When the Algorithm Met the Pandit

In our living room in Delhi, most family decisions have been made over cups of chai. Career
choices, festival plans, and financial disagreements were all negotiated between sips of ginger
tea and the gentle clinking of steel cups on saucers. But in the summer of 2023, the tea was
getting cold more often than usual, because the topic on the table had defeated every generation

sitting around it.

The urgency was not new. My grandparents, raised in an era where marriages were arranged and
concluded before a girl finished college, have been voicing their concern for a while now. But |
had been pursuing my education, investing years into a path that the family respected but that
had, by their reckoning, pushed the timeline uncomfortably past what tradition prescribed. A PhD
is a matter of pride in a Jain household, but so is a wedding, and in my grandparents’ eyes, the

two had been competing for far too long.

My mother, as was the unspoken arrangement, had taken charge of the first filter. She would
spend hours on the phone with relatives, visit community matchmakers, consult family pandits,
and arrive at the living room each evening with a name, a family background, and a photograph.
Then the discussion would begin. My grandparents would assess the family’s standing and
reputation. My father would ask about education and compatibility. My brother would weigh in
with his perspective, sometimes pragmatic, sometimes protective. I would raise my own
questions. And inevitably, within minutes, the consensus would fracture, not into arguments, but

into a quiet scattering of perceptions that never quite assembled into agreement.

Seven people across three generations, each carrying their own lens, shaped by different decades,
different Indias, trying to converge on one answer. The mathematics were simple and
unforgiving: we are Jain. Not just Jain, but a specific sub-community within the Jain fold. In a
city of twenty million people, the pool of families that met our criteria was startlingly small. Our
matchmakers knew this. Our relatives knew this. Every name that surfaced had already been

considered, discussed, and gently set aside by someone in the family.



The chai kept brewing, and the living room kept filling with well-meaning opinions that led
nowhere. It was my sister who broke the pattern one evening, with the quiet confidence of
someone who had been watching the deadlock long enough. “My friend’s sister found her match

on Jeevansathi,” she said, not looking up from her phone. “Maybe we should try it too.”

My grandfather looked up from his newspaper. My grandmother set her cup down. The silence
that followed wasn’t disapproval; it was the sound of a family steeped in tradition trying to make

sense of a world where a life partner could be found through a screen.

None of us knew it then, but what we were about to discover was not a departure from our

culture. It was, in a way, its most natural extension.

The Sacred Architecture of Indian Marriage

To understand why that simple suggestion could produce such silence in a Delhi living room, one
must first understand what marriage means in India. It is not, as in much of the Western world,
primarily a choice made by two individuals based on romantic compatibility. In India, marriage
is simultaneously a union of two families, a continuation of lineage, a religious sacrament, and a
social covenant that binds communities across generations. The decision is collective, the stakes
are multigenerational, and the criteria are layered in ways that resist simplification. India
conducts approximately ten million weddings every year, fuelling a wedding industry valued at

an estimated 130 billion US dollars.!

What makes this market unlike any other in the world is its internal diversity. India does not have
one marriage culture; it has hundreds. A Hindu wedding in Tamil Nadu, structured around sacred
steps taken together around the fire, looks nothing like a Sikh Anand Karaj in Punjab, where the
ceremony unfolds around the Guru Granth Sahib. A Muslim nikah in Lucknow follows its own
traditions. A Syrian Christian wedding in Kerala carries customs shaped by centuries of distinct
history. Even within a single religion, a Bengali wedding and a Rajasthani wedding share a faith

but almost nothing else in ritual, attire, language, or matchmaking criteria.

I"India's Matrimonial Market: Size, Trends, and Digital Evolution." Strategy Boffins, 2025. Approximately 10 million weddings
annually; wedding industry valued at USD 130 billion.



Each tradition carries its own grammar of compatibility. For some communities, horoscope
matching is sacred and binding. For others, clan lineage determines whom one can marry.
Dietary practices (vegetarian, non-vegetarian, onion and garlic-free) are genuine dealbreakers.
Regional origin, mother tongue, family occupation, economic standing, and family reputation all
enter the equation. Marriage in India is not a two-variable problem of whether two people like
each other. It is a multi-variable optimisation involving religion, caste, sub-caste, language,
geography, diet, education, and family standing, all of which must satisfy not one person but an

entire family spanning three generations.

For centuries, this complex matching problem was solved by an equally complex human
infrastructure. Extended family networks served as living databases. Community gatherings and
religious festivals doubled as informal marketplaces where families quietly assessed prospects.
Newspaper matrimonial columns — a uniquely Indian phenomenon — created semi-structured
spaces where families could state their requirements openly. And professional matchmakers, who
carried in their memory which families had eligible sons and daughters and whose reputation

stood where, operated as the trusted architects of Indian matrimony.2

This system worked, but only within the limits of human reach, human memory, and human
geography. And the more specific a community’s requirements, the smaller the pool, and the

sharper the limits.

