Chapter Six 

Locating the domestic sphere  
A husband and wife are sitting on a beach.  The wife is complaining about the size of their house and the trouble that this causes her.  “I never thought we would have to buy a new house”, she concludes.  

“Don’t worry about it”, a voice booms.  

“In the centre of Varanasi: the ultra-modern, multi-storeyed Guru Kripa commercial-cum-residential complex

Main attractions are: 

Supermarket, 24 hour water, Deluxe 2 or 3 bedroom flat.  Telephone point and master television antennae.  White marble and mosaic flooring in every flat 

In Sonarpura, Varanasi”.

[An advertisement from the local Siti channel].

Introduction
Emerging on one of the few remaining spaces on the road from Godaulia to BHU, this commercial-cum-residential complex typifies the trends in housing, and the cultures they support, that was the focus of chapter three.  Since this complex was uninhabited and, save lethargic builders, devoid of life, it cannot form more than the opening vignette of this chapter.  Because I lived quite close to this building work I was aware of its presence, but its marketing on local television, sandwiched between commercials for shops selling soft-furnishing for the home, clearly expressed various aspects of ‘the house’ with which this chapter is concerned.  Here was a residential block offering the marble floors that many families I met coveted, telephone and television connections and a handy on-site supermarket.  In other words, the Guru Kripa complex offered communications, comfort, and commercial facilities.  However, to satisfy those like the woman in the advertisement, it also offered more space for an expanding family who had out-grown their home.  

These are some of the themes on which this chapter will enlarge, by seeking to relate household structure, and interior decoration and organisation, to television (as an object and a medium).  As this advertisement suggests, television is implicated in various ways with homes and domesticity: it brings the world into the home, it offers viewers endless pictures of other homes and it is supported by advertisements which are framed around a narrative of domesticity.  In another sense the house, through its inhabitation, becomes a home, its members and their relationships shape the space of their surroundings and television plays an active role in such relationships.  In short, what is the connection between the social organisation of a house, its spaces, and its members?  How does television inform the relationships between members of a household?  To the extent that these questions relate to the home, and the outside, this chapter acts as a bridge between those that preceded it and those that follow it.  

One of the family homes considered in this chapter was rebuilt due to constraints of space similar to those expressed by the women in the advert.  Another is spacious enough for the purposes of those that live in it, and the third is a rather more temporary home all together.  The homes of three families, from various points in the social scale, are described in varying amounts of detail in order to draw out these themes.  No claim is made that these families are necessarily representative within any class, nor that they illustrate the homes of the city from top to bottom, new and old.  There are significant differences and similarities between them, but taken together they provide a suitably broad range of living circumstances and the social and economic relations that inform them.

Only one of the families is a joint family in the sense that I am using that term (see below) and more time is spent illustrating and discussing this family house and its inhabitants than those of the others.  This is because the following chapters will go on to say much more about the joint family and its uses of television, and some preliminary introduction is required.  Furthermore, the developmental cycle of this family and the relations between its members were a crucial factor in the rebuilding and fashioning of their dwelling.  An understanding of the social and economic aspects of the developmental cycle of the family is important in considering how people shape and use the spaces in which they live.  

The last chapter began with the admission that I found access to homes quite difficult to secure in the early stages of my fieldwork.  My expectation had been that television ownership levels would be quite low, and therefore that patterns of access between houses and among neighbours might be quite fluid.  However, it quickly became apparent that televisions were relatively cheap and ownership quite common across a wide social spectrum.  The result, as critics of television were apt to point out, was that life had become ‘home’ centred or house-bound, with people rarely going out. 

This chapter is not concerned with the claims that television lead to the decline of sociality.  It is, however, interested in the social life of homes and keen to think about the house and home-building strategies in the light of television, for in some sense these strategies are refracted through television.  The television screen is one place in which the world is brought inside but this world is, very often, a domestic one.  The most popular genre of programming encountered was family serials (whether comic, tragic or serious) in which the family house was the main arena of action.  In many of these serials, the outside is not itself encountered, but if it is it remains an anonymous foil to the main centre of action: the domestic sphere.  

Television commercials, whether encouraging people to move into the “ultra-modern” complex cited above, or advising on matters of decoration or maintenance are predominantly domestic in tone.  Television is a singularly important disseminator of images of domesticity (Haravolich 1988; Spigel 1990; 1992), which in light of its predominantly domestic mode of consumption is the starting point of this chapter.  This is not to suggest that what follows will illustrate a process of mimesis in which the television guides all things domestic.  Rather my intention is to stress that television, as a household object and as a medium, is enmeshed within the spaces and social relations of the domestic sphere.  This relationship can be historically located in terms of the institutions of television and the on-going developmental cycle of the household. 

The home in the world: some domestic spheres  

None of the houses described below has marble flooring (with mosaic inlay) but one has a 24 hour water supply, telephone and, from the point of view of the inhabitants of the others, would be considered not only spacious but deluxe.  The Das’ home is indeed both of these, but the time that Dr Das spent on minor and major home improvements suggests that, in his mind, there was room for improvement.  
The Das family, of Bengali origin but long resident in the city, live in Shivala, a quarter of the city reputed for its high density of Bengali speakers.  The family head, Dr Das, makes a comfortable living as a medical officer in one of the universities in the city.  He sends his twin daughters to an exclusive English-medium convent school and ensures that they spend their free time constructively, particularly with arts and crafts activities.  His wife, having recently given birth to a son, spends most of her days indoors, though she took to jogging around the courtyard, perhaps inspired by the early morning health shows on television and frequent discussions about weight-loss with her friends. 

Dr Das was my landlord for a year during fieldwork and I lived on the ground floor of their house.  Although social interaction was fairly limited, I became accustomed to hearing the background sounds of television from upstairs blending in with the sounds of the everyday and assumed some familiarity with the organisation of space upstairs.

Their sitting room, always referred to as the ‘drawing room’, is centred towards a wall with a glass-fronted set of built-in shelves, the focus of which is a Phillips television and video player.  In addition to these focal items the vitrine contains many objets d’art; a collection of miniature liqueur bottles collected on trips overseas, an ensemble of cuddly toys made by the twins and their father including Snoopy, Goofy and Mickey Mouse.  Greco-Roman alabaster figures and several photographs complete this medley of decorative items. The room is decorated by various pictures and by the appliqué work characteristic of Rajasthan.  These are the sort of items detailed by Greenough (1996) in his discussion of arts, crafts and displayed tradition.  His account is centred on repertoires of ‘national’ art, though a comment by Mrs Das suggests that there are other sources of decorative influence.  Seeing the interior of a house in a serial on Zee TV, she exclaimed with joy, that the family in this serial “have got the same cushion covers as us”.  

