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Germanindologistengagementith India, aswe haveshownin arecentbook}
tendsoverwhelminglyto be framedin termsof acritique of Brahmanisnt.These
criticismsrangefrom accusingBrahmansof arroganceandsophistryto corrupt
ing the moralsof the Indiansandkeepingthemin a stateof permanentntellec
tual immaturity* The reasongor a critique of Brahmanisnt,andfor the German
obsessiorwith Brahmansyequirefurther inquiry.® So-called critical scholarship
doesnot simply supersedéraditionalknowledge but remainslockedin a strug
gle with it.” Further,thereis evidencethat Indologistswerereplicatingthe same
structureof poweranddiscourseasthey claimedto critique: WesternOrientat
ist scholarshipwas not the alternativeto Brahmanism(as Indologistsclaimed),
but in fact its usurperand dispossessdrAmong the many sources for the
German critique, the work of the Indologist Richard Karl von Garbe
(1857%1927) offers a lucid example of German anti-Brahmanic sentiments.
Therefore taking his 1894romana clef TheRedemptiormf the Brahmari® asour
starting point, we shall trace Germanattitudestowards Brahmanismand see
whattheseattitudesrevealaboutindology and,beyondthat, aboutthe encounter
betweerindiaandGermanyitself.

In search of the Orient

On the deathof his teacher Rudolf von Roth, Garbebecamethe seniorscholar
of Sanskritstudiesin Germany.Garbehad gainedhis PhD underRothin 1876
and taughtfrom 1878to 1894 in Konigberg.On Roths deathin 1895, Garbe
was appointedto his chair in Tlbingen.Oneyear prior to his appointmenthe
had publishedThe Redemptiorof the Brahman In this work, which drew on
Garbe’sown encounterswith Brahmansin Benaresduring a oneyear study
abroad,Garbe constructeda hyperbolic accountunsparingin its criticism of
BrahmanismAs this work is at the centerof Garbe’santipathytowardsBrah-
manst is worth tracingtheeventghatled him stepfor-stepto this state.
Like manylndologistsof hisage ,Garbe’sencountewith Indiabegarthrough

its Sanskrittexts.It wasan encountestrangelymediatedoy Europearscholars:
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Garbehadfirst studiedunderRoth andthenstudiedin LondonandParis(under
<cite> and Eugéne Burnouf, respectively). Moreover, while these scholars
workedwith Sanskrittexts,they could not offer Garbea glimpseinto the world
of theseexts.As ChristopheiRyannotes:

Whereaghereintroductionof Greeklearningin thefifteenthcenturywas. ..
stimulatedby the arrival of both manuscriptsand commentatorskilled in
their exegesisthe nineteentkcentury encountemwith Indian literature was
limited to the manuscriptsalone,and only a small numberat that. As a
result,the burdenof explanatiorandcommentaryfell uponaselectcircle of
Europearphilologists*

Until he setfoot in India in 1885, it is doubtful whetherGarbehad comeinto
contactwith Indiancultureatall.

Arriving in the countryfor which he hadexpressedh his diary his “desire of
many years” and his “newly minted youthful enthusiasm?® he found little that
methis expectation®f the Orient. Only the sunsefashe disembarkedn Bombay
seemedo excitehisinterest,‘lt was,”hewrote:

aneventthatwill powerfully movethe soulof everyGermanin whomthere
breatheghatsensitivityfor the fabledworld of the Orientwhich is uniqueto
our nation,for whom India is not merelythe land of cotton, of indigo, and
of grain*®

Thereafter his attitudetowardsindia was chiefly one of resentmentHe found
the climate,especiallythe heatandthe mosquitoesto be anuisanceheregarded
the nativeswith a mixture of arroganceand contempt;he was especiallysuspt
cious of attemptsto sell him anything; and he gradually withdrew into the
companyof otherEuropeansAs Bagchihasalreadydealtat lengthwith Garbe’s
racismand his supportfor colonialism!*we shall focus hereon the reasongor
Garbe’'disparagemertdf Brahmans.

