7 Meanings of self and
landscape and dynamics
of self-fashioning

It is now time to turn to Western and Southern India, and to the local
traditions of non-Aryan races in India generally.
(Baden-Powell 1972: 92)

The second part, forming the core of this study, is about the fructifica-
tion of Adivasi selfhood around landscape. I argue that landscape - jal,
jungle and jameen - plays a constitutive and defining role in the for-
mation and growth of Adivasihood. Set over a long time frame, this
study helps form an understanding of the origin of indigenous self-
hood and its invention during feudal, colonial and the lived present. In
different chapters, this part unfolds the story of how ethnic boundaries
were formed and how in the course-of time trans-ethnic, pan-Indian
and global indigenous mobilisation surfaced, not however failing to
avoid the fractures within their own ranks. Assertion of identity or
selfhood was coeval with the reinvention of the landscape. The intro-
ductory chapter will seek to comprehend the very meaning of self and
landscape, function of the dynamics of self-fashioning and the bound-
ary that delineates Adivasi identity in the contemporary period.

Meanings of self and landscape

Self and the related term identity have engaged the attention particu-
larl}r of anthropologists, sociologists, psychologists and political sci-
entists since the second half of the 20th century (Leary and Tangney
2012: 70; Callero 2003: 115; Cerulo 1997: 385; Mead 1934: 136-7).
This scholarly intervention has been impacted by the advent of post-
Structuralism, cultural studies, feminism and globalisation (Callero
2003 g 116). A more engaging and relevant fact for this study is the
Spurt in identity assertion among indigenous communities. It becomes
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topical, therefore, to comprehend what is meant b
way the terms self and identity are intertwined. Acc :
Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, self means ‘the type of pers .
you are, especially the way you normally behave, look of feel’ ap ;n
person’s personality or character that distinguishes himvher from, othea
people (Hornby 2005: 1376). On the other hand, identity implies r
or what somebody/something is’ and ‘the characteristics, feelings 02
beliefs that distinguish people from others’. This definition needs g
be examined in the context of conceptualisation of these notiopg by
different scholars.

The conceptualisation of self is marked by interconnected attemptg
at, what Callero underlines as ‘discovery’ and ‘deconstructiop’ (2003
118). Discovery involves exploration of self, both at individua] and
collective/social levels. Basically, self is the notion of individual self,
where ‘" as subject seeks to know the object, that is, ‘me’ (Leary and
Tangney 2012: 72-3). But we are concerned more with the collectiy-
istic ‘us’ self and not ‘individualistic “me” self’, a contrast underlined
by social psychologists and sociologists (ibid.: 74; Cerulo 1997 385).
The collective, social self, fructifies when ‘aggregates of people who
essentially share a common culture, and interconnected differences’
underline their distinction from all others (Barth 1966: 9). This con-
stitutes ‘the knowledge that one is a member of a group, one’s feel-
ings about group membership, and knowledge of the group’s rank or
status compared to other groups’ (Leary and Tangney 2012: 74). The
mental construct or the knowledge and belief about self constitutes -
self-concept, out of which the notion of identity is formed (ibid.: 69).
Therefore, ‘self, self-concept, and identity can be considered as nested
elements’, the reason why scholars very often deploy self and identity
as synonyms (ibid.: 71, 74).

The idea of self as ‘T, missing at birth, develops progressively
through social experiences and activities and interaction with other
individuals (Mead 1934: Self 134). Likewise, the collective self and
identity are the products of spatio-temporal social context to which
a community belongs (Leary and Tangney 2012: 74, 88). As such, the
self is a social construction developed through social interactions (Cal-
lero 2003: 121). ‘

