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           India: A Linguistic Civilisation

  There is a raging debate in the country about the ‘idea of India,’ though the phrase is rarely explained by those who use it. Grasping its many meanings is left to the imagination of the context in which it is used and the audience to whom it is addressed. At times, it refers to the Indian republic founded upon the Constitution. At other times it evokes the grand vision of a timeless India with all its diversities, all its past epochs. It may refer to the many origins of India’s diverse populations and cultures, or may even be used as a synonym for what we think was or is the Indian ‘civilisation’.  Thinking of a civilization is by no means easy. 
  If one were to go strictly along the dictionary path, one finds that the term ‘civilisation’ is  rooted in the Latin ‘civitas’ or the English ‘civil’, pointing firmly to ‘city’ as the basis of ‘civilisation’. In India, city or the urban social-structure first came into existence during the Indus period, found its apex for about six centuries – from the 24th century to the 19th century BCE—and declined. That was followed by half-a-millennium long gap, a time about which we know very little. The next known phase of India’s pre-history emerges with the Rigveda, around the 14th century BCE, when India had entered a new system in which cities did spring up but the larger population of India had chosen the village-structure as its long-term ‘civilisational’ choice. Since then and till colonialism once again prioritised cities, for over 32 centuries, most of the knowledge production, artistic expression and metaphysical meditation continued to spring up from remote and lonely places rather than from cities. Seen from that perspective, the term ‘civilisation’ is not so adequate to encompass India’s past. However, by ‘civilisation’ one implies ‘all that was there, great and not so great’ a pervasively binding cultural thread, in the case of South Asia, one has to invoke language as being that principle, the elan vital, the substance and essence of the idea of India. 
 Linguists no more like to talk of Indian languages in terms of distinct linguistic families; they have moved to describing the vast multitude of Indian languages as ‘a linguistic area’ having a far greater mutual intelligibility between a language and its surrounding languages than in most other parts of the world.  Language in India stands out not just by its great diversity but also as an unmistakable key to its cultural tensions and social stratification. Going by the estimates put forward by UNESCO and Ethnologue, there are about 7000 living languages in the world. Of these, about 12 percent are spoken in India. I should add that there is no decisive figure for the living Indian languages still available. The 2011 census had listed 1369 ‘mother tongues’; but every ‘label’—name of a mother tongue as entered by people during the census—is not necessarily a ‘language’. In fact, successive governments have been trying to minimize the figures by introducing absurd methods for language count. The People’s Linguistic Survey of India (2010-2013) reported   780 languages, with the caveat that the PLSI may have missed on some 70 languages. So, one can assume that there are about 850 living languages in the country. What is most remarkable about this vast diversity is that in any given period in the past, we had a similar diversity, which is the foundation of India’s unity .
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Diversity and Federalism
When Sanskrit arrived in India 35 centuries ago, there already were languages which later were identified as Pali group of languages, Prakrits and ancient Dravidian. Besides, wherever our ancient ancestors had struck roots, the ‘population knots’ formed by them had given rise to local languages. When Panini formulated his system of grammar 25 centuries before our time, he mentioned not just one but numerous language varieties. Throughout the first millennium, works like Matanga’s Brihad-desi and Kuntaka’s Vakrokti-jivita were built round the idea of many language varieties and in plays of Kalidasa and Bhavabhuti characters are seen using several several languages within a single scene. During the first millennium, Al Biruni as well as Amir Khushro, again, reminded that to be India means to be speaking many languages. In the past, neither Sanskrit nor Persian, despite their metaphysical and material might, were able to replace regional and sub-national languages. The Prakrits continued to exist though Sanskrit declined. Modern Indian languages of the areas ruled by Persian speaking rulers continued while Persian all but disappeared. The colonial rule succeeded in imposing a common legal framework over the entire geographical span we call India; however, despite T. B. Macaulay’s education policy, imposing a single language had not been dreamed of by the rulers.   
After Independence, language diversity received a constitutional validity when the Constituent Assembly decided, after elaborate debate and discussion, to introduce the 8th schedule containing 14 languages as deserving of recognition.  The expanded list now has in it twenty-two languages. Nearly 30 languages are hoping to be included in it. Add to this, several hundred languages of adivasis and nomadic communities, as also the languages of the North east and the coastal communities. While nationalism was spelt out in Europe during the 19th century in terms of linguistic unity, in India, speakers of these hundreds of different languages accepted to belong to a single nation because the Constitution had promised them the freedom of expression making it mandatory on the state to encourage languages ‘without harming other languages.’ Indians have been through several millennia multilingual in their thinking, life and habitat. The national anthem they sing with such great pride describes India primarily in terms of some of its language communities, speakers of the Punjabi, Sindhi, Gujarati, Marathi, Dravidian languages, Odiya and Bangla. Quite evidently, Indians know that we are one nation not because we speak one language, or despite our speaking diverse languages, but because we have many languages. It was precisely for this reason that, soon after Independence, the Union Government set the State Reorganisation Commission and created ‘linguistic’ states. No patriotic Indian would ever think of our many languages as a liability, or provide an apology for language diversity; that diversity makes us proud as Indians, for that was at the heart of our idea of nationalism. To look at the linguistic texture of India askance is really to reject the constitutional basis of India’s federalism.
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Where Linguistic Federalism?

