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The demographic groups, véfioyly-ldésigna‘iédiﬁ»;;gocial scien
tribe, aborigine, autochthon, indigene and Adivasi, have been
jected tO the ‘politics of rep'xfes_entgnonf (Cpoperﬁlﬁ?f}':;ls%) inIndia
and abroad. Furthermore, in India, this is done mostly by the other =~
(non-Adivasis) and not by the self (Adivasis). Therefore, this represen-
cation is fraught with different historiographical problems. First, basi- t
cally fragmentary, this does not generally contain their voice. Second, I t
being appropriated with an ethnocentric mindset, this is often pejora-
tive. This becomes clear when we surf the entire range of representa-
tions spanning between ancient Sanskrit texts belonging to the Vedic i
period and ethnographic writings during British rule. These, more or.
less, denote them as primitive, savage and wild, to borrow Skaria’s
expression, ‘anachronistic’ group of people.. .~ . ©
Another problem centres round the exact nomenclature to be used A
for these groups, which has led to contesting claims by scholars, activ-
ists and concerned communities. A recent study on the indigenous
communities in India observes, ‘The three related terms “tribals”,
“Adivasis” and “indigenous peoples” have come into use at differ- By
ent points of time and for different reasons’ (Karlsson and Subba
2006: 2). It is, therefore, necessary to contextualise the deployment of
different terminologies (Karlsson and Subba 2006: 2-9; Rycroft and
Dasgupta 2011: 1-13; Bates and Shah 2014: 1-34). As early as the
1770s, tribals were designated as either ‘race’ or ‘people’ in colonial
ethn_ography. But since the 1860s, the use of tribe came;in fashion
to distinguish them from caste groups. However, other such terms in -
vogue were autochthon and aboriginal.! The task for the colonial eth-
Nographers and officials was to collate administratively useful infor-
mation, This was deployed as a tool for efficient governance in India
?vh‘Ch’ they believed. reflected British benevolence.? Not pn}y in Infina,‘
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character of western imperiali§m and ’were z)ro,aelled by the ﬁ'n
tives of the creed of the “whlte'mans b}lr en (Ekeh 199g. -
Naturally, therefore, the term tribe was infected wnh. a ,defogat
and evolutionary connotation. But. colonial conceptuall§at10n e
panied within it the inherent tension between. the- NOtiong of «
savage’ and ‘violent savage’, followed by an oscillation betvveg: g
nalistic and military solutions (Bates and Shah 2014:. 2-3). g |
During the postcolonial period, scholarl)_' and admlnlstratiVe Medj,.
tions became more complex and contentious at the glohy] leve|, In
Africa, this assumed the character of an 1ntellectgal MoVemen; [, 48
by the Ibadan School of History, baseq at the Un1v§r§1ty of Ibadan,
against ethnocentric representation of triba cOmmunities, Thjg move. |
Ment strove to reconstruct a new African social history by decolonjs.
ing the study of the African past (Ekeh 1990: 660-70). In India, til]
recently, sociologist-anthropologists more or less accepted the colonija]
designation of the tribe as a ‘universal category’ (Rycroft and Dag-
gupta 2011:5). Karlsson and Subbg remark that ‘triba] i neverthelegs
the most commonly used term in India and not a5 such with pejo-
Iative connotations’ (2006: 4). Interestingly, the term tribe received
a fresh lease of life, when the Indian Constitution which came into
effect from 2¢ January 1950, designated these communities as Sched-

L]

v

; , . arcated areas with
sizeable tribg] Population a5 Scheduled Areqg (SA) and formed Tribes

: (Extension to the Scheduled
Afeas) Act_ (PESA) in 1996, to set UP a mechanjsm of self-government
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Ca, scholars argue
of primitive Afrj-

esulted in the onset of adverse terminologies. In A f;
that the term tribe is incoherent; it ‘Promotes z myth
timelessness, obscuring history’s and it “hide(s) th

can ) ¢ o . :
er of African ethnicity, including ethnic conflict’ (Afr 1

_13). The term ethnic got currency in South Africa
‘1race’ during the late' 19}0s—1940s,‘ and ever since garsa?i?x;ll;et;:;g
political and academic dlscou:se (Dubow 1994. 355-70; Ekeh 1990.
461). This set the stage for Fhe advent of the competing nomenclatun;
of ethnic in aca.ldemlc domain. S.om'e scholars, therefore, proposed that
the term ‘ethnic’ ra-ther than tribe/indigene/Adivas; should be consid-
ered more appropriate and less problematic, They argue that ethnicity
(Vail 1991: 1-20) acknowledges the demographic and cultura] speci-

ficity of this group. Moreover, this is also bereft of the stigma and
humiliation associated with the term tribe,

