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 Preface

				 

				The title of the Will Durant’s book (1935): “The Story of Civilization: Our Oriental Heritage” raised my curiosity to know what Europeans are thinking about India and her civilization. Durant (p.391) inspired me to know my India (Bharat) better:

				 

				“Nothing should more deeply shame the modern student than the recency and inadequacy of his acquaintance with India. … an impressive continuity of development and civilization from Mohenjo-daro, 2900 B.C. or earlier, to Gandhi, Raman and Tagore; … this is the India that patient scholarship is now opening up, like a new intellectual continent, to that Western mind which only yesterday thought civilization an exclusively European thing.”

				 

				Durant, in Foot Note, writes that from the time of Megasthenes, who described India to Greece ca. 302 B.C., down to the eighteenth century, India was all a marvel and a mystery to Europe. So was India mystery to me too. The more I read, the more ignorant and confused I feel about India – about her name, her natives (whether Aryans or Dravidians), native language (Sanskrit or Dravidian), and about the originality and the antiquity of the Vedas and Vedic religion. I felt confused about my own identity. I didn’t know if I was the original Aryan or a descendant of an invading Aryan.

				I rightly thought Ph.D. would help. I started reading related books. I found answers to my questions related to my identity and heritage. Being a serious student of language and history, I did not think that a civilized historian, particularly a British, would abuse his only child HISTORY. I used to blindly worship HISTORY as Sarasvati, the Hindu goddess of knowledge.

				Historian Herbert Muller has said: “on national scale, history becomes the kind of prejudice and conceit that led Valery to call history “the most dangerous product ever concocted by the chemistry of brain.” Herbert Butterfield has said: “Wrong history is being taught in all countries, all the time, unavoidably; while we have great need of history, our first need is to unlearn most of we have been taught.”

				Historians, Herbert Muller, Valery and Butterfield opened my eyes that one should carefully examine what several historians have written to find out if their texts about the same issue have unity of facts. To my shock, I found out contradictions between scholars and even within one and the same authorship. So, I have to objectively sift the evidences – wrong from the right – to get correct perspectives on the issues and events under my study, such as the origins and antiquities of the Aryans, Sanskrit, the Vedas and the Swastika.

				It appears that historians and linguists have created the two inter-twined theories – AII and IE – to support the British, rather European, colonial and missionary agenda, guided by their policy ‘Divide and Rule’ to further the spread of European colonial empires.

				 At the conclusion of the World War II, the League of Nations was resuscitated which woke up as the United Nations. It gave an angry loud message to European colonists to wind up their overseas colonies in Asia and Africa. I believe because of the independence of almost all[2] the colonized peoples and free press, most of them are rewriting their histories which were corrupted by their colonial bosses.

				 The book is written for the lovers of history, archeology, language, culture, religion and civilizations. Those, who hate colonialism, slavery and religion conversion, would love it.

				I have given “Quote & Unquote” perspectives of several scholars and my interpretations thereof. I am leaving to the readers to make their judgment. I admit, I have been some times emotional. I know any ethno-culturally wounded person would express himself so.

				 

				 

				Jagat K. Motwani, Ph.D.

				September 2010.
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 ONE

				 

				Introduction: Problem, Scope, Hypotheses and Methodology

				 

				From the first century of the Christian era onwards wave after wave of Indian colonists spread east and south-east reaching Ceylon, Burma, Malaya, Java, Sumatra, Borneo, Siam, Cambodia, and Indo-China. Some of them managed to reach Formosa, the Philippine Islands, and Celebes. Even as far as Madagascar. … This itself indicates roughly the period of this colonization, for at that time Gandhara (known as Kandhara in Afghanistan) must have been an important part of Aryan India.

				Jawaharlal Nehru

				 

				NEHRU CALLS BHARAT as “Aryan India”, suggesting that India (Bharat) is the home of Aryans. It pains Indians, particularly Hindus, when they read that according to the theory of ‘Aryan invasion of India’ (AII), invading Aryans came into India from outside, along with Sanskrit and a pantheon of Hindu gods. No historian tells from where. According to the theory ‘Indo-European family of languages’ (IE), in remote ancient times, Sanskrit, Latin and Greek lived as sisters with their mother PIE some where, outside India. Almost all known linguists, despite their sweated research for about two centuries, have failed to reach consensus on the place where the speakers of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek lived together with the speakers of their mother language. Since its name is not known, it has been hypothetically termed as ‘Proto-Indo-European’ (PIE). In about 3000 B.C. (some say in 6000 B.C.), the speakers of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek dispersed and marched towards to India, Italy, and Greece respectively. Both theories say that Sanskrit came to India from outside. No historian tells from where. Both the theories contradict each other about the time of the arrival of the speakers of Sanskrit in India. The proponents of the ‘AII’ further say that only the speakers of the Dravidian languages, not the Sanskrit-speaking Aryans, were the original natives of India. All this is discussed in detail in the next three chapters.

				The primary objective of this book is to prove with host of documented scholarly evidences that Aryavarta (India, Bharat) is the original home of Aryans and their language Sanskrit. The historical documented evidences will prove that both the theories – ‘Aryan invasion of India’ and ‘Indo-European family of languages’ – are erroneous. It seems they were engineered in London and executed by the British East India Company (BEIC) with their racial, missionary and political agenda, guided by Britain’s worldwide-known policy: ‘divide and rule’. All this and much more related issues are discussed in later chapters.

				 

				Language and its community

				 

				Charles F. Hockett talks about the relationship a language has with its speech community and with different speech communities:

				 

				“Each language defines a speech community: the whole set of people who communicate with each other, directly or indirectly, via the common language. The boundaries between speech communities are not sharp. There are people, bilinguals, or polyglots, who have a practical command of two or more languages and through whom members of different speech communities can establish contact. Most polyglots belong primarily to one speech community, and have only partial control of any other language, but there are occasional exceptions. In many cases the boundaries of a speech community coincide with political boundaries.”

				 

				This has been upsetting Hindus to read that according to the theory of the ‘Indo-European family of languages’, Sanskrit, the language of their Vedas, was not the original native language of India, and that it came to India from outside. The Indo-European (IE), in my opinion, has been misconceived, and most linguists have been tirelessly chasing the mirage of the Urheimat.

				The mission of this book is to prove with host of documented evidences that the IE is erroneous and that the linguistics has been confused, and thus unable to rightly explain the relationship between Indic and European languages. The history about the birth date and birth place of Sanskrit has been confounded by another ill-based theory, ‘Aryan invasion of India’ (AII).

				Both the theories give rise to questions much more than the answers. More research, more questions. The fallacy in the IE can be understood better, if side by side, relevant elements of the theory of ‘Aryan Invasion of India’ (AII) are also examined. There are contradictions and different versions. Therefore, the AII has been also discussed.

				This book would try to get answers to several questions related to both the inter-twined theories – the IE, and the AII – which may help in determining the validity and reliability of both the theories. It is a difficult task. The history – related to both, the IE and the AII – has been infected with perplexing mass of contradictions, misrepre-sentations, misinterpretations, misconceptions, and deliberate historical gaps, unfortunately produced by celebrated scholars hired by the BEIC with political and missionary agenda, of course with blessings from London.

				The prime objective of this research is to re-examine the IE with the help of the AII, to get answers to the following questions:

				 

				Questions related to AII:

				 

				1. What is the original abode of Sanskrit and Aryans?

				2. What is the identity and originality of the Aryans?

				3. Was India invaded by Aryans?

				4. Who authored the Vadas? Hindus or by the alleged invading Aryans?

				5. What is the relationship between Sanskrit and the Dravidian languages?

				6. Are Dravidians not Aryans?

				 

				Questions related to the IE:

				 

				1. Do Sanskrit, Latin and Greek have common origin?

				2. What or where is the alleged Urheimat, the original home of the Proto-Indo-European (PIE)?

				3. Why has there been no consensus among linguists on it?

				4. Why has the search been so wide – from North Pole down to the Indus Valley including Europe, Russia, Asia Minor, the Himalayas, India, etc.– that the linguists have been tired and disappointed to reach a consensus on the original abode of the PIE?

				5. Why linguists have not been able to find the real name of the PIE when the names of her daughters and of almost all dead languages are historically documented?

				6. Why have they not been able to find the text, at least a few specimens of the PIE, once allegedly existed as claimed by its supporting linguists?

				7. Why has there not been consensus among linguistic historians about the time of their dispersion? Some think 3000 BC and some 6000 BC. Lot of difference between the two.

				8. Why is difference in timing of arrival of Sanskrit in India between AII (1500 BC) and IE (3000 BC)?

				9. What were the original native languages of the three regions – India, Greece and Italy? What happened to their original languages, if different?

				10. If the three languages – Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek – were already being spoken in India, Italy, and Greece respectively, as their native languages, how then could they be found on some other land, as sisters born to one and the same mother?

				11. Is there any region where all the three languages – Sanskrit, Greek and Latin – are being spoken, as its native languages? If no, why?

				12. Is it possible that a language dies in the country/region of its origin and survives outside some where else?

				13. Is it possible that more than one language can be born at one place at any given time?

				14. What is the cause of philological resemblances between Sanskrit and European languages?

				 

				Answers to all the above questions, supported by historically documen-ted evidences, would determine the reliability and validity of both the theories. The findings of the study, I earnestly believe, would bridge the racial divide between North Indians and South Indians, which has been mischievously created by the historians, linguists, archaeologists and missionaries sponsored by the BEIC.

				The book, as based on documented irrefutable historical evidences, will apprise the world about the abuses have been inflicted on the histories of several ancient Eastern and African societies, particularly on the history of ancient India, the basic subject of this study. This will also examine how the LINGUISTICS has distorted the history of language and has confused the origins of various languages, ill-formed families of languages, and misinter-preted philological resemblances among them.

				The proponents of the IE would say that, on the contrary, the LINGUISTICS is trying to bring various languages, being spoken on the planet, into the fold of the larger family of the IE. The unity among languages is welcome, only if it is based on truths. A sound linguistically proven “truth” can unite different languages and their speakers. One can not make a tree by tying to it branches of different trees. The identity and the original abode of Aryans have been confused, and so of language Sanskrit. Indo-Aryans (present Hindus) have been denied the credit for having SANSKRIT – one of the few great ancient languages – as their native language. They have also been denied the credit for the authorship of the Vedas, the most ancient books of knowledge and history

				The main hypothesis is that both the theories – IE and AII – are ill-based, as explained by answers to several questions about the two inter-twined theories, IE and AII.

				It is seen that at any given place or region, only one language is considered as its native language or the mother tongue of the original residents of the region. Dialects, loosely spoken, should not confuse this linguistic premise related to the native language of a country or a region. All other languages, spoken there, are of the immigrants. For example, France has French as its native language, so England has English, Germany has German, etc. All other languages, spoken in those countries, are those of the immigrants. Same way, each family has its family language.Traditionally, in most societies, father’s language is considered as its family language, although, it is possible that all or some members of the family may be speaking some other language or languages too.

				Logical explanation to – why ‘Indo’ has been prefixed to the IE (Indo-European) – would suggest that the IE is one family of languages, consisting of Indic as well as European languages. But, “Indo” being also prefixed to other IE families of languages, such as ‘Indo-Germanic’, ‘Indo-Iranian’, ‘Indo-Aryan’, etc. – would suggest that the IE is not one family, but it is a group of families.

				The word ‘Indo-European’, in my opinion, is mis-nomer. Does ‘Indo’ to the IE mean that all the IE languages have their origin in Sanskrit? Or, are the IE languages of either ‘Indic’ or ‘European’ origin, or of both? Origin of any language can/should be only in one language. Polygenesis of any language is not right.

				The above basic questions regarding the two theories need to be answered. Their answers, as well as the definitions of the term ‘Indo-European’, as given by various scholars, have been vague, different and evasive. They have been frequented with “probably,” “perhaps,” or “might be”.

				Based on irrefutable historical evidences, this book will establish beyond any doubt that there has not yet been any scientific research to support the thesis that Sanskrit, Greek and Latin have same parentage. The Indic and European languages – culturally and historically different and geographically too distanced – can not have linguistically a common parentage.

				Some questions, as raised in regard to both the IE and AII, are same, because both the theories relate to all the three basic elements under the study – Aryans, Sanskrit and the Vedas – which can not be separated from one another. There are contradictions between the two theories, AII and IE, because of the two reasons. First, the proponents of the theories do not seem to have been able to see the relationship between the two, and. secondly, both the theories lack a legitimate common base. They could not have any scientific base because their proponents seem to have ignored anthropological, ethnic, historical and geographical differences between the speakers of the Indic and European languages. Moreover, they had some political and/or missionary agenda.

				The validity and reliability of the IE can not be ascertained without examining the bearing of the AII on it. Both the theories need to be thoroughly re-examined. This research is aimed at getting truths and exposing lies. Distortions, which seem to have been fabricated by some western scholars, need to be identified and reinterpreted.

				The people of India, at home as well abroad, have been upset and concerned that the distorted history of India – particularly related to (i) the ethnic identity of her original natives (Aryans), (ii) the originality of their ancient language Sanskrit, and (iii) the time and the authorship of their sacred Vedas – is being taught in schools and colleges all around the world. The ancient history of a country defines the ethno-cultural identity of its people and describes their socio-cultural ethos. Wrong history confuses their ethnicity. Ethnic identity shapes the self-image of the people with due national pride.

				After India’s independence in 1947, the feelings of Indians have been increasingly thickening as nationalistic and patriotic, particularly against British colonial misrepresentations of India’s ancient history. Serious efforts are being made by several Indian scholars, unbiased objective western scholars, indologists, and orientalists to correct the history. Unfortunately, the print of the colonial history, because being the first, has become too bold for the modern pen to overwrite it, perhaps because no post-independence Indian government has bold politics-free nationalist nerve to get the history objectively reconstructed. Naturally, the first print, particularly backed by colonial administrative power, would earn the creditability, which has been too powerful. It has been too sentimental for the colonially brainwashed elderly Indian elite to challenge what has been recorded wrong. Fortunately, for the history, the elder guards of the colonial legacy have been moving fast towards their final peaceful eternal home (heaven); and the younger liberated historians have been up to weed out the fabrications to reinvent desirable true history of India to be proud of.

				The nationalist scholars have been disappointed by the attitude of denial and indifference on the part of some historians and universities, may be because they have been too brain-washed to think otherwise. The attitude of indifference – virtually opposition – on the part of all the post-independence governments of India has been obstacle in getting the history officially corrected.

				Some scholars have started miss-reinterpreting the Indus Valley archaeological finds and the texts of Hindu scriptures so as to validate both the theories (AII & IE), apparently as their face-saving strategy.

				I am optimistic that history will win its fundamental right to be objective and bias-free. Liberalism, fanned by democracy, will boost it.

				 

				Objective and scope of the research

				 

				The primary objective of this research is to challenge both the inter-twined theories – the IE, and AII – and to seek answers to the questions raised earlier by objectively reinterpreting the archeo-logically excavated tablets and seals to meaningfully integrate all the relevant loose pieces, along with the missing ones, to help India objectively reconstruct her misperceived distorted ancient history. It will help India redefine the ethno-cultural identity and original home of the Aryan, and also of their language Sanskrit. The antiquity and authorship of the Vedas will also be ascertained. All this may make Indians, particularly Hindus, feel proud of the glory of their heritage.

				The present study will attempt to test the following hypotheses:

				 

				1. None, but Aryavarta (present India), is the original home of the Aryans and their traditional language Sanskrit.

				2. It was return of Aryans to, not invasion of India.

				3. The returning Aryans were original natives of Aryavarta (India).

				4. The Vedas were composed by Indo-Aryans (ancient Aryans of India), not by the alleged invading Aryans.

				5. The Rig Veda, the oldest Veda, was composed long before 5000 years back, not in about 1,000 B.C., as is being told by several historians.

				6. Aryan invasion did not happen. It has been mischievously engineered by the British.

				 

				Methodology

				 

				This book is a library-based research. Each and every conclusion is supported by documented evidences in form of “quote and unquote” observations by related scholars, as documented in the books and and encyclopedias. Thus the scholars – historians, anthropologists, linguists, archaeologists, ethnographers, and encyclopedias – have been the subjects of the research.

				I have tried my best to objectively interpret their observations. Contradictions – implicit as well as explicit – among them have been identified to show that the theories do not have legs to stand on. The scholars, who seem to be sympathetic to my following six theses, have been cited:

				 

				1. The Indo-European (IE) is too broad and too diverse to be a single family. It is a grand-family of several families of languages.

				2. The Indic and European languages can not be members of one and the same family.

				3. It was return of Indo-Aryans to, not invasion of India.

				4. Dravidians are Aryans.

				5. All Hindus (North Indians and South Indians) are the original natives of India, not only Dravidians.

				6. There is significant linguistic correspondence between Sanskrit and the Dravidian languages.

				 

				Sincere efforts are made to extensively and intensively review related literature contained in books and encyclopedias, as much as physically, timely and financially feasible. I try to buy most of the required books for frequent references, and for economy of time by minimizing my trips to library. Several required books are not available in my nearby library.

				Personal interviews with their authors are not feasible. Several authors may not be even alive. Some might be living too far and most of them may not have time or interest. Therefore, their related statements (quote & unquote), as contained in their books, have given me correct version of their perspectives on the issues under investigation. The hypothesis – that both the theories, IE and AII, are not based on objectively researched authentic facts – is being seriously examined.

				 

				Validity? Contradictions among various Scholars

				 

				Documented perspectives of various scholars on the basic aspects of the theories are carefully examined to detect contradictions, if any. Contradictions or absence of general consensus among scholars would challenge its validity. Vague assertions, unfounded assumptions, misconceptions, misinterpretations, and even different perspectives implied in what a host of scholars have said, would weaken the validity of the theory. Almost all the findings of this research are based on the facts and versions, as documented in books and encyclopedias. I have been very selective in using Indian scholars as my subjects, fearing accusation of their possible subjectivity influenced by their ethnic sentiments. I have not been able to ignore a few, because of their known professional integrity. Hindu scriptures, like Christian and Jewish, contain lot of relevant history. Ignoring the Rig Veda would be injustice to the history of the world, particularly of ancient India. Max Müller supports this: “Whatever may be the date of the Vedic hymns, whether 1500 or 15,000 B.C., they have their own unique place and stand by themselves in the literature of the world.”

				 

				Areas of investigation

				 

				Main areas of the research are:

				 

				• Aryans, who and from where?

				• Sanskrit: Its originality, antiquity, and correspondence with European and Dravidian languages.

				• The Swastika: Its native place and antiquity.

				• The Rig Veda: Its authorship and age

				 

				I apologize to the readers who may feel bored by enormous number of quotations, some long. They are necessary. I, as the researcher, have to tell what my subjects (scholars) have said. Let the readers, themselves, judge their relevance to and bearing on the theories in question. Some quotations have been necessarily repeated, mostly in different chapters. A few might have been repeated even in the same chapter through oversight. Readers would know if the assertions are based on scientifically ascertained facts, and are objectively interpreted. The chapter, “Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture” would prove that in ancient times, Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans (present Hindus and Buddhists) had gone to several countries for trade, and had colonized some countries including Greece which resulted in linguistic and philological resemblances between Sanskrit and European languages due to their cohabitation.

				 

				 

				

 TWO

				 

				Sanskrit & Rig Veda: Their Homelands & Ages

				 

				Whatever the Vedas may be called, they are to us unique and priceless guides in opening before our eyes tombs of thought richer in relics than the royal tombs of Egypt, and more ancient and primitive in thought than the oldest hymns of Babylonian or Accadian poets…. Whatever may be the date of the Vedic hymns, whether 1500 or 15,000 B.C., they have their own unique place and stand by themselves in the literature of the world.

				Max Müller

				 

				THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS CHAPTER is to prove that the Vedas were composed by the native Aryans long before the Aryans allegedly invaded India in about 1500 B.C., and also that their language Sanskrit was there long before 3,000 B.C., when the proponents of the IE allegedly claimed the arrival of Sanskrit in India.

				Victor Stevenson (ed.), in ‘WORDS: The Evolution of western languages’ (1983:10), has remarked that most European languages have evolved from Sanskrit:

				 

				“Evidence that the languages of Europe had, with a few exceptions, evolved in stages from a common source, was found neither in Greece nor Rome, nor any where in Europe, but in an ancient and distant language, the Classical Sanskrit of India. Enshrined and unchanged for more than 2,000 years in the ritual speech of its scholars, it was shown to possess massive similarities to Greek and Latin.”

				 

				The above is overstatement that Sanskrit has massive similarities with European languages. The resemblances are too insignificant and too scant for the claim that Sanskrit, Latin and Greek have a common origin. It would be erroneous to interpret scant lexical or vocabulary similarities between any two languages, necessarily as one’s evolvement from the other. Lingual borrowings and influences are natural and inevitable in the event of cohabitation due to migrations, international trade, colonization and tourism.

				Long cohabitation between Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans and Greeks has been historically established by E. Pococke, who, in his book ‘India in Greece; Truth in Mythology’ (1856), has given host of historical evidences to support the hypothesis that Indo-Aryans (Vedic people) had colonized Greece in ancient times, and thus influenced the language, culture, philosophy of life, mathematics, etc. of Greece.

				Moreover, among more than four thousand languages of the world some accidental word similarities are possible. Take example of America, particularly of New York City, where almost all the major languages of the world are being spoken, borrowings are apparent. The Chapter, “Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of Vedic Culture,” talks about the global massive migrations of Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans, beginning from the pre-history ancient times. That trend has never stopped until today. Result! It will be hard to find any region on earth without Indians (mostly Hindus) from India. History tells that in ancient times, some Vedic kingdoms were established in several regions on the planet. This is discussed at a great length in the Chapter Four, “The Indo-European Family: Too Diverse to be One.”

				I, myself, as a native of India, the cradle of Sanskrit, would feel proud to hear that some European languages, particularly major ones like Latin, Greek, and German, have evolved from Sanskrit. Professionally, I don’t feel comfortable to endorse the conclusion, Stevenson has drawn about the linguistic relationship Sanskrit has with European languages. The philological similarities, Stevenson is seeing, are not significant enough to be genetic. In fact, they may be partly due to borrowings and partly due to mutual lingual influences, as the result of co-habitation of Europeans and Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans. I see some Hindi words, like Pundit, Guru, Yoga, etc are very current in American English. The same way, several English words – station, ticket, platform, train, airport, footpath, bathroom, soap, girl friend, marriage, etc. – are very common in Hindi, spoken in India by even English-illiterate Indians. It would be erroneous to say that because of these resemblances, Hindi has evolved from English, or vice versa.

				This has been historically established that Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans had culturally colonized some parts of Europe, particularly Greece, and several other regions all over the world, as described in the chapter, “Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of Vedic Culture.”

				Dr. Peter B. Clarke (ed.), in The World’s Religion (1993:130), writes that Aryans migrated from Central Asia to and settled in Northern Greece. It corroborates what E. Pococke has written about Indian colonization of Greece in his book ‘India in Greece’. Mutual borrowings, between Sanskrit and Greek due to long cohabitation of Sanskrit-speaking Aryans and Greeks, were inevitable. Later, as Aryans were overpowered by Greeks, several, not all Aryans, went back to India, and the rest got socio-culturally and lingualy absorbed. With the passage of time, the visible presence of Sanskrit was on the decline, resulting in decreasing philological similarities between Greek and Sanskrit.

				Geography is one of the most basic factors which demarcate boundaries of language. Europe is geographically too distant from India to have that sort of lingual cognate relationship, as Stevenson is visualizing. In addition to geographical distance, culture also makes significant impact on language which draws boundary between two different cultures. European (Judeo-Christian) and Vedic (Hindu) cultures are too different from each other to have a family knot.

				The Encyclopedia Americana seems to be vague, confusing and self-contradicting about Sanskrit in its relationship with European languages. The Encyclopedia (2003, vol. 24, p. 232) writes:

				 

				“Sanskrit is the oldest stage of the Indo-Aryan subfamily of Indo-European languages. Bands of Indo-European speakers seem to have emerged from the country north of Caspian Sea into the Middle East in the first half of 2nd millennium B.C. Some of them, after various vicissitudes, settled in Iran, where their languages developed into Iranian languages called Old Persian, Avestan, Middle Persian, and later Pahlavi, Persian, and others. The other branch seems to have experienced various wanderings. From proper names and other material in their records some are known to have formed an element in the Mitannian and Kassite kingdoms of northern Syria and Mesopotamia (about 16th-14th centuries B.C.).Their much better known linguistic brethren went east toward India and invaded the Indus Valley, probably in the first half of the 2nd millennium B.C.; the chronology is very uncertain. … The invaders were Indo-Aryan speakers, and the natives were possibly Dravidian speakers.”

				 

				In the beginning, the Encyclopedia says that Sanskrit is Indo-Aryan, meaning it is from India. In the end, it says that invaders were Indo-Aryans. Contradiction is apparent. In the middle, it stresses that their proper names and some material in their records suggest that those Indo-Aryans had some element same as in Mitannian and Kassite kingdoms of northern Syria and Mesopotamia. In the Chapter, Vishaal Bharat, it has been historically established that the Mitannis (Mitranis) and Kassites were Khshatries (Warrior tribes) of India. It seems that the Encyclopedia means that the invading Aryans were “linguistic brethren” of Mitannis and Kassites. This can be said beyond any doubt that all the three – Mitannis, Kassites, and the alleged invading Aryans – were Indo-Aryans, originally from Aryavarta (India) who had gone out and had established Aryan (Hindu) kingdoms in Middle East, Syria, Mesopotamia, and Asia Minor. The Encyclopedia does not tell what was the original land of those Aryans, Mitannies, and Kassites.

				It has become hard to understand why scholars, in general, are vague and why they tend to beat around the bush when they talk about Aryans, Sanskrit, Vedas, and Hindus. They seem to be ignorant of and confused about the Aryans, their original abode, their language Sanskrit, and the Vedas.

				There are three theories explaining the historical mess around the ‘Aryans’, created by European scholars:

				 

				1. Ignorance on the part of historians and linguists

				Out of their ignorance and/or because of their some political agenda, the historians and linguists have been distorting the history of India and creating confusion about the originality of Aryans and Sanskrit. The Vedas could shed appropriate light on the originality of the ‘Aryans’ and their language Sanskrit. But the historical ignorance of what is said in the Vedas has been gross, primarily because of their non-acceptance of the Vedas as the source of history. They feel it is all mythology. Their resistance to knowing the Vedas is perhaps due to their difficulty in understanding Sanskrit which is too foreign for most Europeans. Moreover, the Vedic philosophy, in my opinion, is too complex and too intricate, not only for westerners but also for many Hindus, to understand. It may be also due to the cultural superiority complex on the part of several Europeans. Scholars, particularly historians and linguists, are supposed to be bias-free and objective. Unfortunately, several of them are not bias-free. They are humans.

				For Hindus or Vedic people, self-awareness is more important than the knowledge of others. For Westerners, knowledge of others and of the outside world is very important. Fortunately, because of the knowledge of the Sigmund Freud’s (1856-1939) psychoanalysis, the significance of self-awareness has been increasingly recognized.

				Dr. Deepak Chopra, while talking about the relationship between mind and body, explains how meditation can help in having a deep peep within inner self: “Meditation is the ability to silence your mind and get in touch with your inner self. When the mind gets quiet, the body quietens down and can then repair self.”

				Vedic people (Hindus) of ancient times had knowledge of psychology, as evidenced by the Bhagwad Gita and the Vedas, which are much older than the Gita. Bhagvad Gita was the live discourse between Lord Krishna and Arjuna during the Mahabharta War between Pandwas and Kauras in about 3067 B.C. Henry David Thoreau (1817-1862) has said about the influence of Gita on him:

				 

				“In the morning I bathe my intellect in the stupendous and cosmogonal philosophy of the Bhagwat Gita, since whose composition years of the gods have elapsed and in comparison with which our modern world and its literature seems puny and trivial.”

				 

				2. British policy: ‘Divide and Rule’ and Missionary zeal

				The British policy – worldwide notoriously known as “DIVIDE and RULE”, coupled with its missionary pursuits – was the main force behind the BEIC’s (British East India Company) campaign to distort the history of ancient India, particularly around the identity and originality of the Aryans and the Dravidians with objective to create divide between North Indians and South Indians. Who are Aryans and who are Dravidians is explained in the Chapter Five, Dravidians are Aryans: Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages.

				 

				3. European craze to be associated with the Aryan race

				Europeans were envious of the civilization of the Aryan race. It seems that most European tribes – Latin, Greek, German, Old Slavic, Gothic, Celts etc – craved to be associated and connected with the heritage of the Aryan Race. European scholars distorted the history by introducing the two theories – ‘Aryan invasion of India’ (AII) and ‘Indo-European Family of languages’ (IE). According to these theories, Sanskrit came to India from outside and the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans in about 1000 B.C. Thus, the corrupted history deprived Hindus of the credit for the following three:

				 

				1. being original Aryans,

				2. originally having Sanskrit as their language, and

				3. authorship of the Vedas.

				 

				Antiquity of the Human Race & Aryan Race

				 

				Before gauging the antiquities of Sanskrit and the Vedas, it would be better to know the antiquity of human race and the history of its relationship with the Aryan race and its language Sanskrit.

				Mr. Malcolm W. Browne, in his article “Age of Universe Is Now Settled”, NY Times, Science Section, March 5, 1996, has said:

				 

				“Dr.Allan Sandage and his colleagues of the Carnegie Observatories in Pasadena, California, calculate that the universe is at least 15 billion years old, and they say that recent challenges to the standard theory of how the universe began and evolved stand refuted.”

				 

				According to the Columbia History of the World (pp.36-37):

				 

				“Almost all of the fossils that can be identified as human belong to the Quaternary period which, on present evidence, has lasted for about 2 million years.”

				 

				The Quaternary is divided into three eras:

				 

				• The Early Pleistocene (about 2,000,000 to 600,000 years ago, covers only the South-Eastern part of Africa.

				• The Middle and Late Pleistocene (about 600,000 to 10,000 years ago), covers Indian subcontinent, along with a small part of southern China, Afghanistan, Middle Eastern countries, some parts of Europe (below British Isles),

				• The Holocene (the last 10,000 years ago).”

				 

				Different Ages of Human Cultures

				 

				William L. Langer, in “The New Illustrated Encyclopedia of World History” (1975, p.4), describes variety of cultures, which have developed in different parts of the world and at different times, using different kinds of implements from stone to iron. Prehistoric times have been divided based on the use of different implements, as under:

				 

				1. Paleolithic (Old Stone) Age, characterized by chipped stone implements.

				2. Mesolithic (Intermediate Stone) Age, a transitional period.

				3. Neolithic (New stone) Age, characterized by polished stone implements.

				4. Chalcolithic (Stone and Copper) Age, first tentative use of copper implements.

				5. Bronze Age, full development of copper and bronze implements.

				6. Iron Age (Use of iron implements.

				 

				Langer (p.3) defines history as based on written documents and it covers part of the last five thousand years, and prehistory, as based on archeological evidences. It covers all the long preceding period, which probably amounts to more than one million years.

				 

				Pre-history Human occupation of India

				 

				Grahame Clark, in “World Prehistory” (1993, p.250), dates the continuous human occupation of India at least the latter half of the Middle Pleistocene, perhaps a quarter of a million years ago. Clark (p.255) says that the cereal cultivation in Rajasthan, India, dates “from between 7500 and 3000 B.C.”

				Fortunately, the history of the pre-historical period of the Vedic culture was transmitted and still is being transmitted orally at home and temples from generation to generation. This informal system, unlike the school system, has prevented the Vedic cultural history from getting distorted and/or polluted. Unfortunately, in schools and colleges, distorted history of the ancient India is being taught, particularly the content, the authorship and the age of the Vedas.

				Langer (p.3) further states that traditional history often covers the borderline between the prehistory and history and can sometimes be successfully correlated with the archaeological evidences.

				The kind and the quantity of the affinity between Sanskrit and the Indo-European languages of Europe, as shown by linguists, are unconvincing. A person from India, who knows only Hindi, would not understand even 0.0001 percent of English or German, or any other European language though English has become very common in India, like her second language. Leave the question of Latin and Greek which are quite a bit strange to even English and German. The tables of words (Chapter Four), side-by-side, of different languages, would tell the true story of word similarities Sanskrit has with Latin and Greek, alleged daughters of the PIE. Surprisingly, even Greek and Latin do not seem to be closely related to each other. Naturally there would be affinity among the member-languages of a family – Romance, Germanic, Indic, etc. Mutual borrowing of technical words or otherwise between any two languages should not be misconstrued. There would be significant affinity between a parent language and its children, for example, between Sanskrit and its children – Hindi, Bengali, Sindhi, Gujarati, Punjabi, Marathi, Bihari, Assami, etc. The same way, the relationship the parent languages – Italic, Germanic, Celtic, Baltic – have with their respective children.

				 

				Comparative Antiquity of Sanskrit

				 

				Sanskrit documents, as per table below, are oldest (1500 B.C.), among those of other major languages, including Latin, Greek, German, Old Slavic, Gothic, etc. The ages of the documents are based on archaeological finds in form of seals, etc. It can be safely hypothesized that difference in the ages of their first respective documents reflect difference in their real ages. The following table tells the chronology of the documented languages.

				 

				Time Table of the earliest documents of ancient languages

				 

				
					
						
								
								Language

							
								
								Age of Documents

							
						

						
								
							
								
								Menninger (1969:105)  

							
								
								Baldi (1983:13)  

							
								
								Stevenson (1983:18)

							
						

						
								
								Lithuanian

							
								
								1700 A.D.

							
								
								––-

							
								
								––-

							
						

						
								
								Old Slavic

							
								
								900 A.D.

							
								
								––-

							
								
								––-

							
						

						
								
								Celtic and Germanic

							
								
								800 A.D.

							
								
								––-

							
								
								––-

							
						

						
								
								Gothic

							
								
								400 A.D

							
								
								––-

							
								
								––-

							
						

						
								
								Latin

							
								
								300 B.C.

							
								
								300 B.C

							
								
								––-

							
						

						
								
								Greek, Iranian  

							
								
								500 B.C.

							
								
								800 B.C

							
								
								––-

							
						

						
								
								Hittite

							
								
								–––-

							
								
								1500 B.C.

							
								
								––-

							
						

						
								
								Sanskrit

							
								
								1500 B.C.

							
								
								1200-1000 BC

							
								
								1st written IE

							
						

					
				

				 

				Dr. Poonai, in ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (1994, p.226), gives genealogic time trend of some important IE languages:

				 

				Genealogic time trend of Sanskrit language groups

				 

				
					
						
								
								Language Group

							
								
								Approximate time of origin

							
						

						
								
								Rig-Vedic Sanskrit

							
								
								9000 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Zend

							
								
								1500 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Greek dialects

							
								
								800 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Latin languages

							
								
								400 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Celtic languages

							
								
								500 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Germanic languages    

							
								
								350 A.D.

							
						

						
								
								Baltic languages

							
								
								1100 A.D.

							
						

					
				

				 

				Spoken Sanskrit must have been much older than the written Sanskrit. Mallory (1989:15) also has placed Indo-Iranian as the oldest group of Indo-European languages, around 1500 B.C; along with Anatolian languages which have been dead without any descendants. Since, there is no mention of Sanskrit or any other Indo-Aryan language among dead languages of the Asia Minor, Central Asia, and Europe, it would be illogical to say that Sanskrit-speaking Aryans, who allegedly invaded India in 1500 B.C., were the natives of any of those regions and that Sanskrit was their native language. None but Aryavarta (India) is the native country of the Aryans and of their language Sanskrit.

				 

				Sir William Jones on Sanskrit

				 

				Sir William Jones compares Sanskrit with her alleged European sisters, Latin and Greek:

				 

				“The Sanscrit language, whatever be its antiquity, is of a wonderful structure, more perfect than the Greek, more copious than the Latin, and more exquisitely refined than the either, yet bearing to both of them a stronger affinity, both in the roots of verbs and the forms of grammar, than could possibly have been produced by accident; so strong indeed, that no philologer could examine them all three, without believing them to have sprung from some common source, which, perhaps, no longer exits: there is similar reason, though not quite so forcible, for supposing that both the Gothic and Celtic, though blended with a very different idiom, had the same origin with the Sanscrit, and the Old Persian might be added to the same family.”

				 

				How can linguists claim that Sanskrit, Latin and Greek must have sprung from a common source when, despite their over-a-century-long search, they have not been able to identify their common origin, nor have reached consensus over the original abode of the PIE? According to the two theories, IE and AII, Sanskrit came to India from outside. No scholar has been able to identify the country, Sanskrit came from. Serious research is needed to ascertain the validity and reliability of the two theories. History knows that none but Aryavarta – now known as Bharat or India – is the cradle of the Aryans and Sanskrit, the language of Rig Veda.

				No society, other than the Hindu, has claimed the Vedas as its sacred scriptures and Sanskrit as its ancient language. It would be illogical to believe that Sanskrit was imported into Hindustan (India) when Sanskrit has been the life of the Vedas for millennia prior to the arrival of the alleged Aryans and Sanskrit in India.

				Will Durant, in ’Our Oriental Heritage’ (1935, p.406), questions how Sanskrit could be the spoken (native) language of the invaders of India:

				 

				“It is quite unlikely that this ancient tongue, which Sir William Jones pronounced more perfect than the Greek, more copious than the Latin, and more exquisitely refined than either, should have been the spoken language of the Aryan invaders. … The Sanskrit of the Vedas and the epics has already the earmarks of a classic and literary tongue, used only by scholars and priests; the very word Sanskrit means ‘prepared, pure, perfect, sacred’.”

				 

				The truth of the matter is that the alleged “invading Aryans” were not foreigners. They were considered foreigners by the proponents of the AII. They were, in fact, the Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans who were returning to India, the abode of their ancestors.

				Dimock, Jr. and et al. (1974:7-8) have extravagantly praised the linguistic qualities of Sanskrit. He has pronounced Sanskrit as the rāstri vāk, the national language:

				 

				“But with the possible exception of the Upanishadic passages, the language (Sanskrit) of the texts was not the speech of home, or even of court, but was a deliberately adopted and cultivated literary language. Speech was a means of communication. But it was at the same time far more than that, and the Vedic language, packed with power and preserved almost miraculously through the long wanderings of the Aryans, was the voice of the Nation, the rāstri vāk, (in Sanskrit, ‘rāstri’ means national and ‘vāk’ means language). Not a God-given grace, not even to be derived from the articulations of some Indic Adam, speech was the Goddess herself, first utterance of Prajāpati, Lord of Creation, and herself coterminous with creation. Speech is the Goddess, larger than the sum total of her expression, for “three quarters of Her are in heaven, and the fourth quarter is spoken on the earth.”

				 

				Max Müller (1891: pp. 225-6) writes that the discovery of Sanskrit struck Lord Monboddo, like a thunderbolt just after he had finished his great work on ‘Of the Origins and Progress of Languages’ (2nd edition, 6 volumes, Edinburgh, 1774). In this work, he says all the dialects of the world were derived from a language originally framed by some Egyptian gods. Later in 1792, Monboddo writes:

				 

				“There is a language (Sanskrit) still existing, and preserved among the Brahmins of India, which is richer and in every respect a finer language than even the Greek of Homer. All the other languages of India have a great resemblance to this language, which is called the Shanscrit. … I shall be able clearly to prove that the Greek is derived from the Shanscrit, which was the ancient language of Egypt, and was carried by the Egyptians into India, with their other arts, and into Greece by the colonies which they settled there.”

				 

				If Sanskrit is the language of the Brahmins of India, how then do some linguists say that it came to India from outside? I do agree that Sanskrit has resemblance to Greek, but disagree with Monboddo that that Greek is derived from Sanskrit. I also disagree with Monboddo that Sanskrit was the ancient language of Egypt. It is true that Sanskrit-speaking Aryans had established their kingdoms in Egypt and Greece in remote ancient times. {Read Chapter, ‘Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Border-less World of Vedic Culture’}. In those days Sanskrit could be a very popular language in Egypt and Greece, but it was not their lingua franca.

				The Columbia Encyclopedia (1993:163-4) talks about the glory of India’s ancient Sanskrit literature, as contained in its “the three major Oriental dramas”:

				 

				“Of the three major Oriental dramas – Sanskrit, Chinese, Japanese – the oldest is Sanskrit, although the dates of its origin are uncertain. Sanskrit drama is part of Sanskrit literature, the classical literature of India, which flourished from about 1500 B.C. to A.D.1100. The earliest extant critical work on Sanskrit drama is attributed to Bharata, the legendary formulator of the dramatic art in India. … The earliest-known Sanskrit playwright was Bhasa (c.3d cent. A.D.) while among the most renowned were Kalidasa, Bhavabhuti (c.8th cent. A.D.), and King Harsha.”

				 

				When Sanskrit literature is considered as “the classical literature of India”, how then Sanskrit be considered as India’s imported language? I would like to suggest that the scholars, supporting the two theories (IE and AII), should convene a global conference to thrash out contradictions to reach consensus over the origins of the Aryans, Rig Veda and Sanskrit. This will liquidate the confusion and stop them from spreading the “Aryan-Vedas-and-Sanskrit” virus in the academic world.

				 

				Antiquity of Devanagari and Antiquity of Sanskrit

				 

				Script or alphabet of a language comes much later than the vocal language itself. The Devanagari, the script of Sanskrit was based on Brahmi[3], the script of the Indus Valley civilization, 2500-4000 B.C. David Sacks[4], talking about the number of the alphabets different languages have, remarks:

				 

				“The alphabet must adequately represent the language by having enough letters with right sounds – that is, most of the sounds essential to the spoken language. Yet the number of letters needed is surprisingly small: fewer than 30 for most languages. Russia’s Cyrillic alphabet has 33 letters; Iran’s Farsi-language version of the Arabic alphabet, 32. While India’s Devanagari script hits 48, it and related Indian scripts are not purely alphabetic but also straddle the category of a syllabary.”

				 

				Devanagari, in addition to 48 letters, has several symbols which do the work of vowels – a, aa, au, ai, e, ee, i, ie, o, oo, etc. Sacks[5] also says that the Indian script has influenced the Cambodian script.

				 

				 

				Aryans and Sanskrit: Two Ancient Siblings

				 

				Jagat Motwani, in Ancient History of Bharat and Hindu Identity,[6] writes:

				 

				“The first word, the first Aryans spoke, was in Sanskrit. Bharat was the mother of the twins, Aryans and Sanskrit. In order to establish that none but Bharat (Aryavarta/India) is the original home of Aryans, it becomes necessary to meaningfully weave the five interrelated threads – Aryans, Sanskrit, Vedas, Vedic religion and Swastika – into a rainbow ethnic tapestry. Origins of all the five basic elements of the ancient Bharatiya (Indian) civilization are so closely interrelated that the geography of the origin of any of them cannot be other than India.”

				 

				It is hard to understand why historians knowing – that Arya is a Sanskrit word and that no country other than India had Sanskrit any time as its native language – still feel Aryans and Sanskrit came into India from outside.

				 

				Sanskrit inscriptions in Peru and USA

				 

				According to Samvad (December, New Delhi, 1997, p.3), the German scholar Kurt Schildmann claims that his study of ancient inscriptions, discovered in Peru and USA, show that they are similar to ancient Sanskrit, suggesting sea fares from India might have reached Americas long back. The similarity between the scripts was found after deciphering the script of the Indus Valley civilization by the German scholar who had been working on the scripts for more than 30 years.

				Jawaharlal Nehru, in Discovery of India (p.202), writes that the language of Madagascar is Indonesian with a mixture of Sanskrit words.

				History is witness to the fact that Central Asia was known for cross migrations, in and out, because of trade, tourism, and colonization. History also tells that Aryans from India stepped out to Central Asia from where they went to several countries such as Asia Minor (Anatolia, present Turkey), Mesopotamia (Present Iraq), Egypt, Syria, Bahrain, Europe (particularly Greece), Africa, and several far-distant south-eastern countries. For details about global Aryan spread, read the Chapter Six, ‘Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture.’

				In order to validate that Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek have common parentage, linguists created ill-based theory of ‘Indo-European Family of languages’, according to which Sanskrit came to India long back, some say in 3000 B.C. and some 6,000 B.C. For details, see Chapter Four, ‘The Indo-European Family: Too Diverse to be One.’

				 

				Age of the Vedas

				 

				The age of the Rig Veda is important for establishing validity or rejection of the two inter-twined theories, ‘AII’ and ‘IE’. The age of the Rig Veda would also establish if India (Aryavarata/Bharat) is the original home of both, the Aryans and Sanskrit, because Sanskrit is the language of the Rig Veda, and the word Arya appears there several times. An in-depth research is needed to know if, how, and when Europeans became Aryans. This also needs to be explained how Swastika, being a Sanskrit word, could be a religious or cultural symbol of any society other than Hindu. Therefore, it becomes necessary to see if the Rig Vedic hymns were composed before or after the alleged arrival of Aryans in 1500 B.C.

				 

				Antiquity of the Rig Veda

				 

				Before discussing the antiquity of the Rig Veda, it is necessary to first understand the traditional chronology of the four Yugas (eras/ages). R.C. Majumdar, in ‘The Vedic Age’ volume of ‘The History and Culture of the Indian People’ (1951, p.316), has talked about the four Yugas (Eras or epochs), the history of India is traditionally divided into:

				 

				
					
						
								
								Yuga (Era)    

							
								
								King

							
								
								Period

							
						

						
								
								Krita

							
								
								Manu

							
								
								3100 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Treta

							
								
								Rama

							
								
								1950 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Dvapara

							
								
								Krishna    

							
								
								1400 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Kali

							
								
								–––

							
								
								Mahabharata War (1400 B.C.)

							
						

					
				

				 

				According to Majumdar (1951, p.275), the year 3100 B.C. is documented as the year of great floods, as described in Satapatha Brahmana and later it is found recorded in the Mahabharata, the Puranas, and some history books. As a matter of fact, the Mahabharata War, as determined on the basis of astronomical calculations, happened in 3067 B.C[7]., a little after the great floods. Majumdar writes:

				 

				“The devastating Flood undoubtedly was the most important landmark in the history of the ancient world, and common legends suggest the same event has been described in Indian, Hebrew, and Babylonian accounts. The flood in Mesopotamia is generally held to have occurred about 3100 B.C.”

				 

				Are Vedic scriptures mythologies?

				 

				The accurate information regarding the world-known ‘Great Floods’, melting of glaciers and astronomy, as given in the Vedas and other Hindu scriptures, evidences that the Vedic scriptures are not mythical. All this suggests that the Rig Veda must have been initially composed much earlier than 3100 B. C. This evidences that Vedic scriptures contain also historical facts in addition to philosophy of life.

				 

				 

				Max Müller: Vedas, a source of history

				 

				Max Müller, in ‘India: What Can It teach Us?’ (1999, p.139), remarks that the Vedas are more primitive than any other document and that they give lot of historical data:

				 

				“The Veda may be called primitive, because there is no other literary document more primitive than it; but the language, the mythology, the religion and philosophy that meet us in the Veda open vistas of the past which no one would venture to measure in years. Nay, they contain by the side of simple, natural, childish thoughts, many ideas which to us sound modern, or secondary and tertiary, as I called them, but which nevertheless are older than any other literary document, and give us trustworthy information of a period in the history of human thought of which we know absolutely nothing before the discovery of the Vedas.”

				 

				Nehru, in Discovery of India (p.79), talks about the Rig Veda, as the earliest book of the humanity which gave history of those who sought to discover the significance of the world:

				 

				“The Rig Veda, the first of the Vedas, is probably the earliest book that humanity possesses. In it we can find the first outpourings of the human mind, the glow of poetry, the rupture at nature’s loveliness and mystery. And in these early hymns there are, as Dr. Macnicol says, the beginnings of ‘the brave adventures made so long ago and recorded here, of those who seek to discover the significance of our world and man’s life within it. … India here set out on a quest which she has never ceased to follow.’”

				 

				Most scholars including historians have refused to recognize the Vedas, Smritis, Puranas, Epics, and other ancient religious literature as history. The Vedas, which were composed earlier than 7,000 B.C. and have been orally passed down from generation to generation for millennia. They were written much later. Western scholars consider the Vedas to be mythological legends. It seems they shortened the age of the Rig Veda to validate their ill-founded theories, IE and AII.

				 

				Illiteracy, as blessing in disguise

				 

				It is comforting to see that the massive illiteracy among rural Indians has been a blessing in disguise. Their illiteracy has prevented their minds from getting corrupted by the undesirable inroads of distorted history of the ancient India, written in English by Western colonial historians.

				I fully agree that in ancient times, as early as 3000-3500 B.C., when the Indus Valley civilization was flourishing, adventurous and enterprising Aryans, had gone out to so many regions of the world for trade. Some Kshatries (warriors), like Mittanies and Kassites, also went out and established their Vedic/Hindu kingdoms in the Middle Eastern region, comprising Asia Minor, Egypt, Mesopotamia, Bahrain, etc. History tells that Indo-Aryans colonized even Greece. In about 1400-1600 B.C. when those kingdoms were militarily overpowered by some other forces, some of them returned to India, the country of their ancestors. Because they were in armored chariots, they met military confrontation from the then native Indians who mistook them as invaders. More about Aryans and their return to India is discussed in the next Chapter Three, “Return of Aryans to: Not Invasion of India.”

				 

				Astronomy-based antiquity of the Rig Veda

				 

				Vedic astronomy is a valid basis for determining the age of the Rig Veda, the most ancient scripture of the mankind. Dr. B.G. Sidhartha, in his paper, The Antiquity of the Rig Veda[8], writes that on the basis of astronomical calculations, the Rig Veda dates back at least 7300 B.C., when the vernal equinox was in the Lunar Asterism Tisya or Delta Cancri. He adds that the Rig Veda civilization would go back well beyond 7300 B.C., “because the Rig Veda already shows traces of a long astronomical tradition behind it.” He talks about the recent excavations at Nevali Cori in Anatolia (present Turkey), which show Rig Vedic influence or similarities with that tradition dates back to the eighth millennium B.C. – support this date. Siddartha remarks: “Further support of this date of 7300 B.C. and earlier comes from an astronomical interpretation of a number of Rig Vedic hymns.”

				David Frawley (1991, p.189) has referred to Rig Veda’s astronomical testimony earlier than 6000 B.C. He puts it as:

				 

				“Hence the original story of Surya Savitri, the Sun Goddess, in the Rig Veda reflects the Ashwini era of the winter solstice, and thereby a date of at least 6000 BC when the winter solstice was in the Aries, possibly as early as 7000 BC, when the solstice first entered Ashwini.”

				 

				The archeologically excavated seals at Mohenjodaro and Harappa, beginning in early 1920s, shed historical light to awaken historians to the truths about the prehistory ancient India, her native Aryans, antiquity of the Rig Veda, and the home land of Sanskrit. Unfortunately, the wrong history, written by colonial westerners, was already there. First written history is more trusted and hence difficult to erase. Encyclopedias and text books continue to carry on the same text as written prior to the Indus Valley civilization saw the sunshine in 1920s.

				Jawaharlal Nehru, the first Prime Minister of the independent India, in “Discovery of India” (1946, p.77), writes about the age of the Vedas:

				 

				“The usual date accepted by most scholars today for the hymns of the Rig Veda is 1,500 B.C., but there is tendency, ever since the Mohen-jo-daro excavations, to date further back these early Indian scriptures. Whatever the exact date may be, it is probable that this literature is earlier than that of either Greece or Israel, that, in fact, it represents some of the earliest documents of the human mind that we posses. Max Müller has called it: ‘The first word spoken by the Aryan man.’ ”

				 

				Nehru (p.79) praises the mind (thinking process) of the authors of the Vedas. It seems, Nehru did not like that the Vedas be considered as ‘revealed scriptures’, because, then we don’t value the quality of the mind of their authors. In Nehru’s opinion, the Rig Veda unfolded the human mind, in earliest stages of thought which has opened the windows on the Vedic philosophy which has been increasingly blooming along with the time:

				 

				“Many Hindus look upon the Vedas as revealed scriptures. This seems to me to be peculiarly unfortunate, for thus we miss their real significance – the unfolding of the human mind in the earliest stages of thought. And what a wonderful mind it was.”

				 

				Nehru (pp.76-77) – referring to the earliest records, scriptures and mythology of India – writes about the age of the Rig Veda:

				 

				“Before the discovery of the Indus Valley civilization, the Vedas were supposed to be the earliest records we possess of Indian culture. There was much dispute about the chronology of the Vedic period, European scholars usually giving later dates and Indian scholars much earlier ones. … Professor Winternitz thinks that the beginnings of Vedic literature go back to 2,000 B.C., or even 2,500 B.C.. This brings us very near the Mohenjodaro period.”

				 

				Nehru saw that behind the Rig Veda itself lay ages of civilized existence and thought, during which various ancient civilizations – the Indus Valley, the Mesopotamia, Egypt, etc. – had grown. Therefore, it is appropriate that there should be dedication to the seers, and our ancestors who were the first path-finders.

				 

				Max Müller: The antiquity of Sanskrit

				 

				Max Müller, while talking about the antiquity of Sanskrit in his book “India: What Can It Teach Us?” (1999, p.40), remarks:

				 

				“First of all, its antiquity – for we know Sanskrit at an earlier period than Greek. But what is more important than its merely chronological antiquity is the antique state of preservation in which that Aryan language has been handed down to us. … Sanskrit was the eldest sister of them all and could tell of many things which the other members of the family had quite forgotten.”

				 

				Max Müller has clearly said above that Sanskrit was the Aryan language. He, in his book The Science of Language, has said that India, in its ancient times, was known as “Arya-avarta”, ”Aryabhoomi” and “Aryadesha”, meaning ‘the land of Aryas’. Thus, he indirectly is refuting the theory of ‘Aryan invasion of India’, ironically he himself sponsored.

				 

				Chronology of significant events in ancient Indian history

				 

				Chronology of significant events in the ancient history of a nation is very important. Right chronology determines the right antiquity leads to right conclusions. False chronology, as laid down by western historians, led to false conclusions, and thus history got distorted. Sir John Marshal and several other scholars claim that the Rig Veda was composed by the invading Aryans in about 1,000 B.C. and some say even later. For example, the advancement of the year of composition of the Rig Veda from over 5,000 B.C. to 1,000 B.C. has distorted the ancient history of India, resulting confusion about the identity and originality of the Aryans, original natives of India. The right chronology would have rightly determined the authorship of the Rig Veda.

				The year of the great Mahabharata War is not given in the chronology, given by western scholars. False history, with such significant gaps or omissions, was written in 1951, when Prime Minister Nehru, being a historian, knew the related historical facts. He should have got it corrected. He had power and authority. It may be, because of his heavy political and administrative engagement in the persisting problems confronting India, as a new-born nation, Nehru could not take note of such academic problem. In fact, this was not an academic issue. History has significant impact on the country – particularly an infant nation – and the national morale of its people. India has been historically known for its indifference to history. Even sixty years after its independence, it has been difficult to correct its history because of its petty politics.

				 

				Ainslie T. Embree on chronology

				 

				Prof. Embree and his associates, in their book ‘Sources of Indian Tradition’ (p. xxvii), have given the chronology as below:

				 

				Chronology by Embree

				 

				
					
						
								
								Prehistoric Period    

							
								
							
						

						
								
								3000-1500 B.C. 

							
								
								The Indus Valley Civilization

							
						

						
								
								2000-1400 B.C.

							
								
								The migrations of the “Aryans,” the peoples speaking Indo-European languages, into the subcontinent; composition of the earliest hymns of the Rig Veda 1500-

							
						

						
								
								Vedic Period

							
								
							
						

						
								
								1-1200

							
								
								Composition of the Rig Veda

							
						

						
								
								900 B.C

							
								
								The Great War depicted in the Mahabharata

							
						

						
								
								900-500

							
								
								Composition of later Vedas, the Brahmanas, and the early Upanishads

							
						

					
				

				 

				Chronology by Garraty & Gay in The Columbia History of the World, (1981, p.96):

				 

				
					
						
								
								Pre-Historic Era    

							
								
							
						

						
								
								3000-1500 B.C.

							
								
								Indus Valley Civilization

							
						

						
								
								1500- 1200 B.C.

							
								
								Aryan invasion and earliest hymns of the Rig Veda

							
						

						
								
								Vedic Era

							
								
							
						

						
								
								1-900

							
								
								Composition of the Rig Veda

							
						

						
								
								1-901

							
								
								Later Vedas, Bramanas, and early Upanishads

							
						

					
				

				 

				Embree and Garraty differ on the years of the following events:

				• Aryan invasion: Embree 2000-1400 B.C., Garraty 1500-1200 B.C.

				• Composition of the Rig Veda: Embree 1500-1200 B.C., Garraty 1200-900 B.C.

				 

				Indian Chronology, according to Indian traditions

				 

				
					
						
								
								Vedic Period

							
								
							
						

						
								
								6,000 B.C.

							
								
								Composition of the Rig Veda

							
						

						
								
								5,000 B.C

							
								
								Brahmana Era

							
						

						
								
								5,000-3,000 B.C.

							
								
								Puranic Era

							
						

						
								
								3067 B.C., Nov.22    

							
								
								The Great Mahabharata War

							
						

					
				

				 

				Comparative Chronology; Embree, Garraty, Indian Traditions

				 

				

					
						
								
								Event

							
								
								Embree  

							
								
								Garraty

							
								
								Indian Tradition

							
						

						
								
								Rig Veda

							
								
								1500-1200 B.C.

							
								
								1200-900 B.C.

							
								
								6000 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Indus Civilization

							
								
								3000-1500 B.C.

							
								
								3000-1500 B.C.

							
								
								3500-2500 B.C.

							
						

						
								
								Aryan invasion

							
								
								2000-1400 B.C.

							
								
								1500-1200 B.C.  

							
								
								A myth

							
						

						
								
								Mahabharat War  

							
								
								900 BC  

							
								
								–––

							
								
								3067 B.C.

							
						

					
				

				 

				The chronology of the above events, as according to Indian traditions, is different from the ones given by western scholars. The difference is, because the western chronology is not based on any historically established facts. If they were, Embree’s would have been identical to Garraty’s. The Indian chronology is based on:

				 

				1. Astronomical calculations, not on personal probable guesses, the western chronology is based on.

				2. Western historians have falsely injected ‘Aryan invasion of India’ which has been proven as a myth, as explained in the next Chapter: “Return of Aryans to, Not Invasion of India”.

				3. Western historians have dated all important events, including composition of the Rig Veda, later so as to be able to validate their unfounded inter-twined theories, the IE and the AII.

				 

				On p.105, Garraty and Gay write:

				 

				“One of the best examples of growing Brahmanic control over the immensely complex religious and social environment is to be found in the epic literature – the Mahabharata and Ramayana. … The most important text in the Mahabharata is the Bhagavad-Gita, written probably in the first century A.D.”

				 

				Gita may have been written in the first century A.D., but it was a live discourse between Lord Krishna and Arjuna on the battle field of Krukshetra while the war between the Pandavas and the Kauravas was in progress. It happened in 3067 B.C. not in 900 B.C., as suggested above by Garraty and Gay. This is the way the politically fabricated chronology has wrongly affected the history of ancient India, and in turn, the minds of her people.

				The fire-related Vedic religious rituals, cremation, worship of Shiva, Swastika, etc., as reflected by the seals excavated at the Mohenjodaro (3500-2500 B.C.), clearly prove that the Vedas preceded the Indus Valley civilization. Even Embree agrees that the Indus Valley civilization flourished from 3000 B.C. until 1500 B.C. How then, has Embree dated the Vedic period, as 1500-1200 B.C.? And how then the validity of ‘The Theory of Aryan Invasion of India’, according to which the alleged invading Aryans brought Sanskrit and composed the Vedas. How could the Aryans, historically recognized as Sanskrit-speaking natives of Aryavrata (India), be considered invaders? History talks about migrations of Aryans from India to several regions of the world. Some of them must be returning to India, the country of their ancestors.

				Britain deputed Max Müller, Sir William Jones and Macaulay to India via the BEIC as scholars in Sanskrit, linguistics, and education respectively to translate the Indian scriptures, as if there were no Pundits knowing Sanskrit and English. They translated Hindu scriptures and presented them in the way to validate their two ill-based inter-twined theories “AII” and “IE” by which they have been successful to some extent in infusing in Indian minds:

				 

				• That they were not Aryans, they were originally dark skinned Dravidians, who were pushed southward by the fair looking invading Aryans.

				• Thus, created rift between North Indians and the Dravidian-speaking South Indians.

				• Sanskrit is not originally an Indian language. According to both the theories, IE and AII, Sanskrit came to India from outside.

				• Dravidian languages are not related to Sanskrit, and thus do not qualify for membership of the IE family.

				• The Vedas were composed, not by the original natives of India, but by the alleged invading Aryans.

				 

				Both theories were engineered by Britain, executed by the BEIC and guided by their world-known policy, Divide and Rule. They did succeed to some extent in dividing India – South/North, Aryans/ Dravidians, and Sanskrit/Dravidian languages. Fortunately, they did not succeed to the extent they wanted to, only because Hindus were getting correct history through their oral traditions. With the passage of time, the effect of the divisive poison has been significantly diluted close to zero as Hindus – North Indian and South Indian – have been realizing the truths.

				 

				Sarasvati River and the Age of the Rig Veda

				 

				The river Sarasvati, according to the satellite photographic evidences, dried up in about 1900 BC, approximately 400 years prior to the arrival of the alleged Aryans from Central Asia or from somewhere else. David Frawley, in (Sharma & Ghose, 1998, p. 139), has said: “The course of Sarasvati has been identified through satellite photography (Landsat) and through ground studies through Western India.”

				Stephen Knapp, in his book, ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ (2000, pp. 58, 59), writes about drying up of Sarasvati:

				 

				“From the Vedic literature, we can see that the Sarasvati River had to have been at its prime around 4000 to 5000 B.C. or earlier. This is when it was recorded in the Rig and Atharva-Vedas” (p.58).

				 

				On p. 59, Knapp writes:

				 

				“By 2000 B.C. the Sutlej had also changed its course and flowed into the Indus while the desert relentlessly grew. This left the Sarasvati with few resources to continue being the great river it once was. Near 1900 B.C., the Sarasvati River finally ceased to flow altogether and completely dried up, contributing to the disbanding of the people of northwestern India to other places, and making the Gangetic region the most important for the remaining Vedic society. Once the Sarasvati disappeared, the Ganges replaced it as the holiest of rivers.”

				 

				Graham Hancock, in ‘Underworld the Mysterious Origins of Civilization’, under the sub-title ‘The case of the vanishing river’ (2002, p. 162), talks about Sarasvati drying out towards the end of the third millennium B.C.:

				 

				“There is a river, spoken of repeatedly in the Rig Veda, that vanished into the earth – though not from human memory – thousands of years ago and that was only revealed again by satellite imaging and remote-sensing technology in the latter half of the twentieth century. It is the Sarasvati – the very same ancient river which now given its name to the Indus-Sarasvati civilization, because large numbers of ‘Harappan’ and ‘pre-Harappan archaeological sites, dating back at least the fourth millennium BC, have been discovered close to its former course. The Sarasvati began to dry out towards the end of the third millennium BC and to all extents and purposes had ceased to flow by the early second millennium B.C.”

				 

				Interestingly enough, the Rig Veda has quite a few references to the life on the banks of the Sarasvati River. It proves that the Rig Veda was composed long before the Sarasvati dried up and long before 1500 BC, the year of the arrival of alleged Aryans in India. Then how could the Vedas have any mention of the alleged Aryan invasion, and how could the Vedas be composed later after the Aryan arrival?

				The following few hymns from the Rig Veda, sung praising the life on the banks of Sarasvati, would convince any body beyond any doubt that the last hymns of the Rig Veda were composed latest in 1900 B.C., before the Sarasvati dried up. It proves that the Rig Veda was initially composed long before 1900 B.C. when the Sarasvati completely dried up. It dried up at least a few centuries prior to the arrival of the alleged invading Aryans. Hence, it is utterly erroneous to say that the Vedas were composed by the invading Aryans, who allegedly came to India in about 1500 BC.

				Hancock (2002:163), talking about figuring out when Sarasvati was entirely alive enough to merit the following descriptions of it in the Rig Veda, as mentioned by Ralph T. Griffith (trans):

				 

				“Sarasvati, the mighty flood” (Rig Veda, vol. 1,4,12).

				 

				“Coming together, glorious, loudly roaring – Sarasvati, Mother of Floods … with fair streams flowing, full swelling with the volume of their water”

				(Rig Veda, vol. 2 , 44,6).

				 

				“She with her might … hath burst with strong waves the ridges of the hills … Yea, the divine Sarasvati, terrible with her golden path, foe slayer … whose limitless unbroken flood, swift moving with a rapid rush, comes onward with tempestuous roar … Yea, she most dear amidst dear streams … graciously inclined, Sarasvati hath earned our praise”

				(Rgveda vol. 1, 676, 2, 7-8).

				 

				 

				Ambitame naditame devitame Sarasvati

				Aprasasta ivasmasi prasastim amba nas krdhi

				(RV: 2.41.16).

				 

				Meaning: O Sarasvati! You are the best of mothers, best of rivers, best of goddesses. O mother! Please, favor us with renown.

				Vedagya Arya, in ‘Revisiting Indus-Sarasvati Age and Ancient India’ (Sharma & Ghose, 1998, p. 24), has interpreted the following Rig Veda hymn as: “The Sarasvati is flowing for age-old times. Her flowing waters look like the white fabric woven with yarns of her reputation. She is the river and mother of all six streams. Her currents are said to be full of milk for the sons of the soil. She is very much prosperous with her own flow of waters.”

				 

				Aayatsaakam yasaso vaavasaanaah Sarasvati saptathti sindhumaataa

				Yaah susvayanta sudughaah sudhaaraa abhiswenaa payasa pipyaanaah.

				(RV: 7.36.6)

				 

				It should be noted that in the pre-history ancient times, the Vedic people (present Hindus) worshipped river as their mother, because the water gave them whatever (Grain, water, milk, etc) they needed for their livelihood. Hence, Hindus call the rivers, even in present times, as mother (Maata) – Sarsvati Maata, Ganga Maata, Narbada Maata, etc. Rivers are considered sacred. Cremation ashes are immersed in rivers.

				 

				 

				Antiquity of a language: Antiquity of interest of its speakers

				 

				Antiquity of a language can be judged by the antiquity of the interest of its speakers in it. The identity of India’s native Aryans, and the antiquities of their two precious jewels – Sanskrit and the Vedas – would not have been distorted and confused if Hindus had continued taking active interest in the post-prehistory (post-legends) period history of the things of national interest. Legends, as documented in Vedic scriptures, were history. Had Hindus themselves taken even a little interest in their history, the historical mess would not have occured:

				 

				1. Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas, would have never been considered as imported in its own birthplace India.

				2. The age of the Rig Veda, the oldest Veda, would not have been shortened.

				3. The Vedas would not have been considered as composed by any body other than the Vedic people (Hindus), the original natives of Bharat (India).

				4. Arya-avrata (India) would not have been considered invaded by her own children Aryans.

				 

				Max Müller – in the Chapter VIII, section, ‘Thoughts on Language’ of his book, ‘The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy’ (1899, pp. 39-40) – talks about the interest of the ancient Hindu philosophers in the science of language:

				 

				“Though these discussions are of a grammatical rather than of a philosophical character, they deserve our attention, because they show how keen an interest the ancient philosophers of India had taken in the Science of Language, and how clearly they had perceived the intimate relation between language and thought, and in consequence between the Science of Language and the Science of Thought or Philosophy.”

				 

				I don’t know whether Hindus took interest in the science of language or not, but I know that Sanskrit was grammatically as well as lexically well developed to be able to express vividly deep delicate intrinsic philosophical thoughts related to life, death, rebirth, body, etc., and also to psychological elements related to mind, soul, ego, insights, guilt, self-awareness, attachments, etc., as reflected by the hymns of the Rig Veda and the Bhagvad Gita.

				 

				Language → Thought → language

				 

				Language and thought are closely related to each other. They feed each other. Each is responsible for the development of the other. Development of thought depends on the development of language and vice versa. It is interesting to know that the depth and breadth of mind is very much dependent on the maturity of thought (philosophy) and language.

				 

				Language and Culture

				 

				Most important is the relationship between the language and the culture of its speakers. It is so close and intimate that one can not survive without the other. Culture enriches the language, which, in turn, goes on explaining, fertilizing, and rejuvenating the ingredients of the culture of its speakers.

				 Max Müller[9], in ‘History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature’ (p.557), has said:

				 

				“In the Rig Veda we shall have before us more real antiquity than in all the inscriptions of Egypt or Ninevah. … the Veda is the oldest book in existence.”

				 

				In the same book (p. 63), Max Müller remarks, that the Rig Veda be considered as the oldest source of history, not only of India, but of the world too:

				 

				“The Veda has a two-fold interest. It belongs to the history of the world and to the history of India. In the history of the world the Veda fills a gap which no literary work in any other language could fill. It carries us back to times of which we have no records anywhere.”

				 

				It is hard to understand why historians have been ignoring what Max Müller has said about Sanskrit, and about the Vedas, as the source of the “history of the world and the history of India”..

				It gives lot of pain to Indian students of history to find that native historians have failed to give correct history of their ancient India. Some say that because of Indian indifference to history from ancient times colonial, bosses got an opportunity to write in the history whatever, they thought, would infuse in Hindus ethnic inferiority complex and divide them on lines of Aryans and Dravidians.

				But I feel different. History of ancient India was distorted not because of indifference of Indians to their history, but because of their helplessness, confronting the might of the British colonial bosses. On the contrary, ancient Hindus were very much history-oriented. The Vedas are a great source of history. But, Hindus believed the colonial bosses who told them that the Vedas are full of mythology.

				Max Müller (1823-1900) – the strong supporter/architect of the theory of ‘Aryan Invasion of India’ – eventually came to realize that the Vedas were much older than what he himself and others thought. In my opinion, Max Müller is one of the scholars who have admitted their misrepresentation of the content of the Vedas and their originality, and antiquity. As a matter of fact, the Vedas were composed long before the Indus Valley civilization saw the sunlight in 1920s.

				Max Müller, in “Six Systems of Indian Philosophy: Samkhya & Yoga; Naya & Vaiseshika” (1899, p.33), showers beautiful flowers of praise on the Vedas and recognizes their antiquity:

				 

				“Whatever the Vedas may be called, they are to us unique and priceless guides in opening before our eyes tombs of thought richer in relics than the royal tombs of Egypt, and more ancient and primitive in thought than the oldest hymns of Babylonian or Accadian poets. If we grant that they belonged to the second millennium before our era, we are probably on safe ground, though we should not forget that this is a constructive date only, and that such a date does not become positive by mere repetition. It may be very brave to postulate late 2000 B.C. or even 5000 B.C. as a minimum date for the Vedic hymns, but what is gained by such bravery? Such assertions are safe so far as they can not be refuted, but neither can they be proved, considering that we have no contemporaneous dates to attach them to.”

				 

				In the same book (p.24), Max Müller praises India, as the sacred land of the Vedas:

				 

				“If I were to look over the whole world to find out the country most richly endowed with all the wealth, power, and beauty that nature can bestow – in some parts a very paradise on earth – I should point to India.”

				 

				Max Müller (1899, p.34) further talks about the age of the Vedas:

				 

				“Whatever may be the date of the Vedic hymns, whether 1500 or 15,000 B.C., they have their own unique place and stand by themselves in the literature of the world.”

				 

				All this was written by Max Müller in his latest book: ‘The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy’ which was first published in 1899, shortly before his death in 1900.

				Max Müller (1899, p. 39), talking about Gaimini’s support of the eternal character of sound (Sabda), remarks:

				 

				“Having thus established to his own satisfaction the eternity of sound, Gaimini proceeds to defend the sounds or words of the Veda against all possible objections. These arguments were examined by us before, when the authorship of the Veda had to be discussed, and when it was shown that the author of the Veda could not have been a personal being, but that the Veda could only have been seen by inspired Rishis as revealed to them, not as made by them.”

				 

				When the Vedas are considered as revealed to the Rishis of India, not authored by “a personal being,” the antiquity of the Vedas can not be measured. By this, I do not want readers to think that I am buying what Gaimini or Max Müller believes that the Vedas were revealed to Rishis. I would like to say that the authorship of the Rig Veda is too ancient beyond human imagination. In such situation, there is no option other than saying that that the Vedas were revealed. In my opinion, the Vedas were not composed by only one person. Several Rishis might have contributed their ideas in poetry-form-hymns which were sung down from generation to generation. We do not have also the names of the authors of the Puranas, Brahmanas, Aranyakas, Upanishads, Sutras, Shastras, Samhitas, etc. In those ancient times, those great Rishis were not egocentric, crazy about their names. They were happy that they produced some thing, the humanity needed. There is such recent example, very similar to the Vedas. The Guru Granth Sahib was not composed by only one person. It contains what the ten Gurus of Sikhs – from Guru Nanik to the tenth Guru Gobind Singh – and some other similar-thinking poets have sung. Unlike the Rig Veda, the names of most of the composers are known, because of its recency.

				The Rig Veda, like other three Vedas, is a collection of Mantras (Hymns), composed by several Rishis. Since the Vedas were not written to start with, the names of the different composers are not known. In those pre-history ancient times there was no ego and no copyrights.

				According to Prof. Winternitz, the Vedas were composed at least 1,000 years prior to the alleged arrival of Aryans in 1500 B.C. Quite a few evidences – including an irrefutable one related to the Sarasvati river – are given to support Winternitz, that the Rig Veda was composed earlier than the alleged arrival of the invading Aryans.

				Stephen Knapp, in his book “Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence” (2000, p.66), writing about the antiquity of the Vedas, remarks:

				 

				“In the same line of thought, it has been determined that the Sanskrit Rig-Veda is the oldest piece of literature in the world. Reverend Morris Philip, in his book The Teaching of the Vedas (p.213), concludes: “After the latest researches into the history and chronology of the book of Old Testament, we may safely now call the Rigveda as the oldest book not only of the Aryan community, but of the whole world.”