   One of the paradoxes of the structure of Union Government is that, sadly, language as a subject is divided between the HRD Ministry and the Ministry of Home Affairs. Historically, the Home Ministry has often taken an anti-language-diversity stand. After the Bangladesh war, which was fought on the question of language, Home Ministry asked the census to introduce a completely arbitrary cut off figure of 10,000 for a language to qualify for being announced by the Census as a language. The absurdity needs no comment. Recently, Home Minister Amit Shah offered a piece of advice to states asking them to move over to Hindi as the language of inter-state communication. To decide on which language a state chooses to use, is entirely the prerogative of that state. Therefore, Home Minister should not have invited himself to express an opinion on this issue. Not surprisingly, his comment was seen as an extension of the BJP’s majoritarian politics – Hindi being the language spoken in the country with the largest numbers—and also an articulation of the RSS idea of Hindi-Hindu-Hindustan nationalism as the only true nationalism. Little did he realise that deep within it is a view that goes against the very grain of Indian civilisation. India, if nothing else, is a linguistic civilisation, and its linguistic diversity is the perennial civilisational mark, its gene.

Some two thousand years ago, Tholkappiyar, the fabled author of Tholkappiyam, stated that poetic words can be distributed in four types: Lyarcol, Thirisol, Thisaiccol and Vadasol. Of these, he held, ‘vadasol’, words from northern languages, “become fit to be used in Tamil only when they adopt Tamil phonetics discarding their northern phonetics.”  From ancient times, sensitivity to language difference has almost been the core of Dravidic self-hood.  A similar sensitivity existed among the speakers of Prakrits in ancient times. It was one of the Prakrits in which Mahavir had presented his teachings in the 6th century BCE. 18 centuries later, Acharya Hemachandra, a major Jain scholar, poet, mathematician and philosopher produced his Desinamamala, a treatise on the importance of Prakrit words used in Gujarat of his times as against those from Sanskrit. In the process, he gave a tangible form to the Gujarati language. Mahatma Gandhi, who defined the idea of selfhood for India in Hind Swaraj (1909), chose to write the iconic book in Gujarati. Language sensitivity has been a feature of selfhood in the case of every Indian language.  

      It would be unreasonable to expect a contemporary Indian to know about a two thousand year old Tholkappiyam or a nine century old Desinamala.  But would it be too much to expect the person to known the Constitution adopted by the republic seven decades ago?  It states two things with utmost clarity. One, India, is ‘a union of states’; and two, the official language used for communication between the states shall be the language that has been in use at the time of adoption of the constitution. The move from English to Hindi can take place only if, as the language related Articles unambiguously state, ‘two or more states agree’ for the shift. Article 351 (4) provides for a ‘Committee consisting of thirty members, twenty from the Parliament and ten from State assemblies, for safeguarding language related provisions.  The functions and the scope of the Committee as laid down by the Constitution are further clarified by the practice of distribution of language as a subject between two Ministries, the HRD Ministry and the Home Ministry. The scope of the HRD Ministry with reference to language extends to education and promotion of cultural expression. The Home Ministry’s scope extends to safeguarding relations of the states with the ‘union’, protecting the linguistic rights of language minorities and promotion of Hindi. The last of these, the Constitution states,  has to be ‘without interference with other languages’. Two crucial questions for the Home Ministry and its Hindi Language Committee should be, understood correctly in the light of the provisions of the Constitution, ‘has Hindi seen any growth during the last seven decades?  And, if there is such a growth, does it interfere with the growth of other Scheduled languages?” 
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The Story Emerging from the Census