Similarly, members of the ethnic communities in India advocated
for the acceptance of the term Adivasi, meaning the natives of India
(Hardiman 1987: 13). By this, they not only rejected the colonial desig-
nation of tribe, but also put forth their claims for certain rights (Kuper
2003: 389-95). Chota Nagpur is generally known as the birthplace of
this idea. It was here that Adivasi intellectuals formed Adivasi Mahas-
abha in 1938 to put forth the claim for special political status, Ever
since, the claim for Adivasihood has become more fashionable both
among the communities themselves and a section of scholars, with
the latter clearly stating that the terms tribe should necessarily be
replaced by Adivasi so that tribal studies may become Adivasi studies

(Rycroft and Dasgupta 2011: 1-13). Their position was strengthened

with the escalation of ‘indigenous politics® to the global arena since
the 1990s.3 This surfaced as a movement to formulate and socialise a

‘universal concept’ for self-identification ‘as the essential solution to

the problem of definition’. Proponents of this movement also advo-
cated for special safeguards and policies, besides claiming their right
of self-determination generally within the nation state (Karlsson 2003:
403-23; Bowen 2000: 12-16). , B

However, the academic world stands divided on this political and
polemical issue. Scholars like B.K. Roy Burman and Andre Beteille
(cited in Karlsson and Subba 2006: 7 and Sumit Guha 1999: 4) do

Not support the appellation of ‘indigenous’ and ‘Adivasi’. They observe

that this hag largely been impacted by colonial racial classification
of Indians into Dravidians as original and Aryans as invaders (Ba)fly
1997. 189-90). Moreover, Virginius Xaxa argues that potions of racial
Purity and spatial originality become highly questlf)nable because
of large-scale mixture of population and migrations into and across
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for several centuries (1999a: 35'91—.2). Agalns_t this 2tz

the country daran defend the term indigenous op the

Hardiman a.n.d Qamo diman views that since they prefer to®

it degnotion S arcima Id be called so and not ¢, kg

themselves’ as Adivasi, they should be ca d htrl € Whicp, H:

they reject as ‘insulting’ (1987: 16). D arrg) aai afigl;;s that aSsertion

of territorial selfhood by the Mpnda, ral? > Zn. ¢ o COmmuynjgie. ;

against the encroachmen3t)by outsiders was based in fact on the (| i o0

ivity (2005: 118-43). e : T

of {}ﬁsgg;étzgf the terms tribe, Adivasi and 1ndl.gene Slm‘ﬂtam?Ous'l

in response to the historicity and contemporaneity of the terming|q.

gies is in academic practice,* despite the fact that such 4 conflatjgy,

of terms is considered contentious (Rycroft and Dgsgupta 2011, 3)

However, what is crucial is to respond to the sensitivity .of t'he ethnijc

groups, who assert that they should be addressed as Ac.hvam and nog

tribe. Therefore, this study invokes such terms as Adivasi and indigen¢

along with ethnic to represent them. But at places when the term tribe

is in use, this refers to, as Nandini Sundar underlines aboyt Bastar,

the ‘administrative perceptions’ rather than ‘any particular mode of

existence’ (2008: 16).

The nomenclatural confusion is confounded by the tendency to
deny the ethnic 8roups an autonomous ontological statys. The domi-
nant trend among colonial ethnographers including a section of Indian
intelligentsia of the 18th and 19tk centuries was to variously construct
their otherness from the mainstream socia] groups. First, ecological
distinction was the basis of postulating the difference between the trib-
als as the dwellers of the forested and hilly regions and those who

In the nationalist press, Bengali intelligentsia underlined the differ-
ence of the Santals - the ‘b people’ — and the plains-dwelh'ng Bengali
landlords and moneylenders (Sep 1992: 19, 23). Second, their other-
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this view, when they o served that after adopting settled cultivatio '