				 

				Harry H. Hicks and Robert N. Anderson[10] have given dates of the antiquity of the Rig Veda, as given by different scholars:

				 

				• David Frawley, in “Gods, Sages and Kings”, on the basis of astronomical references in the Rig Veda, corroborating the work of other earlier scholars such as Tilak and Jacobi, go back to ca.6500 B.C.

				• Probably beginning shortly after the major Indo-European “Kurganian” migration of ca 4,400 to 4,300 B.C., as described by Gumbutas, the Rig Vedic age, apparently with its inspired concepts, was conceived in India.

				• According to Cambridge, “The hymns of the Rig Veda were composed in the NW of India, the country of seven rivers in about 3700 B.C.

				• Hicks and Anderson have given an interesting evidence of Vedic Aryan Head from the collection of the Hicks Foundation for Cultural Preservation. They remark that extensive tests and mutually corroborative and interrelated physical, stylistic and historical evidence indicate it was cast in the 4th millennium B.C., dating 3700 B.C. It was life sized, hollow, copper-based head in a human likeness. It may be the first hard evidence relating to the original Vedic Aryans in India. They tend to emphasize: “The Head’s natural style and eye treatment also provide evidence of the continuity of Vedic Aryan art styles of the 4th/3rd millennium B.C., the Harappan and Mesopotamian art, and evolution into later Hellenistic and classical Indian art.”

				• Feuerstein & et al (1995: 29) write about the Rig-Veda: “The Rig-Veda is the oldest book in the Sanskrit language, indeed in any Indo-European language. More than that, if we are correct, it is the oldest book in the world, and for this reason alone deserves our attention.”

				 

				Feuerstein & et al., in “In Search of the Cradle of Civilization” (1995: 29), write that the Rig-Veda has a total of 1,028 hymns comprising 10,589 verses which were composed in various periods, starting at the earliest of the Vedic Age, 3000–2000 BC. The other three younger Vedas are Sama Veda, Yajur Veda, and Atharva Veda. In addition to the four Vedas, there were various subsidiary Vedic scriptures – Puranas, Brahmanas, Aranyakas, Upanishads, Sutras, Shastras, Samhitas, etc.

				The antiquity of the Rig Veda, as given by various scholars, ranges from 7,500 B.C. to 3,000 B.C. Considering the latest date 3,000 B.C., the age of Sanskrit should be much older than the age of its literature. The Vedas were composed at least 1,500 years prior to 1,500 B.C., the year of the alleged Aryan invasion. This challenges the validity of the Aryan invasion, according to which Sanskrit was brought in and the Vedas were composed by the invading Aryans. This also refutes the IE, according to which Sanskrit came into India from outside in about 3,000 B.C.

				 

				In Praise of the Upanishads

				 

				According to Feuerstein & et al., (1995:39), great philosophers around the world have been very much impressed by the Upanishads:

				 

				“The Upanishads, which are magnificent Gnostic treatises in the broad sense, from the capstone of the Vedic edifice. They are the best known aspect of Vedic literature and have been lauded by great thinkers through out the world.”

				 

				They (P.39) have given what the German philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer has said that the Upanishads were comfort to him in his life and his death. Schopenhauer has remarked about the Upanishads in German in his book, Upanishaden, Altindische Weisheit (1964, p.8):

				 

				“How every line is of such strong, determined, and consistent meaning! And on every page we encounter deep, original, lofty thoughts, while the whole is suffused with a high and holy seriousness.”

				 

				R. E. Hume, in “The Thirteen Principal Upanishads (1921, p. vii), has remarked:

				 

				“In the long history of man’s endeavor to grasp the fundamental truths of being, the metaphysical treatises known as the Upanishads hold an honored place … they are replete with sublime conceptions and with intuitions of universal truth.”

				(Taken from Feuerstein & et al., p.40)

				 

				Feuerstein & et al (1995, p. 40) write that Max Müller, who was critical of many aspects of the Vedic heritage, confessed toward the end of his life: “The conception of the world as deduced from the Veda, and chiefly from the Upanishads, is indeed astounding.”[11]

				 

				Hindu Calendar & the Age of Rig Veda and Sanskrit

				 

				According to the Oxford Dictionary (p.541): “Hindu calendar, a lunar calendar usually dating from 3101 B.C. and used especially in India,” is roughly the same (5111 Yugabda = 3101 + 2010) as Hindus, at present, have been celebrating. This tells that Hinduism (Vedic religion) is much older than 5111. Realization of the calendar must have come much later than the birth of Hinduism (originally Vedic religion). So the Vedas and their language Sanskrit should be older than 5,111 years.

				David Frawley (in Sharma & Ghose,1998:140) talks about the Vedic astronomical references related to the calendar: “ … and several Brahamanas place the vernal equinox in the Krittik (Taurus), the summer solstice in Magha (Leo), and the winter solstice in Aquarius, a date of 2500-2000 BC.” Such astronomical data suggest that the Vedas and Sanskrit are at least 4,500 years old.

				 

				Swastika and the Age of Sanskrit

				 

				Swastika is a Sanskrit word. V. S. Apte in “The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary” (1992, p.1019), has defined Swastika as:

				 

				1. A kind of mystical mark on persons or things denoting good luck.

				2. A lucky object. Hindus draw the symbol of the Swastika in color or with raw rice on the floor alter (Hindus perform all religious rituals while sitting on the floor) before starting a religious ceremony, because Swastika is considered a sign of a good luck.

				 

				The Swastika, a sacred symbol of Hinduism, is found in several European countries and among some American Indian tribes in Americas. The small booklet, “Sacred Symbols: The Celts” (New York: Thames and Hudson, 1995), has talked about the Swastika:

				 

				“One of the great enduring symbols of the whole of the Ancient World, the Swastika had wide currency as a sign of good luck and of solar beneficence. The motif occurs throughout the lands occupied by the Celts, sometimes on stonework in the company of images of the spoked wheel, another powerful sun symbol.”

				 

				The World Book Encyclopedia (1984, Vol.18:.814a) also talks about the Swastika and its globe-wide spread:

				 

				“Swastika is an ancient symbol often used as an ornament or a religious sign. … The Swastika has been found on Byzantine buildings, Buddhist inscriptions, Celtic monuments, and Greek coins. Swastikas were widely used symbols among the Indians of North America and South America.”

				 

				Swastika in the Sindhu (Indus) Valley

				 

				[image: Kapu 1.tif]

				A seal excavated from Mohenjo-Daro.[12]

				 

				Swastika has also been found in the Indus Valley civilization. James Trager, in ‘The People’s Chronology’ (1994, p.3), dates the Indus Valley civilization as 4000 B.C. But it is much older, may be 7,000 B.C., as suggested by the excavations at Mehrgarh, Baluchistan, which is considered as an antecedent of the Indus Valley civilization.

				James Trager ( p.3) tells how the people of the Indus Valley were civilized even in 4000 B.C. He writes: that the people of the Indus Valley knew irrigation system. They raised wheat, barley, peas, sesame seeds, mangoes, banana, lemon, lime, grapes for wine, and dates. Wine was also made from flowers. He further writes that asses, horses, buffalos, camels, and cattle were bred. He says all this is based on the evidence, based on the excavations from Mohenjodaro in 1922 A.D. According to Vedic (Hindu) traditions, the Vedas were composed long before 6,000 B.C.

				The seal of Swastika, excavated at the Mohenjodaro, a city in the Sindhu (Indus) Valley, testifies the antiquity of Sanskrit, as old as at least 5000 years. Swastika is a Sanskrit word.

				 

				Swastika in Americas

				 

				Appearance of the Swastika among the native Indians in Americas has enhanced the age of Sanskrit to ten thousand years.

				Such world-wide spread of the Swastika suggests that Indo-Aryans must have gone in pre-history ancient times to all the regions, as mentioned above. The Swastika found in Americas evidences that some of the Asians, who migrated to Americas via Bering Strait long back in about 8000 B.C. or even earlier, were Vedic Indo-Aryans from India. They must have used Swastika as Hindus have been using in present times in their religious ceremonies. Its use by Nazi Germans has confused the world about its originality and antiquity. The Swastika was borrowed by Hitler, as explained by William L. Shirer (1959, p. 43) in his ‘The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich: A History of Nazi Germany’. He writes that the Swastika (hakenkreus) is as old, almost, as man on the planet.

				The Swastika is very old, older than 10,000 years. It, in turn, reflects the age of Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas. ‘Swastika’, is a Sanskrit word.

				 

				Pliny and Arrian: Starting point of Vedic Chronology

				 

				Such an early date – 6676 BC or 6777 BC, as suggested by Greek historians Pliny and Arrian for the starting point for Indian (Hindu/Vedic) chronology challenges the validity of the theory of Aryan invasion of India. Feuerstein and et al (p.246) write that Greek historians Pliny and Arrian based this on the reports they got from the ambassadors at the Maurya courts that the native historical tradition of India knew of 154 kings who ruled over a period of 6,450 years. Feuerstein and et al (p.246) remark: “When we reconstruct this tradition, it appears that during the Mauryan times the calendar was taken to commence in 6676 B.C.”

				 

				 

				Break up of Himalayan glaciers: Age of Rig Veda

				 

				Graham Hancock (2002:169) quotes B.B. Radhakrishna, Geological Society of India (1999), who talks about the description in the Rig Veda of the break-up of Himalayan glaciers releasing water which flowed out in seven mighty rivers (Sapta Sindhu). The early inhabitants of the plains burst into songs praising Lord Indra for releasing the water they very much needed. This happened during Late Pleistocene glaciations, about 10,000 years ago:

				 

				“Geologist record indicates that during Late Pleistocene glaciation, waters of the Himalaya were frozen and that in place of rivers there were only glaciers, masses of solid ice. … When the climate became warmer, the glaciers began to break up and the frozen water held by them surged forth in great floods, inundating the alluvial plain in front of the mountains. … With the hindsight we possess as geologists, we at once see that the phenomenon described in the Rig Veda was no idle fancy but a real natural event of great significance connected with the break up of Himalayan glaciers and the release of pent-up waters in great floods.”

				 

				This description of the break up the Himalayan glaciers in the Rig Veda suggests beyond any doubt that the Rig Veda was composed at least 10,000 years back.

				Historians have not yet specified the country Aryans came from. They don’t know the country or region where Sanskrit, the invading Aryans allegedly brought from, was spoken. They have yet to find the people, other than Hindus (ancient Vedic people) who spoke Sanskrit. How can they find all this when the Aryan invasion is a myth?

				The internal fights between the good (like Pandawas) and the evil people (Kaurwas) in India, are being misinterpreted by the scholars as fights between the then native Indians and the alleged invading Aryans. That is being misinterpreted as an evidence of the Aryan invasion. The Rig Veda hymns, sung in reverence of the Indo-Aryan heroes, are being misattributed to the alleged invading Aryans. This has distorted the identity of the Indo-Aryans who, in fact, were the original natives of Aryavarta (Bharat, India).

				 Charles Wilkins[13] was one of the two colleagues of Sir William Jones who founded the Asiatic Society of Bengal with the purpose to study and then write India’s history and culture. For that they learned Sanskrit. Wilkins writes:

				 

				“Sanskrit was the holy language of the Hindus, the language in which their Indo-Aryan ancestors had set down the religion’s earliest sacred texts, the four Vedas, beginning with the Rig Veda that Wheeler would rely on for accounts of invading horsemen.”

				 

				But the Rig Veda doesn’t have any account of the invading horsemen. As explained earlier that the invasion of India is a myth. How could Wheeler claim that the Rig Veda talked about the invading horsemen when the hymns of the Rig Veda were composed long before 1500 BC, the year of the alleged invasion? Moreover, it was not invasion of India. It was return of Indo-Aryans to India, the country of their ancestors. It is explained in detail in the next chapter.

				The religion of the Indo-European Aryans is described in the Reader’s Digest’s ‘The World’s Religions’ (1993:130,131), ed. by Dr. Peter B. Clarke:

				 

				“Knowledge of the Aryans is mostly derived from the heritage of their sacred literature, known as the Vedas, especially the Rig Veda, a collection of hymns. … They spoke an early form of Sanskrit.”

				 

				Since knowledge of the Aryans can be derived from the Rig Veda which is much older than 1500 B.C., the theory of Aryan invasion of India does not have feet to stand on. On page 131 of ‘The World’s Religions’, it is said:

				 

				“Since there are no written records, the bath’s (in Mohenjo-daro) purpose is unknown. However, scholars believe that it was connected with ritual cleanliness and that it may even have prefigured the purificatory tanks still found beside Hindu temples. If that is the case, ritual ablutions in India may have a history of 4,000 years.”

				 

				The Mohenjodaro’s association with the Hindu rituals provides another evidence that the antiquity of the Aryan tribe is too old to fit in the ‘Aryan invasion of India’ hypothesis.

				Such an early date 6676 BC or 6777 BC – as suggested by Solinus and Pliny, for the starting point for Indian (Hindu) chronology – challenges the validity of the theory of Aryan invasion of India, according to which Sanskrit came to India from outside in 1500 B.C., and the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans, not by the native Indo-Aryans. Yet, historians continue to talk about the Aryan invasion.

				J. P. Mallory, in “In Search of the Indo-Europeans” (1989, p. 15), also has placed Indo-Iranian as the oldest group of Indo-European languages, around 1500 B.C; along with Anatolian languages which have been dead without any descendants.

				 

				Sanskrit and Zend Avestan

				 

				Poonai (1994, p. 220) writes about the relationship between Sanskrit and the Zend Avestan:

				 

				“It has also been shown on the basis of statements which have been made in the oldest of the Gathas of the Zend Avesta, about mantras and personalities of the Rig Veda, that the Rig Veda predates the Gathas by several millennia and that the Vedas appear to have contributed to the content of the earliest Gathas by accumulation of concepts.”

				 

				It needs to be noted that word ”Gathas” has its origin in Sanskrit. It literally means ‘stories’.

				J.P. Mallory (p.35) has shown close linguistic relationship between Sanskrit and Iran’s Avestan:

				 

				 

				
					
						
								
								Avestan:    

							
								
								tem amavantem yazatem

							
						

						
								
								Sanskrit:

							
								
								tam amavantam yajatam

							
						

						
								
								Avestan:

							
								
								surem damohu sevistem

							
						

						
								
								Sanskrit:

							
								
								suram dhamasu savistham

							
						

						
								
							
								
							
						

						
								
								Avestan:

							
								
								mithrem yazai zaothrabyo

							
						

						
								
								Sanskrit:

							
								
								mitram yajai hotrabhyah

							
						

					
				

				 

				Mallory (p. 35) remarks: “The concept of a common Indo-Iranian language is indicated by the close similarities between this Indic (Sanskrit) translation of an early Iranian hymn. The god Mitra/Mithra was common to both Indians and Iranians.”

				In fact, these are not translations. The same Sanskrit was spoken in Avestan with little difference in phonetic pronunciation of some letters. For example:

				 

				
					
						
								
								Sanskrit     

							
								
								Avestan

							
						

						
								
								‘j’

							
								
								‘z’

							
						

						
								
								‘h’

							
								
								‘s’

							
						

						
								
								‘dh’

							
								
								‘d’

							
						

						
								
								‘th’

							
								
								‘t’

							
						

						
								
								‘bh’

							
								
								‘b’

							
						

					
				

				 

				Same way, Iranians pronounced ‘Sindhu’ as ‘Hindu’, and ‘soma’ as’ homa’. In ancient times, when Iran was a part of Greater India, (Vishaal Bharat), it had Sanskrit with little variations in pronunciations. The Chapter “Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of Vedic Culture” will explain it better.

				Jawaharlal Nehru, in Discovery of India’ (p.77), writes about the relationship between Sanskrit and Avestan:

				 

				“Even the language of the Vedas bears a striking resemblance to that of the Avesta, and it has been remarked that Avesta is nearer the Veda than the Veda is to its own epic Sanskrit.”

				 

				 

				Is Sindhi: Proto-Dravidian Language?

				 

				Dr. Parso J. Gidwani[14] discusses the origin of Sindhi:

				 

				“I am quite aware of the views of Dr. N. B. Baloch, Mr. Siraj, Trumpp, and Dr. G. A. Allana. Dr. Allana’s contribution is great as he is the first linguist who collected data and tried to prove that Sindhi is a proto-Dravidian language.”[15]

				 

				Gidwani, further writes: “After working on various aspects of Sindhi, I have come to conclusion that Sindhi has a substratum layer of some Dravidian language spoken in Sindh before they came into contact with the speakers of old Indo-Aryan.” Illustrating the Dravidian influence on Sindhi names, Gidwani proposes that Sindhi names ending in ‘an’ and ‘al’, are in fact Dravidian names being used by Sindhis. Examples, he cites, include, Arjan, Kishan, Kundan, Madan, Chandan, Khiman, Paman, Shaman, Devan, Manghan, Bhavan, Aassan, Gidan, Bhiman, Sanwal, Tejul, etc. In my opinion, it is more plausible to deduce that the apabhransha (corruption) of names such as Kishan for Krishna and Arjan for Arjuna stems from the Arabic script, Sindhi is being written in; and secondly because of ignorance of Sanskrit, Sindhis. did not understand their right pronunciations.

				If the corruption of these names was due to influence of Dravidian languages, why are, then, these names correctly spelt and correctly pronounced in the Dravidian land (South India) and in Dravidian languages? In Dravidian states Krishna is pronounced as Krishna, Not Kishan, and Arjuna is pronounced as Arjuna, not Arjan.

				 

				Arabic influence on Hindu names

				 

				Influence of Arabic script on names needs to be examined. In general, neither did most Sindhis learn Sanskrit nor its Devanagri script in schools and colleges, while they were in Sindh, Pakistan, prior to independence of India in 1947. Since Sindhi Hindus didn’t read religious books written in Devnagri script, they didn’t know correct pronunciations of Sanskritic words and names. Therefore, they were unable to understand correct spellings and pronunciations of such Sanskritic names, especially those which use half consonants. Arabic script doesn’t have half consonants. For example, the word ‘school’, is pronounced by most Sindhis as ‘ischool’. At present, in India, youngsters learn Sanskrit. Hence they correctly pronounce ‘school’ as ‘school’, Krishna as Krishna, and Arjun, as Arjun, etc.

				Now in India, mostly Sindhi youngsters have correct pronunciations of their Sanskritic names. For example, the BJP leader Lal Kishan Advani has changed the spelling of his name to ‘Lal Krishna Advani’. In other regional languages which are not written in Arabic script, the same names are pronounced correctly. In Sindhi, written in Arabic script, vowel effects are executed by signs (like zer, zabar, etc.) and not by letters as in English. Mostly these signs for vowels – i, e, ee, o, oo, a, aa, y – are not used in Sindhi, written in Arabic script. The result, the name ‘Purushotam’ is pronounced and spelt as Parshotam, and Arjun, as Arjan. Hence, it became difficult for Sindhis to correctly pronounce words with half letters.

				Gidwani seems to confuse Sindhi’s relationship with a Dravidian language by saying “Sindhi is a proto-Dravidian language.” It is natural, because of cohabitation with Dravidian-speaking people in Sindh, Dravidian would have some influence on Sindhi language. History tells that the Indus Valley, being fertile, literate, and more civilized, attracted other peoples. It is true that there are some Dravidian words in Sindhi – perhaps of ‘Brahui’, which has been considered Dravidian. It is being predominantly spoken in Baluchistan, bordering Sindh on its north-west. I, being original resident of Sindh, remember all the seven numbers – bakat, len, moon, naar, aar, veyi, jag – we used to count in our childhood game “Eeti Dakar” or “Gilee Danda”, were Dravidian numbers. It does not mean that Sindhi is Dravidian in its origin. The game might have originated in a Dravidian-speaking state or region. As talked about it earlier and as will be shown later, Sindhi, like most other Indian vernaculars, is linguistically related to Sanskrit, much more than to any Dravidian language. Even all the Dravidian languages are related to Sanskrit in varying degrees.

				 

				Dravidian Brahuis are not of Indian origin

				 

				Moreover, Brahuis are not original natives of India, nor is their Brahui language related to the four Dravidian languages of South India – Tamil, Telugu, Kannada, and Malayalam. R.C. Majumdar, in “The History and Culture of the Indian People” (1951:197), writes:

				 

				“The Brahuis, though speaking a Dravidian, are of Turko-Iranian origin, and are ethnically quite distinct from the various peoples speaking Dravidian languages in Central and Southern India.”

				 

				There is no definite evidence to support the Brahui authorship of the Indus culture. Sindh, being on the western border of India, has been vulnerable to foreign invasions from the North-West. Hence, Sindh has been impacted by foreign cultures and languages. Some influence of Brahui on Sindhi is natural.

				 

				The main Indus language has its origin in Sanskrit

				 

				The Indus Valley natives, like other peoples, had their own language or languages. The origin of its main language or of its ancestors should be Sanskrit, as suggested by Colin Renfrew in ‘Archaeology & Language’ (1987:190-191):

				 

				“Of course continuity of (Shiva) cult need not indicate continuity of language, but there is no inherent reason why the people of the Indus Valley civilization should not already have been speaking an Indo-European language, the ancestor of the Rigveda.”

				 

				There can not be any language other than Sanskrit, which Renfrew is referring to, as “an Indo-European language, the ancestor of the Rig Veda.” Renfrew’s suggestion that the inhabitants of the Indus Valley were speaking Sanskrit or a Sanskrit-akin language (like Sindhi), supports Dr. Ernest Trumpp’s postulate that Sindhi is a Sanskritical language:

				 

				“Sindhi (the language of Sindhis, the natives of Mohenjo-Daro), is a pure Sanskritcal language and more free from foreign elements than any other of the North Indian vernaculars. It is much more closely related to the old Prakrit than the Marathi, Hindi, Punjabi and Bengali of our days and it has preserved exuberance of grammatical forms, for which all its sisters may well envy it.”

				 

				Mohenjodaro had Vedic culture

				 

				Stephen Knapp, in his book, ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ (2000, pp. 270-1), remarks that the Indus Valley had Vedic culture:

				 

				“Finding of a Shiva plaque, coins or seals with Vedic images, and names of the Vedic gods at Mohenjo-Daro have nullified the theory that it (Indus Valley civilization) was a Dravidian, pre-Vedic civilization. The city (Mohenjo-Daro) was indeed connected with and part of the Vedic culture.”

				 

				The language of the people connected with the Vedic culture can not be other than Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas.

				 

				Summary and Conclusions

				 

				The primary objective of this chapter is to ascertain the ages of the Rig Veda and its language Sanskrit, so as to be able to examine the validity of both the inter-twined theories, AII and IE, according to which, Sanskrit came into India from outside, and the Rig Veda was composed by the alleged invading Aryans.

				The Rig Veda, naturally, would be younger than its language Sanskrit. In absence of a documented history of their births, only known circumstantial evidences can help in ascertaining their ages. Understandably, they can not be accurate. They would be approxi-mates. Their ages may differ from scholar to scholar, depending on the circumstantial evidence he/she is basing on, such as:

				 

				1. the year when the Sarasvati River dried up,

				2. astronomical calculations,

				3. the Hindu calendar,

				4. burial rituals in Central Asia, similar to as given in the Rig Veda, etc.

				5. Swastika, found among native American Indians.

				 

				Based on the above mentioned evidences, it has been established that the age of the Rig Veda is at least 10,000 years. Its language Sanskrit should be older. This is based on the Rig Veda hymns describing the Himalayan glaciers which broke up in 8,000 B.C. and released water which flowed out in seven mighty rivers, as said by geologist B.B. Radhakrishna, as per by Graham Hancock (2002, p.169).

				The ages of the Rig Veda and its Sanskrit are important for testifying if both the theories – ‘Aryan invasion of India’ and ‘Indo-European family of languages’ – are valid or not. According to both the theories, Sanskrit came to India from outside in 1500 B.C. (AII), and 3000 B.C. (IE), and that the Rig Veda was composed by the invading Aryans in about 1000 B.C. and even later. The proposition of the AII – that Aryans came to India from outside and only the Dravidians were the natives of India – has also been challenged.

				 

				

 THREE

				 

				Return of Aryans to, Not Invasion of India

				 

				Strange to say, the ruling class of the Hurrians bore not Hurrian but Indo-Aryan names. Evidently the Aryans drove both the Hurrians and the Kassites before them in the 17th century, overrunning the former and establishing them-selves as an aristocracy. Probably they won their position as chariot warriors, since it seems likely that the horse-drawn chariot, introduced in the 18th century, and widely used in the 17th century, originated among Aryan peoples. The symbiosis of Hurrian and Indo-Aryan elements at all events is characteristic of Hurrian society wherever we come upon it.

				William L. Langer

				 

				WILLIAM L. LANGER[16] tells that the Hurrians in Asia Minor region were Indo-Aryans, meaning Aryans from India. They bore Indo-Aryan names. Langer’s characteri-zation of Aryans as Indo-Aryans, suggests that the invading Aryans were from India. He tells that in 18th century B.C., they were known as “chariot warriors” who had established themselves as an aristocracy. His observation – that the Hurrians bore Indo-Aryan names and that there was symbiosis of Hurrian and Indo-Aryan elements – suggests that the Hurians too were from India. It seems, that a few Kshatri (warrior) tribes – Hurrian, Kassites, Mitannies, etc. – had gone out of India in about 18th century B.C. or even earlier and had established their kingdoms in the Middle East region comprising Mesopotamia, Egypt, Syria, Anatolia and Palestine. All this has been well historically documented, as shown in the Chapter Six ‘VISHAAL BHARAT’. It is possible, that the three – Hurrians, Kassites, Mitannies – though Hindus from India, were fighting among themselves. Fighting among various princely states was happening in India for expanding their respective states. Two cousin families, the Pandavas and the Kaurvas fought the Mahbharata war in about 3067 B.C.

				This chapter would talk about the Vedic kingdoms the Indo-Aryans had established in the Middle East region. They were considered as chariot warriors. This also is explained by V. Gordon Childe that when they were overpowered by some other forces, most of them got socio-culturally and lingually absorbed there, and some of them attempted to return to India, the country of their ancestors:

				 

				“In Palestine the Aryan names have totally disappeared by 1000 B.C., and even in the Mitanni region they have scarcely a vestige behind them. Here at least Aryan speech succumbed to Semitic and Asianic dialect, and small Aryan aristocracies were absorbed by the native population.”[17]

				 

				They, being warriors, were traveling in armored horse-driven chariots. They might have been mistaken as invaders, and thus might have met with some violent confrontation. Historically, Aryans have been the most misunderstood people, or I may say “victim of colonial historical terrorism” to the extent that they have been denied their original ethnic identity and antiquity. History has been kind to Aryans by giving them an enviable ethnic status to the extent that several European peoples have been proudly claiming to be Aryans; but unkind to them, by misconceiving, distorting, and confusing their heritage and related history:

				 

				• their identity,

				• their original native country,

				• the original abode of their language Sanskrit and its antiquity,

				• the authorship and the ages of their Vedas, and

				• depriving India of the pride for being the cradle of such a great race.

				 

				All the above misconceptions and ignorance of the vital historical facts seem to be deliberate maneuvers on the part of historians and linguists for their hidden agenda to validate their both the ill-based inter-twined theories, AII and IE.

				It would be idiocy if one, particularly historian, writes that Sanskrit and pantheon of Hindu gods were brought by Aryans to Aryavarta (India), the cradle of all the three – Aryans, Sanskrit, and Hindu gods. The Aryan influence has been subtly felt and recognized almost every where on the planet including Americas, Asia, Southeast Asia, Africa, and in several European countries. Arya and Swastika are Sanskrit words. None, but Aryavarta (present India or Bharat) is the original home of all the three – Aryans, their language Sanskrit, and their ancient religious symbol Swastika. In order to correctly understand the theory of AII, it would be better to first objectively know who the Aryans are, and which country is their original home.

				Unbiased objective historians know that the word ‘Aryan’ has its origin in Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas of Hindus.

				The Aryans, who allegedly invaded India, were Hindus (Indo-Aryans). In about 18th century BC, they had gone out of India to several countries in the Middle East region, comprising Egypt, Mesopotamia, Syria, Asia Minor, etc. There they had established their kingdoms. When over-powered by some forces, some of them (the rest got absorbed) were returning to India, the home of their ancestors. Since they, being from royal Kshtari (warrior) family, were traveling in armored horse-driven chariots. They were mistaken as invaders. In this chapter, modest attempt has been made to ascertain the ethnic identity of Aryans – who they are, and what their original home is.

				 

				Who are Aryans?

				 

				According to ‘The Practical Sanskrit Dictionary’ by Vaman Shivram Apte (p.229), the word Arya means “worthy, venerable, respectable, honourable, and noble.” And the words ‘Aryavarta’ and ‘Aryadesh’ mean the country inhabited by Aryas. The dictionary also says that the word ‘Arya’ occurs several times in the Rig Veda (Rv.1.51.8). In order to know the antiquity of the Aryan race, it becomes necessary to establish the age of the Rig Veda, the oldest of all the four Vedas. Western scholars feel it is only about 3,000 years old. According to Hindu (Vedic) traditions, it is much much older than five thousand years. Seals, bearing the Swastika and the Shiva Ling, excavated from Mohenjodaro in the Indus Valley, testify that the Rig Veda which talks about Shiva and Swastika should be at least older than five thousand years. Details about the age of the Rig Veda, and of its language Sanskrit, have been given in the earlier Chapter Two, “Sanskrit and the Rig Veda: Their Homeland and Ages.”

				 

				The term ‘Aryan’ would be more specific than the broad-based term ‘Indo-Aryan’. The term ‘Indo-Aryan’ may suggest that there are Aryans other than the Aryans of India. There is no country other than India which has or had Aryans as its natives. There are no Aryans other than the Aryans of India.

				Contradicting perspectives of various historians on the ‘Aryans’ have complicated the identity and the originality of Aryans, to the extent that historians themselves have been groping in dark to see the true identity and originality of the Aryans. Most historians seem to have been Alzheimerized to identify the original home of the Aryans.

				The time (2000 B.C.) of their arrival in India, as given above, is different from the time 1500 B.C., as given by several other scholars. There is no consensus on the time frame of the probable composition of the Rig Veda.

				 

				Burial Rituals in Central Asia: Similar to the Rig Vedic

				 

				John L. Papanek (ed.)[18], in ‘Ancient India: Land of Mystery’ (1994, p.55), talks about the resemblance of the Central Asian burial rituals to the Rig Vedic:

				 

				“Interestingly, many details of the Central Asian burial rituals and sacrifices that emerged in the course of the excavations correspond to rites described in the Rig Veda, suggesting that the steppe graves may well contain the ancestors of the Vedic Aryans themselves.”

				 

				The burial rituals among the people of the Central Asia – as reflected by the 4,000 years old graves, excavated by archaeologists show their resemblance to the rituals as described in the Rig Veda – evidence the presence of the Vedic Aryans in Central Asia who had gone there earlier than 1500 B.C. Aryans had established their kingdoms in Central Asia, Middle East, Egypt, and Asia Minor region as described also in the Chapter Six ‘Vishaal Bharat (Greater India):Borderless World of Vedic Culture’.

				 

				Is Aryan a race or a language?

				 

				Some scholars feel Aryans are a race, a society, or a community. Some feel Aryan is a group of languages. In my opinion, Aryan is a race. Of course their languages can be called as Aryan languages, meaning the languages of the Aryans.

				It is disappointing to see how the history, supposed to be a true story of mankind, has been treated unprofessionally by several scholars, ironically historians too. Different and contradicting versions on the sensitive socio-cultural and religious aspects of several communities, particularly of the East – Asian and African – by several western historians, have confused the students of history about Aryans, their identity and ancestry. Colonial pen, backed by British might, has been cruel on history. Hope the post-WW II-freedom-spirit will awaken some historians, if not all, to correct whatever wrongs have been written, and encourage free eastern peoples to reinterpret and reconstruct their respective distorted ancient histories. It may not be easy for many historians to identify the wrongs they themselves have done to the history, and it would be difficult to clean the colonial mud has been sitting for a couple of centuries over the remote histories. Hindus can get lot of insights into their ancient history from their traditions as contained in their various scriptures. Most ancient global mythologies have lot of historical truths enveloped within them. Only a nationalistic x-ray eye is needed to be objective enough to weed out improper sentiments and myths.

				The Random House Webster’s College Dictionary writes that in Sanskrit ‘Arya’ means noble and a person of high rank. It defines Aryan as “a speaker of the languages ancestral to the Indo-Aryan or the Indo-Iranian languages.” It also defines it as “(formerly) a speaker of Proto-Indo-European; an Indo-European.” It gives confusing and vague versions on the identity of Aryan, as “Indo-Aryan”, “Indo-European” and “Indo-Iranian”. Since the ‘Arya’ is a Sanskrit word, and the Sanskrit is originally linked with India, then why not to associate the origin of the Aryans only with India, the land of Sanskrit-speaking people? Why to confuse it with ‘Indo-Iranian’ or ‘Indo-European’?

				 

				Max Müller on Aryans and their invasion of India

				 

				Max Müller has been in forefront to tell the world of scholars that only Aryavarta (India) is the original home of Aryans and Sanskrit. He is right that the ancient Ariana, the district around Herat, was the cradle of the Aryan languages, because, in ancient times, Afghanistan, like Pakistan, was a part of India (see the Chapter Six on Vishaal Bharat/Greater India).

				 

				The word “ARYA” in the Rig Veda

				 

				Max Muller (1891, p. 291) talks about the use of the word “Arya” in:

				 

				“In the old Sanskrit, in the hymns of the Veda, Arya occurs frequently as a national name and as a name of honour, comprising the worshippers of the gods of the Brahmans, as opposed to their enemies, who were called in the Veda as Dasyus. Thus one of the gods, Indra, who, in some respects, answers to the Greek Zeus, is invoked in the following words (Rig–Veda i.51,8): ‘Know thou the Aryas, O Indra, and they who are Dasyus; punish the lawless, and deliver them unto thy servant! Be thou the mighty helper of the worshippers, and I will praise all these thy deeds at the festivals.’”

				 

				Dr. Poonai, in ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (1994, p. 227), writes that in fourth millennium B.C. and even earlier India was known as Aryavarta.

				Hymns of the Rig Veda were composed much earlier than the alleged ‘Aryan invasion of India’. How then, can one deprive Hindus of their ancient Aryan identity and heritage?

				Max Müller has talked about Aryavarta (India) as the original abode of the Aryans and their language Sanskrit. It is hard to understand why historians resist knowing the etymological meaning of the word ‘Aryavarta’ and its antiquity, so that they stop postulating the ill-based theory that Aryans came to Aryavarta (India) from outside and that they brought Sanskrit with them. The hymn on the previous page, as cited by Max Müller from the Rig Veda, proves that the Rig Veda knew about the Aryans. The Veda did not know about the Aryan invasion, because it did not happen.

				These ancient names of India – Aryavarta, Aryabhoomi, and Aryadesh – were not given after the name of the alleged invading Aryans. The other name, Aryavarta has been known for millennia, is Bharat. The name “India” was given to Bharat only a couple of centuries back, with a hidden mischievous British agenda to disconnect Bharat (Aryavarta) from her long great enviable heritage. The name of a country has a history. Aryans were there in Bharat long before the alleged Aryan invasion. Rather, Aryans were there from the day, the country was named as Aryavarta. History doesn’t tell if Aryavarta was named after Aryans or Aryans because of Aryavarta. Who cares: “If hen came first or egg?”

				Drying up of the Sarasvati River in 1900 BC evidences that the Rig Vedic hymns about the life on the banks of the Sarasvati river were composed at least four hundred centuries before the alleged Aryan invasion. The use of the word ‘Arya’ in the Rig Veda establishes the fact that none but the Hindus (Vedic people) are the original Aryans and that Sanskrit is their original language. The age of the Rig Veda is longer than 8,000 years and of Sanskrit 10,000 years, as explained earlier in the Chapter Two, ‘Sanskrit and the Rig Veda: their Homeland and Ages’.

				 

				Use of the word “ARYA” in Iran too

				 

				Max Müller (1891, pp.292-293) talks about the use of the word “Arya” in Iran and its Zend-Avesta:

				 

				“In India, as we saw, the name of Arya, as a national name, fell into oblivion in later times, and was preserved in the term Arya-avarta only, the abode of the Aryans. But it was more faithfully preserved by the Zoroastrians who had migrated to the north-west, and whose religion has been preserved to us in the Zend-Avesta, though in fragments only. Now Airya in Zend means venerable, and is at the same time the name of the people.”[19]

				 

				This evidences that in ancient times Iran was a significant part of Greater India, and the Avestan was very close to Sanskrit.

				Pococke (p. 141) talks about ‘Bharatvarsha, as the ancient name of India:

				 

				“Bharataversha is the classical name for India proper, so called from Bharata, the son of Dushyanta, whose patrimony it was;[20] his descendants were called the Bharatas, amongst the rival clans of whom named the Cooroos and Pandoos, arose the fierce rivalry which was decided on the fatal field of Coorookshetra, in the neighbourhood of Delhi.”

				 

				The Mahabharata war between the Kaurvas and the Pandwas was fought in about 3067 B.C., long before the alleged Aryan invasion in 1500 B.C.

				Nehru, in ‘Discovery of India’ (p. 202), writes that the well-known town in ancient India “Gandhara (present Kandahar) must have been an important part of Aryan India.” It should be noted that Nehru rightly called India, as “Aryan India.”

				Nehru (p.107) traces the antiquity of the conception of India as “Greater India”, as known by its name “Bharatvarha”:

				 

				“That war (Mahabharata war) was for the overlordship of India (or possibly of northern India), and it marks the beginning of the conception of India as a whole, of Bhāratvarsha. In this conception a large part of modern Afghanistan, then called Gāndhāra (from which the name of the present city Kandahar), which was considered .an integral part of the country was included.”

				 

				Are Aryans: Ancestors of Europeans?

				 

				J. P. Mallory, in the Epilogue of his book “Indo-Europeans” (pp. 266-272), vehemently talks about the ‘Aryan Myth’:

				 

				“We cannot examine the legacy of the Indo-Europeans without first dispelling the spectre of the ‘Aryan Myth’. The world is all too familiar with how the concept of racial supremacy was implemented by the National Socialists in Germany, and we would be quite mistaken to imagine that the grotesque obsession with the Indo-Europeans or, as they were then more popularly known, the Aryans, was merely the creation of a handful of Nazi fanatics.”

				 

				Europeans: In search of their ancestors

				 

				Mallory seems to give an impression that Europeans – English, Germans, Anglo-Saxons, Vikings, Normans, etc. – are confused about their legacy and ancestry. They have been in serious search of their ancestors. The vague broad-based term ‘Indo-Europeans’ doesn’t indicate exactly the people it is referring to. It can be any one of the several members of the IE family, such as – Indo-Aryans, Iranians, Germans, French, English, etc.

				Europeans seem to have been confused about their ancestors. Some seem to think that Aryans are their ancestors. They have been unable to reach a consensus on the homeland of Aryans, whether Europe or Asia (India). Mallory (p. 269) talks about Max Müller’s confusion around the “Aryan”, whether it is a race or a language:

				 

				“The great Indologist Max Müller, annoyed by the madness he had helped to create, blasted the anthropologists who spoke of an ‘Aryan race, Aryan blood, Aryan eyes and hair’ as a lunacy comparable to a linguist who spoke of ‘a dolichocephalic dictionary or a brachycephalic grammar’. But it was too late: the Indo-Europeans and racism had become inseparable in the minds of many scholars. Although there would always be linguists and anthropologists to protest, the superiority of the ancient Aryan Nordic race had entered popular political culture.”

				 

				This is the problem, created by racially biased and confused European scholars. Students of history and language have been concerned about that confusion, ironically created by historians themselves, particularly by European. They have been confused because of their self-invited ignorance of and bias against the cultures of the societies, particularly Eastern, they are writing about. The Western ethno-political agenda has induced western scholars to write histories of the Eastern (Asian and African) societies and their cultures to put them down, so that Europeans look ethnically superior. Unfortunately, ethno-biased European scholars feel desperately failure to claim their superiority over Aryans who have proved to be superior on two counts, race and language. Some Europeans have been craving to be Aryans.

				Some European scholars, like Gobineau, call Aryans a White race. They have been desperately connecting themselves with Aryans and seeking their heritage in the Aryan race. They have fabricated the two baseless theories – ‘Indo-European’ and ‘Aryan invasion of India’ according to which, the Aryans and their language Sanskrit came to India from outside and the Vedas (scriptures of knowledge) were composed by the invading Aryans, not by the natives of Aryavarta (present India).

				In my opinion, It is always advisable to feel proud of own ethnic identity. No race is absolutely perfect. Each race (European, Asian or African) has some characteristics to feel proud of, and some ashamed of. Aryans can not be Europeans, and Europeans can not be Aryans.

				Some Europeans have been trying to steal Aryan racial identity for themselves. They have been confusing (i) the identity of the Aryans, (ii) their homeland and (iii) and originality and homeland of Sanskrit, the language of the Aryan Vedas. The original homeland of Aryans, which, according to history and common sense, can not be any place other than “Aryavarta” (India). None, but Hindus, can be the people of the Aryan race. Only Hindustan (India, Bharat) can be the cradle of Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas.

				Max Müller, as explained earlier in this chapter, believed that none but Aryavarta (India) is the original home of Aryans, their Vedas and their language Sanskrit.

				Dr. Peter B. Clarke, the consulting editor in ‘The World’s Religions’ (p.130), writes about the purpose of the Great Bath at Mohenjodaro:

				 

				“Since there are no written records the bath’s purpose is unknown. However, scholars believe that it was connected with ritual cleanliness and that it may even have prefigured the purificatory tanks still found beside Hindu temples. If that is the case, ritual ablutions in India may have a history of 4,000 years.”

				 

				The things – such as Hindu ritual bath, Shiva Ling, and the Swastika, found in Mohenjodaro – evidence that the Hindu religion was practiced earlier than over 5,000 years back in India. How, then, do some historians say that Sanskrit-knowing Aryans came to India and brought with themselves Sanskrit and a pantheon of Hindu gods, and composed the Vedas later?

				 R. E. M. Wheeler[21] (p.32) expresses his doubts what sort of the invading Aryans were:

				 

				“Of what sort were these Aryan-speaking folk who descended upon the Punjab with such violence in or about the fifteenth century B.C.? At present the archeologist is strangely silent about them. A few bronze swords and other implements have been ascribed to them, but this is admittedly mere guesswork.”

				 

				The phrase “Aryan-speaking folk” needs to be analyzed to figure out what sort of Aryans Wheeler is talking about. He doesn’t know from where those Aryans came. Is he talking about Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans originally from India, or the Aryans Hitler, Gobineau, and other Europeans have talked about or the archeologists are silent about?

				In my opinion, archeologists are silent for the simple reason that they did not have courage to speak out against the powerful colonial pen that those Aryans were not invaders, knowing that it would contradict their theory of the AII. They knew they were Indo-Aryans who were returning to India, because they were in trouble. What can the archeologists talk about the invasion which didn’t happen? The stories about Mohenjodaro and Harappa were much older than the alleged Aryan invasion.

				Wheeler, on p. 33, writes that these events happened during the Vedic period, and it is not sure whether the intruders were from outside or from within the country. He, himself, seems to rebut the theory by being not sure or clear about the event:

				 

				“It is likely that evidences of change or disturbances in some of the ancient sites of the Indus Valley and its environs reflect the events of the Vedic period. But we do not know enough yet to say whether, in any particular case, the intruders were Aryans from afar, or whether they were more locally displaced persons in a time of general trouble.”

				 

				Wheeler (pp.32-33) writes: “The typical vehicle, whether for war or for racing, is the two-horsed, spoke-wheeled chariot, carrying a warrior armed with a bow and sometimes a spear, and a charioteer who stands or crouches besides him.” The words ‘horse’ and ‘horse-driven chariot’ are given in several hymns of the Rig Veda, which were composed long back, may be in about 5000 years back. It seems Wheeler is describing a scene from the Mahabharata War of a chariot with Lord Krishna, as the charioteer, and Arjuna, as the warrior, which, according to Hindu (Vedic) traditions, took place in about 3067 B.C.[22]

				John Gunther, in his ‘Inside Asia’ (1939, p. 373), has remarked about the Aryan invasion:

				 

				“About 1500 B.C. or earlier, a series of invasions of India began by light-skinned nomads who came through the Afghan passes and settled in the Ganges plains. … These nomad invaders were the Aryans; in Sanskrit the word “Arya” means gentleman or one high born. The Aryans had their own literature; their early books are called Vedas, or scriptures. Veda literally means knowledge. … The Aryans very early developed an exceedingly complicated form of worship, which became Hinduism.”

				 

				Does Gunther mean to say there was no Hinduism (in its original form, i.e. Vedic religion) prior to 1500 B.C.? Does he mean that the invading Aryans had Vedas, prior to their invasion? Is he trying to say all the Aryans of Asia Minor or any other country left for India in around 1500 B.C., leaving none behind? History has not talked about any country, outside India, with Sanskrit-speaking Vedic Aryans, as its natives. History has not talked about any country, other than India, had Sanskrit as its native language, nor Sanskrit as a dead language.

				Osborne & et al (1988, p. 59) have said: “From 1500 to 500 B.C., the Aryans brought the Sanskrit language, the horse, and iron products.” They contradict themselves on the same page: “Since its origin around 3000 B.C., Hinduism has had great influence on Indian society. …. Chiefly worshiped (gods) are: Brahma, the creator; Vishnu, the preserver; and Shiva, the destroyer.”

				If Hinduism originated in India in about 3000 B.C., how could the invading Aryans, with knowledge of Sanskrit and the Vedas, be considered outsiders or invaders? They must be returning to India (Aryavarta), the country of their ancestors who were Aryans, practicing Vedic religion (Hinduism). Such an apparent serious contradiction on the same page by a historian reflects his ignorance or a conscious historical mischief.

				It would not be contradiction, only if Osborne & et al mean that Hinduism originated some where else, the Aryans came from. Then, the difference of 15 centuries (3000 BC minus 1500 BC) should be the life of Hinduism outside India, where the invading Aryans practiced Hinduism before arriving in India. In such situation, several questions arise, such as:

				 

				• Does any country, outside India, show that Hinduism or a Hinduism-like religion was practiced there any time in the past?

				• What was the name of that religion? All must have not left for India. What happened to those who did not leave?

				• Does history of that country talk about that religion, Vedas and Sanskrit?

				 

				Will Durant, in his book “Our Oriental Heritage” (1935, p. 406), clearly seems to suggest that if the invading Aryans were not original Indo-Aryans from India, Sanskrit could not be their spoken language.

				Stanley Wolpert (1993: 24) says that around 2000 B.C. the ancestors of the Italic, Greek, Germanic, English, Celtic, Iranian, Sanskritic, and modern Hindi-speaking peoples were forced to flee from the southern Russia to survive by some life threatening natural disaster and Mongol invasions from Central Asia. Wolpert further writes:

				 

				“These tribes moved in every direction, splitting up into smaller, more cohesive units, driving their herds of cattle, sheep, goats, and domesticated horses with them, and opening a new chapter in the history of Europe, as well as of India. …. By about 1500 B.C., however, they appear to have split once more, and pastoral tribes known to history as the Indo-Aryans, or simply Aryans, advanced still further east, across the perilous Hindu Kush Mountains, into India.”

				 

				Multiple splitting of the migrating group from the alleged birth place of the reconstructed (not real/original) Proto-Indo-European suggests that the final group of India-bound Aryans would have been too small to be able to overwhelm linguistically and culturally the massive population of India.

				When according to Wolpert, the immigrating Aryans were known to history as “Indo-Aryans” or “simply Aryans”, they should not be considered as foreigners to India. Wolpert does not say they were invaders. In fact, they were returning to India, the country of their ancestors. They were planning to go to India. It makes it clear that they knew about India and they also knew that their ancestors belonged to India. They knew an Indic language, Sanskrit, Hindi, or any other. If Sanskrit was their native language while they were in Central Asia, Southern Russia, or Asia Minor, etc., the history of the languages would have mentioned Sanskrit, as one of the ancient languages of that region, alive or dead. The ‘Arya’ is a Sanskrit word. History vouches that Sanskrit is the language of the Vedas, the oldest religious scriptures of Aryavrata, now known as Bharat or India. In the Chapter Two, ‘Sanskrit and the Rig Veda: Their Homeland and Ages’, it has been shown, based on irrefutable evidences that the Rig Veda is older than six thousand years, and Sanskrit older than ten thousand years.

				Stanley Wolpert (1993, p. 27) has said:

				 

				“In 1909 excavations at the Hittite site of Boghaz-koi in Cappadocia yielded tablets containing a treaty concluded between the Hittite king Subiluliuma and his Mitanni neighbor to the east, King Mattiwaza, who reigned in about 1400 B.C. invoked as divine witnesses to this treaty were four gods, Indara, Uruvna, Mitira, and the Nasatiya, whose Sanskrit names in the Rig Veda were spelled virtually the same (Indra, Varuna, Mitra, and Naksatras), proving that by this date the Vedic pantheon had acquired its identity. This confirmation of Müller’s estimates leads us to assume that, since the Rig Veda itself does not mention the Aryan invasions of India, the process must have begun at least a century earlier, or probably around 1500 B.C. The final wave of tribal invasions may have come centuries after the first Aryans started over the northwest passes. This was the most important invasion in all of India’s history, since the Aryans brought with their Caucasian genes a new language – Sanskrit – and a new pantheon of gods, as well as the patriarchal family and the three-class social structure (priests, warriors, and commoners) into which their tribes were organized.“

				 

				Wolpert is right about the treaty. History tells it happened in about 1300 BC. The invocation of Hindu gods – Indra, Varuna, Mitra, Naksatras – suggests that both Hittite and Mittani kings were of Vedic (Hindu) origin, and history confirms it. Wolport writes that they were Rig Vedic gods. Then how would Max Müller, Wolpert and others say that the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans in 1000 B.C. or later? Since the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans, as said by Max Müller, Wolpert and several other scholars, then the Vedas would have talked about the alleged Aryan invasion of India.

				Wolpert has not explained what the two Aryan kings of Indian origin – Hittite and Mitanni – were doing there. As a matter of fact, they were of the Kshatri (warrior) tribe. They must have gone out of India earlier than 1300 B.C. and had established their kingdoms there. When in trouble around 1500 B.C. they were returning to India, the country of their ancestors. Since, being of Royal family, they were traveling in armored horse-driven chariots. They were mistaken as invaders.

				According to the above statement by Wolpert, the invading Aryans had Sanskrit, the Vedas and Vedic religion, while they (Hittite and Mitanni kings) were in the Asia Minor region where they had established their kingdoms. Then, why there is no mention of Sanskrit, Vedas and the Vedic religion in the history of Asia Minor or of any country in Central Asia, Aryans might have come from? If this historical claim is true, why has history been completely silent about this? Did all the Sanskrit-speaking people of Asia Minor move to India, leaving no sign of their Sanskrit and Vedic religion there?

				Wolpert has not told if Sanskrit originated in Central Asia or in India. In my opinion, whatever Wolpert has said is true. But it is not true that the Aryans were natives of the Central Asia region. It is also not true that their language Sanskrit was the native language of that region. It is also not true that the Vedic religion originated there. Sanskrit was spoken there and the Vedic religion was practiced there only among the the Indo-Aryans (Hittites and Mitannis) who had gone there as immigrants from India, the country of Sanskrit and the Vedas. Wolpert should have explained all this.

				The linguistic history is witness that no language has died in the place of its origin and survived somewhere else. Sindhi is dying among Sindhi Hindus living outside Sindh, the birthplace of the Sindhi language. It will not die in Sindh.

				It may die in Sindh only when all Sindhi-speaking Sindhis (Hindus as well as Muslims) living in Sindh die or leave Sindh. Yet, it will leave its signs there in form of some literature, or at least its name among the dead languages of the region. Sanskrit is not mentioned among the dead languages of Asia Minor, nor of any other country in the region. Parsi (Farsi/Persian) has died among Parsis living in India, but not in Iran. In present India, Persian is being taught in schools and colleges, as a classical language.

				Wolpert, in his book ‘A New History of India’ (p. 24), has titled its Chapter Three, as “The Aryan Race (ca. 1500-1200)”. According to Max Müller, the word ’Arya’ has been often mentioned in the Rig Veda which is older than 6,000 B.C.

				Edward C. Dimock, Jr. and his associates have said in their book ‘The Literature of India: An Introduction’ (1974, p. 6), about the Aryans, Indo-European family, Sanskrit, the Dravidian and Austric languages:

				 

				“Let us turn back to the beginning, when the wandering Aryan tribes, with their cattle and their great possession, the Veda, were drifting through the high passes into the fertile plain below. For they must have collided almost at once with representatives of two other major language families, with which their tongue, the south-eastern-most branch of the Indo-European family, had not a word in common. Those two families were Dravidian and Austric.”

				 

				It is interesting to note that the invading Aryans came with “their great possession, the Veda.” Dimock & et al seem to suggest that the invading Aryans had the Vedas and that they knew Sanskrit in the country they came from. Some other scholars, including Wolpert, have also said the same. Such misrepresentations and contradictions – on the part of several scholars, like Dimock and Wolpert, about the originality of the Vedas and Sanskrit, and also about the authorship and date of the Vedas – confuse the students as well as the teachers of history, related to the Aryans, Sanskrit and the Vedas. The irony is that the scholars, who claim that Sanskrit was brought into India by some invading Aryans, have yet to identify the country outside India, which had Sanskrit as its native language. Those historians need to stop chasing the mirage of ‘Aryans ouside Aryavarta’.

				Those historians have not yet been able to tell who those Aryans were and the country they came from. Some scholars say that the alleged Aryans brought the Vedas too. The same scholars say that the Vedas were composed by the invading Aryans after their arrival. The invading Aryans with the Vedas must have practiced Vedic religion in the country they came from. Which is that country where Vedic religion or a Vedic-religion-like religion was practiced in the past? It is unbelievable that a scholar, particularly a historian would contradict himself/herself. All those Vedic people, it is understandable, must have got converted into some other religion. But history should tell who those Aryans were, and the country or region they came from where they spoke Sanskrit, and practiced Vedic or Vedic-like religion. It is understandable Sanskrit can be dead there. But its name “Sanskrit” should be among the dead languages of that region.

				 

				Sentimental significance of native language

				 

				Language is the most precious possession one would not like to lose. I am an immigrant in America from India. I know very well my all the three languages:

				 

				1. Sindhi, my mother tongue, I spoke while in Sindh, now in Pakistan, until I left for India in 1947, when the British India was partitioned into Bharat (India) and Pakistan.

				2. Hindi, the national language of India, I spoke until I left in 1970 for America, and

				3. English, the language of my adopted country America.

				 

				I still love to speak Sindhi, my mother tongue, whenever possible. We speak Hindi quite often at home and in Indian social gatherings. We love to hear Hindi songs and watch Hindi movies. I always feel concerned if my America-born daughters Shilpa and Neha would preserve at least Hindi. I feel happy when I hear them speaking it even a little bit. If they don’t, how would their children and grand children speak? In migration, understaningably there will be gains and losses.

				I was amazed to read the article “To save Its Native Tongue, Tribe Teaches the Young” (NY Times, October 17, 2008), written by Dan Frosch. It vividly paints the sentimental concerns – of the elders and youngsters of the Arapaho Native Indian tribe living on the Wind River Reservation in Wyoming – how to preserve their native language ARAPAHO. Frosch writes that they (Arapahos) have schools, although with thin attendance, because they know that their language has little employment prospects. But, they attach other precious value to their native tongue. Ms. Inee Y. Slaughter – the Executive Director of the ‘Indigenous Language Institute’, a group in Santa Fe, N.M. that works with the tribes on native languages – says that it provides a safe place where a child’s roots are nurtured, its culture is honored, and its being is valued. Ms. Kayla Howling Buffalo, 25, said: “My son talks nothing but Arapaho to me and my grand parents.” She herself took Arapaho classes because her grand mother no longer has any one to speak with and fears she is losing her first language.

				Language dies with its speakers. Who will like to relate with or associate with one who does not have a language? Mr. Ryan Wilson, a member of a National Indian Education Association Board, said: “If we lose that language, we lose who we are.” According to Dan Frosch, the author of this article, only about 200 Arapaho speakers are still alive. Language defines the ethno-cultural identity of its speakers. Ellen Lutz, the Executive Director of Cultural Survival, remarks: “Language seems to be a healing force for Native American communities.”

				I have given reference to this article only to show the significance of the native language and how difficult it is for a community to let it die even facing so many odds. This is to prove that Sanskrit would not have died in the region, the invading Aryans allegedly came from, if it was any time its native language. Even after all the Arapaho speakers are dead, the name of Arapaho will remain among the dead languages.

				 

				Was a Dravidian, as the native language of the Indus Valley?

				
 

				Edward C. Dimock, Jr., et al (1974, p.6) writes:

				 

				“In the valley of the Indus River, in the northwestern corner of the Indian subcontinent, lie the ruins of a vast and ancient civilization, which had planned cities, a script, and, most important, plumbing. Archaeologists have long speculated on the coincidence of the estimated dates of that civilization (2500-1500 B.C.?) and the estimated dates of the arrival of the Aryan tribes in the plain. It is tempting to believe that the cities were destroyed by the invader-nomads, and their people driven southward. It is also tempting that the writing on the seals recovered from the ruins is Dravidian. Recent linguistic studies support the possibility, but the writing code has not yet been deciphered (though recent studies in Copenhagen and elsewhere suggest that a breakthrough may be near).”

				 

				It would be premature to believe that a Dravidian was the native language of the Indus Valley until the writing on the seals, excavated from the Mohenjodaro, is not deciphered. No Dravidian language has been spoken in Sindh, the land of Mohenjodaro. What happened to that Dravidian language? Sindhi was spoken in Sindh by most of its residents until 1947 when the British India was partitioned, and Sindh became a part of Pakistan, a new-born Islamic nation. Sindhi, according to Dr. Trumpp, has its origin in Sanskrit. Sindhi is being spoken now by Sindhis – Muslims as well as Hindus. After 1947, the composition of its population has been tremendously changed because of massive immigration of non-Sindhi-speaking people from other parts of India and massive exodus of Sindhi Hindus. For more about the Dravidian languages, please refer to the Chapter Five, ‘Dravidians are Aryans: Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages’.

				The Webster’s New Universal Unabridged Dictionary (1996, p. 974) defines ‘Indo-Aryan’ as “A member of people of India who are Indo-European in speech and Caucasoid in physical characteristics.” This endorses the fact that Aryans, originally, are from India.

				It is hard to understand why western scholars and historians claimed they knew the traditions of India better than Hindus, the natives of India. Therefore, they felt they could translate Hindu scriptures better than Hindu scholars. Is there any viable reason why the British East India Company (BEIC) had to import European scholars to translate the Vedic scriptures? Vedic philosophy, in my opinion, is too complex to grasp even for most Hindus. Most western historians, particularly with the missionary and colonial attitudes, have been ignorant of and disrespectfully indifferent to Hindu traditions.

				This may also be the reason for their distance from Hinduism, because Hinduism doesn’t come in the geography of the trio – Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. Moreover, Hinduism is the most ancient religion. Western scholars might be having sentimental difficulty to accept the seniority of Hinduism. Westerners tend to minimize the significance of the oriental cultures. Most westerners have tendency to ignore the Hindu legends, saying they are mythological and product of sentiments. Therefore, they are of little historical utility. They themselves consider their own legends and mythology as legitimate source of history. Such attitude of ‘DOUBLE STANDARDS’ should not have professional place in academic world, particularly in history. I wish I am wrong to say that most European scholars of the colonial era were known for their superiority complex and biased ethnic attitude.

				Vedic (Hindu) traditions are the oldest in the history of humanity. In remote ancient times, there was no concept of history. Significant events were given in sacred scriptures. So much history, given in the Hindu legends, has been ignored, and wrong history, guided by European ethno-cultural competitive agenda, is being taught. Subjective interpretations of the significant historical events are being recorded. History is being shamelessly abused by its creators, the historians. Every religion is basically good. Better be broad minded and open to learm from other religions and cultures.

				Fortunately for Hindus, and unfortunately for several biased western historians, history is being given down to Hindus orally from generation to generation in temples, through traditional street Ram/Krishna leelas (plays), and now through cinema, radio and TV. It has prevented Hindu minds and hearts, particularly of the mass illiterate villagers, from getting infected by the colonial history virus. The rest of the educated-elite seniors, who have been adversely brainwashed against their own culture, are speeding to their cremation ground. It would be advisable for western historians to admit the abuse of their beloved child history, and rewrite correct histories, particularly of Asian and African societies. Deliberate distortion of the history is described in the Chapter Seven, ‘History of Ancient India: Distorted and Confused’.

				Both the inter-twined theories – Aryan invasion of India (AII) and Indo-European family of languages (IE) – have created lingual, cultural and political rift between the North Indians and the South Indians. As a matter of fact, South Indians are as civilized as the North Indians. South Indians seem to have been more inclined to Vedic religion and culture. It may be because the North Indians have been more vulnerable to the West. Basically, both North Indians and South Indians, have similar socio-cultural orientations.

				With increasing education and national ethos, enflamed by Indian parliament, music and cinema, the wall between the North and the South has started trembling down, and its foundation loosening. Fortunately, increasing number of western scholars have been surfacing to call a spade a spade, and talk about the abuse of Asian and African histories at the hands of western scholars.

				 

				History affected by colonial pen

				 

				The western pen was backed by the colonial might. It could write whatever it wanted to about the histories of the peoples of the European colonial empire. A casual survey of the colonial empire brought out alarming figures. Out of the seventy five surveyed colonized countries, almost all the countries (96%) were colonized by Europeans: Great Britain (36), France (25), Spain (4), Italy (3), Belgium (3), Dutch (2), and Portugal (2). Only three were colonized by non-Europeans – Japan (2) and USA (1). Even USA was colonized by Great Britain. It got freedom in 1776 after a great struggle. Surprisingly, no European country has been colonized. Almost whole Africa, its 45 counties were colonized – 19 by France, and 15 by Great Britain. Only 16 Asian countries were colonized. A glance at the following table will explain all this.

				 

				Colonial Empire: Colonized Countries

				[image: small.pdf]

				 

				Out of 75 countries, 72 were colonized by Europeans, 2 by Asian, and one by USA. It seems, in most cases, poverty was responsible for colonization.

				 

				Independence – before or after WW II (The UNO)

				 

				[image: small.pdf]

				 

				The above tables show that almost all colonies were under the control of European colonialists. Conclusion: Europe has been rich from the exploitation of the African and Asian peoples. Asian countries have been coming up, but African peoples, it seems, have still to sweat to come out of their massive poverty, inflicted on them by civilized Europeans. Europe has become rich and civilized by making Asia and Africa poor and less civilized.

				Western influence has been dwindling since the emergence of the United Nations which has been widely injecting longing for freedom and democracy.

				 

				The Rig Veda and Aryan Invasion of India

				 

				The Rig Veda has not talked about the alleged Aryan invasion because its last hymns were composed long before 1500 B.C., the year of the alleged Aryan invasion. The invasion has not been mentioned even in later Hindu/Vedic scriptures because of the fact it never happened. How Aryans would invade their own motherland? Their return has been mistaken as invasion.

				Colin Renfrew, in Archaeology & Language (1987, p.188), seems to suggest that the Aryas were not strangers in the Punjab, the land of the Seven Rivers, Wheeler thinks was invaded by Aryans:

				 

				“When Wheeler speaks of ‘the Aryan invasion of the Land of the Seven Rivers, the Punjab’, he has no warranty at all, so far as I can see. If one checks the dozen references in the Rigveda to the Seven Rivers, there is nothing in any of them that to me implies invasion: the land of the Seven Rivers is the land of the Rigveda, the scene of the action. Nothing implies that the Aryas were strangers there. Nor is it implied that the inhabitants of the walled cities (including the Dasyus) were more aboriginal than the Aryas themselves.”

				 

				Renfrew clearly asserts that none of the several references to the Rig Veda suggests invasion of India. Ainslie T. Embree (ed.), in ‘Sources of Indian Tradition’ (2nd. edition, vol. 1, 1988, p. 4), talks about who the Aryans were and about their alleged invasion of India:

				 

				“The major source of the Brahmanical tradition is related to the migration into the Indian subcontinent from the northwest, sometime around 2000 B.C., of peoples who spoke an Indo-European language. These people, whose original homeland may have been around the Caspian Sea, are known in the Indian tradition itself as “Aryans,” a term that has been misunderstood in European history. …The Aryan migrants brought with them religious concepts and a pantheon of naturalistic or functional gods, ritualistic cult involving the sacrificial use of fire and an exhilarating drink called soma, as well as the rudiments of a social order.”

				 

				Whatever, Prof. Embree has said above, needs to be minutely analyzed to see if he is implicitly endorsing my theory that these immigrants or invaders were Indo-Aryans whose religious concepts were similar to those of the native Aryans of India. I have also said that the Aryans have been misunderstood and misrepresented. Embree admits that the immigrants “spoke an Indo-European language” which can not be other than Sanskrit or a Sanskritic language. Whatever they brought with them – “religious concepts and a pantheon of naturalistic or functional gods, ritualistic cult involving the sacrificial use of fire and an exhilarating drink called soma” – clearly suggest that immigrants were Vedic Hindus. He also says, “(they) are known in the Indian tradition itself as “Aryans,” a term that has been misunderstood in European history.” Only Embree failed short of explaining why, when, and where, those returning Aryans had gone out of India.

				History is full of well-evidenced accounts of several emigrations of Aryans to almost all regions of the world, as described in the Chapter Six, Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of Vedic Culture.

				Opposed to most other historians who say that Aryans invaded India, Prof. Embree talks about Aryan migrants, not invaders. He also gives different time frame, 2000 B.C. as opposed to 1500 B.C., given by most scholars. If the Brahmanical tradition, Embree is referring to, is related to immigrants who brought with them Hinduism-related religious concepts, it can be said beyond any doubt that the immigrants must have practiced Hinduism-like religion in the country/region they came from. They must have spoken an Indo-European language, I think the reference is to Sanskrit. In my opinion, Aryans might have migrated to some where around the Caspian Sea and had practiced their Hindu religious concepts during their long stay there. Some of them might have returned to India, the country of their origin. This can be understood better if we compare them to the people of Indian origin who have migrated long back to the Caribbean region, Africa, Mauritius, Fiji, and even to Americas. They have preserved and will continue to preserve their Indian culture through several of their Mandirs (Hindu temples), Gurudwaras (Sikh temples) and Masjids all around. Most of the families have a prayer room in their house to practice and preserve Indian philosophy. Some are returning to India. They are not considered as invaders.

				History does not talk about any country around the Caspian Sea and in the Middle East region (Egypt, Mesopotamia, Asia Minor, etc.) whose natives spoke Sanskrit and practiced Hinduism-like religion. It clearly suggests that those Sanskrit-speaking were Vedic people (Hindus or Indo-Aryans). They were travelers or immigrants there. They were not natives. They must be speaking Sanskrit and practicing Hindu religion among themselves, as in America, immigrants speak their own respective languages and practice their respective religions among themselves. When out of their home – in school, office, or shopping mall – they speak English. If Sanskrit was the native language of one or more of the countries in the region, it would have been still there or would have been mentioned among the dead languages of the region.

				By saying: “These people, whose original homeland may have been around the Caspian Sea, are known in the Indian tradition itself as Aryans,” this could rightly be interpreted that these migrants were Indo-Aryans who might have gone from India to the Caspian Sea region for trade or for some other reason; or even as invaders who might have established their kingdoms there. They must have settled there, and some of them returned to India, the country of their origin. History tells that Aryans (Hindus) from India had gone to that region and beyond, and had established their kingdoms there, as mentioned in the Chapter Six, “Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of Vedic Culture.” Embree seems to confirm it by saying that the term ‘Aryan’ has been “much misused and misunderstood in European history.” I fully agree with him that European scholars have been completely confused about the term “Aryan”, therefore its misuse. Unfortunately, Embree didn’t come out to say that he is not convinced about the validity of the theory of Aryan invasion of India.

				To be honest, some times I feel that European historians were not confused around the term Aryan. They knowingly have done it so as to be able to validate their ill-based theory of Aryan invasion, and also to deny Hindus of their traditional ethnic identity as Aryans. I wish I am wrong thinking that the term “Aryan” – along with the history associated with it – has been knowingly misused and misinterpreted by most historians with colonial and missionary agenda.

				Prof. Embree (p.5) says: “The religion, thus developed by the Aryans from the time of their migration into India until roughly 500 B.C., was embodied in a collection of hymns, ritual texts, and philosophical treaties called the Veda.” It clearly suggests that the seeds of the Vedic religion were already sown in the minds of the returning Aryans which they started developing from the time they reached the Vedic land India. The Vedic seeds bloom when they are nourished by Vedic land and nurtured by Vedic atmosphere. This happens with Hindus who return to India after their long stay away from India. I hope I am not wrong if I say that Embree confirms the historically evidenced fact of the prehistory antiquity of the Rig Veda and its language Sanskrit, as proved with irrefutable evidences in the Chapter Two, ‘Sanskrit and Vedas’, that the Vedas were composed long before the arrival of the alleged invading Aryans. The alleged invading Aryans came with Vedic orientations. They did not compose the Vedas after their arrival. The Vedas were already composed long before their arrival.

				The historians, who still claim that the Vedic religion surfaced in India only after the alleged arrival of Aryans in 1500 B.C., seem to be ignorant, rather pretend to be ignorant of the ages of Sanskrit and the Vedas. Juniors (recent students) of the world history know that none but India is the cradle of Sanskrit and the Vedas. Most Indian (particularly Hindu) school children know that Sanskrit and Vedas have association with India from ancient times. The Vedic religion, as measured by the ages of the Swastika and Shiva Ling, is much older than at least 5000 years. Seals depicting Swastika and the Shiva Ling, which have been excavated from the Mohenjodaro, were at least one thousand years older than the year of alleged Aryan invasion. The age of the Rig Veda has been determined much older than 1900 B.C. when the Sarasvati River was completely dried up, and the Rig Veda contains several hymns talking about life on its banks.

				The Swastika is a Sanskrit word and it has been used in almost all the Vedic religious ceremonies, even in present times. It has been found among some Native American Indians. It suggests that their ancestors (must be none other than Vedic Aryans from ancient India) must have taken along with them to Americas about ten thousand years back. This proves that Sanskrit is at least ten thousand years old, and the Rig Veda must be about seven or eight thousand years old.

				The historians, who believe that the invading Aryans brought Sanskrit with them and that they composed the Vedas after their arrival in India, owe their professional responsibility to tell what religion the natives of India practiced, and what language they spoke prior to the alleged Aryan invasion in 1500 B.C.

				Stephen Knapp, in his book, ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ (2000, pp. 270, 271), emphatically refutes the theory of ‘Aryan Invasion of India’:

				 

				“In light of this, the belief of an “Aryan Race” coming from outside India is, indeed, a blunder of historical research. All references to the Aryans as a race who migrated to India should be deleted from history. There is no evidence that upholds this theory.”

				 

				Has cosmic religion been any where outside India?

				 

				Embree (p.7) rightly describes the Vedic religion as the cosmic religion. But his dating the hymns later than 1500 B.C. is creating confusion:

				 

				“The earliest hymns of the Vedic Aryans, accordingly, pertained to this cosmic religion, to which they (Aryans) gave expression through such mythological concepts as those of the divine parents, Heaven and Earth, the cosmic law (rta), and the sustainer of that law, Varuna. Side by side with this cosmic religion, the Vedic Aryans had also developed a kind of fire worship. … The Aryans finally emerged as victorious colonizers of that part of India known as the land of the seven rivers, the modern Punjab. Many of the hymns glorify the heroic and marshal virtues of the conquerors, with an emphasis on success in battle as proof of divine favor. Particular reverence is paid to (god) Indra.”

				 

				The age of the Rig Veda, as based on irrefutable evidences given in the Chapter Two ‘Sanskrit and the Rig Veda’, has been ascertained older than the Indus Valley civilization. Keeping the age of the Rig Veda in mind, what Prof. Embree has said in the above paragraph needs to be examined. All – including cosmic religion, god Indra, and worship of fire – have been talked about in the Rig Veda. Sanskrit is the language of the Rig Veda. Historians, including Embree, need to identify any country other than India, which could be the original homeland of the invading Aryans, where such cosmic religion was practiced and god Indra and goddess fire (Agnidevi) were worshiped any time in the past. Or does Embree feel that this cosmic religion was created by Aryans after their arrival in India? Then Embree needs to answer all these questions – What was the country where Aryans lived as its natives? What was their religion while in their assumed original homeland outside India? Has there been any society other than the Hindu practiced such cosmic religion and worshiped Indra and Agni (fire)?

				How would the hymns glorify the alleged invading Aryans as heroes in the Rig Veda, which was composed before 4,000 B.C.,[23] at least 2500 years before the alleged invading Aryans entered India? The age of the Rig Veda has been shortened by western historians to validate the ill-based theory of the ‘Aryan Invasion of India’.

				 

				Max Müller: The Age of the Vedas and Aryan Invasion

				 

				Max Müller (1823-1900) – the strong supporter/architect of the theory of ‘Aryan Invasion of India’ – eventually came to realize that the Vedas were much older than what he himself and others thought. Müller has graciously admitted the misrepresentation of the birth-date of the Vedas.

				Max Müller, in Six Systems of Indian Philosophy; Samkhya & Yoga, Naya & Vaiseshika (1899, p.33), showers beautiful flowers in praise of the Vedas and recognizes his concern about their antiquity:

				 

				“Whatever the Vedas may be called, they are to us unique and priceless guides in opening before our eyes tombs of thought richer in relics than the royal tombs of Egypt, and more ancient and primitive in thought than the oldest hymns of Babylonian or Accadian poets. If we grant that they belonged to the second millennium before our era, we are probably on safe ground, though we should not forget that this is a constructive date only, and that such a date does not become positive by mere repetition. It may be very brave to postulate late 2000 B.C. or even 5000 B.C. as a minimum date for the Vedic hymns, but what is gained by such bravery? Such assertions are safe so far as they can not be refuted, but neither can they be proved, considering that we have no contemporaneous dates to attach them to.”

