominance of the cage bei
disenchantment among the |oy,
, in the caste hierarchy. Nonetheleg
¢ changes within the framework of Indian
pization Was a change resulting frop, the
omic and cultural innovaigy
ots, Srinivas has used the term ‘secylar,
of institutional innovations anfi ideological formulation
endence to deal with the question of religious groups and
This became a national ideology. P
vas considers village as the microcosm of Indian society
ation. It is the village, which retains the traditional
n of India’s tradition. Srinivas occupies an eminen place
st-generation sociologists of India, He belongs to the
G.S. Ghurye, R K. Mukherjee, N.K. Bose and DP.
e conducted field work among the Coorgs and came out
iblication, Religion and Society among the Coorgs of South
). Dumont and Pocock consider the book as a classic in
iology. It is in this work that Srinivas provides a basic
 India’s traditions. T.N. Madan hails the publication in

0d psychg.
m their own
» Sanskritizaiop
tradition wheregs

Castes frq

N b
auon’ to denote the

ength of the Coorgs lies in its being firmly grounded in a
d theoretical framework which happened to be essen-
e developed by Radcliffe-Brown who sggge'stt‘d the
dissertation to Srinivas. Religion and Society i alvel’z’
on of the complex interrelationship between rftl;]a:f :lfll‘
n Coorg society. It also deals at length anc}i] u}llselg o
otions of purity and POllution as also Wlt. [thel;{indu
of non-Hindu communities and cults 1n
‘way of life.

QR
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In Religion and Society, Sriniy

i S Wag ¢
of Hinduism, [{e talked aby, Sanskyriy;, ]){rf!'('r“’"! Vi
: . el s | :
Related to this was the notjop, of “”fl"l'rn'“”m.""‘"’"
. ; v 17; .'-l i
employed “to describe the Process of ¢p, , - lon

. "y ’
: he pene,. - *
values into the remotest pares .y Pehetry, o

1€
tparts of Ind;, Imitae;, o

‘ . "l ¢ 4

of the topmost, twice-borp CaStes wag guiq - Ol the,
. ’ ’ 0 be ) o
mechanism by whick lower castes Sought 1, . the
» N N+ , y kL CILT N <31

status”, (_,urlously, Srinivas did not take 0D for . eI oy,

phenomenon of the persistence
110 status within the cagte syste

e CoOnesd
of the Masge

1511,
24T

p “,,)_1"‘

p ")
’ ()t ff'?“/‘ ’
“iUle g

. m. For him, the m,..
aspect of the history of the Coorgs, worth, ¥ of bein, .. 4
the history of thjs Incorporation 0to the fyjp,0

s
INdy <

b e . y . ./‘_';. ,,‘_:‘
Srinivas thinks that the only meaningfy] soctal change ;. - %

takes place among the weaker sections for ars;y,
imitating values of twice-born, And, those of ¢
tribal groups, who fa] in this
remain backward. Srinjvas spel

1o hi
ing hj

Isd n
ZrEr o

O

race of imitation: .
Is the doom 4 below-

0O
)
o
LA

Splinter groups like Amma Coorgs are decades, if not ¢, ries. i
advance of their Parent groups; the former haye solved this probin
by sanskritizing their customs entirely while the lye,
conservative,

FE e

5
Vadll

to be the dnnouncement of a new age. If we attempt 1o identfy
traditions of Indjan society, according to Srinivas, these are found
among the higher castes - the twice-born. In other words, the i
tions, rituals and beliefs, which are held and share;:. —
Brahmins, the Baniyas and the Rajputs, constitute Ina:'a:" o
tions. And, the beliefs of the lower sections of socety, X
untouchables and the tribals, do not have any status 2s (radiios.
For him, Indian traditions are high-caste Hmdu ’:
lower-caste traditions are no Indian traditions. Obﬂo“"-‘,s‘v'i;f:_
anchors tradition into sanskritization, Srinivas was “Cﬂ;&;ﬁs of
ested in caste. He considered it to be the ‘%WC‘ESI.SIZC form
Hinduism’. He was not fascinated by Hindu.lsm m}‘é f Indian 7
He looked for it in the caste system. Thus, his d(lf‘si o e HO®
tions runs something like this: “Indijan traditi

What Srinivas spells out about the Imitating lower castes seem:
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indu craditions are found in caste system. Holi
2y < . Onstic

B aad PR :
ons i,bcyo"d his scope of discourse.”