: ”» e n,
¢ribal communities surrendered their tribalism and

b (1961: 1-18; 1965 60-1), entered the fold of

Autonomous status (_)f the etl.u_1ic groups is denied also by those Who'
identify them as colonial creation (Devalle 1992; Skaria 1997: 727)¢
They argue that. the notion of ethnicity had more or less been ir.wente.d
by the colonial adrplnlsuator-ethnographérs and Christian missionar-
jes. Consequently, in the case of the tribe, the ‘sense of identity was
imposed over him (them) by those who had power over him by virtue
of their class, caste and official standing’ (Guha 1983: 18). There is
yet another trajectory that defines ethnic groups within the binaries
of domination/subordination. Accordingly, they have generally been
portrayed as subordinate/vulnerable rather marginal group of people,
being subjected to various exploitations by more dominant groups.
To elaborate, they were deemed as prehistoric people; so, their past
was considered unworthy of recording. But when this was done, they
were largely portrayed as a low group of people as done by the ancient
Sanskrit texts and colonial writings. The pastoralist tribal groups
were socio-economically marginalised by the agrarian communities.
Finally, after systematically displacing them from power and material
resources, they were brought under military and political subjection
by the outsiders (Haimendorf 1989: 323-6; Skaria 1999: 281; Damo-
daran 2000). ¢ :

As we engage with the assertion of identity by the Adivasis, we can-
not forget that the notion of identity on racial, political, cultural and
religious grounds is a ‘political and debatable’ issue. But as Parker and
Rathbone aver in the context of Africa, we cannot also deny that this
assertion is the ‘product of historical processes’ largely ‘constructed by
human agency’ (2007: 38-40). In order to focus on the historical pro-
cess and the role of human agency, this study seeks to investigate the
function of two issues. First, self-representation by Adivasi intellectu-
als in India derives from colonial era studies. Second, on the platforms

of the UNO, World Bank and the International Work Group of Indig-

enous Affairs (IWGIA), they articulated their historic and contempo-
rary marginality due to the exploitative policies practised by the r}llmg
state and dominant people (Karlsson 2003: 403-16). Their national
and global movements since the 1990s, therefore, defined themselves
as a minority as well as sub-nationalist and subdued category bereft of
basic human rights (Bowen 2000: 12). :
The issues that we need to address are whether ethn}c communi-
ties should always be viewed as the other of the dominant groups
and whether the dominant/other representation should continue
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to hold centrestage. This leads us to' the conll?l.ementa'ry but slgmﬁ.u
cant question - whether portrayal by. the self is pqssxbl'e and jg 80;
what should be its strategy? The exercise sh7ould begin Wlt.h a Criticy]
and creative engagement with oral sources.” Byt th.e task is nog cagy
because of scholarly prejudice at the global level again; oral tradigi,,

s prejudice, as Skaria underlines, is rooted in the epresentatiop of
Eltlstrli)tr,?luf;z;nunities as the other of the mainstream, besides repre.
senting orality as the other of history (.1999.: 4-12). Ekeh Ob.serve d,
‘The advocates of the new African soc1a! hlsFory batt!ed to inclyde
oral tradition as legitimate material fo historiography’ ( 1990, 670),
Despite this, we should draw inspiration frgm the nuanced accountg
at the global level.® Skaria affirms, ‘It is to this Other, memory, {hat We
need to turn’ (1999: 7). The author asserts that this might proyide the
solution to the problem of nomenclature (Kingsbury 1998. 440) and
erasure of their history and agency.’

coverage, fragmentaripess and cultura| biyg (Vansina 1985. 94_1 02,
120; Prins 1991. 114-15; Graham 1987 14-17).13 Bengt Karlsson
adds two more Caveats - it js pot Very easy to ‘|
tribal spokesperson’ because indigenouys discourse doeg not reach ‘us
straight from the mud-hut’, and having ‘emerged
dialogue with various socia| Movements and nop-jpdj 1]
not available to ys jp the exact form (2003. 406)
The question js how much of these flaws are
Teconstruct Adivasj history in Bihar and Jharkhand;
that creation myths were internally feconstructed when the like of
Lt. S.R. Tickell, W Hunter and Ry, L.O. Skrefsurd recorded them, |
Similarly, Santa] folklore (Bompas 2001 ; Bodding 1994) and Ho folk
tales and stories (Majumdar 1950 325-59) are available to yg only
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oir recorded forms. These create two palpable problems: (a) the

. theif e pc 0
jHatle ng of traditions and institutions as we find in Horkoren Mare '