Plate 6: 1.  Birthday celebrations in the Das’ drawing room. 

It is in this room that the family did the majority of their entertaining, whoever their guests might be.  It was here that they had constructed a carefully managed image of their family, and its standing in relation to society.  Meals were sometimes taken in a small room maintained for just this purpose.  Unusually and rather confusingly, knives and forks were provided.  However, my experience of eating with them was one in which the television always impinged.  It was never turned off, and as Dr Das sat controlling what came into the drawing room, guests would have to battle to make their contributions more engaging than those of Zee TV.  It seemed to me that this situation was based on an understanding that a television represents the ultimate in decorative and social heights.

Given that I occupied the ground floor and had the use of a door that opened onto the street I inhabited the section of the house that was most closely linked to the neighbourhood outside.  The Das’ living area was accessible from the courtyard only and the door which led to the staircase upstairs was controlled remotely by a string.  Visitors rang a musical door bell and, once the callers had been identified, a pull on the string opened the door.  The division between outside and interior spaces was thereby policed quite effectively.  This family, like so many others in a similar social position, would often cast aspersions on people on the street.  They feared that the twins would be distracted from their studies and lose the polished Hindi and English that their exclusive and expensive education was imparting.  Their linguistic register might become contaminated by Bhojpuri, the local dialect.  A small garden enabled them to play without leaving the precinct of the home, beyond the security of their parents’ gaze.

Another family I grew to know was Mangal’s.  He represents for many more middle class and aspirant families, like the Das’, the sort of people that make the outside a threatening and unsavoury place.  It often appeared that people in this socially marginal and downtrodden position acted as ‘paradigmatic scum’ in the city, a group against which the ‘morally superior’ could judge themselves and from whom children should be shielded.

I had known Mangal for several months when I saw his family moving with all their belongings on a rickshaw.  Problems with the landlord and rent, were forcing him to return to his parents’ two rooms.  Mangal and his family of five are of Mallah caste (fisherfolk and boatmen) though Mangal has been employed as a chay maker or as a rickshaw puller.  His father and mother have lived in Varanasi since 1973, nearly fifteen years longer than him and it was his landless and ‘futureless’ existence in a village near Calcutta that precipitated his arrival in the city. His mother tongue is Bengali  and his knowledge of Hindi quite limited.    A majority of rickshaw pullers in Varanasi have migrated into the city from outlying regions and tend to group, like their home- owning regional counterparts, on a regional basis. 

Mangal’s family stayed at his parents pro tem when landlords did not oblige with extra time to pay the rent and their two rooms were stretched when they moved in. His parents had imposed greater decorative order on their more permanent abode.  Fading pictures of their parents posing in a Calcutta studio hang alongside images of the Hindu pantheon.  Apart from these photos and ‘God poster’ art, the remainder of their possessions are packed away, methodically stored in plastic bags, wrapped in paper, and sealed in pots under the bed in tin trunks.  

Hanging clothes was the extent of decoration in Mangal’s rooms.  He had a supply of plastic sheeting, used for flooring or to secure a leaking roof, to which loose sacking was added.  Two metal trunks, a selection of cooking equipment and his black and white television and fan was the sum total of his material possessions.  The makeshift nature of his dwellings meant that, as at his parents house, storage and preservation came before aesthetic embellishment and display.  There were no glass-fronted cabinets with plastic elephants or models of famous Indian landmarks, no Rajasthani cushion covers in this dwelling.  

Plate 6: 2. Mangal’s house, his mother is cooking. 

Plate 6: 3.  Mangal’s mother’s home.

More comfortable families often expressed surprise, bordering on disdain, that people like Mangal owned a television set.  It appeared to devalue the status of their own set.  More specifically, to them it suggested the misplaced priorities of the lower class who bought a television when they had little to live on and meagre resources for educating their children let alone feeding them.  What is pertinent is that the rationale Mangal employed for the purchase of a set mirrored that of this disparaging ‘middling sort’ (Freitag 1989b: 178).  Mangal had grown tired of feeling a ‘pinch in his heart’ (dil me kachot aata raha) when his children complained that they did not have a television, and that they had been chased away from houses where they were trying to ‘steal a look’ (dekh lutna).  He had felt a sense of shame, or embarrassment and vowed to buy one.  He persuaded a local hotel owner to part with an old set, and paid the amount off over a number of months.  When a set was installed, he was glad that he could now guarantee that his children would remain at home, and that they would roam around the neighbourhood less than they had.  

As Ossman points out (1994: 57) the television in such lowly settings is one thing that is owned when everything else is shared.  Televisions can afford an element of privacy in living conditions where there is little demarcation of space, and can create a space which is one’s own.  Keeping the volume of the television turned up high, the proximity of other families (with whom arguments were common) could be negated.  Whether the door was open, or a cloth hung in the frame, the television seemed to secure a private space.  Enquiring faces, be they old or young, were not always encouraged.  

These two families do not represent two social extremes in Varanasi.  There are families both richer and poorer.  Another friend and his family, of the same caste, knew of my friendship with Mangal and sought to draw social distance from him and his penniless existence.  The rebuilding of their home inscribed this difference between the two families but, as Keshav was keen to remind me, their fortunes had not always been so comfortable.  Although he was able to confidently assert that his family was “moving forward” (aage ja rahe rahe), this had not always been the case.  

The joint family and aspects of living together 
Keshav Sahni is one of four brothers.  His two younger brothers, Munna and Bharat are unmarried.  He has a son, his elder brother, Harsi, four children.  Keshav’s four sisters are married, although one has returned to her pihar or mayka (natal home) on a semi-permanent basis because of trouble in her marital home.  

The household has had a relationship for several generations with an important family living on the river near the ghat where they moor their boats, and they act as boatmen to this family.  However, the majority of their income is generated by running boat trips down the Ganga for tourists and pilgrims.  Bharat, the youngest brother, runs a tea stall at the ghat, and the women of the household occasionally contribute to the family purse by selling miscellanea at festivals.  In a financial, and other other senses, the family is joint; money is pooled and dispensed by Keshav’s parents.  Which is not to say that money is not a source of friction.  