				 

				Max Müller (p.34) further talks about the age of the Vedas:

				 

				“Whatever may be the date of the Vedic hymns, whether 1500 or 15,000 B.C., they have their own unique place, and stand by themselves in the literature of the world. They tell us something of the early growth of the human mind of which we find no trace anywhere else.”

				 

				All this was written by Max Müller in his latest book: “The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy” which was first published in 1899, shortly before his death in 1900. His remark, “They (Vedas) tell us something of the early growth of the human mind of which we find no trace anywhere else”, suggests that the antiquity of the Vedas is beyond the imagination of the human mind. It seems this was the reason why the Vedas were considered as “revealed”. If writing was available in those ancient times, we would have known the names of the authors of their various hymns. The Vedas were composed during long span of time, may be even more than a couple of millennia.

				The World Book Encyclopedia (1983, p. 728) writes about Aryans:

				 

				“Aryans were a group of people who settled in Iran and northern India about 1500 B.C. Their language is also called Aryan. In Sanskrit, an ancient language of India, the word Arya means noble.”

				 

				Since, according to the encyclopedia, the word ’Arya’ has its origin in Sanskrit, and Sanskrit is the ancient language of India (former Aryavrata), then how could the Encyclopedia suggest that Aryans came from outside and settled in India, their own native country? The above can be interpreted that in ancient times Iran and India were together as one country. In the Chapter Six ‘Vishaal Bharat (Greater India)’, this has been established with irrefutable historical evidences that in ancient times, Iran was administratively as well as culturally a part of Greater India, and that Sanskrit and Avestan were linguistically too close to each other to distinguish one from the other. Aryans were neither immigrants nor invaders. In fact, they were the natives of Aryavarta (India).

				The World Book Encyclopedia (p. 728) states:

				 

				“During the 1800’s, language experts used the term Aryan languages for a group of related Asian and European languages. This group included English and most European languages; Bengali; and Persian. Today, scholars call these the Indo-European languages. The term Indo-Aryan refers to the Indo-European languages of India. These languages include Sanskrit, which is no longer used in everyday conversation, and Hindi.”

				 

				The term ‘Indo-European’ has been too vague, therefore confusing. How can the languages of Europe be termed as ‘Aryan languages? Aryans were from India, and that they were speaking Sanskrit, the ancient language of Aryavarta (India). Since Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas, is a very ancient language, much older than 1500 B.C., and its documents are older than the documents of the ancient European languages, such as Latin, Greek, German, English, etc. (See “Comparative antiquity of Sanskrit, pp. 21-22). The word “Arya” has repeatedly occurred in the Rig Veda, the oldest piece of literature of the world. How then, would Sanskrit be considered as brought into India from outside? It has not been explained to the satisfaction of the readers why “Indo” has been prefixed to various families of languages. In my opinion, the word “Indo” has been floating in the ocean of linguistics, only to confuse readers too deeply to be able to question the validity and reliability of the two theories, particularly the IE. Secondly, the word ‘Aryan’ is also vague, being used as ‘people’ and as ‘language’.

				 

				The Columbia Encyclopedia on Aryans

				 

				According to the Columbia Encyclopedia (1993, p. 159), Aryan is a Sanskrit term meaning noble. The term formerly was used to designate the Indo-European race or language family or Indo-Iranian subgroup. It further writes:

				 

				“Aryans were part of a great migratory movement that spread in successive waves from S. Russia and Turkistan during 2nd millennium B.C. Through out Mesopotamia and Asia Minor, literate urban centers fell to their warrior bands.”

				 

				The above statement clearly suggests that Aryans were migratory warriors who went to S. Russia, Turkistan, all Mesopotamia and Asia Minor. Since Aryan is a Sanskrit term, as said by the Encyclopedia, Aryans must be from Aryavarta (India), the land of Sanskrit.

				Dr. Poonai, in Origin of Civilization and Language (1994, pp: 157-8), has talked about such migrations from India in ancient times. He says that several Rig-Vedic Sanskrit-speaking Aryan clans emigrated westward beyond the Aegean area. In the early part of the third millennium B.C., the states of Caria, Miletus, Lydia, Troy and Phrygia, and neighboring lands were already occupied by people who spoke Sanskritic dialects.

				It is fact that in ancient times – as early as 2500-3500 B.C. – when the Indus Valley civilization was flourishing, adventurous and enterprising Aryans went out from India to so many regions of the world, as mentioned above, for trade; and they had established their Vedic/Hindu kingdoms at some places. Historians are putting Aryan movements from opposite direction – from north-west to south-east – instead from south-east to north-west. Always, even now in present times, human movement has generally been from south-east to north-west. They didn’t move out from S. Russia and Turkistan as suggested above by the Columbia Encyclopedia. On the contrary, the migratory Sanskrit-speaking Aryans went out from India to S. Russia and Turkistan. In about 1500 B.C. when they were militarily overpowered by some other forces, some of them might have attempted to return to India, the country of their origin. Because they were traveling in armored chariots, they met military confrontation from the then natives of India who mistook them as invaders. If they were other than Indo-Aryans (Vedic Hindus), how could they speak Sanskrit? This was misinterpreted as Sanskrit was brought by those alleged invading Aryans into India where it was already being spoken.

				The Columbia Encyclopedia further confuses its readers by writing: “Archeological evidence corroborates the text of the Veda by placing the invasion of India by the Aryans at c.1500 B.C.” As a matter of fact, there is no mention of Aryan invasion in the Vedas, because perhaps the last hymns of the Vedas were composed long before 1500 B.C. This has been made clear in the previous Chapter Two “Sanskrit and the Rig Veda”. How would the Vedas mention the invasion which did not happen? The Aryan invasion is a historical myth, or you may call it ‘mischief’. Most probably, it was mischievously engineered by the British colonial mind.

				Then the Encyclopedia (p.159) seems to correct itself: “Before the discovery of the Indus Valley sites in 1920s, Hindu culture had been attributed solely to Aryan invasion.” It clearly says that before excavations at the Indus Valley in 1920s, historians, out of their ignorance, attributed Hindu culture and religion to the alleged invading Aryans. The excavations confirm that Hindu/Vedic culture originated in India before the Indus Valley civilization, which flourished before 3000 B.C. This also implicitly refutes both the theories, AII and IE.

				The Columbia Encyclopedia (p.2420) seems to admit that Sanskrit is the ancient language of India, not an import, as suggested by both the AII and IE theories. But it fails short of admitting that the Vedas were composed long before 1500 B.C.:

				 

				“Sanskrit was the classical standard language of ancient India, and some of the oldest surviving Indo-European documents are written in Sanskrit. … The Vedas probably date back to about 1500 B.C. or earlier, many centuries before writing was introduced into India.”

				 

				It would have been clear to the point, if the Columbia Encyclopedia used “Sanskrit documents” instead of ‘Indo-European documents’.

				The Encyclopedia Britannica defines ‘Aryan’ (from Sanskrit arya, “noble”) as:

				 

				“a people who, in prehistoric times, settled in Iran and northern India. From their language, also called Aryan, the Indo-European languages of South Asia are descended. In the 19th century the term was used as a synonym for “Indo-European” and also, more restrictively, to refer to the Indo-Iranian languages (q.v.). It is now used in linguistics only in the sense of the term Indo-Aryan languages.”

				 

				Indo-Aryans did not settle in Iran and Northern India. As a matter of fact, they were the natives of India and Iran. In ancient times Iran was a part of India. It is hard to understand why historians and encyclopedias are not specific when talking about languages. Why vague and broad-based terms like, ‘Indo-European’ and ‘Indo-Iranian’ are used for Sanskrit. It should be termed as ‘Sanskrit’. It is still hard to understand the historians, who – despite, after the Indus Valley excavations in 1920’s, having clear knowledge about the origin and the antiquity of Sanskrit, and the Rig Veda – still continue to talk about Aryan invasion, import of Sanskrit, and wrong authorship of the Rig Veda.

				Aryans were in Iran too in ancient times when Iran was a part of India. (Please, see the Chapter Six: ‘Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of Vedic Culture’). History will one day forget that Pakistan, the land of the Indus Valley Civilization, was once a part of India.

				P. H. Mathews, in Oxford Concise Dictionary of Linguistics (1997, p. 27), defines Aryan:

				 

				a. “Aryan was some times used in the late 19th century in the sense of Indo-European.”

				b. Indo: “in India”.

				c. Indo-European: “family of languages including, at historically its western limit, most of the languages spoken in Europe and at its eastern limit, those of all but the southern part of the Indian subcontinent,

				d. Indo-Aryan:

				 (i)“Branch, within Indo-European.

				(ii)”The modern Indo-Aryan languages cover most of the north and centre of the Indian subcontinent, with outliers in Sri Lanka (Ceylon) and the Maldives.

				 

				Historians need to use the specific name of the language when talking about it. They confuse readers by using a broader term (IE) for Sanskrit which can be interpreted as talking about any language, a member thereof. For example, use “Indo-European” or “Indo-Iranian” for Sanskrit is not appropriate. The term ‘Indo-European’ can mean any language member of the IE family, and ‘Indo-Iranian’ means any Indian or Iranian language. Why not call it by its specific name? It is difficult to understand why historians are shy of using the specific name of the language they are talking about. History should be specific and clear, not vague and confusing, like what Sarah Weir (ed.), in ‘Webster’s 21st Century Concise Chronology of World History’ (1993, p.28), has said:

				 

				“Nomadic Aryans migrated to the Indus Valley (in 1500 BCE), bringing with them (from the Russian steppe) the horse, the chariot, and the Sanskrit language. The origins of Hinduism can be found in the fusion of the Aryans’ Indo-European creed with indigenous Harappan theology.”

				 

				History tells that Aryans were never nomads. Aryans always have been civilized people with their home, family and stabilized establishment. They have been moving around for further advancement and for better life. How would Aryans bring Sanskrit from any where to their Sanskrit-speaking homeland India? Horses and chariots were there in the Indus Valley and the rest of India in ancient times. Multiple-horse-driven chariots were used in the Mahabharat war in around 3067 B.C. The picture of the chariot driven by four horses showing Lord Krishna and Arjuna would be found in Hindu temples and in most Hindu houses

				Hinduism does not have its origin in any thing other than Vedic philosophy which originated in India thousands of years back and is still flourishing. Weir’s perception of the origin of Hinduism is too broad, vague and confusing.

				As I understand, Max Müller believed that ‘Aryan’ was the name of a people, not of a language or of a family of languages. Obviously, their languages can rightly be called ‘Aryan languages’. But, it is hard to understand how languages of non-Aryans, like Europeans, can be called as ‘Aryan languages’. Europeans are not, and can not be Aryans by calling themselves so.

				Max Müller makes it clear that ‘None but Aryavarta (Aryadesh, Aryabhoomi, Bharat, India) is the original home of both, the ‘Aryans’ and their language Sanskrit. It is unfortunate, that some confused scholars confuse the meaning and origin of the words ‘Arya’ and ‘Aryan’ to unjustifiably validate their unfounded theory of ‘Aryan invasion of India’. How can the Aryans, the natives of Aryavarta (India), be considered foreigners to Aryavarta? How can scholarship say that Sanskrit, which was never a native language of any country outside India any time, was brought into India from outside?

				Max Müller, in ‘The Science of Language (p.289), states that “there was once a small clan of Aryas, settled probably somewhere on the highest elevation of Central Asia.” Several peoples, including Aryans, settled in Central Asia. Does it mean that Central Asia was the native land of all those peoples?

				America seems to be perfect analog of Central Asia. New York is its miniature. Immigrants from almost over hundred countries, including European, Asian, and African, have settled in America. They speak several Indo-European languages. If IE languages are called Aryan languages, would we say that these immigrants are Aryans and that America is the native land of Aryans? Or can we say that America is the native land of all those languages or all those languages are native languages of America?

				The history of the ancient world is full of migrations, and so is the present history. For details about global migrations, particularly of the Indo-Aryans, please read the Chapter Six, “Vishaal Bharat (Greater India).” It shows that in remote ancient times, Aryans (Vedic people) were almost every where on the planet, and had established Vedic (Hindu) kingdoms in the Middle East – Egypt, Mesopotamia, Asia Minor, Syria, Palestine, etc. – and in Central Asia in the countries with names, suffixed with ‘stan’ or ‘istan’. Their histories have been buried too deep, and too disfigured to be able to know their original names. Their names have been changed.

				The colonial historians felt free to represent the events as they wanted to, and hide some related information. Thus, they have abused their only child ‘history’. Such things are also happening to history in the present open world, but comparatively much less. Now it will not be that easy, because the historically significant events are immediately documented by pen, internet and TV. The world has become very small, open and transparent. But, smart language jugglers can twist and misrepresent the event, though has been documented. For example:

				According to Isaac Taylor[24]:

				 

				“ARYAN, a term invented by Professor Max Müller, is almost as objectionable as Sanskritic, since it properly designates only the Indo-Iranian languages, in which sense it is used by many continental scholars. Moreover, it tacitly implies or suggests that the ancient Ariana, the district round Herat, was the cradle of the Aryan languages, and thus begs the whole question of their European or Asiatic origin.”

				 

				The term “Aryan” was identified, not invented, by Max Müller, as Taylor thinks. It has been there in the Rig Veda and other Vedic/Hindu scriptures, long prior to the Indus Valley excavations in 1920s.

				Unfortunately, the ethno-politically engineered distorted history of ancient India was already written by the European colonial mighty pen. First written history has always longer shelf life and more favorable place in libraries, university as well public. It becomes too hard to get it repealed or erased.

				History has not yet been corrected, despite professional confessions of wrong doings on the part of its writers. Such books have not been recalled and removed from the library shelves as it happens in case of contaminated drugs and food products. Contaminated books, particularly on history and culture, are injurious in ethno-cultural ego formation.

				Surprisingly, since Europeans realized the beauty – linguistic, philological, and grammatical of Sanskrit – they have started playing linguistic games by creating the theory of the Indo-European family of languages to include Sanskrit as its member and to disregard India as being the original home of both “Aryans” and their great language Sanskrit. They have been vague and have been confusing readers by affixing “Indo” to most of the language families, such as Indo-European, Indo-Germanic, Indo-Iranian, Indo-Aryan, etc. Some say that most European languages have evolved from Sanskrit. Hence they are termed as ’Aryan’ languages. Thus, they can justify that Aryans and their language Sanskrit came to India from outside.

				Max Müller’s notion about ‘Aryans’ doesn’t seem to be acceptable to some Europeans, particularly Isaac Taylor, who, in “The Origin of the Aryans” (1889, p.3), opines:

				 

				“Professor Max Müller, owing to the charm of his style, to his unrivalled power of popular exposition, and to his high authority as a Sanskrit scholar, has done more than any other writer to popularize this erroneous notion among ourselves.”

				 

				Isaac Taylor seems to refuse to understand and accept that only a Sanskrit scholar, who knows the meaning of the Sanskrit word ‘Arya’, can legitimately talk about the origin of the Aryans. Max Müller did not invent the term ‘Aryan’, as Taylor thinks. The word ‘Arya’ has been already current among Hindus (Aryas or Aryans) of India for millenniums before Max Müller wrote this. Max Müller correctly identifies and defines the term “Aryan” as it philologically, linguistically and ethno-culturally means. Several other scholars have been misidentifying Aryans, and so have been wandering around in vain to find Aryavarta, the original abode of the Aryans. Müller makes sense, since Arya is a Sanskrit term, the original home of Aryans can not be different from the original abode of their language Sanskrit. Taylor, citing what Müller wrote in his ‘Lectures on the Science of Language’ (1861), criticizes Müller: “instead of speaking only of a primitive Aryan language, he (Max Müller) speaks of an Aryan race and Aryan family.” Aryan, as a matter of fact, is a race or a people, not a language. Their languages can be called as Aryan. Sanskrit is well developed and has a great grammar. See what Sir William Jones has said:

				 

				“The Sanskrit language, whatever be its antiquity, is of a wonderful structure; more perfect than the Greek, more copious than the Latin, and more exquisitely refined than the either, yet bearing to both of them a stronger affinity, both in the roots of verbs and the forms of grammar, than could possibly have been produced by accident; so strong indeed, that no philologer could examine them all three, without believing them to have sprung from some common source, which, perhaps, no longer exits.”

				(in Lehmann, 1967, p.15)[25]

				 

				Several Western scholars, in order to validate their two ill-founded theories, AII and IE, changed the authorship of the Rig Veda from the ancient native Rishies to the invading Aryans, and reduced its age by saying that it was composed by invading Aryans in about 1000 B.C. and even later. It has confused the origin and the antiquity of Aryans and their language Sanskrit.

				‘Arya’, being basically a Sanskrit word, can/should not be associated with any race other than the Vedic people (present Hindus). Hence, any language, ‘Aryan’, can/should not be associated with any non-Indic language or race. Hitler picked up ‘Arya’ and ‘Swastika’ in 20th century as a propaganda gimmick. He, himself, has said that the Swastika was borrowed as a symbol to boost the morale of his army. Is or was there any people other than Hindu, the Swastika was originally associated with? Is or was any country other than India (Aryavarta) whose natives were known as Arya who spoke Sanskrit? Hitler chose the word Aryan for his race, but all Germans do not consider themselves as Aryans; nor do they believe in the Swastika as Hindus do. Germans do not speak Sanskrit. Some Germans do appreciate the qualities of Sanskrit and its grammar. The Hitler’s Swastika was shaped different from the Vedic Swastika, because of his oversight or ignorance. It seems the Hindu Swastika was not copied correctly. Because of absence of his religious sentiments associated with the Swastika, it was difficult for Hitler to identify the difference between the two. Thus, it would be historically erroneous to consider Aryans, the Vedic people of India, as invaders of their Bharat Maata (Mother India). The reurning Aryans were always welcome to their home.

				Glynnis Chantrell, in ‘The Oxford Dictionary of Word Histories” (2002, p. 31), has given the origin and the history of the word. Aryan. He says that later the term Aryan race was revived and used as propaganda in Nazi Germany:

				 

				“Aryan (late 15th century) is based on Sanskrit Arya ‘noble’. Aryan is used by some as equivalent of the term Indo-European for a language family. In the 19th century, the notion of an Aryan race corresponding to a definite Aryan language became current and was taken up by nationalistic historical and romantic writers. One of these was De Gobineau (1816-82), an anthropologist who linked the idea to a notion of inferiority of certain races. Later the term Aryan race was revived and used as propaganda in Nazi Germany (1933-45).”

				 

				The Webster’s New Universal Unabridged Dictionary (1996) defines ‘Indo-Aryan’ as “A member of people of India who are Indo-European in speech and Caucasoid in physical characteristics.”

				The dictionary is correct that the Indo-Aryans are natives of India. Indo-Aryans are Caucasians, but not the cognates of the European Caucasians. If two geographically distant peoples can not have similar physical characteristics without cognate relations, then it would be historically fair to say that Europeans received their Caucasoid characteristics from Indo-Aryans, not the opposite way, because of the following three evidences:

				 

				1. As history suggests, migrations have been from south-east (Asia and Africa) toward north-west (Europe), not the opposite way.

				2. The Indo-Aryan (Indus) civilization is much older than the European.

				3. The sculpture of Hindu and Buddhist deities in ancient caves reflect their Caucasoid features.

				 

				J. P. Mallory, “In Search of the Indo-Europeans” (1989: 269), writes:

				 

				“But it was too late: the Indo-Europeans and racism had become inseparable in the minds of many scholars. Although there would always be linguists and anthropologists to protest, the superiority of the ancient Aryan Nordic race had entered popular political culture.”

				 

				I feel the linguistics, though a welcome science of language, is some times used with some hidden agenda – ethnic, racial, political, or colonial. In several instances, words are stretched too far with the help of the linguistic maneuvers to show their resemblance to a geographically far, as well as historically different language. For details, please, read the Chapter Four, ‘The Indo-European Family: Too Diverse to be One’. It seems it is done with the purpose to validate the ill-based theory of the Indo-European family of languages. I am calling the theory of the “IE Family”, as ill-based, because the IE family includes even non-genetic languages as its members. For example, Indic languages have no genetic relationship with European languages. It seems, in anticipation of the question: “How could the parents of the too geographically distant and culturally different families, the Indic and the European, meet and marry to give birth to Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek?”, the ‘LINGUISTICS’ was created, that in remote ancient times, the speakers of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek met somewhere, lived together under the roof of their parent language PIE (Proto Indo-European), and later in about 3000 B.C. (some say in 6000 B.C.), they dispersed and took three different routes to their respective desired destinations, India, Italy, and Greece. Who and how many intelligent persons would buy that fairy tale as a scientific thesis? The IE has its children too ethno-culturally varied and geographically too distantly scattered to be a well-knit one family. Is it a fable or a historical fact?

				 

				Why were the AII and IE manufactured?

				
 

				The two inter-twined theories “Aryan invasion of India” (AII), and “Indo-European family of languages” (IE) – theorizing that the both, Aryans and Sanskrit, came into India from outside and that the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans, not by the India’s native Aryans/Hindus – seem to have been mischievously created to rob Hindus of the credit, they deserve, for their three most enviable possessions:

				 

				1. race (Aryan),

				2. language (Sanskrit), and

				3. literature (the Vedas).

				 

				Nazis claim being Aryan and Aryan supremacy

				 

				Nazis were not Aryans. Hitler, like some other Europeans, felt great being Aryan. They were neither Asians nor Indo-Aryans. They were Europeans. Mallory (1989: 269-270) remarks about Hitler and Aryan race:

				 

				“One hardly needs to emphasize that the implementation of Aryan supremacy by the Nazis was wholly inconsistent with Aryan as a linguistic term; Yiddish is as much an Indo-European language as any other German dialect, while Romany-speaking Gypsies had a far better claim on the title of Aryans than any North European. Thus, the myth of Aryan supremacy was neither a direct nor necessary consequence of the philological discoveries of the nineteenth century, but rather the misappropriation of a linguistic concept and its subsequent grafting onto an already existing framework of prejudices, speculations and political aspirations. The Indo-Europeans leave more than the legacy of Aryan supremacy.”

				 

				I think Nazis don’t consider Aryan as a language. They consider Aryan as a race. Nazis, as some Europeans, felt great by considering themselves as the members of the Aryan race. Hitler was not talking about the German language as an Aryan language. In order to be on the top of the racial Mount Everest, they claimed Aryan supremacy. Historical records show that there has been a very tough war around conflicting controversy among scholars over the homeland of the Aryans, because of the universally acclaimed supremacy of the Aryan race. Since most of the scholars are European, they feel that Europe is the homeland of Aryans. Only few feel India, though Arya is a Sanskrit word and it is frequently used in the Rig Veda. Europe’s fallacious victory over India, is only due to its colonial power. Might is right.

				It is hard to understand why Europeans claim that Europe is the original homeland of Aryans, though they know that the “Arya” is a Sanskrit word, and that the Vedic scriptures have generous use of the word ‘Arya’. In fact, though history books talk about Europe, because of European clout, but informally outside libraries and university classrooms, the Europe-hypothesis has scant and shaky acceptance.

				 

				Are IE Aryan languages?

				 

				Some times, I read that the IE are Aryan languages, or Aryan languages are Indo-European. It is wrong. All Indo-European can be neither Indic, nor European. Thus no place can be homeland of both European and Indic languages. No country can be homeland of all the Indo-European languages, because the term ‘Indo-European’ is too broad to be confined to Europe or India. The IE is a misnomer.

				Mallory (p.268) explains what should be the homeland of Aryans:

				 

				“But even if superiority of physical type, language, and culture were all being united under the name of Aryan, there was still one essential element missing – with the singular exception of Roger Latham’s claim that the Indo-European homeland lay in Europe, the common opinion of most scholars prior to the later nineteenth century was that the Aryan homeland must lie in Asia. While no one doubted that the Aryans belonged to the white race, up until the end of the 1860s most believed that this race originally dwelt somewhere in the vicinity of the Hindu Kush or Himalayas. There was no reason to seek their home in Northern Europe.”

				 

				It seems there is confusion around the two terms, Indo-European and Aryan. According to Mallory (p.266), the Indo-Europeans are also known as Aryans. The confusion was the result of the European fascination for Aryan supremacy, as reflected by the following statement by Mallory:

				 

				“The blond, blue eyed Aryan, fathered in Northern Europe, convinced of his superiority and obsessed with his racial superiority, was the product of numerous intellectual currents of which the development of Indo-European linguistics was but one. Leon Poliakov has shown that the roots of this caricature reach back into the near-universal longing of the peoples of Europe to secure for themselves an illustrious ancestry.”

				 

				The longing of the Europeans to secure for themselves an illustrious ancestry suggests that they are not happy with their own European ancestry. Perhaps, they seem to be more fascinated by the Aryan ancestry. This confusion, in my opinion, has arisen because the people (may be some) of the Northern Europe (I don’t know how and why) thought themselves Aryans. Aryans, in general, are not blond and blue-eyed, as Northern Europeans are.

				But Europeans seem to be confused to decide who Aryans are and what their homeland is. Some think Europe and some Asia, most in favor of Europe. Different scholars suggest different homeland of Aryans or Indo-Europeans[26]: Roger Latham (Europe), Isaac Taylor (Finns), Lazarus Geiger and Theodor Poesche (Germany), Poesche (Easter Europe), Penka (Southern Scandinavia), Charles Morris (Caucasus), Tilak (north Pole), etc.

				Al this reflects nothing but confusion created by linguists around the IE, Sanskrit, Aryans, and racism. Scholars, including linguists, are not clear if the IE is a family of languages or of different races. This is reflected by Max Müller’s anger, as reported by Mallory (p.269):

				 

				“The great Indologist Max Müller, annoyed by the madness he had helped to create, blasted the anthropologists who spoke of an ‘Aryan race, Aryan blood, Aryan eyes and hair’ as a lunacy comparable to a linguist who spoke of ‘a dolichocephalic dictionary or a brachycephalic grammar’. But it was too late: the Indo-European and racism had become inseparable in the minds of many scholars. “

				 

				The problem is about the homeland of the IE. The idea of its different places, as suggested by different scholars (as given on an earlier page) is questionable. It has created confusion. The concept of any one homeland for the IE would be irrational and illogical, because it is a grand family of several families of languages, which are scattered around Europe and the Indian subcontinent. Each language would have its homeland, for example: England for English, France for French, India for Sanskrit, and so on. Aryan languages have their home in Aryavarta (India), and European languages have their home in Europe.

				The Aryan race is not European. It is Asian, specifically Indian. India and Europe can not be squeezed – historically, geographically, culturally, or linguistically – into the ONE HERITAGE to be possessed by both – Europeans and Aryans (Indians). Hence the term ‘Indo-European’ is a misnomer. The homeland of the Indo-European can be neither India nor Europe, because it is a grand family of two different families – Indic and European – which are geographically too distant and historically too different from each other. Definitely both, India and Europe, would claim to be its homeland. I would call this a senseless international or inter-continental war between the two well-known language families – Indic and European – on the issue of their homeland. The great linguists, like Sir William Jones, Max Müller and their blind followers are responsible for this war, and of course the LINGUISTICS, they created.

				The homeland of the Aryan (Indic) languages is evidently Aryavarta (India). It can not be Europe, because no Aryan language enjoyed lullaby in a European cradle; and no European language would ever enjoy a Sanskrit lullaby. The ‘Indo-European’ family can not claim any single country as its homeland, as its member languages are spoken all over the planet, particularly in their native homes in Europe and India.

				I don’t agree with Mallory that the Aryans belonged to the White race. The White Europeans are not Aryans, and vice versa. The Aryans race is anthropologically different from the European White race in all the four basic racial characteristics – complexion, features, language, and culture. Their features to a great extent look similar. Mostly Aryans are brownish, excepting some north Indians and the people of the Himalayan cold region who are fair looking and some South Indians who are blackish because of very warm weather. Both share their ancestry in the Aryan race, its culture, religion and history. Weather influences their different complexion. Europeans are white because Europe is in cold north.

				Aryan (Vedic/Hindu) culture is very different from the European. Some Europeans seem to crave to have Aryan heritage. May be, they feel Aryans are superior because of their spiritual culture. I, being Hindu (Aryan), don’t like to be considered as belonging to the White race, only because I don’t want to be considered different from what I am. I am proud being Aryan. In my opinion, each race has some great traits others may envy. Every one should feel proud of whatever he/she ethno-racially is. Racism is the worst socio-cultural cancer. It causes human pain, both sides suffer. It is difficult to cure. Racism doesn’t reflect civilization. A civilized person can not be racist.

				I would have agreed with Mallory if he had said that Aryan homeland must lie in India, instead of Asia. Historians need to be specific. There is difference between ‘India’ and ‘Asia’. All Indians are Asian, but all Asians are not Indians.

				 

				The Aryan, the Jewel of the White Race?

				 

				William L. Shirer, in his ‘The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich’ (1959, pp. 103-104), talks about Count Joseph Arthur de Gobineau, a French diplomat and a man of letters who wrote a four volume book entitled ‘Essai sur l’Inegalite Des Races Humaines’ (Essay on the Inequality of the Human Races), which was published in Paris between 1853 and 1855. Gobineau believed that the key to history and civilization was race, the jewel of the White race was the Aryan, and that the racial question dominates all the other problems of history:

				 

				“There were three principal races, white, yellow and black, and the white was the superior. History shows that all civilization flows from the white race, that no civilization can exist without the cooperation of this race. The jewel of the white race was the Aryan, this illustrious human family, the noblest among the white race, whose origin he (Gobineau) traced back to Central Asia.”

				 

				The Encyclopedia Americana (2003, vol. 2, p.426) writes the same for Gobineau:

				 

				“In a book published in 1854, the French writer Count Joseph-Arthur Gobineau gave a racial meaning to Aryan. Gobineau held the White race to be superior to all others and the Aryan race to be supreme among whites. This theory aroused interest in Germany and was espoused by the composer Richard Wagner among others. In the 20th century it was taken up by the German dictator Adolf Hitler, who equated Aryan with Nordic race and used the theory to justify his persecution of Jews. Modern anthropologists reject the theory that there are “pure” or inherently superior human groups.”

				Elizabeth E. Bacon, Hofstra University

				 

				The Europeans are craving to be known as Aryans. In fact, they are not. Only Vedic people (present Hindus) are Aryans. How could Gobineau say that the White is the superior race, when he himself says that the ‘Aryan’ is the jewel of the White race, and that the Aryan is the “noblest among the White race? Historically, it has been established that Aryans are from Aryavarta (India). I, as an Aryan, will be happy if Germans call themselves ‘Aryans’, but I will not like if Gobineau claims that the Aryans are not originally from Aryavarta. He seems to believe that the origin of the Aryans is traced back to Asia, not to Europe, the principal abode of the White. Then, in no way, White European can be original Aryans. It would have been more accurate if he had said that the origin of the Aryans is traced back to India, instead of Asia

				It is hard to understand why European scholars hesitate to give credit for the greatness in the Aryan race to India where it legitimately belongs. How and why does Gobineau think that the origin of the Aryan race be traced to Central Asia, not to India? Why did he ignore the Brown (Wheatish) race, while talking about the white, yellow and black, as the principal races of the world? Perhaps, because by Gobineau Aryans (Indians of India) are considered ‘white’, not ‘brown’.

				It would be a dirty sinful blot on a civilized race to justify persecution of the members of another race. Each and every race has its birth right to believe whatever, it thinks, is right about itself. It is not right to consider any other race to be inferior, and hate it because it is different. I, being an Aryan, would not like Aryan association with any race which feels itself superior. It is OK if it calls itself ‘a great civilized race.’ Civilized people should not feel ashamed of admitting learning from any other race.

				Unbiased objective historians know that the word ‘Aryan’ has its origin in ‘Sanskrit’, the language of the Vedas of Hindus.

				Dr. Peter B. Clarke (ed.), in ‘The World’s Religions’ (1993, p.130), has talked about Aryans and their relationship with Iran and the Vedas:

				 

				“The Aryans, or Indo-European, new comers were a tall fair-skinned people believed to have migrated from Central Asia about 2000 B.C.E. One group settled in northern Greece and another in Iran (Whose name is derived from “Aryan”); those who eventually entered India probably split off from the Iranian branch. Knowledge of the Aryans is mostly derived from the heritage of their sacred literature, known as the Vedas, especially the Rig Veda, a collection of hymns.”

				 

				The sentence – “One group settled in northern Greece and another in Iran (whose name is derived from “Aryan”) – reflects conflicting statements given in one and the same paragraph. If the name of Iran is derived from “Aryan”, Aryans were already there. It has been historically proved (read the Chapter “Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture”) that Iran, in ancient times, was a part of India, and that its ancient language Avestan was linguistically very close to Sanskrit. It is also shown that Indo-Aryans had established Hindu (Vedic) kingdoms in Central Asia. From there, they must have gone to Greece. E. Pococke, in his book ‘India in Greece’, has proved with plenty irrefutable evidences that Greece, in ancient times, was colonized by Indo-Aryans, meaning Aryans from India.

				It becomes really confusing, when the same book gives conflicting narrative picture of the incoming Aryans and their religion similar to that of the people of the much older Indus civilization. When the knowledge of the Aryans came from the Vedas, as written by Clarke, how then could those Aryans be from some country other than India, the cradle of the Vedas and Sanskrit?

				The time of their arrival in Iran, and then in India (2000 B.C.) is different from the time (1500 B.C.), as given by several other scholars. His statement that the name “Iran” was derived from “Aryan” can be interpreted that Iran was a part of the Aryan country, Aryavrata (India), as explained by Max Müller earlier in this chapter. The dates of composition of the Rig Veda, as given by various scholars, are also conflicting.

				The above statement by Clarke seems to suggest that the invading Aryans, had already knowledge of the Vedas. But he has not explained where and when their heritage of Sanskrit and the Vedas started.

				Aryans, as a people, can/should not be considered as Indo-European or Aryan languages. I don’t endorse the term “Indo-European.” Aryan languages have no genetic European element, excepting sporadic lingual resemblances between a few European and Sanskrit words. This is explained at length in the next Chapter Four, ‘Indo-European Family:Too Diverse to be One’, that such resemblances are accidental, and also as the result of borrowings due to cohabitation or colonization.

				Clarke talks some times about Indo-Europeans as peoples, not as languages. Here he says that Aryans migrated from Central Asia into India in 2000 B.C., not in 1500 B.C., as most historians have been writing. More interestingly, that Aryans went not only to India, but also to Greece.

				The ‘Aryan migration into Greece’ corroborates what E. Pococke has said in his book, ‘India in Greece or Truth in Mythology’, wherein, he, with host of irrefutable evidences, has established that Hindus (Aryans, Indians) had colonized Greece in ancient times. Because of long cohabitation of Sanskrit-speaking Aryans and Greeks, mutual lingual influence and word borrowings were inevitable. But such relationship between Sanskrit and Greek should not be characterized as cognate or genetic.

				All this corroborates my theory that the Aryans were none but the original natives of Aryavarta (India). They did not invade India. They were returning to India. Indo-Aryans, being ambitious, enterprising, and adventurous, had gone out of India to several regions, and had established their kingdoms in several countries all over the planet, as described also in the chapter ‘Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture’. When their kingdoms were overpowered by other forces in about 1600-1400 B.C., some of them returned to India, the country of their ancestors. Their return is being misinterpreted as invasion.

				 

				Are S. Indians religio-culturally different from N. Indians?

				 

				The theory of the ‘Aryan Invasion of India’ falsely asserts that the South Indians are ethnically different from the North Indians. It also says that the South Indians (Dravidians) were the original natives of India, and the North Indians were Aryans who invaded India and pushed the dark-skinned Dravidians southward. As a matter of fact, it is not true. This was guided by Britain’s old world-known policy “Divide and Rule.” In this chapter it has been proven that the Aryan invasion is a myth.

				The proponents of the theory have knowingly confused the origin and antiquity of all the three – the Aryans, the Vedas and Sanskrit. It is also said that the alleged invading Aryans brought in Caucasian genes.

				 

				Are Caucasian genes non-Indian?

				 

				Caucasian looks among Indians should not confuse their ethnic identity. Caucasian genes should not be confined to only Europe. Like roses, the Caucasoid people can be natives of several countries, as defined by the Random House Webster’s College Dictionary:

				 

				“of designating, or characteristic of one of the traditional racial divisions of humankind, marked by fair to dark skin, straight to curly hair, and light to very dark eyes and orig. inhabiting Europe, parts of North Africa, W. Asia, and India.”

				 

				According to the Columbia Encyclopedia, most anthropologists agree on the existence of three relatively distinct groups: the Caucasoid, the Mongoloid, and the Negroid. The Caucasoid are found in Europe, N Africa, Middle East and N. India. All this proves that most Indians are originally Caucasoid. So it is wrong to say that their Caucasian genes were imported. It rebuts, beyond any doubt, the thesis that the Caucasoid Indians are originally outsiders, whose ancestors invaded India.

				 

				Iran: Home of Aryans

				 

				The authors of the Vedas and worshippers of Ahuro Mazdao did live together in early ancient times. India, including Persia (Iran), was the original home of the Aryans and the Persians (Iranians).

				As a matter of fact, in remote ancient times, Iran was a part of Greater India (Vishaal Bharat). Both the languages – Sanskrit and Zend-Avestan – were linguistically too close to consider them as two different languages.

				Max Müller, in Science of Language (1861, p.289), remarks:

				 

				“Sanskrit and Zend share certain words and grammatical forms in common which do not exist in any other Aryan languages; and there can be no doubt that the ancestors of the poets of the Vedas and the worshippers of Ahuro Mazdao lived together for some time after they had left the original home of the whole Aryan race.“

				 

				Hard to understand what Max Müller meant by the “original home of the whole Aryan race.” I think, Max Müller meant Greater India when Iran remained as its part, until Iran was captured and occupied by other forces.

				Max Müller (1861, pp. 292-293) says that Aryavarta only, was the abode of the Aryans and in Zend, the Arya means the same as in Sanskrit:

				 

				“In India, as we saw, the name of Arya, a national name, fell into oblivion in later times, and was preserved in the term Arya-avarta only, the abode of the Aryans. … Now Airya in Zend means venerable, and is the same time the name of the people.”[27]

				 

				On p. 295, Max Müller emphasizes the same that Arya-avarta (present India) is the original abode of the Aryans:

				 

				“That Aryan was used as a title of honour in the Persian Empire is clearly shown by the cuneiform inscriptions of Darius. He calls himself Ariya and Ariya-kitra, an Aryan and of Aryan descent; and Ahuramazda, or, as he is called by Darius Auramazda, is rendered in the Turanian translation of the inscription of Behistun, ‘the god of the Aryas’. Many historical names of the Persians contain the same element. The great-grandfather of Dariusis is called in the inscriptions Ariyaramna, the Greek Ariaramnes (Herod, vii. 90).”

				 

				The suffixes “ramna” or “ramnes” in the names of the grand father of Darius ‘Ariyaramana’ or ‘Ariaramnes’ need to be noticed which reflect the name of Hindu god ‘Rama’. This is also found in present Hindu names, like “Venkatraman”, Vishwaraman, Sitaraman, etc.

				Max Müller (p.296) remarks: “The modern name of Iran for Persia still keeps up the memory of this ancient title.” He continues to tell about the presence of the element of Arya in the names of both the countries – Armenia[28] and Ireland.[29] He clarifies (p.298): “And it is maintained by O’Reiilly, though denied by others, that this er is used in Irish in the same sense of noble, like the Sanskrit arya.”

				Max Müller (1861, p.294) writes that some other countries in the region craved for Aryan title:

				 

				“As the Zoroastrian religion spread westward, Persia, Elymais, and Media all claimed for themselves this Aryan title. Hellanicus, who wrote before Herodotus, knows of Aria as a name of Persia.”

				 

				Max Müller (p.297) traces the countries in the north-west of India, where the name of Arya has spread:

				 

				“We have traced the name of Arya from India to the west, from Aryavarta to Ariana, Persia, Media, more doubtfully to Armenia and Albania, to the Iron in the Caucasus, and some of nomad tribes in Transoxiana. As we approach Europe the traces of this name grow fainter, yet are not altogether lost.”

				 

				Max Müller (1861, p.298) talks about the two roads open to the Aryas of Asia took to Northern Greece and along the Danube to Germany. He also talks about a German tribe as called: Arii. He also mentions proper names in Persia and in German history which have important Aryan ingredients.

				Max Müller (1861, p.298) sees some traces of (Arya) national name among Greeks and Romans

				 

				“Though we look in vain for any traces of this old national name among the Greeks and Romans, some scholars believe that it may have been preserved in the extreme west of Aryan migrations, in the very name of Ireland.”

				 

				It is now certain beyond any doubt that there have been in ancient times migrations of Aryans from India to the Caucasus and Central Asia, and from there into Europe, who, on their return to India in about 1500 B.C., were mistaken as invaders.

				 

				Parsees (Zoroastrians) in India well-settled and comfortable

				 

				Because of military occupation of Persia by foreign powers, the worshippers of Ahuro Mazdao were separated from mainstream Sanskrit-speaking Aryans of India. Because of their long separation, the Zend language got heavily influenced by the language of its occupiers. In about 9th century AD, several Parsees (Zoroastrians) had to leave Persia because of religious persecutions. Some of them fled to India, the country of Sanskrit-knowing Aryans. They were welcome there, because of their traditional religio-cultural bond with Sanskrit-speaking Aryans (Hindus) and more so because of close relationship between their languages, Sanskrit and Zend Avestan. They felt as if joined with long-separated Sanskrit-speaking kin. India always keeps her doors open for distressed foreigners who are seeking refuge to escape displeasure or tyranny at home.

				Parsees have very well mainstreamed in India on all counts – culture, language, cuisine, ethnic dress Sari – and much more economically and educationally. Parsees have retained their Zoroastrian religion. Hindus don’t want immigrants to get converted. On the contrary, Hindus encourage them and give them constitutional protection to preserve their religion. Converts, in general, are not respected as ‘first class’ Hindus. Parsees have adopted Gujarati, as their language, because they first came to Gujarat and settled in Gujarati towns Navsari and Surat. Parsees, in general, are educated and economically comfortable.

				 

				Contacts between Indian and Iranian Parsees

				 

				I have learnt from my Parsee friends that there are sporadic mutual tourist visits among Parsees between India and Iran. The feeling between them is that Indian Parsees are better off than their Iranian counterparts, particularly because of freedom of religion. They tell visiting Indian Parsees that Zoroastrians in Iran are treated like second-class citizens. Some Iranian Parsees desire to migrate to India. Now, because of tough international immigrant visa regulations, it is not possible to get immigrant visas on both sides. Separation of over a millennium years is too long to prove close family relation to qualify for an immigrant visa on the ground of family re-union.

				 

				Return of Aryans from Greece

				 

				It would be interesting to analytically examine what Garraty & Gay (ed), in ‘Columbia History of the World’ (1981, p.97), have said about the migratory journey of Aryans from Greece into India via Iran:

				 

				“The Aryans (“noble ones”) were part of a large Indo-European migration which left a common cultural heritage from Greece through Iran into India. The religious and social institutions of these invaders are reflected in the oldest stratum of the Veda (sacred “knowledge”) – the most revered sector of traditional Hindu religious literature. The tribes were led by an aggressive warrior aristocracy mounted on horse-driven chariots, and armed with copper and bronze weapons of good quality.”

				 

				The relationship of their religious and social institutions with the Vedas and the Hindu religious literature clearly suggests that these travelers or invaders from Greece were originally Indo-Aryans (Vedic people). There is clear evidence of Indo-Aryan kingdoms in Greece and may be also in its neighborhood, as per E. Pococke, in his book ‘India in Greece: Or Truth in Mythology’, wherein with enormous evidences, he has established that Greece was colonized by Indo-Aryans (of India) in ancient times. Those Indo-Aryans, when overpowered by the natives of Greece or by some other forces, must be returning to India, the country of their ancestors. Some might have fled, and the rest must have got culturally absorbed there in Greece.

				Garraty & Gay (pp. 97-98) further write:

				 

				“Our knowledge of Aryan culture is derived primarily from the Samhita (“collection”) of the Rig-Veda (“Veda of hymns”). It was put into final form at a relatively late date, but reflects the core of a very archaic tradition.”

				 

				Garraty and Gay’s statement that the knowledge of the Aryan culture was derived from the Vedas clearly suggests that the Aryans, from Greece to India via Iran, were Vedic Indo-Aryans who had colonized Greece. They were returning to India. On page 98, they write:

				 

				“The growth of priestly power and status in Aryan society was an important element in the extension of Aryan political power. It is possible to trace, through geographical reference in the Veda, slow but sure march of Aryan civilization from the Indus Valley down to western portion of the Ganges and its tributaries.”

				 

				All this whatever Garraty and Gay have said about the temporal relationship, the Aryans had with the Rig Veda and the Indus (Sindhu) Valley civilization, contradicts with the timing of the alleged Aryan invasion of India (1500-1200 B.C.), as given by them earlier. There is more than 500 years difference between the year of the alleged Aryan invasion (1500 B.C.) and the Indus Valley civilization. Some date the Indus civilization long before 2500 B.C.

				Aryans, as shown above, have been all over – Mesopotamia, Egypt, Asia Minor, Syria, Greece, Africa, and in several South-East Asian countries. They were warriors (Kshyatries) and had established their kingdoms in several regions in remote ancient times. With the adverse turn of the time against them, they were obliged to return to Aryavarta (India, Bharat), the country of their ancestors. Most of them stayed there and got socio-culturally and linguistically absorbed. Kirsten Malmkjær (ed.), in the Linguistics Encyclopedia (1995, p.191), corroborates that Sanskrit is the ancient language of India, and that the Sanskrit-speaking Aryans were not outsiders to India.

				Malmkjær (p. 213), talking about the two main Indic and Iranian branches of languages, reaffirms that Sanskrit was the language of India:

				 

				“The former (Indic) appears as Sanskrit, which subsequently evolved into various Indo-European languages of India and Pakistan, such as Hindi, Urdu, Bengali, and Gujarati, while the latter (Iranian) evolved early into Avestan and Old Persian dialects.”

				 

				It seems that the word “Indo” prefixed to various families of languages, such as ‘Indo-European, Indo-Iranian, Indo-Germanic, Indo-Pacific, etc, suggests that Sanskrit was linguistically related to various global languages. The World Book Encyclopedia (vol. 10, 1984, p. 106f) writes that the so called invading Aryans “came from Central Asia through the mountain passes of the Hindu Kush. These warlike people called themselves Aryans, a Sanskrit word meaning nobles or owners of land.” It is a fact, as explained earlier in this chapter, that Aryans (presently known as Hindus) had gone out north-west before 1500 B.C., and had established their kingdoms in the Asia Minor region, covering Mesopotamia, Syria, Palestine, Anatolia (present Turkey) and countries in Central Asia.

				 

				 

				Contradictions, misconceptions and misinterpretations

				 

				Validity/correctness of the related events will be better understood by reviewing the contradictions, misrepresentations, misinterpre-tations, and misdating of the related events, the theory of “Aryan invasion of India” is based on. This chapter will talk about:

				 

				1. All this – the contradictions, vague assertions, unfounded assumptions, misconceptions and misinterpretations implied in what host of scholars have written about the Aryans and the invasion – has distorted the ethnic identity of the Aryans and their original native abode.

				2. Documented history of the Vedic Aryan kingdoms in Central Asia, Asia Minor, Syria, Egypt, and Mesopotamia, Aryans are being said to have come from.

				 

				It is left to the readers to make their judgment about the identity of the Aryans and their alleged invasion of India. John Gunther, in his book ‘Inside Asia’ (1939, p. 373), has remarked about the Aryan invasion:

				 

				“About 1500 B.C. or earlier, a series of invasions of India began by light-skinned nomads who came through the Afghan passes and settled in the Ganges plains. … These nomad invaders were the Aryans; in Sanskrit the word “Arya” means gentleman or one high born. The Aryans had their own literature; their early books are called Vedas, or scriptures. Veda literally means knowledge. … The Aryans very early developed an exceedingly complicated form of worship, which became Hinduism.”

				 

				The above statement clearly shows that the Aryans, who, Gunther sees as invaders, in fact, were Hindus (Indo-Aryans) of India. No country, other than Aryavarta (India), and her neighboring countries – Nepal, Sri Lanka, Bhutan, etc. – has or had Hinduism-like form of worship, nor had its scriptures, known as the Vedas.

				Reading all what Gunther has said above about invading Aryans, no body would believe that those alleged invading Aryans, who had knowledge of the Vedas, were not Hindus, the natives of Hindustan. Does Gunther mean to say that there was no Hinduism, prior to 1500 B.C.? The Chapter Two has talked about the remote antiquity of Hinduism and the Vedas. Does Gunther mean that the alleged invading Aryans had no Vedas, prior to their arrival in India? I am knowingly calling it their “arrival” in, not “invasion” of India. How could Aryans be invaders of their own country Aryavarta (India)?

				 

				Did any country other than India have Aryans as its natives?

				 

				If the Aryans were natives of Asia Minor or its some neighboring country, its history would have documented that Aryans were its natives who spoke Sanskrit in its earlier times. Is Gunther trying to say that those Aryans developed/created Hinduism and composed the Vedas after their arrival in India? As a matter of fact, Hinduism (Former Vedic religion) and its Vedas were already there long prior to the alleged Aryan arrival. Sanskrit and the Vedas are much older than even the Sindhu (Indus) Valley civilization (read Chapter Two ‘Sanskrit and the Rig Veda: Their Homeland and Ages’. The seal bearing Swastika, excavated in the Indus Valley, is the evidence of the antiquity of Hinduism, Sanskrit and the Vedas. History tells that those Aryans, who have been mistaken as “invaders”, had gone out of India long before 1500 B.C., spoke Sanskrit and practiced Hinduism.

				 

				Is Hinduism complicated? Are Hindus polytheist?

				
 

				I thought, I may throw some light on the form of Hindu worship, if it is “an exceedingly complicated form of worship”, as viewed above by Gunther. Yes, Hinduism can be complicated for the non-Hindus who have not sweatead to understand Hinduism and its intrinsic delicate concepts, which, unlike most other religions, are too broad-based and too liberal for a restricted and closed mind. It has no defined boundaries. Hinduism has no restrictions excepting those by conscience.

				In area of Hindu theology, there is freedom to practice desirable teachings of any other religion. Hinduism teaches to always keep eyes and ears open and mind receptive to learn from any where to get peace of mind, which one can get only from freedom from kaam (lust), krodha (anger), lobha (greed), moha (attachments), and Ahamkar (ego, self-pride). Meditation and Yoga can be of a great help. In India, almost all religions – Hinduism, Jainism, Buddhism, Judaism, Christianity, Islam, Sikhism, Sufism, and even Atheism, etc. – are being practiced with full freedom and respect. Hindus, basically, are mono-theistic, believing in only one Almighty God, with capital ‘G’, along with several gods and goddesses, with small ’g’. In Hindi or Sanskrit they are called ‘deva’ or ‘devi’ (saints), not “Ishwar” or “Paramatama” equal to ‘God’. This broad-based system of worship is being misperceived as polytheism. Among Hindus, like in most other religions, God is male. This needs to be understood that in ancient times, Hindus used to worship good king (raja), as god, and good queen as goddess. Because, he/she protects good people against evil people. For example, great benevolent warrior kings, Rama and Krishna, are still being worshipped as gods. They are not mythological gods. Rama and Krishna were born and they died. Their kingdoms have long and great history. There are some mythological gods and goddesses of some powers – Brahma as creator, Vishnu as sustainer, Shiva as destroyer, Sarasvati (goddess of knowledge), Laxmi (goddess of wealth), Durga (goddess of power/defense), Indra (god of rain or thunder), Agni (goddess of fire), Varuna (god of natural and moral law), etc. Even the sun is worshipped as Surya devta, as god of light and heat.

				Interestingly, all the three most important portfolios – finance, defense, and education – are assigned to goddesses Laxmi, Durga, and Sarasvati respectively. May be, because of Hindu conviction that woman is more mature, steady-minded, liberal, bias-free, and judicially fairer than man.

				Hinduism endorses liberated and widened political democracy to the extent that in Hindustan (India), the communism and socialism enjoy equal acceptance and rights as capitalism. Communists in India are not Achhuts (untouchables). It is left to the people to elect or reject them. There used to be two communist states (Bengal and Kerala). Most of the people of the surviving communist state (West Bengal) are counting its last days. It seems they are feeling distressed and feel suffocated, because they are not enjoying the cool free breeze, as the people of other states are; and they don’t have opportunities to feel financially comfortable.

				 

				Hinduism: not a religion, but a ‘way of life’

				 

				Hindu meditation, in loneliness with closed eyes, would tell whom the meditator is praying – ‘God’, or a ‘god’ or a ‘goddess’? In addition to God, Hindus worship a god/goddess, because he likes his/her attributes and teachings, he wants to incorporate. Hindus worship the nature, like the sun, tree, etc. Several years back, I saw one man in Mumbai, worshipping a tree. When asked why tree, he answered he likes tree because it gives comforting shade to every body without any bias or discrimination; and tree also teaches humility. The tree with fruit bows down – more with more fruit. Man with money has ego – greatr ego with more money. He said that these are the great qualities of tree, few human beings would have. It doesn’t mean the tree-worshippers don’t worship Almighty ‘God’, who is the only one for all the humanity.

				Hinduism, unlike most other religions, was not founded by some one (like Christ), nor does it have any one sacred book (like Bible, etc.) to worship. Hindus consider Hinduism as a way of life, not a religion. Even the word “Dharma”, in Sanskrit, means duty, not a religion, as is being misunderstood.

				In Hinduism, there is no designated day to go to Mandir (Hindu temple), as Christians have Sunday. No weekly congregations. Any day, any time, one can go to a mandir (temple) and pray. Even he may not go to temple. He may pray and meditate at home in his bedroom, or living room, or on the lawn. In America, or other countries, Hindus may gather in a temple weekly for prayer and ‘langar’ (congregation meal). In overseas countries, Indians (Hindus and Sikhs) need social gathering also.

				In Hinduism, there are no “dos” and “don’ts”. Conscience is the governor. Complete freedom, as directed by conscience and social norms. No penalties for those who disrespect the norms, excepting discomforting bites of the conscience. Most Hindus have a prayer room in the house. They believe God is omnipresent, then not necessary to go to mandir (temple) regularly. Hindus believe in ‘individualized’ prayer not in ‘congregations.” Hindus don’t believe in conversion, because conversion, in their belief, is insult to God, telling Him that all religions do not have one and the same God. In other words, God, Allah, Ishwar, are the names of one and the same Almighty God, Who looks after the whole humanity, irrespective of their different religious affinities which suggest different routes (paths) to God. The names of God are different because of different languages.

				Schooling in ancient India was different – keeping in tune with Hinduism, as ‘a way of life’. In order to learn the ‘way of life’, one needs life-laboratory. Learning through living at the home of the guru (teacher) gives both the aspects of schooling – the gyan (knowledge) of the Vedas and the art of living, how to practice the gyan (knowledge) – while living the life. It needs constant on-the-spot instruction, guidance, and supervision by the guru, because the co-ordination of both the ‘knowledge’ and the ‘art of living’ can be more fruitful with constant supervised guidance by the guru. There was no custom of tuition fee. It is understandable, while living at guru’s house for education, the student would volunteer some sevaa (work/service). Such system is being misinterpreted by some scholars as slavery.

				Most scholars know about the four ashrams (stages of life) among ancient Hindus – Brahmcharya, Grahstha, Vanprastha, and Sanyas. During their first Ashram (until about age 25), Hindus were supposed/advised to remain Brahamchari (unmarried) and receive gyan (knowledge) from their guru, mostly while living in his house. Such was the model of schooling.

				After completing education, the student would return home to get married, work to raise his children (Grashta Ashram). Such great emphasis on education in India, from her ancient times, has helped Hindus to have comfortable life by climbing up the education ladder. India, thus, has been able to produce plenty of educated and technological personnel even to spare plenty for overseas employment. It will be hard to find any country without Indians who are professionally and economically well-placed.

				After retirement from thr job, he would continue to live in the family and do some voluntary work to serve the community to repay to it for what the community did for him (Vanprasha Ashram).

				At his advanced stage of life (Sansyas Ashram), he will renounce the world (meaning take Sanyas), move out of the house to start meditation to advance his Atma (soul) by making self more disciplined and free from unholy bodily desires and attachments, so as to have peace of mind. In present times, they don’t leave the house, but stay at home and meditate, and go to temple more frequently. Meditation is of equal importance for all the stages of life – education, work, community service, and upliftment of the soul. I think, in almost all societies, most people irrespective of their religious affiliation practice all this during their different stages of life. Only the difference is that they don’t have ear-marked Ashrams (Stages of life) as Hindus have. Even present Hindus do not have. Hindus, like most other peoples, do consider education of prime importance in life.

				 

				Respect for guru (teacher) enhances effectiveness of education

				 

				In present times, because of little respect for the teacher, education has been going down the drain. In the eastern world, for effective education, there is paramount emphasis on the respect for the teacher (guru). I think, because of this, the word for teacher is Guru.

				At the Kashi Vidyapeeth Institute of Social Sciences, Benaras, India, my students used to addres me as “Guruji”, not Sir. Benaras (Kashi or VaranasI) is in the U.P. state which has Hindi as its regional language.

				In Hinduism, the role of the guru is very much emphasized. There is a doha (couplet), sung by Kabir, a great sufi poet:

				 

				“Guru Gobind (God) dou khare, kake lagoon paya

				Balhari guru apne Gobind diya batai.”

				 

				Meaning, when both the guru and Gobind (God} are standing in front of me, whose feet should I touch first? The answer: guru’s because only with his help one can meet Gobind (God).

				I have been told by my parents that it is a Hindu practice to send child to his/her first school only on Thursday (Guruwar, the day of guru). Hindus worship Sarasvati, the goddess of knowledge. This is the reason why India has been able to produce many educated people who have been all over the globe.

				When I recall my school days, I think I was living in ancient Vedic times when both the ‘knowledge’ (gyan) and the ‘teacher’ (guru) were respected and celebrated. I remember I read an essay in one text book of nineth grade showing respect for a book, because it contains knowledge.

				The anecdote is like this. Some were being interviewed for the position of a teacher. A book was intentionally left by the interviewing committee on the floor between the entrance and the table in front of the interviewing committee. One, among several other candidates, picked up the book, kissed it and with high regard, kept it on the table, before she took her seat for interview. She was selected because she showed respect for the knowledge she was being hired to give to her students.

				This also, I remember, was taught to children not to walk over a written paper or a book, and not to throw a page of a book, particularly religious, in garbage. It should be burnt to ashes. Fire, among Hindus, is considered as a purifying agent. Therefore, Hindus, Jains, Buddhists and Sikhs cremate. Cremation creates no pollution. Open fire cleans air. Cremation is geographically economical. It saves space for some other useful purposes.

				Like many parents in America, Indians too assume the financial responsibility for the education of their children. But, in order to minimize burden on the parents, most Indian students opt to live with parents ‘if-and-when’ feasible, until they are gainfully employed. Some boys continue to live with parents even after they are married, responding to financial condition of the family and to take care of the parents in their old age to prevent their placement in a nursing home (old age home). This is the reason why there are few nursing homes in India.

				 

				 

				Did Sanskrit come to India from outside?

				 

				John Osborne & et al, in “Global Studies” (1988:59), write:

				 

				“From 1500 to 500 B.C., the Aryans brought the Sanskrit language, the horse, and iron products. … Since its origin around 3000 B.C., Hinduism has had great influence on Indian society. … Chiefly worshipped (gods) are: Brahma, the creator; Vishnu, the preserver; and Shiva, the destroyer.”

				 

				The above statement is self-contradictory. If Hinduism originated in India around 3000 B.C., how, then, could Osborne & et al say that Sanskrit was brought in by the alleged invading Aryans in 1500 B.C.? Or do they say that Hinduism originated in 3000 B.C. out side India, the invading Aryans allegedly came from? They or other historians should identify the country, other than India, where Hinduism was practiced, as its native religion, and Sanskrit was its native language. It is true that Hinduism and Sanskrit, the language of their Vedas, are older than 5000 years, but it is not historically true that they were imported.

				The seals, reflecting Shiva Linga and Swastika excavated at Mohenjodaro, suggest that the Vedic religion (present Hinduism) was practiced prior to 3000 B.C. Osborne & et al also write that Hindus worshipped Shiva around 3,000 B.C. Then how can they and some other historians suggest that Shiva was borrowed? On page 61, Osborne & et al have mentioned that Vedas were the sacred writings of Hinduism. They have also said: “The Indus Valley (3000 B.C.) is the birthplace of India’s civilization. Two early city states were Mohenjo-Daro and Harappa.” The contradictions in the theory are apparent. Contradictions, like these, particularly within the statements of the same authorship, do not qualify the Aryan invasion as a valid and reliable theory. Contradictions between two scholars are understandable, but not within the same authorship.

				Let us see what Will Durant, in his “Our Oriental Heritage” (1935, p. 406), has said about the originality of Sanskrit:

				 

				“It is quite unlikely that the ancient tongue, which Sir William Jones pronounced more perfect than the Greek, more copious than the Latin, and more exquisitely refined than either, should have been the spoken language of the Aryan invaders. … The Sanskrit of Vedas and the epics has already the earmarks of a classic and literary tongue, used only by scholars and priests; the very word Sanskrit means prepared, pure, perfect, sacred.”

				 

				Durant clearly seems to suggest that if the invading Aryans were not original Indo-Aryans from India, Sanskrit would not have been their spoken language.

				Stanley Wolpert, in “A New History of India” (1993, p. 27) talks about the Aryan invasion of India:

				 

				“This was the most important invasion in all of India’s history, since the Aryans brought with their Caucasian genes, a new language – Sanskrit – and a new pantheon of gods, as well as the patriarchal family and the three-class social structure (priests, warriors, and commoners) into which their tribes were organized.”

				 

				The above statement by Wolpert – the invading Aryans brought with them “a new language Sanskrit” and “a new pantheon of gods”– clearly suggests that Wolpert meant that prior to their alleged arrival in India in 1500 B.C., Sanskrit was not spoken, nor a pantheon of gods were worshipped in India. All were new to India. It means Sanskrit was spoken and several gods were worshipped only in the country, those Aryans came from. The reference seems to Hindu (Vedic) religion, which has both Sanskrit and a pantheon of gods. Then, why have Wolpert and other scholars not been able to identify the country in the region – Central Asia, Mesopotamia, Asia Minor, etc. – the Aryans might have come from, whose natives spoke Sanskrit and worshipped several Hindu gods any time in the past? Did all the Sanskrit-speaking Aryans of that country, go out to invade India, leaving none behind? Or did Sanskrit die there? The history of languages and linguistics is witness that no language has died in the original place of its birth and survived somewhere else, and that in a land thousands miles away. Ancient history of Anatolia and its region does not mention Sanskrit or any Indic language amongst its dead languages. Historian, in true sense, is one who writes history based on his research not one who copycats some thing without confirming its validity.

				Moreover, Wolpert’s statement that the invading Aryans brought with them “a new pantheon of gods” in 1500 B. C. contradicts Osborne & et al who have said that Hinduism had its origin around 3000 B.C.

				Wolpert (1993:25) remarks:

				 

				“We have no archeological evidence for the first centuries of India’s Aryan age (from about 1500 to 1000 B.C.), but we have been able to piece together some picture of the era from the Aryans’ religious ‘Books of Knowledge,’ or Vedas, which were so sedulously preserved by the bards of each tribe through rigorous oral tradition.”

				 

				This is not true that he had no archeological evidence. He would have it if he wanted to. The Indus Valley cities – Mohenjodaro and Harappa – were archeologically excavated in 1920s, his book was published in 1993. Historians are expected to have always their ears and eyes open to know whatever is happening and read whatever is written in the area of their professional pursuits. No excuses.

				Wolpert claims that some picture about the Aryan era (1500-1000) was pieced together from the Vedas, despite absence of archeological evidences. It means the Vedas were there during 1500-1000 B.C. He contradicts himself on the next page (p. 26) where he writes that the Vedas were composed by invading Aryans later than 1000 B.C. Some other historians, including Max Müller (Wolpert p.26), have given Veda’s composition year 600 B.C. and even later:

				 

				“Müller reasoned that they (Vedas) must have been composed at about the time the Buddha lived, or somewhere during the sixth century B.C. Then, by dead reckoning backwards, he estimated that within the 108 surviving Upanishadic texts there had been significant ideological, if not linguistic, evolution, which probably took several centuries. That would move the date of their composition back to the eighth century B.C., from whence it would have taken at least two centuries for the Brahmanas to have been written.”

				 

				Wolpert’s (1993, p..25) ill-based assumption of “absence of archeo-logical evidence for the first centuries (1500 to 1000 B.C.) of India’s Aryan age” is rebutted by the documented historical facts of the Mohenjodaro excavations in early twenties of the 20th century. The seals, excavated there-from, have given a great deal of archaeological evidences – Swastika, Shiva, Shiva Linga, fire hearths, post-cremation urns, Great Bath, etc. – to prove the prehistory antiquities of Sanskrit and the Aryan (Vedic/Hindu) culture and religion.

				Several scholars like – William L. Langer (1968), T. Burrow (2001), Chester G. Starr (1991), Garraty & Gay (1981), Stanley Wolpert (1993), John Gunther (1939), Osborne & et al (1989), Ainslie T. Embree (1988), and several others – have authored their books much later than the twenties of the twentieth century, when excavations at Mohenjodaro and Harappa shed distinct light on the Rig Veda, its language Sanskrit and Vedic religion. Thus, it left no scope for excuses for ignorance and historical misrepresentations of the events related to Aryans, Sanskrit, and the Rig Veda. The Sindhu (Indus) Valley civilization evidences its relationship with the Vedic religion as reflected by the Mohenjodaro seals depicting Shiva, Shiva Lingam, Swastika, cremation, urns with ashes, purification significance of fire and water in the religious rituals performed by the natives of Mohenjodaro.

				Wolpert (1993, p.25) writes about the Rig Veda being unconscious about the Aryan invasion:

				 

				“The Rig Veda, however, is unconscious of that journey and of the Aryan ‘invasion’ of India, yet it does mention Aryan victories against ‘fortified places’ (pur), within which dark-skinned people (dasas) had sought in vain to defend themselves against the fairer (“wheat-colored”) Aryans. (Sanskrit word dasa later came to mean ‘slave’).”

				 

				How could the Rig Veda know about the event (Aryan invasion) which never happened? If the invasion had happened, the Rig Veda would have definitely talked about such a significant event.

				It is hard to believe that Aryans would invade their own country Aryavarta they or their ancestors had left earlier for overseas trade and cultural colonization, evidenced by history, as given in the Chapter Six, ‘Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture’. Since, as established by massive irrefutable evidences, Aryan invasion has been proven as a myth, and so also the theory of the Aryan-Dravidian divide. All this was a colonial-engineered mischief.

				In order to be able to reconstruct the distorted history of ancient India, her culture and her religion, the earlier statements by several scholars need to be seriously re-examined to identify their ignorance (in my opinion deliberately self-imposed), contradictions, misinterpretations, manipulation of the dates of related significant events, and their indifference to the Vedic/Hindu traditions. Western scholars need to be aware of their ignorance of, and bias against Eastern (Asian and African) cultures.

				Why do they ignore the Mohenjodaro seals, depicting Shiva and Swastika? They tell lot about the antiquity of the Vedic religion, now known as Hinduism. It would be erroneous to say that the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans, and that Sanskrit came into India from outside. Aryan victories were the victories of good Aryan Rajas against evil Rajas, not of the alleged invading Aryans against the natives of India, as misinterpreted by colonial historians. These victories were registered in the Rig Veda long before 1500 B.C. Both good and evil Rajas were Aryans of good families. Both the good Pandavas and the evil Kauravas of the Mahabharata, were from one and the same royal family. They were cousins. Historians should recognize their own such misinterpre-tations and misrepresentations.

				 

				 

				Slavery in ancient India?

				 

				Garraty and Gay in The Columbia History of the World (1972, p.99), write:

				 

				“It is probable that as the Aryan invaders battled their way down from the northwest through the Ganges Valley, they conquered and enslaved local peoples most of whom were darker and smaller than their Aryan foes. The most archaic word for slave is dasa (dark), and the classical word for caste is varna (color).”

				 

				Caste system is different from slavery. The lowest caste people ‘shudra’ are not bought and sold as slaves. Slave, as defined by dictionaries, is the property of the person who has bought him or her. The word ‘dasa’ is misinterpreted by Wolpert, Garraty and Gay. According to Vedic traditions ‘dasa’ was never considered as slave. The word ‘dasa’, in Indic languages, means servant. The Vedic (Hindu) society has never practiced shameful uncivilized slavery. Only civilized White Europe and America are known by history for such barbaric practices. The Vedas and Shastras have no where talked about slavery system, in any form in Vedic/Hindu society. Only white Europeans and Americans had slaves. Shamelessly, humans were being bought and sold, like a commodity.

				The Sanskrit/Hindi word ‘dasa’ does not mean dark. It means servant. Garraty & Gay, and also Stanley Wolpert seem to believe that there was slavery in ancient India, because of their wrong translation of the word ‘dasa’. Ignorance of such kind on the part of historians defames their only child ‘history’.

				The word “Dasa”, in Sanskrit means ‘shewak’ (servant), not slave. Dasas were not bought. Mostly, these shewaks (dasas) were volunteers to serve their gyani (learned) gurus, Rishis and Munis in return to the Vedic gyan (knowledge of the Vedas) they were receiving from. In ancient times, guru homes were informal schools to have sleep-in students. Ironically, they seem to have been misperceived as slaves by some western scholars, who think themselves knowledgeable without knowing the culture, religion and language of the people they are writing about. In ancient times, like present times, there was a system of ‘sleep-in’ help. They were paid for their services. They were not bought for life long service. They could stop working whenver they wanted to.

				 

				Aryan Colonies in Asia Minor and its region

				 

				The Encyclopedia Britannica (2005, vol. 1, p.373) writes: “Anatolia was, from the beginning of civilization, a crossroad of numerous migrations. It further writes about the Aryan colonies in Asia Minor, which, from earliest of times, has been known as a battle ground between the East and the West as it is located where Europe and Asia meet. The EB continues on the same page:

				 

				“Aryan races seem to have invaded the country (Asia Minor) in 1750 BC and imposed at least their language on the Hittites, who in the 17th century BC emerged suddenly as powerful empire at Hattusa (modern Bogazkoy) ruling over Anatolia and fighting the Egyptian pharaohs for the mastery of Syria, and Assyria for the mastery of Mitanni (Jerablus).”

				 

				It shows that Aryans were in Asia Minor in 18th century B.C. They were invaders or immigrants of Asia Minor, not its natives. They, as Mitanni, had established their kingdoms in Asia Minor, Egypt, Mesopotamia and other countries in the region. History tells that Mitanni or Mitranni were originally Kshatri (Warrior) tribe from the Punjab, India. These were the Aryans who were returning to India, the country of their ancestors, when their overseas kingdoms were militarily over-powered by other forces. They might have been mistaken as invaders because they were traveling on well-armored horse-driven chariots. Thus they might have faced some military confrontation from the then natives of India. Their return seems to have been perceived as invasion.

				The large territory covering Asia Minor, Mesopotamia, Egypt, and Syria – where Indo-Aryans had established their kingdoms in around 18th century B.C. or earlier – has been historically misunderstood as the birthplace of the Sanskrit-speaking Aryans who allegedly are said to have invaded India. The history of none of these countries has recorded that the Aryans were its natives and Sanskrit was its native language any time in the past. The historical misinterpretations of the events have created confusion, too complex for historians to straighten out the confounded Aryan-related history.

				It seems the theory of ‘Aryan invasion of India’ was strategically engineered by the British East India Company before the Indus (Sindhu) Valley civilization saw the sunshine in early twenties of the twentieth century. These historians, it seems, were ignorant of the antiquities of the Rig Veda, Sanskrit, and Vedic religion which had significant relationship with Mohenjodaro, as discussed in the Chapter Two: ‘Sanskrit and Vedas’. The seals, depicting Swastika and Shiva Linga, excavated from Mohenjodaro, would convince any body to conclude that whole India, Northern as well as Southern, was inhabited by Sanskrit-speaking Vedic Aryans from prehistory times. The theory of Aryan invasion has created a divisive historic ulcer in India between the North and the South. It has become too old and too deep for present historians to cleanse and cure it. It doesn’t mean they should not try to correct it.

				 

				Indo-Aryans in ‘stan’ countries of Central Asia

				 

				Quite a few countries in Central Asia with their names ending with ‘stan’ or ‘istan’ – Krigstan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Chinese Turkistan, Tadzhikstan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, etc. – quite plausibly would have been ruled in ancient times by India. This is fully discussed in the Chapter Six, ‘Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture’.

				The alleged invading Aryans are said to be from Central Asia. In fact, they were Indo-Aryans from the extended Greater India of those times. David Frawley, in ‘Gods, Sages and Kings’ (1991, p.83), writes “Perhaps the Aryan peoples of Central Asia and Europe migrated from India via Gandhara.” This explains that it was return of Aryans to, not invasion of India. History of the movement of ancient Aryans: “India→Central Asia→India”, has been misinterpreted as only “Central Asia→India”, to validate the ill-founded theory of the Aryan Invasion of India.

				William L. Langer (ed.), in ‘The New Illustrated Encyclopedia of World History’ (vol. 1, 1975, p.34), talks about the Hurrians (Biblical Horites), who, in small numbers, started entering northern Mesopotamia and the East Tigris country in the late 3rd millennium. Major invasions of these people began about 1700, and by 1500 B.C. They had penetrated into Syria and Eastern Anatolia, and Palestine. The earliest Hurrian texts are from Mari (18th century B.C.). Other texts come from the Hittite archive of Boghazkoy (14th -13th centuries) from Ugarit and from Egypt.