Scholarly understanding of selfhood and identity has registered signif-
icant shifts, leading to the emergence of the concepts of enlightenment,
sociological and postmodern subjects. The first formulates the notion
of ‘human person as a fully centered, unified individual . . ., endowed
with the capacities of reason, consciousness, and action’; the centre ‘con-
sisted of an inner core which first emerged when the subject was born,
and unfolded with it, while remaining essentially the same — continuous
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with itself - throughout the individual’s existence’. The
Sl underlines that ‘ic!entity' is formed in the “interaction” between
nd societys the subject still has an inner core or essence that is
self 2 | me”, but this 1S formed and modified in a continuous dialogue
a1 worlds’ (Hall 1996b: 597). The last sets in the decon-
ction process by discarc'iing the idea that ‘individuals are in posses-
" £ a core, rational, unitary self, endowed with an essential nature
| d an independent consciousness’. The self, as defined by Foucault,
?nthe direct consequence of power and can only be apprehended in
k historically specific systems of discourse’ (Callero 2003: 117).
dernists thus advocate for ‘the social construction of iden-
viable basis of the collective self’ (Cerulo 1997: 387),
he foundation of a universal self” and ‘the assumption
of an agentic and knowledgeable actor’ (Callero 2003: 118). Against
| this backdrops other scholars suggest that, instead of ‘an abandonment
' or abolition” of ‘the subject’, as postmodernists do, we should attempt
at its econceptualization’ (Hall 1996b: 2). The reconceptualisation is
attempted first through ideological and methodological modifications
by deploying the Median notion of reflexivity.! Callero observes that
the ‘self conceived in this way allows for agency, creative action, and
~ the possibility of emancipatory-political movements’ (2003: 120). The
| second modification scholars suggest is the deployment of historical
| methodology instead of setting the study against the limited temporal
context, which the sociologists generally do. Callero argues that
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| a full understanding of self-meanings, self-images, and self-concepts
| requires a broad conceptualization of context, one that extends
beyond the immediate definition of the situation to include the his-
torical and cultural settings where unarticulated assumptions about
the nature of the person have their origin.

(ibid.: 121)

‘ Like self, landscape has involved especially the archaeologists, his-
| torians, anthropologists, sociologists, geographers and arts specialists
| (Whyte 2002: 13). Lexically, landscape constitutes ‘everything you
can see when you look across a large area of land, especially in the

| country’ and also ‘a painting of a view of the countryside’ (Hornby
= 2005:_ 862). The conclusion that we may draw is that landscape is
COnCCIVf?d both as a physical idea and its representation. J.B. Jack-
Zzn defines landscape as ‘a portion of the earth’s surface that can be
w:rll}zlrehended at a glance’. It is constituted of two elements - ‘the
e out thc_ere’ and ‘the world perceived’ - interacting with the above
in Gerike 1979: 14). He emphasises that landscape is largely ‘a
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composition of man-made or man-modified spaces’ (ibid.), Therefy,
. . S, [ .

in modern landscape study, what is salient is the ‘human impring th:,

transforms nature into a cultural element. In fact, since Renaigsy t

n
the idea of landscape has emerged as a cultural concept (Coat! Ce,

Oov
1998: 1). : | N

The ‘landscape as a cultural process’ renders it a dynamic ather
than a ‘static text’ (Taylor 2008: 2). This process involves the graduaj
transformation of physical landscape first into a cultural ecology ang
then into political ecology. As a cultural idea, landscape is displayeq
in literature, painting, myths and more (ibid.). As political ecology, it
deals with politically mediated ‘social relations of nature’ or ‘social
production of nature’. This reduces socio-nature into a part of ‘politj. |
cal projects that changed power relations at different scales and Cre-
ated new political ecologies’ (Pye 2012: 199-200). Interestingly, the E
cultural process involves the double making of the nature and human |
beings. Therefore, while pristine nature is converted by human beings l
into a cultural zone, the process conducts the reinvention of human
self and sensibilities, thereby creating a ‘shared system of beliefs and
ideologies’ (Taylor 2008: 3). This is particularly manifest in the way
we recollect our landscape. But this memory ‘is not always associated
with pleasure. It can be associated sometimes with loss, with pain,
with social fracture and sense of belonging gone’ (ibid.: 2).

