| have been asked to speak on one Indian experience of

hat e and vi ol ence, specfically,

of Hi ndus and Musli s

reflecting the perceptions which various 3

roups had. of

each other in India, over |long centuries,

and where ot herness has

to be understood in al

its mani festations. But nore briefly,

where comunities have co-existed for over a mllenniumin
various parts of the world and where today they are in conflict,
such as Hi ndus and Muslins, '’

supposedly fromhistory, intervene in

contenmporary relations. These are so deeply ingrained as to be
al nost genetic. Only a sharply sel f-conscious di scernment can
keep one from being inprisoned by stereotypes.

The consciousness of a particular kind of history becones
instrumental in both the

is exploited to

legitimse the actions of the present. Were confrontations
derive froma particular reading of history, it becones
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past, is justified. In the Indian case, the reading of the
civilisational dialogUe between Hindus and Muslins as largely
acrinonious and confrontational, was drawn fromthe partial and
internalisation of such thistory villi not wait for this
deconstruction. The nore i mredi ate encouragenent to
confrontations has therefore also to be eXani ned.

Why shoul d comrunities belonging to both religions who

have acted and interacted together am cably over many centuries,
beconme recently aggressive towards each other, suggesting a | ong-
suppressed nurturing of hatred ? The world has seen many
ostensibly religious conflicts, conflicts which seemto have
their genesis in religious differences : the Catholics and the
Protestants, or the Christians and the Jews culninating in the
hol ocaust ; the genocide of American Indians ; the Crusades of
nmedi eval tinmes, where the hostility between Christian and Muslim
seens not to have died down even to this day ; and the
destructive canpai gns sweepi ng through Africa and Asia in the
name of |slam against the Infidel. Religions that knew no
conversion such as Hindu sects in India and those in China

i nfl uenced by Confucius, or else religions which placed |ess
enphasi s on conversion such as Buddhi sm have in the past, had
fewer associations with nassive violence in the nane of religion
Vi ol ence and intol erance tended to be nore segnmented and
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di scrimnation took other forms. Neverthel ess today, there is no
hol di ng back even ampbng these religions. In situations of
conflict, religion has not been nor is, the only factor. O her
concerns, be they political or econonic, are sonetines nore
central. Religion is used as the public legitinmation of the
conflict. So too has it been with Hindus and Muslinms in India.
The major articulation of this conflict was the partition

of India into two states in 1947; Pnklstanand India. This, far
fromsolving the probl em has becone a Jeouhce of sequentia

Sone

contention : '- Hindus argue that all Mislins should migrate to
Paki stan and accuse those who have remained in India of being
nore | oyal to Pakistan, thus collapsing a religious and
political identity ; Muslins in India although a hundred and
grmui mul WM hnoK?Qma.

twenty million, are prone to feel thatLh-U U UEUEFt hie they will
permanently remain citizens of a subordinate kind and be

di scrimnated against. This raises the bigger question of
religion and the creation of nation-states, where, whatever the
reason may have been for the creation of nations based on a
religious identity, the exploitation of religious sentinents for
political purposes |oons |arge, whether it be Pakistan or |srael
Rel i gi on medi ates between the state and the comunity. But

nati onali smincorporates nore than just religious aspirations or
areligious identity, and where pre-emneace is given, to
religious identity, there the ."role of nationalism becones
cranped, if not warped.

The use of religion towards political ends, by no neans

new in history, today requires a discussion of religious



even those religions such as Hi nduismto acconodate a
fundanental i st position, inspite of the fact that traditionally
it was extraneous to such religions. Fundamentalism which draws
on religious loyalties, reiterates the notian of a single,

true

bel i ef, excludes non-believers, end sghggdi nates clvll soclety to
the laws of religion, eannotube’e;hlegii:wewa& nerely as the ulsh
of a soclety to focus on arel” 2?2 L’

fundanental i sns, be they of a Hi ndu, Islamc, Buddhist, Zionist
or Christian variety, are, in our tines, built on the reality of
rush to condemn the

fundanental i st postures within a religious traditiun

in over life-size forns.



This might also help to

create what | would like to call a
sel f-conscious self "t a

sel f, not confined to ego, but incorporating the awareness of ago
with that of " the other " ; of not only constantly asking the "
why " of actions but al so being conscious of the self as the
actor in such actions ; and of seeking synbolic mirrors in which
the actions of the self are reflected. There can be no self

wi thout " the other " and once the significance of this becones
vi sible, then the self-conscious self " nmay begin to understand
that the other is a part of the self.

Rom | a Thapar