.. and caste, the third tradition com

. < " 1 ()nc t

",M‘s vl”?ge. Srinivas got the seed idea 0}; stu?l iof

3 oes from his mentor Radcliffe-Brown in 1945-46 thré
his return from Oxford, he conducted the

_ | a aftef .
ur — a Mysore village — which gave him the concept
RamP™ . "1he study has been contained in The Remem:-

‘h / ’ " mste
s here only that Srinivas takes some time to

g8 e (1976): 1€ i 1
B ocH and economic changes, which have taken place in

, j;: e change occupied a prominent place in the life of the
« of Rampura soon after independence. Technological change,
o, went hand in hand with economic, political and cultural

. 1 nivas has been to understand Indian
- And, for him, Indian society is essentially a caste society.
—.died religion, family, caste and village in India. He was a
and was influenced by Radcliffe-Brown, Robert
»d Evans Pritchard. These anthropologists were
of higher stature. Ideologically, they believed in
.t the Dalits survive and let the high castes enjoy their
er subaltern. Srinivas’ search for the identity of tradi-
dian traditions are found in caste,

that Indian social structure
say, the cultural

& main aim of Sri

s him infer that the In
igion. For him, it appears
the advocates of Hindutva,
hough talks about economic and technological devel-
ough his works he pleads for change in caste,
. Even in the study of these areas he sidetracks

f society. They are like ‘untouchables’ for him.
ial evils of the caste

ively talked about the soct _
for change in caste SYSt™ L S
ode nization as viable paradigms Of Chaflges.
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But his perspective of change is Brahmp; "
‘ 1 " Nd;,
alism. In his & SR romoting g;n 'j_'*iz.-,,
margma.hzed and a-henated rellgIOuS mllnol.m-;“"?-a\_:,_"
. 1o

p

craditions are those, which are manifeqe 4 8.

\.a_gt

traditions are Hinduized traditions, and ;- -

; . . 0 Ser %

Srinivas, in a straightforward way, reject o T 8
aflsm i

3

favour of Hindu traditions. In his Critique of

Ndi., &
1 Y

which appeared in a short article in the Times of L,
“Yling,

finds secularism wanting because he beljeve, thay ], i
philosophy to solve the cultural and sp;,,. i “re.

o
Clice.

country and that philosophy cannot be secy],, ~

% 3 12 s &
be firmly rooted in God as creator ang . "
construction of sanskritization and dominan, % 0r, ¢

to Hindutva ideology of cultural nationalisy, .~ v,

discussion, Doshi (2003) comments regarding [, .
can be said that any tradition emanating from ¢,
be nation’s tradition as the constitution has reje .. 1

Srinivas’ widely known classic, 7h¢ Ren, ,m{/
all the qualities of a classic novel on changing vill,,. .~
South India. Srinivas has portrayed the characrer 1y -
Important Men of Village Rampura’: the villzze mn \
landlord of the old type; the broker between villzge 1nd e ..
world, Kulle Gowda; and the powerful enterprising lind i
new type, Nadu Gowda.