According to Keshav’s father, disagreement over money, however disagreeable it may be, has one advantage: it presupposes that there is some money over which to squabble.  In what is an indication of the importance of looking at household life in a processual way, Keshav’s father explained that after the death of his own father he was the only breadwinner in a newly partitioned family.  He shared the house with his younger brother and divided out other resources.  But since his sons were still unable to earn a wage he was the sole provider.  Years later, during my fieldwork, he did not feel confident enough to say, like Keshav, that the family was “moving forward” but he was more relaxed about their prospects.  

Seen from a short- or long-term perspective the development of the Sahni household, and the views of some members about it, found expression through the rebuilding of their home.  The building work reflected the needs of the household as it grew in size and the brothers began to get married.  Therefore, the building work was about the family as it was in the present and would be in the future.  But for Keshav, the rebuilding provided a canvas, both literal and metaphorical, onto which he could project some of his ideas about the joint family and his place within it.  The demolition of the Sahni home and its reconstruction captures several aspects of joint family life and provides a space in which a discussion of this institution can be framed.

There is a strong and all-pervading sense that a ‘proper family’ is a joint family, that is, one that consists of more than a husband, wife and children.  Men and women from very different social backgrounds talked of the importance of sons living with their parents and of authority in the household being vested in the senior male and female.  The coexistence of parents and their sons was often contrasted with the British habit of consigning ageing parents to an old peoples’ home.  Underlying the practical organisation and ideology of the Indian joint family are notions of respect, obedience, sharedness and filial piety.  The practical and ideological aspects of the joint family clearly guide each other.  Practically, joint living is considered the most appropriate and secure way to live.  Ideologically, the joint family has immense importance as a symbol of India and its cultural distinctiveness and endurance.  In any range of discussions about what makes India what it is (i.e., ‘great’ or ‘strong’) the joint family is almost certain to feature.  Conversely, discussions of social change and degeneration are likely to include a reference to the faltering family system.  However, on a daily basis, the practical experience of joint family living may differ substantially from what the ideology might suggest.  

For Keshav, obedience and utmost respect for his parents was summed up in an oft- repeated expression: “Obey your parents, then obey God”, in which ‘obey’ was often substituted by ‘worship’.  For the younger members of a joint family, with or without a degree of resistance, submission to seniors (by age or generation), is an accepted part of daily life.  Keshav knew that his father’s reputation was far from shining.  His drink habit was well known locally and resulted in criticism of the family.  However, his elder brother Harsi was a big drinker too and it is around this habit that issues of respect, obedience and financial contributions to the household purse came into relief.  This drinking caused Keshav to question the practice and ideology of the joint family, and drew a response that accented his conjugal bonds.   

Given Keshav’s comments about the need to respect one’s parents it is unsurprising that he made only the softest of criticism about his father’s habit.  His most stringent criticisms were directed at Harsi, with whom he had quite a strained relationship.  Parry (1979: 161) notes that the relationship between elder and younger son is highly asymmetrical.  In my experience this may be so, although it was rarely as obviously unequal and tense as in this family.  For Keshav, the primary result of Harsi’s drinking was the stark differentials in what each brother contributed to the family purse.  What Harsi earned seemed to go on drink, and after drinking he slept under the nearest tree.  His lack of participation in providing for the family (and four of the five young children were his) led to serious rows and sometimes violence.  As Keshav saw it, there was nothing joint about the contributions when his youngest brother often put into the family purse far larger amounts than Harsi.  

This scenario drove home to Keshav that the things he aspired to provide for his son were contingent on the grace of his entire family.  Keshav was determined to send his son to an English medium school, to help him acquire government or private ‘service’.  He was adamant that his son would not be a boatman like himself but a Police Inspector or clerk.  However, he always added to such a blueprint for the future that there was little hope of saving the money required when he had to carry the entire family on his shoulders.

People try to see the good of the joint family as coterminous with their own interests, but Keshav often questioned whether, in his joint family, this was the case.  His frequent polemics about aspects of his joint family life highlight a general tension between, in the terminology of Rousseau, the general will and the will of all.  The former, which considers only the common interest and the latter, which is the sum of private interests, strikes at the heart of what many see as an undeniable tension in joint family life.  The ideology of the joint family stresses a general will, but practically there are tensions between conflicting claims to resources or authority.  What marks the joint family as of such importance is this relationship between the ideological pre-eminence of the idea of a common good and the practical reality of individual interests.   

For Keshav, as for so many others, the joint family has an undeniable logic.  As a living strategy it is, as one money-minded bank clerk put it, “an insurance policy against unemployment, poverty and hunger”.  As an ideology, whatever problems are experienced at a practical level, it is seen as the only way family members can each fulfil their potential and secure the well being of all.  So it might be said that whilst the joint family provides security, company and interdependence it also entails a corresponding lack of autonomy, space and privacy.

This begs the question, what is meant by the term ‘joint family’.  Given the strength of the institution as a cultural ideal and the considerable definitional debates amongst scholars, it can be said that the symbolic meaning is somewhat clearer than that of the definition.  Shah views “residential unity of patrikin and their wives” as the axiomatic principle of the joint family (1974: 16).  Here the stress is clearly on residence, but from the perspective of Varanasi my experience was that males who had strong links with their extended family in villages, especially those that owned property in their ancestral village, were apt to include themselves within this wider, though geographically dispersed entity.  Clearly, as Parry argues, the joint family as a property-holding group is different from a joint household as a residential group which uses a single hearth (chulha), pools income and shares other living expenses (1979: 156).  The Gupta brothers, whose acrimonious partition had dragged through the courts for years, had divided their house, quite literally, down the middle, and a new flight of stairs granted separate access to each side of the house.  Although contact between the two brothers was limited, children watching television ‘next door’ acted as go-betweens.  According to Shah’s definition they might be viewed as a joint, if rather attenuated, family.  After years of legal dispute the brothers would not have agreed with such a label. 

However, another joint family stressed that they were joint (sanyukt), but kept their incomes separate and all the brothers and their offspring ate food prepared by their own wives.  Joint in their sense meant residential unity of brothers and shared responsibility for their widowed mother.  Close by, a household of four brothers constituted, by their reckoning, a joint family but beyond operating as a commensal unit they kept their lives spatially and financially independent.  A common statement about the joint family, which again indicates the tenacity of the ideal in the face of practical circumstances, was the suggestion that a family remains joint even though employment requires sons to live away from the family home.  Sometimes, the wives and offspring of these temporary economic migrants remained at their husband’s home, others moved away with their husbands.  The ideal was not seen as compromised nor was the situation seen as permanent.  All these families were keen to stress that they lived as a joint family though if we are to follow a single definition not all would be so classified.  The ideological pre-eminence of the joint family, as standard or ideal, results in most families claiming that theirs is a joint family.  