ko Reak Katha, for instance, lacks specified details about
d time; and (b) recordings of village memories were officially
o issionied and collected through questionnaire. So, these: were
ss responses to the questions rather than full and uninhab-
. d flow of data from the native informants. 4
lteKeePi ng in mind the madgquaaes_of both the genres of historical
materials, this study seeks to juxtapose both archival and oral sources.
Besides official 'correspon'dences and reports, this 1r.1vqkes myths, folk-
ores and colom.al regord.lng of memories with the idea that only these
are capable of illuminating many grey L only of precolonial
ora, but also of the colonial era. The ‘hybrid sources and viewpoints
facilitated the making of a more composite hlstc?ry. ‘T}_us served another
jmportant purpose = the frgctxflcatlon and articulation of ethnic self-
hood — more relevaqt for this study. In Fhe context of the indigenes of
Tewana in South Africa, Coma.roffs depicted that consciousness of eth-
nic selfhood had fructified durmg colonial era, in which Christian mis-
sionaries acted as ‘a medium for its construction and representation’
(1991: 287-8). This made it necessary for us to examine whether this
is true about the Adivasis of Bihar/Jharkhand also. A critical reading
of these sources, however, reveals the precolonial origin and growth of
ethnic self-consciousness. Also, different chapters in this volume make
an attempt to dissolve the myth of the disappearance of native voice
in the construction of their history by drawing on the Village Papers,
in which indigenous informants had a major role. On the one hand,
this study seeks to cross the barrier of conventional history writing,
and on the other reconstruct a substantive Adivasi history. The author
argues that this can be done only by allotting much greater space to
the nuances of Adivasi life rather than tethering it to pan-Indian and
global narratives, which has become the standard scholarly practice
at the global level. We should yet focus on another strategy, and this
is to set up a dialogue between the present and the past. This informs
how Adivasis, more so their intelligentsia, fashion their self today and
how in doing so they appropriate history as a poweful tool of identity

assertion. i Wi,
Concentrating on Bihar and Jharkhand, Indigeneity, Landscape and

History: Adivasi Self-fashioning in India opens a dialogue between the
region and nation and beyond by incorporating the pan-Indian and
8lobal experiences about them, in order to grapple with the basic and
ranscendental character of ethnic assertions in India. The study also.
Setsup a dialogue between the past and present, and in doing so, selects
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| lonial and ¢} I o
time frame that spans betwegn precolc and the fiygq

:nlto I}lghis seeks ‘to underline the salience of historica] Insight intg 1;‘;:

rc;blem of identity. Parker and Rathbope ob,serve that ‘to th; ab()u?;

lzz;frica as a place, we must think historically’ (2007: 4), Howeygy W

. the
author adds that in order to grapple with the content and Comple;’it k
of Adivasi self-fashioning and assertion in India and abroad, the 10ng
temporal time frame is extreme.ly necessary. Ekeh .makes 3 strong cag,
for such a continuous and consistent dialogue, wh}ch besides acting ,
‘an active arm of decolonization’, should help des;gn 4 New history of
the marginalised communities (1990: §70—2). ThlS may a!so serve to
relocate Adivasi studies as a historical discourse in place of jts Previoyg
anthropological bias, a fact rued by Hardiman (1987: 6 )..

Divided in two parts, the first part of the book explains the repre-
sentation of tribe/aborigine in Sanskritic texts and colonial ethnogra:
phy. The purpose is to embody and examine the other construction
of tribe and examine how colonial writings, on which postcolonia]
Adivasi studies depend, represent colonial discourse itself. The second
part is about Adivasi imaging of the self-centring around theijr instity-
tions and imagery of the landscape.

In historical and contemporary Adivasi identity assertion, Chap-
ter 2 seeks to understand how self and landscape have been concep-
tualised in social science and in what sense these terms have been
deployed. This also closely examines the ongoing dynamics of Adivasi
self-fashioning and the way they make a conscious attempt to resolve
the conflict. The emergence of a notion of 3 ‘bounded, distinctive and
solidary’ group of people as distinguished from other demographic
elements is a precolonial phenomenon. The third chapter depicts
the origin of consciousness of collective identity as distinct from the
comity of ethnic and non-ethnic neighbours. It als

ieg

‘we’ (Adivasis) as different from ‘they’ (non-Adivasis or Dikus) was
gradually configured spatially. Therefore, the fourth chapter moves
from myth to both literary and oral reconstruction of the story of the
emergence of a distinct politico-cultura] Space. This is the jdea of an
idyllic landscape where the disparate Adjvas; 8roups originated and

and moral culture, which as Adivasj activi
line today has/had been basically rural,
homogenous and egalitarian lifeway th
antonymic ethos characterising non-ethn
conduct the management of thejr villag

Here, ethnic 8roups wove 5
at distinguished them from
Ic societies, To reinforce and
€s, they developed 5 distinct
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of social governance. The norms and mode of self-governance

i odffbeen studied in Chapter 6. In tandem, there was another shift

have hlmting-foraging and shifting cultivation to settled cultivation.

froft rucial change in landscape and consequent change in Adivasi

This € onomy forms the theme of the next chapter. The governance
s? fived and acquired space not only involved the management of land,