Srinivas concentrated on the study of some vital sz
Hindu society and culture and his study did it explore 2z 2=
sions of interaction and interface between the Hox &

non-Hindu segments. The area that he studied did not 227245

non-Hindu presence. He hoped that other sociologzs

ars ¥

“ep

and -

-

“

":; | >
af

e

.

up the study of the non-Hindu segments of [ndizz

. cof
- ThP X

culture without which an Indian sociology, [ndian 12 %

ol
o
. e TN~

1

being comprehensive and authentic and hence T
of the plurality and complexity of India, would 00t %% it
context, Joshi (2000) viewed that Srinivas’ sei°% s
self-perception was never that of 2 Hindu sociolog™ ”’,/ g
Indian  sociologist studying Hindu religios 7~
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< in a specific area through

Intensjye fieldwork at the

Jiews Caste as a segmentary
into sub-castes which are:
unit of endogamy;
1 ose members follow a common Occupation;

+» gnits of social and ritual life; ’
e members share a common culture; and
0s¢ members are governed by the same authoritative bod
; the PanChayat? y,
s these factors of the sub-caste, for Srinivas, certain other
are also important. These are:

Syst
ystem. Every caste, for him, is

archy: To Srinivas, hierarchy is the core or the essence of
, caste system. It refers to the arrangements of hereditary
ups in a rank order. He points out that it is status of the
»-most or Brahmins and the bottom-most or untouchables,
ich is the clearest in terms of rank. The middle regions of
hy are the most flexible, who may be defined as
mbers of the middle ranks.
pational differentiation: Srinivas finds a close relationship
a caste and its occupation. He says that caste is
ing more the “systematization of occupational differenti-
_ Castes are known by their occupations and many
their name from the occupation followed, e.g., Lohar,
Kumbhar, Teli, Chamar etc. He also stresses that occupa-
 placed in a hierarchy of high and low.
oms on commensality, dress, speech and custom are
among castes. There is a dietic hierarchy and restric-
acceptance of food. T "
The distance between castes 1S maintained by the
of pollution. Srinivas to0 argues that the castes m}lllst
into contact with anything that is polluted whether
- being. Any contact with polluted renders a caste
d [luted caste undergo
demands that the po

- ——cEE
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purification rites. If pollutiop e

caste person has sexual rt‘ldti()nf\‘ With “Uch i

person involved may be femoved from 'm%m Wt
5. Caste Panchayats and Assembljes. Besid. r:

attributes of a caste, EVery caste s Sllbi(“g.: 1, |

order maintaining body or , P“m‘hd\xu, E‘i 2 the

village together maintain the so;,|

O

C an,

WL of

iill order 1. &}
authority collectively. Furthe,. e\::f_‘ D ey
answerable to the authority of hee M\) )
authority of a Caste Assembly May expe 1 oy,
boundaries to include in its jurisdictio, g,
villages. O cagy,

From the above, we can infer thy the aterjhy,
definitely determined the nature of INter-cagte “ %y
attributes or customs of caste also determine the ., o
This becomes obvious in the work of Stinivas op e 1R
sanskritization. -

iQdllnon. ~

AT .
N

Sanskritization

We have seen above that how EVery caste is assigned ip the ..
rank order on the basis of the purity and impurity of i ke
In his study of a Mysore village, Srinivas finds that a1 sope .
the other, every caste tries to change its rank in the hierareh

giving up its attributes and trying to adopt those
them. This process of at

Wl &N

L LX) &%

tempting to change one’s rank by g

<
.

attributes that define a caste as low and adopting attributes the =
indicative of higher status is called ‘sanskritization’. This pres

essentially involves 4 change in one’s dietary habis .
fon-vegetarianism  to vegetarianism, and a change @ ™

occupation habits from ap ‘unclean’ to a ‘clean’ occupaud

clean x\\
attributes of 3 caste become the basis of interaction berwes &
Th

€ creation of pattern of interaction and interrelatios ?

expressed in Srinivags’ yse of the concept of ‘dominant =¥
Idea of Dominant cqste

Besides caste, Srinjyas looks for yet another source 0 . H
of tradition ¢

- He found it in the notion of ‘dominant ¢
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it in his early papers .
p e(:ms been di%cuz; F{)aperb - .the V‘”ﬂge of Ram oy
acept scussed and applied (¢ , re pura, The