If a joint family need not imply commensality, a single hearth, co-residence of brothers or pooled financial resources how might we distinguish this institution in a practical sense?  Shah’s formulation about “residential unity of patrikin” is, to my mind, a good place to start.  Added to this might be the idea that the joint family stretches over three generations (cf.  Madan 1993: 421).  The former indicates that we are not dealing with a nuclear (or elementary) family (cf.  Shah 1974: 107) since brothers and their wives are co-resident.  The idea of three generations, although three generations are clearly possible within what might be called an elementary family, is important because it links to ideas about the nature of life in the family (cultural transmission, education, filial piety, and edification through sanskaras) which are seen as crucial aspects of living together.  It also leads us to see the household in terms of its developmental cycle (Fortes 1958).

When Keshav’s grandfather died, a three-generation house of two brothers, their wives and children, who had pooled income and acted as a commensal unit within a single house, partitioned.  The house was physically divided, separate hearths (chulha) established and the two units each became two generation households.  It is a moot point whether these brothers still referred to their living circumstances as joint in any sense since there was considerable tension between them.  However, within a matter of years Harsi and Keshav were married and had children.  Three generations were co-present within a single household and residential unity of patrikin was restored.  

Therefore families observed within the time frame of a single period of fieldwork can appear to be elementary or joint.  But from a diachronic perspective they are moving through phases of “expansions, dispersion and replacement” (Fortes 1958: 4).  Several families I knew could be categorised as joint, but at a later date would be elementary, or vice versa.  Two points should be made in this regard.  Whatever the definition of joint family employed, and its primacy in ideas about how families should live together, it is generally accepted that it does not remain joint forever.  As Madan puts it: “the partition of a complex household with two or more brothers in the senior generation is as much a fact of Hindu society as the existence of the cultural ideal of the so-called large joint family” (1993: 421) and Parry makes a very similar point (1979: 178).  What neither stresses is whatever the size and structure of the joint family at one point in time, be it in a stage of dispersion or replacement, the ideology endures.  The second, related point, is that given this ideological pre-eminence, we need to remain flexible in the question of definition.   

One further approach to this definitional problem, suggested by Desai (in Madan 1993: 430), is to consider jointness in terms of daily practice and activities be these culinary, financial, administrative or televisual.  Certainly an approach which employs relatively fluid indices of jointness does not allow for strict classification of household types such as that prepared by Parry (1979).  However, it does enable a qualitative approach to novel definitions and forces implicated in peoples’ conceptualisations of the joint family.  For the purposes of this work this seems important, for as Gita Srivastav (whom we meet below) put it: “Nowadays the joint family has come to mean those people that sit down in front of a television”.  Drawing some parallels and contrasts between the chulha and the television(s) we will see in the following chapters that ideas about the joint family and television have an interesting relationship.  What might also be considered is the importance of household space in the production, or evaluation of jointness, and it is to the rebuilding of the Sahni home that we return.  

Rebuilding a home

The rebuilding of Keshav’s side of the house which had been physically partitioned by his father and chacha (FyB) was an expression of the phases of replacement and expansion of his family.  As Keshav and Harsi had children, and their younger brothers both reached marriageable age, there were increasing demands for space.  The new house not only reflected this increase in family size but also its structure (i.e., more conjugal units).  From Keshav’s perspective it also gave expression to the inter-family tensions that he so keenly felt.  
The old home had been two storeys and a largely unsegregated space.  The ground floor had consisted of two rooms: one a kitchen, the other a general family room for sleeping, eating and daily living.  A bamboo ladder led upstairs to a roof terrace, partially covered from the sun.  The work was done by all the brothers, three hired labourers and some affinal kin offered consultative assistance.  The new house rose to a great height, providing a ground, first and roof-top second floor.  This upper level will itself be built on to provide further room when the younger sons are married and resources allow.  

The obvious contrast between this new building, and that which it replaced, was of more highly segregated space, which was organised around a central light giving shaft (roshandan) and the provision of separate bedrooms.  On the ground floor, the front room became the parents’ room, the back room that of Bharat and Munna.  On the first floor, Keshav and his brother took the back and front rooms respectively, and the stairs led to the roof and kitchen.  Two aspects of the house, both indicative of a certain privatisation were pointed out.  The first was the two latrines.  Defecation is a topic widely discussed by men and the pleasures of performing this bodily function outside form a major aspect of local discourse (Kumar 1988: 89): Keshav would often say that a Banarsi needs one square kilometre to relieve himself satisfactorily.  After a year of having latrines, Keshav said that it was the women of the house who most appreciated this innovation but that the men were happier going outside (bahar).  Secondly, the space which each married brother received, or would receive was pointed out.  Keshav represented this in terms of segregation, (sab alag ho gaya, it’s all become separate), because his new room would allow him a space in which to define a part of the house in contradistinction to that which he had to share with his elder brother.  

The family moved back into the house long before the insides were finished.  Money had run dry quicker than anticipated and internal decoration was put on hold.  One ceremony, ostensibly a birthday party for Keshav’s son, Ajay, was held soon after which marked its completion.  A rendition of Happy Birthday was followed by the popping of balloons.  Loud music blared out around the neighbourhood and fortified by Old Monk rum we went outside to dance in the street.  The façade of the house had been decorated in fairy lights and neighbours gathered to watch the proceedings.  They were invited to comment on the new house and enjoined to dance.  

This ‘topping-off’ ceremony presented the house of a family “going forward” to the local neighbourhood.  However, it was the presentation of the internal space to me by Keshav that seemed more significant.  Whilst space for the entire family had been the prime incentive behind the reconstruction of the house, Keshav’s comments on the result of the building work reflected his own ideas about why it had been necessary and what he had gained from it.  Conflict had necessitated it, conjugality would benefit from it.  

