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I am indebted to Professor Locklin for the provocative nature of this paper, and I say this not only to
be polite. Some months ago, I read and then integrated elements of an earlier draft of the paper into my
own work on conversion and Hindu-Christian conflict. My response to Locklin’s paper is therefore an
appreciative one, which I will organize around three primary themes.
First, I wish to begin by drawing out and moving forward a point Locklin makes only obliquely.
Locklin argues that Hindu-Christian debates about conversion involve the two sides “talking past one
another” due to their different understandings of “conversion.” He also quotes Sebastian Kim, who
maintains that the controversy involves a “clash of two radically different religious frameworks.”2 It is
this point I wish to highlight.
Hindu-Christian debates about conversion are not just about the nature of conversion. They are also,
and more fundamentally, about the nature of religion itself (what it is and should be). Are religious truths
universal or particular? Are they embodied by a single religion or diffused across all religious traditions?
Is the primary goal of religion eternal salvation or moral and spiritual development in the here and now?
Is it distinctive dogmas or particular spiritual practices that are more consequential in the pursuit of this
goal? Is truth settled once and for all, or is it discovered experientially and individually? Given such
choices, Gandhi would tend towards the latter options; a figure like Billy Graham towards the former.
And since western notions of “secularism” and “freedom of religion” derive in important ways from post-
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Enlightenment Christian conceptions of religion3 (e.g., conceptions more like Graham’s than Gandhi’s),
contemporary debates about conversion in officially secular India reticulate intricately with and inform
debates about the nature, usefulness, and appropriateness of political constructs like secularism and
freedom of religion outside of the western cultural milieu which engendered them.4
Second, I would like to suggest that the conversation about conversion outlined by Locklin’s paper
could profit from engagement with the work of descriptive scholars of conversion, many of whom now
speak of conversion “careers” rather than conversion as an “event.” For Henri Gooren, for example,
conversion careers involve a religious person’s passage “within his or her social and cultural context,
through levels, types, and phases of…participation.”5 Gooren’s model, which itself could be expanded
and improved by considering and attempting to account for common Hindu notions of conversion,
employs a five-level typology of religious participation involving “pre-affiliation,” “affiliation” (what
most people think of when they hear the word “conversion”), “conversion” (used in a more limited sense
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of radical change of worldview), “confession” (a level involving active participation and profession), and
“disaffiliation.”6
Conceiving of conversion as a “career” rather than as an event makes more room, descriptively, to
accommodate conversions that are “up,” or “up-and-up” (as opposed to “over”), to use Locklin’s terms.
It also acknowledges that conversions happen over time, in stages, and involve processes that often stall,
reverse, or come completely undone. Conceiving of conversion as a career also helps avoid the progressoriented, almost teleological assumptions that I would argue are implied in conceiving of conversion
either primarily as “up” or “over.” Many people advance only a step or two in their conversion careers,
some move quickly and others more slowly, and “disaffiliation” is also always a distinct possibility.
Embedded in the conversion career model, therefore, is the helpful acknowledgement that conversions are
not just “over” or “up,” but also, quite frequently, up-down-and-all-around.
Finally, I wish to say a few words in defense of what we might call Conversion-For, that is,
conversion motivated at least in part by the pursuit of some “material” benefit. Those who think of
conversion exclusively in terms of “over” or “up” (which Locklin, notably, does not do) betray a bias in
favor of the intellectual, rational, “spiritual” conversion, and against conversions involving more complex
mixtures of motivations, including so-called “material” interests like dignity, respect, social mobility,
physical or spiritual healing, and economic improvement. This is a very modern (and fundamentally
Christian) bias, one which scholars of religion often share, in an unconscious and unacknowledged
fashion, with both Christians and Hindu nationalist critics of Christian conversion. But why?
The bias makes no sense from a scholarly point of view. As a result of my Protestant upbringing, I
myself long held an unacknowledged scholarly bias for “spiritual” conversions, and still do at some
instinctual personal level today. But for a scholar to prefer that people convert for “spiritual” reasons not
only reflects an unthinking acceptance of Protestant Christian prejudices, but also implies the assertion
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that religion is a cultural system7 somehow different substantively from politics, where people constantly
align and re-align themselves in order to pursue individual and collective material interests. The
unconscious scholarly bias for “spiritual” conversions therefore implies an ideological argument about
religion, to wit, that it is somehow different than other cultural systems, sui generis–even sacred—an
assertion that it seems to me should be reserved for the religious themselves.8
For Hindu nationalist critics of Dalit and mass conversions to Christianity, which they frequently
portray as the result of “inducement,” or “allurement,” the bias is also a curious one. For at least the last
five hundred years of Indian history, communities (especially caste and sub-caste communities), have
frequently aligned and re-aligned themselves with different religious sects, traditions, patrons, and
benefactors (including Hindu ones) in order to signal their improving social status or press for social
advance, as other groups elsewhere have done throughout recorded history.9 Conversion-For therefore
has a long history as an Indian model of conversion.
Moreover, the conception of religion as an individual, intellectual, and rational thing unrelated to
mundane material concerns arguably emerges first (or at least most clearly) in the context of postEnlightenment, western religious thought, and was expressed most regularly and forcefully by western
missionaries worried about producing “rice Christians” in places like Asia, Africa, and Latin America.
The Hindu nationalist rejection of Dalit and mass conversions to Christianity as something other than
“genuine”10 therefore paradoxically assimilates concerns that first gained real force not in India, but rather
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among modern, western, particularly Protestant Christians, who then exported them through projects of
imperialism, modernization, and evangelization.11 There’s no reason to be dismissive of those who utilize
this distinction in order to criticize conversions to Christianity, of course; but given the fact that these
critics frequently frame their critique as a kind of resistance against western neo-colonialism, a
“decolonization” or “de-westernization” of the Indian mind, the paradoxical nature of their deployment of
this distinction at the very least bears mentioning.
My three themes come together at this juncture, and in order to respect the length limits I’ve been
given, I will conclude briefly by indicating how they relate. Those who conceive of conversion as
Conversion-For, like those who conceive of it primarily in terms of “up” or “over,” are making an
argument not only about the nature of conversion, but also about the nature of religion itself, what it is,
what it should be, and what it is for—e.g., among other things, for the securing or acquisition of
“material” benefit. This conception of religion is one which, from a scholarly point of view, should
receive treatment and consideration equal to that given to other models.
Moreover, the continued, observable presence of conversions for all over the modern world indicates,
once again, the importance of adopting a life-cycle or conversion career approach. My own fieldwork
throughout India over the last few years suggests that the most regular reason people become affiliated
with Christianity is because Christians prayed for them and they received physical or spiritual healing
(e.g., liberation from demon possession). Such considerations are prominent elsewhere in the world as
well, including (perhaps even increasingly) in the modern West. Those who convert because they have
received physical healing or some other “material” benefit often don’t make it past Gooren’s “affiliation”
stage, rarely become “confessing” Christians, and frequently “disaffiliate”. They remain, nevertheless
(and maybe even because of this), an important object of scholarly study.
esq/harvesting-souls-yields-c_b_817793.html, accessed 14 May 2012. The distinction between authentic
and inauthentic conversions is one which religious people can and regularly do make from the perspective
of their own religious traditions. My point is merely to caution scholars against introducing such
distinctions (and the biases they imply) into their research on the topic.
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