Lo R ookt
social and political organization in India. He haq ddfc?al In work o
' ad deline

ste in terms of six attributes placed i conjun

1) sizeable amount of arable Jand:
) strength of. numbers;

) high place in the local hierarchy;
) western education;

) jobs in the administration; and
urban sources of income.

defined dominapy
Ction:

— p— p—— ——
(o i ——

Of th'e above attr{butes of 'the dominant caste, the following
three are umportant: () numencﬁl strength, (ii) economic power
through owners.lup of land, and (iii) political power. Accordingly, a
dominant caste 1s any caste thaF has all three of the above attributes
in a village community. The interesting aspect of this concept is
that the ritual fankmg of a caste no longer remains the major basis
of its position in the social hierarchy. Even if a caste stands low in
the social hierarchy because of being ranked low, it can become the
dominant ruling caste or group in a village if it is numerically large,
owas land and has political influence over village matters. There is
1o doubt that a caste with relatively higher in ritual rank would
probably find it easier to become dominant. But this is not the case
always.

We take an example from the village Rampura in Mysore to
illustrate the above. In this village, there are a number of castes
including Brahmins, peasants and untouchables. The peasants are
titually ranked below the Brahmins, but they own lands and
numerically preponderant and have political influence over village
affairs. Consequently, we find that despite their low ritual rank, the
peasants are the dominant caste in the village. All the other castes of
the village stand in a relationship of service to the dominant caste,

Le., they are at the back of the dominant caste.
~ Srinivas was criticized for this concept with the charge t
Was smuggled from the notion of dominance,
Mrican sociology. Repudiating the critique, Srva :
idea of dominant caste given by him had its orign 11 T

hat 1t
which emerged from
Srinivas asserted that

e field

and
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work of Coorgs of South Indj, His fielq .,

him that communities, such g the COO?’r# haq it
wielded considerable power at () local [ey li_,s g | lf"rm
attributes as numerical prep N shar.
clean ritual status. He further
be a local source of sankrit;
Sanskritization and dominany caste are therefo,,
Indian tradition. And, in this concepyg] framewc(): (‘Prescmaf "

of the lower castes and Daljts have ng place. - they,
India; the subaltern groups occup '

n
1

O
onderance, a eof . ki

C()n()l ’ el G
Nje K,
noted thyy the ¢ ony ¢ Uy,
" N3 4
zatlon, Oor 4 bal‘rier ('3';[(:_:‘

) n()W Y |3

€re '

Y the statys of dyp: My
Omlnan[ (;a,""‘“{.

Criticism
The life mission of Srinjva
He though talks about ec
but in the study of these a

In his endeavour for

s has been to understapnd 1,
onomic and teChnOlOgiCa] dc-jf]wm
reas sidetracks lower Segments of
Promoting sangkyir..
religious Minorities, oy h}m

OPFLL;‘

that his understanding wa

s more elitist or presents only upper cast
view.

The indigenous concepts of social
sociologists in the 19505 and, to large extent also in the 13405
formulated by M.N. Srinivas under the labels ‘sanskrmzauoﬂsﬂ?:
‘westernization’, which he regarded as “limited pr OC‘:EOU
modern India and it is not possible to understand 0“‘%6‘ "
reference to the other” (see Caste in Modern /ndza{ll reﬁm :
Srinivas had evolved the concept of sanskritization V{h‘ ;iﬂﬂ
his doctoral dissertation under the guidance of Radd‘ﬁe'uw ot
Evans Pritchard at Oxford (1952). He finally ’fjr':du s’
concept as denoting the process by which a "IOW I':jco g
tribal or other group, changes its customs, rituals, % pof

Iy ¥
way of life in the direction of 4 high and frequent’
Caste’.

shange prevailing amor

Scanned by CamScanner



M.N, Stinivas
183

h ]9__“6 Stinivas puwih‘d ql‘(. COnce
w@wg: *The Bnush cone uest . ept Of w
. : l . n‘ ll\lh.l Sl tl('(' \ nu *
W ) . ' 1 ‘