As Keshav showed me around a room that was still to be plastered and contained just the barest decoration, he listed on his hand the objects and accessories that he would need to complete the room.  First, he wanted some new curtains that would hang in the window facing Harsi’s room.  Secondly, he expressed the need for a cooler (a rudimentary air-conditioning unit) even though he did not have a ceiling, or even a table fan.  Finally, and most significantly, for a member of a household that did not own a television, he said he wanted his own set.  He added, by way of explanation: “The Pandey family [next door] have four sons and five televisions”.  This wish list of decorations and objects marked his desire to create a room that his wife and he could truly make their own.  It would signify not only his distinction from the rest of the family but would objectify his productive labours (Gell 1986: 115), which he saw (with some justification) as greater than those of other family members.  Although his consumption desires were of a ‘middling sort’ and drew on his knowledge of other houses and bedrooms, seen in friends’ houses and on television, they were not just about aspirations but achievements (ibid.).

The room clearly meant something important to Keshav.  The drinking issue which brought financial matters, and thus jointness to the fore, was reframed in terms of space apart from his brother.  The space was then seen in terms of conjugality.  This stress on conjugality was both an emotional and financial concern: the space could be inscribed (through personal decoration) as one for him and his wife, in which their interests could be distinguished from those of the remainder of the family.  The new room expressed quite physically, the discontinuity between conjugality and jointness.  The conjugal television, as we shall see in a later chapter, would be one object that could express even more clearly a space for the enhancement of conjugal bonds.  

Plate 6: 4.  Keshav, Rita and Ajay in their bedroom.

Keshav’s oft-repeated desire to have a honeymoon in a hill station may be construed, like his rather unusual references to his love for his wife, as filmi influence laid bare for the benefit of a foreign friend.  However, I would suggest that his comments about the need to define his room in distinction to those of the family, and his desire to re-enact the celebration of their marriage in a romantic hill station, indicate an emergent tendency to stress conjugality.  As one observer has put it: “there is one change in interpersonal relations within the family predicted by the ‘modernization’ model which does appear to be confirmed empirically...this is a new and more positive value given to the conjugal relationship, and to the idea of conjugal ‘love’” (Uberoi 1993: 392).  What his new room allowed him to do was express this more powerfully than had ever been possible before.  In sum, the Sahni’s new house expressed the developmental cycle of the family, relations between its members and increasing socio-economic stability.  Their new home was a restatement of their changing relation to society. 

Home and society
The home is an image...of the household and of the household’s relation to society

(Hayden, cited in Haravolich 1988: 43).

A birthday party
 for Dr Das’ twin daughters provided a window onto their mobile aspirations and an insight into bourgeois life in the city.  For with the birthday festivities over, and the children sent to another room to play, Dr Das appeared with a box containing a variety of home care products.  Produced by a Swiss company and introduced as of ‘international quality’ these polishes, sprays, detergents and cleaners formed the basis of a home-selling pyramid.

Dr Das was not attempting to sell the products themselves, but rather the concept of home-selling, to his friends’ wives.  He suggested that they might phone up some friends, prepare snacks and tea, demonstrate the efficacy of the products and make some sales.  Underwritten by a similar philosophy to that of the Tupperware party, these cleaning products would provide an avenue for increased sociability and allow women to contribute financially to the household purse.  Dr Das demonstrated the glass cleaner on the vitrine and the washing-up liquid on a dish, but the guests were still unclear who would buy such expensive cleaning products, for Rs.  80 was a lot to spend on something which was to replace coconut husk or ash for cleaning the dishes.  Expensive they may be, he agreed, but those willing to spend such an amount were those who able to throw off the Indian mentality of buying the cheapest thing available.  The social group who would buy such items were the ‘gentry’ he argued (using the English word), and the assembled guests seemed to agree.

Who then are the gentry and did those present belong to this group?  I for one was momentarily confused having heard the term applied to the amorphous mass of men on the street, crowds, good-for-nothings chewing pan and harassing women.  The word gentry was usually applied with negative connotations, “the gentry in Varanasi is no good”.  Less commonly, in more genteel circles, gentry referred to people of high social standing, usually a position accorded in economic terms.  It became clear which of these disparate categories was being invoked, for since the imagined purchasers among the gentry would have to be approached through social networks, this gathering was including itself within this more hallowed meaning of the term.  

The word gentry, like ‘drawing room’, always stuck out in conversations more than other English words.  ‘Drawing room’ was more frequently used than ‘gentry’ and had a more agreed upon meaning.  On the whole it signified a room whose sole purpose was the reception of guests, but often was applied, as in the Das’ home, to what others might have called a sitting room.  Therefore, in some homes it marked out a space without a television, whilst in others it implied a ‘reception room’, even if the room’s actual use was not solely for receiving guests.  

‘Drawing room’, whatever the certain incongruity of the term and whatever the social milieu in which it was employed, clung tenaciously to the meaning it emerged with in English in the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: that room in the house which serves society not the family, the public face of a private sphere (cf.  Habermas 1989: 45).  Whatever the social differences, of which there were many, between those using the term drawing room, all had in common a household space that could be used for the entertainment of others, not just themselves.  Many of those who had a ‘drawing room’ kept their television out of this room and placed it in a dedicated room or a common household space.  Underlying the existence of a ‘television free’ space are certain ideas about television as cultural form and object, and about hospitality and sociability.  

Given that the space labelled ‘drawing room’ was one frequently devoid of television, where there was a set present a clash of ideas arose.  The complaints about declining sociability referred to above found expression in the comment that visits to peoples’ houses now required forethought.  What would they be watching and more importantly would this be so important to them that they would make their guests wait.  “Why should we compete with their favourite serial?”, people asked.  The normative position of a guest as God became agonisingly confused when, making a house call, a guest’s presence was overwhelmed by that of the television, that other unruly ‘guest’.  

My visits to houses usually involved water, tea, snacks, more snacks and sometime pan called for from outside.  I sometimes (unreasonably) resented this overbearing ‘indigestible hospitality’, but quickly discovered that my early impression of families were themselves flavoured by the speed with which refreshments arrived and the quantity.  Given my research interests, I hoped that the television would remain switched on, and often it did, but I realised that this resulted in less conversation.  Consequently, I came to understand what people might be getting at when they complained about television competing against their conversation.  There was a friction between the television, the room, and the form of behaviour expected.  Two evaluations about the use of television and the importance of guests came into uneasy contact.  

It can be argued that the presence of the television produces a misfit between ideas about household space and sociability.  In a room like that of the Das’, in which the action on Zee TV was a constant background to their socialising, a similar difficulty arises.  Guests do not know where to focus their attention, eyes drift between the television and the people in the room, and the channels are changed mid-conversation.  