Every landscape has a history of its own, as also a part of the generic
history. Cosgrove writes: ‘Landscape is a way of seeing the world that
has its own history, a history that can be understood only as a part ‘

|
|
]

of wider history of economy and society’ (1998: 1).2 R. White avers

that the intersection between natural and cultural is ‘absolutely pivotal

to understanding the past’ (cited in Carruthers 2004: 380). As a site

of history, landscape often functions as archaeology, as a document,
comprising ‘layers of history, with every landscape an accumulation of ‘
the past’ (Gerike 1979: 15). This inspires Jackson to call it ‘a beauti-

ful book’, an open documentation waiting to be read (cited in Taylor 1
2008: 2), and also why Carruthers comments: ‘African environmental |
history is being reconceptualised as a sophisticated tool for telling bet- |
ter social, political, economic or as other histories’ (2004: 386).

'The ‘relationship between nature and culture’ is a study in ‘compar-
ative dynamics’ (Cronon 1993: 12-14). This leads us to the question |
of how a change in landscape vis-a-vis self can be fruitfully studied.

In the African context, Kwashirai observes that as Africa’s terrain had
undergone traqsformation over several millennia, the long range of
31;:;15: trirrls:fc;z rlrtlee'ssenti'al for environmental _historians to ‘employ 2

in spite of the methodological limitations’.> Leach

‘“““—A ~ia - _



R

Meanings of self and landscape 47

earns are close when they recommend the use of ‘historical’ and
: o series data’ (1996: 443). |
‘:H;hus’ scholars consider self and landscape as closely related and
[ementary terms: The notion of self develops in a sociocultural
.| context that includes landscape also. Likewise, land-
atural and cultural element, the latter being the creation of
human agency- This iltllterrglationslilip h;s been evocatively formulated
by Tim Ingold, when he 0 s:lrvest at ehuman.knowled.ge or senses
o the worl'd ‘grows f,rom the Kery _sml of an existential involvement
s the sensible world’. As such, this world is not the mere product
i mental rep;esentatlon, but more fundamentally . . -2 way of .liv-
ing creatively in 2 world that is 1‘tself crescent, always in formation’
2000: 1). He further argues that human beings must simultaneously
be constituted both as organisms within systems of ecological rela-
rions, and as persons Wlthm systems of social relations’. They are,
therefore, ‘the developing organism-in-its-environment’ as opposed
to the self-contained individual confronting a world ‘out there’ (ibid.:
3-4). After developing the idea of ‘environmentally situated agents’,
Ingold finally observes ‘the boundaries between person and place, or
berween the self and the landscape, dissolve altogether’ (ibid.: 5, 56).
This study on self and landscape helps us draw some broad con-
clusions. First, the notions of individual/collective self develop out of
contexts. Second, contexts being social and environmental, self and
landscape are intertwined. Third, as conscious agents, human beings
conduct the reinvention of self and the landscape. This reflexive char-
acter of self/identity (Callero 2003: 120) enables the individual/group
to make a creative reading of the situation and decide the course of
action (Leary and Tangney 2012: 71). Last, because of their distance
in time between an event or epoch and the present, ‘landscapes involve
interactions between the present and the past, and give a sense of iden-
tity at individual, local, regional and national scales’ (Whyte 2002: 7).
And this interaction can be meaningfully apprehended historically.
We are aware that the group agency has factored gender and ethnic
political activism at both national and global levels. This has made
a.study of collective selffidentity assertion relevant and compelling.
S.mce there is a growing trend to historically visit the issue of asser-
tion, the next section of this volume attempts to find how the Adivasis
of Bihar and Jharkhand sought to fashion their self in the context of
landscape. However, it is appropriate to explain in what precise sense
the terms landscape and self have been invoked in this study. :
Lar}dscape here means the physical or geographical entity which is
constituted by three elements — land, water and forest — the famous

andM
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triad of jal, jungle and jameen in Adivasi identity diSCOurse. s
cantly, change in the composition of !andscape from 4 Natyry sgmf,.,
to cultural space and its transformation from an autonom, Pac.e

tory to a servile landscape havef been h?storlcal phenomen, This
seeks to engage both with the idea of its older and changing ve
Second, the study seeks to understand thg way landscape js
. or imaged by the indigenous groups, whlch often turns j¢ into 5 Sym.
bol. Last, the term will be used as the idea of space that CONStityee
the environment or ecology, both social and politica]. This helps u:
grapple with the social and political forces involved i the change of
physical landscape into a cultural one.

