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This dissertation deals with the Hindustani music reform movement in the
early twentieth century. In the nineteenth century, classical musicians in north
India hailed from hereditary communities, which were mostly Muslim. Musical
knowledge was seldom available to non-hereditary persons, and performances
typically took place in aristocratic environments. The reform aimed at making
Hindustani music accessible to the general public by organizing public concerts,
establishing music schools, and publishing textbooks.  Unlike hereditary
musicians, reformers tended to have Hindu middle-class backgrounds. In
particular, this dissertation deals with reformers who followed the movements of
V. N. Bhatkhande and V. D. Paluskar.

There are two types of historical accounts of the reform. One exalts the

reform as a noble effort that liberated the music from its confinement in narrow
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aristocratic circles and saved it from morally corrupt professional artists. The
second type of history, on the other hand, depicts the reform as a scheme of the
Hindu elite to claim Hindustani classical music its own, overtaking its
guardianship from Muslim hereditary musicians.

This dissertation responds to these common historical accounts. The first
type is problematic because it accepts reformers’ discourses to be the neutral
representation of the reform’s history, while they were clearly ideologically
motivated. The reformist discourses dichotomized Hindu educated classes and
Muslim uneducated professionals and asserted the former’s authority over the
latter. At the level of discourse, I concur with the second type of history. Yet, the
dichotomous relationship was not the chief issue of reformist discourses. They
were concerned more centrally with the notions of progress and civilization.
Moreover, from the perspective of practice, the postulated dichotomy between
reformers and hereditary musicians was not so clear-cut or antagonistic. Reform
processes involved many more factors, such as region, caste, and teaching
lineage—not only religion and social class. Additionally, for many reformers, the
most significant aspects of their experience pertained to elements such as
musicianship and personal relationships, not revitalizing the music or overtaking
its guardianship from Muslim professionals. From the viewpoint of practice and
micro-history, neither type of common historical accounts of the reform explains

the reform’s concrete processes.
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Introduction

A. BRIEF BACKGROUND

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Hindustani classical
music underwent a number of significant changes—changes that have great
bearing on today’s condition of the music and its place in society. In the
nineteenth century, musical knowledge was largely in the hands of professional
musicians who hailed from hereditary communities that were predominantly
Muslim. The primary venues of performance consisted of princely and other
wealthy households and courtesan salons. It was an exclusive courtly/salon music
performed by hereditary specialists. The general public did not have much access
to classical music. Occasions to listen to classical music were few, and the
chances of learning it were even slimmer. This condition continued into the early
twentieth century, with gradual changes simultaneously taking place mainly
through the catalyst of a reform movement. This movement appeared in the late
nineteenth century but gained much momentum after the start of the twentieth
century. The reform movement endeavored to make Hindustani classical music
widely accessible by organizing ticketed public concerts, establishing music
schools, and publishing textbooks. Unlike the traditional professional musicians,
reform leaders tended to have Hindu (often Brahman) middle-class backgrounds.
They tended to emphasize the Hindu religious element in classical music. All the

transformations—public concerts, institutional transmission, mixed backgrounds



of musicians, and the Hindu conception of classical music—constitute the very
foundation for today’s condition of Hindustani music culture. In that sense,
understanding the early twentieth century reform movement is crucial for the
comprehension of Hindustani music today.

The Hindustani music reform movement was not monolithic, however. It
had many factions, was regionally diverse, and stretched chronologically across
the period of mid-nineteenth century to mid-twentieth century. In this
dissertation, I focus on the strands of the movement started by Vishnu Narayan
Bhatkhande (1860-1936) and Vishnu Digambar Paluskar (1872-1931). In today’s
literature, Bhatkhande and Paluskar represent the reform movement more than
any other groups or individuals. Paluskar’s public concert in 1897 is generally
believed to be the first ticketed, therefore truly public, concert of Hindustani
classical music. Ticketed concerts later became commonplace.! Bhatkhande
convened a series of large-scale music conferences, the All-India Music
Conference, starting in 1916. These conferences offered another kind of venue
for the interested public to access Hindustani classical music and its knowledge
by purchasing tickets. The conferences consisted of live performances, research
papers and discussions, reformist manifestos, and dignitaries’ speeches. Similar

conferences followed suit, although live performances became, from the 1920s,

I Although started at the turn of the century, ticketed public concerts did not become a dependable
source of income for musicians until the mid-1930s and later (Purohit 1988: 871). In that sense, it
is anachronistic to depict Paluskar—as the reform’s standard historical account does—as the one
who liberated classical music from the confines of the feudal world and launched musicians into
“modern” economic independence. The interpretation is based on reading back the history from a
present perspective. Although ticketed concerts constitute a major source of income for
performing artists now, this situation did not exist and was not fully foreseen at the turn of the
century.



