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Drawing boundaries is an essential process in the crystallisation of
the notion of collective self. However, the scholarly world is divided
over the relative importance of constitutive elements. For some, socia|
boundary is more important than territorial context (Barth 1966: 1)
But generally speaking, a community is identified with a distinct geo:
graphical space, where they have a preponderance of number (Barth
2000: 23). So, when identity is constructed on the basis of ‘shared
sameness and their distinction from others’, there is a certain reference
to a place or territory (ibid.: 18-19). But what constitutes this territory
or landscape? The notion of landscape emerged in the 15th- and early
16th-century Europe as ‘a way of seeing the external world’ (Cosgrove
1985 : 5-62). But gradually, the idea of landscape came to signify his-
torically ‘deep organic ties between a native people and their land’
.(Cosgrove, Roscoe and Rycroft 199 536). Therefore, in Africa, the
xder}tlty of a tribe has been characterised by a close link with ‘unique
terrftor}" '(Evans-Pritchard 1940: 142). Ranajit Guha underlines that
territoriality or the linkage with 4 particular geographical landscape
lijcomposed of consanguinity and contiguity (Guha 1983: 279). For
L e; reason,d qfter} a g’roup‘ of people come “to think of themselves, as
e fgr éooti1 110 place” and ‘they derive thejr identity’ or sense of ‘nativ-

Y Irom this rootedness (Lund 2005. 372). The question is how far

ltclmtorlal hroot is cent'ral in_ determining Adivasi identity in Jharkhand.
ore so, how far their claim of nativity is justified?

Ttlou-gl.l lexically ‘tribe’ denotes ‘3 group of people of the same
race’, ‘hvmg. in a particular area’, it does not C(I))nfierm ; ti 'i 5 But
its other variant ‘Indigene’ specifies people ‘belongine ¢ g (44
place rather than coming to it from somewhere e%se’g(l?loirﬁf; tll’j)u()i'

163?}). I-n‘that sense, an indigenous community constitutes the native
or aboriginal, rather Adjvasi. However, in view of large-scale global

human migrations, due both to environmental and existentialist
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Juring prehistoric and histotic times, tc'erri.torial identity often
fact0fS ecious. Therefore, tl.le claim of nativity is widely considered
becoﬂ{es Tp and Political. But since the claim of ‘indigenous slot’ has
rhetonca red at the global level, it becomes topical to comprehend
fately eme ;gltext and content of their territorial assertion. This under-
e very Cgr o Sauer ODSELVES, their ‘self-definition or self-recognition
iscially differentiated group with an identity of its own and a

4585 Jation 0 2 specific territory and land’ (2012: 85). Likewise,
writes: \

he reference t land or terr‘itory has bc,zen an important part of
e definition of the word ‘indigenous’, and environmentalists
have argued that for those pegple who c01}51der themselves indig-
enous 2 special relationship with the land is a fundamental aspect

of their identity. i
, (2013:1)

above discussion forward, we should comprehend

n symbolic and physical landscapes. The former is
hous and undefined idea of a

Before taking the
the difference betwee
invoked in this study to mean the amorp

physical space or €nv!
imaginatively constructed in myth’ (Ingold 2000: 9). However, the lat-

er is constituted by the actual geographical territory where people live
and pattern their life world. There is a close link between the invention
of self and this changing idea of landscape. Symbolic or imagined land-
scape has a necessary relationship with people at a hunting-gathering
stage for whom it was to occupy & ‘natural’ rather than an ‘artificial’ or
‘built’ environment of the sedentary people (ibid.: 56). What [ argue is
that change in selfhood from itinerancy to sedentary way of life infuses
the sense of definitive and bounded landscape ot ‘boundary’, the twin
word for ‘borders’ (Lamont and Molnat 2002: 167). The sensitivity

3 .
to meaningful features of their immediate environment’ OF Jandscape

prompted the Adivasi communities ‘to adjust their thinking and doing

to what seems contextually relevant’ (Leary and Tangney 2012: 84).
chzhelref()r.e, this chapter engages With scholarly debate around the
COHTgl,n,g linkage between indigene and habitat/homeland, tht latter
menfri;l}?g cradle and diaspora as caused by dispersion and displace-
divés' e following sections will study the emergence.of pre-state
his W;HP ;: lity and consequent political control over their landscape.
ina]| e followed by its loss with their entry into state Systems and
¥ the advent of the Jharkhand movement t assert their claim for

ase
Parate state for the Adivasis.

ironment,around whickAdivasi ‘lifeworld was (is)*

i




78 Self-representation
Linkage between indigene and habitat/home],p, d

To recollect, despite the knowledge of migration ;

ethnic groups generally claimed nativity, rather the statuzesettlement,
0

settlers of Chota Nagpur—Santal Parganas. This ethnogr, h‘Onginal
mation largely fed into the portrayal of these Communjtie, ic iflfof;

genes by historians, anthropologists and Adivas; activist ing;.
claim of Adivasihood emerged for the first time 2¢ the oday g
(Hardiman 1987: 13), and gradually escalated intg 4 glo[?aitlonal leve)
which utilised such national and international fora 4 :hmo"ement
Group of Indigenous People (WGIP), Indian Council of Ie YOrking
and Tribal Peoples (ICITP) and World Council of Indigen nd‘genous
(WCIP) founded in 1994. Their voice also resonated at th OUS Peopleg
and the World Bank. The movement focussed op some be UN(.)’ ILo
rejection of the nomenclature of tribe; their projection asrf)aj' e
but marginalised and vulnerable people; and their claim of l}rll i
self-determination largely within their nation states. Sj nifF © HEal
Draft Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peo.plefs; mlcg ntliy, s
UfN% 'in 1994 gnderlined territorial linkage as the indissolalllbfie :};;l:]:
of indigeneity (Bowen 2000: 12-6: - -
e 18‘14_?_’7; 6; Karlsson 2003: 403-23; Kingsbury
During the sessions of the WGIP, indigenous delegates insisted that
P e s s
Fpos : 5 roups underlined native
g:;;;ltfis tsl[l)e.czla.l cultural and his‘torigal tie to tﬁeir territory’ as the
o Olr2 ) ER/II right of silf-determmatlon With.in t.hat territory (Bowen
e
charter for territorial claims (Kingsb / : oL e
BG Karlboon b s T ingsbury .1998. 419). On this basis,
e 5 = ;nrzlrerle polltlggl ideology, and thus a strat:::
(2005: 188), Damodbons dd0 (})lver( .1sput.ed) lands and resources?
S o adds d ar this clalm. unpacks the meaning
stories of nature, theirelaivcszdt(;ﬂtshtfcz)llfielsl’n(dze(;?)t(‘;1 nj)mg of andscarcel
G mory were inscribed into the landscape. Santos-
renaro elaborates: “Theijr Importance d lie in their fidelity to
what “rea]ly» [y e o boes not lie in their e
historical consciousness,a dth PRt intcerd Ll oh m’
(1998: 144),These isoper ni s oY Ofthe peoples that bear ther
Jharkhand anchored the'S mzif}f ; Crua?l 0 KnOW boy e Ad‘lvasliis
defined, and used” the | Ir selthood territorially and how they ‘moldeS:
the landscape (Damodaran 2005: 115, 122-4)-
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radle and diaspora