However, the term self has been deployed in the study not in the P
but ‘We’ sense. Therefore, self represents its collective or social Variety,
This collectivistic approach necessitates the study of the concept of
boundary - both cultural and territoria] — that the Adivasis created
as a mark of distinction and differentiation. This makes the study of
the relationship between self and landscape relevant, Byt since (like
landscape) the Adiyasis lost their agency and were transformed ingo
a dependent and marginalised group, building an understanding of
the inventive variety of this relationship becomes necessary. This
sets in the historic process in which a particular ethnic group moves
towards interethnic combinations, Therefore, as the Munda/Santal/Ho
acquires the state-based identity of Jharkhandj Adivasi, then this state-
centric identity assumes pan-Indian identity which finally merges with
the global identity movement to assume the nomenclature of world
indigene. Simultaneously, the idea of landscape transcends jts regional,
state and national characters to arrogate a global dimension. This sets

the stage for the functioning of the dynamics of self-fashioning vis-a-
vis landscape.

Stuy
Isio
enviSiOned

Dynamics of self-fashioning: being,
becoming and belonging

ceive of him or them. To elaborate further, self-fashioning is both an
idea of self ( ‘weness’) and as conceived by the group to differentiate them
from others, that is, ‘they’. This also involves the process by which this
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; This section will first visit the process, followed by ana-
; otiatec: BB Ly i : s
js n€8 he role of Adivasis in structuring the knowledge of self.
Thi tauthof argues that the_notien of identity or selfhood (of belong-
IS e divasi comml.lnlt)’) is the sum of‘ three intertwined but
. o ideas = that of being, becoml.ng anq finally belonging. Being
shitt ally understood to l?e t?le notion of inner, authentic, personal
is 8¢ L quality/qualities in either an individual or community.
and es'alism attributes to it an unchanging character that makes it
f,ssentl - ble with human existence that involves a process of constant
mCo‘E’ng or becoming. This controverts attribution of essential char-
remis in line with postmodernist rebuttal of essentialism, to either an
-aC:i?vi:iual or social collectivity (Cerulo 1997: 386).
m\)l(/hat we are concerned with is that despite the rebuttal, core or
essence plays a formative role in Adivasi self-fashioning. Existentialist
ohilos opher Sartre famously observed: ‘Existence precedes essence’. It
that essence is the predicate of human existence. Since an

remiSeS : ; :
?n dividual/community exist(s) ‘there-in-the-world’, he/they is/are ame-

nable to the worldly law of change. Leaving the burden of philosophy
here, our historical understanding prompts us to envisage the mutu-
ality of these notions. Accordingly, while essence invents existence,
essence or ideal self is also progressively invented by existence. As
stated before, Hall also supports this argument. This changed being
continues to determine reconfiguring of the self. What I argue about is
that this swapping of positions is central when we engage with Adivasi
self-portrayal. This makes the notion of self/identity a ‘moveable feast’,
when the ‘subject assumes different identities at different times’, iden-
tities which are not unified around a coherent ‘self’ (Hall1996a: 598).
This way, ‘identity and its cognate terms’ seek to resolve ‘the peren-
nial philosophical problems of permanence amidst manifest change,
and of unity amidst manifest diversity’ (Cooper 2005: 60-2). But the
salient fact about Adivasi identity assertion is that the notion of being
continues to act as a kind of beacon from which the community can-
not take its eyes off. This involves them in a never-ending self-created
crisis of identity. My argument is that this change in continuity (the
interplay of being and becoming) finally creates the sense of affinity
or belonging.

Another significant fact is that change in self and landscape is a
coeval and intermeshed process. We would like to conceptualise this
llf_lka_ge reinvoking Ingold’s formulation of human beings as ‘organisms
within systems of ecological relations’ and ‘the developing organism-
In-its-environment’. This ecology and environment are constituted by
social and physical elements, the latter being represented by landscape.
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like self, landscape continues to be transformed through time

Since,
the invention of landscape factorg th
e

due to human intervention,
remaking of the notion of self also.