Studying with the Brahmans

Garbe’sinitial reactionto Benareswas one of disappointmentin placeof the
"magnificenttemple complexes shimmeringpalacesmarblestairwaysthat led
down to the GangesJuxuriant tropical vegetation,sensuougorms of worship,
andpriestsat prayer® of hisimagination hefound almosteverythingto beinfe-
rior. The Gangeswvas*“sluggishandmuddy,” “exceptionallyugly,” andno com
parison(Garbefound)to the“lovely Oder¢; thevegetatiori'scanty” and*“in the
distanceJooks very similar to our own kinds of trees”; the sight of the bathing
terraces'grotesque but not beautiful amérdly romantic?’; the temples “small,
wretchedand dirty.”*8 Only at the sight of early morning bathers,the women
fully clothedin saris,did he feel reality matchedup to his expectationsthe
scenehewrote,offers“the mostoriginalimage. . .thatthe Orientcanoffer.™®
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Overall, Garbewas horrified by the city. Eachtime he visited the "stinking
places"andhadto "force his way through"the "Hindu hordes,"he experienced
boutsof “nausea”he could “not be rid of for hoursafter.”?°“This is religion,
theseareholy places!! he cried in amazement:The modernforms of religion
of theHindus,"hewrote:

are ofsuchacrudeand, atimes,senselesnaturethat they ardardly worth
a detailedobservatioranddescription. . . I believethereis hardly a cult so
abhorrentand so baseto be found anywherein the world asin India and
especiallyin Benare$?

And invoking the exampleof the Old Testamenprophetshe wishedhe could
“with the horsewhip”“drive the wild, raging rabble— the priestsout in front —
out of their stinkingnests ofilth." 2

Someof Garbe’sdisappointmentvasdoubtless due to thHact that he did not
find the Aryan civilization he hadexpectedEarlier,beforehis arrivalin Indiaas
he hadstudiedwith Roth, Burnouf, etc. he hadheld thatthatthe “modernforms
of religion of the Hindus"couldbe"traced baclkn directevolutionto the beautt
ful ancientindian (Vedic) religion.”*But now, having seenBenaresfirsthand,
he wasconvincedthat “there is no bridge from the luminousforms of the Veda
to the modernforms of the gods,whosemonstrousrepresentationsvith their
tastelesslymultiplied animalparts,etc.”?® “In spiteof their Aryannames, . .the
modernHindu gods,"he claimed,"are not Aryan conceptionsput thoseof the
aboriginals.? “Today the blood othe Indians isvithout doubt only in thdeast
measureAryan and eventhe Brahmaniclines are strongly polluted with abort
ginal blood.” Their “idolatry,” their “meaninglesscustoms,”Garbeconcluded,
couldonly havecomefrom the“dark side.’®’

Although Garbeoccasionallyhad goodthingsto sayaboutthe Brahmangof
thewesternmosBrahmansewrotethattheyarethe “whitest Brahmansindeed,
their skin color is practicallyEuropean® on thewhole he wasintenselycritical
of them.Someof thiswasdue to injuredoride. “The good olBenares pandit of
the old school,”he found,”. . .takesglittle interestin Europearthingsin general
andlittle notice of his Europearfellow-researchedye despiseshe work of the
latter and ridicules whateverhe hearsof Europeanmethod and criticism.”?°
Garbevaluedthe education heeceivedwith thesetraditionalscholarspf whom
he wrote that they “commandedhe factual with a masterysuchascanonly be
attainedby a specialistwho from his youth onwardshad beenconcernedwith
nothingelseotherthanavery narrowly delineatedield."*° But he alsonotedthat
the “critically schooled”Europeanscholar(thoughit wasimportantfor him to
receivean educatiorfrom thepanditsin “factual matters”)couldlay the “histor-
ical theoriesof the latter simply ad acta.® “Whoever,” he wrote, “beginshis
studieswith apanditis lostforeverto science.®