the mainstay of music conferences at the expense of research papers or
discussions. The two reform leaders were particularly active in the field of music
education. Paluskar established the first two schools of Gandharva
Mahavidyalaya (in 1901 and 1908), which later expanded into a large network of
schools encompassing many founded by his disciples and associates. Bhatkhande
organized the Madhav Sangeet Vidyalaya (hereafter Madhav Music College)
(1918) and the Marris College of Hindustani Music (hereafter Marris College)
(1926), in which his textbooks and teaching methods were put to use. These two
Colleges, especially the Marris College, were highly influential till the mid-
twentieth century. Apart from the two major schools, Bhatkhande organized,
reorganized, or advised many other music schools, which adopted his teaching
system and textbooks. The two reform leaders have come to be considered the
epitome of the music reform, so much so that accounts of the reform movement
commonly deal with Bhatkhande and Paluskar exclusively, to the detriment of

many other reformers.

B. STATEMENT OF THE TOPIC AND RESEARCH GOALS

Currently, there are two major types of historical narrative about the music
reform movements of Bhatkhande and Paluskar. The first type of history usually
comes from the pen of the two leaders’ followers—typically disciples or
disciples’ disciples. This type of historical narrative glorifies the reform and
extols the two leaders as visionaries or even saviors of Hindustani classical music.

Consequently, this history is uncritical of the reform leaders’ words and reiterates



them as the explanation of the history. The history of the reform is represented in
accordance with reformist discourses and ideologies. In this version of history,
the reform movement revived Hindustani classical music, uplifting it from the
degenerate state it had suffered in the hands of “ignorant” musicians from the
professional communities. Through the reform movement, the music became
spread among the general public and no longer monopolized by the professional
musicians. On the other hand, the second kind of historical narrative is critical of
the reform movement. This version of history comes from scholars who have
Marxist influences, directly or indirectly. The authors consider the reformist
discourses either as manifestations of bourgeois ideologies or as a version of
Hindu nationalist discourses, which essentialized differences between Hindu and
Muslim communities and defined Indian culture in Hindu terms. In this portrayal,
reformers utilized bourgeois nationalist ideologies to overpower Muslim
hereditary musicians who were the traditional guardians of the music. The second
type of history is critical of the reformist discourses but still uses them as the
basis of representing the reform.

I am not comfortable with either type of history. Neither version of the
overriding scheme of the reform fits well with the data I have concerning the
reform processes. Both kinds of history raise important issues—for instance, the
general public’s view of hereditary musicians or the involvement of Hindu
nationalist discourses. Nevertheless, neither historical narrative fully succeeds in
explaining reform processes, especially when it comes to concrete instances in the

reform process. Reformers I interviewed did not talk about the reform as a



glorious movement and noble effort, which rescued Hindustani classical music
from stingy and disreputable professionals and revitalized it by making it
respectable and available for the general public. This interpretation of the reform
seldom appeared in accounts of specific incidents or specific people in the reform
movement. That is, although the reform participants accepted the first type of
history as a general account of the reform, that history was not so relevant as a
mode of explaining their concrete experiences of the reform. Similarly, the
questions of regaining Hindustani classical music for educated Hindus constituted
a non-issue as guiding principles of reform’s practices. These issues are certainly
relevant in the reformers’ experiences, but they did not determine concrete reform
processes. For the reform participants, significant aspects of their experience of
the reform lay elsewhere. In the common characterization, the reform saved the
music from the terrible condition it suffered in the hands of hereditary
professionals or, inversely, the reform appropriated the music from its traditional,
rightful custodians and misrepresented it with inflexible rules and notations.
Despite these widespread characterizations, concrete situations were never so well
defined, and specific musicians were never so well confined into group A or
group B. Too large a portion of concrete incidents during the reform fails to fit
either of the historical narratives.

I remain skeptical toward both approaches to writing the reform’s history.
Nevertheless, I am sympathetic to the second approach as it engages the
necessary questions of power, especially in relation to religious community and

social class. The second, critical history arose in response to the first,



hagiographical history. The first type of literature accepts as an axiom that the
reformers’ activities constituted a pursuit of truth (not negotiations of power).
Religious community and social class are not issues to be considered; they are
obstacles in the way of truth. In North American academia, at least, such an
assumption was possible only until the mid-twentieth century, when the grand
narratives of social progress, stages of civilization, and classicist authority were
relatively unquestioned. Reformers’ words as well as the standard (i.e., the first
type) history of the reform contain abundant implications of power relationships
between different social groups. With those materials and in the environment of
current academia that leaves no claim to truth unexamined, discounting power as
an element of consideration would constitute something of an academic escapism.