When the Network Reached Its Limits

For my family, those limits were not abstract. The Jain community in India numbers roughly four

to five million in a nation of 1.4 billion, a small, closely-knit fold.3

Within this already limited circle, further distinctions narrow the pool: Digambara or
Shwetambara, specific sub-communities and gotras, dietary disciplines that go well beyond

standard vegetarianism, and a shared orientation toward values rooted in ahimsa and aparigraha.

2Uberoi, Patricia. Freedom and Destiny: Gender, Family, and Popular Culture in India. New Delhi: Oxford University Press,
2006.

3Sangave, Vilas A. Jaina Community: A Social Survey. Bombay: Popular Prakashan, 1980.



When a Jain family searches for a match, they are not merely looking for a compatible

individual. They are looking for a family that shares a very specific way of being in the world.

Our matchmakers understood this. They had served the community for years, knew the families,
and knew the customs. But they were working with a finite set of names in a finite geography.
Month after month, the same names circulated. Profiles were suggested, discussed over chai, and
set aside, not because anything was wrong with them, but because seven people with three
generations of accumulated wisdom could never quite agree. One prospect would satisfy my
grandparents but raise doubts in my father’s mind. Another would impress my brother, but feel
misaligned with my mother’s instinct. The traditional network was not failing because it lacked

intent. It was failing because it lacked scale.

Peter Drucker identified this pattern with precision. In Innovation and Entrepreneurship, he
argued that the most reliable source of innovation is not technological breakthrough but what he
called “incongruity”, a visible gap between what an institution is supposed to deliver and what it

actually delivers.*

In our living room, the incongruity was vivid. The demand was clear: a compatible match within
our community, blessed by every elder in the room, rooted in shared values. The infrastructure
designed to deliver it, matchmakers, relatives, and word-of-mouth networks, was running out of
names. The gap between the sophistication of the need and the reach of the tool had become

undeniable.

The Platform as Cultural Innovation

The evening my sister suggested Jeevansathi, my parents’ scepticism was instinctive and
understandable. A screen could not possibly understand what a community matchmaker
understood. An algorithm could not weigh what mattered: family values, character, the intangible

sense of whether two households would get along.

4Drucker, Peter F. Innovation and Entrepreneurship: Practice and Principles. New York: Harper & Row, 1985, pp. 57-73.



But when we sat down together and created a profile, something unexpected happened. The
platform asked us exactly the questions a matchmaker would ask — about religion, sub-
community, dietary preferences, mother tongue, education, and whether we came from a joint or
nuclear family. It even asked for details a matchmaker might forget: professional background,
lifestyle preferences, what we were looking for not just in a partner but in a family. The profile
we built on Jeevansathi was not a departure from our cultural logic; it was our cultural logic,

digitised.

This is what separates Indian matrimonial platforms from Western dating apps in a fundamental
way. On Jeevansathi, a profile is a cultural artefact — a structured encoding of everything an
Indian family considers when evaluating a match. The data model mirrors the matchmaker’s
mental model. The filters replicate the family’s checklist. The platform did not try to change how

Indian families think about marriage. It amplified how they already think.

Drucker was emphatic on this point. He wrote that the most effective innovations are not those
that try to educate the customer into wanting something new, but those that fulfil a need the

customer already has.5

The founders of Indian matrimonial platforms understood this instinctively. They did not import
the Western model of individual romantic matching. They built products for the Indian family

unit, where parents, siblings, and grandparents are all stakeholders in the decision.

Within three months, Jeevansathi surfaced what years of traditional networking could not. A
profile appeared that, for the first time, drew no objections from anyone in the room. The
platform's filters had done quietly what no human matchmaker could have done at that scale —
narrowing thousands of profiles down to those that matched our exact community, dietary
discipline, educational background, and family type, while simultaneously checking for
compatibility on a dozen other dimensions in seconds. What arrived in our living room that
evening was not just another suggestion. It was a profile that had already passed every filter the

family would have applied manually, refined by an algorithm working through a pool we could

5Drucker, Peter F. Innovation and Entrepreneurship: Practice and Principles. New York: Harper & Row, 1985, p. 35.



never have reached on our own. By the time we sat down to discuss it, most of our usual

objections had already been quietly resolved by the platform itself.

It was the first match that every member of the family agreed upon. The algorithm had not
replaced my family’s judgment. It had simply widened the circle within which that judgement

could operate.

The Wedding — Where Tradition Reclaimed Its Full Voice

Our wedding was conducted as a traditional Jain ceremony, with every ritual observed in full.
The vows were taken around the sacred fire. The mantras were recited in their entirety. Both
families gathered, dressed customarily, following a sequence of customs that has been passed
down for generations. The elders blessed the union in the manner they had always known. The

community witnessed it as they had always done.

Nobody at the wedding mentioned Jeevansathi. Nobody needed to. The platform had done its
work and receded into invisibility. What remained was everything our culture holds sacred: the
rituals, the blessings, the coming together of two families under a shared moral canopy. The

means of discovery was modern; the meaning of the union was timeless.