rives of this county,
il arz n:re driving us out;
They 2r€ driving us from our birthplace.
ed, brothes, be knowing, be a man.
(Orans 1965: 109)

jons Of C

.

outh Asia, two factors coined as ‘rights of occu-
¢ have been considered crucial in the for-
Jentity (Bates 1995b: 111). According to the first,
{ the territorial identity of the indigenous groups
" India These factors seerm relevant in the context of tribal Bihar.
;—Iere After the occupation and habitation in a forest tract, ethnic com-
muni’ties colonised 2 much greater geographical area. This gave rise to
he concept of cradle and diaspora among them and the correspond-
ing imagery of their ‘remen}bered landscape’. However, since they had
d and often dislocated from their earlier habitat in the

plains by the Aryans (Dalton 1866: 153), the logic of history created a
dscape of servitude’ in them while ruminating the

strong sense of ‘lan
bered landscape’. However, conquerors like

memory Of their ‘remem
the British derived from this historical experience the ‘rights of con-
belonging to hills

uest’ OVer Adivasi-dominated territory. Next, since

and forested region was in British perception the mark of their cultural
retardation, ‘the white man’ derived the |egitimacy to conquer their
rerritory in order to carry out their historic civilising mission.

Major Adivasi communities in tribal Bihar believed that since they
had cleared primeval forests and founded their villages, they had
earned the status of Lhuntkattidars or first settlers. Therefore, the
Mundas-Oraons, Santals and Hos, respectively, considered the Chota
Nagpur plateau, Damin-i-Koh and Kolhan-Porahat as their homeland.
The concept of homeland was nonetheless saturated, more promi-
nently among the Mundas and Santals, with the dea of the original
seat or ‘cradle’ and the creation of a diaspora through occupation after
th? rise in population. The Hos generally do not have the notion of a
unified cradle; rather, they reminisce about killi-specific mother vil-

léges and the subsequent founding 0
NfaOHS recalled the story of their disp

agpur original home at Rohtas and later settlement in
ﬁ :larl We find that the absence of recorded evidence I '
e lethnF’gIaphers and the anthropologist like S.C. Roy to draw on
al tradition to reconstruct the history of the precolomal Jharkhand

ma 0 ; !
occupatior determine

¢ satellite villages. Howeven the
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region. We can, therefore, safely say that the SUPportive histor-
dence is a sum of both self and other representationg, Icg| &

Reid noted that the Mundas and Oraons of the Rap { dig
sidered themselves ‘the pioneers or descendants of the Pionezct, Cop,
they felt ‘pride’ to address themselves as 3 ‘descendan of the ts ang
founders of the village (a bhuinbar or khuntkattidar)’ (1913, Otlging
During Sardari Larai, a Munda related to Rakhal Dag iy al darpara 20),
cial supervising the survey of ancestral low-rent lands in
ing 1869-80, comments:

Ranch dy
We claim bhuinhari rights because (Chota) Na
land (italics added). We consider Nagpur as
Kasi and Prayag (sacred places in Hindy trg
of our ancestors lie buried in the bowels of
colonists from other countries, but derive oy

8PUr is gy, at

(.)l.lr Gaya, éarl:geg
dltlons). The bbnes’
Nagpur, W are g,
race from Nagpyr.
(MaCDougall 198s. 60-2)

lands’ (Rappaport 1994 31). Significantly, the clajm of aboriginal.
ity, as reproduced from the Adivasi tradition in Jharkhand, was also
occasionally supported by archaeological proofs of ancestra] graves
and the ruin of a fort. We later witness that sasandiri test was offi-
cially practised as a more dependable evidence to determine the first
settler. We note that the idea of cross-checking of legendary history

with the archaeological evidence of grave sites was deployed in other
countries also,2

their earlier stronghold in Rohtas

Subsequently, one of their branches settled in Palamau (Hallett 1917:
22). The Munda informant also said: ¢

© come to this country, They came peaceably,
o6 : occupy the country in peace’ (MacDougall
5:62).
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1 their creation myth through the metaphor of Marang Buru.
igscr ﬁere chat the achlevec_i s;ttled village life. If the achievemnents of
g which the aboriginal races were generally associated, are
Dasyus ben they had been able to raise several cities, enviable castles
v Jeds tlth- This is depicted by the Rig Veda. But the Kolarian race
and wef:li Lally driven tO the Gangetic valley by the Aryans. After form-
was 812 41 intermediate habitations, they finally settled at Chota Nag-
jng 572 1 Roy 1970 13-14). |
1al history of the Mundas identified different original seats.
Jing to ONe traditio_n, t‘he)f formed their first settlement at village
Accor in the Ranchi district or Nagpur (Hallett 1917: 22). But
cher cradition revealed that Satyomba was ‘revered by the whole
al}ge g e cradle of the race’ (Dalton 1866: 154). About the founda-
:lf(‘) of the cradle, there was yet another story. This story depicted that
B 21,000 people, Risa Mupda, the legenda:)f Munda culture hero,
noved rowards the east ar}d first settled in Muflma village; Korumba,
his follower, set up the village n'amed afte.:r him as Korumba; Sutia,
another followes founded the village Sutiambe. Mundas inhabiting
referred the latter two villages as