Yet, religious community and social class were not the exclusive tenets of
the reform movement, however relevant they may have been. Though
retrospectively important, they did not form the core of reformist objectives. In
representing the reform, the second type of history tends to overemphasize
religious community and social class as motivating forces or central dynamics of
the reform. The first type of history, on the other hand, overemphasizes Muslim
professional musicians as obstacles to reformist efforts. Neither interpretation is
very well supported by information on specific incidents during the reform.

As a response to the problem, I undertake two different but related tasks.
First, I interpret reformist discourses from perspectives other than the religious
community and social class (i.e., the dichotomy between educated Hindu

reformers and Muslim hereditary professionals). Reformist discourses



encompassed a vast range of topics. The ideas of civilized society, modern
progress, and romantic nationalism were the most central rationales as reformers
tried to justify their movement. Overshadowing hereditary musicians and
defining classical music as Hindu were long-term results and not a primary
rationale of the reform. While the first task deals with ideological aspects of the
reform, the second task is concerned with practices. I use specific instances of the
reform process to demonstrate that the religious community and social class were
not so central to experiences and processes of the reform. The distinction
between educated Hindu middle-class reformers and (uneducated) Muslim
hereditary professionals emerges most clearly in a particular kind of reformist
discourses—formal ones uttered at large venues and published (especially in
English). This type of reformist discourse is best analyzed qua discourse or as
reformist ideology; it is not a very good guideline for explaining activities.
Discerning from details of reformers’ activities, reformers and hereditary
musicians did not form such clear-cut, dichotomous, and antagonistic groups.
Reformers’ speeches and actions were not necessarily consistent. The reform
processes were extremely mixed and uneven, making it difficult to interpret the
reform with any overarching guiding principle. I aim to present a more pluralized
picture of the reform that includes many factors such as teaching lineages, local
caste communities, regional connections, family circumstances, and so forth—not
only social class and religious community.

By and large, the reform movement was concerned with the social and

pedagogical aspects of Hindustani music. The reform hastened changes in social



contexts of the music and affected the general public’s conceptualization of
Hindustani music. That is, the image of classical music shifted from sensual
entertainment for the nobility to a classical, high art music that springs from an
ancient tradition and constitutes part of Indian national culture (by this “shift,” I
mean altered tendencies, not an absolute transformation). On the other hand, the
reform’s effect is not very evident in the sound of Hindustani classical music.
Except for song texts and choices of compositions, reformers did not influence
raga sounds in any unambiguous manner. Some reform leaders—particularly
those associated with Bhatkhande—Ilisted the standardization of ragas as one of
the reform’s chief objectives. This effort proved to be controversial, and
performing artists often resisted the standardization or ignored it (discussed in
Chapter 2). It is difficult to say, therefore, to what extent the reformist ideology
of standardization affected the music of performing artists. Some degree of
standardization of ragas seems to have taken place through the course of the
twentieth century. However, the process did not occur singularly due to the
reformist music education. The availability of other performers’ recordings
through media may constitute a more direct reason for the increased consistency
of ragas. Determining the degree of the standardization and pinpointing its causes
are outside the scope of the present dissertation. This dissertation, therefore, does

not deal with musical examples and musicological analysis.

C. LITERATURE REVIEW

I elaborate on the currently common historical narratives.



1. The Deferential First Type of History

The best-known works in the first category of reform history are
biographical. Indian musicology has produced a number of biographical works
on Bhatkhande and Paluskar. Guranditta Khanna (1930), V. R. Athavale (1967),
B. R. Deodhar (1971), and V. N. Patwardhan (in the 1950s) wrote biographies of
Vishnu Digambar Paluskar. There are also anthologies about Paluskar consisting
of contributions from disciples and associates; Akhil Bharatiya Gandharva
Mahavidyalaya Mandal (1974) and Janaki Patwardhan (1972) fall under this
category. On Bhatkhande, his chief disciple S. N. Ratanjankar wrote his
biographies in English (1967) and in Marathi (1971). Bhupinder Seetal’s
dissertation (1969) and Sobhana Nayar’s book (1989) focus on Bhatkhande’s
work rather than his life. Prabhakar Chinchore (1966) edited a collection of
articles contributed by many associates; the anthology also includes reproductions
Bhatkhande’s letters and other archival materials. In addition to the book-length
publications, numerous magazine and newspaper articles exist. Music journals
such as Sangit, Sangit Kala Vihar, Journal of the Indian Musicological Society,
and The Journal of the Music Academy have carried a steady flow of articles
about Bhatkhande and Paluskar since the 1940s. The number of such articles
dwindled after the 1980s, but other kinds of publications in the 1980s and 1990s
compensate for the declining number of articles. For instance, several collections
of biographies appeared in the past two decades; the collections include hefty
chapters on Bhatkhande and Paluskar and thus maintain the relevance of

information about the two leaders in recent years (e.g., Deodhar 1993, Deshpande



1989, Garg 1984, Misra 1981 and 1990). The same group of authors contributes
articles to mainstream newspapers and magazines. Therefore, this group of
historical narratives is the most widely read and influential in India and often
abroad.