In his interactionswith the pandits,Garbewas constantlyskeptical.He felt
he had to catch his teachersout on a contradictionor an absurdity. When
he heardthat a certain pandit had declaredhimself a jzvanmukta(a liberated
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soul), but the others,jealous,had decidednot to acknowledgehis accomplish

ment, he wonderedwhy they did not insteaddecidethat “the entire pandithood
of Benaresvas,at asingle strokeifreed while living'.” *® The jzvanmuktanean

while, Garbecynically noted,eventhoughalreadysaved continuedto draw his

salary“as before.®* He consideredhe pandits"completelyincapable'of "adapt

ing themselvedo Europeanthought” and therefore,whoeverwishedto work

with them, “had to simply accustomhimself to the Indian mannerof thinking

and teaching.®® That did not meanone could let one’s guarddown: as Garbe
wrote, “one had not only to follow the man[i.e., the teacher],but alsoto keep
tabson him at everyturn.”® Early on, Garbediscoveredhat the pandits‘never
concedeheir ignorance.?” Evenif asentencen the text was“fully unclear”to

the pandit,the panditwould begin“to speakandto explain. . .andafteroneor

two hourshadpassedhe, Garbe,]Jwould find thattheteachethadno ideaof the

topic he had beenexplaining.® Against such “Brahmanic sophistry,® Garbe
felt he could do little exceptto constantly pressthem even as they turned
evasive,onceevenwagginghis finger at his teacher after finally catching
himout.

From his diary, we also know that Garbestruggledwith Indian philosophy.
He complaineditterly aboutthe philosophicalexercisesis teachersethim; he
had to “grasp conceptswhich cannotbe translatedinto Europeanlanguages,
understandhingsthat haveneverbeenthoughtin Europe,and graspcombina
tions that arenly possible inndia.”°“And the wholetime,” hegrumbled, “the
panditdoesnot havethe leastlittle idea—andthe morelearnedheis, the lessof
anideahe haswhat mustbe difficult andwhat easyfor the Eruopearto under
stand . ..”#* Once, when his teachertried to explain somethingto him that
requireda seriesof negationgof whatit wasnot), Garberetortedthatthe useof
theword abhava(non-being)shouldbe punishablawvith “a hundredblows of the
cane.®?lt is clear from this that, as Bagchi notes, Garbefelt that he was the
“teacherwho had to educatethe pundits.” “Everything was convoluted,and
explanatoryexampleswere always from the ‘fabricated world of gods and
demons.”* ReadingGarbe’saccount otis stayin Benareswe haveto wonder
whathe gainedfrom all this, why he hadbotheredo come,andwhy hehadbeen
fundedfor a period of study abroadin the first place. Most importantly, his
accountprovokesthe questionof why, if he hadfailed soabjectlyto understand
thetextshe hadbeensentto study,hewaspermitted,on his returnto Europe,to
poseastheauthorityon Indianphilosophy**

Reading the Bhagavadgftt!

Garbewasnot alonein his antipathytowardsthe BrahmansAs we haveshown
in our book, GermanantiBrahmanismhas a long history, going back to an
earlier generationof Indologists (amongthem, Lassen,Holtzmann, Sr., and
Garbe’sown teacher,Roth)#In fact, thereis a direct, causallink between
GermanantiBrahmanismand Germanindology, the latter constituteditself as
a disciplinepreciselythroughidentifying whatit wasnot: it wasnottraditional,
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it wasnot confessionalit wasnot dogmatic,etc. Thusit sawitself asscientific
and critical preciselybecausat was, in its very inception, againsttraditional
authority.

The suspicionof traditional authority is the hallmark of the Enlightenment,
eventhough,as Gadameremarks,this suspicionwas often misplaced® As we
have cometo realizein the wake of Gadamer'sseminalwork, to be against
tradition is not a sufficient criterion for being scientific; thereis a form of
traditional authority that is legitimate becauset is foundedon an appealto
reasorf! Thus,oncewe setasidethe simplistic equationof beingagainstBrah
manictraditionwith beingcritical, we needto askjust whatis "scientific" about
Indology. We shall take up Garbe’sinterpretationof the Bhagavadgztaas an
example.