The Census data has quite a story to tell. In 2011, its speakers accounted for 43.63 percent of the total population, with a total of 52.83cr speakers. In 1971, the number was 20.27cr accounting for 36.99 percent of the total population. Between 2001 and 2011, the growth in proportion of population was 2.6 percent. Next most spoken language, Bangla, had a negative growth. It was spoken by 8.30 percent of Indians in 1991, 8.11 percent in 2001 and by 8.03 percent in 2011. Telugu, sliding down from 7.87 in 1991, to 7.19 in 2001 and 6.70 in 2011   has a similar story to tell.  The one for Marathi is no different: 7.45 (1991), 6.99 (2001) and 6.86 (2011). Tamil, the oldest surviving language in the country should have received at least some attention from the Home Ministry. But its show is no different from that of Bangla, Telugu and Marathi. It recorded   6.32 percent of total population in 1991, 5.91 in 2001 and 5.70 in 2011. The only major languages to show a small decadal growth was Gujarati; and the only small yet scheduled language to show a good growth was Sanskrit. 
This year, the census will have another count of languages in the country; and for reasons that are too obvious, the situation of all languages in the 8th schedule–except Hindi and Sanskrit, and perhaps Gujarati-- will have worsened. In this context the Parliamentary Committee on promotion of Hindi should have expressed its concern on the decline of Indian languages, except Hindi, and the growth of Sanskrit, which has ceased to be a living language since the 9th century. 

    If all other languages show a relative decline, why Hindi is recording a steady growth? The 52.83 cr. speakers of Hindi as recorded in 2011 included not just the speaker of ‘Hindi’ but also those of more than fifty other languages. Bhojapuri claimed by more than 5 cr., with its growing cinema, literature, newspapers, songs, theatre and publication industry, is placed within Hindi. Most languages of Himachal Pradesh, Uttarakhand, Chhattisgarh, Rajasthan and Jharkhand have also been pushed into the Hindi package. Even the Pawari language spoken mainly in Maharashtra and in some parts of Madhya Pradesh has been shown as ‘Hindi’, overlooking the fact that most Pawari speakers may find Hindi almost unintelligible.  Thus the story of Hindi’s growth is quite fictitious. Had the census not included these other languages under Hindi, the strength of Hindi speakers would have gone down to about 39 cr., just a little under 32 percent of the total population in 2011, and would have looked not too different form that of other scheduled languages. The Committee should also concern itself with making the Census data for Hindi more realistic. The data for English speakers stands in a far greater truthfulness. The Census 2011 reports a total of 1,30,563 Indians as English speakers, with 2,59,678 men and 1, 29,115 women. Compare this with the least spoken among the scheduled languages: Manipuri is at 17.61 lac and Bodo at 14.82 lac. No further comment is necessary to show how utterly laughable the figures are.  
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 Hindi-Hindu-Hindutva

 Hindi is a beautiful language as any small or big language in the world is. Hindi cinema has brought to India some fame and some foreign currency. Its literature is rich and deserves mention with pride. Yet, it is also true that among the languages included in the 8th Schedule, it falls within the younger lot of languages, with Tamil, Kannada, Kashmiri, Marathi, Oriya, Sindhi, Nepali and Assamiya having a much longer history. As a language of knowledge too Tamil, Kannada, Bangla and Marathi, with their abundance encyclopaedias and historical literature, quite easily outshine Hindi. A language evolves slowly and cannot be forced to grow by issuing ordinances. If all wisdom related to the history of Hindi, India’s multilingualism, the federal structure of India and the language sensitivity in so many states should have guided the Committee and the Official Language Committee to accept linguistic realism, what is it that prompted Home Minister Shah to suddenly call for a Hindi-India?  
It is perhaps not so much the RSS ideology of hyphenating Hindu-Hindu nationalism that has prompted Home Minister’s Hindi assertion. It may also not be the BJP’s idea of majoritarian democracy that has prompted it.  The Hindi speakers in the country – despite the inflated figure of 52 cr. against 121 put through the 2011 census, do not form linguistic majority. The fact remains that 69 cr, even in the 2011 census, were non-Hindi speakers. In that sense, it was not and cannot be the majority language of India. Quite likely, Mr. Shah’s attempt to stoke Hindi pride is required as a balm for the vast unemployment that hurts the youth in the Hindi belt, an area so crucial for the 2024 Lok Sabha elections. Yet, he overlooked the fact that just as harping on Pakistan as a threat to security works for Hindu mobilisation, depicting English as an anti-national entity will no longer work to mobilise the Hindi speaking people. It makes utterly poor economics, and an absurd linguistics. Most of all it makes an anti-federal politics. Does India need these? 
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Indian Republic: Then and Now