central part of Chota Nagpur still
e ‘cradle of “Konkpat » Mundas’ (Hallett 1917: 22). We further learn
that after the ‘more prolific’ Oraons set their feet in the plateau, they

wilfully allowed them to occupy the central part. Thus, ‘the remote
ancestors of the Mundas finally secluded themselves in the valleys and
jungles of Chota Nagpur’. They cleared forests and set up new villages,
the boundaries of which ‘were laid down by the Pater familias’. As
growth in population caused space problem, new villages continued
to0 be founded. In the process, not only the number of villages prolif-
erated, but also a ‘number of separate families belonging to the same
kili* grew. To prevent marriage liaisons, new killis were added to the
mythic 12 families/killis, which increased to 21 during Risa Munda’s
time. Gradually, the Mundas colonised the south-eastern and north-
western parts of the old Ranchi district (Roy 1970: 62-70).
SOllot;a?ndFraditional history recounted the story of their origin in
Re Dlrkll ia at a remote perio§1.- Th§ir foll(lore, as reconstructed by
Rav.ane POH, narrated thelr participation in Fhe clash.between Ramand
o resumably, being on the wrong §1de of this feud, they were
i rive;) ;nlgrate first to the Narmada region and tbe‘n to _the valle): of
s one. It was here that they developed their ancient seats’ at
settlemeiir (Arra) and Byaghra-sara (Buxar). Later, they formed their
s in the Ruidas hills region (ibid.: 68-9).° As mentioned

earl;
Centlregi Doy er,ltered Chota Nagpur and entrenc
part with the help of the Mundas.

hed themselves in its
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The Ho informants mentioned that groups of M\

nally migrated from Chota Nagpur plateau. They ; undag ad
Singhbhum and developed Ho identity. Th © “1€Y Inhabjteq  Otigj.
g : - 1h€y were in o
for supremacy with the Bhuiyans® and Saraks (Tick volved i, i
the earlier inhabitants of this region. Later, the ell 1840p,. ‘;Shes
control over southern Singhbhum. The Hos, nan}:egons.olidated ;7,),
sum, although the Hindus called it Kolehan (ibid.: 69thls area Ho;l
to Tickell, ‘a tract of open undulating country. a';,e 4_‘8). Accorg; :
miles in length north and south, from thirty fi:re tora.gmg.from si -
(ibid.: 699). However, Dalton identified a total areaSl);ty - breadth’
miles to be Ho or Larka Kol territory. Of the total a(; B Square
Hos, 1,905 square miles was identified by him as the ok loca.lting the
territory known as the Kolhan’ (1973: 178). eXCIusWely Ho

The notion of territorial identity of the Hos wa : :
from the logic of numerical preponderance, rathesr c:)eorlli‘:d lpflmaril)'
According to Tickell, they constituted 85 per cent of the tc;:\l i
tion of Kolhan (1840b: 700). In 1867, their exact number vf °Pula..
mated at 118,281, though the percentage could not be calcula:::sdejth
to the non-availability of non-tribal figures.” By the 1890s, the po ¥
e : ey 20 pula-
tion in Kolhan rose to 237,320, of which aboriginal tribes numbered
175,683 (i.e. 74.2%) of the total (Craven 1898: para 66). During the
Tuckey land revenue survey and settlement (1913-18), the official
notion of Kolhan as the exclusive Ho land was further challenged,
when it was found that a large number of villages had originally been
made and dominated by non-Hos (Tuckey 1920: para 18). Even then,
Kolhan continued to be regarded as exclusive Ho territory not only
officially, but also by the Hos. The latter claimed that they were the
khuntkattidars of primeval forests.® In doing so, they often ignored
the earlier history of village making by the Saraks and Bhuiyans (Sen

2012a: 34-40).
The Santal creation myth narrate _ _
homeland from the beginning of time. But with gradual dispersion

their habitat changed over time. Subsequently, they crossed the Damo
dar River and settled down at Sikharbhum or modern-day Helzagl %
agh. From there, they moved to Manbhum - (roughly the present-6 5‘)}’
Purulia district of West Bengal) and Santal Parganas (RoY 970: fthé
But scholars are not uniform about the modern-day equivalents © i
places they settled. Hibri Pipri, their cradle, was identifie_d by Hu

as the Himalayan region (Hunter 1975:155). Though their 11

ate habitats are not identified, they gradually entered Chota
plateau. ‘Cae Campa’, which scholars generally i

d that they had carved out theif

dentified with ‘the
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northwest of the present Chotanagpur’, represented the
olitical rise. But later, their power declined as they lost
Hindus and were forced to move to Tore Pokhori,
ihe fi8% °C perally taken to be situated somewhere to the northwest
This W2 = sl the Damuda (Daquar) river’. Next, Sir and Sikhar
of the fjot St abitation samew{here in the Chota Nagpur region and
Jenot® odiin Manbhum. Simllar}y, Ajay River signified the extreme
that mf santal territorys beyond which existed the ‘country of the Mus-
limlf, OThC story ended with their movement to their final destination
fims’- Juring British rule (Bodding 1994: 3-22). This relates

gantal Faf b t homeland
fication of a compact homelan around the cradle and

santal ident!
diaspord:

he

rgence of Adivasi pre-state polity

The dominant idea of the Ad.i"/asi polit)t is that of pre-state village
cepublics: But indlgenous tra.dltlo.n, colonial ethnograpby and postco-
[onial anthropological and historical researches on India (Sinha 1962,
1987; Singh 1971) also relate the emergence of chieftaincies among
them, largely due to the impact of Sanskritisation. Their autonomy
further dissipated when they were merged into Mughal and British
state systems. .