0" lso natural resources such as water and forest. How governance

buk. - e resources was impacted by distinct Adivasi ethos, how this

olttics haped after the advent of colonial rule and how this emerged
we r'etse for conflict and collaboration have been examined in the last
Si zlhapters. Chapter 10 tells the story of self-fashioning around the
f:;ldscape during post-indepe.:ndence: de.cades?. While summing up the
historic process of construction of lndlgenezlty, the concluding cha.\p- el
ter revisits the ever-present debate over the 1d.eal norms and changing
ractices as well as indigenous attempts to reinvent xt.self. In. sum, this
work seeks to reconstruct the story of Adivasi assertion bullt. around
the famous triad of jal, jungle and jameen, spanning precolonial, colo-
nial and contemporary periods. TR S
The above details explore change and continuity in Adivasi con-
sciousness of identity as a political discourse that spells their sense
of material and moral distinctiveness as well as gradual marginalisa-

" tion. This study also unfolds the changing salience of three natural
clements — land, forest and water — in configuring their sense of self.
But no study on Adivasi construction of identity in India can perhaps
ignore that sense of ethnicity, and marginality is not simply a histori-cal
and political enquiry; it 1s also, and no less importantly, an e;ologlcal
anthropological one. This underlines the symbiosis between environ-
mentalism and indigeneity, a linkage that had gained scholarly atten-
tion since the 1960s. It is why Vinita Damodaran insists that ethnicity
is irrevocably ‘constructed around images of the land and the changing
meanings of the landscape’ (2002: 77-110). This study will, therefore':, .
investigate and examine the meanings of landscape, social and physi-
cal, and how this has been progressively defined in the past and the
lived present. This will take this work beyond the conventio.nal eco-
logical anthropological approach of engaging with stable relationships

rather than historical change.

Notes

1 See Chapter 1 on Colonial representation as tribe/aborigine for de.ta_xl.s._
2 This benevolence was deemed necessary to promote the colonial ‘civilizing
mission’ (Bates 1995b: 8-15; Skaria 1997: 727-39; Skaria 1998: 1934,
3 ‘;‘13‘14; Cederlof 2013: 394). |
ee Chapter 4 for further details.
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- nultaneous invocation of t.rlbe, mdlgqne and Adivag; i

; gg;;h;;gllﬂ For the use of both tribe and Adivasi, see Nandj,njeglﬁdel
2008: 1011, 16; Tanika Sarkar 201h 1_1:I 65—dS f1 day

$ James Cleveland ic_lcntlfled them as hill an C.>I'€St communities 44 agai
{he peopl inhabin}?gl e pllalgsff)srk:rﬁolrz9iz.tiZ11238;_e9L)1.nderstand. 3

wever, some scholars plea t9e7 Ing of ¢},

6 gﬁegory (VanSchendel 1992: 95-128; Nandini Sundar 2008; Guhg T
Van Schendel 2011: 19-43). _ » :

7 The process, however, is more extensive than mere deployment of org|
sources. For the logistics of reconstructing ethnohistorical accounts, geq
Dirks 1989: 10-16. ’ _ :

8 Iwould like to particularly refer Beita (gossip) and tadek (stories) (Rosaldg
1980: 15-17); tales and stories narrated specially by qld men (Rappapoy
1994: 1-23); rich stock of vadilcha goth (stories) (Skaria 1999; 1); and trye
stories (Gyan Prakash 1990: 34-81).

9 Bates notes the emergence of state among the Gonds, social difference of
‘more and less civilized among them’, and particularly appreciates ‘the
previous history of the rise and fall of tribal kingdoms in a period when
they were much more largely masters of their own fate’ (1995b: 16, 33),
Stray reference to their precolonial state of powerfulness is highlighted in
the case of the Bhils (Skaria 1998: 197-201).

10 For a comment on the general absence of recording, see Bates 1995a: 117.

11 Collective memory stands for recognised social traditions, even though the
source is either individual or familia] (Olick and Robbin 1998: 106-12).

12 For the usefulness of the ‘local record office with land records and new
files’, see Dirks 1989 14.

13 About the lack of chronology, Vansina, however, adds that the genealogies
may ‘form a basis for local chronology’ (1985: 24). The list will grow with
my input from Ho history. One such was the unavailability of information

ue to amnesia when memory fumbled and faltered largely beyond two/
three generations, Next was a break in the link in generational transmis-

sion due to father’s premature death (TSKP, Jamjoi, 3-S5, VN 70). Another
was distortion and faking of tr

I particularly refer to forged
amilies.

aditions due to existentialist reasons. Here,
genealogies to prove the ancientness of