This standard literature agrees that the prevailing attitude toward
Hindustani classical music among the educated middle-classes was that of
suspicion in the early twentieth century. They associated the music with the
“immoral” courtesan culture, the “decadent” life style of the aristocracy, and the
“low classes” of hereditary musicians’ castes. That is, classical music was partly
performed by “prostitutes,” and its performances took place together with
debauchery and the consumption of alcohol (which the majority of Indians were
unaccustomed to at the time). Professional musicians too are depicted to have
had the vices of drinking and smoking—tobacco, opium, or hashish. Thus, the
general public perceived classical music to be a profession for the debased, and
parents of good families normally did not allow their children to learn this type of
music. Classical music and musicians were disreputable among the middle-
classes, especially the educated. Since musicians were not respected, they often
suffered maltreatment. Paluskar’s biographies often mention that his guru, as a
musician and an employee of the court, received callous treatment from the ruler
of Miraj. For instance, he was not invited to events to which all other important
members of the town were invited. Paluskar’s reform was partly motivated by

such maltreatment of musicians (e.g., Athavale 1967: 7-10).
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In addition, much secrecy surrounded the knowledge of Hindustani
classical music in the early twentieth century. If an educated person became
interested in classical music, he was not able to study it because hereditary
musicians then exclusively taught male members of their own lineage.
Sometimes, a hereditary master did not teach even his already accepted students
properly, withholding information or not giving regular lessons. Susheela Misra
depicts the situation disparagingly.

Music had become the monopoly of a small coterie of illiterate
professionals who jealously guarded their art. These narrow-minded
custodians of music took care not to create rivals out of their own pupils!
(Misra 1985: 11)

Due to the social stigma and inaccessibility, Hindustani classical music
was a forbidden fruit for the educated general public. Some authors went so far
as to state that the Indian “masses were deprived of their birthright—the glorious
traditional music of their own land” (Misra 1985: 11, my emphasis).

The first type of literature credits Bhatkhande and Paluskar as pioneers in
disrupting this condition and reestablishing Hindustani classical music in the
midst of the general public.2 Through their own examples and the music
institutions they founded, the two leaders made classical music and the musical
profession respectable in the eyes of formerly scornful middle-classes. Paluskar
maintained a dignified demeanor and appearance in public, easily mingled with
luminaries, and impressed upon society that the musical profession was as

respectable as any other learned professions; indeed, in his view classical

2 While the two leaders’ influences were enormous, they were not exactly “pioneers.” Michael
Rosse (1995) gathered in one place much information on Hindustani music reformers in the
nineteenth century, starting several decades before Bhatkhande and Paluskar.
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musicians were not inferior to doctors or lawyers. Paluskar participated in
nationalist conventions and rallies (of the Congress Party) and thereby
demonstrated that classical musicians could be good and conscientious citizens.
On the other hand, Bhatkhande painstakingly studied documents concerning the
history and theory of classical music. He collected numerous compositions from
hereditary musicians of different gharanas? and compiled them into a cohesive
body of knowledge. Based on the amassed information, he “systematized” the
music by developing a comprehensive theory of Hindustani ragas. Both leaders
made the knowledge of Hindustani classical music available to anyone interested
through the aforementioned schools they established. The schools’ institutional
setting provided an acceptable venue for people of “respectable” backgrounds to
learn as well as—during school functions—perform Hindustani music. Along
with public concerts and conferences, music schools brought classical music
within reach of the respectable general public. In addition, Bhatkhande and
Paluskar promoted Hindustani classical music through publishing books on
music, especially textbooks. In order to do so, the reform leaders developed
notation systems, which greatly facilitated the recording as well as dissemination
of the music. According to the first type of historical narrative, the reform
movement uplifted Hindustani classical music from its former corrupt
environment and practitioners. The reform “revived” classical music by restoring

its social esteem and bringing the gospel of music to the public at large.