Satyomba village was the nucleus around which the parhas of
the Mundas grew up. A parha, comprising 12 or more villages, was
headed by a chief who conducted the ordinary business of the parha
community. In case of ‘extraordinary occasions’, ‘the Purha chiefs met
and took counsel together’. This suggested the existence of an infor-
mal supra-parha institution (Dalton 1866: 159), rather parha con-
federacy. Dalton wrote: ‘Left to themselves, the Kols increased and
multiplied, and lived a happy arcadian sort of life under their repub-
lxc.an for.m of government for many centuries’ (ibid.: 160). However,
this polity may be linked to their material backwardness. Being ‘in
:u‘llfiry wild state’, they drew largely on the forests and rudimentary
comleqn. This forced thfem to share their territory with the Qraon
i onfl?; who wer’e equipped Yvith ‘large herds of cgttle and imple-
T dus}l:andry » as also with the tools to reclaim the country
SOmewhari the area of hab1tat10n~ (ibid.: 1.?9). Naturally, this help

e OStrengthened the republican political system of the Mun-
s dequateragns. But. th'e existing administrative set-up was found
around the “_’lth the rise in population and number of v1llages.. It was

sixth century that the Mankis and parha rajas decided to

Eme

R s —

T
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form a centralised institution, fgllowmg Which they chogs
the Manki of Sutiambe as the chief Manki or raja (Halley, i adllra,
The chief of Sutiambe, or the place xtself, Was preferreq , %3 4
dle of the race’ (Dalton 1866: 160). This wag how the ) the g
Oraon village republic took the form of an endogenqy ok fa'and
On this nucleus, the feudal state structure of Chot, Nagpur e aing,
developed. | £
Ethnographers revealed that precolonial Hodesuym, 2
around a ‘constitution of confederate village cOmmunjtjeg’ , Unjgeg
lics, lacking the notion of a centralised governmen; (Dalto; Tepy,
178; Baden-Powell 1972: 153). They had developed their grig 1f97':
lage administration which was uplinked with pir, a C°nglomer:t vil-
villages of varying number. But British ethnography revealed thy, € of
had grown out of Ho subordination to the chiefs of Porahat, The l: pir
had grafted it on the native body politic in order to maintajp fiscal :te;
judicial control over the villages (Tuckey 1920: para 32). .
Santal tradition highlighted a state of flux among them dye ¢ réctp.
rent migrations. Yet, there is some hint of how they had beep able
to evolve the state of polity. At the pre-Champa phase, they laid ¢he
foundations of their kin-ordered village and parha/pargana instity.
tions. This system was retained till the advent of British rule (Bodding
1994: 3-10, 20-1). This broadly formed the background when dye to
the extraneous contact Jharkhand region entered the phase of state
making. At this stage, the Adivasi conception of landscape changed
from that of loose politico-cultural territorial boundary to that of rigid

territorial demarcation or border that emerges with the formation of
a state,

State formation and Adivasj subordination

Sivaramakrishnan defines state formation or state making as the pro-
cess that shaped ‘the forms and legitimations of government and E0¥s
ernmentality’. Elaborating the idea, he further adds that state mak{ﬂg
is the analysis of ‘the pathways and modes through which locality,
region, nation, and transnational bodies become spatial and cultural
entities’ (1999: 5). This section seeks to comprehend how pre-state
indigenous republics in Jharkhand gradually became a part of the staté
System and developed exogenous demographic and spatial relations:
More interesting is to analyse whether the formation of a state Was

organic and indigenous in nature or whether this was grafted inf
their body politic by an extraneous agency.
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tWO perceptions about state formation in Chota Nag-

och olars hal‘;‘z dominant yiew is that of the Rajputisation of the trialfe
o ateatt: 35-80). K.S. Singh proposes the alternate idea: ‘Chotanag-
2 were a branch of the Dravidian Nagas, who ruled

s late as the 14th century’ The Chota Nagpur raj
out of ‘Munda culture-matrix’ (1971: 170).

{)Sinha lbanshi chiefs

pu N5 e India 2

ver ver, emerge r >

0 we :

4id nots e, the exogenous intervention was unavoidable because
[n thev o naterial foundation, based on their ‘communal agrarian

che quar}arf:, a5 not conducive for state making (ibid.). Against this,
orga"{zitézu;ly Chero Kingdom Of. Palamau, which survived for more
the 1 Centuries, could be sustained becauge of its solid economic
n o ary base (ibid.: 167-9). These two ideas largely agree that
material foundation, such factors as the absence of strata
o ‘kin-ordered mode’, egalitarianism, the inability to
urplus wealth, dem.o'cratlc valufts and technological lag pre-
emergence of a unified centralised state system.’
s that the Mundas and Oraons responded to external mate-
| influence favourably. First, signs are rationalisation of
on, mentioned earlier. Next was the softening of cul-
rural hegemony when they invented the Brahmanical and Nagbanshi
legends of the formation of Chota Nagpur raj (Dglton1866: 160-2;
Roy 1970: 74—6; Singh 1987: 5 1-71; Papers relating to Chota Nag-
pore Agrarian Disputes 1890: 51-3). Dalton revealed that ‘a child of
his house, reared in it if not born there, was, through his (Madura)
influence and by the advice of a Brahmin he had taken into his ser-
vice, elected supreme chief over the whole confederacy’ (1866: 160). It
emphasised that as Madura found the earlier republican polity inad-
equate to govern an expanding network, on the advice of a Brahmin,
he decided to import a more advanced administrative mechanism.
Heterogeneity within Munda ranks seemed to widen as the raj
entrenched itself. To abjure a supposed lowly link of a Kol, a superior
pedigree was fabricated. This presaged the invention of Brahmanical
origin of the dynasty. The story revealed that the dynasty originated
Wlth Pundarik of the Naga or Serpent race. To avert the wrath of Jan-
g1y, raja of Hastinapur, he took on the persona of a Brahmin. To
:‘Ezlf}?llate himself into the Brahmanical fold, he studied the shastras at
e iousl?' of a Brahmin living in Benaras. The Brahmin, 1mpres§ed by
ried tgtﬁ N e an.d grace of his pupil’, got his daughter Parvati mar-
reached “1111- On their return from a pilgrimage to Puri, when the couple
she i Jharkhand or ‘forest land’, she gave birth to a son. But when
sisted that Pundarik should reveal his true identity, he assumed

pesides
formatlo
roduce S
cluded the
Jt appear
rial and mOI: a ;
hysical subjugat!