				Langer is surprised to find that the Hurrian royal families seemed to be Indo-Aryan. He remarks that the ruling class of the Hurrians bore not Hurrian but Indo-Aryan names. The Aryans established themselves as an aristocracy and probably won their position as chariot warriors.

				 

				Was Sanskrit in Anatolia, as its native language?

				 

				How could Sanskrit have been introduced to India from outside when no country, other than India, had ever Sanskrit as its native language? The Encyclopedia Britannica (2005: vol. 1, p. 374) does not mention Sanskrit even as one of the Anatolian languages – extinct or current, Indo-European or non-Indo-European:

				 

				• Seven IE languages Hittite, Palaic, Luwian, Hieroglyphic Luwian, Lydian, Lycian, and Phrygian.

				• Three non-IE languages Hattic, Hurrian, and two other undecided Anatolian languages, Carian and Sidetic. The non-Indo-European languages of Anatolia are sometimes called Asianic.

				 

				Hittite and Hurrian might be derivative dialects of Sanskrit. They might have developed there because of long cohabitation of Sanskrit-speaking Ido-Aryans and the natives of Asia Minor. But Sanskrit was never spoken in Asia Minor as its native language.

				 

				The Rig Veda and Aryan invasion of India

				 

				In several historical accounts, the age of the Rig Veda has been considerably reduced from over seven millennia B.C. to one millennium B.C. Several historians, including Wolpert, write that the Rig Veda was composed by the alleged invading Aryans in about 1,000 B.C. or even later. If it was so, why then, the invading Aryans themselves would fail to mention their arrival or invasion in the Rig Veda. Wolpert says that the Rig Veda records Aryan victories over the dark-skinned ‘dasas’. It would have been appreciated if Wolpert had recorded the hymns, he is talking about and the year of those hymns.

				Wolpert (p.27) has mentioned that Subiluliuma and Mattiwaza of Hittite and Mitanni kingdoms invoked the names of Vedic (Hindu) gods as divine witnesses in the treaty they concluded in about 1400 B.C. Then how does Wolpert say that Vedas were composed in about 1000 B.C.? It shows Hindus (Vedic people) were there in Anatolia, but not as its natives. Several historians have been resistant to suggestions of the Indus Valley archeological finds which challenge both the hypotheses – the Aryan invasion and the Indo-European.

				Garraty and Gay, in ‘The Columbia History of the World’ (p.105), write:

				 

				“One of the best examples of growing Brahmanic control over the immensely complex religious and social environment is to be found in the epic literature – the Mahabharata and Ramayana. … The most important text in the Mahabharata is the Bhagavad-Gita, written probably in the first century A.D.”

				 

				Gita might have been written in the first century A.D., but it was a live discourse between Lord Krishna and Arjuna on the battle field of Krukshetra where the Mahabharata War was fought between the Pandavas and the Kauravas in 3067 B.C., not in the first century A.D., as it is suggested by Garraty and Gay. This is the way the fabricated chronology has wrongly affected the history of the ancient India, and in turn, the minds of her people.

				Historical evidences – of the fire-related Vedic religious rituals, cremation, worship of Shiva, Swastika, etc., as reflected by the seals excavated at the Mohenjodaro – clearly prove, beyond any doubt, that the Vedas preceded the Indus civilization, which even Embree agrees that the Indus Valley civilization flourished from 3000 B.C. until 1500 B.C. How then could the Vedic period be dated 1500-1200 B.C.? How could the theory of Aryan invasion of India be considered valid and reliable? How could the Aryans, the historically recognized as the natives of Aryavrata (India), be considered as its invaders? History talks about the migrations of Aryans from India to several regions of the world before 1500 B.C. Some of them must be returning to India, the country of their ancestors.

				 

				Death of the Sindhu Valley Civilization?

				 

				Many scholars have said that the human skeletons found at Mohenjodaro site were result of an allegedly violent assault on the city by the invading Aryans, and that this they consider as evidence of the “death” of the civilization. The findings from the site have been carbon dated to 3,500 B.C.-2,000 B.C. The alleged Aryan invasion is said to have occurred in 1,500 B.C. Moreover, invaders would not leave bodies on the streets and walk away. Why would they not stay in the town they captured? Some scholars have rightly concluded that the skeletons are evidence rather of some natural calamity such as floods, earthquake or mudslide might have caused massive destruction, beyond human control. All the massive finds were found buried in the mound, named Mohen-jo-daro, which, in Sindhi language, is ‘Mooan (dead) jo (of) daro (mound)’, meaning ‘the mound of the dead’. It is ridiculous to think that skeletons of the natives of Mooan-jo-daro and their possessions were buried deep in the mound (daro) by humans.

				 

				Was Indus civilization destroyed by humans or by a natural calamity?

				 

				Dimock, et al and other scholars have said that the Indus valley cities, Mohenjodaro and Harappa, were destroyed by the invading Aryans who left behind scores of dead bodies on streets as suggested by the archaeologists. It is hard to understand why any invaders, after their victory, would leave the streets of the conquered cities with the scattered bodies of the defeated people, rather than cremating or burying them to make the cities livable for them. Do invaders come to occupy the land or leave it with dead bodies scattered around on streets? Where did they go after so many killings? Did they go back where they had come from? Did they settle there in the same cities along with dead bodies lying around? Did they kill every body leaving no survivors to take care of the dead? They must have gone there to stay, not to walk away without acquisitioning what they had come for.

				As a matter of fact, the bodies were found buried deep in the mounds which were excavated more than three thousands of years later. They were not, or they could not be ritually cremated or buried because they must have been buried deep by a natural calamity, like earth quake, mudslide, or floods. ..

				Moreover, how could the alleged invading Aryans destroy Indus civilization in or around 2500 B.C., when allegedly they invaded India in 1500 B.C.?

				The present study asserts that Mohenjodaro (rather Mooanjodaro) and Harappa were demolished by a natural calamity, not by a violent invasion. It further says that the population of the Sindhu Valley was not just composed of the natives of Mohenjodaro and Harappa. The civilization was spread much wider all around Sindh and Punjab. Even Gujarat, Rajasthan, Maldives, and Baluchistan (Mehrgarh) were part of extended Sindhu-Sarasvati (Indus) civilization. The destruction of Mohen-jo-daro and Harappa would not have led to the death of the entire population of the Sindhu (Indus) Valley.

				However, more importantly, this study argues that a civilization, if correctly defined, does not die. Random House Webster’s College Dictionary defines “civilization” as “an advanced state of human society, in which a high level of culture, science, and government has been reached.”

				Seeing the kinds of things have been excavated, and the landscape of their scatter, common sense suggests that Mohen-jo-daro was not a human creation. The recent – late December, 2003 – the two-day massive earthquakes in the ancient city Bam, Iran, are said to have made a grave yard of more than 40,000 alive people. It is, I believe, beyond human capacity to take out all the bodies and ritually bury them. They have been buried with their possessions. After thousands of years, some interested archeologists may hire help to excavate the ruined remains and write a fascinating, but a very sad story. They may call it “Bam-mooan-jo-daro” – the mound of the dead of Bam, similar to Indus Valley ‘Mooan-jo-daro’.

				Colin Renfrew, in his book ‘Archaeology & Language’ (1987, pp.188-189), suggests not to blame invading Aryans for the destruction of the civilization, because the theory of Aryan invasion is itself shaky:

				 

				“Recent work on the decline of the Indus Valley civilization shows that it did not have a single, simple cause: certainly there are no grounds for blaming its demise upon invading hordes. This seems instead to have been a system collapse, and local movements of people may have followed it. Further more the chronology for the Aryan invaders theory is decidedly shaky. The decline of the Indus Valley civilization can now be put about 1800 B.C.”

				 

				Renfrew puts destruction of civilization in 1800 BC, not 1500 BC, the year of the alleged invasion.

				 

				Civilization, as perceived by the East and the West

				 

				The East is generally spiritualistic and the West materialistic. Westerners, unlike Easterners, often consider material objects and achievements as civilization, as opposed to the Easterners who tend to see values, knowledge, and the expertise of the people as the traits of their civilization which are immune to destruction. Hence, a civilization, in the Eastern view point, does not die with the physical destruction of some of its structures and death of a portion of its population.

				Civilization can not be killed or destroyed by natural or human forces, because it is created by and depends on the collective mind of its people. The mind, unlike the body, is imperishable. Civilization goes on growing and advancing, as evidenced by the history. It seems that many scholars recognize only the object (creation) as civilization and overlook or ignore the subject (the creator). History bears witness to the fact that a civilization, once achieved, continues to survive and grow richer and richer. For growth of a civilization, only sky is the limit. The example of 9/11 will explain that the destruction of the two World Trade Centers does not mean the end or death of the American civilization. The two towers are gone, not the technologists and their technologies used in their creation. They can be replaced by similar or even much better and taller towers. Man has to research and research to continue to discover more and more, whatever the Creator (God) has kept locked for the man to find the key to enjoy its unending fruits.

				No civilization, as defined above, has been destroyed and will never be. On the contrary, it would be always on the ascending path. Collective human mind doesn’t rust. It continues to shine and shine, as it is being rubbed by unexpected challenges. It would continue to be creative. Man has capability to create alternative resources. Even it may require outsourcing from other planets, as India’s Chandrayaan-1 (space shuttle on moon) is trying to explore natural resources including uranium on the moon, India very much needs as a fuel for her nuclear power plants to generate nuclear energy for her civil purposes.

				Evidence is there. Gujaratis, Punjabis, Sindhis, and other Indians, like their ancestors – the ancient natives of the Indus Valley – have been ambitious and adventurous in their trade with almost all countries on the planet. It would be difficult to find any country on earth without Indians, particularly Gujarati, Punjabi, Rajasthani and Sindhi traders.

				 

				Summary and Conclusions

				 

				The basic objective of this chapter is to prove that Aryan invasion was a myth. It was return of the Aryans who had gone out of India for trade and colonization. They had established kingdoms all over. When in trouble, their return was misunderstood as invasion because they, being royal warriors, were traveling in armored horse-driven chariots. The other objectives were to ascertain:

				 

				1. The ethnic identity of the Aryans, who they are, and what is their original home.

				2. The antiquity and the original home of Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas, the sacred scriptures of the Aryans (Hindus).

				3. To prove that Hindus (Indo-Aryans) had established their kingdoms in the Middle East region, comprising Egypt, Mesopotamia, Syria, Asia Minor, south-eastern Asia, etc.

				 

				With substantial historical evidences, it has been proved that none but India (Aryavarta or Bharat) is the original home of the Aryans and their language Sanskrit. ‘Arya’ and ‘Swastika’ have their origin in Sanskrit. Swastika has been found among several peoples in Europe. Swastika has been found also among native Indians in Americas whose ancestors might have gone there from India about 10,000 years back. On the basis of the age of Swastika, it has also been established that the age of Sanskrit is over 10,000 years.

				On the basis of the year 1900 B.C., when the Sarasvati River dried up, the age of the Rig Veda is at least longer than 3910 (1900 + 2010) years. The Rig Veda has several hymns talking about the life on the banks of Sarasvati. Sanskrit was never called as “Aryan” by its speakers. Hence ‘Aryan’ is a race, not a language. But it can be called as an Aryan language.

				Thus ‘Arya’ and ‘Swastika’ can/should not be associated with any race other than the Sanskrit-speaking Vedic people of India. Hence, any Aryan language – Sanskrit or its daughters – can not be associated with any non-Indian language or race. Hitler picked up ‘Arya’ and ‘Swastika’ in 20th century for purpose of propaganda. William L. Shirer, in ‘The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich’ (p. 43), and also Hitler, in his book ‘Mein Kampf’, have said that the Swastika was borrowed as a symbol to boost the morale of Nazi army.

				The fact – that Hurrians bore Indo-Aryan names and that there was symbiosis of Hurrian and Indo-Aryan elements – suggests that the Hurrians, like other two Kshatri (warrior) tribes – Kassites and Mitannis – were from India. They had gone out of India in about 18th century B.C. or even earlier and had established their kingdoms in the Middle East region, comprising Mesopotamia, Egypt, Syria, Palestine, and Asia Minor.

				Later, when they were overpowered by some other forces, some of them might have tried to return to India, the country of their ancestors; and the rest might have been socio-culturally absorbed there. Being warriors, they must have traveled in armored chariots. They might have been mistaken as invaders and might have met some violent confrontation from the then native Indians. This explains the story of “the return of the Aryans to, not the invasion of India.” All this has been well historically documented.

				Arya is a Sanskrit word, and Aryavarta their native land, as explained by Max Müller. All this establishes that none but Aryavarta (India) is the original abode of Aryans, and Aryan invasion of India is a myth.

				The origination of the two inter-twined theories – ‘Aryan Invasion’ and ‘Indo-European Family of languages’ – seems to have some well planned colonial missionary agenda to divide the North and the South Indians by suggesting that the Dravidian languages are different from Sanskritic languages, and that the dark-skinned Dravidians were pushed down to south by the alleged Sanskrit-speaking fair-skinned invading Aryans. As a matter of fact, South Indians are not religio-culturally different from North Indians. Both North Indians and Dravidians were the natives of Aryavarta, now known as India. The Dravidian languages have significant linguistic correspondence with Sanskrit, as shown in the Chapter Five. The two theories were created by the colonial administration of the British East India Company, with blessings of the British Government in London.

				The returning or invading Aryans – whatever – were originally Indo-Aryans who knew Sanskrit and worshiped Hindu (Vedic) gods. The historians have been unable to identify any country, other than India, which had Sanskrit as its native language, and whose people worshiped Hindu gods.

				I don’t agree with Mallory that the Aryans belonged to the White race. Aryans are not White, and the White Europeans are not Aryans. Aryans are completely different – culturally, linguistically and historically, and geographically distant – from Europeans. Several Indo-Aryans are Caucasoid. History tells that Caucasoid have been originally found in India, Africa and Europe.

				There was no slavery in India any time. The word ‘dasa’, which in Sanskrit, means domestic servant, is being misinterpreted as slave.

				‘Sthan’, being a Sanskrit word, suggests that the ‘stan’ or ‘istan’ countries in Central Asia, such as – Baluchistan, Afghanistan, Tadzhistan, Turkmenistan, Turkistan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan – like Pakistan, must have been under the administrative control of India in ancient times. Most of the religio-cultural elements of Kazakhstan – such as spirituality, close relationship with nature, veneration of mountains, caves, rivers, and lakes, burning incense, solar deities (Surya Devta), worship of the deities of fire, sky – as described by Dr. Kunanbay, seem to be similar to those of Hinduism. Research is needed to identify their roots.

				 

				

 FOUR

				 

				Indo-European Family: Too Diverse to be One

				 

				An archaeologist of the distant future would be grossly in error if he took the worldwide occurrence of huge quantities of Coca-Cola bottles as an indication of a unified world language.

				Garharo Herm[30]

				 

				THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS CHAPTER, as well of this book, is to examine the validity and the reliability of the hypotheses:

				 

				1. Sanskrit and European languages share the common origin, meaning that Sanskrit is a member of the IE family,

				2. Sanskrit was brought into India from outside, and

				3. Sanskrit and the Dravidian languages do not have a common origin.

				 

				In order to validate that Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek have common parentage, linguists created theory of ‘Indo-European Family of Languages’ (IE), according to which, Sanskrit, Latin and Greek share common origin. Some time in the very remote past, the speakers of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek lived together under the same roof, mothered by some language, linguists have not yet been able to find a piece of its text, nor even its name. They have hypothetically named it ‘Proto-Indo-European’ (PIE). No linguist knows how it was spoken.

				In order to test the hypothesis of their common parentage, a table of about 150 words of common use is given to see the extent and kind of linguistic correspondence Sanskrit has with a few European languages, such as English, German, Latin and Greek, and also to see the correspondence among the European languages. The table would show the difference in correspondence between Sanskrit and European languages and also difference among the four European languages. This may help in studying the factors afeecting the difference. The primary hypothesis of this study is that the IE family is too diverse to be one.

				Linguists write further that later in about 3,000 B.C (some say (6,000 B.C.), the speakers of the three languages, Sanskrit, Latin and Greek, dispersed and marched toward three different destinations – Sanskrit speakers went to India, Latin speakers to Italy, and Greeks to Greece. It is not explained why and how these three destinations were selected. In my opinion, they knew that they were immigrants there from their respective native lands – India, Italy and Greece.

				This should be noted that the scholars do not have consensus on the time of their dispersion, and on the original abode of the PIE. With all these gaps, contradictions, and absence of consensus among the linguists, can the IE be considered as a historical fact?

				How can scholars have consensus on the matters related to the PIE which was never known as a spoken language? Linguists have not been able to tell what the native languages of India, Italy, and Greece were before they got Sanskrit, Latin and Greek respectively from Central Asia. What happened to those original languages of India, Italy and Greece? Hindus, Romans and Greeks do not accept that their respective languages – Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek – were imported.

				Sir William Jones, the proponent of the IE, has remarked:

				 

				“The Sanscrit language, whatever be its antiquity, is of a wonderful structure, more perfect than the Greek, more copious than the Latin, and more exquisitely refined than the either, yet bearing to both of them a stronger affinity, both in the roots of verbs and the forms of grammar, than could possibly have been produced by accident; so strong indeed, that no philologer could examine them all three, without believing them to have sprung from some common source, which, perhaps, no longer exists: there is similar reason, though not quite so forcible, for supposing that both the Gothic and Celtic, though blended with a very different idiom, had the same origin with the Sanscrit, and the Old Persian might be added to the same family.”

				 

				I agree with Jones that Sanskrit has affinity with Latin and Greek. But the affinity is not of the kind and not as close as to qualify both, the Indic and European languages, as cognate members of one and the same family. Moreover, other prerequisite qualifying factors – sameness of geography, history, and culture – are also not satisfying for such relationship. The main thing, in my opinion, Jones seems to have ignored that there can be factors other than common parentage which can cause philological resemblance. All this is discussed in this chapter.

				It is too hard to agree with Jones that such affinity is due to their common origin. Sanskrit has not sprung from the same source, Latin and Greek have.

				There are some linguists who agree to my thesis. In 1939, the Russian linguist N.S. Trubetskoy[31] argued that the presence of the same word or words in number of languages need not suggest that these languages descend from a common parent. Colin Renfrew, in Archaeology & Language (1987, p.108), talks what Trubetskoy felt about this:

				 

				“This indeed was the interesting position adopted by the Russian linguist, N.S. Trubetskoy, in 1939. He argued that the presence of the same word in a number of languages need not suggest that these languages descend from a common parent.”

				 

				Colin Renfrew (p. 108) further writes what Trubetskoy opined about this:

				 

				“There is, then, no powerful ground for the assumption of a unitary Indogerman protolanguage, from which the individual Indogerman language groups would derive. It is just as plausible that the ancestors of the Indogerman language groups were originally quite dissimilar, and that through continuing contact, mutual influence and word borrowing became significantly closer to each other, without however going so far as to become identical.”

				 

				Renfrew (pp.108-109) writes that Trubetskoy severely criticized the dangerous assumptions which led to the construction of the supposed Proto-Indo-European (PIE) language:[32]

				 

				“The homeland, the race and the culture of supposed Proto-Indo-European population has been discussed, a population which may possibly never have existed.”

				 

				There are several lingual families, as members of the grand IE family, as designated by linguists. Affinity – semantic as well as syntactic – is natural among the members of the same family, but the family-membership-qualifying affinity between any two languages would depend on significant close linguistic correspondence, geographical proximity, and cultural propensity of their speakers. Word similarities between any languages of different origin – for example Indic and European – can be accidental and/or as a result of borrowing. Because of over four thousand languages, some languages can have a few words, which may have same or different meaning. Borrowing is possible only because of cohabitation which may happen due to colonization, trade, tourism, or migration. The Chapter’, ‘Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of the Vedic Culture’, speaks about prehistory global migrations of Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans. Mutual influence between Sanskrit and European languages, particularly Greek and Latin, during the period of Indian colonization of Greece in remote ancient times, as evidenced by E. Pococke, in his book, ‘India in Greece or Truth in Mythology’. Pococke has proved with host of irrefutable evidences that in ancient times India had colonized Greece, leaving not only philological influence of Sanskrit on Greek, but also influence of Vedic philosophy on Greeks. Understandably, it must have influenced neighboring Latin too. But the lingual correspondence among them should not be interpreted as the result of their common origin. Pococke, in the Chapter 1 ‘Evidences of Indian Colonization’ (p.12) of his book ‘India in Greece’, talks about Indian influence on the philosophy, religion, language, arts of peace and war, etc. of Greeks:

				 

				“Now, the whole of this state of society, civil and military, must strike every one as being eminently Asiatic; much of it specifically India. Such undoubtedly is; and I shall demonstrate that these evidences were but the attendant tokens of an Indian colonization, with its corresponding religion and language. I shall exhibit dynasties disappearing from Western India, to appear again in Greece: clans, whose martial fame is still recorded in the faithful chronicles of North-Western India, as the gallant bands who fought upon the plains of Troy; and, in fact, the whole of Greece, from the era of the supposed god-ships of Poseidon and Zeus, down to the close of the Trojan war, as being Indian in language, sentiment, and religion, and in the arts of peace and war.”

				 

				The same is confirmed by Dr. Ravi Prakash Arya in ‘Indian Origin of Greece and Ancient World’ (pp.23-24):

				 

				“The Greek language is a derivation from the Sanskrit; therefore, Sanskrit speaking people – i.e., Indians must have dwelt in Greece, and this dwelling must have preceded the settlement of those tribes which helped to produce the corruption of the old language; or in other words, the people who spoke that language – i.e., the Indians, must have been the primitive settlers; or at least, they must have colonised the country so early, and dwelt there so long, as to have effaced all dialectic traces of any other inhabitants: just as the Saxons displaced the feeble remains of the dialect of the ancient Britons, in the island, and imparted a thoroughly Saxon stamp to the genius of the English languages.”

				 

				Dr. Arya (2003, p. 24) talks about the evidences of Indian colonization of Greece, not only her language, but also her philosophy, religion, rivers, mountains, tribes, political institutes, and above all the mysteries of the noble land Greece. He says that all this irresistibly proves her colonization by India.

				I don’t think of any justification to deny what Pococke and Dr. Arya are talking about India’s impact on Greece. But it is hard for me to accept that Sanskrit has as much and kind of linguistic resemblance to Greek that it can qualify to be its cognate lingual sister.

				Dr. Arya also talks about the confluence of the oriental tribes flowed like a mighty tide towards the West and South, enriching the lands with its current of civilization. Pococke and Dr. Arya are talking about the influence Sanskrit has left over Greek which happened in remote past when Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans were there as colonialists. With passage of the post-colonial thousands of years, the lingual and cultural influence of Indo-Aryans has been fainted to its minimal, too hard to see it, but of course to feel it with keen intrinsic philological eye and philosophical mind.

				Historically, there have been close contacts between Indic and European peoples during last few millennia because of trade, tourism, and colonization. Word similarities – as caused by word borrowings, between Sanskrit and European languages, particularly English, Greek and Latin, because of Aryan (Hindu) colonization of Greece in ancient times and recent British colonization of India. Similarities should not be interpreted as due to their common roots.

				 

				Aryan global colonization: Worldwide influence of Sanskrit

				 

				Sanskrit, as the result of long stay of Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans in their worldwide colonies, must have globally influenced several languages. They had colonized some European, African and several south-eastern Asian countries (as described in the Chapter Six “Vishaal Bharat”) and had influenced their languages. This explains why Sanskrit has philological resemblance to several languages of the world. But, it should not be postulated that Sanskrit has genetic relationship with them. Thus, the hypothesis of the Indo-European family – that Sanskrit shares common origin with Latin, Greek and some other European languages of the IE family – is erroneous. As said earlier, word resemblances were caused by borrowing due to long cohabitation, and some were .accidental or by chance.

				 

				Indo-Europeans: Their Religion

				 

				Emile Benveniste, in his book ‘Indo-European Language and Society’ (1973, p. 516), writes:

				 

				“One fact can be established immediately; there is no term of common Indo-European for ‘religion’. Even in the historical period there are a number of Indo-European languages which lack such a term, which is not surprising.”

				 

				Benveniste further remarks:

				 

				“Since the Indo-Europeans did not conceive of that omnipresent reality which religion represents as a separate institution, they had no term to designate. In those languages which do present such a term it is of great interest to trace the process by which it was constituted. … Nothing has been the subject of a greater or longer dispute than the origin of the Latin word religio.”

				 

				Benveniste’s above observation regarding religion does not seem to be based on all the Indo-European speaking societies. It seems he is talking about only few societies, may be European only. If he is talking about Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans, he is wrong. The Rig Veda, more than 6000 years old, talks about the Vedic (present Hindu) religion, known as Dharma. It talks about Hindu gods and relationship of man with God. Moreover, as he has found that different names with different perspectives have been attributed to religion in different societies, for example “threskeia” in Greek, “dharma” in Hinduism, and mazahib in Islam, etc. Man can not live without religion, meaning without his relationship with God, Allah, Ishwar, etc.

				It can not happen that ancient IE societies did not have concept of religion. Man was born with religion and vice versa. Both are twins. Man can not live without religion, and religion can not survive without man. God is known to all societies, of course with different names because of their different languages. Even atheism is a religion, because it talks about God, of course in a negative way. Some people, rather few, like the German philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900), do not believe in God. Nietzsche pronounced: “God is dead” in his book ‘Joyful Wisdom’. I think he didn’t know or didn’t understand that only wisdom can not get joy. Wisdom comes from knowledge, more so from the knowledge of self. Knowledge of self – known as self-awareness, primes in almost all religions – has been the paramount goal for God-seekers. It is very difficult to get. Only serious meditation can bring one closer to ‘self-within-self’ where he can meet or feel God.

				Always there has been conflict between God and science. The emergence of science and technology during the last two centuries, the question about the entity of God has been perplexing science-minded people. Scientists should admit they have been always in search of almost every thing related to human needs, which God (or nature) has kept hidden from them to find little by little. I think, scientists will never be able to find at once all the jewels, God has kept in His safe for the humanity. Man has spent millions of years from Stone Age until today to get the civilization which is not yet optimal. God has always emerged as omnipotent and omnipresent. In short, I am trying to emphasize that only few resist God and want to kill Him. Fortunately, all of them have failed; and during their long process of butchering God, they have butchered their hearts – of course unconsciously – to find there un-wanted God, realizing they love Him.

				Peter B. Clarke, in “The World’s Religions” (1993, p.7), remarks:

				 

				“From the dawn of civilization, religion has played an indispensable role both in people’s private lives and in the realm of society. In prehistoric times, evidence from Stone Age cave paintings of animals suggests religious rituals may have been used to ensure the success of hunting.”

				 

				The religion of the Indo-European Aryans is described in the Reader’s Digest’s ‘The World’s Religions’ (1993, p.130):

				 

				“Knowledge of the Aryans is mostly derived from the heritage of their sacred literature, known as the Vedas, especially the Rig Veda, a collection of hymns.”

				 

				This clearly suggests that the Aryans practiced the Vedic religion (present Hinduism). The Vedic religion is the oldest religion, may be of over 10,000 years. It suggests that the man had the concept of religion from remote pre-history times. It was understood that God was invisible, thus God was identified with NATURE had both – ultimate power and secrecy or mystery. Hinduism believes in one GOD, with a number of His secretaries in form of Devtas (gods), such as Brahma (Creater), Vishnu (Life sustainer), Shiva (death), Indra (weather), Varuna (water), Pawan (wind), etc.; and Devies (goddesses), such as Sarasvati (education, knowledge), Laxmi (wealth), Durga (power, defence), etc. They have different fuctions and responsibilities. It seems Hindus, particularly present, worship the two goddesses the most – Sarasvati, goddess of education, and Laxmi, goddess of wealth.

				 

				Trubetskoy on reconstruction of the PIE

				 

				What, Colin Renfrew (1987, p.42) writes as given below, seems to raise the question if there is really genetic relationship between Sanskrit and European languages. He also talks about the “prolonged contact” affecting philological resemblance. He doubts the righteousness of the IE family:

				 

				“Few scholars today would go so far as Trubetskoy in suggesting that there is no genetic or family-tree relationship at all among the Indo-European languages, and that they just came to resemble each other through the effects of prolonged contact. And very few indeed would agree with the French archaeologist, Jean-Paul Demoule,[33] that there really is no Indo-European language group at all, or that the similarities observed are unimportant, insignificant and fortuitous.”

				 

				On the same page (p. 42) Renfrew writes:

				 

				“Here we are aided by some remarkable discoveries which, along with the study of the early religious hymns of India (the Rigveda) and their counterpart in early Iran (the Avesta) have transformed our perception of the problem.”

				 

				Renfrew (p. 109) seems to raise more questions about linguistics and the PIE:

				 

				“Loan-words and linguistic innovation must be the enemies of linguistic paleontology. For when we find the same word, or cognate words, in a number of languages, we can not assume – even if we accept that those languages did derive from a common ancestor – that the term in question was already present in that proto-language. It might be the product of innovation.”

				 

				Word similarities between Sanskrit and European languages are due to loan words and/or linguistic innovation, or by chance, but not as the result of common parentage.

				 

				Concept of satem-centum: Division of the IE into Two

				 

				The concept of satem-centum division of languages, it seems, is endorsing my thesis that the IE is not one family, and is divided into two large families, Indic and European. In dictionary, satem in Avestan, means hundred. It is known and it is discussed in this chapter that in ancient times Sanskrit and Avestan were too close to be separated. The word ‘satem’ in Sanskrit means truth. According to dictionary, centum includes European languages, Celtic, Germanic, Italic, etc There are few exceptions. Some satem languages may be in Europe and some centum in Asia, depending on the border between Europe and Asia. Anatolia (present Turkey), geographically is in both.

				 

				Effect of world-wide-spread Sanskrit on global languages

				 

				Several scholars have talked about prehistory worldwide migrations of Indo-Aryans (Vedic Indians) to several, almost all the regions of the world. Stephen Knapp, in his book: ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’, has given wealth of information about worldwide spread of Sanskrit influencing several languages of the world in varying ways and degrees. The worldwide influence of Sanskrit, Pococke and Knapp have talked about, would have increasingly faded with the time. Now, in present times, it may seemingly look insignificant. It is there. It can be seen only with keen linguistic eyes and heart with multi-lingual ears. But again, I would like to repeat that the philological impact of Sanskrit on European languages doesn’t qualify them as cognate sisters. As a European is not ethnically sibling of an Indo-Aryan, so no European language can be linguistic cognate sibling of any Indic language. Linguistic resemblances between only member-languages of the same family can qualify them as cognates, such as Italian and French, but not Latin and Sanskrit. Even German and Latin are not considered members of the same family.

				If Jones had thought about the age of Sanskrit in comparison to that of Latin or Greek – age difference of about 1000 years, as shown in tables in Chapter Two – he would have not postulated such thesis that Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek had lived together as daughters of the PIE, under the same roof. Sanskrit is much older than Latin and Greek, at least by one thousand years. Moreover, the birth place of Sanskrit (India) was thousands of miles away from Italy and Greece. Even fifty mile distance causes dialectic difference.

				Spoken Sanskrit must have been much older than the written Sanskrit. Mallory (1989:15) also has placed Indo-Iranian as the oldest group of Indo-European languages, around 1500 B.C; along with Anatolian languages which have been dead without any descendant. Since, there is no mention of Sanskrit or any other Indo-Aryan language among several dead languages of Asia Minor, Central Asia, and Europe, it would be illogical to say that Sanskrit-speaking Aryans, who allegedly invaded India in 1500 B.C., were natives of any of those regions, and that Sanskrit was their native language.

				The different ages of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek with difference of about one thousand years between Sanskrit and European languages and indefinite disappearance of their hypothetical parent language PIE, suggest that these three ancient languages of the world were not born of the one common parent, as is being theorized.

				 

				Age difference too wide: For the PIE to hide

				 

				Extra wide age difference of more than 1,000 years between Sanskrit and the two European languages – Latin and Greek – suggests that it would be too difficult for their mother PIE to secretly disappear and hide without the knowledge of the speahers of her daughters, particularly her eldest daughter Sanskrit. The literature of Sanskrit – which has been orally transmitted from generation to generation for over ten thousand years – would have narrated the sad story of her separation from her mother (PIE) and two European sisters, Latin and Greek. Sanskrit has ceased to be a spoken language for over a millennium of years. But it is alive. Its hymns are being sung in temples and some times on radio and in cinema. We read about the kind of its old relationship with the Avestan and the histoey of their separation. If the PIE really existed, Sanskrit scriptures would have known at least her name and its some text, as is about the Avestan.

				The age difference of about 1,000 years between Sanskrit and its two alleged European sisters suggests that child-bearing age of the PIE was at least about 1,000 years. Then, how could it happen that none of the three literatures – Sanskrit, Latin and Greek – has trace of the PIE language?

				Absence of all of this clearly suggests that it is a fabricated story. Interestingly, the students and the teachers of linguistics have been enjoying this fairy tale, and have been wasting thousands of their academic hours chasing the self-created mirage of the PIE.

				P. H. Mathews, in “Linguistics: A Very Short Introduction” (2003, p.49), rightly raises the question: “How can Sanskrit, Latin and Greek be compared when their common parent doesn’t exist?” :

				 

				“The answer lies in the ‘comparative’ method. This involves a step-by-step comparison of different languages, in which we look for detailed correspondences that cannot reasonably be explained unless a common ancestor existed.”

				 

				Matthews is right. Since the alleged hypothetical common ancestor of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek has not yet been identified, how can correspondence among them be explained? As a matter of fact, the PIE is not going to be found. As said earlier that the PIE never existed. It is a mirage, linguists would be chasing for ever. Its search, it seems, has been indefinitely called off, as evidenced by the thrust for reconstruction of the PIE. Reconstruction is its post-death ritual.

				Name (identity) is given by parents. Person would have his authentic identity, only if his ancestors are known. Identity can not be known in absence of his or her ancestors, nor by hypothetically designated ancestors, as is being dictated by the theory of the IE. Proper name should be real, not a hypothetical one. The never-seen-PIE can not be considered valid like the invisible God.

				Karl Menninger, in “Number Words and Number Symbols: A Cultural History of Numbers” (1969, p.101), seems to question the righteousness of the PIE, as a language:

				 

				“If all these languages are sisters, they must have a common ancestor, an original language from which they have developed. But we know of no people that spoke or wrote such a mother language nor have we any direct evidence or written documents concerning it.”

				 

				It is hard to understand why and how such a concept of the IE languages and their invisible mother PIE has been theorized and has been endorsed by celebrated linguists like Sir William Jones. Leave the question of any PIE documents, but even her name and home address are not known.

				Inter-lingual borrowing has been a well known inevitable global phenomenon. Language, culture and religion owe lot to migration and colonization for their respective development and enrichment. But resemblances of any magnitude between two languages should not be presumed as evidence of cognate relationship without examining their other legitimate linguistic parameters – age, geography, culture, and genesis – required to qualify for membership of a family.

				 

				Did European languages evolve from Sanskrit?

				 

				Victor Stevenson, in Words: The evolution of western languages (1983, p.10), feels that the European languages have evolved from Sanskrit:

				 

				“Evidence that the languages of Europe had, with a few exceptions, evolved in stages from a common source, was found neither in Greece nor Rome, nor any where in Europe, but in an ancient and distant language, the Classical Sanskrit of India. Enshrined and unchanged for more than 2,000 years in the ritual speech of its scholars, it was shown to possess massive similarities to Greek and Latin. Only one conclusion could be drawn; all three had come from a common source.”

				 

				Scant linguistic correspondence between Indic and European languages has been viewed as massive. It would be erroneous to interpret scant or even massive lexical or vocabulary similarities between any two languages as one’s evolvement from the other. Exceptions are there. Evolvement, between two languages which are spatially, temporally, culturally, and historically different from each other, is not linguistically acceptable.

				 

				Is evolvement possible between too distant languages?

				 

				There seems contradiction between Stevenson’s following two statements:

				 

				1. Most languages of Europe had evolved in stages from the classical Sanskrit of India.

				2. All the three – Latin, Greek and Sanskrit – had come from a common source.

				 

				Contradiction is apparent. When all the three have come from a common source, how then can any one of them evolve from any of them? How can one be born of a sister?

				There are similarities, but not that massive, and not of the kind required for Sanskrit’s cognate relationship with Latin and Greek. Even if the similarities were massive, they should not be considered as the basis for qualifying them for a cognate relationship, because some other important characteristics – such as age, geography, grammar, culture, and history – are not taken into account. The degree and the kind of linguistic affinity of Sanskrit with Greek and Latin do not seem to be appropriate to qualify Sanskrit as their sibling. If both, Latin and Greek, had really evolved from Sanskrit, there would have been massive vocabulary similarities and the kind of similarity would have been different. To make it clear, I would say that the kind and extent of similarity Sanskrit has with Latin is not the same as is between Latin and French (both members of the same family Romance), or even between Latin and Greek (two European languages). History, geography, and culture are main attributes, required for membership of the same family. Sanskrit or any other Indic language is different from any of the European languages including Latin and Greek in terms of their geography, culture and history.

				 

				Relationship between culture and language

				 

				Culture, is what the language is heavily consumed with. Speakers of every language have their own culture keeps them connected. Language reflects their artistic, intellectual, literary and philosophical pursuits. Geography makes difference in the culture. Difference between oriental and occidental cultures is enormous. Each culture has great art but the subjects of the art differ from society to society. They may reflect their history. Each culture has its great literature but their content is distinctly different, mostly influenced by their history and the way of their life. Philosophies are different. Language helps in defining the socio-cultural identity of its speakers and in distinguishing them from other peoples. Language helps in preservation of the culture of its people, and the culture feeds the language with lot of stuff to talk and write about. I am writing all this – though it may look out of point – only to explain why oriental language (Sanskrit) is too different to have a cognate union with European languages including Latin and Greek.

				The names of nature-related objects such as – (i) astronomical, heavenly and celestial bodies, such as sky, planets, stars, etc., (ii) mountains, rivers, lakes, trees, flowers, towns, etc., and particularly (iii) the mythological gods and goddesses – will help the reader identify the people, the writer is talking about. In Indic languages, these names have several religio-culture-oriented anecdotes, only Hindus enjoy. The spirit and sentiments associated with them would be difficult to translate from Sanskrit or any other Indic language into English or any other European language, even by well English-educated Hindus, and even by any western scholar who may be pundit into Sanskrit. It is difficult to explain ‘why’. Hence, it would be very difficult to translate the Rig Veda into English or any other European language without compromising the sentiments and feelings of the worshippers of the Vedas. Similarly, history is very much related to language. History can not exist without language.

				Similarities, as said earlier, could be accidental and/or due to borrowing. The minds of most western linguists seem to have been programmed to blindly interpret even scanty vocabulary similarities between Sanskrit and a European language as an evidence of Sanskrit’s membership of the IE family. It will be seen later how scholars (not all) stretch words too far to prove their linguistic resemblances.
Benjamin Walker, in ‘The Hindu World: An Encyclopedic Survey of Hinduism’ (1968, p.353) observes that Dravidian elements are strong in Sanskrit. Borrowing between languages was common and the transformations were done so neatly that it was difficult to recognize original words. Walker tells what Kumārila feels about this: “The philosopher Kumārila commented on how foreign words were picked up and transformed into Sanskrit by grammatical and phonetical alterations, often so cunningly that the original words were hardly recognizable.”

				They do it only to support their legless IE theory. I am saying all this again and again, only to emphasize that European languages have neither descended nor have evolved from Sanskrit. Indic languages and European languages can not be members of one and the same family only due to some philological resemblances which are not of genetic nature.

				Stevenson seems contradicting what other scholars have said about the homeland of the PIE. They have not reached a consensus on one Urheimat. About ten different locations for the homeland of the PIE have been suggested by about thirteen scholars as would be discussed later in this chapter. It is because the PIE is not the language any body has heard the speech of. It is a fictitious or hypothetical term for the language which did not exist any time.

				T. Burrow, in The Sanskrit Language (2001, p.9), observes that the original home of the IE family has been still a question:

				 

				“T1he languages of the Indo-European family have become more widely diffused over the world than those of any other linguistic family. They also form the majority of the cultivated languages of mankind. It is not surprising therefore that the question of the original home of Indo-European has been the subject of much speculation.”

				 

				Does Sanskrit ’raj’ resemble to European ‘rex’ or ‘rix’?

				 

				European and Indic languages are too different, linguistically as well as culturally, to make a family. Words are stretched too far to show resemblance. For example, Gerhard Herm, in The Celts (1975, p.72), has claimed resemblance of the Sanskrit word “raj” (meaning king) with “rex” (Latin), and “rix” (Celtic)’. Does ’raj’ resemble to ‘rex’ or ‘rix’? Only ‘r’ is common. ‘Rex’ resembles to ‘rix’, but not to ‘raj’.

				The following table of about one hundred fifty words of common use – consisting of family relations, food, colors, nature, religion, numbers, animals, and common verbs, etc – have been selected to show that linguistic affinity, if any, Sanskrit has with four European languages, such as English, German, Greek, and Latin:
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				Surprisingly, even Greek and Latin do not seem to be closely related to each other. Mutual borrowing, technical or otherwise, should not be misconstrued. There is significant affinity between the parent language German and its child English. When the correspondence English has with Latin and Greek is so poor, how can one claim significant correspondence between Sanskrit and its two alleged linguistic sisters Latin and Greek?

				The worldwide diffusion of the IE family, as claimed, is true only if the IE family is considered as one family. The IE, in fact, is not one family. It is a group of families of languages, not confined to one home. The speakers of the IE languages live in several homes as many as its member languages, bordered by oceans, culture and history. It is not difficult for the ambitious linguists to prove world-wide diffusion of the IE family and the whole planet as its home. They are out to prove any language, even with affinity of only a few words, as the member of the IE family. Linguistics has been revolting against the constitution of the language. Linguists seem resisting to understand that the affinity could be caused also by borrowing and/or mere chance. They ignore the variables, such as geography, culture, and history influence lingual correspondence.

				 

				Is Linguistics a science?

				 

				The thrust of linguistics has primarily been to validate the IE. Rather, it should have been to examine if the factors, the IE has been based on, are appropriate. Is it right to theorize that the IE is a family of languages – Indic and European – because there is affinity between some words? Linguists have responsibility to research and ascertain if resemblance of some words is enough for two languages to qualify for cognate sisterhood.

				Linguistics can be a science in its real sense, if its purpose is to test hypotheses related to the behavior of language and relationships between languages, rather than to validate the hypotheses related to the IE family, which, in my opinion, are based on un-thoughtful and subjective assumptions. By this, I mean, the objective of linguistics should have been to test the hypothesis that Sanskrit, Latin and Greek have common origin, rather than to validate and support the un-proven hypothesis that the three languages have common origin. Linguists should know what sort of linguistic affinity would be appropriate to claim cognate relationship between two languages. Linguistics also should test the hypothesis, if two languages can be considered as cognate sisters only because of resemblance of some words.

				In my opinion, the IE is not based on appropriately and adequately proven facts. Burrow rightly observes that “the original home of the IE has been the subject of speculation.” The IE is based on hypothetical and vague assumptions. For example, a few consciously selected words have been picked up from the three languages, and they have been stretched too far to show resemblance among them on the basis of comparative historical linguistics. For example:

				 

				Word for hundred compared[34]

				 

				
					
						
								
								Latin

							
								
								centum

							
						

						
								
								Germanic  

							
								
								hundred

							
						

						
								
								Greek

							
								
								hekaton

							
						

						
								
								Sanskrit

							
								
								cata

							
						

					
				

				 

				I am not, some readers may be able to make sense from what Kirsten Malmkjær, in The Linguistics Encyclopedia (pp.193-4), has written to justify the resemblance of the word ”hundred” among the four languages, by explaining some principles of the linguistics:

				 

				“The discovery that [k] remains in some Indo-European languages but became [s] in Sanskrit ended the belief that Sanskrit was the oldest and closest language to the proto-form or parent language. Further investigation would reveal that this change [k > s] occurred before a front vowel, in this case [e] which later merged with [a] in Sanskrit.”

				 

				Malmkjær (p.198) shows interchangeable letters between Latin and Spanish, for example, Latin ‘p’ becomes ‘b’ in Spanish, ‘t’ becomes ‘d’ and ‘k’ becomes ‘g’:

				 

				
					
						
								
								Latin      

							
								
								Spanish      

							
								
							
						

						
								
								cupa

							
								
								cuba

							
								
								[p] > [b]

							
						

						
								
								vita

							
								
								vida

							
								
								[t] > [d]

							
						

						
								
								amica

							
								
								amiga

							
								
								[k] > [g]

							
						

					
				

				 

				Such kind of interchange of letters would happen only between the languages of one and the same family, not between a European and an Indic language. I know that as per the linguistics, there are some inter-changeable letters in Hindi, such as, ‘b’ becomes ‘v’, for example ‘veer’ and ‘beer’, and ‘s’ becomes ‘h’, for example Sindhu/Hindu, Sindhi/Hindi, soma/homa, etc. Such letter-interchange happens in the same language or between two very close languages of the same Indic family, not between languages of different families.

				Malmkjær (p.195) compares a few Latin, Italian and English words (I have added Hindi words):

				 

				
					
						
								
								Latin

							
								
								Italian

							
								
								English

							
								
								Hindi

							
						

						
								
								Noctem    

							
								
								Notte    

							
								
								Night    

							
								
								Raatri, raat

							
						

						
								
								Octor

							
								
								Otto

							
								
								Eight

							
								
								Aath

							
						

						
								
								Lactem

							
								
								Latte

							
								
								Milk

							
								
								Doodh

							
						

						
								
								Factum

							
								
								Fatto

							
								
								Fact

							
								
								Tathya

							
						

						
								
								Lectum

							
								
								Letto

							
								
								Bed

							
								
								Shayyaa

							
						

					
				

				 

				There is significant resemblance between Latin and Italian, because they are members of the same Romance family. There is little or no resemblance between the words of different European families (Romance and Germanic), excepting the word ‘fact’. The English word ‘fact’, like many other words, might have been borrowed, better derived from Latin ‘factum’. This seems to be in agreement with my thesis that there would be little or no correspondences between words of different families excepting borrowed ones. There doesn’t seem any resemblance between Hindi and any of the three European languages, excepting slight phonetic resemblance between English ‘eight’ and Hindi ‘aath’.

				Colin Renfrew (pp. 10) suggests that many European languages are related both in vocabulary and grammar:

				 

				“It had been long realized that many of the languages of contemporary Europe – for instance Italian, French, Spanish, and Portuguese – were related, both in vocabulary and in grammatical structure. Indeed in this case the explanation was not far to seek. The ’common source’ in this case was Latin … Resemblances between Latin and Sanskrit had already been recognized by a few scholars, but to link these various languages together in this way was a bold stroke.”

				 

				The languages, Renfrew is suggesting, with resemblance among them, are of one and the same family – Romance. They have ‘Latin’ as their common source. He clearly says that the suggestion of resemblance between Latin and Sanskrit would be a “bold stroke”, because they don’t have a common source.

				Renfrew (p.11) seems to reject the idea of the Indic and European languages having a common source:

				 

				“but these (European languages, such as Latin, Germanic, Greek, Slav, etc) should be all closely related to many of the languages of India and Iran is some thing which our knowledge of the history of Europe and Western Asia would simply not lead us to predict. For between Europe and Iran and India lies a great tract of land where very different languages are spoken. So how and why should these five languages, indeed many others, be related?

				 

				Renfrew (p.10) compares the “I bear” among English, Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, German, and Slavonic:

				 

				
					
						
								
								English

							
								
								I bear

							
						

						
								
								Sanskrit

							
								
								bharami

							
						

						
								
								Greek (Doric)

							
								
								phero

							
						

						
								
								Latin

							
								
								fero

							
						

						
								
								Old High German       

							
								
								biru

							
						

						
								
								Old Slavonic

							
								
								bera

							
						

					
				

				 

				Renfrew (p. 11) explains a fundamental principle of linguistics related to sound shift, according to which , the f sound in many Latin words corresponds to the b in Germanic languages. He doesn’t talk about sound shift between any European language and Sanskrit. I believe sound shift happens in the same language or between two languages which have common origin. For example, in Hindi ‘Viru’ corresponds to ’Biru’, and ‘Brindaban’ to ‘Vrindavan’. But, unlike sound shift in European languages, in Indic languages, the structure of both the words remains the same, excepting the sound shift of the letter ‘b’ to letter ‘v’. This clearly suggests that the Indic and European languages do not have common origin.

				One other thing needs to be understood that if any number in Hindi resembles to the corresponding number in any European language, it would be advisable to see if other numbers of the two languages also correspond with each other before hypothesizing that both the languages might have common origin. Then correspondence between many other words belonging to various categories – parts of body, family relations, seasons, colors, verbs of common use, seasons, etc. – is to be tested before giving final verdict of cognate relationship between the two languages, not only citing correspondence between only a few words. How can one claim scant vocabulary correspondence between Latin and Sanskrit as genetic when the correspondence between Latin and English words is not so close, though Italy is geographically, culturally, and historically much closer to England than to India? Latin is closer to its daughter French[35], than to English, therefore correspondence between Latin and French is greater than that between Latin and English.

				 

				
					
						
								
								Latin

							
								
								French    

							
								
								English

							
						

						
								
								Marem    

							
								
								Mer

							
								
								Sea

							
						

						
								
								Fabam

							
								
								Feve

							
								
								Bean

							
						

						
								
								Patrem

							
								
								Pere

							
								
								Father

							
						

						
								
								Labram

							
								
								Levre

							
								
								Lip

							
						

						
								
								Manum

							
								
								Main

							
								
								Hand

							
						

						
								
								Panem

							
								
								Pain

							
								
								Bread

							
						

						
								
								Planum

							
								
								Plain

							
								
								Plain/level ground

							
						

						
								
								Famen

							
								
								Faim

							
								
								Hunger

							
						

						
								
								Partem

							
								
								Part

							
								
								Part

							
						

					
				

				 

				Even the correspondence between Latin and French, although members of the same Romance family, would not be that great if they are not framed by the strange principles of the linguistics.

				If there was genetic linguistic resemblance between Sanskrit and European languages, Hindi-speaking Indians would be able to understand, at least a bit of European languages, including English, German, Latin, Greek, etc

				A person from India, who knows only Hindi, would not understand even 0.0001 percent of English, excepting several borrowed words, like station, platform, pen, paper, girl friend, train, airport, etc., because India was a British colony. They can not understand even a bit of Latin, Greek or any other European language. Hindi-speaking people do understand other Indian vernaculars – Bengali, Gujarati, Punjabi, Sindhi, etc. – to some extent, because these languages are genetically related to Hindi. Stephen Knapp, in ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ (2000, p.68), tells what Godfrey Higgins felt about the relationship between Greek and Latin, the same as I feel about the relationship between the Indic languages and the European:

				 

				“In regard to Latin being a dialect of Sanskrit, Godfrey Higgins, in his book The Celtic Druids (p.61), makes a similar conclusion that for some people would be quite controversial. He explains, ‘There are many objections to the derivation of the Latin from the Greek. Latin exhibits many terms in a more rude form than Greek. … Latin was derived from Sanskrit.”

				 

				It would be an erroneous conclusion that Latin was derived from Sanskrit. Some word resemblances between Sanskrit and Latin should not make Latin as derived from Sanskrit.

				There are more than 4,000 languages in the world, as mentioned by George Yule (p.169), and according to Merritt Ruhlen in The Origin of Language: Tracing the Evolution of the Mother Tongue (1994, p.4), there are roughly 5,000 languages. Among so many languages some word similarities between a few languages are possible as accidents. They should not be considered as cognates.

				 

				Neo-linguists for Geography, oppose common origin theory

				 

				Philip Baldi, in ‘Introduction to the Indo-European Languages’ (1983, p.34), seems to suggest that neo-linguists endorse the ‘geography’ theory, and oppose the ‘common origin’ hypothesis:

				 

				“This view held for years, but in the 1940s a group of Italian linguists (neo-linguists) proposed that the similarities between the two groups (Latin-Faliscan and Oscan-Umbrian) are not due to common origin, but rather to late linguistic and cultural interchange, and that the differences between the two are attributable to their separate origins in Indo-European. The neo-linguistic position places a strong emphasis on the geographical component in language change, and this proposal is consistent with that view.”

				 

				The neo-linguistic strong emphasis on the geographical component in language change seems to suggest that word similarities – between any two languages which are geographically far distant from each other – are not necessarily due to their common origin. They are due to borrowing and/or are caused by chance. Distance affects language change, its semantics and syntax. It is said that a distance of about nineteen miles effects some change in language.

				The distance – between India, the home of Sanskrit and Europe, the home of European languages – is too long to allow any meaningful linguistic intercourse between them to cause significant lingual similarities between Indic and European languages. The neo-linguists also assert that word similarities can be due to “late linguistic and cultural interchange”, may be similar to “borrowing” as used by others.

				 

				Geography and Language/Dialects

				 

				Victor Stevenson, in ‘Words: The Evolution of Western Languages’ (1983, p.18) writes:

				 

				“There is a saying in India that every twelve kos (about 30 kilometers or 19 miles) the language changes as branches differ on a tree. It is a poetic exaggeration (India is 3,000 kilometers in length from its northernmost point to Cape Comorin (In Hindi, known as Kanya Kumari) in the south, and about the same distance at its widest point) but it is not without some substance in fact and the analogy of tree branches is accurate.”

				 

				He adds that there are about 500 mother tongues in India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka.

				Geographical distance has significant linguistic effect on languages. In pre-history ancient times, because of lack of appropriate transportation, people used to live in small societies, bordered within a radius of about twenty miles. With increasing transportation modalities – from bullock and horse-back rides to bullock carts and horse-driven buggies, chariots, then busses, trains, planes – the geography of societies went on swelling and their dialects started merging forming larger and larger language-territories. In my childhood in India, I had bullock cart and horse-driven-buggy rides from town to town. Even now in twenty first century, bullock carts are common in remote rural areas in India. Public bus service, not frequent, is available. In remote rural areas, still geographically-confined dialects survive, too intelligible for city-dwellers. I remember, in about 1949, I got a job of a Hindi teacher in a remote rural village, named Akola, in Hindi-speaking state, known as United Province (in Hindi “Uttar Pradesh”). To reach Akola from Delhi, I had a ride on a horse-driven cart, known as ‘Ikkaa”. I was surprised to find that I was there not only to teach how to read and write Hindi, but also how to speak Hindi language, and its grammar. The students were not small children. They were young adults. It was quite difficult to understand their Hindi.

				Later, in late afternoon, while playing volley ball with them, I was not able to understand the language, rather dialect, they were speaking among themselves. There are still dialects, being spoken in remote rural communities which are unintelligible to city people.

				Grammar significantly impacts the language, structures it and consolidates it within its well-defined borders. Language, like the society of its speakers, has fluid borders spilling over its adjacent language. Dialects, perhaps not all, got immersed, rather drowned into the ocean of grammarian languages. Thus we see word resemblances between the languages of the same family. Each family of languages – Indic, and European – has its own territory. The European family is a large one like a joint family consisting of quite a few families, like Romance, Germanic, Slavs, the Balts, the Celts, Welsh, Cornish, Russian, etc. This has given rise to several European families of languages. Members of the same family have more word resemblances and significant structural sameness. The members of the Romance family – Italian, French, Spanish, Catalan, Portuguese and Romanian – have significant linguistic affinity among themselves because of their common origin, same culture, and geographical proximity. But the Romance languages have less affinity with members of other European families, like the Germanic, the Slavs, the Balts, the Celts, Welsh, Cornish, Russian, etc. The Germanic family has its own territory, a little farther from the Romance. There are linguistic similarities among almost all European languages because of their similar Euro-Christian culture in varying degrees depending on distance, and may be some cultural variations. Greek, though familyless, has some linguistic affinity with several European languages because of similar geography, history and Euro-Christian culture.

				 

				Linguistic affinity between Indic and European languages?

				 

				As said earlier, it is natural to find linguistic affinity among European languages, more between those which are members of the same language family and are geographically close by. But affinity between Sanskrit and European languages, if any, is due to chance and/or borrowing. It is not significant because they don’t share common origin, and because they have different culture and different history, and are geographically far distant from each other.

				Malmkjær (p.207) compares the word ‘bear’ (animal) in various IE languages:

				 

				
					
						
								
								English

							
								
								bear

							
						

						
								
								German      

							
								
								bar

							
						

						
								
								Latin

							
								
								ursus

							
						

						
								
								Greek 

							
								
								arktos

							
						

						
								
								Sanskrit

							
								
								rksah

							
						

					
				

				 

				If such is vocabulary correspondence even among European languages – English, German, Latin and Greek – then how can one claim correspondence between Indic and European languages which are thousands miles apart and culturally very different? Even the English word ‘bear’ is different from the German ‘bar’, though both are members of the same Germanic family and geographically close to each other. It is difficult to accept linguistic affinity between the words for ‘bear’ in European languages – ‘bar’ (German), ‘ursus’ (Latin), and ‘arktos’ (Greek). Then, how could linguists claim their affinity with Sanskrit word ‘rksah’ for bear? These words, though purposely selected to prove affinity among Indo-European languages, seem to fail in convincing the readers about affinity, particularly between Indic and European languages. It is too hard to accept such linguistic claims for correspondence. I accept similarities, not cognate sibling relationship, Sanskrit allegedly has with European languages.

				There may be significant correspondence of insignificant number of words between Sanskrit and some European language. That would be, as explained earlier, result of borrowing or chance. It would be wrong to conclude common origin because of word similarities. This needs to be understood that like the members of a human family, the members of a language family should be living close to their parent language.

				 

				Holes in Linguistics and IE

				 

				Some scholars have identified holes in the IE theory. P. H. Matthews, in ‘Linguistics: A Very Short Introduction’ (2003, p.49), responding to the question, “What is the evidence?”, replies:

				 

				“The answer lies in the ‘comparative’ method. This involves a step-by-step comparison of different languages, in which we look for detailed correspondences that can not reasonably be explained unless a common ancestor existed. The great problem is: what sorts of details are convincing?”

				 

				How can one be considered as a child of ‘some body’, when that ‘some body’ has never been seen living, in other words did not exist? If that ‘some body’ died, where is his/her grave? Let linguists first find the PIE, before talking about its children, the IE languages. It is hard to understand how the linguistics can be considered a science without ascertaining the existence of its elements it is talking about

				Matthews (p.53), talking about Greek and Sanskrit, writes:

				 

				“Why should there be correspondences? These languages were spoken thousands of miles apart, in societies historically separate.”

				 

				The above statement by Matthews implicitly rejects the IE hypothesis that since Sanskrit-speakers once lived together with the speakers of Latin and Greek, the linguistic correspondence among their languages was due to their common origin. According to the science of language, the hypothesis that there can be more than one native language on one and the same land is invalid. Speakers of non-native languages could be immigrants, traders or tourists. For example, French is the native language of France. The languages, other than French, spoken in France are the languages of its immigrants, not of its original natives. So many languages are being spoken in England, only English can be considered as its native language.

				It is difficult to understand why linguists, knowing the above language-related premise, have been using linguistic maneuvers to validate the IE which is based on un-sound lingual premise that the three languages – Sanskrit, Latin and Greek – can be native languages of not only the homeland of their mother PIE, but also of India, Italy and Greece. Moreover, how can Sanskrit be sister of Latin and Greek when it is genealogically and culturally different, and geographically too distant? They have different histories. The linguists – with the help of their linguistic and comparative maneuvers, driven by their ambitious zeal – would one day claim that almost all languages on the planet have a common origin.

				Victor Stevenson, in ‘WORDS: The Evolution of Western Languages’ (1983, front inside cover), seems to be implicitly and indirectly suggesting that India is the homeland of Sanskrit, and Europe is the homeland of European languages, although under foggy linguistic confusing landscape. He writes:

				 

				“WORDS also looks at non-western languages of millions of people in, for example, Asia and the Middle East – among them Iranians, Afghanis, Baluchis, Bengalis, Nepalis and Sinhalese – which reveal common antecedents with their European counterparts.”

				 

				Each language has its own geographical enclosure and close relationship with the culture of its speakers.

				India has over twenty different vernaculars and hundreds of different dialects. Since the advent of matured grammar, systemization of the vernaculars by universities, increasing literacy, wide-spread reach of schools, television and cinema in rural India, dialects have been immersing into vernaculars. In a way, dialects have been enriching vernaculars and vice versa. Such mutual immersing process would continue until dialects are completely consumed by vernaculars. As the result, dictionaries are swelling. Dictionaries will never be final because of increasing knowledge responding to increasing varied needs of humanity – physical, intellectual and literary. Only sky is the limit for intellectual and literary pursuits. Human mind can never be contained, and it should not be. Dialects are still there in their vocal forms, particularly among the senior population who have not gone to school. Their dialects have been approaching towards their grave, along with their speakers.

				 

				Various scholars on the Indo-European family

				 

				Philip Baldi, in his ‘An Introduction to the Indo-European Languages’ (1983, p. 3), writes that Sir William Jones (1746-94), in late 18th century, postulated that the languages spoken by the majority of the peoples of Indian sub-continent, Europe and Iran have a common ancestral language, known as the Proto-Indo-European (PIE) which has been hiding itself from linguistic historians right from its hypothetical birth. May be its birth never happened. How can it be considered born when no body was ever heard speaking it? Linguistic historians write that in Eurasia there existed a population who spoke a language directly ancestral to all of those we now recognize as the languages of the Indo-European family. How can it be called a family when all its members do not have one and the same origin or parentage?

				In my opinion, it was the then native language of Eurasia which contained some words from various languages being spoken by immigrants there, like American English has been picking up words from various languages of immigrants. Linguists are putting it in opposite way – calling the effect as the cause, only to validate the IE hypothesis. It was not ancestral to those languages being spoken in Eurasia. It was its native language – developed by additional words from the immigrant languages. The resemblances among those additional words and also some other words, particularly from Sanskrit, Latin and Greek, were used by Sir William Jones to propound the theory of the IE family of languages.

				Malmkjær (ed), in The Linguistics Encyclopedia (1991, p.191), states that long before William Jones’ discovery, the first known reference to Sanskrit in the West occurred at the end of the sixteenth century when: “F. Sassetti wrote home to his native Italy about the Lingua Sanscruta and some of its resemblances to Italian. Others too, such as B. Schulze and Pere Coedoux made similar observations on the resemblances of Sanskrit to Latin and European languages.”

				It is educationally interesting to identify such lexical resemblances between languages, particularly with different ethnic and historical backgrounds, and far distant from each other. It would be real education if the causes for their resemblances are objectively examined whether resemblances are because of their common origin or because of borrowing or by chance. Resemblances between Sanskrit and European languages can not be due to their common origin, because they were geographically too distant and culturally too different to make a family. They are because of borrowing, as explained earlier. Historically, it has been established that in pre-history ancient times, Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans had gone out to several regions, and had established their colonies in several regions including Europe, particularly Greece, as vouched for by E. Pococke in his book India in Greece.

				 

				Mother tongue and IE

				 

				According to the definition of mother tongue, everyone has only one mother tongue, he learns from his parents. Mother tongue is tied to the native place of its speakers. No place has more than one native tongue, and no person has more than one mother tongue. It is possible, that one may also speak a couple of languages other than his mother tongue, when he lives and has been brought up in a place where speakers of some other languages have immigrated. For example, a child – of parents from India, born and raised in New York, where several languages are being spoken – may be able to speak a few languages. Most probably, he would be significantly exposed to three languages, his mother tongue, Hindi (national language of India), and English, the native language of America. It is possible, his speech may have fluency in English, even more than his mother tongue and Hindi, because of the simple reason that he spends his time with English-speaking people – his classmates, teachers, friends, and people he meets in restaurants, on the street, and media, such as TV, radio, papers, school books, etc. – much more than he spends at home with his family. The magnitude of such socialization may vary from individual to individual, depending on the individual’s interests and engagements. It is possible that child’s speech and thought process may be more English-oriented. This may not be true among some immigrant families who try to confine their children within their own lingo-cultural walls. All this I am talking about languages, one can speak, only to emphasize that in no way, on the basis of cohabitation, it should be theorized that Hindi, English and any other immigrant language have common origin, as several linguists have been mis-theorizing that Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek have their origin in one and the same parental language, hypothetically named as PIE.

				I am not denying that there could be a place in Eurasia or some where else, where peoples, speaking three or even more different languages, were living together. I also would not deny that there is similarity between few or many words of those three languages, Sanskkrit, Latin and Greek. But it is too hard to accept the hypothesis that those languages had sprung from one and the same origin, and that the speakers of those different languages were the original natives of that place. Thus, it would be wrong to say that Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek share common origin because they were spoken by the people who once lived in Eurasia like a family and because some words of the three languages have philological resemblances.

				It is difficult for human mind to accept the fairy tale that the speakers of the three languages separated and later dispersed for three different destinations – India, Italy, and Greece – leaving their missing mother (PIE) behind, who is still wandering around to find her home. Linguists do not know her name and even one word of the language their mother PIE spoke. Linguists have been in vain wandering all around the world for over two centuries to identify the Urheimat.

				Linguists still need to explain how Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit were also being spoken in Italy, Greece and India respectively. As explained earlier, no language can be native to more than one country. A language can be a native language of more than one people living in the countries which were part of their original parent country which was broken into pieces. For example, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Myanmar (Burma) can call Hindi as their native language. But mostly, after independence, rather separation, these countries adopt different name as its native language, for example, Urdu, Nepali, etc.

				English can be native language of Great Britain and also of some of its colonies; so French in colonies of France. But, I repeat, no country will have more than one as its native languages. Thus, Urheimat can not have three – Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit – as its native languages.

				
The history of Central Asia (Eurasia), from its ancient times, has experienced several cross migrations of peoples of different ethno-lingual backgrounds, resulting in lexical borrowing. But it would be erroneous to assume that those languages had a common origin. If they did, what is their mother language? Without mother, how could they be daughters? Several Indic vernaculars – Hindi, Punjabi, Sindhi, Gujarati, Bengali, etc. – are spoken in India along with their mother language Sanskrit, though Sanskrit is not that much visible or vocal, as its vernaculars have been. Some or all linguists may object to my use of mother-daughter relationship between languages. I feel it is easy and right way of defining the relationship of Hindi with Sanskrit, and the relationship between Latin and French. I felt happy when I read George Yule[36] designating the Proto-Indo-European, as the ‘great-grandmother’ of all the children of the Indo-European family.

				Baldi (1983, p.14) has talked about the dispersion of the speakers of the three languages from the Urheimat (central area):

				 

				“At some unknown time after 3000 B.C., the Indo-European community broke up and spread out of the central area to the north and west into the southern and western Europe, as well as to the east and south into India.”

				 

				It seems, Baldi suggests that the speakers of all the three languages – Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit – were the natives of that central area, presumably the original abode of their alleged or hypothetical mother PIE. Later they dispersed in three groups, destined for three different destinations – Latin speakers for Italy, Greeks for Greece, and Sanskrit speakers for India. This gives rise to following few questions to test the validity of the IE:

				 

				• How and why did they decide these three destinations?

				• Were Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit being spoken in Italy, Greece, and India, respectively?

				• If no, what languages were spoken there, and what happened to them? Did they get submerged?

				• Could the language of a few immigrants (who retuned from Central Asia) overwhelm and absorb the massive native languages of Italy, Greece, and India?

				• If Latin-speaking people already lived in Italy, Greek-speaking in Greece, and Sanskrit-speakers in India, it means that they were not the original natives of that Central Area. They must have been immigrants there from Italy, Greece and India. When in trouble, some were returning to the country of their ancestors, and some might have been absorbed there. It means the theory of the IE and PIE has no truth in it.

				 

				This is a historical fact that in pre-history remote ancient times there were massive migrations, rather movements, of people, speaking various languages (not only the three languages) to and from, rather crossing through Central Asia (I think for Baldi “Central Area”) to different destinations, not knowing where they were going. They had little knowledge of geography and there were no maps. But they had astronomical sense of directions from where they might have come to that central area and they knew how to go back to wherever they came from. There were neither industries nor offices to keep people tied up to as employees. People had freedom and time to roam around without any fear in search of better livelihood. There were no borders requiring visas and no citizenships to be loyal to.

				One could settle down anywhere, he/she felt secure and comfortable. There was warm hospitality everywhere. There was little human crime. Only one had to be careful about wild animals. Some might have gone back to their respective homes in Italy, Greece, India, and some might have settled wherever they found themselves comfortable. Because of their small numbers, they might have got lingually and culturally absorbed by the natives of the place they decided to settle down.

				We will understand it better if we see the “Central area” phenomenon” as compared to the present “America’s immigration phenomenon”. ‘America’ is like the ‘Central Place of Eurasia’ where people come from different countries, most settle down permantly and some go back to their original abode.

				But, it is intelligibly difficult to comprehend how the three groups of Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit speakers got organized to return to their respective desired destinations. As a matter of fact, they, like American immigrants, knew where their roots were and where they or their ancestors came from.

				 

				Is it possible to reconstruct an unrecorded language?

				 

				Baldi (p.14) writes about reconstructing the PIE:

				 

				“As already mentioned, PIE is a language that has been reconstructed on the basis of the evidence we find in the attested language of the family. Needless to say, the reconstruction of a lost language is a difficult and even hazardous undertaking. This is so because the data we find in the descendant languages are not uniform and are often separated by enormous gaps in time. … Furthermore, that each of the Indo-European stocks has been subjected to a variety of influences from other languages, many of them non-Indo-European, further complicates the analysis and the reconstruction of the proto-language.”

				 

				If linguists understand what Baldi implicitly means by reconstructing a lost language, they would not think to reconstruct the language which has not left behind even one word. How could the PIE be considered as a lost language, when it is not identified in any form, not even its one sentence, not even its one word, not even its name? When a man is lost, there would be some belongings – may be only one – left behind by him. How can a language, whose name is not known to history, be considered as lost? It would not be wrong if I say that such “lost language” never existed. All this is being talked about only to validate the theory of IE, which, in my opinion, is ill-based. Can a language be lost to the extent as the PIE?

				The following description of a language will explain if a language can be lost.

				 

				Rathwa clan of Adivasies (Aboriginals) of India

				 

				After reading the article, “Rescuing Cultures of India, From A to Z” (New York Times, Nov.11, 2008), by Mr. Anand Giridhardas, it is hard to believe that any language can be lost, leaving not a word behind. This is the story of Rathwa clan of Adivasis (aboriginals) tribal people, compared to Native Americans and Australia’s Aboriginals. They live in Tejgadh village, deep in the agrarian countryside of Gujarat, not far away from Ahmedabad, Western India. The Adivasis live nomadically in hilly and forest areas hunting and foraging. Now most of their youngsters are going to regular schools and colleges to learn Gujarati, Hindi and English, and technological courses to move out for employment.

				The Adivasi Academy has been founded by Mr. Ganesh Devy, a former professor of English literature with the objective not to let the Rathwa culture and language die. The Academy is working on producing five dictionaries of the five new languages, rather dialects, Adivasis in Gujarat have been speaking. Mr. Kantilal Mehta, 21, working on the dictionary of Kunkna, one of the five languages, remarked: “These are oral languages whose sounds have perhaps never before been reproduced in ink.” Mr. Anand Giridhardas remarks: “It is not only obscure languages that these students are trying to chronicle and preserve, but also cuisines, sartorial habits and other significant elements of rural culture.”

				Though the heritage of the clan may be even more than five thousand years old, their language has not disappeared. It has its name, and several words of common use. Then how could the PIE disappear without leaving any thing behind, even its name?

				This reminds me of another Adivasi language of the community of a small village called ‘Akola’ in Uttar Pradesh, northern India. In 1949, I taught Hindi in one rustic school. Surprisingly, one afternoon playing volley ball with them, I couldn’t understand their language they were speaking among themselves. Now, I think it could be an Adivasi language of the Akola community, like Kunkna of Tejgadh.

				 

				Linguistics-Magic Wand: Indo-Global to replace Indo-European

				 

				Malmkjær (p.212) makes an interesting and thought-provoking observation that the IE family seems to be extending itself to other regions, such as North America, South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand. Because of the non-stop global waves of migration, one day, almost all the languages of the world will be considered as the members of the IE family by the ambitious linguists because of their deep devotion to the Bible of the Linguistics. Not only ancient migrations, but also colonization by Europeans and Indo-Aryans have helped Indic and European languages globally mingle and influence each other. The languages of Americas, Africa, Australia, New Zealand, Caribbean region, Middle East, etc., have been influenced by the languages of the European colonialists, such as British, French, Dutch, Spanish, Portu-guese, and the languages of the natives of Africa and India who were enslaved or indentured to work in the European colonies. Such unrestricted global movements – of the speakers of the Indic and European languages, right from ancient times, resulting in cohabitation and lingual inter-mingling among them – gave rise to the concept of “Indo-European family of languages.” But, characterizing the phenomenon as a family is erroneous, because relations among them are not genetic. Gerharo Herm, in ‘The Celts’ (p.71), explains my point by giving analogy of Coca-Cola and unified world language.

				 

				The Linguistics: A thrust to globalize the IE

				 

				The Linguistics has been keeping the linguists heavily engaged (gainfully?) in linguistically uniting global languages, despite being ethno-culturally different. It seems by the magic wand of linguistics, the globe, one day will linguistically shrink to a big ONE. Eventually, almost all languages will be unified as the members of a ‘global family’, may be ‘Indo-Global’ (IG), swallowing up or replacing the ‘IE’, mirroring a few extra-extra-large IE/IG centers in the west – like New York and London – where speakers of almost all the internationally known languages, from A to Z, are living. They have been unconsciously using foreign words. New York and London can be called Urheimats or ur-homelands of the IE of the present times.