Contemporary self-portrayal

To apprehend the role of the community in embodying the knowledge
of self, this study draws on their creation myths, legends and traditiong
rare but significant colonial-day recordings of Santal oral traditions,
like Horkoren Mare Hapramko Reak Katha and the recordings of Ho
memories in the Village Papers.* Together, the work engages with the
ideas and institutions of social governance and other archival sources
for portraying a complete picture of self-representation during preco-
lonial and colonial times. Of these, myths, legends and traditions were
kinds of soliloquy or internal narrative produced and reproduced as a
means of recording experiences, feelings and self-identification. On the
other hand, ideas and institutions of governance and contemporary ~
self-portrayal may be regarded as a dialogue with the self and other to
address both internal and external needs. Against these, the recordings
of memories of village histories were testimonies before colonial offi-
cials to serve an administrative purpose.

The contemporary self-portrayal betrays the diverse impact of the
colonial past. First, invoking the past was marked by the tendency
of selective and purposeful appropriation/interpretation of data from
colonial sources by Adivasi intelligentsia. As mentioned earlier, they
tended often to read their past and identity in the light of the colonial
ethnologists and ethnographers like Dalton, Hunter, Risley, Grierson
and others. However, it is understood that colonial-day scholars often
subjectively appropriated tribal pasts and invented the images of these
communities (Cederlof 2013: 401-3). Despite this, there is a tendency
among Adivasi intelligentsia to treat this tribal discourse as the true
representation of the Adivasi. What we generally understand as their
self-fashioning does not always remain ‘autonomous constructions of
the Adivasi mind’. Second, in asserting recent claims for right as a
citizen, we notice a tendency of drawing legitimacy not on the basis
of natural right but on the colonial-day personalities like Thomas
Wilkinson in Chota Nagpur and John Sullivan in the Nilgiri region
(ibid.: 402), as also colonial rules and acts like Wilkinson’s civil rules,
SPT Act and CNT Act (Sen 2012b: 184). This hegemonisation in a
way bred centrifugal tendency. To illustrate, in recent decades, some
Ho intellectuals and activists claimed that Kolhan should be con’verted
into a union territory under the President of India. This was inspired
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by the fact that thse fs;g:ftlhfodviigcl;“f:ttEsiat? which the British cre- |
4 in 1837, was uf W ntrol of the governor general,

10y 85 the protagonists believed, is Fl}e.e.qulvalent of the President of
\ gia.$ This focus on the ethnic specificities of different Adivasi com-
Inunities marked a clear .departure from their pan-ethnic assertion of
K]divasihood. Therefore, 1t.becomes clear that the changes colonialism
brought among them considerably fra.grr!en'ted their subjecthood. This
endered representation of thel.r ,Sf!lf vis-a-vis landscape a ‘more open-
ended, variable and problematic’ issue (Hall 1996a: 597).

We should now apprehend the total content of Adivasi self-portrayal.
Gince this encorpgassed.three temporalities precolonial, colonial and
contemporary —itis crucial for a researcher to set up a dialogue between
the present and tl;]e. pat§t. Defsplte be.mg fragmentarg, precolonial history

ws the crystallisation of consciousness as a distinct demographic
;}rlgup, as well as affinity to a territory and an autonomous socialggoI:/er-
nance of communal life and natural resources. This was the time when
they were the agents of history. Their myth and folklore depict the image
of an ‘idyllic’ landscape and selfhood. This was the notion of ‘remem-
bered landscape’ in the Chota Nagpur plateau. Here, the Mundas and
Oraons had cleared the forests and driven out the wild animals to set
up their villages; the Hos had founded a sacred homeland at Hodesum;
and the Santals had achieved their cultural acme in Chae Champa. This i
was the Arcadi:n n;)ticci)n, Eih;t is, their being, supposedly characterised Hill
by their quiet, dignified and happy communal life. 10