In respect of television this problem is not confined to those that keep a ‘reception room’ and choose to put a television set in it.  However, it is in a space such as this where a friction is most detectable and where understood conventions become misunderstood.  Complaints about the interference of television in previously understood social contexts might be understood in terms of nostalgia, but they might also be seen as mismatches between ideas about the value of television and when, or when not, the television should be watched.  It is the ‘drawing rooms’ of families such as the Das’ where the place given to television most obviously conflicts with ideas of sociality and creates social confusion.

Television in its place

In light of this discussion it might be useful to adopt the position of Leal (1990) that the place of television in people’s homes, and in their lives, are intimately connected.  Keshav wanted a set to put in his bedroom, Mangal had little choice as to where his set was placed and his set was put where it could be connected to the electricity outside.  His parents would often move their set so that the maximum number of people could watch it, especially for the Sunday morning mythological.  At other times it was moved to the interior so that viewing became more of a family affair.  Others have their set in the bedroom, which becomes the locus for their viewing, many families have more than one set and much of the house represents a televisual space in some form.  In all these houses televisions have their place.  The relationship between the house, its members and their television, illustrates the complexity of the television, as a medium and household object

Leal’s argument is important because it explores what people think about television and how they think others may view their evaluation of the set.  There are Brazilian working class families who position their set so that it can be seen from outside the house, there are middle-class households who put their set in a back room, away from their reception room.  However, the question is more complex than her account suggests.  She argues that these working class families, because they display their sets and surround them with a medley of decorative items are ‘enchanted’ by the modernity that the set represents.  Conversely, the middle class, with a dedicated (but hidden) television room are shown to be disenchanted by their set, concerned to relegate it to an unseen quarter of their home.  For the middle-class, she argues, it is just another household item, albeit one that should be marginalised.  There is much to commend this argument, but to my mind there is considerably more to the problem than this.

Little attention is given to the question of actually available space, to the social organisation of the household and television viewing within it.  Moreover, evaluations of television as household object and medium are, in the context of Varanasi, considerably more complex than is apparently the case in Brazil.  In other words, cultural evaluations of television are crucial, and the significant differences and similarity between different social classes on this issue suggest that an ‘enchanted’ or ‘disenchanted’ opposition makes less sense in this particular setting.  In a sense, I sometime felt, to use her vocabulary, that the middle class were much more enchanted by the television than the so-called ‘lower orders’.

There were other rooms in Dr Das’ home where the television could have been placed, but none would have allowed the television to have been mounted in the vitrine.  It might have been put in a bedroom or, for television dinners, in their dining room.  Significantly, these other rooms would have allowed for the television to be a more private medium and less visible to house guests.  Indeed, contra Leal, it could be argued that where there are alternative spaces in which to put the set its placement becomes all the more open to interpretation because there is scope for choice.  Mangal may, or may not, evaluate his set in a similar way to Dr Das, but he has little choice about where to put it.  Given his extra rooms, Dr Das’ decision to mount the set, on display, in the most public room of the house seems more significant than Mangal’s requirement to put it where it can be attached to the passing electricity cable.  

In some houses, especially in and around BHU, there was no television in the reception room but a music system, tapes, books.  Therefore the task of entertaining guests was never inhibited by the television and the other more ‘cultural’ objects might be evaluated in terms of a refinement that would not adhere to a television set.  An exiled set, by its absence, could suggest a relegation of television watching to low priority in the house.  Those like the Das’ were employing different understandings of the importance of the television that drew on different social and cultural distinctions of taste (Bourdieu 1984).  In a city in which people are keen to stress the importance of education over entertainment, and where the word culture usually refers to ‘high’ as opposed to ‘pop’ culture, the absence or presence of a television could strengthen or weaken their claims on these issues.  

Of course, the repertoires on which people draw to make such distinctions, and to evaluate the decision of others in these matters, are themselves dependent on educational and class factors.  The ‘middling sort’, to which the Das’ so resolutely belong, refer to their social universe as a ‘social circle’ or just ‘circle’, in which others’ distinctions clearly flow into one’s own.  The discussion that the assembled guests had about the cleaning products was of this nature: “what sort of people will use these?”, they asked.  Discussion about cushion covers, drapes for the sofa and other items for the home all seek to establish what sort of shop, what sort of price and, most importantly, what sort of people might have them.  The term circle reflects what might be quite a restricted social group whose repertoires of taste are a shared but limited resource.  The importance of television, especially satellite, is that it opens up the home to a wider range of ideas about the home and domesticity.  The advertisements and the domestic settings of tele-dramas, as Mrs Das’ comment suggested, provide a means for the evaluation of what one has (“cushion covers”), and what might also be desirable.  The point, pace Greenough (1996), is that such a televisual repertoire contains non-local designs and objects, it is of trans-national not always ‘national’ or ‘folk’ origin. 

The positioning of a television can also reflect what people watch, when and with whom, i.e., the social organisation of viewing.  Very often television sets were located in bedrooms, and this was not just the case with dowry sets, but also in smaller flats where a sitting room was available.  It was often the case that where a family had two sets, the cable-connected set was in the bedroom, and the other ‘terrestrial only’ television was in the sitting room.  The former television was watched by children supervised by adults, the latter afforded more generalised access.  A television set placed in what appears to be a shared family space might not necessarily precipitate a homologous equality in viewing access, in fact it may restrict access quite completely for certain junior members of the household, such as daughters-in-law.

Thus a further refinement to Leal’s position, which will be explored in more depth over the course of the following two chapters, is that regard should be given to the position of the television in relation to the social organisation of the household.  Class, as Leal’s account suggests, is important (although more complex than her analysis submits) in considering where people put their televisions.  But to focus on this, to the exclusion of other factors, creates a rather one dimensional perspective.  The following chapter argues that the social context of the household, in particular the relative social identities of its members, is crucial in decisions about where the television is placed and who watches it with whom.  

By looking at some advertisements for television from a thirteen year period (1984-97) it will be suggested that televisions may still represent status symbols that people want to display, but that they might also be seen in terms of their place in relations between people.  Therefore, although the aesthetics and placement of television sets remains an indication of their evaluation and use, televisions might usefully be considered as markers of relationships not just status.  

Televisions: from status to relations
A newspaper advertisement in the period of television’s arrival (1984) in Varanasi featured a farmer, surveying the sitting room of another.  He says to his friend: “Wah!  How stunning!  That’s an amazing colour television in your house”, to which the reply comes, “I have no interest in second rate or flimsy (halka) things, therefore in my fields too I spread the best, Nirmada Urea”.  A television set, as this advertisement for an agricultural product attests, was a staple image of the ideal home long before most could even afford one.  This farmer must surely have been a beneficiary of the Green revolution because, as Rajagopal notes, at the time of the Asian games (1982) even a black and white television cost two or three times a middle class salary (1993: 96).  