  1950, the year in which India became a Republic, was the year of my birth, a coincidence willed neither by the republic nor me.  The small town – more a village than a town-- where I was born, was located in hills in western Maharashtra.  Three centuries before my time, the lush green hills and rugged mountains surrounding it had heardthe horse hooves and foot falls of men inspired by Shivaji’s idea of ‘swarajya’.  Barely forty miles east of my village was Pune where eight decades before my birth Mahatma Jyotiba Phule had ignited the minds of a whole generation with the ideas of truth and rationality. It was Pune where Mahatma Gandhi was kept in prison because he had given the call for the ‘quit India’ movement and where his co-prisoner Kasturba breather her last.  Just twenty-three years before my birth, Dr. Babsaheb Ambedkar had mobilised the Chavadar Talav satyagrah at Mahad, some 25 miles distance from my village as the crow flies. Several young persons from my area had become martyrs for India’s freedom in the decade preceding my birth. When the partition-tragedy came, some persons from Sind migrated to my town and were offered shelter. When Mahatma Gandhi was assassinated, the Brahmins who feared the backlash were given safe-stay by their large joint-family neighbours. Hindus, Muslims and all castes lived in the small town as an extended single society. There was personal enmity and friction among neighbours; but no disrespect to other religions. Anger there was, but hatred was rare. When the republic was born, and me too, the town could grasp the spirit on which it was built. People in the town had not read the Constitution, as there was hardly anybody there who understood English; but they had seen Dr. Ambedkar and heard his words. Therefore, the people quickly grasped the spirit of the constitution. Previously my town had a raja, a chhota raja if you like, as it was listed in official colonial records. The rule of the chhota raja had been over since the Bombay Presidency Assembly came into existence. People quickly took to the grammar of elections. They understood what a people’s representative means. My little town was perhaps the microcosm of India with its seven lakh villages.

  Several decades later I moved to Gujarat for work. I arrived there when the sepia tone photographs of Gandhi, Azad, Patel and Jawaharlal Nehru had started looking faded in people’s memory. By then corruption, commercialisation, communalism and casteism had taken a firm hold of India’s mind. Communal riots around festival processions had become the order of the day. Police encounters – fake or faithful-- too were seen no longer as shocking. People had started choosing residence in closed and gated colonies. Nuclear families ideal for a photo-image of happiness, decked with material comfort and worldly success, had in their minds an inexplicable hatred. People had stopped being angry for what was wrong in the society; but they were constantly in a mood of hating smaller communities and poorer sections. It was natural that my thoughts went back to my tiny, illiterate town inhabited by people without any significant material means. And it was not just nostalgia; it was also an attempt at sketching the biography of the Republic.  Here is what I thought.

In my childhood it was possible for children from all section of the society to get free or almost free education. It is true that there were not enough schools and colleges for all; but the ones that were there were available even for low middle-class students. Now, in the twenty-first century, there were schools of a wide variety and colleges and universities of all kinds – public and private, Indian and off-shore overseas universities--- and yet education had become prohibitively costly for most families. In my mid-twentieth century village, doctors were very few and mostly General Practitioners. Specialisation was not heard of. In the city of the twenty-first century, doctors had acquired super-specialisation. However, the costs of consultation, treatment and medicines were beyond the means of most middle class families, unless they had secured themselves through health insurance. In my last century village, most houses were built of mud-walls and covered with leaky roofs. 
          In the twenty-first Indian city, the houses were made of sturdy steel and concrete with an amazing range of tiles and filled with fancy gadgets. However, the neighbours were mostly of a single religion, in many cases, of a single caste as well. In my town, garbage collection by the town council was random. Yet, the safai-staff was employed by the council. In the 21st century, the city council had sold out the function to a private company. It was the same with the drinking water. People paid taxes to the city-council; and at the same time, they also paid charges to the private company. When Indian became republic, the roads, rivers, hills and sea-shores belonged to the government. In the new-model, they belonged to private players. Complaints about school, medicine, water, power, roads, open spaces and all that we call our country,  when they were made, had to be recorded on a machine-managed telephone number, and the conversation was rarely problem solving. 
In the little town there was a small public library set up the Raja so that children read and get to know about the world. In the twenty-first large city of Gujarat, there were digital and plastic-flex hoardings with larger than life photographs of a leader, and their main job was to conceal rather than to reveal facts. In that model of society, love for people from another religion was seen as loyalty to another country. During my time in Gujarat, whenever I travelled to other states, people in those states used to tell me how much they admired the Gujarat Model. My telling them that not all in Gujarat was well, that the Adivasis were still kept far off form their legitimate rights and entitlements, the schedule castes still had to bear the brunt of caste prejudice and the Muslims there were victims of an incurable hatred, was quickly disregarded as an ‘opinion’. There were few takers for my pleading then. Later, that model came to rule India and started patting its back as the ‘Rashtra-Nirman Model.’ 