Poll!lc“. u\il.“;nu‘\i ~‘\xl al and !(\\‘hll()ll‘l’i\'.ll (wh ‘l,;l ;;' e
s soctal and ¢ TR R Wy 1ch) affecte .
e 's‘hd | ‘;" ““Nl life profoundly and at evey g

- ra“-a O 5 o - - ’ “ " ",“'

ﬂt’*‘"‘ the British from India not only d):d'n 1‘ e
/ Ol mean

"mt:m (‘)‘ icsc- torces but, meant on the contrar heir
ghcation (Srinivas, 1966: 53), ary, their inten
Now, [ sant y of certain characteristics s ontane

obsef‘"bk in soctety, these concepts cannot claim ntv )“:( Uu?}y
Mkhe ; . !979: %O) What  Srinivas cll-.l;-.u:w(rilrltilmllly.
sanskri timt_xon in the idiom of sociology currently f.lshion.ljblc, h;(;
been described by the proto-sociologists Lyall and Risley as
‘Aryanization’ and “Brahminization’, as mentioned by Mukhcrjeé
in the first Ch"‘P_“'.r Of. his book Sociology of Indian Sociology (1979).
Possibly, sanskritization 1s a more precise expression of the process
under reference, as is claimed by Srinivas who does not deny the
antecedents to his concept (Srinivas, 1962: 42-43). Similarly, the
process of westernization was noted by several proto-sociologists
mentioned by Mukherjee (1979) and described in virtually the same
manner as done by Srinivas.

The pioneers also were not unaware of the two processes and
100k particular note of them in the context of their respective value
preferences, theoretical formulations and research orientation (e.g.,
Coomaraswamy and D.P. Mukerji). The two processes have,

respectively, two levels of meaning - ‘historic-specific’ and ‘contex-
md—lpedﬁc’, as Yogendra Singh has remarked regnrdnpg
 sanskritization (1973: 6) and Milton Singer had noted earlier

i 17)

estermzanion as

\ . . the first-generation
eminent place among ; o
occupies an P or the ‘book view

sts of India. His focus on ‘field view oV S
rkable step in understanding the reality of E‘ % (;ng B
' . v '« field work am
eflects soci tivity. His fie ents
retlects s ology of nauvity - rional and represents
relates his approach as structural-func
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an exposition of the con’.nplcx inwr"“l-uin,,\.h.
social order in Coorg soctety. Italso deal \\-Ai‘ll ) be

purity and pollu:inn. A &l.lso with the prom]. 'l‘," er
non-Hindu communities into the Hindy soci.} o ing oy, e
the concept of ‘sanskritization” which A _mi‘l""f-hf'"
process of the penetration of Sanskritic \'.1]5;“‘(-{ to <].|\r“'r.~,f
parts of India. e iny, \

Srinivas’ Framework Summarized

Background

1. Educated and training in sociology.
2. Academic career at Bombay, Baroda, Dy
Oxford. A, Bang

a]()r
e . o o
3. His interest in understanding the rura] social | g

ife,
Aim

1. Dynamics of caste system in rural setting

Assumptions

1. Structure and change.

2. The tradition of basing macro-sociolo
micro-anthropological insights.

3. To understand his countrymen not on the |},
textbooks or from indigenous sacred texts |,
observation, field study and field experience.

1 .
gical generahzations
0]

asis of Wesen
ut from direq,

Approach

1. Structural-functional approach
2. Macro-micro perspective

Methodology

‘1. Anthr R et

5 Fm. mopo‘?;lc:)l’ investigations of small-scale communitics
e mmmons
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ﬂpplﬂy ant caste

9 b iﬂiﬁ“i”"

; pr krm,};;i’nn
3 estcrniz“,“on
;. Secularil“"’"
B;uc’ sspects of Indian society and culture:
piffcrectlli‘m Societ}’ an_d culture
L peligion and 0
2 yillage study
) cer-caste relations
;' gocial change
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