nduet
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f a snake and disappeared into a poo| 5

of grief, Parvati committed sati. The abandoned child, nan‘Zater; Oy
Mukut Rai, was ‘taken to Madura’s house who adopteq andeb hay
him up with his own son’ of the same age. When the chilq wall ;Ought

of age, Madura ‘convened the Purha chiefs’ and other neighboyears

rajas. It was decided that the more accomplished of the tyq chi;gi
tn
a

should be selected as the future raja. The annals of the Nagbapg; ¢
ily claimed that inherent qualities of the boy prompted the Chilef -
select Phani Mukut as their raja, but the Munda tradition P S to
that when Madura found him to be more deserving than hjs owﬂfated
he first ‘named him as his successor’, after which ‘other Mankiss y
Parha-Rajas unanimously elected Phani Mukut Rai to be thejy C;,zg
(Dalton1866: 160-1; Hallett 1917: 24).
The Adivasi tradition, therefore, reflected that Chota Nagpur raj was
the product of a kind of social contract. But this contract seemed g
be violated, when the raj acquired exogenous features. First was the
marriage of Phani Mukut with the daughter of Sikharbhum or Panche
raja against the indigenous norm of marrying within Munda or Oraon
fold. Significantly, this could happen only after Pundarik reappeared
and contrived a noble pedigree for his son. Since then, ‘the Nagbunsis
have always intermarried with the best Rajpoot families’ (Dalton 1866;
160-1). Violation of endogamous norm seemed to disaffect the Munda
and Oraons. Consequently, an internecine feud ensued at the marriage
party, which calmed down only after the intervention of other guests.
Imbibing in extraneous political institutions and practices was the
other violation. At Sutiambe, the first capital of the raj, a mud fort
was built; later, the capital was shifted to Chutia where a masonry fort
and some stone temples were erected; at the next capital Doisa, the raj
raised ‘some fine buildings’. These symbolised both the entrenchment
of chiefly and Brahmanical traditions, as also progress ‘in art and in
civilization’. Next was the adoption of expansionist strategy. Previ-
ously, Chota Nagpur raj’s area of control did not extend ‘beyond the
~ plateau or fringe of hills’. This was later extended further to include
Silli, Tamar, Barundrflh, Rabey and Bundu. These parganas of the raj
elected their own rajas, a_ssumed'('?hatri identity, wore sacred threads
and married into Kshatriya families, They were later brought under

the control of the Chota Nagpur raj and f , ,
in the form of diamonds (ibidI.): 1611_3). orced to pay tribute to him

The third transformative stage arrived with the gradual incorpora-
tion of the chieftaincy into imperial network. The chieftaj rg s
Chota Nagpur and the adjoining hill states known 2 T ll(rlllcy, o
‘an inaccessible frontier country’ for the ruling kingdoms 30;2 t:) e

his ‘proper form’ 0
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l Empire: Attracted b‘y the rumours of diam9nds, the Mughal
Mugh? cked this ared during Emperor Akbar’s reign and made the
army atg;;ota Nagpur 2 tributary. He was compelled to provide mili-
(3ja 0 (b Juring Mughal expeditions to the adjacent provinces.
ary 355! o lowed by a military expedition sent by Emperor Jahangir

js was subjection’ of the region by removing raja Durjan

own petty Raja’ of Chota Nagpur. He was captured and
but later released and ordered ‘to pay an annual tribute
sent t0 o’. Thus, the chieftaincy of Chota Nagpur was incorporated
of Rs. 6000 25 e, with the chief allowed to run the i
- e ughal Empire, Wi e chief allowed to run the internal
into nistration of his territory. . |
deministrative imperatives forced.the chiefs to incorporate ide-
ies and practices which systematically alienated the raj from its
olos s moorings. The pressure of regular payment of tributes,
[l in arrears, forced the rulers to promote large-scale
f Hindu and Muslim mercenaries, Brahmins, Hindu
ders. Ignoring the authority of the old Munda and
j farmed out villages to them. Furthermore, they
Rajputs and other non-Adivasi peasants and trad-
d secular services’. The inevitable result was the
large-scale dispossession of the Mundas and Oraons from their vil-
lages and lands (ibid.). Paradoxically, the traditional system of village
»dministration by the Munda and Manki continued to govern their
life as per their customs. The raj appointed them in mopping up reve-
nue and maintaining law and order. But, the Chota Nagpur chieftaincy
was reduced into a disparate and extraneous institution.

After the grant of Diwani of Bengal, Bihar and Orissa in 1765,
Chota Nagpur came under the control of the British. But instead of
enforcing direct authority, the area was left under the charge of Chota
Nagpur, Palamau, Ramgarh and other smaller chiefs. However, the
military collectorship at Ramgarh functioned as a controlling agency.
Incessant squabbles among the chiefs, the failure to pay tributes regu-
larly ar}d efficiently govern their territories disaffected the aboriginals.
Regumng popular protests led to the establishment of police thanas.
This marked ‘the beginning of the disappearance of the feudal author-
ity of the Raja’. But the ethnic people were subjected to rack renting
?Cl:lltrin zorceq labour. Also, some of the tfzikadars ipdulged in th(.: worst
o MZmeSt women. These factors triggered w@espread uprising of
ihe insél as, Oraons and Hos of Chota Nagpur in 1831-32. .Thoug.h
S thartrectlon was §uppressed, it became clear to the British O'ffl-
ST more effective control was urgent. This saw th.e.establlsh-

of the South-West Frontier Agency in 1834, comprising Chota

o’
the unkn
Sal’ Delhl,

in—migration o

easants and tra
Oraon chiefs, the ra
deployed Brahmins,
ers for ‘religious an

.
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Nagpur propes Palamau, Kharkadiha, Ramgarh, Bynd
2 u, l'he_

Mahals (excluding Bishenpur, Sainpahari and Shergarh) o ljgngle-
’ a :

pendent Tributary Mahals, with Kish hige
Thomas Wilkinson was made the :;g’rilr (Ranchi“"‘
d the area was declared as a non-re 8u1atti(t)o the Gy,

0 terrig, A

Pargana and de
its headquarters.
ernor General an

He framed his set 0
tory. Though the British introduced a paternalistic form of g
Overng

under the charge of the district heads and co-opted the village ;
ge offjc

ls er .'
rl'

Nce
lalg

within colonial bureaucracy, Chota Nagpur plateau came ypq
Under the

canopy of the colonial state system (Jha 1987: Chapter V), -

Tl}g story was somewhat different in the case of the Sa;1
rraditions related that in Campa, their village republican I:lest Thejy
Ity was

transformed into a chieftaincy headed by their Kisku ‘kings’, T};
0 ls -

consolidated their politico-cultural position that presaged the

as a ‘great people’. Taking cue from the Munda history, weelr g
that their pargana chiefs had offered kingship to the Ki;kus {)resume
their polity more efficient. Efficiency was further added throuohncli‘?lk'e
sion of specific functions among the killis. The Kiskus or rapi' -
kings; Murmus were priests; Sorens were soldiers; the Hem{):;re;e
were ‘princes or nobility’; the Marandis were the undefined ‘Wealths
class’; the Tudus performed assorted jobs of drummers and makers o)fl'
1 Baskes as ‘merchants’ did ‘buying and selling’; Has-
das were cultivators. Nonetheless, this thriving community life was
threatened by enemies. So, for protection, they built ‘great many forts’.