In 1905,in responséo Holtzmann'slaim thatthe originalBhagavadgztéad
beena pantheistigpoem(with later theisticinterpolations¥? Garbepublishedhis
own edition and reconstructionof the text*® Against Holtzmann'sclaims, he
soughtto showthatit wasthe pantheisticdoctrinesthat had beenimposedand
intrudeduponthetext. Garbepresente@ightmainargumentgor seeinghe GTta
asatheistictext:

1 He cited Gzta 7.19 which says,“At the end of many lifetimes, the sage
approachesne with the thought‘Vasudevais everything.’ Such a noble
mindedoneis very hardto find" andinterpretedthis passages evidence
that“Krishnais veryrarelyinterpretedasthe All (or asBrahman)put rather
almostalways as a personalgod.” “Does not the redactor,” askedGarbe,
“tell usin clearlanguagehere,that the equationof Krishna with Brahman
wasoriginally unfoldingin histime?"%°

2 Hearguedhat"Krishnais atfirst only occasionallyidentifiedwith Brahman
in theGita™:

At timesthe termsKrishnaand Brahmanare placedcloseto eachother
as distinct [terms] so that we almost havethe impressiorthat the
redactorshiedawayfrom assertingheidentity of KrishnaandBrahman
too forcefully in light of the evidently theistic characterof his
original 3

3 Garbefurther pointed out that in verse 8.1, “Arjuna asks‘what is this
Brahman?’and Krishnadoesnot respondin verse[8.]3 with ‘I amit,” but
‘Brahmanis the imperishablehighest.’”52 He took this as evidencethat
Krsna, atleastin theoriginal poem,was distinctfrom Brahman.

4  Garbeclaimedthat:

Krsna and Brahmanare expresslydistinguishedrom eachother. They
arenot only two here,but alsothroughoutthe poemas a whole (ignor-

ing precisely the passagesvhere the Vedantic redactor completely
identifiedandmixedthetwo notionswith eachother)®®
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Accordingto him:

in the old poem,Krishnareferredto himself—andArjunato Krishna—
asanindividual, a person,a specificdivinity; [whereas]in the ingredk
entsof therevisionthe neutralBrahmanappearsasthe highestconcept
andis occasionallyequatedvith Krishna.

Fromthis he concluded!in anutsell: the old poemproclaimeda [religion
of] Krishnaismphilosophicallyfoundedon the basisof SamkhyaYoga;the
element®of therevisionpreachvedanticphilosophy.®*

Garbealso cited the generalopinion, “known sincea long time,” “that the
doctrinesof SamkhyaYoga arethe foundationsof the philosophicalobser
vations of the Bhagavadgitaand Vedantastepsback significantly next to
them.” As further evidence he cited the fact that the former are frequently
mentionedin the poem"by name";in contrast,"Vedantaonly occursonce
(vedantakt, 15.15)andthat,too, in theseng of anUpanishal.”s®

“If we keepin mind the irreconcilableoppositionof SamkhyaYoga and
Vedanta,which canonly be eliminatedby distinguishingbetweenold and
new, the Vedanticcomponentf the Bhagavadgitaonce againappearas
nonoriginal.""Irrespective of whether we examitiee GTta is from the reli
giousor the philosophicakide,in bothcasesve gainthe sameresult.’®
Finally, as a concluding and conclusiveargument,he brought forth: “It
becameclearto methatin the wakeof this excision][i.e., in Garbe’srecon
struction],no real gaparisesin the Bhagavadgitarather,the context,which
is now interrupted, is restored Beveralpassage$®”

In spite of the name“critical method,”however,thereis really nothingcritical
aboutGarbe’sefforts. The problemswith his argumentsare many;we presenta
few here:

1 As regardsthe first argument,Garbe confuseda statementmade in the

contextof adoctrineof metempsychosigith a statementadein historical
time. Whereasthe passageexplicitly refers to the “many lifetimes”
(bahunar janmanam Bhagavadgzt&.19a)requiredto arrive at theinsight
"Vasudevais everything" (vasudevh sarvamiti, 7.19b), Garke took it to
refer to the passagef yearsnecessarpefore the poet or redactorcould
assertheidentity of KrsnaandBrahman.

Arguments2, 4, 5, and 7 areall circular, sincethey invoke eitherthe early
or late passagesf the poemas supportfor Garbe’sthesis,whenwhatis at
stakeis preciselywhetherdifferent passage®f the Bhagavadgztaare of
differentages.