3 A gharana could be translated as a school of music defined by performance style and teaching
lineage.
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2. The Critical Second Type of History

On the other hand, the second type of historical narrative is critical of the
reform movement as it was carried out by Bhatkhande, Paluskar, and their
associates. Authors of this kind of history generally look at power negotiations
that the reformers engaged in vis-a-vis traditional performers (i.e., Muslim
hereditary musicians). I consider Vinayak Purohit (1988), Regula Qureshi (1991,
1999, 2002), Janaki Bakhle (2002), and my earlier work (Kobayashi 1995) to be
in this category. These authors have different orientations and may not be happy
to be grouped together. Purohit is a sociologist with a traditional Marxist bent, a
very common feature among Indian intellectuals of earlier generations. Qureshi,
an ethnomusicologist with a background in anthropology, also has influences of
Marxism and socialism. Bakhle, a historian, incorporates arguments of Subaltern
group of historians, who typically have solid training in Marxist theories. Despite
the differences, all of these authors are sensitive to power relations between the
reformers—especially Bhatkhande—and hereditary musicians, and discuss effects
or implications the former’s actions had on the latter.

The authors of the second type of historical narrative assess the reform to
be defective in certain areas. The first issue concerns the reform’s colonially
induced penchant toward the scientific. The theoretically oriented reformers such
as Bhatkhande conceptualized Hindustani classical music too rigidly, trying to
establish “laws” of the music. Their overtly rule-bound theory of ragas failed to
understand the reality of performed ragas. In Purohit’s opinion, Bhatkhande

could not grasp the essential structure of Hindustani music performance—the tiers
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of raga, gharana, composition, artist, and occasion—because of his legal mode of
thinking (Purohit 1988: 832-3, 842-3).# Another author, Bakhle, characterizes the
use of notation to be a “colonially appropriative gesture toward Indian music”
(Bakhle 2002: 12). The reformers submitted to this gesture and promoted
notations. Notations, however, failed to convey the central aesthetic feature of
Hindustani classical music—fluidity of ragas in performance. Bakhle, too, points
out the reformers’ deficiency in responding to the essence of performed music.
Purohit criticizes a number of reformers who campaigned for the use of notation
(S. M. Tagore, Maula Baksh, Bhatkhande, Paluskar, etc.) for employing notation
as a means of intimidating traditional musicians who could not read notation
(Purohit 1988: 866).

Another issue on which the second type of history focuses its critique is
the reform’s strong Hindu orientation. The schools established by Paluskar and
Bhatkhande had mostly Hindu students, many of them Brahmans. The reform
movement in general represented Hindustani classical music as essentially Hindu,
“Muslim influences” or contributions being rather recent and not as fundamental
as the music’s Hindu roots. The majority of reformers built their views of music
theory and history on the basis of Sanskrit literature (or so they claimed).
Reformist speeches exalted the Hindu spiritual significance as the fundamental
experience of classical music. Textbooks largely contained compositions with
devotional text content. The reform advanced Hindu religiosity in classical

music. As Bakhle succinctly puts, the Hindu religiosity was expressed as a

4 Bhatkhande was a practicing lawyer for over twenty years before he decided to concentrate on
his work on music in 1910.
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“paradigm of public culture” rather than a matter of individual faith; and it was
expressed so under the banner of national secularism or secular nationalism
(Bakhle 2002: 334-335). Paluskar embodied this facet of the reform as he upheld
the singing of devotional songs, acted like a religious leader, and displayed his
religiosity on the stage of secular nationalist of Congress Party activities. Purohit
asserts that Bhatkhande had communalist values (1988: 873), and Bakhle points
out Bhatkhande’s anti-Muslim views expressed in his writings (2002: chapter 3).
According to Qureshi, the norm of a Hinduized conception of Hindustani classical
music has by now co-opted Muslim hereditary musicians too (1991: 164).

In general, the second type of history assumes that the reform constituted
an elite or bourgeois movement. Purohit labels Bhatkhande a representative of
the “bourgeois zamindar5” class, as he uses that precarious label as if it were an
explanation for the faultiness of Bhatkhande’s raga theory (1988: 832-3, 842).
Qureshi, on the other hand, considers that the reformers represent one type of
musical knowledge that is Hindu, carried by educated middle-classes, and backed
by the authority founded in written texts. The “other type” of knowledge is
Muslim, passed on among service professionals through oral tradition” (1991:
152 and passim). In the second type of history, reformers were not only a middle-
class elite but also (for want of a better phrase) a westernized elite (Qureshi
1991). They embraced western ideas in general (ideas of schools, notations, etc.)
or manifested influences of Orientalist thought in particular. Bhatkhande’s work

represents “Orientalized academism” for Purohit (1988: 874). Bakhle argues that

3> Zamindar means landlord, often those who gained the ownership with the aid of the British
colonial government.
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Hindu religiosity in classical music had colonial elements in its generation (2002:
chapter 4).