   Today, as we step into the 75th year of Independence, it is really time for us to think why and how we have moved so far from the spirit of the Republic? Why the gap between the poor and the rich has become so impossibly unbridgeable? Why social harmony has hit the rock-bottom? Why despite their material prosperity the minds of the middle classes are brimming with hatred? And why the dream of making India a ‘great country’ is making the minds and hearts of its people ‘small’?  As we get ready to celebrate Independence and the Republic of India, it is time to figure out if there is not a radical dichotomy between the spirit on which the Republic and the Constitution were founded and the spirit on which the Rashtra-Nirman Model’ is based. 
I, born in the year in which the Republic was born, say,  in humility that I have learnt from the people of India over the last seven decades, a country can become great only when its people learn the virtues of large-heartedness, compassion, co-existence and respect for others. Respect for the constitution that is the mother of freedom, equality before law and a person’s dignity for every Indian, is and will be the only touchstone for one’s love for India. Perhaps it is not an over-statement to say that as we recall the freedom struggle, India has to choose between the Constitution and other model that has been over-busy subverting it. 
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India with Disgraced Minorities and Women 

   The thread of this story goes back a long way in history of civilisations. There is a widespread superstition in many Hindu communities in India that Satvai, a weird goddess, writes the destiny of a new born baby in the first few days of its birth.  The name Satwai is used in Marathi ironically for a quarrelsome, morally lax and an ungainly woman.  The parallel of the weird Indian goddess can be found in the Greek superstition related to Moirai. The Greek Moirai has no known connection with the India Mari-aai, a supernatural bringer of small-pox. The ancient Greeks used the term Moirai as a group term for three goddesses,  or Fates,  who were believed to weave the thread of one’s life. Clotho is the spinner, Lachesis is the one who provides the yarn and Atropos, the one who cuts the thread of life, all of them quite unbearable in their appearance.  It is difficult to say if Brahma, Visnhu Mahesh of Hindu mythology were related with these. The Greek belief in the weirdness of the three Fates has seen manifestations in subsequent ages in Europe. The three witches of Shakespeare’s Macbeth is an instance. In a much transformed shape, they appear in A Question of Silence, a 1980s cinema classic directed by by Marleen Gorris. As all Trads (an abbreviation that the ultra-Right traditionalists have chosen for themselves) know it well, India has not lagged behind in continuing the tradition. The recent manifestations of Satwai and Mari-aai are bullibai and sullideals.

    The weirdness begins with their names. The term ‘bulli’ means in Marathi ‘the genital of a male child’, while ‘bai’ means a woman. Sulli, as known to the digitally-wired young generation, is the name of a young rebellious singer who ran a campaign against digital harassment. This Korean pop-singer of great courage and talent came into light when she was just eleven years old and died when she was barely twenty-five. To use her name for an app developed for digital harassment has deepened the term weird. Using the digital anonymity, Trads in India are putting up many women on digital auction.  This takes us back to ancient Greeks, for auctioning women was a practice that they followed and handed down to the ancient Romans. Subsequently, the Romans added to it the auctioning of slaves as well.  It is not as if the Greeks, Romans alone held patents for auctioning women and slaves. Asian civilisations too have had their share in reducing women to items of material property.  