To continue with an agricultural comparison, television sets are relatively cheap nowadays, and when their prices are compared to staple foodstuffs such as wheat and dal (lentils) between 1984 and 1997, they are 10% cheaper and the foodstuffs 240% and 300% more expensive
.  Clearly there are technological and political changes in this period which have allowed televisions to become cheaper in comparative terms; what is more pertinent is that television is not a reserve of the wealthy.  Higher levels of purchasing have allowed a second hand market in monochrome sets to develop (no such market yet exists for colour sets), so that those who are unable to purchase new can still afford a television.  Shopkeepers in the city report that the market in the city is almost saturated and that the majority of their customers are villagers from the hinterlands of Varanasi.  For the city dwellers, they say, upgrades to a colour set or dowry televisions are more common than first-time purchases.

A woman, recounting the scenes in her house on the day of Indira Gandhi’s funeral, noted the enthusiasm, and envy, with which people greeted her colour set because they were both expensive and uncommon at this time.  Colour televisions are still considerably more expensive than monochrome models and much more likely to be valued as status-bearing objects.  Televisions are a common sight and invariably draw little comment, although those who had recently purchased their first set, or replaced an ailing one with a colour model, drew attention to this.  Almost by way of complaint, since increased ownership devalued their possession, many householders suggested that everyone has a television nowadays: “even rickshaw wallahs own them” [i.e., the likes of Mangal] or “even the milkman [a Yadav] has one”.  In this environment, to deny the existence or importance of a household set seemed to be one powerful way in which to use television as a marker of status. 

Even if, in the early days, television sets were status symbols they were also unknown technologies.  The special supplement on the day of the inauguration was full of advice about how to watch (not in the dark and not too close) and ways to care for and protect the set.  The illustration (overleaf) shows an early set, which, with its “cute and curvacious [sic] design” negates the technological conditions of its production.  The emphasis on shape over technology renders an unfamiliar object one that can be an attractive feature of the living room.  With its glamorous cabinet and turned wooden legs, it can be a television or an attractive addition to the sitting room; either way it is a becoming piece of furniture.  When a television was a relatively unknown item, its design had to render it capable of sitting easily within the ‘drawing rooms’ of its owners.  The attraction of the ‘cute and curvacious’ set was that an unfamiliar technology was domesticated by being placed in a glamorous shuttered cabinet.

Shutters are rarely seen on sets nowadays, except on one model produced by an Indian company, which to my mind seemed consciously ‘retro’ in its styling.  These early shuttered sets, now replaced by more contemporary designs, have a range of uses in the household. 

In Kailashnath Pandey’s house an old television has been transformed into the locus of household worship.  The images of Ganesh, Lakshmi and other deities, and assorted miscellanea for worship have been placed within the cabinet and the shutters removed to ensure constant darshan.  

In the Mishra household, a large television cabinet, now devoid of the set, has been transformed into the focus for a different sort of devotion.  The photo of a recently deceased son has been placed in the cabinet.  Appreciating the way in which this glass fronted object draws all eyes towards it, this family have employed the visual magnetism of the object to ensure the continued presence of their loved-one in the life of the household.

[image: image1.jpg]‘" R iy i ted o ) ey O, PO B AR -
m;m f’;’, ,.m’:iﬁﬁ el gz e TR <t WRAfeT e @ 2o iy
T 2 3 ok R #1598 gy ¢ TR AW Py )
o ot A o i o afto férg srirg g
vt e I F H0 afto % atfirega virew
e ST AU AT ?

R

ferian ?k-a»caﬁmmﬁ
B 3 At g i 3 e a

A e e s e g v
T, R4 SR (0.) | IRV e {2 e A hea T @)
it Prvefrre v R o TR s R W 4 B O o () 3
VR ST O T O S 0 T4 S R B, s o o o
T § R i @ Ak A 3 9 T SRR (3 e vt S 15, et
T v R S A st e iR AR ST v e A
W T e S pwrl\admw\i'ﬁ{r&uaﬂhnﬁwm
% i T 0 S % 19 359 £ AR A et v 703 et Pt

W T Rl A R FER i ) Pk
Reel, 2 R (%) 1 T W 1 3w W aal:tiﬁﬂmwhhl T
% 338 26 S AR A Ao A R

IS e A st s amh o8 : ‘ : i

) ﬁa‘ \:nﬁa e w4 Rront et x — k
e e, 100 5L | (el comes  Prime _ Minister’ Mrs, Indina;
i gemenamitre | Gandhi on her arrival at Varanasi on the
Occasion - of Inauguration of T. V. Centre,

T g 2 0 s {fw R st ww P
[ HIHT gedl TR A5 qo W w

srrevia. T 1 PO ST 4 s
Seuanela ol tiorinidonidiod
o o el i Ty T B T B s s sy
o 7 1 320 svvare o s e
. TS A

ST ST, T Series
AT FHaTE ARG

T (@0, 4 T

1 to Bl [ s | O R AR T o TR T
1 Ml R O TRt e 33490 v s s

33 au w0 T el w3 el 3w R e 3w
w3 S P B e e g e w4

Sanjay was no doubt the
in history. Was he a

asked, “Tell me, O Sanjay ! Desirous of battl
Pandavas are doing ?* And Sanjay des d the epi
ftwo e o b ol
. FOR YOU A? iE
epics il

Voo saiiacion,
Tl TR AR o) wd v wiw Ry S ~ \

A 1 TR 7R e o ; %

73 5 i s e

1 81 T 7 v FTTGR 2Rt R0
L
et v v &
wd AR (R, T4
T T R (L )1 v e
e Pl kol
ot e e PR o
o 8 ot o TP R 9

&
AT T YAt e .
AR, 3 T ()1 e first built in
il Skl TS sl i 4 coloured screen- g
R S 2 e v s v o e £ . cum-shutter § e

A T i
T NG wAd

T gt

' ST (3.) 1 %W (5) %
T A o
A e o: e Y
R R T v A

shutter” R T

7 1 g o Super Star

1w e §) CANON ELI ONICS . 178,
T TR firet o :.mfn?;ﬁ";«"": :\ﬂ..g.'.'.
X, 2 (31 s, T001. 116585 TR

A w A

2 £
e fired 82201 o

crat




Plate 6: 5.  India’s first built in coloured screen-cum-shuttered TV set.  