Drucker once argued that the purpose of any institution is to serve a human need, and that the

best institutions are the ones that become invisible once they have fulfilled that purpose.®

By that measure, Jeevansathi succeeded not by making itself central to our marriage but by
making itself forgettable. The technology was the bridge, not the destination. The culture was

always the destination.

The Uncomfortable Question
And yet, honesty demands a harder question. My family found the right match partly because we
could filter by our exact Jain sub-community. The platform made this effortless: a dropdown

menu, a checkbox, and the search narrowed to precisely who we were looking for. It worked

6Drucker, Peter F. The Practice of Management. New York: Harper & Row, 1954.



beautifully for us. But I sometimes wonder: if the platform makes it so easy to stay within your

community, does it also make it harder for communities to evolve?

A generation ago, families constrained by a small pool sometimes had to broaden their criteria —
consider a match from a neighbouring sub-community, or relax a dietary requirement, or look
beyond their immediate geography. The scarcity itself was a quiet engine of social mixing. Now,
with thousands of profiles available within the exact sub-community, that pressure to be flexible

disappears. The technology preserved our tradition, but did it also freeze it in place?

Drucker believed that innovation must ultimately serve human dignity, not merely human

convenience.”

Drucker would likely have asked a difficult question: when does a tool that gives customers
exactly what they ask for end up reinforcing the very divisions a society is trying to outgrow?
Amartya Sen, in Identity and Violence, warned that reducing people to a single axis of identity,
caste, religion, or community, diminishes the richness of who they are and hardens boundaries

that might otherwise soften over time.8

The caste system, which B.R. Ambedkar spent his life challenging as the deepest wound in
Indian society, finds new reinforcement when it becomes a searchable filter in a modern

interface.’

I do not have a neat answer to this. The same platform that helped my family find a match within
our community is also being used by thousands of other families to filter out anyone outside their
caste, language, or religion. The technology does not choose sides — it simply does what its
users ask of it, faithfully and efficiently. When that user is a family searching with goodwill, the

result is a wedding. When that user is a family searching with prejudice, the result is the quiet

TDrucker, Peter F. Innovation and Entrepreneurship: Practice and Principles. New York: Harper & Row, 1985, p. 220.
8Sen, Amartya. Identity and Violence: The Illusion of Destiny. New York: W.W. Norton, 2006.

9 Ambedkar, B.R. Annihilation of Caste. 1936. Reprinted: Verso Books, 2014.



hardening of a boundary that already exists. To celebrate the first outcome without

acknowledging the second would be dishonest.

Culture as the Architect of Innovation

I got married through an algorithm and celebrated through ancient rituals. My parents, once
sceptical of a screen, now recommend Jeevansathi to other families in the community. The
matchmaker who could not find us a match still attended the wedding. The old and the new did

not compete; they collaborated, each doing what it does best.

The conventional story about technology and culture is one of disruption: technology arrives,
traditions erode, and the old gives way to the new. But Indian matrimonial platforms tell a
different story entirely. Here, culture was not the victim of innovation. Culture was the architect
of innovation. The platforms that succeeded did so not by challenging Indian marriage traditions
but by encoding them, scaling them, and making them accessible to a generation that lives on

screens but still takes its vows around a sacred fire.

Drucker spent his life arguing that innovation is not about novelty; it is about relevance. The
matrimonial platform did not win because it was new. It won because it was relevant to

something ancient. 10

Perhaps this is the deeper lesson for anyone thinking about how culture drives innovation. We
tend to assume that innovation must push against culture, disrupt it, liberate people from its
constraints. But in a country like India, where culture is not a relic but a living, breathing, daily
practice, woven into how people eat, pray, marry, and mourn, the most enduring innovations may

not be the ones that change culture. They may be the ones who carry it forward.

In our living room in Delhi, the chai has gone back to being warm. The conversations have
moved on to other things. But somewhere in that room, between the newspaper my grandfather

still reads every morning and the phone my sister is always scrolling, lies a quiet truth about

10Drucker, Peter F. Managing in the Next Society. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2002.



innovation: the future does not always mean leaving the past behind. Sometimes, it means

finding a better way to keep it alive.

Disclosure: Use of Generative Al
Tool Used: Claude

The thesis emerged from the author's own reflection on a deeply personal chapter of life. The
story at the heart of this essay — the months of family discussions, the patient search through
traditional matchmakers, the turn to Jeevansathi.com, the moment when a single profile finally
drew unanimous approval, and the traditional Jain wedding that followed- is the author's lived
experience, recalled and shaped by the author alone. The cultural observations about Indian
marriage traditions come from the author's firsthand familiarity with them. The critical
reflections on technology, tradition, and caste are the author's own considered views. Al served
as a thoughtful writing companion, helping the author organise ideas into a clear structure, locate

relevant Drucker references, and guide careful writing and editing. The intellectual heart of the



argument, the emotional truth of the story, and the voice that carries it all belong fully and

confidently to the author.