   India had its variants of oppressing women such as placing them as gambling stakes--- as Druapadi of the Mahabharat may indicate-- or selling wives-- as the tale of Harishchandra and Taramati may indicate. Yet, the practice was not approved by any Hindu darshana or shastra or except the Manusmriti which proposed licence to Brahmins to plunder the womenfolk of other varnas. It was for the Manusmriti’s blatant advocacy of discrimination and oppression that Dr. Ambedkar found it necessary to publicly burn its copy.      

     The difference between various ancient civilisations with regard of the ignominious practice of auctioning women can become clearer if we look at the trajectory of the term ‘auction’. What is ‘auction’—competitive sell-- in English was ‘aukan’ in earlier times and meant ‘augmentation.’ An yet older version,   the Greek ‘auxo’, meant ‘increase’ or ‘growth’. It had a distant relative in the Indic language, ojas, which meant ‘energy’.  So at one end of the etymological spectrum of ‘auction’ is the portrait of a woman as a source of power, at the other end it is reduced to a mere ‘multiplication of price’.   Not quite aware that woman, in several noblest traditions of thought in ancient India, was seen as energy, light, and moral depth. There is of course the worst too in those ancient thought traditions. The bulli-sulli clique has buried the best and revived the worst in Indian history by bringing woman under the auctioneer’s hammer, bringing their view of woman to rank with the Taliban perspective of feminity.   

As we celebrate the 75th year of India’s independence and recall the matchless sacrifice of martyrs for the cause of India’s freedom, there is reason to believe that the lalat-rekha, the destiny, of future India is being re-written by the weird Bullibais, Sullibais and Trads.  The struggle for independence was led by a great man whose spinning wheel defeated the British might resting on its wealth, army and guns. Currently, the yarn being spun is by the cyber-space obsessed teen-agers whose minds are poisoned by a relentless demonization of dalits, women, adivasis, Muslims, Christians, liberals, thinkers, artists, writers, film makers and just anybody who dare oppose the regime.  
After all, what harm have the hapless Muslim women put up for digital auction have caused to the regime, to the RSS, the Trads and the pirates surfing in digital oceans?  On the eve of Independence, as the tricolour was unfurled, Jawaharlal Nehru had used the expression ‘our tryst with destiny’ to describe the unique moment.  In the 75th year of Independence, India’s destiny is being re-written by the ‘net-wired’  Trads and trolls in bold letters of   scorn and hatred.  A Niraj Bishnoi can be seen as a perpetrator of the scandalous cyber attack on the privacy and dignity of women. He and the others like him are also victims of the ideology of the new brand of Hindutva.  Conspiring invisibly in the apparent anonymity of the cyber space, they are victims of the vicious climate of opinion that the regime has consciously fostered.  The desire to wipe out India’s cultural memory, rework its history and re-write its destiny has turned into the theatre of the weird.  In it mothers, sisters, daughters, wives are up for auction as gleefully as are the PSUs, universities, airports, roads, forests and the fancy used-suits of its poster-boys. 
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Reinventing History: The Bull and the Horse

 In the entire discussion related to the Pegasus snooping case what was not noticed is the re-play of mythology. It is known that Pegasus, the winged sea-horse of Greek mythology predates by nearly five centuries the famous Trojan horse made of wood used for breaching the Ilium citadel of Troy. Horses were in use in ancient Greece in Homer’s time, but not much before his time. They, the horses, spread out from central Asia to Europe around 2000 BC. In contrast, domestication of horse, horse breeding, using horse driven chariots for warfare arrived in India a little later, after the decline of the Harappan civilisation. 

     The domesticated animal that the Harappans adored was bull. And bullocks indeed had been domesticated in India at least three millennia prior to the mature phase of the Harappan civilisation, since agriculture had been adopted by a large number of Indians by some 6000 years before present.  The humped bull seals are in excavations of Harappan sites. One does not since exactly when, but the bull festival had been established in many parts of pre-historic India. Even today, in Maharashtra, Chhattisgarh, Andhra and Madhya Pradesh people celebrate every year the ‘beil-pola’, bullock felicitation day (which falls on the 18th August this year).  The name from early-history that springs to the mind in association with the bull-based agrarian culture is that of the king Bali of the 10th century before Christ. His rule had spread from Rajasthan to deep south and east. The Onam in Kerala is a clear recall of the Mahabali or Maveli. It is certain that the bull existed in India much before the breeding and domestication of horses were tried out. During the early Vedic period, India witnessed a clash of civilisations centred round bulls (and cows) and round horses, respectively. The conflict was between pastoralists and farmers, on the one hand, and the warring people and groups given to fire-sacrifice rituals, on the other hand.  There are five hymns about the horse in the Rig Veda, but only one about the bull. The story of the Mahabharata is an ample evidence of the narrative of the clash. 