However, things started systematically changing during feudal and |
colonial eras when they were territorially and culturally subjugated. 11
The conversion of the ‘remembered landscape’ into ‘the landscape of Hi
servitude” imposed in them the identity of servitude and marginality. HilH
Thig transformation (the pressure of becoming) reinvented the fash- Nt
ioning of the idea of being itself. But the notion of idyllic selfhood was {1
so_defining that the Adivasis continued to harp on the salience of this iy
being. We notice the function of the original and modified being as we I [
engage with the contemporary self-representation. ,
: Before we elaborate the way Adivasis asserted identity, we should i :'

orma glear idea of the spatio-demographic ‘boundaries’, which define !
:“dethfllc group, determine its membership (the process of inclusion) |
(l;lartt}illfierentlate the group from others (the process of exclusion) 14 L
e 966:‘15 ). }n fact, the notion of boundary segments groups [ [
169-70) a};ld them’ - in and out groups (Lamont and Molnar 2002:
et ut how Floes setting up of notional and real boundaries cre-
¢ understanding of unity and difference? According to Frederick
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Cooper, identity or self denotes ‘what they share With g

differ from others’ and how they hoy, ,
B

persuade people to understapd themselves, their intedl

their predicaments in a certain Way, to pe

2 o< . ) &
that they are (for Certain purposes) “identjcy)» With op , PC0pj,
and at the same time different from others, ang

. . - O Or an;
justify collective action along certain lines, 8anize ang

is the fo
ged cont

But there is yet another part to this story. This

larger self-centric aggregates, when under the chan
‘include others in their self judgments’ and

identity’ (Leary and Tangney 2012: 83—5 ) eNacteq o
different levels among Adivasis, who created vo: :

: . : > Fans-ethp;,
and territorial networks, the latter being regional i
and global in dimensions

The regional-leve] d

rmation
CXts
Orporate otherg it
- This actiop Was

political TeSonance’ (Bavigkar 2006: 43),

First, the Adiyag; intelligentsia reiterated the purity of their orig%r
from Austro-Asiatic/Austric (Munda) and Dravidian or Proto-Austroloic
(Oraon) BTOups and thejr essential distinction from the people o

Posed the proposal of descheduling o
and Palamau from the Chota Nagpu

. conomic, geographical and ethnic unit
and entity of the Chota Nagpur Division’ (Amit Prakash 1999: 478

Furthermore, i the 19905, an Adivasi intellectyal pointed out tha
the territoria] Specificity of Jhar

_ khand had a historical basis, whic
stood recogniged during the rule of the Mogul Emperor Akbar i

. f Hazaribagh
division op grounds of ‘the
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b Akbe /i by Ab'u.l Fazl (ibid.: 488).Thi.rd, they affirmed their iden;
'?"—‘on as the original people or the natives of the country, more so
dﬁcaﬂ;kh and. This was why on 24 August 1949 Jaipal S'mgh’ affirmed
in Jb2 ke Constituent Assembly that tribal people were the original
e nd as such they kfad a genuine claim over the entire coun-
s 481). He f.urther reiterated that “The aboriginal is a child of
;] and everything should be'df)ne to see that he remains rooted
t e oundations: Once the abong.mal.loses his land he is completely
to B! (2003: 12). Moreover, the Adw.am intelligentsia underlines their
eural Jdistinction from non—Adlva}sxs on the .ground that their society
cu o ically homogenous and egalitarian. Jaipal Singh observed that
1lsn Eoal Jemocracy Was the core element of tribal life where ‘all are

il rich or poor: Everyone has eq}la\ opportunity’ (Amit Prakash
61%99:’ 482). The sixth element the intelligentsia group harps on is
i customary practice of social governance as represented by their
Manki-Munda and Parha-Parganait systems (Jaipal Singh 2003: 11;