3 The question“what is this Brahmar?” (kimtad brahmg cansimply be a
requestfor clarification aboutthe natureof Brahmanratherthan a request
for identification. Especiallyas a philosophicalconcept,introducedby kim
(“what”) ratherthankah (“who”), the passageseens to requirethe kind of



74 V. P.AdluriandJ. Bagchee

conceptuakexplanationKrsna providesratherthanthe kind of demonstra
tive responsesarbeimagines Further,Arjuna’s initial questionis followed
by aseriesof othersall of which requesinformationaboutvariousentities
andareintroducedby the sameinterrogative: kifn In van Buitenen’strans
lation, theseversesread: “What is that brahmar? What is the individual
self? What is act, Supremeperson?What is called ‘elemental,’ and what
‘divine’?” (Bhagavadgzt®.1). Only in the secondversedo we getaninter-
rogative pronoun (kah ), which van Buitenenrightly rendersas “who.”
Arjuna asks,"Who in this body is the 'sacrificial' one, and how is he so,
Madhusudangan epithetof Krsna’s]?” to which Krsnaresponds;l myself
amthe'sacrifidal herein this body, O bestof theembodied.'Clearly Krsna
is fully capableof distinguishingoetweerinterrogativepronouns.

4 RegardingGarbe'sfifth and sixth arguments,as he doesnot clarify his
sourcesit is not clear who (besideshim) is supposedo hold this thesis.
Garbe’swork on Satkhyais similarly biasedsothatciting it hereis notreli-
able evidence Further,Vedantain vedantakt (15.15c)is not usedin ater-
minologicalseng asthe designatiorof aschoo] Krsna only states thatheis
the makerof the Vedanta,.e., the concludingportion of the Vedaor, on an
alternativereading,that he putsan end to the knowledgeof the Veda (cf.
Bhagavadgzta.46).

Onthebasisof theseargumentsflawed astheywere,Garbeproposedaradically
paredGztaastheoriginal:

In this way, of the 700 versesof the Bhagavadgita 170 fall out of con
siderationjf [however]onesubtractghe 24 versesat the beginningandend
of the poem,which in any casedo not belongto the genuineGita, then146
or morethanafifth of thewhole[do notbelongto the original poem®®

He was carefulto note, however,that he did not harbor"the delusion"that he
had succeededh eliminating “all the nongenuinegortionsof the Bhagavadgita
in this manner,”for, “there could still be someotherversesthat were addedat
the time of the revision,versesof which not a word wasto be foundin the ori-
ginal poem.”“But,” addedGarbe,"we lack theresourceso be ableto recognize
themand| do not wish to commit myselfto mereassumptions[!]® The follow-
ing figure summarizesarbe'seconstructiorof thetext:

A closerlook at Garbe’sreconstructionhowever,aswe haveundertakerit in
our book,demonstratethathis argumentgor retainingor keepingindividual verses
or portionsof chaptersvere completelyad hoc. Further,contraryto his claim that,
“in the wake of this excision,no real gap arisesin the Bhagavadgitarather,the
context,which is now interrupted, is restoredin severalpassages® there were
many instancesn which he completely shatteredthe connectionsbetweenindi-
vidual versesand/orchaptersFor instance the openingversesof chaptereleven
dependon the concludingversesof Chapterten. In Chapterten, verses19-42,
Kranapresers alist of hisdivine manifestatios ard conclude bysaying:
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Figure5.1 Garbe’sdeletions anthe fragmentation of th&ext.

| amwhateveris the seedof all creaturesArjuna. Not a being, standingor
moving, can exist without me. Thereis no limit to my divine ubiquities,
enemyburner:the full extentof my ubiquity | haveheremerelyindicated.
Whateveltbeingshavetranscendingpower,lusterandmight, know thateach
andeveryoneof themhasits sourcein a particle of my splendor.But what
is the point to you of knowing this much,Arjuna?| supportthis entire uni-
versewith butasingleportionof mine!
(Bhagavadgzta0.39-42,trans.vanBuitenen)

In Chapterll, Arjunaresumesheconversationstating:

This ultimatemysterybearinguponthe soul,which you havepropoundedo
me as a favor, has dispelled wglusion. | have heard from yauall detalil
the becomingand unbecomingof the creatures)otus-eyed one, and your
ownindestructiblegreatness.