				Very soon, some linguist, like Sir William Jones, will appear on the scene to pronounce that all the languages of the universe, with few exceptions, have a common origin because of their word resemblances, even scanty and insignificant. For example, see how words are linguistically stretched too far to show resemblances. The linguistics, though a welcome science of language, seems to be over-stretching itself and crossing over the legitimate borders of language. In several instances, words are linguistically stretched too far to show their resemblance to a far distant and culturally different language. For example, Gerharo Herm, in ‘The Celts’ (1975, pp.72, 73), writes that Sir William Jones, fond of comparative philology, “established that Sanskrit, the ancient Indian classical language, is more closely related to early European languages than had hitherto been thought possible.” See the contradiction. Here Jones calls Sanskrit “the ancient Indian classical language”, whereas, according to the IE theory, Sanskrit came into India from the Ur-homeland of the Proto-IE, hypothetically situated somewhere on the border where Europe and Asia meet. He gives a few sample instances of word-similarities to prove the IE theory:

				 

				[image: small.pdf]

				 

				These three words, I believe, will explain the fallacy in the IE. Only ‘r’ is common among raj (Sanskrit), rex (Latin) and rix (Celtic); and “p” (pasu, pecus, and pekos) among Sanskrit, Latin and Greek. ‘Agni’ (Sanskrit) and ‘ignis’ (Latin) seem to be closely related. But the resemblance of all the three Sanskrit words – raj, pasu and agni – to respective counterparts in English (another European language) is zero. How then are Sanskrit and English justified as members of the IE family? The reason for different shades of linguistic resemblance among Sanskrit, Latin, Greek, Celtic, and English is evident. All the five are from different language families – Indic, Romance, Celtic, and Germanic. Greek is lonely without any family. Sanskrit has insignificant to zero resemblance with all the European languages. It is due to two reasons, (i) geographical distance, and (ii) different ethnic, cultural, and historical orientations.

				The resemblance between English and other European languages (Latin, Greek and Celtic) is not that close because English is from different family – Germanic – and is geographically further distant than Latin is from Greek. Resemblance between Latin and Greek is significant, though from different families. It is perhaps because of geographical proximity between the two, because of which lingual intercourse between the two is easy. It is hard to understand why Gerharo Herm claims “Even a layman can see that these words obviously had some common root.” It is difficult to identify the common root. If such is the linguistic understanding of the common root, the IE would, one day, envelop almost all the languages on the planet, into its fold.

				Herm (p.73) seems indirectly pointing out to it as a myth:

				:

				“When, around the middle of the last century, the possibility of an Ur-people was discussed, countless publicists took it up and tried to make it into an ersatz myth. This was understandable, for it looked as though this early linguistic community was the basis for re-ordering of the world.”

				 

				There would be several words – Indic and European – with very close resemblances, or even identical, with same meaning, such as Sanskrit word ‘agni’ with Latin word ‘ignis’ meaning ‘fire’. There are some identical words with different meanings, such as ‘kalo’ in Greek means ‘good’ and ‘kalo’ in Hindi means ‘black’; ‘kako’ in Greek means ‘bad‘ and ‘kako’ in Hindi means ‘uncle’, ‘swarthy’ in Hindi means selfish and in English means dark or darkish. Such similarities are accidental, or due to chance.

				The Merriam-Webster Dictionary (1974:362) defines Indo-European languages as:

				 

				“relating to, or constituting a family of languages comprising those spoken in most of Europe and in the parts of the world colonized by Europeans since 1500 and also in Persia, the sub-continent of India, and some other parts of Asia.”

				 

				 

				Are European colonies IE?

				 

				Mostly, in European colonies the main language is of the colonial bosses – English, French, Dutch, Spanish, Portuguese, etc. The native languages of the indentured labor – predominantly Africans and Indians – are secondary in varying degrees. The Merriam-Webster Dictionary does not make it clear which languages are the members of the IE family. In my opinion, only the languages of their European bosses are IE. Some of the languages of the colonized peoples, particularly Indian are cobsidered IE, but I believe they are not, as explained earier. Definitely there would be resemblances between European and Indic words, because of cohabitation of Hindi-speaking Indians and Europeans. Colonies, as not being natural countries with long histories of traditional heritages of their peoples, should not be considered as IE laboratories.

				Hermann Kulke and Dietmar Rothermund, in ‘A History of India’ (1986, p.366), write that the immigration of the Vedic Aryans took place in 1300/1200 B.C., and early Vedic period (Rig Veda) in 1200 B.C. They seem to contradict themselves. They say that ‘Vedic Aryans’ were immigrants. It means that the immigrants (Vedic Aryans) had Vedas in the region/country they came from. Then how would Vedic period start late in 1200 B.C.?

				Still, despite their hard work, historians have not been able to find any country, excepting India, the people of which spoke Sanskrit, as its native language, and had the Vedas.

				Frederick Bodmer, in his ‘The Loom of Language: An Approach to the Mastery of Many Languages’ (1944, p.183), writes:

				 

				“From a mass of phonetic, morphological and word similarities, we thus recognize the unity of the well-defined family called Aryan by Anglo-American, Indo-European by French, and Indo-Germanic by German writers. The last of the three is misnomer begotten of national conceit. Indeed the family does not keep within the limits indicated by the term Indo-European. It is spread out over an enormous belt that stretches almost without interruption from Central Asia to the fringes of westernmost Europe. On the European side the terminus is Celtic, and on the Asiatic, Tokharian, a tongue once spoken by the inhabitants of Eastern Turkestan and recently (1906) unearthed in documents written over a thousand years ago.”

				 

				Bodmer’s assertion: “Indeed the family (Aryan) does not keep within the limits indicated by the term Indo-European”, seems to coincide with Stephen Knapp’s version of the global spread of the Vedic (Aryan) culture, in his book, ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ (2000). It is very confusing and hard to understand why the spread of the IE, as demarcated by Bodmer, does not include India, the home of both Aryans as well as of the Vedas. It gets terminated at Turkestan, not in India, though it is termed as Indo-European, Indo-Germanic, etc. Bodmer’s other remark on the same page:

				 

				“but nobody can tell where the speakers of proto-Aryan lived, whether in Southern Russia, or on the Iranian plateau, or somewhere else. … When the recorded history of Aryan begins with the Vedic hymns, the dispersal of the Aryan speaking tribes had already taken place.”

				 

				How can any one tell where the Proto-Aryans lived, when linguists and historians are so much confused about and biased against India and Aryans, her original natives? They, in vain, have been combing almost whole planet, excepting Aryavarta (India), for the original abode of Aryans and their Vedas, perhaps fearing their success (in India) would upset their ill-based IE theory. Since “the recorded history of Aryans begins with the Vedic hymns” and there is no country other than India where the hymns of the Vedas are still being sentimentally sung and sermons thereof have been revered from prehistory ancient times, then why the futile search for Aryans and their Vedas in Europe or somewhere else outside Aryavarta (India)?

				Bodmer’s (p. 186) one sentence, “We have seen that most of the inhabitants of Europe speak languages with common features,” seems to suggest that only the European languages of the IE family have common features, and implicitly suggesting that non-European IE languages do not have common features. Bodmer doesn’t say that all or most of the languages of the IE family have common features. It can be interpreted that the Indic languages of the IE family may or may not have their own common features among themselves. Implicitly the Indo-European family consists of the two major groups of languages – Indo (Indic) and European.

				Philip Baldi, in ‘An Introduction to the Indo-European Languages’ (1983, p. 11), defines the IE and the PIE:

				 

				“The language family to which our selected languages all belong is called the Indo-European family (Germ. Indo-germanisch). They are all descendants of an ancestral language that we call Primitive or Proto-Indo-European (PIE). PIE was never written down, and we have consequently no direct records of it. Its former existence, however, can be established beyond a doubt from the evidence and systematic comparison of the descendant languages.”

				 

				If the ancient Sanskrit is alive, why the PIE is not?

				 

				It is a dumb excuse that PIE’s former existence could not be established because it was not written. It is understandable that the PIE, being a primitive language, was not written. But, it, like Sanskrit, would have been spoken for millenniums. It is OK if its scriptures, if any, were not given orally like Vedas, but it is beyond understanding that the language, the parent of the three languages ceased to exist (died) or disappeard all of sudden without the knowledge of its speakers and the speakers of its three children. All of its speakers must not have died instantly with her, leaving none behind to continue their heritage and the language of their ancestors. Sanskrit speakers have been orally passing its literature (Vedas) down to generations for over 10,000 years. So must be true of other ancient languages, such as German, Latin, Greek, etc. Native language is very dear to every body. It is very difficult for its speakers to lose.

				It is hard to understand why the real name of their mother, now hypothetically known as PIE, is not found any where in the Vedas and the ancient scriptures of Romans and Greeks. Speakers of Sanskrit, the alleged elder sister of Latin and Greek, is known for preserving its literature – Vedas, Upanishads, Puranas, etc. When the history of the Indus Valley civilization – Harappa, Mohenjodaro and Mehrgarh which is much older than 5000 years – is written, then why not of the PIE? The civilizations in the west – Euphrates (Mesopotamia) and Nile (Egypt) – are also older than 5000 years and they are known in details. Then why the story of the journey of Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek from their alleged original home in Eurasia to their present residences is not known to history? The PIE, as presented to us by linguists, is the grand mother of the IE languages including Latin, Greek, Sanskrit, German, etc., then, why do we not find its name in the literature of even one language? Sanskrit is known as the keeper of the history of almost all the events related to the culture and the arts of its speakers. If the PIE really lived, it would have definitely been recorded in Sanskrit literature. Linguists may say that all the PIE speakers died, but the history survives to record their deaths.

				Sanskrit is the oldest language on the planet. It was not written down in its prehistory times. But it is very much alive because the Vedic scriptures, composed in Sanskrit, were given down orally from generation to generation. Sanskrit, the eldest daughter, would have talked about her mother PIE, and passed on that information down to generations, if it really existed. The PIE, like Sanskrit, would have been alive in some form, at least its name.

				 

				The IE: A geographical label Indo (India) and Europe

				 

				Baldi (pp. 11-12) seems rightly to suggest that the geographical distance between any two languages, particularly those of two different and distant ethno-cultures, would cause significant lingual difference:

				 

				“The term ‘Indo-European’ is essentially a geographical label that indicates the eastern (India) and western (Europe) reaches of the family at the time of its discovery.”

				 

				Baldi’s above statement seems to endorse my theory that the IE is composed of two broad-based large families of Eastern languages of India and Western of Europe. It seems logically correct that the Indo-European family can be divided into two broader families of languages representing two different geographical and socio-cultural zones – India and Europe – far away from each other and representing two different ethno-cultural histories.

				 

				Recostruction of the PIE

				 

				Baldi is saying that the former existence of the PIE can be established from the evidence and systematic comparison of the descendant languages. What piece of the reconstructed PIE text has been produced after years of sweated linguist labor? What will be its use? Baldi (p.13) further remarks:

				 

				“The systematic comparison of the Indo-European languages and the postulation of the reconstructed proto-languages, Proto-Indo-European, raises so many questions as it answers. One of the most intriguing issues centers on the Indo-European people themselves: who were they, where did they come from, and how advanced were they socially?”

				 

				There would be no questions if linguists themselves clearly understand what the term ‘Indo-European’ means, or rather are not obsessed with the ill-based theory of Indo-European which, in my opinion, seems to be based on unproven hypotheses. The IE, in fact, is talking about two large different families of languages. They are different. Some philological resemblances don’t make the two families cognate, descending from a common parentage. It has been explained earlier that the similarities could be accidental and/or result of borrowing.

				There should be two different original ur-homelands of the two families, Indian subcontinent for the Indic and Europe for the European languages. Again, because of their large geographies – Indian subcontinent and Europe – they have to be subdivided into regions having different shades of their languages, with varying degrees of philological similarities and differences. This is apparent. that Europe has several languages with linguistic differences and similarities, and so is India, has about twenty languages and hundreds of dialects,

				Otherwise, how can one answer questions about the IE which relates to several peoples – Romans, Greeks, Germans, French, English, Indo-Aryans, etc.? Linguists or language-historians, while talking about a language, should address it by its specific name, rather than by the broad family name ‘IE’, which is too vague to understand what language or people they are talking about. For example, J. P. Mallory’s (p.26) use of the term, “the Indo-Europeans of Anatolia” doesn’t specify who those Indo-Europeans were, what their ethnic background was, and what languages they spoke. Several times IE is used for Sanskrit and other individual languages. This is not history in its true sense. The historian is hiding his ignorance behind the curtain of his vague and broad-based term ‘Indo-European’. It is not only Mallory. Several other scholars have also done the same.

				Emile Benveniste, in the Preface of his book “Indo-European Language and Society” (1973, p. 9), defines the Indo-European family consisting of the languages with various histories:

				 

				“Indo-European is defined as a family of languages, issuing from a common language, which have become different-tiated by gradual separation. This constitutes a global event, immense in scope, which we are able to grasp in its entirety because in the course of time it broke into a series of separate histories, each of them that of particular language.”

				 

				Benveniste stresses the point, “The notion ‘Indo-European’ is primarily a linguistic one, and if we are in a position to extend it so as to include other aspects of their civilization, this again is due to language.” Benveniste (pp: 9-10) further states:

				 

				“It is a very remarkable fact indeed that we are able to single out the peoples who partook in the original community and to designate them with certainty as Indo-Europeans to the exclusion of all others, because the stages of their migrations and their settlements remain unknown. The reason for this is language and language alone. The notion ‘Indo-European’ is primarily a linguistic one, and if we are in a position to extend it so as to include other aspects of their civilization, this again is due solely to language. The concept of genetic relationship has no other linguistic domain so precise a sense and such clear justification. We find in Indo-European a model of the correspondence relationships which delimit a family of languages and which allow us to reconstruct their entire stages back to the initial one.”

				 

				Benveniste, as I understand, seems to emphasize that Indo-European is a family of languages, not of peoples. He asserts that “the stages of their migrations and their settlements remain unknown.” From all this, it can be concluded that when Sir William Jones noticed phonetic correspondence of some words of some languages in some region, he pronounced that these languages must have come from one family of languages with a common mother. But, he did/could not see that the speakers – of different languages with different cultures and histories – must have come there from different regions, and that they could not have one and the same mother. Therefore, after some time of their cohabitation, they must have migrated back to the places of their respective origins. If all the three had one origin, they would not have gone to three destinations. They, rightly, had three. No place can be native place of more than one language.

				The name of their alleged mother has not been found, because they (Latin, Greek and Sanskrit) did neither have one mother, nor one and the same ur-homeland. Each family of languages – Indic and European – has its own demarcated geographical territory. Their children too have their own territories. For example, Indic (Sanskrit’s) children – Gujarati has Gujarat, Bihari has Bihar, Bengali has Bengal, Punjabi has Punjab, Sindhi has Sindh, and so on. The same way, the European languages have – English (England), French (France), Greek (Greece), German (Germany), Italian (Italy), and so on. If the PIE had its name, there would have been a country known after her name, as the homes (countries) are named after their respective languages; or may be language is named after the country in which it is being spoken. It is difficult to say whether egg came first or hen.

				Because the linguists have been indifferent to Benveniste’s notion that “Indo-European is primarily a linguistic one”, the mirage of the PIE has been ironically created by linguists for themselves. They have been fruitlessly wandering around in its desert to find the PIE and the abode of its speakers. The two spatially-separated-regions, the abodes of the two different and distant grand families of languages have been illegitimately joined together. The names of their ur-homelands have been nearly as many as its seeker linguists. In absence of its documented history, it is being fruitlessly reconstructed only to hopelessly support the theory of IE, which, as I understand, is baseless and illogical.

				Max Müller, in The Science of Language (1891, vol. I, p. 235), seems to give similar idea of the Indo-European, as others have given:

				 

				“When Sanskrit had once assumed its right position, when people had once become familiarized with the idea that there must have existed a language more primitive than Greek, Latin, and Sanskrit, and forming the common background of these three, as well as of the Teutonic, Celtic, and Slavonic branches of speech, all languages seemed to fall by themselves into their right position. … Instead of mere classes, we hear now for the first time of well-regulated families of languages.”

				 

				Max Müller seems to suggest that a few other families of languages also can come under the IE umbrella.

				Isaac Taylor[37] talks about what Max Müller has said in his Lectures on the Science of Languages, about Indo-European speakers living in Central Asia:

				 

				“When the first ancestors of the Indians, the Persians, the Greeks, the Romans, the Slaves, the Celts, and the Germans were living together within the same enclosure, nay, under the same roof,” and argues that because of same forms of speech are ”preserved by all the members of the Aryan family, it follows that before the ancestors of the Indians and Persians started for the South, and the leaders of the Greek, Roman, Celtic, Teutonic, and Slavonic colonies marched towards the shores of Europe, there was a small clan of Aryans, settled probably on the highest elevation of Central Asia, speaking a language not yet Sanskrit or Greek or German, but containing dialectical germs of all.”[38]

				 

				The above statement by Max Müller needs to be analyzed and objectively interpreted. It can be true that some, not all, of the Indo-European speakers – the Indians, the Persians, the Greeks, the Romans, the Slaves, the Celts, and the Germans – were living, rather staying together within the same enclosure somewhere in Central Asia. It can not be all, meaning their total population. They would be some who might have immigrated for various purposes – trade, business, tourism, etc. If Max Müller meant all, then it would mean that, at that period of time, there were no Indians in India, no Germans in Germany, no Greeks in Greece, no Romans in Italy, and so on. Because of living in a small geographical enclosure, their socio-cultural and lingual association might have been more intense and intimate. Their languages might have been influenced by one another by borrowing words from one another. Their visits – frequent by some and casual or none by some others to their respective native countries, as it is happening now among immigrants in America from various countries – must have influenced their languages in their respective parent countries. This explains why Sir William Jones found similarities among these languages. It must have happened similar way as it is happening now in Western countries, more so in America, where people of different cultures and languages have gone and settled. It should be noted that they are immigrants, not traditional natives of America. The same way the people, speaking different languages in Central Asia were immigrants, not natives of Central Asia. So their languages may not have same roots. It would be wrong to theorize that the languages spoken in America have one and the same common origin. Similarly it would be wrong to say the languages spoken in Central Asia – Sanskrit, Latin, Greek, German, etc. – had sprung from the same origin.

				Sir William Jones is wrong in hypothesizing that all these languages have one and the same parentage. It would be absurd to believe that all the Romans, Greeks, Indo-Aryans, etc. had left their respective native abode for Central Asia, leaving none behind.

				 

				Should grammar be as a determinant of linguistic affinity?

				 

				J. Ludolf[39], in 1702, seems to believe different from Jones. He stated: “affinities between languages must be based on grammatical resemblances rather than vocabulary, and among vocabulary corres-pondences, the emphasis should be on simple words such as those which describe parts of body.”

				Kirsten Malmkjær (ed), in ‘The Linguistics Encyclopedia’ (1995, p.191), praises the Indian grammarian scholarship, being centuries ahead of the European:

				 

				“Ancient Indian grammarians were centuries ahead of their European counterparts in language studies and from their best-known scholar Panini, whose studies, still extant, date back to the second half of the first millennium BC, we see brilliant independent linguistic scholarship in both theory and practice.”

				 

				The linguistic quality of a language depends on its grammar. Grammar guides in writing a correct and clear language. Malmkjær, on the same page, writes:

				 

				“Interest in the discovery mounted, and early in the nineteenth century, Sanskrit was being studied in the west. Sanskrit philological studies were initiated in Germany by W. von Schlegel about the time the first Sanskrit grammar in English was published. The linguistic study of this language set in motion the comparison of Sanskrit with languages of Europe, forming the first period in the growth of historical linguistics and setting comparative linguistics on a firm footing.”

				 

				Max Müller, in his ‘The Science of Language’ (1891, pp.124-5), praises the Panini grammar:

				 

				“The Hindus are the only nation that cultivated the science of Grammar without having received any impulse, directly or indirectly, from the Greeks. … Sanskrit grammar arose from the study of the Vedas, the most ancient poetry of the Brahmans. … These supplied the solid basis on which successive generations of scholars erected that astounding structure which reached its perfection in the grammar of Panini. There is no form, regular or irregular, in the whole Sanskrit language, which is not provided for in the grammar of Panini and his commentators. It is the perfection of a merely empirical analysis of language, unsurpassed, nay even un-approached, by anything in the grammatical literature of other nations.“

				 

				Michael Coulson, in his book ‘Sanskrit: Introduction to Classical Language’ (1992, p. xv), talks about the Panini grammar:

				 

				“The grammar of Panini, the Astadhyayi, usually attributed to the fourth century BC, is evidently the culmination of a long and sophisticated grammatical tradition, though the perfection of his own work caused that of his predecessors to vanish.”

				 

				Such recognition of Sanskrit grammar by Max Müller and by Michael Coulson seems to question the reliability and validity of linguistic congenital sisterhood of Sanskrit with Greek, Latin, and/or any other European language.

				Among more than 4,000 languages, it is possible that quite a few languages, if not several, would have similar basic grammar. It should be noted that two languages having similar grammar would not necessarily have vocabulary linguistic affinity, and vice versa.

				Garraty and Gay (1981:86) have said:

				 

				“The grammatical structure of the Hittite language relates it to the Indo-European group, but the vocabulary is mainly that of the non-Indo-European indigenous peoples of Anatolia.”

				 

				Grammar of a language gives the rules how we say or write, change and arrange words to express ourselves correctly. It would not be appropriate if grammatical similarities among Sanskrit, Greek and Latin are considered to determine their common linguistic ancestry. The grammar, unlike words, is not hereditary. On the basis of some aspects of grammar, Latin is found to be different from its alleged sisters, Greek and Sanskrit, and even from its daughters, French and Spanish. This is explained later. Limited vocabulary comes first with the initiation of the tongue of the people. Language gradually evolves and develops in response to increasing demands for coining words to define the emerging objects and concepts to meet the human needs to express the feelings, hopes, aspirations and despairs of the humanity. Sense of grammar came later when the people realized the need for systemizing, regulating, and disciplining the language, so as to be able to create literature in adequate and appropriate manner.

				The grammar, as a science and as an art, saw the sunshine much later after the PIE (Proto-Indo-European) had allegedly disappeared without leaving behind its identity, and also after the speakers of the three ancient languages – Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin – had migrated out from the hypothetical homeland of their parent language PIE. How then, can the grammatical resemblance be considered as a legitimate test for establishing their common genealogy?

				The other more important reason, for not considering grammar as a DNA test, is that there can not be more than six different paradigms in each of the possible variables (verb, preposition, adjective, adverb, inflection, etc.) to distinguish the grammar of one language from that of any other language. In grammar of a language, it is important to examine the paradigms of sentences to understand the systematic order of placements of the subject, verb, object, preposition, adjective, adverb, etc.

				The order of the ‘subject-verb-object’ is considered as the most basic paradigm of a sentence. Each sentence must have at least subject and verb. In almost all languages, subject comes first, excepting in interrogatory sentences, which may begin with verb. In passive voice object comes first. Or in case of emphasis on object, it can come first. In some languages, mostly European, subject is followed by verb and then object. In most Indic languages, subject is followed by object, and then verb. The paradigm of ‘subject-verb-object’ is prevalent in most western languages, such as Greek, Germanic, English, French, etc. In Latin, unlike most western languages and like Sanskrit, the standard word order is ‘subject-object-verb’. For example, John Portiam amat (John loves Portia). In Latin, word order is more flexible than in other western languages. In case of emphasis on object, Portia would come first (Portia John amat), and in case of emphasis on verb, amat would come first (Amat Portiam John.). In Sanskrit and most eastern languages, the word order generally is ‘subject-object-verb (Aham pustakam pathaami = I am reading a book).

				Even if we think that each of the three – subject, verb, and object – would change its place three times, maximum total number of different computations would be six. There would be at the most six different paradigms of placement order of subject, verb, and object:

				 

				1. subject, verb, object

				2. subject, object, verb

				3. object, verb, subject

				4. object, subject, verb

				5. verb, subject, object

				6. verb, object, subject

				 

				In other words, according to the rules of probability out of about 4,000 languages of the world, approximately 666 languages can have one and the same word order. It would be even a larger number of languages with different paradigms, in case of position of preposition and adjective in relation with their nouns, pronouns, etc.

				In conclusion, grammatical similarity should not be considered as a determinant of linguistic affinity between any two languages. It is interesting to note that there is no grammatical correspondence between Latin (the parent of the Romance family) and its members, such as French and Spanish. French and Spanish languages have the word order (subject-verb-object) different from that their parent language Latin (subject-object-verb) has. Latin, has its word order (subject-object-verb) similar to what Sanskrit has.

				 

				[image: small.pdf]

				 

				There are other grammatical paradigms, such as of the position of preposition and adjective in regard to the nouns they are associated with. In these cases, the probability would be 50%.

				 

				Adjective and Noun

				 

				In most western languages (Greek, English, Germanic, French, etc.), as well as in eastern languages (Sanskrit, Hindi, etc), adjective comes before its noun or pronoun. For example:

				 

				
					
						
								
								Hindi:

							
								
								Sunder larki (Beautiful girl)

							
						

						
								
							
								
								(Adjective before noun)

							
						

						
								
								English:      

							
								
								Beautiful girl

							
						

						
								
							
								
								(Adjective before noun)

							
						

					
				

				 

				But in Latin and Spanish, it is different. Generally adjective comes after its noun. For example:

				 

				
					
						
								
								Latin: 

							
								
								John nobilis (noble John)

							
						

						
								
							
								
								(Adjective after noun)

							
						

						
								
								Spanish:     

							
								
								vino blanco (wine white).

							
						

						
								
							
								
								(Adjective after noun)

							
						

					
				

				 

				But, in Spanish possessive adjective comes before the noun: “en mi casa” = in my house.

				 

				Preposition and Noun

				 

				In case of preposition, in some languages, preposition comes before, and in some cases it comes after the noun/pronoun. In most western languages – English, German, Latin, Greek, French, etc. – preposition is followed by its noun. Where as, in most eastern (Indic) languages including Sanskrit and Hindi, preposition follows its noun. For example:

				 

				
					
						
								
								Sanskrit

							
								
								Aham mam grahe (grah-e) nivsaami. Prep.“e” (in) after noun “grah” (house)

							
						

						
								
								Hindi:

							
								
								(ghar mein) preposition (mein = in) comes after its noun

							
						

						
								
							
								
								(ghar = home).

							
						

						
								
								Greek:

							
								
								sto thomateeo moo = in room my (prep. “sto” before, but adj “moo” after noun)

							
						

						
								
								Latin: 

							
								
								John in horto (in garden) cum Mary (with Mary) est (is).

							
						

						
								
								Spanish:

							
								
								Yo (I) bebi (drank) un vaso (a glass) de vino (of wine) blanko (white) en (in) la restarante Italaina (restaurant Italian).

							
						

						
								
								French:

							
								
								Marie cherche (is looking) le (for) livre (book).

							
						

						
								
								English:

							
								
								John is with Mary in the garden.

							
						

						
				

				

								
								Germanic:    

							
								
								Meine (My) schwester (sister) ist (is) in der schule (in school)

							
						

					 

				In case of placement of adjective, the mother Latin is different from her daughter Spanish, also in case of placement of subject, verb, and object, Latin is different from her two daughters, Spanish and French. How, then, can one claim that the members of the same family will have grammar similarities? This also is proved that languages with grammar similarities may not have genealogical linguistic affinity.

				We have seen above that there is no correspondence among the three ancient languages, Sanskrit, Greek and Latin, in case of the three grammar counts:

				 

				(1) word order of subject, verb and object,

				(2) placement of adjective and its noun, and

				(3) position of preposition and the noun it governs.

				 

				In short, all the three ancient languages, allegedly considered as daughters of one and the same parent language ‘Proto-Indo-European’, have failed to pass the Grammar DNA test. They are partially different as far as their grammar is concerned.

				 

				Inflection

				 

				Languages differ from one another on the basis of inflections. Most modern European languages, including English, are least inflecting. In most modern Indo-Aryan languages – Bengali, Hindi, Gujarati, Punjabi, Sindhi, etc., like Sanskrit – verb inflects to reflect the gender, the number and the case of its subject. Verb inflections in English are less than those in Latin, Sanskrit and modern Indian languages. In English, verb does not inflect to reflect the gender of its subject as it does in Sanskrit and in some other Indo-European languages. Would English, therefore, be considered as a non-Indo-European language? In Latin, unlike in English, noun inflects to show whether it is used as subject or object. In conclusion, grammatical differences do not suggest whether language is IE or non-IE.

				 

				Study of Sanskrit in the West

				 

				Max Müller (1891, p.232) writes that August Wilhelm von Schlegel, the brother of Frederick Schlegel, used his influence which he had acquired as a German poet, to popularize the study of Sanskrit in Germany. I believe that every language has some thing great peculiar in it that other languages need to learn.

				Baldi, in ‘An Introduction to the Indo-European Languages’ (1983, p.4), has given seven words (Table 1) showing philological resemblance of Sanskrit with Latin, Greek and other languages:

				 

				TABLE 1

				 

				[image: small.pdf]

				 

				There is a little similarity between Sanskrit words and European (Latin and Greek) words. But their similarity with English words is insignificant. These are only a consciously selected few words. The numbers 4 to 7 are not given. Earlier, in this chapter, about one hundred fifty words of common use, including all these seven words have been given showing what resemblances Sanskrit has with Latin, Greek, English and German which will tell the true story of the validity of the IE family and the PIE.

				Baldi (pp.3-5), in response to the question: “What was in it (Indo-European) that attracted so many scholars?,” writes:

				 

				“At first glance these lists (of the words in the above Table) seem to contain a dizzying array of individual words with only some superficial similarities. But it does not require excessive scrutiny to see that many of the words in the various columns are remarkably like each other (this is more obvious for some than for others).”

				 

				Baldi admits that some similarities are superfluous, not obvious. He raises the question, “How can these similarities be explained?” He mentions some alternative explanations for such superficial similarities:

				 

				1. It could be that the similarities are accidental.

				2. It could be that some or all of the languages borrowed the words in question from some other language.

				3. It could be that the similarities are only apparent and result from the way we are displaying the data.

				4. It could be that each of these languages has inherited the words in question from some source common to them all.

				 

				Baldi (p.5) asserts that the PIE, as the common source of the Indo-European languages, has not yet been ascertained:

				 

				“Of course, exactly what this common source is or was is not yet answered, nor can we be absolutely certain, on the basis of only seven words, that we have sufficient evidence to make such a far reaching claim concerning common ancestry.”

				 

				It is really a “far reaching claim” about the IE and PIE. Baldi implicitly questions the reliability and validity of the concepts of the ‘IE’ and the ‘PIE’. He suggests to move beyond the lexicon, which according to him is “notoriously unreliable and often deceptive because of its proclivity to change.”

				It is hard to understand that despite such scholarly questions why yet linguists do not feel necessary to reexamine the concept of the IE. Let the readers examine some more words, Baldi has given in Table 2 (pp. 6-7) and see if they convince them that Sanskrit, Latin and Greek share the one and the same origin.
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				Word-similarities between Sanskrit and European languages is minimal. Surprisingly even between Latin and Greek is not that significant. The same is true about the Table 1.

				 

				Why is the PIE not visible?

				 

				How can the thing, which never existed, be visible? The PIE, if any time existed, history would have recorded its identity and the name of its native abode, and the story of its dying. When history knows the names of her (PIE’s) children, then why not her? Its name is not found even among the dead languages.

				 

				 

				Why is the PIE not documented among the dead languages?

				 

				No language has died or disappeared without leaving behind its identity. Several languages have been considered ‘dead’. But, the history has recorded their names and respective countries of their births, i.e. homelands. For example, the ancient history of Asia Minor (or known as Anatolia, present Turkey) has mentioned its languages, including the dead:

				 

				1. Indo-European, such as Hittite, Hieroglyphic Hittite, Akhadian, Arzawa, Canaanite, Lydian, Lycian, Luwian, Palaic etc. Most of them are dead.

				2. Some non-Indo-European languages were also spoken in ancient Asia Minor (Anatolia), such as Ligurian, Messapian, Illyrian, Thracian, Phrygian. All of them are dead. Sanskrit or any other Indic language has not been mentioned, as one of the languages of Anatolia, Mesopotamia, Egypt or Central Asian region. Why? Only because Sanskrit was not a native language of any of the countries of the region. It was the language of immigrants or travelers from India.

				 

				History tells that in ancient times, Sanskrit was spoken by some Indo-Aryans in Asia Minor, Egypt, Mesopotamia, Syria and in the nearby region. Indo-Aryans were not natives of those countries. Then, how could the invading Aryans be considered as strangers or foreigners to India? They were not invaders, they were returning to India, the land of their ancestors.

				Usually, a non-classical (spoken) language does not die in the country of its origin. It may die in the country, some of its speakers might have migrated into. For, example Persian has died in India where Parsees immigrated about ninth century AD. But it is alive in its native abode Iran (Persia).

				Sindhi, is dying in India, where Sindhi Hindus started migrating after the partition of the British India into Hindu India and Muslim Pakistan in 1947. Sindh, unlike the Punjab and Bengal, was not divided. Whole Sindh was given to Pakistan. Sindhi Hindus, unlike Sindhi-speaking Muslims, do not have their own exclusive ethnic piece of land. As the result, Sindhis have been spread thin all over India. No town in India is without Sindhis. They went wherever they felt economically secure and comfortable. Sindhis were obliged to reluctantly accept break-up of their traditional extended (joint) families. Sindhis are hard working. Despite the challenging circumstances they were confronted with, they worked very hard to avoid begging. Very rarely one would find a Sindhi beggar.

				Sindhi will die in India, not in its native abode Sindh. Punjabi will remain alive and vibrant in India as well in Pakistan and so Bengali in Bangladesh as well as in West Bengal, India for ever, because both Punjabi and Bengali have their ethnic soil and linguistic climate in both, Hindustan as well as Pakistan. .

				Language, like flowers and fruits, need their own ethnic nurturing land and nourishing linguistic environment. It is why, most Indian families are finding too hard to give their mother tongue to their children being raised outside India, just as in America.

				 Gypsies, after being out of their original country, India, for a few centuries, are finding hard to resuscitate their dying Romany. However, it has retained several Indic words, mentioning a few – ‘acho’ (good), ‘ham’ (we), ‘chanda’ (moon), ‘chor’ (thief), etc.[40]

				The PIE is not the real name of a language. Unfortunately, the name of this grandma of several languages has not been known, because it has not seen the sun any time. The reconstructed PIE’ does not, in fact, consist of its original words. But, all its words have been reconstructed on the basis of hypothetical linguistic computations and guesses. In other words, the reconstructed PIE is made of only reconstructed words. They should not be considered reconstructed, because reconstruction needs real original material, at least some, as well as original foundation. In other words, the ‘reconstructed object’ should have most of its elements – real and original. The PIE lacks base. The assumption, that the PIE is the grandmother of several IE languages, can be validated only when there is a proven evidence that, at any given time in the history or pre-history period, people of India and Europe lived together in a region and originally spoke only one language, out of which Sanskrit, Latin and Greek evolved. We know that the Indic languages, like Hindi, Bengali, Sindhi, Punjabi, Gujarati, Marathi, etc. evolved from their mother Sanskrit. Mother comes first, then her children. The IE story is exactly opposite. The mother PIE has not been heard. It is being reconstructed on the basis of some selected elements from its children Latin, Greek and Sanskrit. Linguistically it is illogical and fallacious.

				Originally, before immigrants arrive, each country has only one language. It is known as its native language. That is dictated by the constitution of the language. Later, one or more languages of immigrants may be spoken there. But they are never given the status of its native language. The same is true about mother tongue. No body can have more than one mother tongue, because, according to the law of nature no body can have more than one mother. So nobody can have more than one mother land. I think there is no relationship more sacred and more basic than that of the mother. There is nothing more important than the mother who gives birth and than the country which gives place to live. The best qualifying category for citizenship is the motherland.

				Karl Menninger, in ‘Number Words and Number Symbols: A Cultural History of Numbers’ (1969:101), questions the existence of the PIE:

				 

				“If all these languages are sisters, they must have a common ancestor, an original language from which they have developed. But we know of no people that spoke or wrote such a mother language nor have we any direct evidence or written documents concerning it.”

				 

				The Columbia Encyclopedia (1993, p. 1328) talks about the region where the IE languages were spoken:

				 

				“The Indo-European family is so named because at one time its individual members were prevalent mainly in an area between and including India and Europe, although not all languages spoken in this region were Indo-European.”

				 

				CE’s observation – that the IE languages were spoken some where between Europe and India (Eurasia), and also in Europe and India – clearly suggests that the speakers of the IE, living in the area between India and Europe, were immigrants, traders, colonizers, or tourists, and not the natives of Eurasia. It should be noted that the CE writes that they were also being spoken in India and Europe. This clearly suggests that they were originally from India and Europe.

				The Random House Webster’s College Dictionary (1995, p. 685) says the same that Indo-Europeans – Anatolian, Indo-Iranian, Armenian, Greek, Slavic, Baltic, Albanian, Tocharian, Italic, and Celtic – were almost every where on the planet, carried by colonization and conquest:

				 

				“A family of languages spoken or formerly spoken in Europe and SW, central, and S. Asia, and carried by colonization and conquest since c1500 to many other parts of the world: major branches of Indo-European are Anatolian, Indo-Iranian, Greek, Armenian, Slavic, Baltic, Albanian, Tocharian, Italic, and Celtic.”

				 

				Both the encyclopedia (CE) and the dictionary say that the Indo-European languages were spoken in Europe and Asia particularly in India. The dictionary seems to suggest that philological influences could be due to colonization and conquest.

				 

				Are Aryan, Indo-European, or Indo-Germanic?

				 

				Frederick Bodmer, in his ‘The Loom of Language: An Approach to the Mastery of Many Languages’ (1972, p.183), remarks that the Indo-European is named differently by different European scholars – “Aryan by Anglo-American, Indo-European by French, and Indo-Germanic by German writers.” According to him:

				 

				“The last of the three (Germanic) is a misnomer begotten of national conceit. Indeed the family does not keep within the limits indicated by the term Indo-European. It is spread out over an enormous belt that stretches almost without interruption from Central to the fringes of westernmost Europe.”

				 

				Bodmer is right. Indo-Germanic is a narrower term than Indo-European. In my opinion “Aryan” is also misnomer, because it does not include Europe. It covers only Aryavarta (India). Aryan would cover Europe, only if European languages are considered “Aryan”, which, in my opinion, European languages can not be Aryan. I don’t believe that European languages have evolved or developed from Sanskrit, as some linguists believe. It is true that some European languages have philological correspondence with Sanskrit. They are not cognate or genetic. They are due to borrowing due to cohabitation of both – Aryans (Indians, speakers of Sanskrit) and Europeans.

				Bodmer’s (pp. 187-188) following lists of IE and non-IE languages make it clear that the IE is not one family, but it is a group of ten families of different languages, some of them are European and the rest are Asian; and that there are eight families of non-IE languages, some of them are European and the rest are Asian:

				 

				Indo-European

				a) Teutonic:        German, Dutch, Scandinavian, English..

				b) Celtic:            Erse, Gaelic, Welsh, Breton.

				c) Romance:       French, Spanish, Catalan, Portuguese, Italian, Rumanian.

				d) Slavonic:        Russian, Polish, Czech, Slovakian, Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatian, and Slovene.

				e) Baltic:            Lithuanian, Lettish.

				f) Greek

				g) Albanian

				h) Armenian

				i) Persian

				j) Modern Indic dialects.

				 

				Bodmer (p.188) has talked about eight non-Indo-European families of languages:

				 

				Non-Indo-European

				a) Finno-Ugrian: Lappish, Finnish, Esthonian, Cheremessian, Mordvinian, Magyar {Hungarian}.

				b) Semitic: Arabic, Ethiopian, Hebrew, Maltese.

				c) Hamitic: Cushite {Somali, Galla}, Berber languages.

				d) Indo-Chinese: Chinese, Tibetan, Siamese, Burmes

				e) Malayo-Polynesian: Malay, Fijian, Tahitian, Maori.

				f) Turco-Tartar: Turkish, Tartar, Kirghiz.

				g) Dravidian: Tamil, Telugu, Canarese.

				h) Buntu: Kafir, Zulu, Bechuana, Sesuto, Herero, Congo, Duala, etc.

				 

				All the above 18 families of languages – IE and Non-IE – can be divided into three broad groups of families of languages:

				 

				(i)‘European’, (ii) ‘Indic’ (Indian), and (iii) the rest.

				 

				India has about seventeen languages with grammar and literature. There are hundreds of dialects – spoken in isolated tribal pockets and distant rural areas. They seem to have been resisting lingual mainstreaming and defying the constitution of language. The dialects, like their speakers, want to remain free and untouched. But they can not survive long. Because of media, TV, cinema, increasing number of schools, and technologies, dialects are being swallowed up by languages. Moreover, as I understand, visible striking economic disparity is tempting them to mainstream.

				 

				Is the Indo-European a natural family?

				 

				The term ‘Indo-European’, as a family, is misnomer and illogical. The term IE suggests India and Europe. It comprises at least ten families, scattered over two continents, Europe and Indian subcontinent. The definitions of the Indo-European family of languages are confusing, and mutually contradicting.

				According to the language constitution, the members of any family are supposed to be geographically, culturally, and historically close to one another. Then how could the languages of Europe be linguistically close to the languages of India? Europe and India are thousands of miles away from each other and their cultures and histories are also extremely different.

				There are over forty five IE languages – Teutonic (4), Celtic (4), Romance (6), Slavonic (8). Baltic (2), Greek (1), Albanian (1), Armenian (1), Persian (1), Modern Indic languages (17+) – are, as a matter of fact, members of ten families of the grand IE family. There are vocabulary similarities only between a small number of words of a few languages, which are allegedly considered as members of the broad-based IE family. The number of similarity-words is insignificant, not even 0.0001 percent of the total number of words, and that also when they are stretched too far to reflect a foggy or dim similarity. The similarities might have been caused by linguistic accidents or borrowings due to cohabitation, as a result of colonization, international trade and migrations. Some linguists support the theory of Indo-European by showing grammatical correspondence. Bodmer (1972:188) has remarked: “it is useful to recognize certain general grammatical features which may be more or less characteristics of a language.” He also remarks:

				 

				“If other clues are not available, the fact the languages are classified in this way does not necessarily point to common origin, because languages which are related may have lost outstanding grammatical similarities, and languages which belong to different families may have evolved similar grammatical traits along different paths.”

				 

				Bodmer clearly explains that the languages, which are linguistically related, may evolve similar grammar, not that the languages with similar grammar be considered linguistically related. Grammar, if a determinant of linguistic affinity, has been discussed earlier to show that grammar should not be considered as a determinant of linguistic affinity, because then out of about 4000 languages being spoken on the planet, about 666 would have grammatical affinity, and thus would have common linguistic heritage.

				The Indo-Aryan (Indic) languages and European languages are two different families, with neither any genetic nor cognate relationship. The linguistic correspondences are not significant. It should be noted their alleged mother PIE is not their scientifically proven real mother. Linguistic DNA test has been proven negative. One needs to objectively examine the kind and the extent of linguistic affinity these European languages have with Sanskrit, before endorsing the theory of Indo-European family of languages. The PIE is not a real language. It is merely a ‘hypothetical-language-mother’ of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek. The hypothesis of the linguistic union between Indic and European languages will remain hypothesis for ever, despite life-long vehement effort by linguists to validate it.

				 

				The PIE: Its residence and date of birth

				 

				Menninger (1969, p.101) expresses the need to identify the ancestor of the IE family, and asserts that the ancestor has not yet been found:

				 

				“If all these languages are sisters, they must have a common ancestor, an original language from which they have developed. But we know of no people that spoke or wrote such a mother language nor have we any direct evidence or written documents concerning it.”

				 

				How can it be found when it did not exist? Since Sanskrit is older than ten thousand years, as explained in the Chapter Two ‘Sanskrit and Rig Veda: Their Homeland and Ages’, it would be erroneous and illogical to say that Sanskrit developed from the PIE which was allegedly being spoken around five thousand years back.

				Several different places have been suggested by different scholars, depending on their BLIND subjective perspectives. This can be better explained by the following anecdote. A few curious blind boys were taken to a zoo to see what an elephant would be like. The first one happened to touch a waving ear of the elephant. He announced: “Oh! It is like a fan.” The other one, who touched its leg, shouted: “No! It is like a trunk of a tree.” The third one, who touched its body, said that it is like a wall. So, the elephant was different for different blind boys. So has the homeland been different to several PIE-blind linguists who have never seen, nor read the PIE. The linguists need to have objective, rational and realistic mind. How can they have it when they have been obsessed with the concept of IE?

				 

				Different Urheimat to different linguists

				 

				
					
						
								
								Linguist

							
								
								Home Land of PIE

							
						

						
								
								Gimbatus (1970)

							
								
								Southern Russia

							
						

						
								
								Baldi (1983)

							
								
								North-western Europe

							
						

						
								
								Stevenson (1983)

							
								
								Eurasia border

							
						

						
								
								Wolzogen (1875)

							
								
								Asia, the cradle of mankind

							
						

						
								
								Schrader (1890)

							
								
								S. Russia steppes

							
						

						
								
								Joseph Ripley (1900)

							
								
								Himalayan highlands

							
						

						
								
								Lachmi Dhar (1930)

							
								
								India

							
						

						
								
								A.H. Sayce (1927)

							
								
								Asia Minor

							
						

						
								
								Wilhelm Koppers (1934)   

							
								
								West Turkestan

							
						

						
								
								Kossinna (1902)

							
								
								North-central Europe, etc.

							
						

						
								
								Roger Latham

							
								
								Europe

							
						

						
								
								Diakonov (1984)

							
								
								Southern Europe

							
						

						
								
								Tilak (1971)

							
								
								North Pole

							
						

						
								
								Childe (1926)

							
								
								S. Russian steppes

							
						

					
				

				 

				Fourteen scholars have suggested nine different places – North Pole, different parts of Europe, Russia, Asia, Asia Minor, Turkistan, India, Himalayas, Russian Steppes, etc. This raises the serious question: “Does or did the PIE really exist?” The scholars also differ about the date when the PIE family of languages split and spread around, ranging from 6000 B.C. to 3000 B.C. Stevenson (1983) suggests 6000 B.C., and both Gimbutus (1970) and Baldi (1983): 3000 B.C. Such a wide range difference in the scholarly opinion – about the homeland of the PIE, and the timing of departure of the speakers of Latin, Greek and Sanskrit from the PIE homeland – challenge the reliability and the validity of the IE family. Mythologies have better integrity and logic than such a fragmented, baseless, and subjective thesis of the IE and the PIE.

				 

				The two theories, IE and AII conflict

				 

				If, according to IE, Sanskrit-speaking people reached India in or before 3000 B.C., how then scholars say that the invading Aryans brought Sanskrit with them to India in about 1500 B.C.? This tells that both the theories Indo-European family (IE) and Aryan Invasion of India (AII) are illogical and irrational.

				 

				Two Exceptions to PIE

				 

				Renfrew (1987, p. 35) talks about two exceptions who do not believe that the Indo-European languages have an ancestral parent language. The Russian scholar, N.S. Trubetskoy and much more recently Jean-Paul Demoule have “questioned the whole notion of an ancestral Indo-European language.” Trubetskoy suggests “Such critical examination of our assumptions is necessary if a solution to the problem is ever to be found.”

				The scholarship seems to be too obsessed with the two theories to feel free to explore other avenues to find answers to resolve the problem and test the reliability and validity of the IE and the PIE. Renfrew (p.35) stresses:

				 

				“With these notable exceptions, however, the various theories currently available differ primarily in the location of the Urheimat, the area where the Proto-Indo-Europeans supposedly lived before splitting and setting off in their different ways. They differ also about the date, or dates, at which this supposed split occurred.”

				 

				Why would they not differ when the base of the theory itself is shaky and unbelievable? The PIE, the assumed ancestor of the IE, is considered dead and unidentifiable. A person is considered dead, only when his body is found and identified. Only the person, who has been seen alive, dies. Only the person, who has been found dead, is considered to have been born. In the case of the PIE, neither she was seen alive nor found dead. No history has recorded her birth and nomenclature. What is the name of the mother of Sanskrit, Greek and Latin? Where was she born? Where did she live? How long did she live? What happened to her? How did she disappear or die before the history could know her name and her whereabouts? All these questions are yet to be answered. No scholar seems to be optimistic to be able to trace her dead body. The PIE can be accepted as a reality, only if it is considered as “God” who can not be seen, nor touched. Because of their faith, rather blind faith, linguists have been talking about the PIE. Should such faith be a basis of a theory? Would it be scientific?

				For the sake of argument, why is there no consensus on India as the original home of the PIE, though every group of Indo-European languages starts with ‘Indo’, such as Indo-European, Indo-Germanic, Indo-Iranian, Indo-Hittite, Indo-Kassite, etc? Is it due to scholarly ignorance of or bias against India? Sanskrit has been considered the oldest of all the Indo-European languages, and most scholars believe that several European languages have evolved or developed from Sanskrit. Yet, India is not unanimously (or at least by majority) considered as the homeland of the PIE.

				 

				Language and the culture of its speakers

				 

				Each language has its own distinct culture which distinguishes it from other languages. Every language is sentimentally associated with the culture of its speakers. Eastern cultures, including Vedic, are different from the most Western (European) cultures.

				Keeping all these language-related aspects in mind, it would be linguistically erroneous to lump the East and the West, and their languages together, under the umbrella of the IE.

				It is not convincing that linguists have been using philological similarities, as an evidence of cognate link of Sanskrit with European languages. They are too insignificant and they are not proven as cognate. For example, the following list of words in English and Sanskrit, given by Stephen Knapp (2000, p.80), which he picked up from Mr. Oak’s book, ‘Some Blunders of Indian Historical Research’ (p.251):

				 

				[image: small.pdf]

				 

				The number of words – laboriously and selectively picked up by linguists to prove their ill-based theory that Sanskrit shares its linguistic parentage with European languages – is too small and the correspondence is insignificant. Moreover, the geography, the history and the culture of the speakers of the two languages are polar-apart.

				Let us examine the correspondence between the pairs of words given above. Some of the above couples – preach/prachar, path/path, three/tri, adore/adar, Mater Dui/Matru Devi – indicate corres-pondence. Most of the rest are claimed to be similar only because they have their first letters same, such as go/gama, untruth/unrita, night/naktam, etc. But, it is hard to understand the linguistic correspondence between such words – he/sah, two/dwi, four/chatwar, eight/ashta, octage/nashtakon, terra/dhara, come/agama, cow/gau, five/pancha.

				How would the language-scholars explain the linguistics of the following words – in Greek and Hindi, and also in English and Hindi – which spell/pronounce same, but mean different?

				 

				
					
						
								
								Greek    

							
								
								Meaning    

							
								
								Hindi    

							
								
								Meaning

							
						

						
								
								Kalo

							
								
								Good

							
								
								Kalo

							
								
								Black

							
						

						
								
								Kako

							
								
								Bad

							
								
								Kako

							
								
								Uncle

							
						

					
				

				 

				
					
						
								
								English    

							
								
								Hindi

							
								
								Meaning in English

							
						

						
								
								Vicar

							
								
								Vicar/Vikar    

							
								
								Evil habit

							
						

						
								
								Need

							
								
								Neend

							
								
								Sleep

							
						

						
								
								Lek

							
								
								Lekh

							
								
								Destiny

							
						

						
								
								Swarthy

							
								
								Swarthy

							
								
								Selfish

							
						

						
								
								Stria

							
								
								Stri

							
								
								Woman

							
						

						
								
								Supra

							
								
								Suprya

							
								
								Dear, darling

							
						

						
								
								Pawn

							
								
								Pawn/paan

							
								
								Chewable (like gum)

							
						

						
								
								Neh

							
								
								Neh

							
								
								Love

							
						

						
								
								Deep

							
								
								Deep

							
								
								Lamp

							
						

						
								
								Saga

							
								
								Saga

							
								
								Genetic relation

							
						

						
								
								Sag

							
								
								Saag

							
								
								Vegetable

							
						

						
								
								Savan

							
								
								Savan

							
								
								A season in India

							
						

						
								
								Balk

							
								
								Balak

							
								
								Child

							
						

						
								
								Man

							
								
								Man

							
								
								Mind

							
						

						
								
								Run

							
								
								Run

							
								
								Widow

							
						

						
								
								Veer

							
								
								Veer

							
								
								Brave

							
						

						
								
								Hind

							
								
								Hind

							
								
								Hindustan

							
						

						
								
								Savant

							
								
								Sawant

							
								
								A Hindu name

							
						

					
				

				 

				If I have time to comb carefully through a dictionary, I will be able to identify hundreds of such words in English with greater lexical proximity to Sanskrit or Hindi but different meaning, and also some with the same meaning, only to prove that these philological similarities are caused by chance, not because of genetic relationship.

				Baldi (p.12) talks about what has happened to the Indo-European languages after their separation from the original home of the PIE:

				 

				“Because of the passage of time and the social and geographical separation of speakers, the Indo-European languages became so different from each other that their common ancestry is apparent in only a relatively small number of words and forms such as those cited earlier. In most cases careful scrutiny and comparison is required to verify cognate elements.”

				 

				It is wrong that all speakers of the IE languages, particularly of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek were once living together. Some yes, not all. It is not possible that all speakers of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek would be able to live together at some place outside their respective native abode. At that time most of them were living in India, Italy and Greece. It is understandable that some of them might have left their original abode, met in Central Asia and stayed there together for some time as traders or immigrants; and much later some of them went back to their original abode (India, Italy or Greece), and some moved out ahead to some other country, and most of them might have got absorbed there.

				History of migration has been repeating itself. It is happening even now. People from several developing countries have been leaving their country for some developed country, like USA, UK, France, etc. for better life. They share not only language, but also music, cuisine, philosophy of life, etc. Later some return to their country.

				It seems Baldi is trying to defend the concept of the ‘Indo-European family of languages’, saying only few words showing similarity are left because of long separation and geographical distances. Even otherwise, in the beginning, there were not many words of similarity. Those words were borrowed. How could it be considered separation and change of geography? It was, in fact, their return to and reunion with their motherland.

				 

				Sanskrit, being the oldest IE, should have known about the PIE

				 

				Sanskrit, being the eldest of the three daughters of the PIE, and the most ancient IE language, would have known at least basic linguistic elements and several words of her mother PIE, and also her name. Then linguists would have not felt necessity for its reconstruction. We would have known how different Sanskrit looked before its “social and geographical separation” from the PIE. The over-ten-millennia-long-literature of Sanskrit has not talked Sanskrit being orphaned. The hymns – of over ten thousand years old Rig Veda, singing in praise of India’s Himalayas and the Vedic sacred rivers Ganga (Ganges), Jamuna and, Sarasvati, flowing there-from – evidence that Sanskrit was much older than the Rig Veda, and much more older than the year of the splitting of the three alleged sisters, Sanskrit, Latin and Greek from their hypothetical mother language PIE. Her separation from her mother’s abode, the linguists have been talking about, is only about 5000 years long. Sanskrit literature, particularly the Rig Veda, should have talked about the three sisters and their mother, and also about the abode they all shared before the alleged separation in about 3,000 B.C.

				 

				1000 years of PIE’s child-bearing span: Her name not known?

				 

				As shown earlier in the Chapter Two, that both sisters Latin and Greek were younger than Sanskrit by at least one thousand years. It evidences that the child-bearing span of the PIE was more than one thousand years. It means that Sanskrit, being the eldest daughter of the PIE, lived with her mother PIE for at least about one thousand years until the birth of Latin and Greek. Then how is it possible that the Rig Veda does not have a piece of the PIE text?. At least, her name would have appeared in some Vedic literature.

				Baldi’s assertion – “that their common ancestry is apparent in only a relatively small number of words and forms such as those cited earlier”– is baseless and irrational. Those cited words and forms are not originally of the PIE. The PIE was never identified, rather spoken. How could it disappear when it was never seen? Its name has not been known, because its nomenclature ceremony was never solemnized. Its existence is a myth and so is its disappearance. Then, how would Baldi find any cognate elements even after careful scrutiny and comparison when the IE is not a real entity? For the age of the Rig Veda and of its language Sanskrit, please refer to the Chapter Two, “Sanskrit and the Rig Veda: Their Homeland and Ages.”

				Baldi (p.13) seems to be concerned about the reality of the PIE when he does not have answers to several basic questions about the IE people:

				 

				“The systematic comparison of the Indo-European languages and the postulation of the reconstructed proto-language, Proto-Indo-European, raises as many questions as it answers. One of the most intriguing issues centers on the IE people themselves: who were they, where did they come from, and how advanced were they socially? Such questions have been hotly debated from the early days of comparative linguistics, and because of some fairly recent archaeological work by Gimbutas, we are now beginning to understand the origin of the Indo-European much better.“

				 

				How can the origin of the IE be understood, when it doesn’t involve only one origin? It involves origins as many as the number of its member language families. Each family of languages – atleast Indic, Italian and Greek – has its own origin. The IE is the grand-family of several families of languages. Linguists have to trace its multiple origins. The questions, Baldi has raised, implicitly reflect his concern to know their multiple origins. Would any body say that the Indo-European speakers came only from India, or only from Italy, or only from Greece? Would all the three be equally socially advanced? Europe has its own quite a few families of languages. Therefore, the answers to the basic question, “Who were they and where did they come from?”, would be too difficult to answer.

				Baldi has a point that because of long separation of Sanskrit from her mother PIE, only few words are left to show its linguistic similarities with her alleged European sisters. But, he does not explain why the extent of linguistic similarity between Sanskrit and the European languages is much less in comparison to that among the European languages. The answer is apparent. The roots of both – the Indic and the European languages – linguistically as well as socio-culturally, are too different to belong to one and the same common ancestry. Flowers of two different roots can not be similar in fragrance. Baldi admits “The systematic comparison of the Indo-European languages and the postulation of the reconstructed proto-language, Proto-Indo-European, raises as many questions as it answers.”

				Following is a fascinating example of the word ‘swarthy’ with different meanings in different languages. According to The Oxford Word Histories, edited by Glynnis Chantrell (2002, p. 496), “Swarthy is an alteration of obsolete swarty from swart ‘black, dusky’ (in Old English swart), of Germanic origin. Dutch zwart and German schwarz are related.” In most Indic vernaculars Hindi, Gujarati, Marathi, Sindhi, etc. ‘swarthy’ means selfish. This needs to be noted that the book “Dictionary of Word Histories” does not attempt to explore the history of the word swarthy beyond the borders of Europe. Why? May be, because the scope of the book is only the relationship of the English words with German, Greek and Latin words. It is also possible that its editor did not think that English words would look similar to non-European words. What I want to underline that there would be some English words – although a few – would have correspondence to non-European languages too, not because of their genetic relationship, but because of linguistic accidents or borrowing.

				 

				Neo-linguists: Geographical component

				 

				Baldi (p.34) stresses the neo-linguistic position on the geographical component:

				 

				“This view held for years, but in the 1940s a group of Italian linguists (neo-linguists) proposed that the similarities between the two groups are not due to common origin, but rather to late linguistic and cultural interchange, and that the differences between the two are attributable to their separate origins in Indo-European. The neo-linguistic position places a strong emphasis on the geographical component in language change, and this proposal is consistent with that view.”

				 

				All this supports or endorses my hypothesis that because of too long geographical distance between India and Europe, the philological similarities, few or many, of Sanskrit with European languages, can not be due to their common origin. They are result of mutual borrowing due to cohabitation, as a result of Vedic Aryan colonization of Greece,[41] and inter-civilization trade and tourism, as described in Chapter Six, ‘Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of Vedic Culture’. The linguistic differences between Indic and European languages are due to their different linguistic origins, cultural and historical differences, and too long geographical distance between India and Europe.

				 

				SERVICE to LINGUISTICS

				 

				It would be a great service to the science of linguistics, only if linguists and historians objectively and without any oriental-occidental bias, reexamine all the related historical events, archaeological finds, and respectfully review the scriptures of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek to find correct answers to the questions have been raised earlier regarding the Aryans, IE speakers and the PIE.

				R. H. Robins (1967, p.169) talks about Adelung’s (Mithridates, vol.1, pp. 149-50) exposition on the IE:

				 

				“Adelung’s exposition stands typically on the borders between the older un-systematized periods of speculation and collection and the later epoch of the organization of genetically related families. His groupings were those of geographically propinquity, which he invested with historical significance, thus associating Greek and Latin in one closely united family. However, writing when he did, he included Sanskrit among the languages of India, and like Jones before him, pointed to the unmistakable evidence in Sanskrit of its historical connection with the major languages of Europe.”

				 

				The long history of controversies between the two opposing points of view – empiricism and rationalism – among the linguists right from sixteenth century has undoubtedly left their confusing effect on the treatment of several linguistic questions. The wavering of several linguists on inclusion of Sanskrit in the main Indo-European family seems to be responsible for generating seemingly unending storm clouding the theory of IE, as seen above in case of Adelung. His thesis of ‘geographical propinquity’ is convincing, when common ears feel vocabulary and phonetic disparities between English and German, despite their significant geographical nearness, in comparison to more than 99.9 percent disparities between Sanskrit and almost all European languages. Even that 0.01 percent or less of similarities Sanskrit may have with any European language could be due to long historical borrowing from pre-history times among languages of the world due to colonization, trade and migrations. History talks about trade and cultural relations, the people of Indus civilization enjoyed with the peoples of Mesopotamia, Egypt, Bahrain, Syria, Palestine, Anatolia, etc. Adelung rightly pointed to the unmistakable evidence in Sanskrit literature of its historical connection with the major languages of Europe. Unfortunately, the history – of the ancient historical connections of ‘India-and-her-Sanskrit’ with ‘Greece-and-her-‘Greek’ – seems to have been for linguists too foggy to visualize that the cohabitation of Sanskrit and Greek was not cognate, but due to India’s colonization of Greece.[42]

				Robins (1967, p.49) refers to “historical loans” while pointing out to Varro’s “fundamental ignorance of linguistic history”:

				 

				“A fundamental ignorance of linguistic history is seen in Varro’s reference to Greek. Similarities in word forms bearing comparable meanings in Latin and Greek were obvious. Some were the product of historical loans of various periods once the two communities had made indirect and then direct contacts; others were the joint descendants of earlier Indo-European forms whose existence can be inferred and whose shapes can to some extent be ‘reconstructed’ by the methods of comparative and historical linguistics. But of this, Varro, like the rest of antiquity, had no conception.”

				 

				Robins, on the same page, interestingly refers to the misrepresentations and exaggerations in the history of Latin due to ‘cultural give and take’ between Romans and Greeks:

				 

				“All such words were jointly regarded by him (Varro) as direct loans from Greek, whose place in the immediate history of Latin was misrepresented and exaggerated as a result of the Romans’ consciousness of their cultural debt to Greece and mythological association of Greek heroes in the story of the founding of Rome.”

				 

				If such misrepresentation of the histories of Latin and Greek – the two languages so geographically and culturally close to each other – is due to consciousness of their respective cultural debt to the other, then how much would there be ‘misrepresentation’ of the antiquity and history of Sanskrit on the part of the western linguists? Their misrepresentations could be due to their ignorance of or their resistance to appreciate positives in other cultures and languages.

				Sanskrit, Latin and Greek, the daughters of their alleged mother language PIE, because of their gradual separation and departure from the home of their mother (Urheimat), one after the other, should have a similar, if not identical, socio-cultural history. But, there are tremendous variations in socio-cultural characteristics among various Indo-European-speaking peoples. There is remarkable difference especially between Indo-Aryans and Indo-European-speaking Europeans. Moreover, Benveniste, in his ‘Indo-European Language and Society’ (1973, Preface, p.9), remarks:

				 

				“It is a very remarkable fact that we are able to single out the peoples which partook in the original community and to designate them with certainty as Indo-European to the exclusion of all others, because the stages of their migration and their settlement remain unknown. The reason for this is language and language alone. The notion ‘Indo-European’ is primarily a linguistic one, and if we are in a position to extend it so as to include other aspects of their civilization, this again is due solely to language.”

				 

				Unknown facts can not and should not piece together a scientifically acceptable story about a significant historical event. It is hard to accept this as an authentic history which does not know the basic facts of its subjects, as Benveniste puts: “the stages of their migration and their settlement remain unknown.” History needs well-proven facts to earn reliability.

				 

				Why Dravidian languages are not Indo-European?

				 

				Dravidian languages – Tamil, Telugu, Kannada and Malayalam – are not considered Indo-European. As a matter of fact, the Dravidians – as far as their culture, history and geography are concerned – are Aryan no less than and not different from the North Indians. The Dravidian languages have significant linguistic affinity with Sanskrit much more than what Sanskrit has with Latin and Greek, even more than the affinity between Latin and Greek, as shown in the next Chapter, Dravidians Are Aryans: Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages.

				Let us minutely examine what Edward C. Dimock, Jr. and his associates, in ‘The Literature of India: An Introduction’ (1974, pp. 6-7), have said about invading Aryans, Vedas, the Indo-European, and Dravidian languages:

				 

				“Let us turn back to the beginning, when the wandering Aryan tribes, with their cattle and their great possession, the Veda, were drifting through the high passes into the fertile plain below. For they must have collided almost at once with representatives of two other major language families, with which their tongue, the south-easternmost branch of the Indo-European family, had not a word in common. The two families were Dravidian and Austric.”

				 

				I may agree with Dimock that Sanskrit, allegedly invading Aryans brought to India, may not have a word in common with Austric. But, I don’t agree that the Dravidian languages have not a word in common with Sanskrit. As said earlier, that the four Dravidian languages of South India – Tamil. Telugu, Kanada and Malayalam – have significant linguistic correspondence with Sanskrit (see the Table in the next Chapter) much more than Latin and Greek have with Sanskrit, and more than Greek has with Latin.

				It is interesting to note that the invading Aryans came with “their great possession, the Veda”. If they brought the Vedas with them, then why the history, written by the western scholars, says that the Vedas were composed by the invading Aryans in about 1,000 B.C., five hundred years after their arrival. It is a significant contradiction, challenging the basics of both the theories AII and IE. It also suggests that they knew Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas, while in the country they came from. Would any historian tell the name of that country, allegedly Aryans came from, where Sanskrit was spoken as its native language?

				The following three historically proven facts suggest that the alleged invading Aryans were originally from India, meaning they were not invaders:

				 

				1. Invading Aryans knew Sanskrit,

				2. Invading Aryans had knowledge of the Vedas, and

				3. Sanskrit and the Vedas (as shown in the Chapter Two) are much older than 1500 B.C., the year of the arrival of the invading Aryans.

				 

				Because the alleged invading Aryans were originally from India, or they were returning to their original abode India. If Sanskrit was the native language of the country the Aryans might have come from, it would have been mentioned among the dead languages of that country. If the Vedas were brought into India by the alleged invading Aryans, then, how were they composed by the invading Aryans in 1000 B.C., as suggested by several scholars? The Vedas would have been historically known as the traditional scriptures of the country, the alleged Aryans came from. Wolpert (p.27) says that the Aryans brought with themselves their Caucasian genes, a new language Sanskrit and a new pantheon of gods. But he has not told the name of the country they came from, where Sanskrit was spoken at any time in the past as its native language. The scholars have yet to identify the country, other than India, where people spoke Sanskrit as its native language, had the Vedas, and worshipped a pantheon of Hindu gods in the past. The people with the Vedas must have had Vedic religion. All those people, it is understandable, must have got converted into some other religion. But history should tell who were those Aryans and the country they came from where they spoke Sanskrit and worshipped Hindu gods.

				Moreover, what Dimock feels, that the Dravidian languages of South India had not a word in common with the IE languages, is baseless. The Table, ‘Affinity between Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages’, consisting of about 150 words of common use, given in the next Chapter, ‘Dravidians are Aryans: Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages’, would tell the true story of the Sanskrit-Dravidian relationship. It is true that the four South Indian Dravidian languages are not that close to Sanskrit as most North Indian vernaculars are. But the kind and extent of their affinity to Sanskrit is significant enough to qualify for IE membership. Edward C. Dimock, Jr., et al (1974, p.6) write:

				 

				“In the valley of the Indus River, in the northwestern corner of the Indian subcontinent, lie the ruins of a vast and ancient civilization, which had planned cities, a script, and, most important, plumbing. Archaeologists have long speculated on the coincidence of the estimated dates of that civilization (2500-1500 B.C.?) and the estimated dates of the arrival of the Aryan tribes in the plain. It is tempting to believe that the cities were destroyed by the invader-nomads, and their people driven southward. It is also tempting that the writing on the seals recovered from the ruins is Dravidian.”

				 

				Firstly, the estimated dates of the Indus civilization (2500-1500 B.C.) and the alleged estimated dates of the arrival of the Aryan tribes do not exactly coincide. The Indus civilization flourished long before 3000 B.C., and Aryans allegedly invaded India in around 1500 B. C.

				Secondly, Dimock & et al seem to ignore the excavated Indus seals depicting the Swastika, Shiva, and Shiva Ling which evidence the presence of the Vedic culture in the Indus Valley, long before the arrival of the alleged Aryans. Presence of the Swastika and the Vedic culture in the Indus Valley indicates that Sanskrit was already there in India, refuting historical assertion that the invading Aryans brought Sanskrit into India.

				Thirdly, the destruction of the Indus cities – Mohenjodaro and Harappa – must have been caused by some natural calamity, not by invading Aryans. Why would any invaders destroy the cities and walk away leaving dead bodies on the streets? Invaders would come to occupy the cities they capture. These cities were buried deep down, may be by an earthquake or by massive mudslide.

				Fourthly, it seems Dimock & et al do not know the geography of Sindh which has Arabian Sea in its south. The people, allegedly driven southward would have been drowned in the Arabian Sea, or into the two big states Gujarat and Maharashtra, before reaching the two Dravidian-speaking states Karnataka (Kannada), and Kerala (Malayalam) which are much in south-west of India. The remaining two Dravidian states Tamilnadu (Tamil), Andhra Pradesh (Telugu) are in east of Karnataka and Kerala. Tamilnadu is in the extreme east and Andhra Pradesh in the center of India. If the Dravidians were pushed down south, why do the two in-between states have Gujarati and Marathi?

				Fifthly, the language on the Mohenjodaro seals has yet to be deciphered.

				It is hard to understand what they (Dimock & et al) mean by their second statement: “It is also tempting to believe that the writing on the seals covered from the ruins is Dravidian.” Recent linguistic studies support that possibility, but the writing has not yet been deciphered. The recent studies in Copenhagen and elsewhere suggest that the breakthrough may be near.

				Dimock & et al. are saying the same what historians had said long before the excavations in the Indus Valley in twenties of the 20th century. The historical mischief – ‘Divide and Rule’ – is evident. Dravidian languages are spoken hundreds of miles away from Sindh, has Sindhi, a Sanskritic language:

				 

				“Sindhi is a pure Sanskritical language and more free from foreign elements than any other of the North Indian vernaculars. It is much more closely related to the old Prakrit than the Marathi, Hindi, Punjabi and Bengali of our days and it has preserved exuberance of grammatical forms, for which all its sisters may well envy it. For while all modern Vernaculars of India are already in a state of complete decomposition, Sindhi has, on the contrary, preserved most important fragments of it and erected for itself a grammatical structure, which surpasses in beauty of execution and internal harmony by far the loose and leveling construction of its sisters.”

				`Dr. Ernest Trumpp[43]

				 

				The Indus Valley, being fertile, literate and civilized, attracted peoples from overseas and also from other states of India. Some Dravidian-Brahui-speaking people from Baluchistan and may be also some Dravidians from South India must be living there. Jagat Motwani[44] is explaining that:

				 

				“Dravidian has some influence on Sindhi, but it needs to be examined if Sindhi has a substratum of any Dravidian language. It is true that there are some Dravidian words in Sindhi – perhaps of ‘Brahui’ – which is being predominantly spoken in Baluchistan, bordering Sindh on its north-west. I remember most of the seven numbers – bakat, len, moon, naar, aar, veyi, jag – we used to count in our childhood game, known as “Eeti Dakar” or “Gilee Danda” in Sindh, were Dravidian numbers. It does not mean that Sindhi is Dravidian in origin. The game might have originated in a Dravidian-speaking state or region.”

				 

				What has the script of the people of the Indus civilization to do with the story of the alleged invading Aryans who are said to have arrived in India in about 1500 B.C., at least 800 years after the period of the Indus Valley Civilization?

				The language of the people of the Indus Valley may be Dravidian or Indo-European, but scholars have said that they were more civilized in every respect than the alleged invading tribal people. They had knowledge of town planning, building technology, plumbing, drainage system, and better life style with bath rooms and community swimming pool.

				Andrew Robinson, in his ‘Lost Languages’ (2002: front inside flap), seems to lament the disappointing helplessness of the decipherment techniques to be able to understand the most ancient script of the Indus Valley:

				 

				“Perhaps the greatest challenge today is the Indus script. Found on exquisitely beautiful seal stones, pottery, and copper tablets excavated in Pakistan and India, it is the only writing of the four “first” civilizations that can not be read. Unraveled, it would not only break the millennia-long silence of the impressive Indus Valley civilization, it would also shed new light on the origins of the Indo-European ancestors of the modern West.”

				 

				The other three civilizations, Robinson is talking about the decipherment thereof, are:

				 

				1. Egyptian hieroglyphs in the 19th century,

				2. Mayan glyphs of Central America, and

				3. Linear B clay tablets of the Minoan civilization of Crete in the 20th century.

				 

				Did Sanskrit come to India from outside?

				and

				Should the Dravidian be excluded from the IE family?