An interesting fact is that these forts in major cases were killi-centric

iron implements;

forts.!0
Here, other Gurus, differing from what Kolean related earlier, under-
[f-sufficient.

lined the village-centric Santal culture. Villages were s
Interes.tlingly, these were ‘called gar (forts)’ disputing the popular idea
of fortification. All villagers were called *kings’ (raj, [andholders) (Bod:
ding 1994: 20), thereby contesting Kolean’s notion of a distinct roya

soqal order. Moreover, implicit in this is the message of an egalitarian
society anchored in their village republican polity. But, internally cri-
t!qued, this avowed idea is at variance with the existence of ‘compard-
tively poor’, as also division of occupations and the event of interna

?icz)l}dal;ble between Kiskus (royal order) and Marandis (wealthy pCOPle)

id.).

- However, Kolean’s text is pregnant with a greater meaning. FIfst
is that their polity appeared to have been organised arou d killi
Fontrollgd spaces, where resources were reproduced within the kill
ftself. Tl'us is reflective of a killi confederacy that anchored the central”
ised polity controlled by Kisku kings. With this polity, they in ‘olden

e c—




o

had possession pf the country on both sides of the Ganges

gl .t olitical recession startf:d ever since the Hindus occupied
civer” ‘fto Instead of surrendering to them, a large section left their
cheir t€7 J migrated to carve out new homes. The same thing hap-
pabitat aﬂ'n the Muslim invasion, when they confined themselves to
pence © | ery of the Ajay River. These underlined their collective effort
r'ldg subjugation. But their migration to Santal Parganas, their

avol :::;gn and European help to the Dekos, which forestalled their
drive them beyond the Ganges, .messaged their final submis-

the colonial political structure (ibid.: 10-14).

Odo not have detailed knowledge about Ho polity from fragmen-
We T ethnography. Moreover, confusion prevails as to whether
tary oo g politico-administrative or a cultural institution. Tickell’s
this waction of the political history (1840b: 696-7) of pre-British
cori;t:z from folklore revealed that at the time of Ho immigration,
o hbhum was under the occupation of the Bhuiyans. They were rep-
e { as ‘the inoffensive simple race’, ‘rich in cattle, and industri-
ous cultivators’. It perhgps suggests that the l‘lhuiyqns were organised |
under some kind of chiefdom headed by a Bbooxan Mahapator or .
7amindar’ (ibid.: 696). They allowed the immigrants ‘to form settle-
ments in the neighbouring woods’, and then ‘to reside in the central
open fields’. Tickell related the entry of Saraks and their later fight
with the Ho, which resulted in the expulsion of the former (ibid.: 697).

Another major change was the foundation of the Porahat raj with
the help of the Hos (ibid.; Dalton 1973: 179).1! The latter accepted the
supremacy of the Porahat dynasty. As a mark of obedience and respect,
the Hos occasionally paid the Porahat rulers ‘salamees in different
taxes or “Russoomat” at periods of Hindoo festivals’ (Tickell 1840b:
698). They gradually colonised large parts of south and west Kolhan,
founded their permanent villages and organised their customary social
order. This was identified as the Kole territory. Venturing into this Ho
bastion was fatal for any Brahmin, Rajput or Muhammedan.!? i

A recent essay contends the British ethnographic projection of the Ho |
as a pre-state order and avers that with the acceptance of the suprem- ‘
acy of the Porahat dynasty they became a part of the Porahat state
system. But early colonial ethnography related that the Ho con-
Sidered the Porahat rajas as an ally rather than a suzerain. We learn
that the Porahat rajas and the Hos mutually agreed to divide their
S}I;heres of influence. The former chose the rich open plains towards
the north, then called Singhbhum, with the seat at Porahat. We can
Erzsume that some of the Ho groups continued to inhabit Porahat

fd accepted the supremacy of the rulers (McPherson 1906: paras
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i d across the ¢ o

~7), while others gradually sprea | remain;
(l)::n lZmd’ (Tickell 1840b: 697) a_nd finally colonised Koﬁitraq of
warded off the attempts of the chiefs of Chota Nagp n. They

< . ; u.l', P or
zamindar of Bamanghatty to subjugate their territory, They aa}ll:(: ang
Car.

ried out incessant raids of their neighbouring chiefs. Cq sequ
their military support was coux:ted b).' the chiefs of Porahat, Sera:l:ltlx
Kharsawan and Mayurbhanj in their contest for politicy| Super-ela’
ity (ibid.: 698). These facts contend the claim that the Hos hag blor.
conclusively incorporated in the feudal state system of the loca] ch_een
Moreover, conceptually speaking, this would not fit int the ideg leffs.
state that defines statehood as a political institution, evolving Org: &
cally out of internal socio-politica'l dynamics but not eXtraneougll-
imposed through conquest. A major and permanent incorPOIatioI};
into the state system occurred only after the British conquest of ghe

‘Kole territories’ in 1837 when these were demarcated as the Kolhap

Government Estate.