(Bhagavadgztal.l)

In Garbe’sreconstructionhowever,Chapterl0 endswith versell (“Residingin
their own very being | compassionatelgispel the darknesof their ignorance
with the shining lamp of knowledge”) leaving Chapter1l hangingin the air.
Likewise, althoughhe implied that his emendationgo Chapter2 (deletion of
versesl?7 and 72) restoredthe original context, he actually disruptedthe text,
sincethetruth of versel7 is assumedh versel8, while verse72is thenecessary
and logical conclusionto Krsna's descriptionof the man of stabk disposition
(stithaprajnd beginning verse 55. Verse 72, furthermore, caps this train of
thoughtand chapter2 as a whole; it describeghe stateof the man established
in Brahman (esa brahmzstithi...). Without it, thereis a very real seng of
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somethingmissing.Verse71, with which Garbeconcludesthe chapter,is very
muchlike the precedingverses;t is a descriptionof the manof stabledisposi-
tion, but doesnot stepoutsidethesedescriptiondo provide areflexive summary
of the entire section (as verse 72 does). Evidently, Garbe’s main reasonfor
rejectingit is thatit containsthe word “Brahman”and thus was unpalatableo
him. And, as later scholarsfrom Jacobito Oldenbergwere quick to point out,
Garbe’sversionof the Gztawasnot more consistenthanthe original, sincehis
editionaboundedn contradictionsAs for Garbe’sclaim that“the Bhagavadgita
as reconstructedoy [him] significantly exceed[ed]the text as transmittedin
poetic beautyand coherence?* we leave this uncontestedJustas the intense
smellsof anlIndiantempleweretoo muchfor Garbe’s‘Europeanmose,®? sotoo,
perhaps,the complex patternsof the Bhagavadgztavere too much for his
Europearear.

Making up a science

The wider problemthat concernsus hereis the appropriationof the term “crit-
ical” to describeany form of researchthat beginswith the presumptionthat
Indian traditionis wrong. As we haveshownin our book, Garbe’s1905edition
becomeghe founding act for a generationof Bhagavadgztascholarshipall of
which is concernedwith the questionof what the original Gzta is.5 This so-
calledcritical approachexplicitly setsitself off from the classicalcommentarial
tradition, now degradedto an allegedly dogmatic, confessionalapproach,
becausehelatter,allegedlyfor theologicalreasonstook the Bhagavadgzt#o be
awhole. This ideathatIndian interpretersandscholarspecausehey are oblivi-
ousto theallegedbreaksand contradictionsy Bhagavadgztaare“uncritical” or
“ahistorical” andthereforenot worth taking into consideration, becomesdeep
seatedassumptiorof Indology by the late twentiethcentury.No one hasgone
backto the origins of GermanGztascholarshigo askhow theseassumptionsf
breaksin the text came about. Instead, Indologists, in the name of critical
scholarship,continuetrading in stereotypedhat are little betterthan Garbe’s
racial prejudices” Sincelndology continuego defineits scientfic charactewis-
a-is traditionallndian hermeneutics, its worth taking asecondook at Garbe’s
criticisms of the Brahmansand how his own Gzta interpretationmeasuresip
againsthosecriticisms.
Garberaisedfive mainpointsagainsthe pandits:

=

theywereignorantof Europearintellectualhistory?®

2 they lackedhistorical senseithe Europeanscholar,he claimed,could lay
their“historical theoriessimply adacta’®

3 theirknowledgewasashamandtheydid not havegenuineinsightinto the
textstheyclaimedto explairt’

4  theirargumentsverecasuisti€®

5 andfinally, he implied that the Indian scholarswere incapableof critical

work, beingbeholderto aspecificreligioustradition.
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Whenwe look at Garbe'svork, however,we find thatall thesechargesapplyto
theGermarscholamimself:

1 Garbehimself was ignorant of Europeanintellectual history. The roots of
the Gztds so-called pantheismarosefrom a debatethat had taken place
amongEuropeanintellectualsof the nineteenthcentury:the so-called pan
theismcontroversy?® The problemof pantheismwasnot innateto the Gzta
at all; the questionof its allegedpantheismwas a Germanprojectionon to
thetextin serviceof political andreligiousends.