				 

				To prove that Sanskrit did not come from outside, it has been shown in this Chapter that the vocabulary correspondence between Sanskrit and the IE languages of Europe is too insignificant to consider Sanskrit as cognate sister of the IE European languages. In the next Chapter ‘Dravidians are Aryans: Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages’, it has been shown that all the four South Indian Dravidian languages – Tamil, Telugu, Kannada and Malayalam – have significant linguistic correspondence with Sanskrit. When all they are so closely related to Sanskrit and the Dravidians are considered native languages of India, then beyond any doubt: (i) Sanskrit is the native language of India, and (ii) the Dravidian languages can qualify for the IE membership. But, though Sanskrit and other Indic languages may qualify for IE membership, I don’t endorse that any Indian language – Sanskrit, Dravidian or any other Indian vernacular – is a member of the IE family, because as said earlier, that the IE is too diverse to be one family, and Sanskrit is not a cognate sister of European languages. It would, thus, be erroneous to say that Sanskrit is an IE language and that it came into India from outside.

				 

				Theory based on Judeo-Christian mythology?

				 

				Some western scholars say that the theory of the Indo-European languages is based on the theory of human origins, antiquity and place as suggested by the theological model defined by the Judeo-Christian traditions. According to the Judeo-Christian mythology, a pair of human progenitors, Adam and Eve, were supernaturally created in Eden. A racial theory was postulated on the basis of geographical migration of the three sons of Noah. According to Cannon and Brine (1995, p. 6), Sir William Jones, within the narrow frame work of six millennia, sought to include all nations of humankind within a scheme that would unify lineages branches from a single primeval population sharing Adam as the common ancestor. This contradicts the universally accepted concept of the bio-cultural diversity of prehistoric populations. Vedic (present Hindu) religion is much older than Judaism and Christianity. The Indian (Vedic) traditions, which can throw appropriate light, have not only been ignored, but also discarded as baseless, as reported by Kennedy (in Cannon, 1995: 118):

				 

				“Certain native South Asian records he (William Jones) rejected, believing that Indian history could be reconstructed only from literature. He dismissed many ancient texts about Indian geography, chronology, and astronomy as hopelessly obscured in the mists of mythology and fantasy, which many cultures have used in explaining their origins.”

				 

				If Jones believed that it is not right that many cultures have used their mythology in explaining their origin, then why did he think that Judeo-Christian mythology was an exception? The above statement by Kennedy evidences subjectivity, racial bias, a sense of European racial superiority complex, and double standards. Civilization, history tells, has traveled from south-east to north-west, from Asia to Europe, particularly from India, indicated by the prefix “Indo” to ‘Indo-European’, ‘Indo-Germanic’, etc. Hans von Wolzogen (1875) has remarked about Asia as the cradle of mankind: “Asia is called the cradle of mankind. People change. But the belief in this Asiatic cradle has not changed.”[45]

				To me, the Judeo-Christian theory about the origin of the human race looks like a fairy tale, which would not be accepted by objective unbiased linguists and historians. Origin of humanity traces back millions of years before Judaism and Christianity, and so before Vedic religion (Hinduism). It is beyond human vision to see through several layers of millions of millennia-old glass to know the origin of the humanity and also origins of boundless items of the nature, created by God. In my opinion, no mythology is capable to understand and gauge the antiquity of the human origin. Let every community enjoy its own fairy tale of its origin. Better not to trespass God’s territory Who governs all humans of various religions. God is the Master of secrets. No mythology is 100% mythology. Vedic mythology, like other mythologies, has lot of ancient history.

				Now, since we have better scientific knowledge about almost every thing, it would be better to analyze all the mythologies, oriental as well as occidental. We will find lot of interesting facts related to humanity. It will also help in understanding and ascertaining approximate date of the origin of mankind and its development from time to time. The date would be approximate.

				Mallory (p.267) on the IE languages:

				 

				“The discovery of the Indo-European language family did more than simply elucidate the historical relationship between many European and Asian languages. It severed once and for all the fantasy of deriving all languages from Hebrew, and by extension, Adam. The indivisibility of the human race was being destroyed not only by those who profited from exploiting different peoples, but by science itself.”

				 

				The concept of the indivisibility of the human race is philosophically great. But in terms of its languages, it doesn’t make sense, the science of language would endorse. It was really a fantasy that all the languages were derived from Hebrew and Adam. The ancestry of a language should be determined only by the dictates of the science of language, not of a religion. Better to enjoy the diversity of the language, as much as we have been enjoying the diversity of each item, given to us by the Creator.

				The nature (God) is fond of the beauty of diversity. So He created extra-multiple items – humans, languages, animals, birds, insects, trees, plants, flowers, vegetables, mountains, rivers, etc., and their different sizes, shades and colors. Like the diversity of His creation, the significance of the diversity of the language should not be minimized. Likeness between two languages is possible. But, its cause may be different, such as the same parentage, same origin, cohabitation, borrowing, or chance. Unfortunately, most IE linguists have tendency to characterize philological resemblances as the result of their common origin, ignoring difference of geography, culture, and history between the two.

				 

				Are Aryans ancestors of the White Race?

				 

				Mallory (p.267) continues talking about the ancestry of the IE languages:

				 

				“Following the West’s discovery of the wealth of Indic and Iranian literature, European scholars looked beyond Eden to seek their own more illustrious forebears in Central Asia, Iran and India. Although Indo-European and Indo-Germanic had both been coined early in the nineteenth century, Max Müller, and other linguists, encouraged the use of Aryan to describe the ancient Indo-Europeans. Naturally, if these early Aryans were the ancestors of the Indo-Europeans, then they too must have been the superior white race.”

				 

				Aryans, the original people of Aryavarta (India), can not be ancestors of the Europeans. White race is anthropologically different from the Aryan race. Aryans would not like to be considered as the “superior White race.” No race is superior. On the contrary, Aryans, if the ancestors of the White Europeans, the White must have been the “superior Aryan race”, not the Aryans be considered as “superior White race.” I, myself, being an Aryan, a Hindu, with my deep roots in Aryavarta (India), would feel thrilled to see the Aryans in the highest socio-ethnic chair. But I don’t want be known as a member of the White race, because I would not like to be different from what really am. I am Aryan. I would feel happy if the Aryans and the Europeans are not ethnically mixed up. Mixed ethnicity is not scientifically correct. Let Aryans remain as the Aryan race, and the White as the White race. The Aryans, like other races, do not like that their ethnic identity be confused or stolen.

				Confusion is inevitable if IE languages are termed as Aryan. Aryans are people, not languages. The term “Aryan” refers to the people of Indian origin, meaning Hindus or Vedic people, speaking any of the Indic languages.

				 

				Conclusions

				 

				This has been established, on the basis of what several scholars have said, that the Indic and European are linguistically two different families of languages, and that European languages have not evolved from Sanskrit. There are some philological similarities between the two families, but not appropriate and adequate enough to qualify them as cognate sisters. Some similarities could be accidental, and more due to borrowing, because of cohabitation as a result of massive migrations of Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans to almost all regions of Europe and also because of Hindu (Vedic) colonization of some regions, particularly Greece in prehistory ancient times, as documented by E. Pococke in ‘India in Greece; Truth in Mythology’.

				The statements by various scholars about IE, and PIE have been too vague, too foggy, and too evasive. They have been frequented with “probably”, “perhaps”, “mighty be”, etc. Most of them seem to be guess work and speculations. They don’t have scientifically proven base. There doesn’t seem to be any research done to support the thesis that Sanskrit, Greek and Latin have/had common origin. There has been no consensus among scholars – linguists, anthropologists, historians – on its basics, such as the homeland of the PIE and the time of their dispersion.

				No PIE text has been found, not even its specimen words to help in its reconstruction. How can they find when the PIE itself never existed? Therefore, historians and linguists have not been able to find out the name of the PIE, the alleged mother of all the Indo-European languages, nor have they been able to identify the original place of its residence. Linguists do not know how the PIE was spoken. They have been reconstructing it, based on speculative assumptions and hypotheses.

				Linguists have been giving vague, evasive, ill-founded and contradicting versions. There are contradictions, not only among scholars, but also within the one and the same scholarship. On one page he writes some thing, on another page contradicts. For example, Vedic religion (present Hinduism) was there in India before 3000 B.C. contradicts the claim that the invading Aryans brought Sanskrit and pantheon of Hindu gods with them in 1500 B.C. and composed the Vedas in about 1000 B.C. or even later. Max Müller, on one page, endorses that Arya-avarta (Aryabhoomi, or Aryadesh) was the original abode of the Aryans from ancient times, and on other page he himself talks about Aryan invasion of India.

				Because of uncivilized happenings, like colonialism and inter-territorial aggressive invasions, history is written by the victors. History can not be authentic, if it is written by others, especially who have ethno-political, colonial, and/or missionary agenda. History about Sanskrit and Vedas was written mainly by missionaries like Max Müller, Sir William Jones, etc. They were brought in by the British East India Company, disguised as Sanskrit scholars for promoting its missionary agenda. They translated Hindu scriptures from missionary point of view, as if there were no Sanskrit scholars, proficient in English. Thus, the antiquity of Sanskrit and the antiquity and the authorship of the Vedas were distorted. Some scholars seem to be ignorant of the culture of India, and they have interpreted data subjectively from their western point of view.

				This chapter has recorded contradictions, vague assertions, unfounded assumptions, misconceptions and misinterpretations implied in what a host of scholars have written about the Aryans, Sanskrit, Vedas and Aryan invasion. Documented history – of the presence of the Vedic Aryan kingdoms in Central Asia, Middle East, Asia Minor, Egypt, Syria, Mesopotamia, Europe and South-Eastern Asia – has been distorted, rather ignored, to validate the theory of Indo-European family of languages.

				The two inter-twined theories, “Aryan invasion of India” and “Indo-European family of languages”, seem to have some mischievous hidden agenda – ethnic, racial, or political – to deny Indians (Hindus) of their covetable race (Aryan), superior language (Sanskrit), and the authorship of their most ancient literature Vedas, by theorizing that both Aryans and Sanskrit came to India from outside and the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans, not by the native Indians (Hindus) themselves.

				I should not be misunderstood as an enemy of linguistics. Linguistics would be effectively useful and productive if it stays within its boundaries. By this, I mean that linguistics should confine itself within the academic boundaries as defined and demarcated by each family of languages. For example, linguistics should have different course-outlines for different families of languages – Romance, Germanic, Indic, Celtic, etc. There should be also meaningfully appropriate content for inter-family concepts. Illegitimate border crossings by linguistics have created confusion which has resulted in disbelief in or rejection of the linguistics, at least by some. Their view points, although unpleasant for its blind worshippers, should be taken seriously to make LINGUISTICS a productive science of language.

				

 FIVE

				 

				Dravidians Are Aryans: Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages

				 

				The ‘Dravid,’ is eth-no-nym in Sanskrit.

				Random House Webster’s Dictionary

				 

				“There are many words of Indic origin in the Dravidian languages, which in turn have contributed a number of words to the Indic tongues.”

				The Columbia Encyclopedia

				 

				THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS CHAPTER is to examine what the IE theory says about the origin of the Dravidian languages and their relationship with Sanskrit. The thrust is to challenge the following linguistic hypotheses related to Dravidian languages:

				 

				• Only Dravidians are the natives of India, and so the Dravidian languages, not also Sanskrit.

				• Sanskrit was brought in from outside (from where not known).

				• The four Dravidian languages – Tamil, Telugu, Kannada and Malayalam – were spoken in south because the Dravidian-speaking natives were pushed to south by the invading Aryans who stayed in North India.

				• The Dravidian languages do not qualify for the membership of the IE family, because they do not have a word in common with Sanskrit.

				 

				Edward C. Dimock, Jr., et al (1974, p.6), write that the writing on the seals recovered from the ruins of the Indus Valley is Dravidian. They (pp. 7-9) suggest that only the Dravidian languages – Brahui (northern), Gondi (central), Tamil, Telugu, Kannada and Malayalam (southern), and also Austric languages – were being spoken in India before invading Aryans arrived in about 1500 B.C. They believe that Sanskrit was not the native language of India, nor were the Aryans its natives. Sanskrit was brought in by the Aryans.

				The objective of this chapter is to challenge all that has been said above about the Aryans, Sanskrit and also about the relationship of Dravidian languages with Sanskrit. It has been shown in the previous chapters that the theories of the Aryan invasion and the Indo-European family are erroneous, and with the support of enormous linguistic and historical evidences it has been established beyond any doubt that India (Aryavarta, Bharat) is the original abode of Aryans, Sanskrit and Vedic (Hindu) religion. This chapter will show that the four South Indian Dravidian languages – Tamil, Telugu, Kannada and Malayalam – have significant linguistic relationship with Sanskrit, and thus qualify for the membership of the IE family. Brahui, which is being spoken in Baluchistan, is not of the Indian origin, even Austric.

				All the four South Indian Dravidian languages do qualify for the membership of Indo-European family because of their significant linguistic correspondence with Sanskrit, as evidenced by the Table given on next few pages. Sanskrit has significantly greater correspondence with the Dravidian, than it has with the IE European languages Latin, Greek, English and German, as was shown in the previous Chapter ‘The Indo-European Family: Too Diverse to be One.’

				 

				The word ‘Dravid’ has its origin in Sanskrit

				 

				It may be tempting for readers to know that the word ‘Dravid’, itself, has its origin in Sanskrit. According to Random House Webster’s Dictionary, the word ‘Dravid’ is eth-no-nym in Sanskrit. According to The Columbia Encyclopedia, “There are many words of Indic origin in the Dravidian languages, which in turn have contributed a number of words to the Indic tongues.” This is evidenced in the Table, ‘Linguistic Affinity between Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages’, given in this Chapter.

				 

				Dravidian scripts akin to Devanagri

				 

				The scripts of the Dravidian languages, except Brahui, have their ancient connection with Devanagri, the script of Sanskrit: “the Dravidian languages have their own alphabets, which go back to a common source that is related to the Devanagri, the script of Sanskrit.”[46]

				 Brahui, is written in the Arabic script.[47] Brahui adopted Arabic script recently only after Baluchistan was captured by Muslims. The same happened with the script of Sindhi. Arabic script was imposed on Sindhi in 1853 A.D. by the then British Government at the insistence by Muslim majority in Sindh. My hunch is that the pre-Arab invasion of Baluchistan, the land of Brahui-speaking people, Brahui, like other Dravidian languages, was written in a Devanagri-related script, because the region – on the north-western border of India, stretching from Baluchistan to Hindu Kush, including Afghanistan – was under the administrative control of Hindus and Buddhists.
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				The above Table evidences that the four South Indian Dravidian languages have significant linguistic correspondence with Sanskrit. Benjamin Walker, in ‘The Hindu World: An Encyclopedic Survey of Hinduism’ (1968, p.353), observes that Dravidian elements are strong in Sanskrit. The similarities between Sanskrit and the Dravidian languages, as shown in the above Table, would convince any body that all the five – Tamil, Telugu, Kannada, Malayalam, and Sanskrit – are native languages of India.

				 

				Siva, the Ancient Daksinamurti (God of South) and Dravidians

				 

				Graham Hancock, in ‘Underworld: The Mysterious Origins of Civlization’ (2002, p.281), tells that Siva is being worshipped in South India for longer than 5000 years, and so in the Indus Valley. The natives (Hindus) of Hindustan (India), from the Himalayas in north to Kanyakumari in south, and from the Indus Valley in west to Bengal in east, have been practicing Vedic religion, worshipping the same pantheon of Vedic gods (Brahma, Vishnu and Siva, etc.), speaking an array of Indic vernaculars, and reading and believing in the same Vedic scriptures, including all the four Vedas, Upanishads, Puranas, Gita, Ramayana, Mahabharata, etc, from pre-history ancient times. It is hard to understand if there is difference – lingual, racial and cultural – between the North Indians and the South Indian Dravidians, the history has been harping on. All the North Indian and the South Indian Hindus are Aryans.

				 

				

 SIX

				 

				Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture

				 

				The history that men and women from India made far from their homeland has still to be written. Most westerners still imagine that ancient history is largely concerned with the Mediterranean countries, and medieval and modern history is dominated by the quarrelsome little Europe. And still they make plans for the future as if Europe only counted and the rest could be fitted in anywhere.

				Jawaharlal Nehru

				 

				THE HSTORY OF THE OVERSEAS adventurous overtures of Hindus in remote past is yet to be written. It is hard to understand, why Nehru, although in absolute power as the Prime Minister of India and historian himself, did not get India’s distorted history corrected.

				Sir William Jones (AR vol.1, p. 426), talking about the Hindu colonies all over the globe, remarks:

				 

				“Of the cursory observations on the Hindus, which it would require volumes to expand and illustrate, this is the result: that they had an immemorial affinity with the old Persians, Ethiopians, Egyptians, the Phoenicians, Greeks, Tuscans the Scythians or Goths, and Celts, the Chinese, Japanese, and Peruvians.”

				 

				This chapter will historically establish that ancient Vishaal Bharat (Greater India) was the cultural empire of the world. It is based on objective interpretation of what has been written by various scholars, particularly Western, about globally scattered influence of the Vedic (Hindu) culture. It would have been easier to reconstruct the distorted history of ancient India if the original names of the countries – India had colonized, some administratively and some culturally – were known.

				One of the objectives of this research is to trace the original names of the countries which, in remote past, were administered, and some colonized by India. I don’t expect much success in this area, because the names have been historically buried too deep, and in most cases have been too disfigured. It has been extremely difficult to know the original names of the countries suffixed by ‘stan’ or ‘istan’, such as Baluchistan, Afghanistan, Tadzhistan (Tajikistan), Turkmenistan, Turkistan or Turkestan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan, etc. I believe all these ‘istan’ countries were part of the Greater India. Details about some of these countries are given in this chapter.

				Henry Stierlin, in ‘Hindu India’ (2000, p.8), has said:

				 

				“India is often referred to as the subcontinent. … In the historical sense of the word, ‘India’ referred to the territory bounded by the Hindu Kush and the Himalayas, and extended from modern Afghanistan and Pakistan in the west to Bangladesh in the east. South of the basins of the Indus and Ganges, rivers whose sourses lie in the mountain barrier to the north, India includes the entire peninsula: the Deccan. This lies between the Gulf of Oman and the Bay of Bengal projecting like a triangle into the Indian Ocean.”

				 

				In fact, ancient India was much larger than a continent. It included Bangladesh, Pakistan, Baluchistan, Afghanistan, Iran, Asia Minor, and several other countries in Central Asia with their names suffixing with ‘istan’ or ‘stan’. History has been silent to tell their original names prior to their occupation by Afghans, Tajiks, Turks, Kyrgs, Uzbeks, Kazakhs, etc. Ancient India, also, ruled over Indo-China and several countries in far South-East Asia, such as Thailand, Cambodia, Vietnam, Java, Sumatra, Bali, and some other islands in Indonesia. According to Geoffrey Bibby: “ … so was Iran governed by India in ancient times.”

				Herman Kulke and Diermar Rothermund, in ‘A History of India’ (1986, pp, 152,153), have talked about the concept of ‘Greater India’ (Vishaal Bharat):

				 

				“It owed its origin to the Indian freedom movement. Indian historians, smarting under the stigma of their own colonial subjection, tried to compensate for this by showing that at least in ancient times Indians had been strong enough to establish colonies of their own. In 1926 the Greater India Society was established in Calcutta and in subsequent years the renowned Indian historian R. C. Majumdar published his series of studies, Ancient Indian Colonies in the Far East. This school held that Indian kings and warriors had established such colonies and the Sanskrit names of Southeast Asian rulers seemed to provide ample supporting evidence. At least this hypothesis stimulated further research, though it also alienated those intellectuals of Southeast Asia who rejected the idea of having once been colonized by ‘Greater India’.”

				 

				The European colonialism – infected by slavery, economic exploitation and missionary conversions – should not be confused with the Hindu cultural and humanitarian colonialism. Agendas of both, European and Indian, were quite different. Hindus did not use sword or economic baits in form of education and health services in exchange of religion conversion. It is true that Rajpoot kshatries (warriors) had established their kingdoms, not only in Southeast Asia, but also in Middle East countries, such as Egypt, Mesopotamia (present Iraq), Syria, Asia Minor (present Turkey), and also in Europe, particularly Greece.[48] But those Aryan/Vedic/Hindu kings did not socio-economically exploit the people of those colonies, nor did they initiate the two inhuman schemes of slavery and indentured labor, as European colonialists had done in their colonies. Hindus gave them the culture, the humanity would be proud of.

				 

				Worldwide Aryan migrations

				 

				According to the Columbia Encyclopedia, Aryan is a Sanskrit term meaning noble. The term formerly was used to designate the Indo-European race or the language family or Indo-Iranian subgroup. It further writes:

				 

				“Aryans were part of a great migratory movement that spread in successive waves from S. Russia and Turkistan during 2d millennium B.C. Through out Mesopotamia and Asia Minor, literate urban centers fell to their warrior bands.”

				 

				Inter-civilization trade: Indus, Euphrates and Nile

				 

				E. Pococke, in ‘India in Greece’ (p.182), is surprised to see the people from Oxus and Sindhu went out to Mid-east countries in ancient times:

				 

				“Who could have imagined that latitudes so northerly as the line of the Oxus and the northern Indus would have sent forth the inhabitants of their frozen domains to colonise the sultry clime of Egypt and Palestine! Yet so it was. These were the Indian tribes that, under the appellation of “SURYA,” or “the Sun,” gave its enduring name to the vast province of “SURIA,” now Syria. It is in Palestine that this martial race will be found settled in the greatest force.”

				 

				Will Durant (1935: 395) talks about inter-civilization connections:

				 

				“The indications are that Mohenjodaro was at its height when Cheops built the first great pyramid; that it had commercial, religious and artistic connections with Sumeria and Babylonia.”

				 

				In a footnote he explains, according to Coomaraswamy in Britannica Encyclopedia (xii, 2ii-12):

				 

				“These connections are suggested by similar seals at Mohenjodaro and in Sumeria (especially at Kish), and by the appearance of the Naga, or hooded serpent, among the early Mesopotamian seals”.

				 

				Durant, in footnote (p.395), also has mentioned:

				 

				“In 1932, Dr. Henry Frankfort unearthed, in the ruins of a Babylonian-Elamite village at the modern Tell-Asmar (near Baghdad), pottery, seals and beads which in his judgement (Sir John Marshall concurring) were imported from Mohenjo-daro ca. 2000 B.C.”[49]

				 

				Childe, in ‘New Light on the Most Ancient East’ (1928, p.186), writes about direct commercial intercourse between the valleys of the Indus and the Tigris-Euphrates. He further states:

				 

				“The best-dated imports in Mesopotamia, providing a terminus ante quem for the Harappa period, belong to the Sargonid age. Only a couple of ‘seals’ and stone vases imported into both areas from an intermediate centre illustrate trade connections in Early Dynastic times, before 2350 B.C. Other Indus ‘seals’ from a post-Akhadian context in Mesopotamia imply a persistence of the Harappa civilization down 2000 B.C.”

				 

				Childe, in The Aryans (1928, p. 34) talks about the ancient inter-civilization contacts:

				 

				“Here we have for the first time positive evidence of intercourse between India and Western Asia before the first millennium – and these connections were evidently very ancient, presumably anterior to the general adoption of the cylinder seal in Mesopotamia about 2800 B.C.”

				 

				Starr (p.113) writes about the Indus and the Mesopotamia civilizations:

				 

				“Indus stamp seals and Mesopotamia cylinder seals turned up in sites of other area. This trade endured from about 2500 into the second millennium.”

				 

				Bibby: Seals found in Ur suggest Inter-civilization trade

				 

				Geoffrey Bibby, in ‘Looking for Dilmun’ (1969:177), talks about two sorts of round seals found in Ur and Mohenjodaro – high-bossed type with bulls and Indus script from Mohenjodaro and low-bossed from Bahrain. He talks about dating Indus Valley civilization: “So the Indus civilization had been tentatively dated to the last three centuries of the third millennium B.C.” He further writes:

				 

				“The presence of identical seals at Ur and Mohenjo-Daro proved that there had been contact between India and Mesopotamia at the time of the Indus Valley civilization.”

				 

				Bibby (p.174) cites Gadd’s article “Seals of Ancient Indian Style Found at Ur” to show that there were trade connections between Mohenjodaro and Mesopotamia. He further tells that the seals bore the figure of a bull which was surmounted by an inscription in the unknown language of the Indus Valley civilization.

				Bibby (p. 221) talks about identifying the Makan and Meluhha of the Ur traders whether the trade was with Africa or India:

				 

				“But it is difficult to fit in an African location to the text of the Ur tablets or to the facts of archeology. Distance alone was a factor, and though I had never been conservative in my estimation of the distances which trading vessels could cover. I could not ignore the fact that the sailing distance from Bahrain to Africa was twice that from Bahrain to India. Ivory and gold, which were products of Meluhha, could come equally from Africa and from India, but the carnelian of Meluhha could only come from Rajputana in India.”

				 

				Rajputana is on the north-eastern border of Sindh and not far away from the river Sindhu. On pages 192-3, Bibby talks about ships loaded with cargoes of timber, ivory, lapis lazuli and carnelian beads from the cities of the Indus Valley civilization to Bahrain. He also talks about movement of foreign merchants and use of weights and measures in the Indus Valley civilization, Mesopotamia and Dilmun. On page 184, Bibby says that those cubes of polished flint used as weights were in common use only in the Indus Valley civilization. On page 341, Bibby writes:

				 

				“Oppenheim’s theory was that Dilmun’s prosperity had depended on the transit trade of luxury goods from the Indus Valley civilization and copper from Makan.”

				 

				Bibby (p.278) talks about the pottery – delicate thin vases with black-painted patterns of criss-crossed triangles and chains of semi-circles and zigzag bands – belonged to the range of wares found in Iran and Baluchistan, and designated generally as chalcolithic, ranging from the fourth to the second millennium B.C.

				Baluchistan was a significant part of the Sindhu (Indus) Valley civilization, and so was Iran governed by India in ancient times. Bibby talks about one vessel bore the painted figure of the Brahmin bull. He (p.278) seems to suggest their connection with the Sindhu (Indus) Valley civilization:

				 

				“Some of the pottery could give a closer dating. There were a couple of small cracker-barrel-shaped jars in grey, covered with bands of the black designs from shoulder to flat base, which even I could recognize as typical of the Kulli culture, while a shoulder-sherd of a larger red-brown vessel bore the painted figure of a humped bull, the Brahmin bull of India, which was equally typically Kulli. This needs explanation.”

				 

				Dr. Poonai, in ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (1994:157-8), has talked about such migrations from India in ancient times. He says that several Rig-Vedic Sanskrit-speaking Aryan clans emigrated westwards beyond the Aegean area. In the early part of the third millennium B.C., the states of Caria, Miletus, Lydia, Troy and Phrygia, and neighboring lands were already occupied by peoples who spoke Sanskritic dialects.

				V. Gordon Childe, in The Aryans: A Study of Indo-European Origins (1987, p.30), writes what happened to the Aryan (Mitanni) small kingdoms in Palestine:

				 

				“In Palestine the Aryan names have totally disappeared by 1000 B.C., and even in the Mitanni region they have scarcely a vestige behind them. Here at least Aryan speech succumbed to Semitic and Asianic dialect, and small Aryan aristocracies were absorbed by the native population.”

				 

				This clearly suggests that Aryans, known as Mitanni, were there who had established their aristocracies which succumbed to Semitic and other Asianic powers.

				Childe writes on the same page that the Mitanni documents suggest that they were written in the language very close to the Indian, as reflected by the remote hymns of the Rig Veda:

				 

				“The Indians’ language approximates most closely to that of the Mitanni documents and has been preserved from a remote date in the hymns of the Rig Veda. This priceless document also furnishes precious historical data.”

				 

				This clearly suggests two things – (i) Mitannis were Hindus, originally from India, and (ii) the Rig Veda had some history.

				Childe (pp.16-34) talks about the Aryan Dynasts in Mesopotamia, Babylonia, Egypt, and its near regions, as early as fourth millennium:

				 

				“Aryan peoples first emerge from the gloom of prehistory in the northern borders of the Fertile Crescent of the Ancient East. The oldest Aryan names and words that have come down to us are inscribed upon cuneiform tablets from Babylonia, Egypt, and Cappadocia. But these first historic Aryans appear as late intruders in a region illumined by the light of written documents from the end of the IVth millennium. In Mesopotamia and the adjoining countries they have invaded the domain hitherto occupied by peoples of different antecedents.”

				 

				Dr. Christian[50] opines that the peoples of Gutium and Subartu were ruled by Aryans in the 3rd millennium, about which there is not a scrap of evidence. The word Subartu seems to have its origin in Sanskrit.

				Childe, in “The Aryans” (p. 17 ), writes: “By the middle of the 2nd millennium we find Aryan princes installed within the Fertile Crescent, heirs of the civilization created by Sumerian and Semite.”

				Childe (p. 18) further writes:

				 

				“The precursors of the Aryan invaders may be found among the Kassites, who established a dynasty at Babylon about 1760 B.C. … The majority of the personal names of the period collected by Clay[51] suggest rather a kinship between the Kassites and the Asianic folk to the north-west. Yet in the names of their kings occur elements recalling Indo-Iranian deities – Surias (Sun-god cf. Sans. Surya), Indas (cf. Sans. Indra), Maruttas (cf. Sans. Marutah, storm-god).“

				 

				Childe (p.18) further talks about horse-driven chariots introduced by Kassites and about Aryan princes:

				 

				“Moreover, these Kassites introduced the use of the horse for drawing chariots into the Ancient East and its later Babylonian name susu seems to be derived from the Indo-Iranian form asua (Sans.Asva, meaning horse). It is then highly probable that the Kassites invasion was due to the pressure of Aryan tribes on the high lands of Iran, and that its leaders were actually Aryan princes.”

				 

				As a matter of fact, Kassites were Vedic (Hindu) Kshtrayas (warrior tribe) of India and Iran. In that remote period, Iran was a part of India, as reflected by very close linguistic correspondences between Sanskrit and Avestan, and also similarities in religious philosophy and rituals, for example worship of fire. Unfortunately, the broad-based words – Indo-European, Indo-Iranian, or Indo-Aryan – seemingly for Sanskrit do not come out clear as their reference to Sanskrit. The use of particular specific terms is better than the use of vague broader terms, particularly in history.

				 

				Mitanni Aryan dynasty ruling in Mesopotamia

				 

				Mitannis and Hittites, in fact, were Indo-Aryans. They were Kshatries (warriors) who had gone out of India and had established their separate kingdoms in Asia Minor and Mesopotamia region. Ironically, though from India, they had fights as indicated by their peace treaty of 1350 BC at Boghazkoi or Boghas Keui, Western Asia, which was then the capital of Hittites. In the treaty, Vedic (Hindu) gods were invoked as witnesses, because both the parties were Hindus. Fights even between brothers have history. The Mahabharat war was between two first cousins, the Pandawas and the Kaurwas.

				Childe (p.18) writes that the diplomatic archives, found at ‘Tell el-Amarna’, tell that a distinctively Mitanni Aryan dynasty had its kingdom on the Upper Euphrates. Their princes had good Aryan names Sutarna, Dusratta, and Artatama, who worshipped Indo-Iranian (better specific terms ‘Vedic’ or ‘Hindu’, instead of ‘Indo-Iranian’) deities, because the four gods – Indra, Varuna, Mitra, and the Nasatya – invoked as witnesses in the treaty were Vedic (Hindu) gods. The treaty was also signed by two Vedic kings.

				Childe (pp.18-19) talks about an other document which recently turned up among the Hittites archives from Boghas Keui[52], significantly dealing with horse-breeding which contains a series of Aryan (Sanskrit) numbers – aaika (1), teras (3), panza (5), satta (7), and nav (9).

				Childe (p.19) also mentions that there existed among the Mitanni class of warriors Marianna which compares with the Sanskrit marya, meaning young heroes.

				All whatever has been said above about the Aryan dynasts – Kassites established their kingdoms in Babylon in about 1760 B.C., and Mitanni in Mesopotamia and its adjoining regions – makes clear beyond any doubt that they were Sanskrit-knowing Aryans who worshipped Vedic deities whose names appear in the Rig Veda. It is clear that Sanskrit-knowing Vedic Aryans were there before 1760, may be as early as the end of 4th millennium B.C. It should be noted that they were as intruders or traders, not the natives of those regions.

				I fully agree that in ancient times, as early as 2500-3500 B.C., when the Indus Valley civilization was flourishing, adventurous and enterprising Aryans went out from India to so many regions of the world, as mentioned above for trade; and they had established their Vedic/Hindu kingdoms. They didn’t come out from S. Russia and Turkistan as suggested above by the Columbia Encyclopedia. Neither S. Russia nor Turkistan had Aryans as their natives any time. On the contrary, the migratory Sanskrit-speaking Aryans might have gone to S. Russia and Turkistan from India. In about 1500 B.C., when they were militarily overpowered by some other forces, some of them returned to India, the country of their origin. If they were other than Indo-Aryans (Vedic Hindus), how could they speak Sanskrit? This was misinterpreted as Sanskrit was brought by those alleged invading Aryans to India. Sanskrit was already being spoken in India for millenniums.

				S. R. Rao[53] tells what Sir Mortimer Wheeler[54] has said about the Harappan civilization:

				 

				“He (Wheeler) was of the view that the unchallenged integrity of the Harappans was responsible for its isolation and consequent failure to make any permanent contribution to the History of Civilization. But it will be presently seen that as a maritime power the Harappans developed brisk overseas trade and established merchant colonies in Bahrain, Failaka and the Euphratis-Tigris Valley.”

				 

				Maritime trading links, Sindhu people had with Mesopotamia

				 

				Andrew Robinson, in ‘Lost Languages’ (2002, p. 266), writes: “It (Indus Valley civilization) had regular maritime trading links with the Persian Gulf and Mesopotamia, where Indus seals have been discovered.” Indus traders reached Mesopotamia by sea too. They knew ship-building technology. They had very productive sea-faring trading connections with Egypt and several middle-east countries, particularly Bahrain.

				Sir William Jones – in his Fourth Anniversary discourse, delivered on February 15, 1787 – talks about India’s commercial connections with Arabia, particularly Yemen:

				 

				“… yet, as the Hindus and the people of Yemen were both commercial nations in a very early age, they were probably the first instruments of conveying to the western world the gold, ivory, and perfumes of India, as well as the fragrant wood, called alluwwa in Arabic and aguru in Sanskrit, which grows in the greatest perfection in Anam or Cochinchina.”

				 

				Sindhu (Indus) Valley: Inter-civilization trade-related technologies

				 

				Pococke (p.44) praises Hindus for their navigation capabilities in ancient times, as early as Indus Civilization:

				 

				“The distance of the Nile from the Indian shores forms no objection to the surmise: the sail that spread for Ceylon could waft for the Red Sea, which the fleets of Tyre, of Soloman, and of Hiram covered about this time. That the Hindoos navigated the ocean from the earliest ages, the traces of their religion in the isles of the Archipelago sufficiently attest.1 That the people of the country of the Indus ranked as navigators, in the most venerable antiquity, is perfectively clear, from the ancient Institutes of Menu, where “merchants who traffic beyond sea, and bring presents to the king,” are expressly mentioned. … These Institutes of Menu, running up to the vast antiquity of B.C. 1400, give an idea of the early commercial energies of India; which all my subsequent observations will fully carry out.”

				 

				In footnote, Pococke writes that according to the translator of Heeren, ships belonging to Hindoos went to sea; but it needs to be ascertained. History has been so much mutilated that most students of history have no way to know these facts, because their history professors did not have. But it has been archeologically established that there was trade between the two – Indus and Nile – civilizations in ancient times, as evidenced by objects of Egypt have been excavated in the Indus Valley and Indian objects in the Nile Valley.

				 

				Ship-building Technology in the Sindhu Valley Civilization

				 

				The following Rig Veda hymn (10-63-10) confirms that the Vedic Aryans had the technology of ship-building which might have helped them in their long westward travel for trade with Egypt, Mesopotamia and Bahrain:

				 

				“Daiveem naavam svaritraaman aagasamasravantee maa ruhema svastaye” (Poonai, pp.: 48-49).

				 

				It means “May we embark upon the good ship of peace and happiness, may it be swift, without defects and without leaks.”

				Poonai (1994: 61-68) talks about early emigrations by the Rig Vedic Aryans from Mohenjodaro and Harappa to various principal sites, such as Iran, Sumer, Mesopotamia, Anatolia, Egypt, Southeast Asia, Phoenicia, the Turanian plains and neighboring lands. He, also, mentions the following five main migratory routes, the natives of Mohenjodaro took to explore the world for their trading adventures:

				 

				1. A caravan route from the central plains of the Indus through the Khyber Pass by way of Kabul and northern Iran towards the Turanian plains and beyond.

				2. A caravan route further south[55]* (sic) through Kandahar and northern Baluchistan by the way of Bolan Pass into central and southern Iran and beyond.

				3. A caravan route from the delta region of the Indus through the Makran to southern Iran and the Persian Gulf and thence to Phoenicia and Egypt.

				4. A south-bound shipping route down the Indus River either to the Persian Gulf or to Egypt or to the East Indies via Sri Lanka.

				5. A land route to Southeast Asia.

				 

				Poonai (p.222) writes that the migratory routes which the Rig-Vedic Aryans followed are identifiable. Many locations along the routes bear Rig-Vedic Sanskrit names, for example, Kuldeep, Mara-santiya (peaceful waters), Narik, Purushananda, etc.

				Poonai (p.156) has said:

				 

				“The different clans established different city states, such as Assyria (Asura Aryan clan), Aggad/Akhad (Aggar), Elam (Eyam/Ayam), Medes (Madai/Medes), Parthia and Persia (Purusham Aryanam), Hittite states (Kshattri), Phoenicia (Nasatya), Kassite territory (Khasi), Mittani (Mitraani), and Babylon (Bhupalan).”

				 

				Regarding the dialects of these Aryan clans, Poonai has remarked that into each of the above territories and others like them, the Rig Vedic Aryan clans carried their own versions of Prakrit. Both the phonetic values and the symbols underwent modifications peculiar to each state, but the rules governing the use of language survived without major changes. There was no separation of vowels and consonants in any of the alphabets or syllables except in the cases of Rome and Greece. In the latter two states (Mittani and Babylon), the rules of grammar also conformed more closely to the rules governing the Rig Vedic Sanskrit.

				The hieroglyphic dialect of the Hittites, as observed by Poonai (p.102), is related to the Rig Vedic clan of Lohians/Luvians (in Sindhi, lohars, meaning blacksmiths). It was used by Arzawa, the most powerful of the western states of Anatolia. The cuneiform dialect was used for international communication with governments of other territories. The Hurrian clan of the Rig Vedic Aryans plied the trade routes from southern Mesopotamia across Assyria and Cilicia through the Konya plains to the north-western and the western parts of Anatolia and they gave Sanskritic names to some places and persons, such as Purushananda and Kumani. Names of other places Ahhiyawa, Millawanda, Mira, Luka and Haripala were derived from the Sanskrit words Aham yah wah, Mila varna, Mira, Loka and Hari pala respectively. Some other states bear Sanskrit-related names, such as Khushala, Tum-Mana, Kassiya, Pala, Kuldeep and Narak.

				Poonai (p.190) has talked about certain inscriptions found in the ruins of an ancient fortress ‘Karatepe’ built in about 680 B.C.by a Rig Vedic Aryan ruler, who bore an obviously Sanskrit name, Asitavan Das. This discovery was based on the decipherment of the Hittite hieroglyphic by an American scholar Dr. Gelb (1930). The results of the decipherment were confirmed on the basis of further archaeological records.

				Poonai has pointed to another strong evidence of the influence of the Sanskritic dialects in the region. An archaeologist found ‘deepam’, a unique item of pottery, a lamp with a wick which burns oil. It is known as ‘deep’ in Hindi and some other regional dialects. In Sindhi, it is called ‘deep’ or ‘diyo’. In Sanskrit the word ‘deepam’ means lamp. The name of the Hindu festival ‘Divali’ comes from this, because ‘divas’ or ‘deeps’, or ‘deepams’ are lighted on the occasion. Divali is also known as the ‘festival of lights’. The ‘deepam’ was brought to the Middle Eastern region by Indo-Aryans from ancient Bharat (India). Divali is celebrated to commemorate Ram’s victory over the evil Raja Rawan of Sri Lanka and also Ram’s return home after completing fourteen years of his self-imposed exile.

				 

				 

				India’s unity in its complexity and beauty in its diversity

				 

				Nehru, in Discovery of India (1946, p.107), cites Sister Nivedita’s (Margaret Noble) perception of the Mahabharata war:

				 

				“The foreign reader … is at once struck by two features: in the first place its unity in complexity; and, in the second, its constant efforts to impress on its hearers the idea of a single centralized India, with a heroic tradition of her own as formative and uniting impulse.”[56]

				 

				Sister Nivedita is right that the concept of ‘unity-in-diversity’ is too delicate, especially for a foreign reader, to understand the truth in it. On the surface, India is varied, uneven and emotional like the waves of an ocean, but at its base it is a well-collected mind, too calm and too grave to get disturbed by even serious calamities – national and/or international. The secret is her open mind to learn from other cultures. Closed mind doesn’t learn much. India has been growing richer and richer. She is beautiful because she is a garden of flowers of diverse colors and fragrances of varied ethnic philosophies and cultures, and she has always been open to incorporate desirable orientations and perspectives from other philosophies. Diversity is its beauty, not disunity. As rightly said by Mahatma Gandhi,[57] India invites other cultures to come in to enrich her culture:

				 

				“I don’t want my house to be walled on all sides and the windows are blinded. I want all cultures of all countries to come into my house. But I refuse to be wiped away by any culture what-so-ever.”

				Mahatma Gandhi

				 

				Harvard University Professor Diana L. Eck, in her book ‘Darsan: Seeing the Divine Image in India’ (pp. 24-25), seems to understand “unity in diversity’ in case of India. It would be hard for Westerners to see monotheism in apparent polytheism of Hinduism. Hindus don’t worship stone gods and goddesses, but their attributes to incorporate.

				According to me, their devotees do their Darsan (seeing) with their closed eyes, so as to be able to see within self what they teach. For example, the Darsan of the goddess Sarasvati encourages her devotee to seek knowledge (education) through guru. The first school, I attended, was on Thursday, ‘Guruvar’ or ‘Vraspat’, the day of guru/Sarasvati). Because of their education-orientation, Indians, particularly Hindus, have been all over the globe.

				Talking about unity in diversity, Prof. Eck (p.24) remarks:

				 

				“The diversity of India has been so great that it has sometimes been difficult for Westerners to recognize in India any underlying unity. As the British civil servant John Strachey put it, speaking to an audience at Cambridge University in 1859, “There is no such country, and this is the first and most essential fact about India that can be learned .…”[58] Seeking recognizable signs of unity – common language, unifying religion, shared historical tradition – he did not see them in India.”

				 

				Eck (24, 25) explains why Strachey and others have been unable to visualize unity in India’s diversity:

				 

				“In part, the unity of India, which Strachey and many others like him could not see, is in its cultural genius for embracing diversity, so that diversity unites, rather than divides. … Moving from the philosophical to the social sphere, there is the well-known diversity of interlocking and interdependent caste groups.”

				 

				Caste system was there. But, the apparent divide between the upper castes and the lowest ones is created by politics, driven by vote-greed elections, in the largest democracy of the world. Socially, the caste walls, determined by birth, are crumbling down by education, as evidenced by several inter-marriages. On the religious plank, followers of various religions – Hindus, Muslims, Christians, Sikhs, Jains, Buddhists and Zoroastrians – are unconsciously tied with strong invisible threads of culture, as described by Nehru: “India is a cultural diversity, a bundle of contradictions held together by strong but invisible threads.”

				ANCIENT INDIA was much larger than today’s. Greater India (Vishaal Bharat) included Bangladesh, Pakistan, Baluchistan, Iran Afghanistan, and several other countries as discussed later in this chapter. According to the World Book Encyclopedia (vol. 10, 1984, p.106f), Indian history dates back at least 4,500 years. About 2,500 B.C., a civilization began to flourish in the Sindhu (Indus) Valley. The ruins of its ancient cities Harappa and Mohenjodaro show that the people had many conveniences – drainage system running from the houses into brick-lined sewers, and large public baths with swimming facilities. The people lived in brick houses several stories high. The cities were well-planned with broad parallel streets. The people had knowledge of numbers, measurements, weights, and writing. Its sophisticated urban civilization spread far and wide, as suggested by David Frawley (Sharma & Ghose, 1998, p. 139):

				 

				“Harappan India was the largest civilization of the ancient world with a number of large cities and sites found as far north as Turkestan, as far west as to the coast of Iran, as far northeast as the Ganges, and as far south as Karnataka (Godavari River), with even a site on the coast of Arabia. It was larger than the entire region from Egypt to Mesopotamia, including Crete, all the other main centers of civilization of the time. Harappan cities had the most sophisticated urban planning and Harappan civilization had the greatest consistency of all others of the time.”

				 

				 

				India in Ancient Europe

				 

				White Island in the West: Sacred Isles of Hindus

				 

				Captain F. Wilford[59] talks about the White Islands in the West as the Sacred Isles of Hindus:

				 

				“The sacred Isles in the West, of which Swetadweepa, or the White Island, is the principal, and the most famous, in fact, the holy land of the Hindus. There the fundamental and mysterious transaction of the history of their (Hindu) religion, in its rise and progress, took place. The White Island, this holy land in the West, is so intimately connected with their religion and mythology, that they can not be separated: and, of course, divines in India are necessarily acquainted with it, as distant Muselmans with Arabia. This I conceive to be a most favorable circumstance; in the present case, the learned have little more to do with than to ascertain whether the White Island be England, and the Sacred Isles of the Hindus, the British Isles. After having maturely considered the subject, I think they are.”

				 

				I wish Wilford had explained how the White Island, this holy land in the West, was so intimately connected with the religion and mythology of Hindus. He (p.249) has made an interesting observation:

				 

				“But in the course of conversation, my pandit, and other learned natives, often mentioned most interesting legends, bearing an astonishing affinity with those of the western mythologists.”

				 

				Benjamin Walker, in ‘The Hindu World: An Encyclopedic Survey of Hinduism’ (p.468), talks about the Svetadvipa (White Island ):

				 

				“Svetadvipa (Sveta-dvipa, White Island) in Hindu cosmology* represents the sixth island continent surrounding Jumbu encircled by an ocean of … Frequently mentioned in Sanskrit literature, it clearly refers to a place, the exact location which is not known. The Mahabharata speaks the white people of Svetadvipa on the northern shores of the Ocean as worshippers of Narayana, a thousand-rayed god. …There has been much speculation about this place, which remains the mysteries of ancient Indian geography. It has been variously identified with Greece, with Greek kingdoms of Parthia, and with Scythia, the country of the Sakas, because an alternative name for Svetadvipa was Sakadvipa. An ancient Brahmin caste of India known as sakadvip are traced to the maga priests of Persia. Others identify Svetadvipa with Tibet, China, Japan, Palestine, even with Britain, since the name of the island suggests white-skinned inhabitants.”

				 

				Benjamin Walker also in the end thinks that it would be “Britain, since the name of the island suggests white-skinned inhabitants.”

				Harry H. Hicks and Robert N. Anderson,[60] in Ancient India and Vedic Aryans: New Discoveries, Scientific Procedures and Implications for History, talking about Asiatic migrations, write: “Druids and their priests are believed to have arrived in the British Isles ca. 3000 to 2500 B.C., according to British archeological calculations”.

				 

				John Bently, in Asiatic Researches (pp.377-497), talks about the influence of the Vedas in Europe and Persia.

				 

				India in Greece

				 

				It would be interesting to analytically examine what Garraty & Gay (1981, p. 97) have said about the migratory journey of Aryans from Greece into India via Iran:

				 

				“The Aryans (“noble ones”) were part of a large Indo-European migration which left a common cultural heritage from Greece through Iran into India. The religious and social institutions of these invaders are reflected in the oldest stratum of the Veda (sacred “knowledge”) – the most revered sector of traditional Hindu religious literature. The tribes were led by an aggressive warrior aristocracy mounted on horse-driven chariots, and armed with copper and bronze weapons of good quality.”

				 

				These invaders from Greece into India, whose religious and social institutions are reflected in the Vedas, can not be other than Vedic Indo-Aryans (Hindus) who had colonized Greece, as talked about by Pococke in his book ‘India in Greece or Truth in Mythology’. They can not be Greeks, nor can be any other Europeans. How would Vedas reflect their religious and social institutions, if they were not Indo-Aryans? Indo-Aryans were charioteers and warriors (Khshatries). They must be in trouble. Therefore, they were returning to India, the country of their ancestors.

				Pococke (pp.253-258), while talking about Hesiod’s history of Greece, remarks that the geographical facts, as recorded on the mountains and rivers of Hellas (ancient name of Greece), seem to be “connected with those people who gave names to these rivers and mountains.” His later statement: “the representative to Hesiod of words apparently Greek, but in reality Sanscrit, Thibetan, or the Pehlavi dialects,” suggests that by ‘those people’ he means Hindus, Buddhists, or Persians from Indian subcontinent who colonized Greece in ancient times. He seems to complain about “corrupt orthography, and corrupt history based upon that orthography.” Later, Pococke talks about Lamaism, solar or Buddhistic forms of worship among the primitive population of Hellas.

				Pococke (p.254) remarks:

				 

				“The great aggregate of the colonists of Greece has already been shown to consist of those two great bodies, the Solar and the Lunar races; each following the peculiar tenets of that faith to which the heads of their respective races gave so strong a bias, viz., either the Solar or the Bud’histic forms of worship. The former was more ancient in its establishment, but the latter more durable. The Lamaic nations, springing up apparently upon the frontiers of the kingdoms of Cashmir and Thibet, have by the population, already shown in Thessaly, been proved to have existed in the latter countries in high antiquity, and the record of the life of Zeus, as drawn by Hesiod, is but a garbled statement of plain facts, in perfect harmony with existing state of Lamaism in Tartary.”

				 

				Pococke (p.9), talking about the evidences of Indian colonization of Greece, describes various things looking like Indian – such as beautifully embroidered shawls, numerous ornaments of ivory, tasteful ample produce of the loom, elegant workmanship on the golden jewelry, constant use of the war chariot both by Greeks and Aisatics. On p.255, Pococke talks about the presence of the people of the Himalayas and Buddhist priesthood. On p. 256, he talks about ‘The High Lama Town and “a sect of Buddhists so ancient and so extensive as to give a name to a vast tract of country in which they had settled.” He mentions that a village bore its name as “Grihya”, which, it seems has its origin in Sanskrit word “Griha” meaning house or habitation.

				On p. 12, Pococke gives more evidences of Indian presence in Greece:

				 

				“Now, the whole of this state of society, civil and military, must strike every one as being eminently Asiatic; much of it specifically Indian. Such it undoubtedly is; and I shall demonstrate that these evidences were but the attendant tokens of an Indian colonization, with its corresponding religion and language. I shall exhibit dynasties disappearing from Western India, to appear again in Greece.”

				 

				On the same page 12, Pococke writes further:

				 

				“Clans, whose martial fame is still recorded in the faithful chronicles of North-Western India, as the gallant bands who fought upon the plains of Troy; and, in fact, the whole of Greece, from the era of the supposed god-ships of Poseidon and Zeus, down to the close of the Trojan war, as being Indian in language, sentiments, and religion, and in the arts of peace and war. Much I shall, I doubt not, incontestably establish; much must be left to a future period.”

				 

				Pococke (pp.18-19), while referring to the identity of structure, of vocables, and inflective power, in the Greek and Sanskrit languages, remarks:

				 

				“Every day adds fresh conviction – produces fresh demonstration, of this undeniable fact. The Greek language is a derivation from Sanscrit; therefore, Sanscrit-speaking people – i.e., Indians, must have dwelt in Greece, and this dwelling must have preceded the settlement of those tribes which helped to produce the corruption of the old language; or, in other words, the people who spoke that language – i.e., the Indians, must have been the primitive settlers; or, at least, they must have colonized the country so early, and dwelt there so long, as to have effaced all dialectic traces of any other inhabitants; just as the Saxons displaced the feeble remains of the dialect of the ancient Britons, in this island, and imparted a thoroughly Saxons stamp to the genius of the English language.”

				 

				Pococke explains that the long stay of Indians was cause of the effect Sanskrit left on the regional dialects of Greece. It is clear that the philological similarities Sanskrit has with Greek are not genetic or cognate, as several linguists feel. Greek and Sanskrit can not be lingual sisters because they are geographically too distant, and culturally and historically too different from each other.

				Pococke (p.19) speaks high about the lofty effect, the Indo-Aryan colonization left on the language, philosophy, religion, political institutes, etc. of Greece:

				 

				“But, if the evidences of Saxon colonisation in this island – (I speak independently of Anglo-Saxon history) – are, strong both from language and political institutions, the evidences are still more decisive in the parallel case of an Indian colonisation of Greece, – not only her Language, but her Philosophy, her Religion, her Rivers, her Mountains, and her Tribes; her subtle turn of intellect, her political institutes, and above all the Mysteries of that noble land – irresistibly prove her colonisation from India.”

				 

				Stephen Knapp, in ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ (2000, p. 165), sheds some light on ‘India in Greece’ or ‘Greece in India’:

				 

				“In looking at the Greek culture, we find many connections between it and the Vedic civilization. Many people and scholars tend to view Greece as a source of western civilization. However, it is seldom realized that the original Greek culture was itself Vedic. This is not to say that no one has recognized the similarities. Even as far as 1830 we can find on pages 61-2 from volume II of Narrative of a Journey Overland from England to India by Mrs Colonel Eldwood, where she sees the Vedic influence in Greece.”

				 

				Knapp (pp.165-166) tells what Mrs. Elwood has said about the relationship between Hindoos and Greeks in remote ancient times:

				 

				“The striking analogy between some of the Hindoo fables with those of the Greeks, would induce us to believe that the Greeks and Hindus must, at an early age, have had intercourse, and possibly Pythagorus, with the doctrine of the Metempsychosis, may have imported some of the adventures of the Indian Gods and ascribed them to the Greek deities.”

				 

				It is interesting, but too hard to believe what Knapp (p. 166) has said about Krishna as God of Greece:

				 

				“The fact that Krishna was the God of Greece is proved by the silver coins made by Agathaclose, a Greek ruler of the 2nd century B.C. These coins bear the imprint of Lord Krishna and His brother Balarama and are on display in several museums. Furthermore, a large mosaic of young Krishna playing the flute, standing cross-legged under a tree while grazing cows, hangs in the museum in Corinth. This was obviously salvaged from a local Krishina temple which proves this city was once a center of Vedic culture with temples of Krishna. We can recognize that as the Vedic culture moved from India to Egypt to Greece, etc., much of the philosophy stayed the same, although the names and artistic characteristics of the gods changed with time.”

				 

				Heraklessle is Harekrishna

				 

				Knapp (p.167) further writes about India’s cultural connection with Greece. He explains the origin of the Greek “Hera-klessle” in Vedic “Hare-Krishna”:

				 

				“Greek writers like Pliny referred to Hari Krishna as Heracles. This is traced back to the way the early Greek writers who visited India said that the city they called Klessleboro (Mathura) was the capital of Krishna worship. The Greeks pronounced the name Krishna as klessle, and Hare or Hari as hera. Thus came the name of Heraklessle, or Heracles and Hercules, who is the muscular man who played prominent roles in the Greek myths.”

				 

				Lord Krishna loved cows, he considered cow as mother, because like mother, it gives milk, the first food the infant gets right from his/her birth. Therefore, Hindus don’t eat cow (beef) meat. Krishna is known by some names connected with cow such as Gobind and Gopal, meaning protector of cows (Go = cows + pal = protector). In Sanskkrit, cow is known as “go”.

				Jawaharlal Nehru, in Discovery of India (1946, p. 92), writes about the influence of Indian philosophy as contained in the Upanishads on Greece and on Christianity:

				 

				“Early Indian thought penetrated to Greece, through Iran, and influenced some thinkers and philosophers there. Much later, Plotinus came to the east to study Iranian and Indian philosophy and was especially influenced by the mystic element in the Upanishads. From Plotinus many of these ideas are said to have gone to St. Augustine, and through him influenced the Christianity of the day.”

				 

				Nehru continues on the same page:

				 

				“The rediscovery by Europe, during the past century and a half, of Indian philosophy created a powerful impression on European philosophers and thinkers.”

				 

				Nehru (pp. 92-3) says that Schopenhauer, the pessimist, is often quoted in this connection:

				 

				“From every sentence (of the Upanishads) deep, original and sublime thoughts arise, and the whole is pervaded by a high and holy and earnest spirit. … In the whole world there is no study … so beneficial and so elevating as that of the Upanishads. … (They) are products of the highest wisdom. It is destined sooner or later to become the faith of the people.”

				 

				Nehru (p.115), talks about India’s contacts with Greece in ancient times:

				 

				“It is interesting to note that Panini mentions the Greek script. This indicates that there were some kind of contacts between India and Greece long before Alexander came to the East.”

				 

				Alexander must have known from Greek history about the greatness of India which lured him to capture India. He made attempt, but could not succeed. Circumstances did not cooperate with him.

				 

				Plato: Influenced by Hindu philosophy [61]

				 

				Talking about the triumph of the East and the Hellenistic Age, Herbert J. Muller (1958, p.15) has elaborated on how Greeks profited immeasurably from their spiritual trade with the East:

				 

				“At the same time, Plato’s own thought was so fertile because it was not a classically ordered system but an exploration of various possibilities, a sensitive response to various influences, including Oriental thought. Its historic influence has stemmed chiefly from his inclination to a transcendental idealism, another worldly kind of spirituality that is more typical of India than of Greece in its heyday.”

				 

				According to the ‘World Book Encyclopedia’ (1993, vol.15, p.504), Plato believed in the immortality of the soul and reincarnation:

				 

				“Plato believed that though the body dies and disintegrates, the soul continues to live forever. After the death of the body, the soul migrates to what Plato called the realm of the pure form. After a time, the soul is reincarnated in another body and returns to the world. But the reincarnated soul retains the dim recollection of the realm of forms and yearns for it. Plato argued that people fall in love because they recognize in the beauty of their beloved the ideal form of beauty they dimly remember and seek.”

				 

				Both – immortality of the soul and reincarnation – are the ancient basic doctrines of Hinduism and also of its offshoots Jainism, Buddhism and Sikhism. Buddhism was founded by a Hindu prince Siddhartha Gautam (563 to 483 B.C.). He was known as Buddha (enlightened) at the age of 35 when he attained supreme enlightenment.

				A popular love song from an Indian movie echoes the belief in reincarnation, “Aisa lagta hai ki ham agle janam men kahin mile honge.” (It seems we must have met somewhere in our previous life).

				M.P. Pandit – in his book, ‘Traditions in Mysticism’ (1987, p.121), has highlighted a study by Dr. Vassilis Vittaxis, a former Greek ambassador to India. Dr. Vittaxis brings to light the similarities and differences between Indian philosophy and the philosophy of Plato. For example, he likens the nous (mind) of Plato to the Atman of the Upanishads.” He further draws parallels between Plato’s Division of Society and the caste system, ‘Plato’s Guardians, Warriors, Craftsmen have close resemblance to the Indian Brahmin, Kshatriya, Vaishya.’

				 

				Kulke and Rothermund on Greater India

				 

				Herman Kulke and Diermar Rothermund, in ‘A History of India’ (1986, pp, 152,153), addressing the question ‘Who spread Indian culture in Southeast Asia?’, have talked about spread of Indian culture and India’s impact on Southeast Asia. They have explained the cause of large number of Sanskrit loan words in Southeast Asian languages.

				E. Pococke, in his ‘India in Greece’ (p.44), writes about the high navigation caliber of Hindus which helped them in establishing their kingdoms all around the globe in ancient times:

				 

				“That the Hindoos navigated the ocean from the earliest ages, the traces of their religion in the isles of the Archipelago sufficiently attest.[62] That the people of the country of the Indus ranked as navigators, in the most venerable antiquity, is perfectively clear, from the ancient Institutes of Menu, where “merchants who traffic beyond sea, and bring presents to the king,” are expressly mentioned. In the Ramayuna[63], the practice of bottomry is distinctly noticed. … These Institutes of Menu, running up to the vast antiquity of B.C.1400, give an idea of the early commercial energies of India; which all my subsequent observations will fully carry out.”

				 

				In the footnote, Pococke writes that the translator of Heeren observes: “That ships belonging to Hindoos went to sea, and that a proportional interest for the hazard of the sea was to be paid on money borrowed, must be perfectly true.”

				Hindus and Buddhists migrated to the far-east region to share with them the knowledge, philosophy, and skills of Bharat’s (India’s) civilization.

				 

				Afghanistan, a part of India

				 

				Henry Stierlin has described above the vast geography of ancient India. He continues: “The Greek influence (in 3rd century B.C.) was particularly noticeable, for example, in the treatment of the human figure by the Buddhist sculptors of Gandhara.” Gandhara is the present-day city of Kandahar in Afghanistan. The Muslim conquest of Afghanistan could not happen before 8th century. Buddhist statues in Afghanistan in the second or third century B.C. provide a definite proof that the region was inhabited at that time by Hindus and Buddhists. ‘Hari Rud’ river is another example of the Hindu presence in ancient Afghanistan. Hari is the name of the Hindu god Krishna.

				The Columbia Encyclopedia (Fifth edition, p.27), while talking about Afghanistan, makes a mention of the “rich valley of HERAT on the Hari Rud (Arius) River in the northwest corner of the country (the heart of ancient ARIANA).” The words Arius and Ariana reflect Aryan presence in Afghanistan. Many historians have admitted that there are several evidences reflecting significant presence of Hindus and Buddhists in Afghanistan in its pre-Afghan period. However, the constant invasions from the northwest resulted in loss of several parts of Bharat (India), one-by-one, including Afghanistan and the most recent Pakistan. Pakistan was not lost because of any invasion, but because of partition of India on the basis of religion in 1947.

				Afghanistan, like Pakistan, was a part of India. Iqbal Ali Shah (1938, p. 9) writes:

				 

				“Historians believe that the inhabitants of Afghanistan, prior to the Greek invasion, were Hindus. After the decline of the Indo-Scythians, the Hindus were governing and inhabiting the country. They ruled the country till the end of the seventh century when the Arabs conquered Afghanistan and the people of Afghanistan embraced Islam.”

				 

				Abdul Ali Arghandawi (1984:136) writes:

				 

				“Buddhism and Hinduism were practiced in Afghanistan and its remains are still available in northern Afghanistan and other parts of the country. Buddha’s 52 meter high statue in Bamian and many stupas dug up in different parts of the country represent Buddhist religion.”

				 

				Phil Zabriskie, in The Outsiders (National Geographic, February 2008), writes:

				 

				“At the heart of Afghanistan is an empty space, striking absence, where the larger of the colossal Bamian Buddhas once stood. In March 2001 the Talibans fired rockets at the statues for days on end, then planted and detonated explosives inside them. The Buddhas had looked out over Bamian for some 1,500 years. … The regimes rose and collapsed or were overthrown. The statues stood through it all. But the Talibans saw the Buddhas simply as non-Islamic idols, heresies carved in stone. They did not mind being thought brutish. They did not fear further isolation. Destroying the statues was a pious assertion of their brand of faith over history and culture.”

				 

				Talibans declined offers from a few museums to remove and relocate them in museums. This reminds me of what I read in a history text about Mahmud Ghaznavi.– known as ‘But Shakan’, meaning destroyer of Idols (but = Idol, shakan = destroyer) – who got Hindu idols smashed when he ruled over Afghanistan in about 10th century A.D.

				 

				Cunningham: Afghanistan a part of India

				 

				Alexander Cunningham in his book ‘The Ancient Geography of India’ (1871, p.14)[64], writes that the people of whole Afghanistan spoke Indian language and practiced Hinduism and Buddhism:

				 

				“For several centuries, both before and after the Christian era, the provinces of Northern India beyond the Indus in which the Indian language and religion were predominant, included the whole of Afghanistan from Bamian and Kandahar on the west to the Bholan Pass on the south.”

				 

				On the same page Cunningham describes how later Afghanistan was Islamized:

				 

				“In the following century (7th century), as we learn from the Chinese pilgrim, the king of Kapisa was a Kshatriya, or pure Hindu. During the whole of the tenth century the Kabul valley was held by a dynasty of Brahmans, whose power was not finally extinguished until toward the close of the reign of Mahmud Ghaznavi. Down to this time, therefore, it would appear that a great part of the population of eastern Afghanistan, including the whole of Kabul valley must have been of Indian descent, while the religion was pure Buddhism. During the rule of the Ghaznavis, whose late conversion to Muhammadanism had only added bigotry to their native ferocity, the persecution of idol-loving Buddhists was a pleasure as well as a duty. The idolaters were soon driven out, and with them the Indian element, which had subsisted for so many centuries in Eastern Ariana, finally disappeared.”

				 

				On p. 66, Cunningham writes that the present Peshawar was originally known as Parashawar. And that the kingdom of Gandhara was a dependency of Kapisa or Kabul.

				Cunningham (pp.166-168) talks about the originality of ‘Lahore’ and ‘Kusawar (or Kasur):

				 

				“The great city of Lahore, which has been the capital of the Punjab for nearly nine hundred years, is said to have been founded by Lava, or Lo, the son of Rama, after whom it was named Lohawar. … According to the traditions of the people Kasur was founded by Kusa, the son of Rama, after whom it was named Kusawar, which, like the contemporary city of Lohawar, has been slightly altered in pronunciation by the transposition of the vowels. The town stands on the high bank of the old bed of the Bias river, 32 miles to the south-south-east of Lahore, and is popularly said to have once possessed bara kilah, or ‘twelve forts’.”

				 

				Pushkalavati or Peukelaotis: Ancient capital of Gandhara

				 

				Cunningham (pp.41-42) talks about what was under the administration of Pushkara, the nephew of Rama:

				 

				“The ancient capital of Gandhara was Pushkalavati, which is said to have been founded by Pushkara, the son of Bharata, and the nephew of Rama.[65] … The Greek name of Peukelaotis, or Peucolaitis, was immediately derived from Pukkalaoti, which is the Pali, or spoken form of the Sanskrit Pushkalvati.”

				 

				Rama was son of Dashratha, the king of Kosla, with Ayodhya, its capital. Dashratha had three wives – Kaushalya, Sumitra, and Kekai. Rama was the only son of the eldest queen Kaushaya, Bharata was the only son of the youngest queen Kekai. Sumitra had two sons, Lakshman and Shatrughan. Rama’s son Kush or Cusha was given Africa to govern, as shown later in this chapter.

				John W. McCrindle, in “Ancient India as described by Ptolemy” (pp.115-117), writes some similar things about Gandhara as Cunningham has said:

				 

				“The Gandharai – Gandhara is a name of high antiquity, as it occurs in one of the Vedic hymns, where a wife is represented as saying with reference to her husband, “I shall always be for him a Gandhara ewe.” It is mentioned frequently in the Mahabharatā and other post-Vedic works, and from these we learn that it contained the two royal cities of Takshasila (Taxila) and Pushkalavati (Peukelaotis) the former situated to the east and the latter to the west of the Indus.”

				 

				The queen Gandhari was the wife of the Kaurava king Dhrurashra who was blind. Gandhari was so much devoted to her blind husband, that she blinded herself permanently by a band on her eyes. The Mahabharatā war was between the two cousin families – the Pandavas, headed by Yudhishtra, and the Kauravas, headed by Dhrutrashtra. On the battle field at Krukhshetra, the Kauravas were led by his eldest son Dhuriyodhan. Gandhara was named after Gandhari, the wife of Dhrutrashtra. There has been controversy over the exact time of the Mahabharatā war, ranging from 1000 B.C. to 5,000 B.C. Consensus seems to be around 3,000 B.C., exact November, 3067 B.C.[66]

				McCrindle (pp.116, 117) writes:

				 

				“Gandhara (present Kandahar) was one of the most flourishing seats of Buddhism. … Proklais is the ancient capital of Gandhara situated to the west of the Indus, which was mentioned in the preceding remarks under its Sanskrit name Pushkalavati, which means ‘abounding in the lotus’.”

				 

				On p.362, in notes, it is mentioned that Pushkalavati was named after Pushkala, the son of Bharat, the brother of Rama. It means, Gandhara was under the control of the Vedic Aryans (present Hindus), since the rule of Dashratha, the father of Rama. One of the capitals of Gandhara was Purushapura (present Peshawar).

				Dr. A. Foucher – in “Notes surla gėographieanccienne du Gandhāra” (Notes on The Ancient Geography of Gandhara), in the October issue of the Bulletin de l’École francaise d’ Extreme-Orient (1901) – talks about his scientific mission in India, when he visited in details the Peshawar District, the territory of ancient Gandhara. He talks about Purushapura at Peshawar and Pushkaravati in the immediate neighborhood of Charasadda, where he saw Buddhist sculptures and the inscriptions of Asoka. Foucher (p.2) remarks that Pushtu was spoken in the birth place of Panini. He further states: “But the worst invasions were yet to come and Gandhāra at least remained Indian in manners and language.” On p.2, it is mentioned:

				 

				“In our days when under the rule of the Sikhs and their successors the English, Gandhāra again became part of India, it was all too late to revive the past. … It is true, there seems to remain a residue of the Hindu population, banya families, scattered here and there, in the larger villages and whom for the sake of their trade, the Pathans unable to keep accounts and in consequence incapable of shop-keeping, have been obliged to tolerate.”

				 

				Foucher (pp.10-13) talks about his tour with Chinese traveler Hiuan-tsang from Purushapura to Pushkaravati, and Hashtanagar. In the neighborhood of the town, they visited a Brahmanical temple, a stupa built by Asoka, and another stupa very high and flanked by its monastery.

				Jawaharlal Nehru, in Discovery of India (p.107), writes about Gandhara, the present Kandahar:

				 

				“The great civil war, which occurred later, described in the Mahabharata, is vaguely supposed to have taken place about the fourteenth century B.C. That war was for the overlordship of India (or possibly of northern India), and it marks the beginning of the conception of India as a whole, of Bharatvarsha. In this conception a large part of modern Afghanistan, then called Gandhara (from which the name of the present city Kandahar), which was considered an integral part of the country was included. Indeed the queen of the principal ruler was named Gandhari, the lady from Gandhara.”

				 

				Nehru (p.202) writes that the well-known town in ancient India “Gandhara (Afghanistan) must have been an important part of Aryan India.”

				 

				Afghanistan and Baluchistan under Emperor Ashoka

				 

				The Columbia Encyclopedia (p.164) remarks that the Emperor Asoka (232 B.C.), the grandson of Chandragupta, “brought nearly all India, together with Baluchistan and Afghanistan, under one sway for the first time in history.” It also mentions that after his bloody conquest of Kalinga (261 B.C.), Asoka felt remorseful of the sufferings he had inflicted on the people. He resigned from the worldly life for the service of the people and accepted Buddhism and abandoned wars of conquest.

				 

				Pre-Afghan name of Afghanistan

				 

				John W. McCrindle, in ‘The Ancient Geography of India’ (p.14), remarks that the Indian language and religion were predominant in whole of Afghanistan, and that the great part of the eastern Afghanistan, including the whole of the Kabul valley must have been of Indian descent, while religion was pure Buddhism.

				 John W. McCrindle,[67] in his work titled ‘Ancient India as described by Ptolemy’ (p.82), seems to suggest that Afghanistan was the country of Paktys (Pushtus). He writes:

				 

				“Klaudios Ptolemaios[68] (in Latin affectionately known as “Ptolemy) was a celebrated astronomer, mathematician and geographer. He was a native of Egypt. He was the first writer on Greek astronomy, based on the works of Hipparchus. His astronomical work titled Megale syntaxis tes Astronomais is commonly known by its Arabic title Almagest or “great work.”

				 

				McCrindle quotes Max Müller, from ‘India: What Can It Teach us?’, that Afghanistan was known as the land of the Paktys:

				 

				“In the Vedas we have a number of names of the rivers of India as they were known to one single poet, say about 1000 B.C. … The Indus was known to early traders whether by sea or land. Skylax sailed from the country of the Paktys, i.e. the Pushtus, as the Afghans still call themselves, down to the mouth of the Indus.”

				 

				But this name came in currency later after advent of Afghans and other tribes. Still its ancient name has not been ascertained. Ludwig, Lassen, and Whitney substitute Kubha (Kabul) for the Sarasvati and think the Oxus (present Amu Darya) also must have been one of the seven rivers.

				 

				Rig Veda and Afghanistan

				 

				Majumdar (1951, pp. 247-248) writes: “Considering that the Rig Veda mentions the Kubha (Kabul), Gomati (Gumal), Kruma (Kurram), and Suvastu (Swat), which lie to the west of the Indus, it is possible that the Rigveda people knew of the existence of the Oxus.” On the basis of all this, Majumdar asserts: “We may thus conclude that the extent of the country, as reflected in the hymns, is Afghanistan, the Punjab, parts of Sind and Rajputana, the North-West frontier province, Kashmir, and Eastern India up to Sarayu.”

				Hertel Brunnhofer, Hertel Husing, and others, however, argue that the scene of the Rig Veda is laid, not in the Punjab, but in Afghanistan and Iran.[69] Brunnhofer relies mainly on the identification of the peoples mentioned in the Veda, with tribes located in Afghanistan, in the inscriptions of Darius, or in later Greek authors.

				According to the Vedic traditions and other historical, geological and archaeological evidences, it is fact that Afghanistan was a part of ancient India. Kandahar was originally Gandhara, named after Gandhari of Mahabharata. According to David Frawley in ‘Gods, Sages and Kings’ (1991:83), a region in Afghanistan was known as Gandhara, whose name is mentioned in the Rig Veda.

				Frawley (1991, pp. 82,83), referring to the names of some rivers – Sindhu, Kubha (Kabul), Gomati, Krumu, and Mehatmu in a Vedic hymn – rightly seems to have identified their relationship with the Vedic India, in other words the historic relationship between India and Afghanistan. Frawley (1991: 83) remarks:

				 

				“Some scholars have used their designations to connect the Vedic people with some home in Afghanistan and Central Asia. Actually there is a more simple and obvious reason for their inclusion. They are the rivers of a region known as Gandhara, the western uplands of India. The name of this region can be found in the Rig Veda itself as associated with sheep (1.126.7). It is an important source for wool, as sheep do well in mountain areas. … At the time of the Greek visits to India, which followed Alexander (Alexander the Great, 356-323 B.C.), Gandhara was inhabited by traditional Aryan peoples. They were not displaced until the Muslim invasion. Afghanistan itself was called ‘the land of the Aryans’ from ancient times.”