    All of this, otherwise an irrelevant mythological and pre-historic information becomes important today as, in an altogether different a caste, the same clash has taken centre stage in India.  When the farmers in protest had been camping outside Delhi for a year, the regime had remained indifferent to their legitimate demands. Denying the minimum selling price to the farm produce to farmers already in debt traps and suicide spree, imposing hurriedly passed Agriculture Bills favouring corporate, ignoring the striking farmers, placing barriers and nails in their way, their deaths during the months of protest, are sadly not seen as important issues. The big issue is to name them Khalistani-separatists, anti-social mawalis and traitors fattened by funds coming from Canada. In the Marathi language, the term ‘Bali-Raja’ is used as a symbolic synonym for farmers. Mahatma Jyotiba Phule had described Bali as the saviour of the oppressed. During the Dipawali festival, on the day dedicated to cow, the vasu-baras, in every house in Maharashtra a wishful prayer is recited: ida pida talo, baliche rajya yevo – “may the calamities pass, may the Bali rule return.” Indeed, Bali is the ultimate hero for the non-Vedic India. 
The RSS idea of Hindutva is trained towards going past the Constitution and reviving cultural values and mores of what it thinks was the Vedic culture. This is not to undermine the value of the India’s intellectual and literary achievements in the early historical times.  However, an uncritical glorification of the Vedic culture flies straight in the face of the vision of India that Phule, Periyar and Ambedkar saw.  The ‘past-glory fixation’ of the RSS is founded in the self-perception as a people who remained enchained for centuries. It rests on an unchecked fantasy of the Sanskrit speaking Aryans going all over the world—riding galloping horses-- and taking their wisdom to the rest of the known old world. History, hardly corroborates this wishful view.  The cultural discourse in India today is being pulled in opposite directions by horses and bulls. 
    The sprawling propaganda machinery of the RSS, BJP and its numerous outfits will no doubt spread false stories of how the Christian population has been increasingly posing a threat to Hindus. One has seen this happening when attacks were mounted on places of prayer in Gujarat during the first term of Narendra Modi as CM. One of those vandalised places was in Dang, a tribal district in south Gujarat. It was no more than a small hut with walls made of bamboo. The tribal communities, Kunknas, Varlis, Dodiyas and Dangis had no emotional or theological connection with the Sanatan Hindu dharma. The missionaries working there were genuinely interested in providing education and health-care to the people whose traditional forest rights had been vastly compromised by the timber–sharks. Yet, the newspapers in Ahmedabad and Surat had depicted the attack in reports laced with the innuendoes hinting at evangelism.

   The question is, why the RSS-BJP and its various fronts are so keen on going against the tenets of the constitution, business interests of India and the principles of civility that democracy cherishes? Why does the presence of a miniscule minority population get government after state government worrying about the health of faith and prayer traditions of the majority population?  The truth is that the Hindutva brigade has hardly anything to do with either the profound wisdom in the thought-traditions that make India a civilisation or the need for internal social reforms that caste and gender injustice calls for. None of the schools of thought or sect-philosophy of Indian tradition preaches and promotes hatred, scorn and discrimination. The constant harassment of religious minorities, deprived castes and tribes springs from the RSS-BJP’s need to keep the multitude of castes and communities bundled together as ‘Hindu’ in a silent fear of those in power. Acts, actions and fake-news that are apparently directed towards religious minorities are in fact the means of sending intimidating signals to the followers of Hindutva for the sake of maximising electoral returns. 
Conclusion

The mass-psychology of fascism thinks of intimidation of a few as a weapon for keeping the masses tethered to an ideology of hatred. Love is a word scary for it. It is quick to equate it with a jihad, for in hatred does fascism take birth and in hatred does it thrive. Can we allow it to overtake Indian Constitution and India’s Federalism?  All of us have to act, act in unity, act with courage and safeguard the diversities and the federal structure of our country which is unambiguously defined in the Constitution as ‘a Union of States’. 
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