gundi 2012: 8; Sinku 2008: 114-36). The efficacy of this institution
resumably inspired the Chotg Nagpur Improvement Society to assert
that ‘each village should have its own Corporation for self-government
in civil matters and judicial panchayat in certain matters and executive
body in dealing with village lands’ (Amit Prakash 1999: 472). We find
that this custom-centrism equated them with other trans-Indian indig-
enous communities.® Yet another element the Adivasi intelligentsia
affirm is their rural and agrarian identity, having a symbiotic link with
nature around them.” This affirmation argues for the close linkage
between Adivasi identity and landscape. Furthermore, they focus on a
distinct linguistic identity and claim that this status should be duly rec-
ognised by the Indian Constitution.?® Last, they consider themselves as
followers of a distinct religion more popularly called Sarna Dharam,
which R.D. Munda preferred to name as Adi Dharam (2000). As such,
they should no longer be classified either as animist Or as Hindu.
During colonial rule, self-identification and mobilisation took a
wider form. This saw the regional and provincial identities assuming
a pan-Indian sub-nationhood or 2 minority status (Bowen 2000: 12),
;a\\ing for the mobilisation of the indigenous groups in India. Minorit-
ism derives its justification from the long history of their marginali-
sation and deprivation. One may find here 2 similarity with African
indigenes. About Nkoya, the comment is that their ethnicity wWas based
not only on their primordial attachment t0 2 way of life, culture and
hmguage, but also on ‘a collective sense of deprivation in thg f:ourse of
a shared recent history’ (Chanock 1985: 18). Another. sig.mﬁcgm fa<_:t
Was the timing and the occasion. When the nationalist intelligentsia




54 Self-representation T
was engaged in defining Indian idfentity, I.Xd.ivasi intelligeneg:. i T
involved in advocating sub-nationalist ethnic identity (for detalq
Amit Prakash 1999: 461-96). This assertion came to the fose:"‘sé‘e{ﬁ
during the visit of the Simon Commission and at the Indian Con srf)‘?ﬁ
ent Assembly, respectively, in the 1930s and 1940s. Uty
The post-independence phas? witnessed further widening of th‘
demographic and territorial basis. A§ the national corporate and mule
tinational companies threatened their hearth and home as wel] 5 i
natural resources, there occurred a growing mobilisation and tie:llr
with other indigenous groups globally for an international identitl;
(Bowen 2000: 13; Kingsbury 1998: 416-19), though not severing thej,
national linkage. Both at the national and global levels, Adivasi jnge].
ligentsia reiterated the idea of the historicity of oppression, seryil;
and marginalisation (Karlsson 2003: 407; Bowen 2000: 12-13; Bayly
1997: 170). They, therefore, believe that Indian ethnic groups are entj-
tled to a privileged status and protection of their territory and rights,
as has been done under the Indian Constitution and the reiteration of
human rights by the UNO. |
Nonetheless, two significant trends should not escape our attention,
First, widening of selfhood from ethnic to interethnic and broadening
of the territorial identity from regional to provincial, to national and
global could not submerge interethnic differences mostly in terms of
territory, language and custom. Therefore, formation of broader aggre-
gates coexisted with the ethnic and regional identities. Second, the
reiteration of some core elements or essences could not obfuscate the
existence of a creative tension between being, becoming and belong-
ing impacted by critical historical forces. History does not bear any
evidence of a distinct racial consciousness in the past, though distance
from non-ethnic groups, particularly hatred for the upper-caste Hindus
and Muslims, may be discernible.” But it is doubtful if it was purely on
racial grounds. However, the claim of originality may be historically
supported, even though recurrent migrations, as depicted by their oral
traditions and recorded history, contested this claim. Ebbing away of
egalitarianism and homogeneity, which socio-economic fissures evi-
denced, clearly suggest that protagonists of essentialism did not learn
from history. Similarly, though custom-centrism of Adivasi communi-
ties is historically tenable, it cannot be denied that their customs were
socially reinvented during precolonial times and hybridised by colonial
rulers into Anglo-tribal customs. This was equally true about their tra-
ditional system of governance, which originated during the pre-British
period and was legitimised and reinforced by the British. But invented
customs and the institution of social governance were internalised by



ZERR dos ST ¥
A Sy
B "S“A.‘.-"