My earlier work demonstrated the close affinity between the reformist-
formulated history of Indian music and Orientalist-formulated history of Indian
civilization. Drawing on earlier scholars’ analyses of orientalist discourses in
relation to socio-political power negotiations, I interpreted the reformist version
of music history as a discourse of power that justified educated Hindus’ entry into
the field classical music—a field formerly dominated by Muslim hereditary
musicians (Kobayashi 1995). In general, the authors of the second type of
historical narrative are more sensitive to issues of power relations and
negotiations than the first group of authors.

The second type of historical narrative shares a foundation with or is
informed by the large body of research that examines colonialism, orientalism,
and nationalism—especially in view of their contributions to currently pervasive
notions about the Indian society and history (e.g., the notion of caste). This type
of research could appear under the rubrics of discourse analysis, Subaltern
studies, or postcolonial studies, though not limited to these categories. A
considerable portion of the literature deals with discourse. The basic premise of
this type of literature is that knowledge and cultural discourse are never neutral
but inextricably implicated in social relations of power. Among various topics,
the ones particularly relevant to my dissertation concern the dichotomization of
identities into Hindu and Muslim (e.g., Pandey 1990, Dalmia and von Stietencron

eds. 1995, King 1994, Ludden ed. 1996) and the role of colonialism and
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orientalist scholarship in formulating conceptions of Indian society (e.g., Nandy
1983, Chatterjee 1986 and 1993, Inden 1990, Pandey 1990, Breckenridge and van
der Veer 1993, Prakash 1992).

On the topic of Hindu-Muslim demarcation, Gyanendra Pandey (1990)
examines cases of so-called Hindu-Muslim conflicts in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. He finds that violent incidents involving complex and
contextually specific factors were all discursively reduced to Hindu-Muslim
communal conflicts. In colonial documents, such conflicts represented a
backward substitute in the East of rational nationalism. In nationalist scholarship,
communalism® represented a misguided hindrance to the efforts of secular
nationalism. Both types of authors stripped the conflicts of their specific contexts
and interpreted them in terms of “Hindu-Muslim” strife according to the authors’
own schemes of thought.

On the topic of orientalism, Ronald Inden’s extensive critique of Indology
(1990) argues that received wisdom about India, such as rigid caste system or
village economy, are constructs of orientalist scholarship. Orientalist portrayals
of India were construed through essentialist binary oppositions, which posited
India as the Other (and the past) of the post-Enlightenment Europe. By
predetermining India as the alter ego, the Orientalist representations
(discursively) deprived Indians of agency to make their own history and society.
Many scholars discussed relationships between colonial/orientalist discourse and

Indian nationalist discourse. For instance, Partha Chatterjee (1986) characterizes

6 In the South Asian context, “communalism” refers to antagonism between different religious
groups, typically between Hindu and Muslim “communities.”
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Indian nationalist discourse as “derivative” discourse, which draws on colonial
discourse to formulate Indian identities but does so selectively and in accordance
with nationalists’ own agendas.

The studies listed above examine the construction of knowledge, and such
studies inevitably rely on discourse as objects of their investigation. The criticism
that this type of literature reduces material experience into discourse (Ahmad
1992, Eaton 2000, Parry 1994, etc.) is warranted for extreme cases and needs to
be heeded. Nonetheless, knowledge and ideology are primarily lodged in
discourse (though not exclusively so), and this type of literature undeniably
enhanced the understanding of the structure of knowledge and ideology. The
anthology edited by Breckenridge and van der Veer (1993) adds the important
insight that constructed knowledge is not only discursive but can become
experientially substantiated through implementation into laws and institutions. In
addition, ideas and representations are not only reflective but also constitutive of
experience (Appadurai 1991, 1996) or social force (Hall 1996), and I see no
reason why discourse and material experience, or discourse and historical
contingency, should be considered dichotomous.

The critique of colonial/orientalist/nationalist knowledge is relevant for
the Hindustani music reform movement because the reformers used ideas and
discourses that were shaped through their colonial, orientalist, and Indian

nationalist usages.