				 

				India in Central Asia

				 

				Aurel Stein (1862-1943), a Hungarian archaeologist, who spent much of his life in the service of the British Empire in India, conducted a series of important Central Asian expeditions in the early years of the 20th century. He carried out explorations over the greater part of innermost Asia, and along the whole of those north-western borderlands of India.

				Stein, in his book ‘On Alexander’s Track to the Indus’ (2001, preface, p. xi), writes about the presence of Buddhists and Indian (Hindu) literary culture in Central Asia:

				“It is a fascinating chapter in history, though we can study it only in the fine Greek-modeled coins of these rulers and in those sculptures of Graeco-Buddhist art which the ruined Buddhist shrines of the Swat and Peshawar valleys have preserved for us. Then when the great Indo-Scythian empire of the Kushan dynasty had replaced the small Hellenistic chiefships on both sides of Hindukush and had further extended its sway beyond the Indus, it was from the north-western borderland that fervent religious propaganda carried the Buddha’s doctrine, together with Graeco-Buddhist art and Indian (Hindu)[70] literary culture, into Central Asia and thence into China. This spread of Buddhism right across Asia may well be considered India’s greatest contribution to the civilization of mankind in general.”

				 

				Stan/istan countries in Central Asia

				

 

				[image: Kapu 2.tif]

				Most countries in Central Asia – particularly those with their names ending with ‘stan’ or ‘istan’, such as Baluchistan, Afghanistan, Tadzhistan (Tajikistan), Turkmenistan, Turkistan or Turkestan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan – could be part of Greater India in its ancient times. ‘Sthan/stan’ is a Sanskrit word, meaning ‘place’. According to The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary, by Vaman Shivram Apte (1992, p.1007), ‘sthanam’ means “A state, place, spot, site, locality, station, position, etc.” Some say that “istan” is a Persian/Iranian word. It is possible. Both Sanskrit and Avestan may have the same or similar word for land. It is known that ancient Sanskrit and ancient Avestan were linguistically very close to each other. History needs to ascertain if all these countries with suffix ‘stan’ or ‘istan’, like Pakistan, were once part of Bharat (India) or not. Stein has talked about literary culture into Central Asia.

				The question arises: “What were the original names of these countries before they were re-named by their occupiers/invaders? The most recent example of Pakistan will explain it. Before Sindh and West Punjab became Pakistan, they were part of Bharat (India). Earlier in this chapter, it has been proved with irrefutable documented historical evidences that Baluchistan and Afghanistan were governed by Hindus and Buddhists of Bharat. All these ‘istan’ countries (refer to the map on the following page) are in the northwest of India, sharing border with India. When drawing a line around them, beginning at Kazakhstan in the extreme northwest and ending at Pakistan, including Iran, they make a block connecting with India. All these north-western ‘istan’ countries, like Kazakhstan, etc., are in Central Asia. The alleged invading Aryans are said to be from Central Asia. In fact, they were Indo-Aryans – Vedic people or Hindus – from the extended India of those times.

				 

				Istan countries, as part of Greater India

				 

				History of the movement of ancient Aryans – ‘India→ Central Asia→ India’ – has been misinterpreted as ‘Central Asia→ India’ to validate the ill-founded theory of the ‘Aryan Invasion of India.’

				The north-west of India has always been vulnerable to foreign invasions. The ancient ‘Greater India’ (Vishaal Bharat) has been dismembered as a result of foreign invasions, excepting Pakistan which was created in 1947 by partitioning British India on the basis of religion.

				History does not tell their original names before they were given these names with suffix ‘stan’ or ‘istan’ by their new occupiers. These parts of ancient India must have been captured one by one by some tribes, such as Baluchs, Afghans, Tadzhs/Tajiks, Turks, Kyrgs, Uzbeks, Kazakhs, etc. They were renamed after the name of the tribe conquered it, for example, Kazakhstan after Kazakhs, Afghanistan after Afghans, etc.

				Stephen Knapp (pp. 68-69) shows Vedic connection of most Central Asian countries:

				 

				“In any case, not only are there many words connected with or derived from Sanskrit, there are many places around the world that also reflect their Vedic connection. For example, the places that end with the suffix sthan, which is the Sanskrit stan, reflect their Vedic connection as found in Baluchistan, Afghanistan, Kurdisthan, Kafiristhan, Turkishan, Ghabulisthan, Kazaksthan, and others, such as Arvasthan which was corrupted to Arabia. Countries like Syria and Assyria show their Sanskrit connection through Sura and Asura communities mentioned in the Vedic epics. Those countries also spoke Sanskrit until they lost their connection with India or Vedic culture. Cities in England show their Sanskrit connection with their corrupted form of puri turned to ‘bury’ as in Shrewsbury, Ainsbury, and Waterbury.”

				 

				J. P. Mallory, in ‘In Search of the Indo-Europeans: Language, Archaeology, and Myth’ (1989, p.53), remarks:

				 

				“Moreover, the remains from these steppe Bronze Age sites provide us with some of the finest parallels with common reconstructions for Indo-Iranian culture. The settlement and cemetery of Sintashta, for example, although located far to the north on the Trans-Ural steppe, provides the type of Indo-Iranian archaeological evidence that would more than delight an archaeologist seeking their remains in Iran or India. Next to a small settlement occurs a cemetery of tumulus burials dating to the sixteenth BC. These contain the remains of large quantities of sacrificed animals, especially horses and dogs which are noted in Indo-Aryan ritual, evidence of chariots, and an assortment of other Indo-Iranian ritual markers.”

				 

				Indo-Iranian rituals in some ‘istan’ countries, as indicated by archeological finds, reflect very clearly presence of Sanskrit-speaking Aryans in Central Asia. The name “Sintashta” of a cemetery seems to have its origin in Sanskrit, and the remains found there reflect Vedic rituals. The dating ‘sixteenth B.C.’ of such cemetery evidences that Indo-Aryans were in Central Asia before they might have started migrating back to India, the country of their ancestors, in about 1500 B.C.

				Mallory (same page 53) continues to give more evidences to prove that Indo-Aryans were there in these ‘sthan/istan’ countries, before 16th century B.C.:

				 

				“Indeed, it is in the eastern Andronovo variants such as the Bishkent culture of south Tadzhikistan that one encounters again the probable expression of Indo-Iranian ritual in the archeological record. At the cemetery of Tulkhar, male burials were provided with small rectangular hearths, reminiscent of the typical Ahavaniya, the rectangular fire-altar of early Indic priests, while females were provided round hearths, comparable to the Garhapatya, the female-associated hearth fire of the Indo-Aryan house.”

				 

				History, unfortunately enslaved by the rulers, has erased the original names of these countries and the ethnic identities of the ancestors of their present natives. The contents of the book on Kazakhstan, authored by Dr. Alma Kunanbay, when objectively analyzed, implicitly suggest that the ancestors and the heritage of Kazakhs seem to have very close religio-cultural association with none, but the Hindus of Hindustan (Bharat or India). Other research-based books on the remaining “istan” countries, I am sure, would help in piecing together the hypothetical thesis of their historical relationship with ancient Hindu India.

				 

				Traces of Kazakhstan: Its heritage in India

				 

				The flap of the jacket of ‘The Soul of Kazakhstan’ (2001)[71], authored by anthropologist and ethnographer Dr. Alma Kunanbay, reads:

				 

				“This formerly nomadic country that sprawls nearly 2000 miles across the middle of Central Asia is rich in culture, tradition and spirituality that dates back thousands of years. Until recently, it was little known outside the region because it lost much of its identity and heritage under the 70-year domination of the Soviet Union, and before that, the Russian Empire. Since independence in 1991, Kazakhstan is reestablishing its own identity and making itself felt in world politics and the global marketplace. Kazakhs, who have been taught under the Soviet system that their nomadic heritage was worthless, are rediscovering their roots and an inherent richness that many of that generation had not known existed. The Soul of Kazakhstan is an attempt to help fill that void.”

				 

				Dr. Kunanbay laments that “it (Kazakhistan) lost much of its identity and heritage under the 70-year domination of the Soviet Union … who (Kazakhs) have been taught under the Soviet system that their nomadic heritage was worthless.” Such brainwashing is done by the victors. Unfortunately, history has not been cooperative to help the subjugated to know who originally they were, and it has left a void, some, like Kunanbay, are trying to fill in, as much as possible. I think ‘bay’, suffix to ‘Kunanbay’ can be compared to ‘bai’ suffixed to a woman’s name in present India to show respect. Youngsters used call my mother ‘Reejh’ as ‘Reejhibai’.

				The book does not clearly mention who were the ancestors of the Kazakhs and what were their original religion and culture. As per what, Dr. Kunanbay has described the culture and religion of the Kazakhs: “(Kazakhstan) is rich in culture, tradition and spirituality that dates back thousands of years.” It can be interpreted with fair certainty that their religion and culture do not seem to have their origin in Islam, which is only about 1500 years old. Most of its elements, as described below by Dr. Kunanbay (pp. 53, 60,72), seem to be similar to those of the Vedic religion (present Hinduism):

				 

				• rich in culture, tradition, and spirituality that dates back thousands of years

				• Kazakhstan, as “the spiritual cradle”

				• close relationship with nature and their response to nature’s influences

				• veneration of mountains, caves, rivers, and lakes

				• burning incense at a sacred places

				• solar deities (Surya Devta), and “Mother Earth”

				• Worship of the deities of fire, sky, earth, water, and fertility

				 

				It is surprising to see that the name of the “protectress of fertility,” as noted by Kunanbay, is ‘Umay’ – very close to ‘Uma’, the wife of Shiva, the god of fertility (Shiva Lingam). Dr. Kunanbay describes the heritage of Kazakhs as thousands years long. No religion, other than Vedic (Hinduism), has that longevity. Spirituality and knowledge (gyan) have been significant ingredients of the Kazakhstan’s philosophy. All these philosophical ingredients of the Kazakh culture seem to be similar to those of Hinduism.

				 

				Sufism in Kazakhstan

				 

				Kunanbay (p.60) remarks that Sufism is well known in the southern region of Kazakhstan, which is not far away from Afghanistan and pre-1947 India. Sufism owes its significant ingredients – mysticism, agnosticism, spirituality, love and Urdu mystic poetic genres, to India. Columbia Encyclopedia notes that:

				 

				“the development of various aspects of Islamic civilization (e.g. literature and calligraphy), many conservative Muslims disagree with many popular Sufi practices, particularly saint worship, visiting of tombs, and the incorporation of non-Islamic customs. Consequently, in recent centuries, Sufism has been a target for Islamic reformist and modernist movements.”

				 

				Sufism appears to be a blend of Hinduism and Islam. Some believe, Sufism is the result of the influence of Islam on Hinduism and some others believe the opposite. I believe Sufism has lot of Vedanta in it. Swami Vivekananda was a disciple of mystic Ramkrishna (1834-86) Most Muslims do not accept Sufism as Islamic.

				Kabir, born as a Muslim, is loved by almost all Hindus because of his liberal philosophy of life. It is not accepted by most Muslims. Hinduism and Sikhism have been enriched by the Sufi philosophy. Sufism is giving so much solace to the life we are living. Its knowledge guides our life to be worth-living.

				 

				Rig Vedic Aryans in Anau, Turkmenistan

				 

				Poonai, in ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (1994, p. 66), writes that excavations at the site of Anau on the plains of Turkmenistan have revealed that early emigrants from the Indus valley had settled there.

				 

				Iran: The Abode of Aryans

				 

				In ancient times, the Greater India enveloped all these ‘istan’ countries and Iran. Culturally and linguistically, ancient Iran was very similar to India.

				Geoffrey Bibby (1969: 278) has said that “… so was Iran governed by India in ancient times.”

				E. Pococke, in ‘India in Greece’ (p.47), talks about colonization of Persia, Colchis, Armenia, and Egypt by India:

				 

				“The ancient map of Persia, Colchis, and Armenia, is absolutely full of the most distinct and starling evidences of Indian colonisation and what is more astonishing, practically evinces, in the most powerful manner, the truth of several main points in the two great Indian poems, the Ramayuna and Mahabaratha. The whole map is positively nothing less than a journal of emigration on the most gigantic scale. … I have glanced at the Indian settlements in Egypt.”

				 

				Dr. Peter B. Clarke (ed.), in ‘The World’s Religions’ (1993:130), writes that the name ‘Iran’ is derived from ‘Aryan’. He seems to suggest that Iran, in ancient times, was inhabited by Aryans. The old Iranian language Avestan was very close to Sanskrit. C.V. Vaidya, in ‘History of Sanskrit Literature’ (vol. I, 1986, p.39), observes that there is significant similarity between Avestic gathas (the word ‘gathas’ in Sanskrit/Hindi means stories) and Rig Vedic mantras. Some times, it looks as if both are identical. Clarke continues that there is no doubt that the Indo-Aryans and Iranians once formed one people and lived together.

				Mallory (1989, pp. 42-43) states that according to Burrow, Indo-Aryans were once the occupiers of Iran. T. Burrow, in ‘The Sanskrit Language’ (2001, p.4), writes:

				 

				“The relations between this ancient Iranian and the language of the Veda are so close that it is not possible satisfactorily to study one without the other. … It is quite possible to find verses in the oldest portion of the Avesta, which simply by phonetic substitutions according to established laws can be turned into intelligible Sanskrit.”

				 

				T. Burrow (p.1) continues:

				 

				“In the greater part of India today languages are spoken which are derived from a single form of speech which was introduced into India by invaders from the north-west more than three thousand years ago. The invading peoples were known in their language as arya-, a word which is also commonly used as an adjective meaning ‘noble, honourable.’”

				 

				T. Burrow’s statement – that the invading people were Aryans, and that the word ‘Arya’ (in Sanskrit) means ‘noble’ – clearly suggests beyond any doubt that those alleged invading people were originally Indo-Aryans from India. How then could it be invasion? It was their return to, not invasion of India, as explained in the Chapter Three, “Return of Aryans to, Not Invasion of India.” The Aryan invasion of India is a myth.

				Burrow, on the same page (p.1) writes that the modern name ‘Iran’ is ultimately derived from Arya. He further says:

				 

				“In conformance with this usage, the term Aryan is now used as common name of these peoples and their languages; alternately the term Indo-Iranian is commonly used. To distinguish the Indian branch from the Iranian, the term Indo-Aryan has been coined.”

				 

				This proves that none but Bharat (India) is the original home of the Aryans and their language Sanskrit. As a matter of fact, Indo-Aryans must have occupied Iran whose language ‘Avestan’, like Bengali, Sindhi, Gujarati, etc., was one of India’s vernaculars. Very close linguistic correspondence between Sanskrit and Avestan words (given by Burrow, p. 4), as shown below, will puzzle many to think if Avestan and Sanskrit are two different languages.
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								Sacrifice
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								Sacrifying priest
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								Sacred drink Soma

							
						

						
								
								Aryaman        

							
								
								Airyaman        

							
								
								member of religious sodality

							
						

					
				

				 

				Sanskrit ‘s’ is pronounced as ‘h’ in Avestan, ‘h’ as ‘z’, and ‘j’ as ‘s’. ssxin Avestan. Likewise, ‘Sindhu’ became ‘Hindu’, Sindhi became ’Hindi’, and ‘Sindhustan’ became ‘Hindustan.

				Benjamin Walker, in ‘The Hindu World: An Encyclopedic Survey of Hinduism’ (vol. 2, p 353), writes about inter-mixing of old Iranian and Indian (Hindu) gods and deities:

				 

				“The Indo-Iranian tribal communities gave place to new territorial kingdoms situated on great rivers and the jungle retreats of the rishis. The old Iranian gods faded in importance and were substituted by deities of new dimensions, Brahma, Siva, Vishnu, Krishna, the Nagas, the Linga.”

				 

				Benjamin Walker (vol. 1, p.70) talks about the Aryan language whose descendants were Avestic and Vedic languages to emphasize the religious, cultural and linguistic closeness between Iranians and Indians (Vedic people) in their ancient times. This explains who Aryans were and where they came from:

				 

				“They spoke an Aryan language of which the literary descendants were Avestic in Persia and Vedic in India. The immigrant Indian branch has left a vivid glimpse of its faith and customs in the Vedas, which have given their name to the period and their way of life. … In the country of their ancestors the Iranian Aryans and the Indian Aryans lauded the same gods with the same hymns, and worshipped them with identical rites. Their relationship is today well established, and their ‘original home’ is now believed to have been at least as far as west as the wide plain between the Oxus and Jaxartes, the cradle of some of the characteristic features of Indo-Iranian culture and religion.”

				 

				It is hard to understand why Mr. Benjamin Walker resists interpreting the above that the Indo-Iranians and the Indo-Aryans were one and the same people in ancient times when they “lauded the same gods with the same hymns, and worshipped them with identical rites.” I don’t think they were known as ‘Hindus’ and ‘Persians’. All the people of the subcontinent, including Indians, Iranians, Nepalies, Bhutanis, Sri Lankans, Burmies, etc., must have been called Aryans, and the country was known as Aryavarta, Aryadesh, or Aryabhoomi.

				From what Dr. Peter B. Clarke, Mallory, Burrow, and several other scholars have talked about the co-habitation of both, the Indo-Aryans and the Indo-Iranians, it seems they were the same and lived together in ancient times when Iran was a part of Greater India.

				E. Pococke (p.45) has said that Persia was named after Parsooram, the Mahabharat warrior with Axe:

				 

				“… and now I will resume my observations from the lofty frontier which is the true boundary of the European and Indian races. The PARASOOS, the people Parasoo-Rama, those warriors of the Axe, have penetrated into and given a name to PERSIA; they are the people of India.”

				 

				‘Rama’, suffixed to the name Parsoo, shows that Iran (Persia) was under the control of India from the days of Ramayana which happened long before 3,067 B.C., the year of the Mahabharata war.[72]

				 

				“Parashurama[73] Bhargava or Parasurama (Axe-wielding Rama), according to Hindu mythology is the Sixth Avatara (incarnation) of Vishnu, belongs to the Treta Yuga, and is the son of Jamadagni & Renuka. Parashu means axe, hence his name literally means Rama-with-the-axe. He received an axe after undertaking a difficult penance to please Shiva, from whom he learned the methods of warfare and other skills. He is a Chiranjeevin, who fought the advancing ocean back thus saving the lands of Konkan and Malabar (Maharashtra-Karnataka-Kerala coastline). The coastal area of Karnataka and Kerala state in India is known as Parashurama Kshetra (Parashurama’s area). Some dispute this and say it extends all the way to Mumbai in Maharashtra.”

				(Source: mahabharat@intelindia.com)

				 

				Dr. Poonai, in Origin of Civilization and Language (1994, p. 170), explains the root of the name Persia which resembles to Parshurama:

				 

				“The doctrines of the Vedas were therefore widely taught to the noble people of Iran also called Purusham Aryanam a phrase which can be abbreviated to Parsianam or Parthians or Persians.”

				 

				The term ‘Parsee’ seems to have originated from Parsianam. Poonai (pp. 220,221) remarks:

				 

				“The Ahuras were originally a colony of Asura Rig-Vedic Aryans who immigrated from Aryavarta or India into the land of the Purusham Aryanam or Persianam or Persia, as explained earlier. The Asura Rig-Vedic Aryans reached the Iranian plateau readily and in considerable numbers from the earliest times.”

				 

				Herman Kulke and Dietmar Rothermund[74] do not seem to be clear about the originality of the Aryans:

				 

				“A peace treaty of 1350 BC from Boghazkoi in Western Asia, which was then the capital of Hittites, is often quoted as the first document referring to the Aryans. In this treaty, which a king of the Hittites concluded with the ruler of the Mitanni kingdom, the Aryan gods Mitra, Varuna, Indra and the Nasatyas were invoked as witnesses. As these gods thereafter reappeared in the sacred literature of the Vedic Aryans or that this elite was a branch of a larger Indo-Aryan community which had migrated first to India and then to the west. The old Iranian language of the Avesta, as known to us through the writings of Zarathustra, is closely related to the Indo-European language and Iran means ‘Land of the Aryans’. Thus some Aryans may have come via Iran to India.”

				 

				Kulke and Rothermund seem to be confused, as seen by their two contradicting statements: (1) “Iran means ‘Land of the Aryans’, and (2) “Thus some Aryans may have come via Iran to India.” I think they must be talking about their returning to India.

				As a matter of fact, Aryans didn’t come to India or Iran from somewhere. According to Aurel Stein, as said earlier, Indo-Aryans were already in Central Asia. They were returning. The Hittites and Mitanni were originally the natives of India and Iran. C. V. Vaidya, in ‘History of Sanskrit Literature’ (1986, p.39), writes that Mitanni were Aryans from Punjab. They were Vedic Indo-Aryans (Hindus) as evidenced by the Vedic gods invoked in the treaty. These gods were already being worshipped, as evidenced by the Rig Veda in which their names appeared long before 4000 BC. Kulke and Rothermund’s statement, “these gods thereafter (after 1300 BC) reappeared in the sacred literature of the Vedic Aryans”, seems to be based on the ill-based theory of Aryan invasion of India, according to which the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans in 1000 BC or even later.

				As explained earlier, Iran was a part of Greater India. Indo-Aryans, who had gone out of India and had established their kingdoms in Asia Minor region, were returning to India, when they were routed out by some other forces. This is explained in the Chapter Three, “Return of Aryans to, not invasion of India.”

				V. Gordon Childe, in ‘The Aryans: A Study of Indo-European Origins’ (1926,p.19), writes that Mitannis were warriors (Kshatries) from India: “Finally we know that there existed among the Mitanni at this time a class of warriors styled marianna which has suggested comparison with the Sanskrit marya, young men, heroes.”[75]

				Childe further talks about the Aryan (perhaps Mitanni and Hittites) dynasts installed in the Mesopotamia region:

				 

				“So it is clear enough that the dynasts installed on the Upper Euphrates by 1400 B.C. were Aryans, closely akin to to those we meet in the Indus Valley and later in Media and Persia. But their subjects were non-Aryan Asianics, and the rulers had adopted the native language and the Babylonian script for their official correspondence, and apparently acknowledged local gods besides their own.”

				 

				Similar traits we find among Indian emigrants, particularly Sindhis, the original natives of the Indus Valley (Mohenjodaro, Sind), who would pick up the vernacular of their adopted country without going to school. I have seen in Jakarta, how fluently my host (a Sindhi gentleman) was communicating with his maidservant in her local language. He had not gone to school to learn that Indonesian language,

				Childe (p.19) underlines that the Aryan adventurous movement kept on advancing further and further:

				 

				“And the movement which had brought them to the Euphrates did not stop there. During the same period the Tell-el-Amarna tablets mention Aryan princes in Syria and Palestine too – Biridaswa of Yenoam, Suwardata of Keilah, Yasdata of Taanach, Artamanya of Zir-Bashan and others.[76] These two were probably mere dynasts ruling over non-Aryan Semetic subjects.”

				 

				The personal names of the Aryan princes – like Biridaswa, Suwardata, Yasdata, and Artamanya – look Indic rather than Iranian. He explains that ‘Birdaswa’ has been plausibly compared to the Sanskrit ‘Brhad-aswa’, meaning owning a great horse – ‘brahad = great, and ‘aswa’ = horse.

				 

				 

				Iran means ’Land of Aryans’

				 

				Max Müller (1891, pp.292-293) talks about the use of the word “Arya” in Iran and its Zend-Avesta:

				 

				“In India, as we saw, the name of Arya, as a national name, fell into oblivion in later times, and was preserved in the term Arya-avarta only, the abode of the Aryans. But it was more faithfully preserved by the Zoroastrians who had migrated to the north-west, and whose religion has been preserved to us in the Zend-Avesta, though in fragments only. Now Airya in Zend means venerable, and is at the same time the name of the people.”[77]

				 

				Ariana or Aryana

				 

				The Columbia Encyclopedia (Fifth Edition) writes: that ‘Ariana’ or ‘Aryana’ was the general name for the Eastern provinces of the ancient Persian Empire, regions south of the Oxus River (modern Amu Darya). Ariana is included in present East Iran, N and E of Afghanistan, India, and the Indus River.

				It may be erroneous to say that ‘Arianism’, founded in 4th century AD by a Christian priest Arius in Alexandria, had any relationship with Indo-Aryans.

				 

				Indo-Aryans and Iranians as one people

				 

				The authors of the Vedas and worshippers of Ahuro Mazdao did live together in early ancient times. Iran, as a significant part of India, was the original home of the Aryans. Because of military occupation of Persia (present Iran) by foreign powers, the worshippers of Ahuro Mazdao were separated from the mainstream Sanskrit-speaking Aryans of India. Because of their long separation, the Zend language got heavily influenced by the language of its occupiers. In about ninth century A.D., several Parsees (Zoroastrians) had to leave Persia (present Iran) because of religious persecutions. Some of them, not all, fled to India, the country of Sanskrit-knowing Aryans. They were welcomed because the Vedic (Hindu) India is historically known as a kind-hearted shelter to refugees of various other ethnic peoples including Jews and Buddhists from Tibet.

				Parsees, perhaps because of their traditional religio-cultural bond with Hindus, and more so because of historical close relationship their language Zend-Avestan had with Sanskrit, they have felt comfortable and secure in Hindustan. They have very well mainstreamed on all counts – culture, language, food and ethnic dress Sari. They have advanced a great deal economically as well as educationally. Parsees have adopted Gujarati, as their language, because they first came to Navsari and Surat, big towns of Gujarat. They have been free to practice their religion and culture. Parsees, in general, are peace loving people. Most of them are well-educated and financially well off. If you want to be happy in your adopted home, heed the advice of the elders: “Behave, think, and feel like a Roman when you are in Rome.”

				As a matter of fact, as explained earlier in this chapter, in remote ancient times, Iran was a part of Greater India (Vishaal Bharat), and their languages – Sanskrit and Zend-Avestan – were linguistically too close to be considered as two different languages.

				Max Müller, in ‘The Science of Language’ (1891, p.289), remarks:

				 

				“Sanskrit and Zend share certain words and grammatical forms in common which do not exist in any other Aryan languages; and there can be no doubt that the ancestors of the poets of the Vedas and the worshippers of Ahuro mazdao lived together for some time after they had left the original home of the whole Aryan race.“

				 

				It is clear that Max Müller considered Aryavarta (India) as the “original home of the whole Aryan race.” Max Müller has written in ‘The Science of Language’ (pp.292,293): “In India, as we saw, the name of Arya, a national name, fell into oblivion in later times, and was preserved in the term Arya-avarta[78] only, the abode of the Aryans. … Now Airya in Zend means venerable, and is the same time the name of the people.”[79]

				On p. 295, Max Müller emphasizes the same that Aryavarta (present India) is the original abode of the Aryans:

				 

				“That Aryan was used as a title of honour in the Persian Empire is clearly shown by the cuneiform inscriptions of Darius. He calls himself Ariya and Ariya-kitra, an Aryan and of Aryan descent; and Ahuramazda, or, as he is called by Darius, Auramazda, is rendered in the Turanian translation of the inscription of Behistun, ‘the god of the Aryas.’ Many historical names of the Persians contain the same element. The great-grandfather of Darius is called in the inscriptions Ariyaramna, the Greek Ariaramnes (Herod, vii. 90).”

				 

				The suffixes “ramna” or “ramnes” in the names of the grand father of Darius ‘Ariyaramana’ or ‘Ariaramnes’ need to be noticed which reflect the name of Hindu god Rama. This is also found in present Hindu names, like ‘Venkatraman’, ‘Raghavraman’, ‘Sitaraman’, etc.

				Max Müller (p. 296) remarks: “The modern name of Iran for Persia still keeps up the memory of this ancient title.” He (p.298) continues to tell about the presence of the element of Arya in the names of both the countries – Armenia[80] and Ireland.[81] He clarifies: “And it s maintained by O’Reilly, though denied by others, that this er is used in Irish in the same sense of noble, like the Sanskrit arya.”

				Max Müller (p.294) writes that some other countries in the region craved for Aryan title: “As the Zoroastrian religion spread westward, Persia, Elymais, and Media all claimed for themselves this Aryan title. Hellanicus, who wrote before Herodotus, knows of Aria as a name of Persia.”

				Max Müller (p.297) traces the countries in the north-west of India, where the name of Arya has spread:

				 

				“We have traced the name of Arya from India to the west, from Arya-avarta to Ariana, Persia, Media, more doubtfully to Armenia and Albania, to the Iron in the Caucasus, and some of nomad tribes in Transoxiana. As we approach Europe the traces of this name grow fainter, yet are not altogether lost.”

				 

				Max Müller (p.298) talks about the two roads open to the Aryas of Asia took to Northern Greece and along the Danube to Germany. It is now certain beyond any doubt that the Aryans from India (Aryavarta) were there in the Caucasus, Central Asia, and Europe, who, on their return to India in about 1500 B.C., were mistaken as invaders.

				C.V. Vaidya, in ‘History of Sanskrit Literature’ (1986, vol 1, pp. 39-40), is attempting to give lingual (Sanskrit and Avestan) evidences to establish that in ancient times, the Indian Aryans and Iranians, not only lived together, but also were one people. He writes that the Avestic gāthās and Rig Vedic mantras were extremely similar and some times identical. By the way, ‘gāthās’ is a Sanskrit word, meaning stories. Therefore, Vaidya feels:

				 

				“Argument again in favour of a late date for the Rigvedic hymns is sought to be derived from the extreme similarity of Avestic gāthās and Rigvedic mantras which are sometimes identical. There is no doubt that the Indo-Aryans and the Iranians once formed one people and lived together. They naturally have some mantras in common. But we must remember that Zoroaster did not himself compose these gāthās. He only preserved what had come down for centuries and even if we take 550 B.C. as the date of Zoroaster, that cannot be the date of those gāthās. Indeed, as the Hindus have preserved the Vedic mantras intact for thousands of years, because they have become sacred, so also must the Avestic gāthās have been preserved intact for thousands of years before they were taken up by Zoroaster for his new religion.”

				 

				The above is an irrefutable evidence that there was close relationship between India and Iran, and so between Sanskrit and Avestan.

				V. Gordon Childe, in his book ‘The Aryans: A Study of Indo-European Origins’ (1987, p. 20), writes that according to Eduard Meyer, “Indians and Iranians had lived together as one body and had worshipped these very deities in common before the Indians had occupied the Indus Valley.”

				In my opinion, Eduard Meyer is wrong in saying that Aryans had occupied the Indus Valley. As a matter of fact, they were its natives.

				Poonai, in ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (1994, p.65), talking about the early emigrations of the Rig Vedic Aryans, writes:

				 

				“Iran was one of the first destination sites which came under the influence of the Rig-Vedic Aryan cultural impact. That was so because of its proximity to Aryavarta, the land of the Aryans as India was then called, and because of its location directly in the path of westward emigration from the land. Most emigrating groups were clans of Asura or Assur Rig-Vedic Aryans. One such group colonized an eastern region of the Iranian plateau. They referred to themselves as Ahuras and to God as Ahura Mazda, a name most probably derived from the Sanskrit Asura Mehda, giver of the breath of life.”

				 

				In Persian ‘s’ is pronounced as ‘h’. Therefore Asura became Ahura. Poonai (p.65) explains how the name Persia has been derived from Purusham Aryanam:

				 

				“The Ahuras also called themselves Purushaspa Aryanam, a name most probably derived from the Sanskrit, Purusham Aryanam, the noble people, which later became abbreviated into Parsianam, Parsia, Persia and Parthia.”

				 

				Rig Vedic Aryans in Mediterranean region

				 

				Poonai (p. 223) writes that Vedic Aryans, about 4,500 years back, were in the region of the Caspian Sea and the Black Sea from where, according to some historians, invading Aryans might have come:

				 

				“By about 2,500 B.C., the speakers and potential speakers of these Rig-Vedic Sanskrit-derived languages had reached the northern shores of the Caspian Sea and the Black Sea, the Anatolian coast on the Aegean Sea, the Phoenician coast on the eastern Mediterranean, the northern shores of the Adriatic Sea and the shores of the Gulf of Genoa.”

				 

				This proves beyond any doubt that the some Sanskrit-speaking Aryans might have returned to India, the abode of their ancestors, in about 1500 B.C. when their kingdoms might have been overpowered by other forces. Those returning Aryans were mistaken as invaders.

				 

				Was Cabba at Mecca a Hindu worship place?

				 

				Captain F. Wilford, in Sir William Jones’s Asiatic Researches (p. 257), tells the story of two doves “found by Mohammed in the Cabba at Mecca; which they claim, with some reason, as a place of worship belonging originally to the Hindus.” Research is needed to validate Wilford’s claims about the White Islands and Cabba.

				 

				Indian (Vedic) culture in Central Asia, China, Japan, SE Asia

				 

				Kulke and Rothermund, in ‘A History of India’ (1986, p.152), talk about the wings of Indian (Hindu) culture flying over most of the countries in Central Asia, China and South-East Asia:

				 

				“The transmission of Indian culture to distant parts of Central Asia, China, Japan, and especially Southeast Asia is certainly one of the greatest achievements of Indian history or even the history of mankind. None of the other great civilizations – not even Hellenic – had been able to achieve a similar success without military conquest.”

				 

				They further write:

				 

				“In this brief survey of India’s history, there is no room for an adequate discussion of the development of the ‘Indianised’ states of Southeast Asia which can boast of such magnificent temple cities as Pagan (Burma; constructed from 1044 to 1287 AD), Angkor (Cambodia; constructed from 889 to c. 1300 AD), and the Borobudur (Java; early ninth century AD).”

				 

				Tocharian Documents in Brahmi Script:

				 

				Some Tocharian (spoken by Central Asian people and in the NE Tarim Basin of West China, now extinct) documents were found written in Brahmi script. Since Tocharian was written in Brahmi, it can be presumed that its speakers and their land must have some relationship with India, the land of the Indus Valley which had Brahmi script. The influence of Sanskrit on Tocharian suggests presence of Sanskrit-speaking Indo-Aryans in the land of Tochars in ancient times. History needs to tell whether they were the natives, immigrants, or invaders of the Chinese Turkestan (Tarim Basin). As earlier it has been shown that most of the Central Asia was a part of the Extended or Greater India.

				The World Book Encyclopedia (1983, p. 728) writes:

				 

				“Aryans were a group of people who settled in Iran and northern India about 1500 B.C. Their language is also called Aryan. In Sanskrit, an ancient language of India, the word arya means nobles.”

				 

				Aryans did not settle in Iran or India. They were original natives of India when Iran was its part. Since the word ’Arya’ has its origin in Sanskrit, the ancient language of India, the above can be interpreted that in ancient times Iran and India were together as one country. The encyclopedia, on the same page, states:

				 

				“During the 1800’s, language experts used the term Aryan languages for a group of related Asian and European languages. This group included English and most European languages, Bengali; and Persian. Today, scholars call these the Indo-European languages. The term Indo-Aryan refers to the Indo-European languages of India. These languages include Sanskrit, which is no longer used in everyday conversation, and Hindi.”

				 

				By this, it can be said that Aryans were from India who were speaking Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas. This needs to be explained that Iran, like India, was also the home land of Aryans. Since Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas, is an ancient language much older than 1500 B.C., and since the word “Arya” has repeatedly occurred in the Rig Veda which is the oldest piece of literature of the world, it can be said beyond any doubt that none, but India is the original home of Sanskrit. Avestan, the ancient Iranian language, is linguistically similar to Sanskrit. Thus, the story of the PIE and Indo-European languages, suggesting that Sanskrit came to India from outside, has no legitimate credentials. On the same token, it would be erroneous to suggest that Latin came to Italy, and Greek came to Greece from outside.

				 

				India in Africa

				 

				Stephen Knapp, in ‘Proof of Vedic Global Existence’, (2000, p.107), writes about Lord Rama’s connection with ancient Africa:

				 

				“Lord Rama had two sons, Lava and Kush (or Cush). Each son was given half of the planet to rule after the great war between Rama and the demon Ravana. Africa was an area that was under the rule of Lord Rama’s son, Kush, for which it became known as Kushadvipa. For this reason the African people were also known as Kushites, also spelled as Cushites. Thus, Kush is the ancient Vedic name known for Africa. So the Vedic connection with Africa goes back no less than the Ramayanic times.”

				 

				Knapp (pp. 106-7) talks about Drusilla Dunjee Houston who wrote a book titled ‘The Wonderful Ethiopians of the Ancient Kushite Empire’ (three volumes), in which she indicates that the ancient name for the landmass of Africa was Kushadvipa. Knapp writes that the name ‘Kushadvipa’ is mentioned in the Bhagavat Purana, also in the Ramayana, which records the activities and pastimes of Lord Ramachandra.

				Knapp (p.107), giving reference of the Bible in the book of Numbers (Chapter 12, verse one), in which it is said, “And Miriam and Aaron spoke against Moses, on account of the Cushite wife he had taken” because she was ethnically different from them. Knapp also observes that most Biblical scholars associate Cush with the area of Ethiopia.

				Knapp (p.106) writes:

				 

				“In ancient Vedic lore, Africa was knownn as Kusha Deep or Kushadvipa. Two reasons for this are because large stretches of land were covered by the tall grass known as kusha grass in Sanskrit, and after the war between Rama and Ravana, the continent was under the administration of Rama’s son Kush or Cusha. African school text books also describe Africans as Cushites, testifying to the above information.”

				 

				Knapp adds that when Swami Krishnananda hesitantly presented a copy of the Ramayana to Christian monarch Haile Selassic, the monarch responded: “This is nothing new to us. We Africans are Cushites.” This motivated Krishnananda to research African text books. He found references of Africans designated as Cushites.

				Knapp (p.106) writes:

				 

				“The text books provided more evidence of Africa’s ancient administration of Cusha. However, the text books wrongly mention Cusha’s father as Ham instead of Ram. As previously explained, that is because Rama was spelled in western regions as Rhama. In course of time the “R” was dropped and what was left was ‘Ham’.”

				 

				Knapp (p.107) brings out another fascinating story about the name of ancient Africa:

				 

				“Africa in ancient times was also known as Shankadvipa. The word dvipa is Sanskrit for island, and Shanka in Sanskrit for conch. This was because Africa was like a large island in the shape similar to a conch shell. The English word conch is a derivative of the Sanskrit shank. This also shows how the Vedic rulers were so familiar with Africa that they knew its shape as seen from miles above it.”

				 

				E. Pococke (p.183), also writes that the term Cushites is after “Cush”, one of the sons of Lord Rama, and in whose honor the dynasty of “Rameses,” or “Rama’s Chief,” took rise. He adds that the members of the same Solar dynasty gave the title to “Ramoth-Gilead,” one of the settlements in Syria.

				Pococke (p.183) cites Colonel Tod:

				 

				“Rameses, chief of the ‘Suryas,’ or ‘Sun-born’ (in Hindi ‘Surya-Vanshi’), was king of the city designated, from his mother, ‘Cushali’ (Kaushalya), of which, ‘Ayodhia’ was the capital. His sons were Lav and Cush, who originated the races we may term ’LAVITES,’ and ‘CUSHITES,’ or ‘Cushwas’ of India.”

				 

				India in Mauritius

				 

				Knapp (p.106) writes:

				 

				“Other strong Ramayanic links with Africa can be recognized in the island of Mauritius off the eastern coast of southern Africa. The island gets its name from “Marichas,” meaning the island of Marichi, who was one of the generals in the army of the demon Ravana, and also a name of the sun. Rama, however, routed all the demons out of the area during the war with Ravana, and made Marichi flee to the stronghold of the demons.”

				 

				The Random House Webster’s College Dictionary defines the word ‘Cush’/ ‘Kush’, as,

				 

				1. the son of Ham (Ram, according to Knapp)

				2. an area mentioned in Bible, sometimes identified with Upper Egypt, and

				3. an ancient kingdom in North Africa, in the region of Nubia.

				 

				And the word Cushitic (or Kushitic) is defined as “a language family of Africa, a branch of the Afro-asiatic family, indicating its association with Asia. According to the Columbia Encyclopedia:

				 

				1. Cush (or Kush) is an Asiatic nation, perhaps the same as one of similar name in E. Mesopotamia.

				2. Ancient kingdom of Nubia, in the present Sudan

				 

				Both the Dictionary and the Encyclopedia seem to support Knapp’s version referring to Cush’s Asian and African connection, and both talk about Cushite kingdoms and languages in E. Mesopotamia, Egypt and Africa (Nubia and Sudan). It would have been better if both had been specific, mentioning Indian instead of Asian, and explained Cush’s historical relationship with Ram (Ham), as Knapp has explained.

				Pococke, in ‘India in Greece’ (1856, p.205), has given evidences that “Meroe was indebted for its civilization to India.” Sudan as well as Ethiopia had a city named as ‘Meroe’ in their ancient times. Pococke, writes India’s presence in Africa, particularly in Ethiopia and Sudan:

				 

				“Philostratus[82] introduces the Brahman Iarchus, stating to his auditor, that the Ethiopians were originally an Indian race, compelled to leave India for the impurity contracted by slaying a certain monarch, to whom they owed allegiance.[83] … thus Eusebius states that Ethiopians, emigrating from the river Indus, settled in the vicinity of Egypt.”

				 

				Pococke (p.205) narrates: “An Egyptian is made to remark that he had heard from his father, that the Indians were the wisest of men, and that the Ethiopians, a colony of the Indians, preserved the wisdom and usages of their fathers, and acknowledged their ancient origin.”
Pococke (pp.211-214), talking about the “The Promised Land”, expresses a profound feeling of gratitude to the Great Author of Truth, thankfully prefaces his remarks with that “LAUS DEO,” which characterized the conclusions of the literary labors of his forefathers. Pococke remarks that the Hebrew lawgiver did not know what the Israelites had to encounter and overcome on the entrance into the land of promise where the fiercest and most warlike of the Solar and Lunar race had early taken up their abode, and that already the martial bands of these Solar (Suryavanshi) Rajpoots were upon their track, and the advance of the fugitives seemed completely barred by the arm of the sea which rolled directly in their front. Pococke (p. 214) further writes:

				 

				“He (perhaps Hebrew lawgiver) has already remarked the extraordinary spectacle of a people of high northerly latitude, in the vicinity of the Himalayan mountains, and the province of Ladakh, settled in the fertile land of Egypt, and bringing thither its religious rites and various usages of a society that stamp an Indian original. That population is again to be distinctly seen in Palestine, so that both identity of nationality and identity of the era of colonisation, become almost self-evident.”

				 

				India in Egypt

				 

				Gene D. Matlock, in ‘India Once Ruled Americas’ (2000, p.2), writes that in an essay entitled ‘On Egypt from the Ancient Book of the Hindus’ (Asiatic Researches Vol. III, 1792), British Lt. Colonel Francis Wilford has given abundant evidence proving that ancient Indians (Hindus) colonized and settled in Egypt.

				Pococke, in his ‘India in Greece’ (p.45), writes: “But to return to the primeval movements of mankind, I have glanced at the Indian settlements in Egypt, which will again be noticed.”

				Benjamin Walker (ed.), in ‘The Hindu World: An Encyclopedic Survey of Hinduism’ (vol. I, p.324), writes: “It is some times contended that Egyptian religious influences left their mark on Hinduism, but little can be said with certainty on the subject.” I am giving here what exactly has been said about this (Egypt and India), and leaving to the readers to decide who has influenced whom or both have influenced each other.

				Walker continues:

				 

				“It has been urged by the exponents of this school of thought (Egyptian religious influence on Hinduism) that the association of the bull with Siva and the reverence for the cow in Hinduism are of Egyptian derivation. They find more than coincidence in the triune deities of the Nile Valley and the triads of the Vedic gods; in the common worship of cows, geese, apes, snakes and birds; in the adoration of the phallus of Osiris and the linga of Siva; in the return of Vishnu as Kalki at the end of time, and the coming of the messianic Osiris. Further analogies were drawn between the theory of the universe as conceived by the Egyptian priests and the Purānic yugas; the doctrine mutually held by both of the judgment and transmigration of souls; the Vedic hymns to the sun god Surya and the Solar hymn of king Akhnaton (II, p. 12). Some Hindu scholars go far as to suggest a Sumero-Egyptian origin for the Rig-Veda and trace Rāmāyana to Egyptian sources (VII, p. 126).”

				 

				In my opinion, neither had religiously influenced the other. In ancient times, when there was no knowledge of science and when there was little rational thinking, worship of nature, of animals, etc. was possible. And this was also natural that almost all peoples on earth would look like having similar religious affinities with nature and its objects. Desire for continuity of generations would naturally inspire worship of phallus. Therefore, I feel that such similarities between Egypt and India were coincidental. But some resemblances between Egypt and India in terms of some proper names, common architectural styles, and motives, decorative motifs on pottery, etc. could be the result of close contacts between the two peoples by way of trade and/or colonization. History tells that in ancient times Hindus established their kingdoms in Egypt, Syria, Mesopotamia, and Asia Minor, as discussed earlier in this chapter.

				To support the theory – that the Vedic religion was not influenced by the Egyptian religion and that it was practiced by some in Egypt in its ancient times – I would like to suggest the evidence of the ‘age’ factor, that the Vedic religion (Hinduism) is the oldest of all. Shiv Ling was found in Mohenjodaro, proves that the phallus worship was older than that in Egypt. Hinduism is older than 8,000 B.C., as evidenced by the presence of Swastika among Native Americans. The first Asians, including some Swastika-worshipping Vedic people from India, arrived in Alaska and Americas in about 8,000 B.C. I don’t think that the history of Egypt has talked about the belief of ancient Egyptians in ‘transmigration of souls’.

				Moreover, history has not talked about any significant migration of Egyptians to India. Dr. P. Poonai, in ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (1994, p. 159), talks about the Rig Vedic Aryan immigrants in Egypt:

				 

				“Archeological specimens of crania support the conclusion that Rig-Vedic Aryan immigrants arrived in the ancient Egyptian territory from the Indo-Gangetic area about the same time that they reached Sumer and Mesopotamia. …They arrived in the Egyptian area about 6,000-8,000 B.C. communicating with each other by means of a skeletal Prakritic dialect.”

				 

				Was Egypt Kushite (Cushite)?

				 

				Robert Draper, in ‘Black Pharaohs’ (National Geographic, February, 2008), writes an ignored chapter of history which tells of a time when kings from Deep Africa conquered Ancient Egypt. There-in, he writes about the ancient Kush civilization and Kushites:

				 

				“Explorers who arrived at the central stretch of the Nile River excitedly reported the discovery of elegant temples and pyramids – the ruins of an ancient civilization called Kush.”

				 

				Poonai (p.169) enlists the names of various Rig-Vedic clans in India and their later middle-eastern cognates:

				 

				Rigvedic clans in India Descendants (Mid-East cognate)

				
					
						
								
								Kshttri

							
								
								Hittite

							
						

						
								
								Mitra-ani

							
								
								Mittani

							
						

						
								
								Khasi or Kasi

							
								
								Kassite

							
						

						
								
								Assur Aryan

							
								
								Assyrian

							
						

						
								
								Bhupalan

							
								
								Babylonian

							
						

						
								
								Madai

							
								
								Mede

							
						

						
								
								Purusham Aryanam

							
								
								Parthian, Persian, Iranian

							
						

						
								
								Rigvedic clans in India    

							
								
								Descendants (M-East cognate)

							
						

						
								
								Eyam

							
								
								Elam

							
						

						
								
								Sumer

							
								
								Sumer

							
						

					
				

				 

				Poonai remarks that the closeness of the resemblance between the Sanskritic and the cognate names is a strong evidence of the linguistic contribution of the Indo-Gangetic-Himalayan region to the states of Mesopotamia and neighboring lands including Iran, Turkmenistan, Anatolia, the Balkan peninsula, Southern Europe, Phoenicia, Spain, Italy and Gaul. He has also listed a few main Rig Vedic clans, such as Asuras (Asurs), Aggars, Kshatris, Pals, Singhs, Dasas, Mitras, Khasis, Anandas, and Amars.

				Stephen Knapp, in his book ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ (2000, p.104), writes about Vedic (Hindu) presence in Egypt in ancient times:

				 

				“L. A. Waddell establishes in his book, Egyptian Civili-zation, that Menes, the original), founder of Egypt’s first dynasty, was the pre-dynastic Aryan Pharaoh that united Egypt. Menes is the Manasyu mentioned in the Mahabharata (specifically the Calcutta edition published in 1834, Volume One, Section 94, verses 3695-3697) to which Waddell refers. Manasyu is described as the son of Pravira or Pravireshvar, the son of Puru, and is in the line of the Prabhu of Gopta, or Pharaoh of Egypt.”

				 

				Knapp further talks about Manasyu:

				 

				“Manasyu was known as Manis or Manas (in Sanskrit, ‘Manas’ means man), in Mesopotamia (the affix yu means the Uniter in Sanskrit), and some of the seals found in the Indus Valley region refer to Kings Puru and Manis as rulers of the area, including Egypt.”

				 

				Knapp (p.104) writes about the seals excavated from Mohenjodaro showing trade connection of its Hindu kings and traders in Egypt region:

				 

				“Manasyu is described as the son of Pravira or Pravireshvara, the son of Puru, and is in the line of the Prabhu of Gopta, or Pharaoh of Egypt. Manasyu was known as Manis or Manas in Mesopotamia.(the affix yu means the Uniter in Sanskrit), and some seals found in the Indus Valley region refer to Kings Puru and Manis as rulers of the area, including Egypt. Waddell and other Egyptologists contend that Manasyu or Menes took his military and naval forces and sailed from the Indus region across the Arabian and Red Seas and entered Egypt east of Koptos or Abydos. Koptos was a town, known as an ancient center for trade and still has some of the oldest statues of Egyptian gods.”

				
 

				Max Müller, in ‘The Science of Language’ (1891, p.196), writes that China was the next nation after the Greeks that became acquainted with the language and literature of India:

				 

				“Though Buddhism was not recognized as a third state-religion before the year 65A.D., under the Emperor Mingti,[84] Buddhist missionaries had reached China from India as early as the third century, 217 B.C.”[85] One Buddhist missionary is mentioned in the Chinese annals in the year 217; and, about the year 120 B.C., a Chinese general, after defeating the barbarous tribes north of the desert of Gobi, brought back as a trophy a golden statue, the statue of Buddha. The very name of Buddha, changed in Chinese into Fo-t’o and Fo[86], is pure Sanskrit, and so is every word and every thought of that religion. The language, which the Chinese pilgrims went to India to study, as the key to the sacred literature of Buddhism, was Sanskrit. They called it Fan (an abbreviation of Fan-lan-mo).”

				 

				Judith H. Dobrzynski, in ‘Halting Cultural Evolution: Along the Silk Road, China’ (NY Times, July 15, 2004, the Arts Section), describes the sculptures of Buddha, among other artifacts carved into the cliffs near Dunhuang, China, between the 4th and 14th centuries. The caves and cliffs were covered with elaborate Buddhist wall paintings portraying visions of heaven and earth in ancient China. McCrindle (pp.10-12, footnotes) writes: “He (Mr. Holt, an eminent Chinese scholar)[87] believes therefore with M. Gosselin that the Kattigara[88] of Ptolemy was probably not far from the present Martaban, and that India for a considerable period up to the 7th century A.D. dominated over Cambodia.” He (p.9 footnote) writes that China for nearly 1,000 years has been known to the nations of Inner Asia under the name of Khitai, Khata, or Cathay, e.g.

				 

				Far South-East Asia under Vedic Influence

				 

				Nehru, in ‘Discovery of India’ (1946, p.207), while writing on the ‘Indian Art Abroad’, talks about Indian civilization in South-East Asia:

				 

				“Indian civilization took root especially in the countries of south-east Asia and the evidence for this can be found all over the place today. There were great centres of Sanskrit learning in Champa, Angkor, Srivijaya, Majapahit, and other places. The names of the rulers of various states and empires that arose are purely Indian and Sanskrit. This doesn’t mean they were pure Indian, but it does mean that they were Indianized. State ceremonies were Indian and conducted in Sanskrit. All the officers of the state bear old Sanskrit titles and some of these titles and designations have been continued up till now, not only Thailand but in the Moslem states of Malaya.”

				 

				It would have been more clear and accurate if the words “Indian’ and ‘Indianized’ were replaced by “Hindu’ and ‘Hinduized respectively. The word ‘Indian’ is a broader term which includes other sections of the society (Christians, Muslims, etc.) who were not present and active in the process is being talked about. The words India and Indian came in use recently, may be during about last two centuries when Bharat or Aryavarta was named as India by Britishers.

				Nehru (p. 202) writes about the colonizing waves of Indians (Hindus and Buddhists) over the South-East region:

				 

				“From the first century of the Christian era onwards wave after wave of Indian colonists spread east and south-east reaching Ceylon, Burma, Malaya, Java, Sumatra, Borneo, Siam, Cambodia, and Indo-China. Some of them managed to reach Formosa, the Philippine islands and Celebes. Even as far as Madagascar (whose) the current language is Indonesian with a mixture of Sanskrit words.”

				 

				Nehru (p.202) remarks that “the names that were given to these settlements were old Indian names,” for example ‘Kamboja’ for present Kambodia.

				According to Nehru (p.207), India (Bharat/Hindustan) functioned there and exhibited her vitality and genius in a variety of ways, bubbling over with energy and spreading out far and wide, carrying not only her thoughts but also her other ideals, her art, her trade, her language and literature, and her methods of government. India was not stagnant, or standing aloof, or isolated and cut off by mountain and sea. Nehru adds:

				 

				“Her (India’s) people crossed those high mountain barriers and perilous seas and built up, as M. Rėnė Grousset says, ‘a Greater India politically as little organized as Greater Greece, but morally equally harmonious.’”

				 

				Nehru further writes that Grousset refers to the wider areas where Indian culture spread:

				 

				“In the high plateau of eastern Iran, in the oases of Serindia, in the arid wastes of Tibet, Mongolia, and Manchuria, in the ancient civilized lands of China and Japan, in the lands of primitive Mons and Khmers and other tribes in Indo-China, in the countries of the Malayo-Polinesians, in Indonesia and Malay, India left the indelible impress of her high culture, not only upon religion, but also upon art and literature, in a word, all the higher things of spirit.”[89] .

				 

				Concept of Dev Raja (God King)

				 

				Garraty and Gay (1972, pp.355-357) speak about the cultural influence of India in Southeast Asia:

				 

				“Culturally the strongest external influence on early Southeast Asia was exercised by India. Hinduism and Buddhism spread widely in the area, bringing with them the art of writing, along with new deities, epics, and mythologies. From India came the idea of a despotic God-King who must be supported by his subjects as their necessary link with the supernatural forces that control the world. Brahman priests were employed by ambitious Southeast Asian rulers hoping to expand their dominions and, through consecration as divine kings, to legitimize their conquests. … The earliest state of which clear evidence survives was Funan, founded in the Mekong Delta not later than the first century A.D. by Kaundinya, the “King of the Mountain.” Funan was a maritime state, and `maintained commercial relations with India, Persia, and China. Its greatest king was *Jayavarman (d.514), who lived in a palace with a tiered roof, rode on an elephant, and governed walled cities where inhabitants prized gold, silver, pearls, and engraved ornaments, and who delighted in cockfighting and pigfighting.”

				 

				“West of Annam and Champa arose in the ninth century the Khmer empire of Cambodia. It was the Khmers who elevated the principle of the deva-raja, or God-King, to the highest peak it attained in Southeast Asia. During the reign of *Suryavarman II (1113-c.1150) the building of the mighty temple complex of Angkor Wat began.”

				 

				According to Nehru (p.205), the greatest of these states was the *Salendra Empire, or the empire of *Sri Vijaya, which became the dominant power both on sea and land in whole of Malaysia by the eighth century. At the height of its power it included Malaya, Ceylon (Sri Lanka), Sumatra, part of Java, Borneo, Celebes, the Philippines, and part of Formosa, and probably exercised suzerainty over Cambodia and Champa (Annam), which was a Buddhist Empire. A great ruler, Jayavarman, united the small states in the ninth century and built up the Cambodian Empire with its capital at Angkor. The Cambodian state lasted for nearly four hundred years under the succession of great rulers Jayavarman, Yashovarman, Indravarman and Suryavarman (all the four were Hindus).

				 

				*Jayavarman, Suryavarman, Salendra, Sri Vijaya are Hindu names

				 

				According to Nehru:

				 

				“The capital became famous in Asia and was known ‘Angkor the Magnificent,’ a city of a million inhabitants, larger and more splendid than the Rome of the Cæsars. Near the city stood the vast temple of Angkor Vat. … The empire of Cambodia flourished till the end of the thirteenth century when it suddenly collapsed.”

				 

				The history of the Indus Valley suggests that its people were adventurous traders and merchants, always in search of the countries with which they could establish commercial connections, and also the countries to colonize. Trading allowed them first to step in and establish their business, and then know how to establish their kingdoms. It seems the European colonists – British, French, Dutch, Portuguese, Spanish and Germans – learnt the science and the art of colonization from the history of the ancient Indo-Aryans.

				Aryans did all this in Mesopotamia, Egypt, Asia Minor, Bahrain, Far South-East Asia, Africa and Europe. They had passion for trade and commerce, which kept them always moving vibrantly all around the globe.

				Nehru (p. 203) remarks:

				 

				”Trade and adventure and the urge for expansion drew them to these eastern lands which were comprehensively described in old Sanskrit books as the Svarnabhumi, the Land of Gold or as Svarnadvipa, the Island of Gold.”

				 

				Influence of India over the Art & the Culture of the SE Asia

				 

				Philip Rawson, in ‘The Art of the South East Asia’ (1990, pp. 7-8), writes about Hindu colonization of the Far South-East Asia:

				 

				“The culture of India has been one of the world’s most powerful civilizing forces. Countries of the Far East, including China, Korea, Japan, Tibet and Mongolia owe much of what is best in their own cultures to the inspiration of ideas imported from India. The West, too, has its own debts. But the members of that circle of civilizations beyond Burma scattered around the Gulf of Siam and Java Sea, virtually owe their very existence to the creative influence of Indian[90] ideas. Among the tribal peoples of Southeast Asia these formative ideas took root, and blossomed. No conquest or invasion, no forced conversion imposed (upon) them. They were adopted because the people saw they were good and that they could use them.”

				 

				Rawson further writes:

				 

				“The small colonies of Indian traders, who settled at points of vantage along the sea routes into the islands and around the coast of Indo-China, merely imported with them their code of living, their conceptions of law and kingship, their rich literature and highly evolved philosophy of life. They intermarried with prominent local families; and dynasties evolved capable of organizing extensive kingdoms within which their populations could live ordered and fruitful lives. … But archaeology may yet reveal more about the history of Indian colonization in the more remote parts of the Southern Seas.”

				 

				Rawson’s remark: “They intermarried with prominent local families; and dynasties” reminds me of its parallel to Akbar’s marriage with Jodhabai of a Rajpoot royal family. It is a wise political and diplomatic strategy to stay strong in the captured country. The same was true about the adaptability and flexibility of the Hindu and Buddhist art in their adopted countries in SE Asia, as described by Nehru.

				Nehru (p. 204) talks about an interesting character of the Indian (Hindu) art:

				 

				“Indian art was flexible and adaptable and in each country it flowered afresh and in many new ways, always retaining that basic impress which it derived from India. Sir John Marshal has referred to ‘the amazingly vital and flexible character of Indian art’ and he points out how both Indian and Greek art had the common capacity to ‘adapt themselves to suit the needs of every country, race, and religion with which they came into contact.’”

				 

				Adaptability has been the most significant acumen of the Indian traders and businessmen, particularly those who have been engaged in inter-civilization and international trade adventures. It comes naturally to them, apparently in heritance. ‘Vaishya’ (business men) is the third on the caste-ladder, after Brahamin and Kshtriya. It has been the most important and perhaps the largest caste-segment of the Hindu society, which has kept India vibrantly lucrative since her pre-history ancient times, excepting the dark period of her subjugation by Muslims and later the British. During Muslim period public money was squandered and spent on tombs, etc., and the British exploited India, as described later.

				I would like to differentiate the Indian (Hindu) colonization from the European and Islamic. Hindus did neither force nor encouraged the colonized people to change their religion. Christians did not coerce them to get converted, but lured them through baits of free education and health services.

				Rawson has rightly talked about the influence of Indian (Vedic) ideas which took root and blossomed in the countries of the South-east Asia, India culturally colonized peoples without conquest.

				 

				Hindus in Indo-China and Indonesia

				 

				According to ‘The World Book Encyclopedia’ (vol.10, 1984, pp.168-179), Hindus and Buddhists had established their kingdoms in Indochina and Indonesia. Indochina extends into the South China Sea from the mainland of Southeast Asia. It includes Kampuchea (Cambodia), Laos, and Vietnam. The Encyclopedia writes:

				 

				“It (Indochina) has been invaded from what is now Thailand on the west, from China on the north, and from the sea on the east. Most of the people of Indochina originally came from the plains and mountains of Central Asia. Some of the earliest tribes came from the islands now part of Indonesia. From the 900’s to the 1700’s, China and Thailand fought for control of Indochina. France gained control of the region in the 1800’s and held it until 1954. The French called the region French Indochina. ”

				 

				According to the Geneva Agreement of 1954, the nations of Kampuchea, Laos, and North and South Vietnam were formed.

				The Encyclopedia (p.169) writes that the Khmer people, who entered what is now called Kampuchea about 100 A.D., claimed that the peoples of India, China, and the Indo-Malay were their ancestors. The Khmer ruled most of Indo-China from the Gulf of Thailand to China between the 800’s and 1400’s with Angkor as its capital.

				The history has talked so much about the similaritie between India and Indonesia, such as:

				:

				1. similarity of the Indonesian language with Sanskrit, as reflected by the names, such as Sumatra, Sukarno, Suharto, Jaya, Putri, Kalimantan, Jakarta (Jaya-karta), Yogiakarta, Surakarta, Madura, Sukabumi, etc.,

				2. worship of ancestors and nature,

				3. Hinduism in Bali,

				4. some of its traditional musical instruments similar to those of Hindus,

				5. puppet dramas playing stories from Hindu scriptures,

				6. dances, particularly in Bali, very similar to Hindu classical dances, and

				7. batic designs of clothes, etc

				 

				All these seem to suggest the presence of Hindus and Buddhists in Indonesia prior to the advent of Muslims there in 1400’s.

				The WBE (vol.10, p.170b) remarks: “Buddhism and Hinduism were important religions on the islands hundreds of years ago. One of its islands is called ‘Irian Jaya’ (WBE, p.171) which seems to compare with ‘Aryan Jaya’.

				The WBE (vol.10, p.176) talks about Indian (Hindu and Buddhist) influence on Indonesians:

				 

				“Indian influence, especially Hinduism and Buddhism began to affect Indonesian life strongly during the A.D. 400’s. Small kingdoms had begun to develop especially in Java and Sumatra. Indonesians, like the Hindus, believed that a king was either a god in human form, or was descended from a god. Influences of Indian architecture show clearly in early Indonesian temples. In the villages, Indian legends became part of local puppet plays.”

				 

				The Encyclopedia talks about Hindu kingdom called Mataram in Central Java. (The word ‘Mataram’ in Sanskrit/Hindi means mother.) It later fell to a Buddhist king Sailendra who later established the kingdom called Srivijaya in southern Sumatra. It also talks about kingdoms of Singosari and Madjapahit ruled by Prince Widjaya. Buddhist kingdom of Srivijaya (600’s-1200’s A.D.) expanded from Sumatra and became a great sea power. The Hindu kingdom of Madjapahit controlled much of Indonesia in 1300’s, before Islam began to spread in 1400’s.

				 

				Note: The names – Mataram, Sailendra, Srivijaya, Sumatra, Singasari, Maljapahit, and Widjaya – have their origin in Sanskrit.

				 

				Maldives and Indus Valley civilization

				 

				Maldives (formerly Maldive Islands) are in the Indian Ocean. The Columbia Encyclopedia writes:

				 

				“Maldivians are of mixed Indian, Sinhalese and Arab stock. … The Maldivians were originally from South Asia. In the 12th century, Islam was brought to the islands. … The Maldives obtained complete independence (from Britain) as a Sultanate in 1965.”

				 

				Graham Hancock,[91] in ‘Underworld: The Mysterious Origins of Civilization’ (pp. 286-287), writes that Thor Heyderdahl[92] makes a case that there is real history behind the Redin[93] myth. Peter Marshal reports a Maldivian tradition about the phenomenal maritime abilities of the Redin with supernatural or even god-like powers flying swiftly across the sea in their boats with sails and oars.[94] Hancock (p.286) remarks that this is “strangely reminiscent of the imagery of the Rig Veda (cited in chapter 7) concerning the Asvins – who are several times praised for having conducted a daring rescue in the deeps of the Indian Ocean.”

				According to Thor Heyerdahl (Hancock, p.287), the Redin probably originated in north-west India, the primary setting of the Rig Veda. Heyerdahl,[95] after visiting Gujarat and the great Marine dockyard of the Indus-Sarasvati civilization at Lothal where cowrie shells from Maldives (Cyprea Moneta) have been excavated amongst the ruins and are to be seen in the site museum. Thor Heyerdahl comments:

				 

				“I was convinced that at least the Hindu element in the Maldives had come from the north-western corner of India. And probably the Hindus were not even the first to have made the journey straight south from the Gulf of Cambay to the Maldives. Perhaps earlier sailors in the days of Mesopotamian and Indus Valley seafaring had been led by the sun to the Equatorial Channel, and survived in legend as the Redin.”[96]

				 

				It should be noted that “north-western corner of India” cannot be other than Sindh and Punjab in the Indus Valley. Hancock (pp. 280-281) seems to suggest that the sculptures, stupas and pyramidal hawittas, excavated in the Maldives, are similar to those of the Buddhists of Sri Lanka and the Hindus of South India. Buddhism was extensively present on the Maldives before advent of Islam in 12th century.[97] A Sanskrit text of Vajrayana Buddhism dating back to the ninth or tenth century A.D’ is the earliest surviving legible inscription thus far found in the Maldives.[98] It seems definitely Hinduism must have preceded Buddhism in the Maldives. According to the Encyclopedia Britannica, Micropaedia (vol. 10, 837), Dhivehi, the Maldivian language, belongs to the Indo-European family and is related to Sanskrit and thus also to Sinhalese, one of the two languages of Sri Lanka (the other being Tamil). Clarence Maloney[99] remarks that a Tamil/Dravidian sub-layer exists in Dhivehi, which suggests that Hinduism was present in the Maldives before the Buddhist period. Buddhism is an offshoot religion of Hinduism.

				 

				Phallic Sculptures in the Maldives

				 

				Hancock (p.280) talks about Siva Linga in the Maldives:

				 

				“Interestingly, large numbers of ‘phallic’ sculptures have been recovered in archaeological excavations in the Maldives – for example amid the ruins of a vast temple complex in North Nilandhoo Atoll.[100] I was able to study a collection of such objects from different parts of the archipelago, and in my opinion, despite some idiosyncrasies, they are nothing more nor less than Sivalinga.”

				 

				Kapu: Shiv Ling – like Erect Stone in Hawaii[101]

				 

				[image: Kapu 3.tif]

				Kapu on a Hawaii island

				 

				During my family vacation to Maui, Hawaii, in July 2000, I found a black stone resembling Ling, surrounded by a rectangular border made of small white pieces of stone. Within the space around the ling-like erect stone, lay a few beautiful flowers and leaves, as seen in the picture given on the next page. The space was kept very clean, reflecting the respect and the sanctity of the place. There were two signs – one in the front of the stone, “KAPU” and the other, a little farther away in the left corner, “KUULA STONE.” “Kapu”, in the ‘Pacific Islanders’ dictionary’ means “sacred, forbidden place”, and “Kuula” is the name of a fishermen’s god.

				The following morning, I, along with my host friends, Khanu and Indira Chandnani, went to the Kihei Public Library to find some answers and explanations regarding the significance of the Kuula Stone because it greatly resembles Shiv Ling, which is on display in many Hindu temples. It represents fertility and production. On the front lawn of the library we found the same erect stone with the signs “Kapu” and “Kuula.” The librarian called the place a “shrine”. We were told that fishermen go there to present their first catch to the Kuula god and pray for continued abundance (heavy production) from the ocean. Research is needed to find if there is any relationship between Kuula and Shiva Ling.

				 

				How did Sanskrit influence most world languages?

				 

				Several books, authored by European scholars, would vouch that India, with her Vedic culture expressed in Sanskrit, was all over the globe, because of which, influence of Sanskrit on the languages of various regions is seen. As the result, it is natural that there would be some linguistic correspondence between Sanskrit and some western Indo-European languages, including Greek and Latin. But it will be wrong to interpret it as cognate or genetic relation Sanskrit has with Greek, Latin and some other European languages.

				Stephen Knapp – as the title of his book ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ suggests that the Vedic influence pervaded all over the globe – writes on p.81:

				 

				“As we investigate the region and countries of the Middle East, we find much evidence that shows the early influence of Vedic culture. Much of this influence still remains today. This justifies the fact that such influence would not be there if this region had not been at one time a part of the global Vedic Aryan culture and had been administered by Vedic rulers.”

				 

				Knapp (p.81) talks about several Middle East countries worshipping same gods:

				 

				“Numerous countries of the Middle East shared many of the same gods in various ways, although they called them by different names. They also had many similarities in the legends and stories which explained the creation of cosmological realities.”

				 

				Knapp further talks about the spread of Vedic influence over vast area in Southeast Asia and then it traveled to Europe too:

				 

				“By studying some of these connections and similarities we can see how much how many of these cultures are connected to each other and related to the earliest traditions that came out of the Vedic Aryan civilization. We also recognize how the Vedic influence extended over a vast area and traveled west into Europe and other regions and affected these countries in greater or lesser degrees.”

				 

				“Ancient India no doubt covered a much larger area of land than it does today and spread much further to the north and west. At least there are historical indications showing that the Aryan influence was felt over long distances. The Vedic gods, for example, were over a wide area.”

				 

				Knapp (p.81) cites V. Gordon, who, in his book ‘The Aryans’, states that there is evidence that “the Aryans had been established in Mesopotamia in 1400 B.C. in centers on the Upper Euphrates which were similar to the cities of the Indus Valley and later in Media and Persia.” This clearly tells that these Aryans were not the natives of Mesopotamia.

				Knapp also talks about Hugo Winkler, who in 1907, identified the names of the four Vedic gods – Indra, Varuna, Mitra, and the Nasatya twins – along with ten Babylonian and four Mitannian gods who were invoked as witnesses to a treaty signed in 1360 B.C. between the kings of Mitanni and the Hittites. The question arises: “Why Vedic gods?” Because, both the Mitannis and the Hittites, who were the principal parties in the treaty, were Khshtries (Hindu warriors), originally from India. Babylonian gods were also invoked, because they considered it as a right diplomatic practice to recognize the gods of the country they were in.

				E. Pococke (p.178) writes about the Vedic (Hindu) influence in Babylonian and Assyrian empires:

				 

				“That a system of Hinduism pervaded the whole Babylonian and Assyrian empires. Scripture furnishes abundant proofs, in the mention of the various types of the Sun-god, Bal-nat’h, whose pillar adorned ”every mount,” and “every grove;” and to whose other representative, the brazen calf,[102] the fifteenth of each month was especially sacred.”

				 

				Even now, among Hindus, the middle of the lunar month, because of full moon, is considered sacred. It is known as Purnamassi.

				Sir William Jones (Asiatic Researches, vol.1, p. 426) writes about INCAS (royal families) of South America, as the descendants of Sri Rama, the Surya Vanshi, meaning members of the Sun Heritage, as Pococke [103] (pp. 250-251) writes:

				 

				“Rama (the Indian Bacchus) is represented as a descendant from Surya, or the Sun, as husband of Sita, and the son of a princess named Causelya. It is very remarkable that the Peruvians, whose INCAS boasted of the same descent, styled their greatest festival RAMA-Sitva; whence we may suppose that South America was peopled by the same race who imported into the farthest parts of Asia the rites and fabulous history of Rama.”

				 

				In support of what Sir William Jones has said above, Pococke (pp.178-179) talks about the “Feast of Raymi” (read as Rāma) being celebrated as “the most magnificent national solemnity” in Peru. Rāma is the name of a Hindu god. This suggests that Rāma, the Suryavansi Raja (King) of Ayodhya, India, might have ruled over Peru in ancient times. Pococke (p.179) talks about the Suryavansi settlements (colonies) in the Middle East region:

				 

				“The martial bands of the Surya Vansa (Surya = sun, and Vansa = descent) will now be briefly contemplated, in their Syrian settlements; more especially those in which they acted so prominent a part, as the fierce and warlike opponents of the favoured Children of Israel”.

				 

				 

				Aryan Kingdoms in Syria and Palestine;

				 

				Knapp (pp. 81-82) talks about the Aryan princes in Syria and Palestine, who, according to him, were rulers, not permanent residents there:

				 

				“There are also tablets were found at Tell-el-Amarna that mention Aryan princes in Syria and Palestine. But these Aryans were not necessarily permanent residents of the area, but dynasts who ruled over non-Aryan subjects of the region. This would explain why some scholars such as Jacobi, Pargiter, and Konow accept the deities of the Mitanni in the Upper Euphrates in Syria and Palestine as being Indian, introduced to the area through a Sanskrit speaking people who came from the Punjab.”

				 

				First Aryan kings in the Middle East in 3380 B.C.

				 

				Knapp (p.82) talks about L. A. Waddell who claims that the first Aryan kings can be traced back to at least 3380 B.C. They had a capital north of the Euphrates near the Black Sea in Cappadocia in 3378 B.C., and these Hittite kings of Cappadocia bore Aryan names. This means that the Aryans had been very well settled in the area during this time.