2 Garbewas thus no more "historical" than the pandits.He was unawarenot
only of the origins of the problemof the Gztds pantheismin the pantheism
controversybut alsoof the fact thatthe problemof pantheisnfirst became
germaneto Indian texts after 1808, when Schlegelin his Die Spracheund
Weisheit der Indieusedindian philosophy as il to make politicalpoints
against Protestantisn®? Thereafter,both Humboldt and Hegel had been
forcedto confrontthe questionof the pantheisnof Indian philosophy,each
doingsoin his own way dependingon whetherhe wishedto recommendr
rejectindianthought’*

As with the Indian pandits,Garbe’shistoricaltheoriesof the Indian poem
couldthusbelaid “simply adacta.” Therewasno basisfor assertinga histor
ical evolutionarticulatedin termsof the contrastetweerthe original theistic
elementsandlater pantheistidnsertionsneitherdid the Gztacontainpanthe
istic doctrinesnor wasthe questionof its pantheisnof relevanceto anyone
exceptGermanscholars.Garbe'shistory was in fact a fiction designedto
ensurethat the Bhagavadgztavas politically innocuousfor Germanreaders
andthusto demonstrateéhat the pursuitof Indian studiesdid not presenta
threatto the state’ Since his so-called historical reconstructiorwas based
not on pastfacts (Indian) but presentneeds(German),it wasno lessa fab-
ricationthanthepandits'theoriesof thehistoricaloriginsof theirtexts.

3 It is clearfrom the foregoingtwo pointsthat Garbehad not understoodhe
Bhagavadgztaat all. In place of the text’'s complexdialogical unfolding,
which strugglesto rethink existentialfacticity with ontology, Garbeoffered
a simplistic accountof a theisticpoeminterpolatedoy pantheisticelements
to accountfor the Gztds form. Insteadof trying to understanchow the
texts’scomplexphilosophicalelementsheld together(a task generationof
Indian commentatordeforehim had struggledwith), eachtime he encoun
teredan interpretivedifficulty or a seemingcontradiction,he declaredthe
passagén questionan “interpolation.” If it could but be removed the “ori-
ginal context” would be restoredandthe poemwould makesenseagain.In
pursuit of this goal, Garbe reinterpretedthe Bhagavadgzta philosophy
alongthe lines of an austereeligion basedon the promiseof eternalsalva
tion, eternal self-consciousness,and a rejection of a philosophical
"quietism." His critical scholarshipconsistedin no more than creatinga
madeto-measureGztain keepingwith his own ideasof the original revela
tion of theancient'Aryans."
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4

Although Garbechargeghe panditswith casuistry,in his own work, in the
spaceof just sevenargumentshe committedfourteenlogical fallacies(some
repeatedly)In hisfirst four argument&lonewe find thefallaciesof: ignora
tio elenchi, genetic fallacy, petitio principii, correlation not causation,
complex question,non sequitur, false dichotomy, circular reasoning,and
cherrypicking. Thefifth argumentpnwhich Garbeplacedsomuchweight,
suffersfrom four logical fallacies: petitio principii, redefinition, equivoca
tion, and argumentumad verecundiamThe last two argumentsadd argu
mentumad verecundiamgquivocation petitio principii, complexquestion
andposthoc ergo propterhoc to the list. Additionally, all sevenarguments
committheno-true-Scotsmarfallacy.

This long list of fallaciessuggestshatwhen Garbeomplainedaboutthe
pandits’ casuistry,the real problemwas not with their reasoning but that
the Germanscholarsimply lacked thdogical training tofollow them.From
his own account,he seemsnot to have had much patiencewith complex
logical problems’® In his travelogue Garberecountshow one of his teach
ers once, when Garbe persistedin asking questions,cried out, “I have
alreadytaughttwo sahibsof your kind andtheir thoughtsalwaysfollowed
mine;you, however,askquestionghatreducemy learningto nothing.From
this I mustconcludethat you are stupiderthanthe othertwo gentlemen.™
Although Garberecountsthe story as evidenceof his brilliance, we cannot
help but feel sympathy for his teacher: without knowing Aristotle’s
Organon without basic training in logic, grammar, or philosophy, the
twenty-eightyearold Garbewishedto demonstraténis superiorityover his
teachers.