18



D. FIELDWORK AND METHODOLOGY

I conducted fieldwork for this dissertation from September 1997 to August
1998 with the support of the American Institute for Indian Studies. Due to the
historical nature of the project, the fieldwork consisted of library and archival
research and interviews with reform participants. [ focused on the following
reformist institutions for collecting information: (1) the Bhatkhande University of
Hindustani Music (Lucknow, formerly Marris College), (2) Madhav Music
College (Gwalior), (3) the Faculty of Performing Arts at the Maharaja Sayjirao
University of Baroda (Vadodara, formerly the School of Indian Music), (4) Akhil
Bharatiya Gandharva Mahavidyalaya Mandal (Miraj), (5) Gandharva
Mahavidyalaya, Delhi (Delhi), and (6) the Faculty of Music and Fine Arts at the
Banaras Hindu University (Varanasi). The first three institutions are associated
with Bhatkhande, and Paluskar’s disciples established the other three. (The
original two Gandharva Mahavidyalayas of Paluskar are long defunct.) About
half of the interviews were with musicians who attended the reformist schools in
their early stages, for the most part Marris College, Madhav Music College, and
the School of Indian Music in Baroda. The other interviews were with sons and
disciples of those who attended the reformist institutions, in particular Paluskar’s
two Gandharva Mahavidyalayas. Instead of traditional ethnomusicological
fieldwork, in which locality has a vital significance, my fieldwork entailed travels
to the above reformist institutions as well as to wherever the interviewees resided.

Within India, much has been published and is still being published about

the reform movement by its participants. A large number of publications about
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Bhatkhande and Paluskar appeared from the 1940s to 1970s—as books but mostly
in the form of journal articles (and some newspaper articles). The last two
decades saw publications about music reformers of the subsequent generation
such as S. N. Ratanjankar, Bhatkhande’s prime disciple. A year of stay in India
enabled me to collect these publications. Large music libraries hold many of the
secondary sources, but a sizable portion of them were obtainable only from
relevant individuals (especially commemoration volumes and anniversary
souvenirs). Original documents and publications from the early twentieth century
were difficult to find. The music schools generally do not maintain documents of
their past before the 1950s or 1960s. One exception was the Akhil Bharatiya
Gandharva Mahavidyalaya Mandal (hereafter A.B.G.M.V. Mandal) in Miraj,
where the staff preserves original textbooks, newsletters, annual reports,
admission papers, and account books of the first two Gandharva Mahavidyalayas,
ranging in time from the 1900s to 1930s. The State Archives of U.P. (a region
located in north central India) hold original documents that concern the Marris
College in the 1920s and 1930s. Most of them relate to financial reports and
requests for state funding. [ found some other early twentieth century
publications related to the reform at the libraries of the following institutions—the
Sangit Natak Academy (Delhi), American Institute of Indian Studies (Delhi),
Gandharva Mahavidyalaya (Vashi), National Centre for Performing Arts
(Mumbai), and British Library (London). Primary sources at these locations

largely consist of original textbooks and conference reports.
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Several languages are used in the written sources: English, Hindi, Marathi,
Guyjarati, Bengali, and Urdu. I do not specify my quotations’ original languages
in the body of the text. The bibliography marks materials written in languages
other than English. Translations from Hindi are mine. The individuals I mention
in the acknowledgement translated materials written in Marathi, Gujarati,
Bengali, and Urdu.

Most interviews were conducted in English, interspersed with occasional
Hindi. (The interviewees, though fluent in English, switched to Hindi for quoted
speech—a phenomenon probably interesting to sociolinguists.) Some interviews
were carried out in Hindi, while a few interviewees mixed Hindi and English.” 1
do not indicate which language was originally used when I quote these interviews
in the dissertation. All translation is mine in the quotations, unless otherwise
marked. Someone usually accompanied me for the interviews conducted in
Hindi, translating or clarifying the interview content now and then. Interview
questions slightly varied each time in order to accommodate individual cases. For
the most part, however, the questions centered on the same topics: conditions of a
reformist institution, the particular reformer’s life, and early twentieth century
atmosphere as regards social acceptability of classical music and relationships
between reformers and hereditary musicians. On conditions of a reformist music
school, I asked about numbers and types of students, numbers and types of

teachers, curriculum, school routines, school events, difficulties the school

7 The interviews in Hindi were with S. C. R. Bhat, Balasaheb Poochhwale, Madhu Sudan Joshi,
and Mubarak Ali Khan. Those who mixed Hindi and English are Pramod Chandra Maudgalya
and Babulal Gupta.
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initially had, and hereditary musicians’ relationships with the school. On the
reformers’ lives, questions concerned how they came to learn classical music,
how they came to join the reformist institutions, the families’ reactions to their
becoming musicians, memorable incidents at the schools and later, jobs after
graduation, their relationships with hereditary musicians, and social prejudice

against classical music, if they experienced any.