M J > ' ¢ ’ : . _.l i L “
‘ P eanings of self and ands“pe 5 L
. communities as tbelr essential identity markes e 5 i
1 and agrarianism was similarly ers. The onset of

jsatio AT I medi : e

the tlxz 1920s and Waran Kshiti of the Hos by Lako Bo%dlrl:lim tl; S
hese & oups Wi pré-llterate._l“lk.e.‘t he Munda and Orad: 'tn: o
e Laim of consgtutl‘o_r.lal status (inclusion in the Eighth o ;reforg,
the * jependent linguistc BroUp KEBISEs a tacit admission ? ‘Lle) 4
aﬁrough time. This makes it cleat that contemporary .self-fasgi Tanee,
t il ,nd not always historically representative. oning is
oThe question is why contemporary identity assertion tends §ﬁen 4

be Jhistoric, MOre 80 wby this tendency"two focus on being rather than
ccoming? Al2IE R argues that in the modern and postmodern

qorld, particularl}: after globalisation, distinct identities are steadily .

Vo0, ed by the eminenly seduciveideaof he loalmekig o

that will make us CIUREP of one world’. Consequently, not only moral

but the hearth and home of the distinct communities also are

ly under severe threat of extinction. In this gloomy atmo-

{ 2 threatened identity, - H G R

Wi
A
.

pl

culture;
constant

sphere O

throughout the world there are:more and more identity-baged
groupings and associations, sects, cults and nationalisms based on
4 COMMON Sense of belonging, and that they are becoming stron-
ger. Societies are becoming communities once more as they closely
unify a culture, politics and power within territories governed by
religious, cultural, ethnic or political,‘authoritiés‘that.mightbe,
called charismatic, in that they derive their legitimacy not fromthe = -
sovereignty of people, economic efficiency or even military con-
quest, but from the gods, myths or traditions of a community . . - .

(and) a call for homogeneity, purity and unity KA BN
it (Touraine‘ZOOO:'l-‘3)v. Nt

The tension between being and becoming, which distinguishes con-
temporary Adivasi public life, needs to be historically ;ontektualise
and examined. Our quest, which focusses on land, water and forest-
centric selfhood, should be whether there had been attempts in the
past towards self-imaging; whether there was any conscious attempt
to embody the core or essential elements in Adivasihood; wlfethf_:r his- -
tory presents instances of centripetal and centrifugal tend.enaes among
these communities; and whether the pressure of becoming prompted.
teinvention of ideal selfhood or the notion of being and vice vers.a-'l_‘ € it
following chapters will seek to grapple with these issues, Ibegmmng, |

With the creation myths.
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Notes

1 This notion was developed by G.H. Mead (1863-1931), the famoys Am
can philosopher, sociologist and psychologist, in his book M;y4 Sel erj.
Society from the Standpoint of a Social Behaviorist. Chicago: UanCrsf and
Chicago Press, 1934. 1ty of

2 We can add two more remarks. Cronon observes that ‘transformed coy
side (is) bound to human history’ (Cronon 2003: 6). Mcneill writes ‘Hur:;ry'
history has always and will always unfold within a larger biologica] aan
physical context’ (2003: 6). nd

3 Kwashirai, ‘Environmental History of Africa’, 2.

4 Nandini Sundar evocatively argues in favour of such non-conventiop,)
sources in ‘Village Histories: Coalescing the Past and the Present’ (2002_
144-82; see also Gyan Prakash 1990: 35). i

S Singhbhumi Ekta, Vol. I, No.13, July 1979.

6 In the context of African tribes, Chanock wrote: ““Custom” came to be 4
crucial index of group identity’ (Chanock 1985: 9).

7 Speech of C.B. Deogam, a leading Ho intellectual, social activist and a membep
of the Chaibasa Bar, delivered at the workshop deliberating on the Centrg]
Government’s Draft on Tribal National Policy held at Chaibasa on 8 May
2004; Interview with D.N. Champia and Ghanashyam Gagrai, leading Ho
intellectuals, Chaibasa, 8 May 2004 (cited in Sen 2006: 304-5).

8 After the inclusion of the Santal language in the eighth schedule, language

movement has intensified among other tribal groups in Jharkhand.
9 Roughsedge to Metcalfe, 9 May 1820, para 13.