The shift, from television sets styled as furniture and regarded as attractive for this reason, to more ‘modern’ looking objects is a shift that reflects changes in the media institutions in which sets are implicated, and their place within the household.  Wood is out, matt black plastic in; feminine curvaceous form no longer cute, straight lines more manly.  Television remains hotly debated, but the nature of its actual technological construction no longer needs be concealed in a wooden cabinet.  The emphasis now is on an array of features and bewildering accounts of technological specification.  

The institutions in which technologies exist are continuously open to change and technologies can reveal these shifts.  A television must now be ‘cable ready’ to perform in a mulit-channel environment, and a set that receives cable television might also need the ‘child lock’ which is a common feature and a strong selling point on contemporary sets.  The control of viewing which could be achieved by closing the shutters is now achieved through other means.  Since the introduction of what are often regarded as inappropriate channels ‘invaded’ the set, child locks have become an important marketing tool for companies unwilling to allow parental concern over content to dent their sales figures.  The need for child-locks also suggests that children are now technologically literate and that it is only through such devices that parents can control their television viewing. 

Televisions that are no longer in use as communication technologies are likely to be the first sets that a household possessed.  Mechanical failure, or the resources enabling the purchase of an additional, or colour set, may have led to this original set becoming freed for use by a small unit within the household, or turned into an entirely different household object.  The marriage of a son might have precipitated the arrival of an additional set, or the dowry of a daughter the departure of one.  Over time, and as the number of sets increases, the household becomes a more complex media space.  The biography of a set can be related to the developmental cycle of the domestic group (cf.  Fortes 1958).  The phases of “expansion, dispersion and replacement” in which television sets break down, are given or received in dowry or a simply added to, suggests one strict parallel that can be drawn.  

We might more fruitfully consider the movements, and uses of sets, in terms of these phases within the household and by so doing relate household structure, size (and spaces) to the place of television in the house and the practices of viewing within it.  Televisions may represent important markers of socio-economic status, but as they have become more familiar objects within the household they have also begun to mark out relations between people.  This argument will be developed over the following chapters but, for now, we should consider some advertisements which cast more light on the idea that televisions, as markers of relationships between people, can support the transformation or substantiation of status relations. 
Three newspaper advertisements, for the Onida brand of televisions, suggests some of the ways in which televisions are implicated in relationships between members of the family.  They also pinpoint some crucial televisual relationships which later chapters explore in more detail. 

In a picture of a husband and wife sitting at home, the mother is knitting and their daughter, sporting a smart salweer kamiz ‘suit’ and wearing high heels is heading out of the house.  The caption reads: 

Do you need to be rescued from the view of those at home?  Do you need to get out?  Turn on the Onida B&W and what is difficult becomes easy.  

“Do you need to shut up your garrulous sas (HM)?”, asks an exasperated daughter-in-law (bahu).  Turn on the Onida B&W.  Chatter stops.  

A young boy stands by his father, clutching a report card and looking concerned.  

Do you need to get your daddy (dadi) to sign you report card?  

Don’t worry.  Just make sure you turn the Onida B&W on first.  

(Aaj x.  1993)
.

However, a vestige of the status implications has returned to some Onida advertisements of the following year (Aaj 7. xi. 94) which begins: “A question of honour...there is no other TV like it, take away a magnificent Onida set at this price.  There’ll be celebration in your home and gossip from the neighbours”.  The advertisement ends by equating the best picture and clear sound with the “pride of the family” (khandani shaan ki).  

This evokes a “keeping up with the Pandeys” appeal to consumption and we have seen that for Keshav a sense of deprivation, of not having what others around him have, was one reason behind his desire to own a set.  But the tendency seems to be, as the earlier range of adverts showed, to highlight the place of television within intra-familial relations.  For Keshav, who wanted a set to enhance a conjugal space in opposition to household space, the television would be an element in a decorative repertoire but also reflected household relations. 

These Onida examples seem to stress distraction and the transformation of relationships through television: turn on the television and your father no longer retains the role of father whose critical eye on the report card is to be feared; shut up your mother-in-law by switching on the television.  In this sense they mark a change from earlier newspaper commentary and advertisements, which stressed family unity in front of the set and therefore the entrenchment of family relations through shared viewing.  However, they can also be read as expressive of rather more expected roles in the household.  The image of a daughter-in-law turning on the television, or performing any other task, at her mother-in-law’s request is quite familiar.  Similarly, the son with the report card might expect to hear his father say “turn on the television”.  As we will see over the course of the following two chapters, television viewing, as the mixed evidence of these advertisements suggests, allows for both the reiteration and partial transformation of household relationships.  

The woman who told me that television had become “another member” of her family was making a similar point.  This reflection on the television’s position within the domestic sphere precipitated an anthropomorphism because, as she saw it, like any other member of her family the television was part of a web of sociality and was as implicated in this as any other household member.  Televisions are not watched in a social vacuum and they do not sit in household spaces which are devoid of people and their attempts to mould their living spaces.  They are placed quite intentionally in some rooms rather than others (if there are rooms to choose from) and their positioning reflects and informs the ways in which it is watched.  The location of a television in the house certainly speaks of its importance in its owners’ lives, but it also impacts on its potential to inform the relationships of those that view (or do not view) it.   Keshav’s desire for a ‘conjugal set’ in his bedroom, that would exclude his elder brother (his wife’s jeth, HeB, a relation of avoidance), was an acknowledgement of the ways in which television, as aesthetic object and household medium, is highly implicated in relations between people.  Clearly, advertisements do not tell us all the story but they do sometimes capture something pertinent about a object or product.  These Onida advertisements, by grasping the sociality of viewing, provide a good starting point for the following chapters. 

�








�Most people I spoke to on the subject considered that birthday parties were a relatively new phenomenon, that had emerged with force as gift shoppes [sic] selling Hallmark cards arrived in the city.  ‘Traditionally’ birthdays are not celebrated, for while astrology relies on exact knowledge of birth date and time, it does not enjoin people to celebrate this annually.  Valentines Day is also observed as a new ‘festival’ and one, in a city with so many students, which is exceedingly popular.  


�Prices were taken from advertisements in Aaj in 1984 and from the daily market prices published in the paper.  


�I conducted a thirteen year survey of the local paper Aaj for the month of October.  It was necessary to chose a single month due to constraints of time and October, because it is a time of several festivals and related marketing activity, seemed a suitable month for my purposes.  
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