E. CHAPTERS OF THE DISSERTATION

The following body of text mainly consists of two large sections (Parts I
and III), corresponding to the two tasks I undertake. Part I engages with the first
task of reading reformist discourses from the perspectives of “civilized” society,
modern “progress,” and romantic nationalism—perspectives more central to the
reform objectives than the perspectives that relate to the reformers’
saving/overtaking classical music from hereditary musicians.  Chapter 1
explicates reform rationales, extracted from reform leaders’ speeches and writings
in the first decades of the twentieth century. The rationales centered on the
notions of civilization and of salvage/revival. The reformers argued that the
“educated classes” must learn to appreciate classical music because such
appreciation was the sign of a civilized society and indexed the nation’s stage of
civilization. In addition, the reformers validated their movement as the salvage
and revival of national culture, which had suffered debasement in the immediate

past.
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Chapters 2 and 3 pertain to reformers’ discourses about methods of
revitalizing the music and making it acceptable to the gentle society. One major
proposed method was to promote scientific study and teaching of the music.
Chapter 2 discusses specific reformist efforts to make Hindustani classical music
“scientific.” The other approach to save the music from debasement and make it
polite-society friendly was to promote devotionalism and classicism. Chapter 3
describes reformist discourses that repeatedly characterized Hindustani classical

29 ¢

music to be “high art,” “sacred art,” and “divine art.” For the reformers, these
descriptions represented the true nature of the art; classical music was not mere
secular entertainment performed for the sake of pleasure and money. Besides the
means of speeches and writings, reformers promoted devotionalism and
classicism through song lyrics.

Par II, which is brief and consists only of Chapter 4, also deals with the
discursive aspect of the reform movement. The chapter summarizes the reformist
representation of the history of Hindustani classical music, from antiquity to the
their own times. This history starts with ancient glory, passes through medieval
decline, falls into the utmost deterioration in the recent past, and envisioned a
modern revival. The standard account of the reform movement (i.e., type one
account) usually replicates the reformist representation of music history,
including the reformers’ self-representation of their movement. This brief chapter
aims to show that the music history and the history of the reform both constitute

discourses of power. They discursively polarize “educated Hindus from good

families” and “uneducated Muslim hereditary professional,” and define the latter
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to be the problems of music history. Thus, despite my reservations about such
discourse’s relevance to reform practice, I do agree that power relations centered
on religious community and social class exist rather explicitly within the sphere
of discourses about music history.

Part III discusses the dissertation’s second task: to demonstrate
discrepancies between reformist discourses and practices. [ draw on my
interviews as well as other specific biographical information culled from
secondary sources. Chapter 5 asks the questions: (1) how difficult was it for the
general public to find a classical music teacher, and (2) how unacceptable was
Hindustani classical music to the general public in the early twentieth century?
Reformist literature tends to emphasize the inaccessibility of musical knowledge
and the social prejudice that had to be overcome. The conventional literature’s
depictions notwithstanding, it seems that classical music teachers were not so
uncommon by the very early twentieth century, and social prejudice was present,
but nowhere near the conventional literature’s description. Chapter 6 elucidates
that in practice reformers and hereditary musicians did not form clearly defined
and oppositional groups. Practically speaking, musicians’ alliances depended on
complex combinations of region, ethnicity, local caste community, teaching
lineage, stylistic preference, and personal connections—as well as religion and
the status of heredity. Chapter 7 compares interviewed reformers’ experiential
narratives with formally expressed reform objectives and ideologies. The
experiential stories and reformist discourses exhibit differences in choices of

themes and topics, and the differences appear in consistent patterns. The
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discrepancies warn against interpreting the reform movement solely on the basis
of reformist discourses. Such an interpretation would miss elements that were of
primary importance in participants’ concrete experiences. Reading and hearing
about the past inevitably entails problems of interpreting past discourses with
present conceptions. Chapter 8 considers a few such problems that require
awareness and caution. For instance, the ideas of “Hindu” and “Muslim”
identities had different connotations in the very early twentieth century. Also, the
early twentieth century reformers were not as powerful as their followers seem to
claim—and not as powerful as reform-type musicians are at the beginning of the
twenty-first century. The reformers’ discourse of power does not translate into
their having power. The final Chapter 9 reflects on the concept of micro-history.
So far, I implied that the common historical narratives about the reform (both the
first and second types) are based on the discursive aspects of the reform, rather
than its practices. The difference between the conventional histories of the
reform and the history of reform practices can also be understood as the
difference between macro-history and micro-history. Micro-history purports to
depict history based on individual experiences, history that has many individual
centers rather than single linear subject, and history that is not a unified process
but inevitably has uneven and multifaceted processes. In the course of critiquing
the conventional histories, I hope to have presented a portrayal of the reform that

1s micro-historical.

25