Although Indologistsinsist their work is secular,a look at the history of

GermanBhagavadgztacholarshipdemonstratestherwise.To cite but one
examplethe debateaboutthe Gztds pantheisnoriginatesin a controversy
aboutwhetherit is Catholicismor Protestantisnthat leadsto pantheism.
The pantheisnmcontroversyfirst becamea salientconcernof Indian studies
in Germanyafter the publicationof Schlegel'sDie Spracheund Weisheit
der Indier in 1808. Thoughostensiblya work on Indian philosophy,Sch

legel’'sbookwasin reality a broadsideagainstProtestantismSchlegelused
Indian thoughtas a meansof exploring the declineinto pantheismln the

storyhetold, pantheismemergedrom an excessivdandhubristic)rationat

ism. His messagawas clear: If Germanyfollowed down the path of the
Enlightenment;t, too, would end up in materialismand atheism.Only a
returnto Catholicism(suchas Schlegehimself had undertakennot coinck

dentally, in the sameyear as he publishedDie Spracheund Weisheitder

Indier) couldwardoff thedanger.

Whenthe Indologistsenteredthe pantheisncontroversyon behalfof the estab
lishmenton the eve of the twentiethcentury,their centralconcernwasto refute
Schlegelby showingthat texts suchasthe Mahabharataandthe Bhagavadgzta
hadoriginally adheredo arationalistic,ethicalphilosophy.Contraryto the story
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Schlegeltold, it was the rise of the priesthoodthat was responsiblefor the

declineinto pantheismAs with Christianity,which degeneratednceit became
an affair of the priests,the original revelationin thesetexts hadbeencorrupted
and there could be no doubt about the mechanismof corruption: Brahman
priests,wishing to take control of the minds of their peopleandto lead them
awayfrom their original faith, hadinterposeda massof philosophicalandthec

logical doctrineginto thetexts.

In pursuit of scientific legitimacy

At the end of Redemption Garbe has the Brahman Ramchandraabuseand
almostassaulthe householdpriest. As Ramchandraearsoff his sacredthread,
his bride-to-be falls at the feet of the Englishjudgeandsobs,“oh sahib;oh pro-
tector of the poor, you are greatand good!” The Englishjudge,who is named
“White,” congratulateghe pair; in them, he says, he sees“the future of the
country.”™ No doubt this was the rosy future Garbe envisionedfor India, a
nationof emancipatedndividuals castingoff the fettersof tradition, the “soul-
smotheringbondsof Brahmanism.™ |t is perhapsalso a vision of how Garbe,
the prototypeof the White of his novel, had hopedhis encountemith Indians
would be:fair-facedexoticseagerto be convertedo Europearvalues;ayounger
generatioreagerto turn its backon its teachersparentsand authorityfiguresto
acceptheIndologistasthe newprimusinter pares

When we look at Indological scholarshipin light of Garbe'swork, we find
thatmany of theseanxietiescontinueto this day. Like Garbe,Indologistshoped
to find apure"Aryan" civilization, opento their methodsandideas.Instead they
found an indigenousintellectualtradition; one that, despitecenturiesof colon
ization,remainedsurprisinglyvital. Like Garbe theyfelt caughtup in astruggle
for power againsttraditional authority. If it could be “shown” that Brahmans
were uncritical, that they did not know what was containedin their texts, that
they had no understandingf history or historical researchthen therewas a
placefor Germanscholarshig? Like Garbe theyfelt thatthe only way Indology
could legitimate itself was via a critique of traditional Indian hermeneutic&
Stietencromwrites:

theanalyticthinking of Westerninterpretersvho wereschooledn historical
[and] philological methodsstandsin contrastto the traditional Indian com
mentatorswho not only harmonizedand freely downplayedall breaksin
the text [i.e., the BhagavadgTta but, aboveall, soughtto readtheir own
philosophicalland] theologicalconceptsout of individual textual passages,
in orderto secue Krsna's divine authority for them—a spectrun that has,
sincethe beginningof India’s independencenovemenbeenfurther supple
mentedby politically motivatedinterpretionsn modernity?®

Thesecommentssuggestthat the strugglewith tradition for authority remains
an urffi processfor Indology. A century after Garbewrote Redemption



80 V. P.AdluriandJ. Bagchee

Indologistscontinueto invoke stereotypesf traditionalscholarshigasjustifi cation
for their discipline® BeyondGarbeandhis acolytes® however Indology needso
rethink its statusas a scientfi enterprise Mantrasof ant-Brahmanismhowever
rhetoricallyeffective,do notsubstitutgfor anepistemigyroundingof Indology.
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