The political subjugation of their homeland brought in its trail slow
but steady demographic marginalisation of Adivasis. Before the onset
of feudal and colonial rule, they were numerically superior in the triba]
belt of Bihar. But during the feudal era, Jharkhand was subjected to
the steady influx of non-ethnic and spatial outsiders known as Dikau.
Though the inflow of functional castes in Adivasi villages had been
promoted by the Adivasis themselves, the inroads made by Hindu and
Muslim farmers, traders and merchants were encouraged by the local
chiefs (Singh 2002: 2-9). The Diku influx proliferated during colo-
nial rule when new elements such as government servants, lawyers,
teachers, medical practitioners, contractors and miners trooped in to
take advantage of the new avenues of jobs and professions which the
British created. These new elements largely chose urban centres for
habitation resulting in the conversion of towns and cities as Diku pre-
serves. Even in villages, the percentage of Adivasi population registered
a steady decline (Craven 1898: para 66), which sharpened as the years
went by. The Census of 2011 records that out of a total 32,988,134
in Jharkhand, STs number only 7,087,068 (i.e. 26.3%) of the total
(Indian Census Report of 2011, Primary Population Abstract). This
systematic dwindling of Adivasi number weakened their political con-
trol over Jharkhand.

20?)(;??59")%850:: Cfrte;tigr}kof the problem of land alienation .(Sin%h
on tb;'ka sc;me eve(; v hl i esdin Scquiring it i
irritant for the ethnig ll;(C) alsmlgl = la.nds.l“' (smanicallybo Sy ?)n
lem was of the state—§ P trll?al Bl.h ar. But the greatchbe

ponsored land alienation from Adivasis to the
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. | government, companies and individuals (Sen 2011b: 69-72),
8 the so.ciocu.ltural ‘mar.ginalisation of Adivasis (Singh 2002:
19). Diku religions llke.Hmdulsm and Christianity and languages
s :di, Bengali and Oriya spread. These combined to relegate Adi-

‘e Hl ’ ; 5 )
| h;l:si lture 10 the background, creating in their minds a feeling of
\4 ;

tion of territorial identity

_cultural marginalisation compelled Adivasis in India to assert
cheir rerritorial specificity sO that their control over the resources and

| stern of life might be safeguarded. The Adivasis of Midnapur in West

J Bengal started a political movement during 1760-1924. This came in
the wake of their systematic marginalisation commensurate with the

| [oss of political power, subjugation, dispossession, usurpation of cus-
romary rights over the landscape and loss of culture. During this long
stretch, they staged the militant Bhumij Revolt (1832-33), resorted to
haat looting, refused to cultivate their lands and pay rent and finally

‘ merged their resistance with the all-India Non-Cooperation Movement

‘ (1921-22) (Dasgupta 1990: 101-35). In 1876 and 1910, the Adivasis
of Bastar rebelled against the king and colonial rulers in defence of
their land and customary rights (Sundar 2008: 79-150).

Likewise, territorial selfhood was articulated by Jharkhandi Adiva-
sis both through militancy and constitutional ways. It is worthwhile,
therefore, to understand how this ideology crystallised and was articu- |
lated. For the Hos, Kolhan rather the Hodeusm was not merely a piece |
of territory they had occupied and lived but was their Nirul desum
or Holy Land. This sensibility decisively inspired them to turn it into
their sacred preserve denying even pilgrims passage in their journey

tle in their territory (Tick-

to Puri and outsiders the opportunity to set
ell 1840b: 697). To maintain their control over their habitat, they

fought against the local chiefs of Porahat and Seraikela-Kharsawan in
1819-20 and the British in 1836-37 and 1857-58 (Sen 2014: 94-9). ‘,
D.uring the famous Hul of 1855-56, the Santals gave the call of Delaya |
birid pe, Delaya tingun pe (Arise, awake! Found the Santal Raj) to il
set free their cherished homeland from the control of the non-Adivasi
lanqlords, moneylenders and the British (Sen 1992: 18-31). Similarly,
during the Sardari or Kherwar movement (185 8-95), the Mundas and |
SfaOns in Chota Nagpur plateau sent petitions t0 the commissioner of i
hota Nagpur (1867) and the lieutenant governor of Bengal (1881),
to assert their status as ‘aboriginal’ and hereditary rights over the land

(MacDougall 1985: 260-2).
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The pathos of loss of contrc?l over tl}e sacred homelapq ; .
in the following song sung during the historic Ulgulan of i ;s 1\/e[wdent
and Oraons under Birsa Munda (1895-1 900): Ung,,
O Father of the earth, ours is the land, the country,

You have made us live under others,
You brought us from the Original Home,
In Nagpur, our ancestors left their footprints.

In the country reclaimed by us, you have made others gj
On our property.

(Singh 2002. 313)

Similarly, riddled by the deep sense of
tion, the Santals of Midnapur fervently
Champa (Dasgupta 1990: 121).
Memory of the ‘remembered landscape’; as contr
landscape of their current servitude’ not only embodied thej; tertito.
rial and political sensitivity, but also simultaneously reinvented Adivag;
selthood.!S Originally, this was an autonomously governed byt cultur-
ally imbued notion of territoria] identity, which was fractured when the
feudal elements and the colonial state converted ethnic landscape jntg 5
subordinate politico-cultural space and circumscribed theijr traditional
control over it. With this, Systematic marginalisation of the indigenes

of Jharkhand emerged as 2 grim reality. They were forced to rationalise
servitude and gradually adapt themsely

istic mode of political action. The grad
of collective protest was evident duri

moral and mater

ial de A
recalled their arc e

adian ife in

asted from ¢,

uation to this changed modality
ng the Sardari Larai, when the

government to defend their land and foregt rights (MacDougall 1985:
). This took deeper roots after t

he opening up of modern educa-

tion in the Adivas; region and adoption of the literacy criterion, in the
' heads. These village officials, besides
the Adivasi employees of the district administration, played a signifi-
In soci ic mode in Jharkhand. But the most
of western education was the emet-

gence of Adivasi literati 4 the vanguard of political action through
press, public association and public meeting in place of the traditional
arsenal of bow and arroy gy battle axe (Sen 2014: 93-112). During
itical identity peaked in the form of
» MOre popularly known as the Jhafkhand

colonial rule, ap assertion of po]
a claim for 4 Separate state



e

pand moVediEEs
the purpose of this section is not to elaborate how the move-
evel d and developed and the problems it encountered, its
ment 0% 1 nesses and pitfalls as also the modalities that followed.
va,;ious'11 focus rather on how the notion of state was territorially
s ¥ and what final form this assumed. With the initial motive of
defin€C a welfare 0 the Christian tribals, associations such as the
.~ Agsociation (1898) and Dacca Students’ Union (1912) were
Christh The Chotanagpur Tribal Association, founded in 1912, opened
forme bership to the non-Christian sections also. The claim for politi-
115, v particularly statehood, was raised by a new forum named as
ca Chotanagpur Improvement Society or Chotanagpur Unnati Samaj.
the lirerate section of the Society advocated for the reservation in
Tl;; hd Jegislative bodies, the creation of a substate comprising the
(r)ibal parts of Bihar; their demand for a t:ull state was placed before
Ehe Simon Commission in 1928. That this state comprised only the
Chota Nagpur division becomes clear from the avowed objective of
1hasabha formed in 1838. This state was deemed neces-

the Adivasi M . (e : : :
sary to end Diku dominance, besides improving the socio-economic

and political conditions. of the Adivasis. Under the leadership of Jaipal
Singh, the Mahasabha forged a strategic link with the Muslim League
and helped the British war efforts during the Second World War. On
the eve of Indian Independence, the association reiterated the demand
for a separate Chota Nagpur state.

After independence, the Mahasabha converted itself into a political
party and reconstituted itself as the Jharkhand Party. This reiterated
the demand for a separate state comprising Chota Nagpur and Santal
Parganas. The resounding victory of the Adivasi candidates at the gen-
eral elections in 1952 to the Bihar Assembly so enthused their leaders
that not only a memorandum for separate Jharkhand was submitted,
but also, more significantly, the territorial expanse of the state was
reframed. This transcended its earlier politico-administrative iden-
tity and chose to denote Adivasi homeland as a distinct sociocultural
and ecological formation of the indigenes. This included, besides the
SIX Adivasi-dominated districts of Bihar, nine districts of West Ben-
8al, Orissa and the then Madhya Pradesh. Though: the Jharkhand
i‘?(\);’ement continued to register its presence in the coming deca.des,
Jha;ll(shplagued by internal bickering. This led to the birth of various
Dal Hal{ld-based outfits like the All India Jharkhand Party, Birsa Seva

ak’sh ul Jharkhand Party, Jharkhand Mukti Morcha (JMM), Kolhan

a Sangh (KRS), All Jharkhand Students’ Union and Jharkhand
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its, occasional links with the Nationa|js,
Peaple’s Party. The sﬁll];S};aratiya Jar}ata Party (BJP) ang the fai Ure ¢
like the Congress an hic base seriously sapped the Movemey, fro
suengthe“ its'dem;gtflaep Gagk idea of homeland. The failur? to sp:ﬁ
within and dilute of the claimed state was Palpable, S°°_‘°Cuhura1
e boum_iafs erely an emotional rather than 4 politicy| ideg
boundary remamel mas found active in the Creation of Separate Kol.
Kolhan Raksha D; Ynion government and cutting acrosg Party oy,
han state under t ed MPs of tribal Bihar made a .demgnd for magg,
ations 50 MLAs an | Pargana a Centrally Administratjye Territg ;
Chota Nagpu{-’-&?ln;ﬁ:i separate Jharkhand state i_n 2900 registereq per.
The formaflon Ci of a long demand for an Adivasj State, Comprigiy
haps the fulfilmen f Chota Nagpur and Santa] Pargana. §1gnificant1y,
o au 22 ql§trllct8 60 onderance over the new state wag fetained through
ethnic politica i rf fhe state as a scheduled area, the PIOVision of rege:
:,};:igicl,afr:lioznfg assembly seats for the STs out of a total

of 81 and the
post of Chief Minister enjoyed by an Adivas; ti]] 2014 4

ssembly e
tions. But the fact is that the Adivasis are clearly in mip

than 27 per cent of the tota] population

to a settled rura] community by na.rratl‘nlg1
the very process of village making as a factor in their relatlonshlp wit
the landscape,
Notes
1 For a claj

priority of residence’, see Bowen
Bowen refers to ‘tr

ibal clajmg ¢, Brave sites as on the basis of long term
OCCupatiop’ (2000: 13),
The link Wwith th;

termg Ocations, see ibid. 35_59. i forc:
1 OF their migrayio to Chot, Nagpur and also for the suggestion of for
1ble entry, gee Campbell (1866: 3y, £

Ampbel| writes. ‘They must h?"l,)? db;een
: a0 Ingress 1 , country not o inally their own’ (ibid.).
Campbell ¢op dered thep, ‘the origin,| occupfnts o}; much of the lower
South of the h

. b_
Ota-Nagpore Plateay, greqy part of Sing
sand th bO sk

or Bhooiapg |, € been * dorders of Orissa

-He also noted: ‘These BhOOY;)S
T€puted tg b the Aboy Igines of Bengal’ (1866: 52-3).
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deputy commissioner of Singhbhum to the commissioner
r W. . No.30, 22 February 1867, Revenue Department, June
{ Chota 127.
{ A ial presented by the Hos at ngaibasa, ?:lted 9 Julyf1914,
the Kolhan Government Estate in the district of Sing-
vide vernment of Bihar and Orissa, Revenue Department, FN $/6 of
hbhum GOl_ 12, Enclosure (5) to Proceedings No. 6, Appendix C, para. 9.
1915, MO8 - Dlay of some of these factors, see Wolf (2010: 88-100).
9 Fo .lanlgécl‘:an considered Baskes as ‘merchants’, other Gurus called them
e : J9S
1994: 8-10, 20).
coOkscgpodiint%xe tradition of the family, the dynasty was founded in the
11 cc;)r éﬁ%ury AD, while according to the British their rule commenced
sixth ¢ AD (Sahu 1985: 8-10).
3th century
om ;,l;: dlg e to Metcalfe, 9 May.l 820, para 1}. ;
2W$w&mwmmmmwﬁmmhmwmmmmmmw
13 To 4808 e countryside’ (Dasgupta 2007b: 100-4),
rsel 'i?are provided in village-wise thika list in Craven and Tuckey Settle-
14 Detatl Village Papers or Diku Reports.
%?; idea has been inspired by Damodaran (2002). -
15 h¥ study of Jharkhand movement is based on Singh (2006: 1-30); Vidy-
16T le and Sahay (1978: 85-91); Corbridge (1988: 1-42); Devalle (1992:
arthl 80 mit Prakash (1999: 461-96); Kesari and Munda (2003: 216-31);

g;?;gc)i;aran (2005: 133-43); Damodaran (2006: 179-96); Stuligross (2008:

83-97).