				 

				The Hittites

				 

				According to Knapp (pp.82,83), both the Mitannis and the Hittites were eastern people with their roots in Aryan race of India. Documents from Boghaz-Koi, Asia Minor (present Turkey), translated in 1917, show that they spoke an ancient language which was related to or derived from Sanskrit. Knapp (p.83) writes that according to D.D. Kosambi in The Culture and Civilization of Ancient India (p.77), the Hittite people were known as the Khatti, possibly derived from the Sanskrit word Kshatriya or from the Pali Khattiyo. Knapp (p.82) further writes:

				 

				“The Hittites were known to have worshipped a god called Inar, most undoubtedly the Vedic Indra, which the Larousse Encyclopedia of Mythology (p.85) mentions as a god who had come from India with the Indo-European Hittites. There is also a book that has been found in Anatolia on horse training that contains technical terms in perfect Sanskrit. Thus the Hittites were certainly part of Vedic culture and a migratory wave out of the Indian region.”

				 

				According to Dr. Poonai, ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (1994, p. 228), the Hittites were descendants of the Kshattri clan of Rig-Vedic Aryans. At one time they had occupied the whole of Anatolia and during that occupancy, as a result of their Sanskritic heritage they gave Sanskritic names to many places and persons in Anatolia, for example, Purushananda, Pala, Haripal, Marasantiya, Kuldeep, Sarvagun, Asitavan Das, Naram Singh, etc.

				 

				The Mitanni

				 

				Knapp (pp.82-83) writes that the Mitanni from North India appeared as a ruling tribe in Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palestine. The clay tablets found at El Amarna in the 15th century B.C. bore names of the Mitanni kings of Syria, namely Artatama, Artamanya, Saussatar, Sutarna, Subandu, Dusratta, Suwardata, and Yasdata. He further writes:

				 

				“Later on, the treaties between the Hittite king Shubbiluliuma and the Mitanni king Mattiuza are shown to invoke the Mitanni gods Mitra (Vedic Mitra), Indaru (Indra), Uruwna (Varuna), and Nashattiya (the Nasatyas). Herein we can see that the Mitanni gods had names similar to the Vedic gods. The Mitanni people were also called the Maryanni.”

				 

				Knapp (p.83) writes:

				 

				“Childe, in his book The Aryans (p.19), compares this name (Maryanni) to the Sanskrit word marya, meaning young men or heroes. This word is used in the Rig-Veda (3.54.13 & 5.59.6). Thus, it is likely that the Mitanni could hardly be anything but part of the Vedic culture and from India. However, as they moved from their native land, they shed their culture. The Mitanni people were a group from the Vedic Purus.”

				 

				Childe, in The Aryans (p.30), remarks

				 

				“The Indians’ language approximates most closely to that of Mitanni documents and has been preserved from a remote date in the hymns of the Rigveda. This priceless document also furnishes precious historical data.”

				 

				The Sumerians

				 

				According to Knapp (p.83), it is not sure that the Sumerians were a part of the Vedic civilization. But, in many other ways they seem to be like Vedic people. He explains:

				 

				“The Sumerian theology, which is very similar to the Vedic version, can still be found in the detailed texts dating back to 1900 B.C. … So presently it is not clear which were the Sumerian gods or which were carry-overs from the Vedic Aryans, to whom the Sumerians at least were closely related if not a part of Vedic civilization. … The images of the gods were worshiped by being given offerings of food and drink, fruit, incense, and new garments on festival days. This is the same system used in worshiping the Vedic deities in India.”

				 

				Hindus in Mesopotamia, Asia Minor, and Central Asia

				 

				Pococke (pp.45, 46) talks about presence of Hindus in ancient Mesopotamia, West Asia and in Central Asia, south of Caucasus. He (pp. 45-46) writes that an emigration took place from Indian districts of Bopalan (Bhopal) and Bhagulpoor (Bhagalpur) and their neighborhoods to north-west. They established their colonies “along the southern banks of the Euphrates in Mesopotamia (present Iraq), they are called singularly enough “ANCO-BAR-I-TIS,” that is, “ANGA-POOR-I-DES,” the country of Anga-poor. ‘Anga’ is that district which, in classical Hindoo writings, includes Bengal proper and Bhagulpoor.”[104]

				Harry H. Hicks and Robert N. Anderson,[105] in ‘Ancient India and Vedic Aryans: New Discoveries, Scientific Procedures and Implications for History’, write:

				 

				“There were some migrations to the West. Gimbutas felt that around 20th century B.C., the ‘movement of Asiatic peoples was responsible for the break-up of the Old Empire of Egypt.’ There were movements into Mesopotamia, and further west into Anatolia.”

				 

				It has been shown in this chapter that Hindus had established their kingdoms (Mitanni, Hittites) in Egypt, Syria, Asia Minor and Mesopotamia. According to the Columbia Encyclopedia (p. 163), in ancient times most Oriental and Occidental civilizations intersected in Asia Minor. It clearly shows that in ancient times, there were moving peoples in Central Asia including Asia Minor, from the East as well as from the West. It is evident that they were not the natives of Central Asia.

				 

				Vedic Aryans in Nevali Cori (Anatolia) in 7000 B.C.

				 

				B. G. Sidharth[106] was startled to see a sculpture of the head of a Vedic priest, excavated at Nevali Cori in Anatolia (present Turkey) by archeologists headed by Prof. Harald Hauptmann of Heidelberg. Sidharth, himself, had gone to the Nevali Cori site. Sidharth, talking about the head, remarks: “It is identical to the head of a Vedic priest, so common in India even today. The sculpture represents a clean shaven head with the typical plait or shikha.”

				It reminds me of my childhood, when, as a part of the Janeu (Sacred thread) ceremony, my head was clean-shaven, leaving only Shikha, snake-like a bunch of hair at the back top of my head. In my Sindhi language, it is called ’Chotee’. It is a custom among Hindus, particularly Brahmans to have Janeu. Only Hindus (Vedic people) do it.

				Sidharth talks about the antiquity of the Nevali Cori civilization compared to the Rig Veda’s:

				 

				“The Nevali Cori civilization could be identified with the Rig Vedic civilization. … Nevali Cori site goes back to beyond 7000 B.C.”

				 

				The age of Nevali Cori reflects the age of the Rig Veda which is much older than the Nevali Cori. It should not puzzle us. We know Aryans have been adventurous from too remote ancient times. History tells Swastika was every where – in Americas, Europe, Africa, South-east Asia, etc. Who else, other than Vedic Aryans (Hindus), would have taken Swastika every where?

				 

				Aryan invasion of Asia Minor

				 

				Grahame Clark, in “World Prehistory: A New Outline” (1969, p. 214), under the subtitle ‘Post-Harappan chalcolithic cultures in the Indus and Ganges Basins’, writes:

				 

				“Precisely when Aryan-speakers first entered the subcontinent is still open to discussion, though it may be relevant that documentary sources, notably the archives of clay tablets at the Hittite capital of Boghazkoy, point to the arrival of Aryan-speakers in Asia Minor during the fifteenth and fourteenth centuries B.C. In so far as we can picture them from the epic-chants, hymns, prayers and spells that make up the Rigveda, the Aryans were copper or bronze-using barbarians, who gained their living from stock-raising and cereal farming, occupied timber and thatch houses and used horse-driven chariots for sport and war.”

				 

				How could Aryans, who used horse-driven-chariots for sports in such ancient times, be called barbarian? Even in present times, only few can afford such luxury. During those times, since there were no industries, agriculture was the only way of life. So the people, engaged in stock-raising and cereal farming, should not be considered as barbarians. Clark does not specify from where those Sanskrit-speaking Aryans came to Asia Minor during the fifteenth and fourteenth centuries B.C. In my opinion, Aryans were in Asia Minor, long before fourteenth century B.C. Who were those Aryans and from where? Seeing their ethno-cultural characteristics such as – Sanskrit numbers and Indic names of the colors of the horses in the chariot war training manuals, Indic names of some towns and persons, cremation of the Indo-Aryans, names of Hindu gods invoked in treaties between Hittite and Mitanni rulers, etc. – it can be said beyond any doubt, that they were Indo-Aryans who must have gone there from no where else, but from Aryavarta (India). Since they were warriors who had established their kingdoms, they must be from royal families. This negates the theory of Aryan invasion of India. It was their return to, not invasion of India.

				History tells that Aryans invaded Asia Minor in 1800 B.C., or even earlier. According to the Columbia Encyclopedia (p.163), “The Hittites established the first major civilization in 1800 B.C. Later in about 1500 B.C., when Aryans in Asia Minor and in neighboring states were in trouble, most of them stayed there and got culturally and linguistically absorbed, and some decided to return to India, the country of their ancestors. Being warriors from royal families, on their return, they might have traveled in armored horse-driven chariots. They might have confronted violent resistance from the then natives of India who might have mistaken them as invaders.

				Grahame Clark (1977, p. 271) writes:

				 

				“We know from the radiocarbon analysis that the metropolitan sites came to an end in all probability as early as c. 2000 B.C. and even secondary sites in the Indus basin by c. 1750 B.C. When the Aryan speakers first reached India is still unknown. Internal evidence suggests that the society mirrored, in the earlier parts of the Rigveda, was accustomed to copper and bronze, but ignorant of iron, something that would put the earlier waves of immigration back before c.800 B.C. How far back is still unknown, but the occurrence of the names of gods familiar from the Indian pantheon in the treaty between Hittites and Mitannian rulers dating from c.1380 B.C. suggests that the mythology of the Aryan speakers reflected in the Rigveda had taken shape around the middle of the second millennium B.C.”

				 

				The invocation of Vedic gods in 1380 B.C. clearly suggests that the alleged invading Aryans were Vedic people, not strangers or foreigners to India. The time of the arrival of the Aryans has been speculative, rather unknown. I think it is because it didn’t happen, as their one time massive entry. They were not invaders. They must have returned as family or in small groups of families, as it is happening now with overseas Indian migrants {known as NRIs (Non-Resident-Indians)}, returning to India. Since there was difference in the circumstances affecting the departure of the early Aryans from the ancient India, there would be difference in the mode of the return of the present overseas Indians.

				According to the Columbia Encyclopedia, Mitanni, an ancient kingdom, was established in the 2nd millennium B.C. in NW Mesopotamia. It was founded by Aryans but later was made up predominantly of Hurrians, with Washshukanni as its capital. Mitanni controlled Assyria for a period and was militarily engaged to hold back Egyptian forces intent on conquering Syria. Later friendly relations developed between Mitanni and Egypt. But in 1335 B.C., Mitanni, in their war, fell to the Hittites as well as to Assyrian forces.

				In my opinion, some of the Mitanni Aryans – known as Mitrani Kshatriya from the NW of India, Sindh and Punjab – when defeated and dislodged from there, must have thought of returning to India, the country of their ancestors. On their way back to India, they were mistaken as invaders because they were traveling on warlike armored horse-driven chariots. Historians need to understand the confusion around this and reconstruct the Aryan-related history.

				 

				Indo-Aryan elements in Asia Minor and its vicinity

				 

				Mallory (1991:37-41) says that there were distinctly Indo-Aryan elements in the Mitanni kingdom. This is evident from a Hittite text[107] on the horse-training and chariotry, authored by Kikkuli, the Mittani, in which Indic (Sanskrit) names of numerals – aika (Indic eka = one), tera (tri = three), panza (panca = five), satta (sapta = seven), na (nava = nine) – and the colors of the horses, such as babru (Indic babhru = brown), parita (palita = grey), and pinkara (pingala = reddish). The Mittani’s word marya is the same as the Vedic marya meaning warrior. Even Sanskrit names of the Mittani kingdoms, divinities, towns (Tepe Giyan), and personal names evidence Indic (Hindu) influence in the Mittani kingdom.

				The Columbia Encyclopedia (p.167) gives names – Ashurbanipal (I, II, III, IV), Shalmaneser (I, II, III, IV, V), etc of the kings of some kingdoms in Assyria, ancient empire of West Asia, which developed around the city of Assur, or Ashur, on the upper Tigris River and south of later capital Nineveh, the beginning of 3rd millennium B.C.continuing to about 8th century B.C. The Encyclopedia writes that Ashur was Assyria’s chief god.. The gods of the Babylonians and Hittites were also honored. The names of the kings, mentioned above, have their origin in Sanskrit.

				Dr. Poonai (1994, p. 156) has given the names of the kingdoms, the Rig Vedic Aryans had established:

				 

				 

				States founded by some Rig Vedic clans

				 

				
					
						
								
								Rig Vedic Aryan Clans    

							
								
								States founded by them

							
						

						
								
								Assur or Ahura Aryan

							
								
								Assyria

							
						

						
								
								Aggar

							
								
								Aggad or Akkad

							
						

						
								
								Evam or Ayam

							
								
								Elam

							
						

						
								
								Medai or Medes

							
								
								Land of Medes

							
						

						
								
								Purusham Aryanam

							
								
								Parthia

							
						

						
								
								Purusham Aryanam

							
								
								Persia

							
						

						
								
								Kshattri

							
								
								Hittite States

							
						

						
								
								Nasatya

							
								
								Phoenicia

							
						

						
								
								Khasi

							
								
								Kassite territory

							
						

						
								
								Mitra-ani

							
								
								Mittani

							
						

						
								
								Bhupalan

							
								
								Babylon

							
						

					
				

				 

				The different clans established different city states, such as Assyria (Asura Aryan clan), Aggad/Akhad (Aggar), Elam (Eyam/Ayam), Medes (Madai/ Medes), Parthia and Persia (Purusham Aryanam), Hittite states (Kshattri), Phoenicia (Nasatya), Kassite territory (Khasi), Mittani (Mitra-ani), and Babylon (Bhupalan). In ancient times, because of transportation limitations, states or countries were as small as cities. This affected languages. Each city-state has its own language spilling over the adjacent ones. Those have been considered as dialects which gradually merged and developed into full-fledged languages, growing correspondingly along with their respective developing city governments.

				Regarding the dialects of these Aryan clans, Dr. Poonai (p.156) has said:

				 

				“Into each of the above territories and others like them, the Rig-Vedic Aryan clans carried their own versions of Prakrit. Both the phonetic values and the symbols underwent modifications peculiar to each state, but the rules governing the use of language survived without major changes. There was no separation of vowels and consonants in any of the alphabets or syllabaries except in the cases of Rome and Greece. In the latter two states (Mittani and Babylon), the rules of grammar also conformed more closely to the rules governing the Rig-Vedic Sanskrit.”

				 

				The hieroglyphic dialect of the Hittites, as observed by Poonai (p.102), is related to the Rig Vedic clan of Lohians/Luvians (blacksmiths).

				Some kingdoms in Mesopotamia (2500-1150) were ruled by Vedic Aryans, as suggested by their names, closer to Sanskrit – Mesannepada and Annepadda (around 2500 B.C.); Umma (around 2360, B.C.); Rimush (2304-2296) and Manishtushu (2295-2281, B.C.), sons of Sargon; Naramsin (2280-2244 B.C.); Ishbierra, king of Isin (1953-1921 B.C.); Urninurta (1859-1832 B.C.); Gungunum (1868-1842B.C.); Sudarna, son of Artadama and grandson of Saushsatar (1500 B.C.), Assuruballit (1366-1331); Shalmaneser- I (1275-1247); etc. Sudarna was a Mitanni king. The names seem Sanskritic. Yet better research to ascertain their linguistic origin and the ethnic originality of the kings and their history. Sargon extended his contest into Anatolia and his grandson brought Akhad to the zenith of his power and peaceful accomplishments.[108]

				William L. Langer (ed.), in ‘The New Illustrated Encyclopedia of World History’ (vol.1, 1975, p.34), talks about the Hurrians (Biblical Horites) who, in small numbers, started entering northern Mesopotamia and the East Tigris country in the late 3rd millennium. Major invasions of these people began about 1700, and by 1500 B.C. they had penetrated into the whole of Mesopotamia, Syria and Eastern Anatolia, and Palestine. The situation for Mitanni kingdom changed and they started losing power.

				The earliest Hurrian texts are from Mari (18th century B.C.). Other texts come from the Hittite archive of Boghazkoy (14th-13th centuries) from Ugarit and from Egypt.

				Langer is surprised to see that the Hurrian royal families seemed to be Indo-Aryan. He remarks that the ruling class of the Hurrians bore not Hurrian, but Indo-Aryan names. The Aryans overpowered both the Hurrians and Kassites, and established themselves as an aristocracy and probably won their position as chariot-warriors. It becomes strange to see that Aryans were fighting against Hurrians and Kassites who were also Aryans, originally from India. It seems confusing to know who those Aryans were when Mittani, Hittites, Kassites and even Hurrians were Indo-Aryans. I can understand they, though originally being from India, were fighting among themselves. It is known that even brothers fight over property.

				Langer (1975, 34-35) writes that small Hurrian principalities were united toward 1500 (B.C.) into the Kingdom of Mitanni with its capital at Washukkani on the Khabur. At its widest extent it controlled Alalakh and Qatna in Syria on the west, and Nuzu and Arapkha, as well as Assyria, on the east. Sudarna I (c1500) was the earliest of the great kings of Mittani.

				No country in the region had Sanskrit or any Indo-Aryan, as its native language. Indo-Aryan rulers naturally had Vedic (Hindu) names and Sanskrit as their family language. Sanskrit influence in the region was evident, as English and Arabic linguistic influence is evident in India. Indo-Aryans were the royal (ruling) class, hence, only the members of the ruling families bore Sanskritic names. Some cities, also, bore Indic names. History tells that only ruling families, being Vedic (Hindus), unlike non-Aryan commoners, cremated their bodies. The chariot-training manuals had Sanskritized numbers, and the names of the colors of the horses (like bhooro) were also Sanskritic. The names of the members of the ruling families were slightly corrupted by the local people. The names of Hindus who went to the Caribbean countries as indentured workers only over 160 years back are being spelt a little different, for example, ‘Dev’ as ‘Deo’, ‘Ashok’ as ‘Ashook’, etc. We can imagine what would have happened to the names of those Aryans, who had gone there over 3500 years back.

				Langer (p.32) talks about the legends related to the Akhadian and Mesopotamian kings:

				 

				“Later legends, including those of the epic tale King of Battle, describe Sargon as extending his conquests into Anatolia and even across the sea to Crete. Rimush (2304-2296) and Manishtushu (2295-2281), the sons of Sargon, consolidated the empire. Naramsin (2280-2244), Sargon’s grandson, brought Akhad to the zenith of its power and peaceful accomplishment. He was the first of the Mesopotamian kings to claim divinity, and to style himself “king of the four quarters (of the world).”

				 

				Langer also mentions that in the Akhadian era, the arts and trade with distant Indus Valley flourished. Why should their trade not flourish with the Indus Valley, their original land?

				Langer then tells about the end of the power of the Sargon’s dynasty:

				 

				“Sharkalishharri (2243-2219), the last of Sargon’s line, reigned in a time of troubles, defending his narrowing borders against the blows of surrounding barbarians. After him ephemeral kings held Akhad for some years longer, but the city fell about 2180 to Guti hordes from the Zagros.”

				 

				The names of the Sargon’s family seem Sanskritic, so of the Indo-Aryans who had gone out of India long back to this region and had established their kingdoms. After long residence in the land of a non-Sanskritc language, names got corrupted by the influence of the non-Sanskritic native language.

				Such situation of Sargon’s defeats (pp. 31, 32) and defeats of earlier Mitanni kings (p.34) – Sudarna, Saushastar, Artadama, Tuishrata, etc. – made the Aryans too powerless, and loose to decide their future. Some stayed there and got absorbed, and some attempted to return to India, the country of their ancestors. Their return on armored chariots was mistaken as their invasion.

				It seems there was some exchange of religious concepts between Sumerian and the natives of the Indus civilization: “The Sumerian gods in early times were closely bound by natural phenomena, the powers of creativity, fertility, and forces confronted in the cosmos.”[109]

				Dr. Poonai, in ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (p.190), has talked about certain inscriptions, found in the ruins of an ancient fortress ‘Karatepe’ built in about 680 B.C. by a Rig-Vedic Aryan ruler – bear obviously a Sanskrit name ‘Asitavan Das’, based on decipherment of the Hittite hieroglyphic by an American scholar Dr. Gelb in 1930.The results of the decipherment were confirmed on the basis of further archaeological records.

				Dr. Poonai (p.104), talking about archaeological and linguistic evidence of Rig Vedic Aryan ancestry in Anatolia, has pointed to an other strong evidence of the influence of Sanskrit in the region is provided by an archaeologically found unique item of pottery ‘deepam’ (lamp with a wick which burns oil). In Sanskrit the word ‘deepam’ (or deep) means lamp.

				Deepam must have been brought in Anatolia by Indo-Aryans for its use in house for light. Deepam (or deep) is used in Vedic (Hindu) religious rituals, and festivals, particularly Divali or Deepavali (div/deep means lamp) to celebrate the arrival of Lord Rama in Ayodhya, the capital of his kingdom, after defeating the demon Ravana of Sri Lanka, and also to celebrate his return home after completing fourteen years of his self-imposed exile. On divali, light by these earthen deeps (or divas or deepams) is ritually preferred to electric bulbs. During Divali time, these earthen deeps (or divas/diyas) are being imported and sold in Indian shops worldwide where Indian (Hindu, Sikh, Buddhist and Jain) population is significant. I have seen Depams being sold in Indian stores in America during Divali times. The word “Deep” has so much significance among Hindus, that they would love to name their daughter “Deepti” to bring light to the family.

				The people, who migrated from India to the Asia Minor region, were mainly of the Kshatri (warrior) descent, mostly from the Sindhu-Sarasvati (Indus) Valley which covers Sindh, Punjab, Baluchistan, Rajasthan, and Gujarat. They took with them the horse-driven chariot technology which helped them in establishing their kingdoms overseas. In those ancient times, horse was considered on the top to bring speed on the battle field. There is mention of chariot (in Sanskrit ‘Rath’) in Rig Veda (10-63-14), the oldest of the Vedas:

				 

				“Yam devaso rotha vaajasaatau yam sursata maaruto hitepaartar yavanam ratham Indra sanasim.”

				 

				Rath was used in the Mahabharata war, in which Lord Krishna was the driver and Arjuna was the warrior fighting with a bow for shooting arrows at the enemies. It is also said that in the Mahabharata war agnibans (fire arrows) were also used and also the arrows which could create clouds to densely cover the sun and then dispel them.

				 

				Worldwide Spread of Aryans: Linguistic influence of Sanskrit

				 

				Sanskrit, spread worldwide by Indo-Aryans, has influenced several languages, IE as well as non-IE. They were all over for trade and business, and had colonized several countries in Middle East, South-east Asia, Central Asia, Europe and Africa. Thus, their Sanskrit had influenced several languages, particularly European, to the extent that some linguists felt and still feel that they have evolved from Sanskrit. I agree some European languages have been influenced by Sanskrit to some extent. I don’t agree that they have evolved or developed from Sanskrit. I reject the theory that Sanskrit shares common origin with some European languages. Word resemblances have been caused by borrowing due to long cohabitation, and some were accidental or by chance.

				 

				Influence of the Upanishads on the West

				 

				Nehru (pp.92-93) quotes Arthur Schopenhauer (German scholar, 1788-1860), the pessimist, what he has said about the Vedic influence on the whole world:

				 

				“From every sentence (of the Upanishads) deep, original and sublime thoughts arise, and the whole world is pervaded by a high and holy and earnest spirit. … In the whole world there is no study … so beneficial and as elevating as that of the Upanishads. … (They) are products of the highest wisdom. … It is destined sooner or later to become the faith of the people.”

				 

				Nehru (p.93) talks about the influence of the Upanishads on self:

				 

				“The study of the Upanishads has been the solace of my life, it will be the solace of my death.”

				 

				Romain Rolland[110] (French writer, 1866-1944) – in a note ‘On the Hellenic-Christian Mysticism of the First Centuries and its Relationship to Hindu Mysticism’ (as an appendix to his book on Vivekananda) – writes:

				 

				“A hundred facts testify to how great an extent the East was mingled with Hellenic thought during the second century of our era.”

				 

				Max Müller[111], captivated by the Upanishads, writes:

				 

				“The Upanishads are the sources of the Vedanta philosophy, a system in which human speculation seems to me to have reached its acme. … I spend my happiest hours in reading Vedanta books. They are to me like the light of the morning, like the pure air of the mountains – so simple, so true, if once understood.”

				 

				Nehru (p.93) writes that the most eloquent tribute to the Upanishads and the Bhagavad Gita was paid by A.E. (G. W. Russell), the Irish poet:

				 

				“Goethe, Wordsworth, Emerson, and Thoreau among moderns have something of this vitality and wisdom, but we can find all they have said and much more in the grand sacred books of the East. The Bhagavad Gita and the Upanishads contain such godlike fullness of wisdom on all things that I feel the authors must have looked with calm remembrance back through a thousand passionate lives, full of feverish strife for and with shadows, ere they could have written with such certainty of things which the soul feels to be sure.”

				 

				 

				Some of the American Indians from India

				 

				Several characteristics – such as the Swastika, cremation, a priestly caste, brownish complexion, incarnated gods, sacrifice rituals, worship of nature gods (fire, rain, earth, trees, sun, etc), worship of the serpent god (Nagdevta), pottery, textiles, half-man half-animal god, carving of wood, blowing of the conch (Shankh) in temples, carvings of pillars and elephant on one Maya temple, oral transmission of religious poetry from generation to generation – of American Indians, as written by William Brandon in ‘Indians’ (1969), Harold E. Driver in ‘Indians of North America’ (1869), and Henry Bramford Parkes in ‘A History of Mexico’ (1988), seem to be similar to those of the people of the Vedic India. All this supports my theory that some of the migrants, who traveled from Asia to Americas via Siberia, Bering Strait and Alaska during the Ice Age, over ten thousand years back, were Vedic Aryans from India.

				 

				Swastika: A Sacred Symbol of the Celts

				 

				The Swastika, found all over Europe in ancient times, shows Vedic influence all around. The following quotation from the book, ‘The Celts: Sacred Symbols’ (1995), would explain the influence of Hinduism on the Celts, inhabiting the British Isles and large areas of the West and Central Europe in antiquity:

				 

				“One of the great enduring symbols of the Ancient World, the Swastika had wide currency as a sign of good luck and of solar beneficence. The motif occurs throughout the lands occupied by the Celts, sometimes on stonework in the company of images of the spoked wheel, another powerful sun symbol.”

				 

				This evidences beyond any doubt the influence of the Vedic people (present Hindus) who had gone over Europe in ancient times. None but Hindus had and even now have Swastika. Hitler had borrowed it to boost the morale of his army as indicated by William L. Shirer, in ‘The Rise and Fall of theThird Reich’ (1960, p.43).

				Max Müller, in ‘India: What Can It Teach Us?’ (1999, p. 138), brings out an interesting, but basic point of difference between the two cultures, European (materialism) and Hindu (spiritualism):

				 

				“And while admitting that the Hindus were deficient in many of those manly virtues and practical achievements which we value most, I wished to point out that there was another sphere of intellectual activity in which the Hindus excelled – the meditative and transcendent – and that here we might learn from them some lessons of life which we ourselves are but too apt to ignore or to despise.”

				 

				Max Müller should have taken note of the ancient Hindu history and ascertained if “the Hindus were deficient in many of those manly virtues and practical achievements.” He seems to ignore the manly brave adventures of Hindus in ancient times prior to the period of their disgraceful bondage under Muslims and then European colonialists. This chapter has recorded their several worldwide manly adventures and practical achievements. Hindus, known as Aryans or Vedic people, had military muscle and practical mind, by virtue of which they could establish their kingdoms in several regions all over the globe as described earlier in this chapter. Along with the military muscle, Hindus knew the significance of transcendental meditation to achieve serenity to neutralize the negative emotions produced by military victories. Meditation helps in realizing peace of mind.

				 

				Conclusion

				 

				The influence of the Vedic culture pervaded all over the globe. Hindus and Buddhists had culturally colonized many countries on the planet, including Europe, North America, South America, Mediterranean region, Mesopotamia, Syria, Anatolia, Africa (including Egypt, Ethiopia, Mauritius), and South-Eastern countries including Thailand, Cambodia, Vietnam, Indonesia, Bali, etc. Surprisingly, the INCAS (royal families) of South America, who think themselves as the descendants of Sri Rama, the Surya Vanshi, and who have been celebrating the festival of Ram-Sitva. They did it not by force. It was by the nature and the essence of the Rama philosophy which attracted several peoples on the planet. Because of the Aryan worldwide presence, their language Sanskrit left significant impression on several languages, particularly European, to the extent that it gave impression to several linguists including Sir William Jones that Sanskrit shared common parentage with European languages, particularly Latin and Greek. Thus, this gave birth to Jones’s theory of “Indo-European family of languages.” The philological resemblances between Sanskrit and European languages are only “word similarities” which were result of mutual borrowing, caused by long cohabitation of the speakers of Sanskrit and European languages. With the passage of time, resemblances have been fading.

				 

				

 SEVEN

				 

				History of Ancient India: Distorted and Confused

				 

				The national history taught in schools has tended to encourage the most general and terrifying of existing evils, “human presumptions and particularly intellectual arrogance,” or in other words self righteousness. Wrong history is being taught in all countries, all the time, unavoidably; while we have great need of history, our first need is to unlearn most of what we have been taught.

				 Historian Herbert Butterfield[112]

				 

				HERBERT J. MULLER (1958, p.28) writes that on a national scale, history becomes the kind of prejudice and conceit that led Paul Valery to call history the most dangerous product ever concocted by the chemistry of the brain. Muller says that Valery wrote:

				 

				“It (History) causes dreams, it makes nations drunk, it saddles them with false memories, it exaggerates their reflexes, it keeps their old sores running, it torments them when they are at rest, and it induces in them megalomania and the mania of persecution. It makes them bitter, arrogant, unbearable, and full of vanity.”

				 

				Adam Hochschild (NY Times, July 24, 2005), reviewing the book “Dancing with Strangers: Europeans and Australians at First Contact,” by historian Inga Clendinnen, writes that the author Inga Clendinnen feels that because of their ‘Divide and rule’ tactics, the British colonizers did not meet heroic resistance in much of Africa, India and Latin America. They succeeded because they could make indigenous groups fight with each other, not against the strangers. So the title of her book “Dancing with Strangers” is perfect. She also addresses the issue of history. She remarks:

				 

				“History is always written by the victors – at least at first. … Since then, of course, the end of colonialism in Africa and Asia and the civil rights movement in the United States have forced us to start writing history differently. … Yet history remains a messy and complicated business.”

				 

				I wish and hope India will wake up soon to correct her ancient history. I had a great conflict whether to include this chapter on corruption of history in this book or not. I thought inclusion, most of the times, is better than exclusion. I think it may help in understanding the contents better if the history of the originalities and antiquities of the basic inter-related elements under study – Aryans, Sanskrit, Vedas and Swastika. – is objectively examined. The origins of the Aryans and their language Sanskrit seem to have been historically confused and distorted.They have been confused and distorted because of inter-ethnic rivalry – between the East and the West, or between Europe and Asia (particularly India). The millennia-old rivalry between the two major cultures – European (Christian) and Indian (Vedic/Aryan) and between their languages – has been rampant. Sorry to say that history, instead of resolving it, has been enflaming it by creating the two ill-based theories, Aryan invasion of India (AII) and Indo-European family of languages (IE).

				In order to understand the relationship between Sanskrit and European languages, it would be necessary to know the correct originality of the Aryans and their language Sanskrit, the history of which, in my opinion, has been severely confused and distorted, ironically by prominent linguists and historians, blessed by the powerful European colonial pen.

				 

				Need to unlearn most of what history has taught

				 

				Herbert J. Muller tells that Herbert Butterfield, himself a historian, feels that the national history taught in schools has encouraged the most general and terrifying of existing evils, faulty presumptions and intellectual arrogance. He concludes:

				 

				”While we have great need of history, our first need is to unlearn most of what has been taught. A superficial, confused and distorted notion of history is far more dangerous than ignorance of it.”

				 

				One will find in history all of this – prejudice, conceit, false memories, exaggerations, absurdities, misrepresentations, arrogance, vanity – particularly in the case of the history of ancient India in regard to:

				 

				• origin of the Aryans and their relationship with Dravidians,

				• the identity of the original natives of India,

				• the age and authorship of the Vedas,

				• the ages of the epics – the Mahabharta and the Ramayana,

				• antiquity and the originality of Sanskrit,

				• antiquity and the origin of the Swastika,

				• relationship between Sanskrit and Dravidian languages, and

				• change of the name of the country, from Bharat/Aryavarta to India, and change of names of rivers, cities, etc.

				 

				The history of the ancient India related to the above elements was written by European colonial historians hired and supervised by the ‘British East India Company’, Britain’s agency in India. Correct facts were kept in its official safe to prevent the people of India, particularly her educated elite, from knowing their glorious past.

				It becomes apparent that colonial historians have been successful in infusing ethnic inferiority complex in the minds and hearts of Indians, particularly Hindus, and crafting confusion around their identity. History has been confusing Aryans (Hindus) telling that the Aryans are outsiders who invaded their own abode ‘Aryavarta’. All this, the BEIC thought, was needed to weaken the great nation of Aryavarta (India, Bharat). It employed all possible means to distort India’s history and misrepresent her great civilization, Europeans envied. It seems colonialists got idea of this strategy from what some politician might have said:

				 

				“If you want to weaken a nation, confuse its identity, distort its heritage, belittle its achievements, highlight its failures, divide it into as many fragments as possible, tarnish its ancient scriptures, and rewrite its history according to your agenda.”

				 

				All this, the BEIC did according to the strategy – falsification of the history – as contemplated in London.

				 

				Falsification of history, even in 21st century!

				 

				After India’s independence, the barometer of her national morale has been shooting up and up. Alarm against falsification of recent 20th century history has been loud when the events are supposed to be instantly documented, leaving little scope of any kind for the facts getting falsified. Yet, pen is gifted with amazing art of manipulation by misinterpreting and distorting what has come out of some one’s mouth. One should learn from Russia. The case in point is: “Russia: Kremlin Demands New History Lessons” (NY Times, May, 20, 2009). It says:

				 

				“The Kremlin is starting an official drive to try to reverse what it sees as an anti-Russian view of 20th-century history. President Dmitri A. Medvedev issued a decree on Tuesday ordering “creation of a presidential commission to counter attempts to harm Russian interests by falsifying history.”

				 

				Whereas, Oleg Orlov, a human rights advocate in Moscow, said the commission was an attempt “to halt any objective view of what really happened in Russia’s past.”

				I am not here to say who is right and who is wrong. I am trying to emphasize that falsification of any matter, more so of history, is not ethical. It hurts the nation and the morale of its people. The objectivity has been in trouble from its immemorial long past. I think it is getting increasingly in more trouble with declining professional ethics. Students of history seem to feel disappointed with the diminishing returns of the professional integrity. I think, in most cases, misuse of the power by the ruling government is responsible. If truth is truth, why then, in most cases, the judgment is not unanimous.

				After independence of India, national will is required to get the corrupted history professionally reconstructed by rigorous search for unbiased objective truths. History, the mirror of the personality of the nation, should always be kept clean and untarnished for healthy morale of its people. History should always be kept out-of-reach from the crimnals-like self-centered, unethical, greedy politicians.

				It is hard to understand why all the post-independence governments of Bharat – from Nehru’s (1947-1963) to Dr. Manmohan Singh’s (from 2004 -) – have been sleeping over this sensitive national need for correct history be taught in schools and colleges.

				Even a minute should not be lost in getting Bharat’s history corrected and the books containing wrong history, like contaminated foods and drugs be immediately recalled. History has been falsified by her colonialists to tarnish her image and great civilization. History has lot of lessons to learn from. Even the mistakes of the past have great guiding lessons.

				 

				The name of a country has lot of history

				 

				The colonial Britain has changed the name of the country from ‘Bharat’ to ‘India’, and the name of her people from ‘Bharatvasi’ to ‘Indian’ only to disconnect Bharatvasies from their great past. One can not be complete without his/her past. The future is to be created on the basis of the past. The past or history gives lot of lessons to guide the present and the future. Yesterday, today and tomorrow may be different, but are inseparable. The future will be shaky, if it is based on cofused past and shaky present.

				The name of the country has lot of history. If you want to weaken a nation, change its name to disconnect it from its past. It is wrong to know a proper noun by some other name. They chose the name “Indians”, confusing with the American Native Indians, most peoples would hate to be associated with. My US-born daughters – Shilpa (born in August, 1974), and Neha (June 1976) – were ridiculed in their New York primary school by their White American classmates by vocal and physical gestures as of the native American Indians. Whenever I read any article in ‘The New York Times’, or in any other news paper of America, with title “Indian”, I have to read a few sentences to figure out if it is talking about Indians of India or about the native American Indians. Name of a country should not be confusing. No proper name should be changed or translated. In English papers in India, it is ‘India’, but in Hindi or in any vernacular paper it is ‘Bharat’ or ‘Hindustan’.

				 

				Original name: Window to history of identity and heritage

				 

				The name, especially of a nation, speaks immeasurably of its history and culture. The name of a nation defines the identity of its original people and the antiquity of their society. Because of politics and indifference of her people to her own history, India has been having a long ‘awakened-slumber’ over the issue of restoration of her traditional name. Ceylon, immediately after her independence, did regain her traditional name ‘Sri Lanka’. So did Burma regain her lost name ‘Myanmar’, and so did several other countries.

				Independence can not be complete without gaining back whatever was robbed by colonialists, the traditional name of the country, being the most important treasure. Who will not rebel if he is forced to change his name? Traditional name (Bharat) speaks lot of her history. The foreign-given name “India” corrupts her history and cuts it short.

				Traditional or original name of the country opens up various chapters of her ancient history, and lets her people have a deep peep into their remote heritage. Ancient history of the country, thus evoked by its original name, will render colonialists powerless to do any mischief with history. For example, the antiquity of the name “Aryavarta” or “Bharat” would have told every body around the globe that ‘Aryan invasion of Aryavarta (India)’ is illogical and a hoax.

				 

				The name ‘India” cuts short Bharat’s history

				 

				Would the Indian politicians, opposing or remaining silent over the restoration of the original name, explain what history, the name ‘India’ is giving to the people of Bharat? The name ‘India’ is cutting short the history of India, to only a few centuries, ironically those also full of shame and disgrace. Where as, the name ‘Bharat’ or ‘Aryavarta’ would open up unlimited number of pages on her millennia-long ancient history for the youngsters to read and feel proud of. Bharat has a history too long for any historian to ascertain its beginning. I am sorry to continue using the word “India” in this book, though very reluctantly, only to reduce confusion for the persons who are not familiar about the words ‘Bharat’ and ‘Aryavarta’.

				Bharat, as the original name of India, is given in her Constitution. It has remained as merely a paper name. Only a few neighboring countries – Pakistan, Nepal, Bhutan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, and one or two more at the United Nations – know about her name as Bharat. If I tell any American that I am from Bharat or Aryavarta, the response would be ”What?” The government of Bharat, itself, has been promoting its foreign-given name “India” by naming its internationally related agencies, such as “Government. of India”, “Air India”, “State Bank of India”, “Embassy of India”, etc.

				The name – of a country, street, school, university, library, river, mountain, or of an individual – gives some desirable historical message, as explained by Sophia Kishkovsky’s article “Honor a Literary Giant, But Be Careful Where” (NY Times, September 26, 2008, p. A10). It is suggesting changing the name of the street “Bolshaya Kommunistic-heskaya Ulitsa” or “Big Communist Street” (Ulitsa means street) be changed to “Ulitsa Solzhenitsyna, or Solzhenitsyna Street, in honor of Mr. Aleksandr Solzhenitsyna for his extra-ordinary contribution to Russian culture. The article writes: “In death as in life, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyna remains a difficult, polarizing figure for Russia, a fierce critic not only of communism but also of the decadence and materialism of post-Soviet Russia.”

				 

				History has been unfair to her sister ‘Archaeology’

				 

				V. Gordon Childe, in ‘What Happened in History’ (1942, p.12, section, ‘Archaeology and History’), has expressed that history has been unprofessional for being ungrateful to archaeology for the facts received from it. Unfortunately, several significant facts have been ignored or misrepresented by several celebrated historians. Most of them are European. Why? May be because of Western ethnic rivalry with the East, or their scholarly fatigue to catch up with the fast-flowing river of new facts being brought out by active archaeology, or may be their tinted professional integrity of scholarship. It is difficult to know what and why. Historians seem to have tarnished the image of their only child ‘history’.

				It is shame. How can history forgive historians, particularly of civilized societies abusing their professional integrity? They have been taking false pride in their skillful maneuvers to be able to hide, misinterpret, misrepresent, or distort the facts hard working archaeologists have unearthed to fill-in the gaps and holes in the history. They will help them in reconstructing the history of their prehistory ancient glory. Shamelessly, several historians have been knowingly ignoring or misinterpreting archaeological finds. For example, several post-Indus-excavation historians seem to have been ignoring what the seals bearing the Swastika and the Shiva Linga have been telling about the originalities and antiquities of Sanskrit, Vedas, and the Vedic religion (Hinduism). The Swastika, being a Sanskrit word, tells the age of Sanskrit, and that Bharat was the original home of Sanskrit, the Vedas and Vedic religion. The Swastika, found among Celts and American Indians, tells that Sanskrit is very old. The Swastika, found among some American Native Indians (see the Chapter Six on “Vishaal Bharat”) evidences that Sanskrit is at least ten thousand years old. Then what about the validity of the following two theories:

				 

				1. AII, according to which Sanskrit was brought into India by the invading Aryans in 1500 B.C., and

				2. IE, according to which, Sanskrit came into India after splitting from the abode of her alleged mother PIE in about 3,000 (some say 6,000 B.C.).

				 

				Yet, several post-Mohenjodaro historians and linguists have been writing with a great sense of scholarly pride that Sanskrit and the pantheon of Vedic (Hindu) gods were brought into India by the alleged invading Aryans in about 1500 B.C.

				 

				Sarasvati River: Age of the Rig Veda

				 

				Several historians have written that the Sarasvati River dried up in about 1900 B.C. and that the Rig Veda has described life on its banks. It evidences that the Rig Veda was originally composed at least before 1900 B.C. How then, several historians have been still writing that the Rig Veda was composed by the alleged invading Aryans after their arrival in India in about 1,000 B.C., and even later.

				Max Müller, in his book ‘The Science of Language’ (1861, vol. 1, p.48), has written that Aryavarta (Aryabhoomi, Aryadesh) is the original abode of Aryans. Yet, renowned historians, including Max Müller himself, write that Aryans invaded India. Historians are getting away with such gruesome literary murders, without being reprimanded by the History Court. All this is explained in the Chapter Three, ‘Return of Aryans to, Not Invasion of India.’

				 

				The History, India made far from her homeland, still to be written

				 

				Nehru, in ‘Discovery of India’ (1946, p. 200), while talking about ‘Indian colonies and culture in South-East Asia’, expresses his disappointment that many people don’t know the great history, India made overseas:

				 

				“One has not only to go back in time but to travel, in mind if not in body, to various countries in Asia, where India spread out in many ways, leaving immortal testimony of her spirit, her power, and her love of beauty. How few of us know of these great achievements of our past, how few realize that if India was great in thought and philosophy, she was equally great in action. The history that men and women from India made far from their homeland has still to be written.”

				 

				Nehru (p.20) complains that history is dominated by Europe, and thus the history of ancient India has been given little attention and scant space to leave the pages for the history of Europe:

				 

				“The history that men and women from India made far from their homeland has still to be written. Most westerners still imagine that ancient history is largely concerned with the Mediterranean countries, and medieval and modern history is dominated by the quarrelsome little Europe. And still they make plans for the future as if Europe only counted and the rest could be fitted in anywhere.”

				 

				History favors Europe over India

				 

				Nehru (p.200) cites Sir Charles Eliot[113] who has complained about the injustice European historians have done to the history of ancient India:

				 

				“Scant justice is done to India’s position in the world by those European histories which recount the exploits of her invaders and leave impression that her own people were feeble dreamy folk, sundered from the rest of mankind by their seas and mountain frontiers. Such a picture takes no account of the intellectual conquests of the Hindus.”

				 

				Nehru (p. 201) appreciates that recently lot of light has been thrown on the history of South-East Asia (some times referred to as “Greater India”), but with lot of gaps and contradictions:

				 

				“During the past quarter of a century a great deal of light has been thrown on the history of this widespread area in south-east Asia, which is some times referred to as Greater India. There are many gaps still, many contradictions, and scholars continue to put forward their rival theories, but the general outline is clear enough, and some times there is an abundance of detail. There is no lack of material, for there are references in Indian books, and accounts of Arab travelers and, most important of all, Chinese historical accounts. There are also many old inscriptions, copper-plates, etc., and in Java and Bali there is a rich literature based on Indian* sources, and often paraphrasing Indian* epics and myths. Greek and Latin sources have also supplied some information. But, above all, there are the magnificent ruins of ancient monuments, especially at Angkor and Borobundur.”[114]

				 

				*Better to be specific – ‘Hindu’ instead of ‘Indian’, because the words ‘India and Indian’ came in currency only about two centuries back.

				 

				Prof. Grahame Clark, in the Foreword to Prof. V. Gordon Childe’s book, ‘What Happened in History: The Classic Study Which Opened up New Perspectives in History’ (1941), praises Childe for his appropriate use of archaeology and natural science:

				 

				“More perhaps than any other man, he (Childe) showed how by using the data won by archaeologists and natural scientists it was possible to gain a new view of what constituted human history.”

				 

				But, unfortunately, several historians have not adequately and appropriately availed themselves of the opportunity provided by the archaeology. Clark expresses Childe’s concern about omissions and inadequate coverage of the important events, such as civilizations in the Far East, Sumer, Egypt, and Indus (Sindhu) Valley and about the gaps and contradictions in history:

				 

				“The scope even of a work as comprehensive as ‘What Happened in History’ is bound up with and limited by this concern: the New World, like Australasia, is omitted and only glancing references are made to the great focus of civilization in the Far East.”

				 

				Clark also has shown concern about historical contradictions, the ancient urban civilizations were subjected to:

				 

				“But the urban civilizations of Egypt, Sumer, and the Indus Valley were no more immune from the effects of inborn contradictions than the Neolithic peasantries had been.”

				 

				Unfortunately, when Sir William Jones first spoke of the early literature of India, it seems he had absolutely no idea of the antiquities of Indian civilization, its Sanskrit and the Vedas. If he had, he would have not wanted to write what would challenge his theory of ‘Indo-European family of languages’. Colin Renfrew, in ‘Archaeology & Language: The Puzzle of Indo-European Origins’ (1987, p.183), rightly remarks that historians had no knowledge about ancient India, prior to Ashoka’s kingdom (3rd century B.C.):

				 

				“For many years, the material record did not go back much before the time of King Ashoka in the third century BC, and the brief accounts of north India left by the commentators upon Alexander the Great’s travels and conquests in the previous century. It was not till the year 1921 that Sir John Marshal[115] (with R.D. Banerji) made his great discovery of the Indus Valley civilization, with the investigation of two of its great cities at Mohenjodaro and Harappa. … The civilization was already flourishing shortly after 3000 BC, but had gone into irreversible and rather rapid decline by 1800 BC. This was a literate civilization.”

				 

				Ignorance of the Indus Civilization: A Dark Hole in History

				 

				The historian Graham Hancock, in ‘Underworld: The Mysterious Origins of Civilization’ (2002, p.116), remarks: “Almost every thing that was ever written about this (Indus) civilization before five years ago is wrong.”

				Hancock concludes that during most of the twentieth century, the archaeological record refused, rather ignored to reveal evidence of the Indus Valley civilization’s long period of development. This created a vacuum, a dark hole in history, European scholars took advantage of. Hancock remarks: “European scholars felt free to conclude that the Indus Valley civilization might, in its origin, have been alien to India.”

				We know that the socio-cultural and religious landscape in the Indus Valley, before the advent of Muslims in the region, was very much similar, if not identical, to that in the rest of Bharat (India).

				Hancock (2002, p.169) explains how the culture of the ancient India has been misinterpreted:

				 

				“The Indus-Sarasvati civilization was a literate culture, but the archaeological interpretation of it has been strictly limited to excavated material remains and has never been able to draw upon the civilization’s own texts. This is because all attempts to decipher the enigmatic ‘Harappan’ script have failed, and because (at least until very recently) the Sanskrit Vedas were regarded as the work of another, later culture and were assumed to have had nothing to do with the Indus-Sarasvati civilization. Well into the twentieth century, this approach simply meant that there was no Indus-Sarasvati civilization. It was not part of the archaeological picture of India’s past and was never even contemplated. It was, in other words, as ‘lost’ as Plato’s Atlantis until the material evidence that proved its existence began to surface when excavations were started at Harappa and Mohenjo-daro in 1920s.”

				 

				Even now, for some or even larger section of the world society – the Eastern (particularly Indian) as well as the Western – the Sindhu (Indus) Valley civilization has remained lost as Plato’s Atlantis.

				 

				Historical distortion of known facts is an unforgivable sin

				 

				Whatever was written by Sir William Jones and some other early historians out of their ignorance of such great civilization is being used as the basis of the history of the ancient India. It seems historians, in general, excepting a few, don’t seem to realize that it is their professional responsibility to continue to keep themselves abreast of the fresh historical information given by archeology, so as to be able to correct what was written wrong. Scholars can/should not be forgiven for the ignorance of the facts, they are supposed to know. In light of the Indus Valley archaeological excavations, required corrections should have been made to keep the history fresh and clean. Scholarly ignorance is a sin, for keeping history-students-and-teachers in dark.

				 

				One, who doesn’t admit his mistakes, is not a scholar

				 

				It needs scholarly modesty and courage to admit one’s shortcomings and mistakes, and then gracefully move further to correct them, when discovered. The NY Times (June 20, 2002) published Donald Foster’s statement, as the ’QUOTATION OF THE DAY’:

				 

				“No one, who cannot rejoice in the discovery of his own mistakes, deserves to be called a scholar, admitting that his work to establish Shakespeare as the author of an obscure poem was wrong.”

				 

				This is the message to the post-Indus-Valley-excavations historians that they should correct whatever wrong has been written, although in ignorance of the facts which were brought out later by the finds, excavated at the Indus Valley cities, Mohenjodaro and Harappa.

				 

				 

				Hindu (Indian) Apathy to History

				 

				The Indian apathy to history is historically talked about, and more so, on the part of the post-independence governments of India, seemingly because of their political concerns. In my opinion, historically, Hindus were not apathetic to history. Lot of history has been given in the Vedic scriptures and epics. But colonial scholars did not accept it as history. The enslaved Hindu scholars have been helplessly timid and voiceless against powerful colonial pen.

				Fortunately, some post-colonial scholars, particularly European, write what harm has been done to the history of ancient India. Stephen Knapp – in the Chapter Fourteen ‘Uncovering the Truth about India’s History’ of his book, ‘Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence’ (2000, p.268) – writes what the Britain has done to demean the Vedic culture:

				 

				“As we have now investigated the rest of the world for remnants of the global Vedic culture, we must also focus our attention on India where it still thrives. However, now we will uncover some of India’s real history. This will help us understand how much of its glory, beauty, art, music, architecture, and sciences have been falsely attributed to outsiders and foreigners. India has not been given credit where credit is due. India’s skills in science, administration, art, architecture, and of course, spiritual under-standing, was once the highest in the world. … Furthermore, much of its real history has been pushed aside, distorted, perverted, and based on misinformation. … The English attempted to divide and conquer India, to ruin the Vedic Aryan civilization, and to demean Indian culture, even to the point of trying to make its own people hate everything that is Indian.”

				 

				Since her independence in 1947, India has been getting up – slowly but surely – from her long Kumbhakaran[116] slumber to show to the world her innate caliber, scientific and technological. The independent India has been digging deep to unearth the buried history of the wealth of her knowledge of science, technology, cosmos, astronomy, space, etc., which was pushed down deep by the powers had colonized her for over a millennium. India has been looking increasingly more powerful, knowledgeable, self-composed and beautiful, and has been soaring up to touch the sky. Colonialism, ironically by today’s civilized peoples, has been the worst enemy of the humanity. India had in her prehistory ancient times colonized some peoples to enrich their cultures; not to impoverish and tarnish them as European colonialists and imperialists have done to Asian and African peoples and their cultures.

				 Dr. S. Venu Gopalacharya,[117] in his book ‘Worldwide Hindu Culture’ (pp.165-6), writes:

				 

				“On July 3, 1835, Lord Macaulay suggested that the only statesmanship of the Britishers to establish permanent imperialist sovereignty over their richest colony, India, was to make the Indians “Englishmen by Taste.” This was to be accomplished through “English Education,” similar to bringing under control hundreds of elephants by taming a couple of wild elephants. By 1854 when the whole of India came under British rule, Charles Woodraffe, the Director of the Education Department of the Government of India, in his minutes dated July19,1854, stated that it was the best opportunity to give effect to Lord Macaulay’s suggestion.”

				 

				That “Englishmen by Taste” effect is very much there even now sixty years after India’s independence, particularly in the metropolis upper educated echelon. Because of their English fluency, they think themselves superior, meaning modern Pundits. English-medium schools are mushrooming and they are preferred to regular schools. Increasing number of families, particularly in cities, are encouraging their youngsters to speak English at home and among friends. It is understandingably okay because English has better employment prospects in India as well as overseas. But, they should be taught to think and feel as Indian, and not to create another type of caste system, hating English-illiterates as achhoots (untouchables), and demoralizing every thing which is traditionally Indian.

				Stephen Knapp[118] writes:

				 

				“We have to realize that there was a comprehensive strategy to overlook, cover, and falsify the real history of India. Not only did the invading Muslims try to do this over the centuries, but the British, while in India, also played a heavy hand in this.”

				 

				To prove this, Knapp mentions what Major Gen. Cunningham[119] had suggested to the British East India Company to falsify India-related archaeology:

				 

				“Major General Cunningham, a retired army engineer, was appointed in 1861 as the first archeological surveyor under the then British administration in India, not because he had special knowledge but because as early as September 15, 1842 when he was a mere Lt. A.D.C. to the Governor General Lord Auckland, Cunningham had suggested in a letter to Col. Sykes (a director of the British East India Company) a scheme for falsifying Indian archeology as an ‘undertaking of vast importance to the Indian Government politically and to the British public religiously (so that) the establishment of the Christian religion in India must ultimately succeed.’ In pursuance of that political objective Cunningham attributed a very large number of Hindu townships and buildings to Muslim authorship.”

				 

				Knapp (p.271) further writes that Max Müller also expressed the same sentiment in a letter to the Duke of Argyll, who was then the Secretary of State for India: “India has been conquered once, but India must be conquered again and the second conquest should be by education.”

				Fortunately for Hindus, but unfortunately for the BEIC, Hindus used to get real education about their culture, religion and history through their millennia-old oral traditions, which could be polluted or corrupted neither by pen, nor by formal education.

				The BEIC’s end objective was “to subvert Hinduism and whatever was left of Vedic culture.” It did not succeed. This was to be achieved through education. But the British Government of India did not promote education. On the contrary, the BEIC economically exploited India and created utter poverty. Most Indians could not buy education, and thus it increased illiteracy. Their strategy – outsourcing goods manufactured in England, which were made out of the raw material imported from India at bottom low prices, and exporting the finished products back to India at much higher prices – backfired against their plan to make Hindustan a Christian country through education. The mass illiteracy – as thus produced by utter poverty, created by British uncivilized colonial exploitation – prevented them from reading ungodly things, taught in schools and colleges. Definitely yes, the mini minority of the educated elite echelon got misguided and brainwashed. Ironically they remained illiterate of their own culture, thus aloof from the mainstream. On the other side, the wide majority of English-illiterates remained immune to colonial anti-cultural virus, and thus became paradoxically more educated about own culture and religion, and also about the science and art of Hindu living through their oral traditions. The BEIC was disappointed by Britain greed, thus fed by its uncivilized economic exploitation.

				 

				Are missionaries blessed by God?

				 

				Poverty did help missionaries – not that much, as was expected by the BEIC, in its mission to convert poor Indians by its baits of free education and health services. In my opinion, their mission (conversions) is insult of God, because it deprives Him of His supremacy over all human beings, irrespective of their various religious affinities. If God is only one, the Christian God can not be different from the Hindu God. Missionary, it seems, denies God of His global providence, by challenging the worldwide conviction that there is only one God. There are no Gods as many as religions. Only the difference is that different religions suggest different paths to Him. It is His greatness that He is democratic and secular. He doesn’t dictate what path His devotees should take.

				 

				Changing religion is painful: God doesn’t like

				 

				God knows that it is very painful for any body to sell his/her religion. Converts have been obliged to live whole life with constant painful conscience-bites. The charity, which demands some thing in return, is not charity in its true sense. It is a deceitful, and sinful trade, God doesn’t approve. Missionaries don’t care, because they don’t know, or they don’t want to know what God wants.

				 

				Change of the name of a country: Disconnects its heritage

				 

				Colonial governments, in order to completely erase the heritage of the colonized people, changed names of their colonized countries and the names of their mountains, rivers, lakes, etc which may remind the natives of their culture. Ganga has been changed to Ganges, Sindhu to Indus, Lake Mansarover to Lake Mapam Yutso, Gandhar to Kandahar, Pryaag to Allahabad, etc. Pakistan changed the name of ‘Ram Baug’ in Karachi to ‘Araam Baug’. Ram Baug would have opened the window to the Ramayana. I remember my childhood playful times in Ram Baug, when we were in Sindh before it became Pakistan.

				Max Müller, in his book ‘India: What can it teach us?’, has written that the ancient names of the rivers of the Vedic Bharat have been changed. Historians, in most cases, have not given in parentheses, their original name. Thus history, particularly of ancient India, has been obscured and confused. This has been more adversely affected because of the attitude of indifference or helplessness on the part of Hindu historians towards history. Lieut. Col. F. Wilford – in the section ‘On the Ancient Geography of India’ (Asiatic Researches, vol. XIV, pp.374-376) of the Asiatic Society of Bengal’s research series, led by William Jones (1746-94) – says that some Puranas have information about the names of some mansions, geographical tracts, mountains, rivers, etc., but without any explanations about them. Wilford also describes his difficulties and frustrations in collecting relevant data, mainly because of lack of adequate cooperation from Pundits and Hindu historians.

				If Wilford had received full cooperation and if historians, over the years, referred to the ancient names of the rivers and towns in addition to their respective modern names, we would have been able to get clearer picture of the history of the ancient India’s geographical spread. The history of ancient India, thus, has been erroneous and obscured. It has been infected with several misrepresentations and gaps. My question is: “What was the colonial intention behind changing the names of the places of cultural significance? Would Britain allow any body to change names of their cities, rivers, mountains, etc.?

				A book, entitled as ‘Five Thousand Years of Pakistan’, was published in 1950 when Pakistan was only three years old, and Islam about 1500 years. Most of the pages of the book talk about Muslim dynasties, tombs, forts, Masjids, etc. Pakistan is shrewd. It got it authored by R. E. M. Wheeler, Archeological Advisor to the Government of Pakistan, and sometimes Director General of Archeology in India. It got it published by the Royal India and Pakistan Society, London. But inside, it clearly shows its ethno-political agenda. In the Preface, Fazlur Rahman, the then Minister of Commerce and Education, Govt. of Pakistan writes:

				 

				“It (the book) includes one of the great civilizations of Asia – the Indus Civilization of the third and second millennia B.C.; it shares with the borderland of Afghanistan the primarily glory of that remarkable and individual Buddhist art which flowered there in and after the second century A.D.”

				 

				There is no mention of Hindu art or literature. Rahman mentions Pakistan’s border only with Afghanistan, but not with Hindustan. By the way, the Indus Valley civilization is 4500 years old or even much older.

				Rahman further writes in the Preface:

				 

				“Its achievements after the arrival of Islam, extended from the tiled mosques of Tatta to the Moghul fortress of Lahore and the Chhota Sona Masjid of Gaur, are more vividly familiar. The story of these things is worth telling, in every school and university of the land. The heritage of Pakistan must be kept alive if the future is to grow strongly and healthily out of it. It will be no good to tie new leaves on to dead tree.”

				 

				I would like the readers note the last line: “It will be no good to tie new leaves on to dead tree.” For Rahman, the history of the Hindu (Vedic) heritage of the Indus Valley civilization, is the dead tree. Then, why should the Indus Valley civilization be considered the heritage of Pakistan? I hate to write all this about the book. But, it becomes necessary to explain the way the conquerors or the new occupiers highlight their culture by erasing the culture of the conquered. In a way, Pakistanis may be right to claim their heritage connected with the Indus Valley civilization, because most of them are converts. I don’t blame Pakistanis. They should be commended for their patriotism. Pakistan has been doing lot of writing about the glory of the Indus Valley civilization – Mohenjodaro and Harappa – to present it as the heritage of Pakistanis.

				 

				Original names of colonized countries: Drowned deep in History

				 

				The original names of the countries, India ruled over in ancient times, have been drowned into the ocean of history too deep to emerge to the surface. They have been changed or disfigured. The countries in Central Asia, just in north-west of India, with their names suffixed with ‘stan’ or ‘istan’ – Baluchistan, Afghanistan, Tadzhistan (Tajikistan), Turkmenistan, Turkistan or Turkestan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan, etc. – could be historically associated with ancient India. ‘Sthan’ is a Sanskrit word. Like Pakistan, they also could be part of India. History needs to research their originality and antiquity. Lot of information about Afghanistan’s relationship with India is given in the Chapter Six, ‘Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture’. I have been able to secure some information about few other countries – Tadzhikistan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, etc. – to show distant connection of their heritage with ancient Indo-Aryan (Hindu) culture.

				 

				Tadzhikistan

				 

				J. P. Mallory, in ‘In Search of Indo-Europeans’ (1989, p.53), writes that the archeological records indicate expression of Indo-Iranian and Indo-Aryan rituals in Kirghiziastan and Tadzhikistan:

				 

				“Indeed, it is in the eastern Andronovo variants such as the Bishkent culture of south Tadzhikistan that one encounters again the probable expression of Indo-Iranian ritual in the archeological record. At the cemetery of Tulkhar, male burials were provided with small rectangular hearths, reminiscent of the typical Ahavaniya, the rectangular fire-altar of early Indic priests, while females were provided round hearths, comparable to the Garhapatya, the female-associated hearth fire of the Indo-Aryan house.”

				 

				The word ‘Garhapatya’ seems to have its origin in Sanskrit.

				 

				Kazakhstan

				 

				Most of its socio-cultural elements, as described by Dr. Alma Kunanbay, an anthropologist and ethnographer, in her book ‘The Soul of Kazakhstan’ (2001)[120], seem to be similar to those of Hinduism. On page 60, Dr. Kunanbay talks about close relationship of Kazakhs with nature and their response to nature’s influences. She also discusses their veneration of mountains, caves, rivers, and lakes. She mentions that the Kazakhs worshipped deities of fire, sky, earth, water, and fertility. It is surprising to see that the name of the protectress of fertility “Umay” very closely compares to ‘Uma’, wife of Shiva, the Hindu god of fertility (Shiva Lingam). Dr. Kunanbay describes the burning incense at a sacred place (p.72), solar deities (Surya Devta), and “Mother Earth” (p.53), and describes Kazakhstan, as “the spiritual cradle”. Spirituality and knowledge (gyan) have been significant ingredients of the Kazakhstan’s philosophy which are similar to those of the Vedic (Hindu) philosophy. Their reverence of fire is incorporated into many rites and rituals, identical to the Vedic (Hindu) rituals. All these seem similar to Hindu religious rituals and philosophy.

				 

				Turkmenistan

				 

				Dr..Poonai, in his book ‘Origin of Civilization and Language’ (p.66), writes that excavations at the site of Anou on the plains of Turkmenistan have revealed that early emigrants from the Indus valley had settled there.

				We know ancient Vedic connection of Pakistan, Baluchistan, and Afghanistan. All this evidences presence of Vedic Indo-Aryans in most Central Asian ‘istan’ countries.

				Iran was the land of Aryans. Its name Persia was after the name Parsooram, warrior with axe of the Mahabharata. For other countries, India culturally and some administratively colonized, please, read the chapter, Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture.

				 

				Missionaries in India

				 

				Max Müller, Sir William Jones, Macaulay, etc., missionaries in disguise, were deputed to India by the BEIC as Sanskrit scholars. They translated some ancient Hindu scriptures – Vedas, Upanishads, and other literature like Shakuntala. It is not definite if they themselves did. Some say they couldn’t even if they wanted to, because the content of the Vedic philosophy, contained in the scriptures, was too intricate and heavy for foreigners who had limited knowledge of Sanskrit and little ethno-sentimental affinity with the content in the Vedic scriptures. It is said they might have hired poor English-knowing Brahmins. They financially lured them to interpret the Vedas the way they wanted to. Moreover, how they could be objective when these scholars came, rather were sent to India with heavy biased mind and with an already well preplanned missionary agenda to misinterpret the Vedic philosophical orientations.

				Sir William Jones and other western scholars didn’t respect the historical facts given in the Hindu scriptures including Vedas, saying they were myths and product of the sentiments and subjectivity of Hindus.

				Implicit as well as explicit contradictions are evident in what different historians have said about the Vedas, their age, authorship, and even philosophy. According to them, the Vedas were composed by invading Aryans, not by the then natives of ancient India. Then, where is the question of the sentiments and subjectivity of Hindus, the natives of India who didn’t compose the Vedas?

				 

				Colonial ink: Global and too thick to get erased

				 

				Histories have been written by the victors, the colonialists. Their pen had colonial power to write what they wanted to, with the purpose to infuse in the Indian psyche ethnic inferiority complex, by projecting that the European culture is superior. They succeeded to some extent. Impressions, implanted by the first histories, become too deep and too hard to get erased. Post-independence sixty three years do not seem to be enough for the nation – particularly for India had been under the bondage for over a millennium – to wake up from the colonial soothing anesthesia.

				This has happened not only with the history of India, but also with the histories of several other countries, colonized by the West. Peter B. Clarke (ed.), in ‘The World’s Religions’ (1993, p. 123), writes:

				 

				“In the area of doctrine, problem arose in the 19th century, when European scholars began to translate and interpret Zoroastrian texts, challenging the traditional view of them. As a result, various reform movements were founded in Bombay, and still remain at variance with one another.”

				 

				Zoroastrians (Parsees) as well as Indians couldn’t raise their voice against the mighty colonialists. As the time passed, most of the people of new generation have started seeing wrongs in the history.

				Zoroastrians, known as Parsees in India, immigrated into India in about 9th or 10th century A.D. to escape religious persecution in their native country Iran. They feel pain recalling what had happened to their society. Bharat (India) has given a heart-felt-welcome-home to all – Jews, Parsees (Persians), Buddhists from Tibet, and others – who needed shelter. Hindustan has not coerced them to change their religion, on the contrary has encouraged them to preserve it, and provided them with constitutional protection. Some, not many Jews have migrated back to Israel, after it got securely established as the Jewish nation.

				 

				Vedas, Shastras, Epics: Mythology, not History?

				 

				Western scholars view the Vedas as mythology, product of sentimental subjectivity of Hindus. Paradoxically, the same scholars claim that the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans, not by the original Hindus of India. Contradiction is apparent. Fortunately, some post-colonial European historians have come out to tell truth and cry about the abuse, the histories of the European colonies have suffered.

				 

				
The Vedas: The History of the World and India

				 

				It is a happy surprise that the same Max Müller, who once said that the Vedas are mythology, has said later in his last book ‘India: What Can It teach Us?’ (1999, p.139), that the Vedas are more primitive than any other document and they give lot of historical data. They give us trustworthy information of a period in the history of human thought of which we knew absolutely nothing before the discovery of the Vedas.

				Max Müller[121], in ‘History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature’ (p.557), has said: “In the Rig Veda we shall have before us more real antiquity than in all the inscriptions of Egypt or Ninevah. … the Veda is the oldest book in existence.” In the same book (p. 63), Max Müller also has noted:

				“The Veda has a two-fold interest. It belongs to the history of the world and to the history of India. In the history of the world the Veda fills a gap which no literary work in any other language could fill. It carries us back to times of which we have no records anywhere.”

				 

				It gives lot of pain to the students of the Indian history to find that colonially brainwashed native historians have failed to objectively research and rewrite true history of their ancient nation. They, like European scholars, think that the Vedas, Upanishads, Shastras, Epics, etc are mere mythology. Thus colonial bosses got an opportunity to write whatever they thought would divide Indians on lines of North Indians as Aryans, and South Indians as Dravidians. They also have written that Sanskrit came to India from outside and the Vedas were composed, not by the native Hindus, but by the alleged invading Aryans. All this has infused in Hindus ethnic inferiority complex.

				 

				Mythology, as perceived by Germans

				 

				It is worth examining what Germans feel about mythology. William L. Shirer, in his ‘The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich’ (1959, 1960, p.102), writes that Hitler reiterated in his monologue that ‘Tristan and Isolde’ was Wagner’s masterpiece, and it was inspired by the great German epic myth, Nibelungenlied, “that gave Germany and especially the Third Reich so much of its primitive Germanic mythos.” He further reiterates the significance of mythology:

				 

				“Often a people’s myths are the highest and truest expression of its spirit and culture, and no where is this more true than in Germany.”

				 

				According to Shirer, Schelling believed:

				 

				“a nation comes into existence with its mythology. … The unity of its thinking, which means a collective philosophy, [is] presented in its mythology; therefore its mythology contains the fate of the nation.”

				 

				Mythology means the same for Hindus as said about mythology for Germans. In my opinion, whatever was said prior to the concept of history has been termed as mythology. However, mythology has lot of history. There are some who would not hesitate even to designate a historical event as mythology and vice versa. The line between mythology and history is too thin to completely curb historical trespassing. Historians are left free, to trespass. The border is being crossed over both ways – mythology → history→ mythology – by historians depending on their own individual perspectives.

				 

				History: Legends & Mythology

				 

				Herbert J. Muller, in ‘The Loom of History’ (1958, p.3), has said about the legends and myths, as true history:

				 

				“More important, the myths and legends are true history as the records of the mind of ancient peoples. They yield insights into prehistoric customs and beliefs, the growth of more civilized aspirations, and finally the realization of conscious ideals.”

				 

				Herbert Muller has correctly described legends and myths, as significant sources of historical facts. How could Jones adequately, objectively and accurately write history about Hindus by discarding their ancient scriptures, as mythology? Hindu legends – like those of the Greeks, the Romans, and the Germans – are not completely mythological. Most of the content of religious scriptures contains historical facts. The song or poetry sung by the fan would naturally be hyperbolic in praise of the act of his/her hero/heroine; but the act will be fact in its essence. It will be insensitively cruel to consider the act as a myth because of its exaggerated praise by a fan. The feelings and the sentiments, writers and poets would have for their heroes, should not be blamed for exaggerations. They should be thanked for the facts they have given for historians to reconstruct an objective and reliable history for next generations.

				If Sir William Jones complains that eastern cultures have used their mythology and fantasy in explaining their origins, why then did he think that Judeo-Christian tradition was an exception? Is the theory, that whole humanity descended from the couple ‘Adam and Eve’, not hopelessly obscured in the mists of mythology and fantasy? It will be hard for any sensible person to believe that the global humanity has its heritage only in ‘Adam and Eve’ who were sent down on earth by God only about a few millenniums back. Jews and Christians have right to adore their mythology. So let Hindus celebrate their mythologies. The civilized people, who have respect for their own mythologies, should have respect for mythologies of other peoples.

				The concept of “science” came much later. Mythology, in general, is viewed as a product of fantasy. In my opinion, mythology is what is written in pre-history times. So it would be wrong to define mythology as a story of only myths. Almost all mythologies, in my opinion, have lot of grains of historical truths, which, when hyperboled, project themselves as mythologies. There is no society without its own mythologies and legends. In fact, they are needed as a source of definition of own identity and identification of heritage. Scholars, particularly western (several, not all), should develop ethnic sensitivity towards other cultures by monitoring their own ethno-cultural biases, particularly negative. It is the responsibility of historians to objectively sift myths from facts.

				 

				Ignorance of Indian mythology: Ignorance of India’s global role

				 

				Gene D. Matlock, in “India Once Ruled the Americas” (2000, p.170), remarks about the significance of mythology:

				 

				“The one and only reason why we don’t know about India’s true role in human history is our self-imposed ignorance of Indian mythology, history, and traditions!”

				 

				He also seems to subtly taunt the historians who think they know all and resist admitting that every mythology gives history of its people:

				 

				“The person who claims to know every thing, or even a lot, is more unforgivably ignorant and stupid than he who honestly admits that he knows nothing yet as he should know.”

				 

				Better for historian to know well what he/she is writing about.

				 

				Historian’s biases and ignorance: The worst enemies of history

				 

				As a matter of fact, in the ancient prehistory period, legends were customary ways of recording history. Legends of others are hard, even for a great scholar, to appropriately understand the history in them, particularly for one who does not have adequate understanding of the culture of the people he is writing about. It would be harder for the scholar who is subjective and ethnically biased. Good scholar needs to have respect for and sensitivity to the culture of the people he/she is writing about. Professional integrity expects that historian needs to be culturally unbiased and prejudice-free. Historian’s ignorance of and bias against other cultures are the worst enemies of the history. What Smith said about the Pandvas would explain it:

				 

				“The other features (of the Mahabharata) are clearly non-Aryan, notably the polyandry of the Pandavas who all shared the one wife, Drupadi, after the manner of the Tibetans and certain other Himalayan tribes in the present day. The name Pandava means pale face, and the conjecture seems to be legitimate that the sons of Pandu have been representatives of a yellow-tinted Himalayan, non-Aryan tribe, which practiced polyandry.”

				 

				Before writing this, Smith should have known that Pandavas were one of the most civilized royal families of the times. Pandavas did not have custom of polyandry. This was the only instance of polyandry in the Mahabharata age. An unfortunate incident was responsible for this uncivilized act of polyandry, unfamiliar not only to this great royal family, but also to the whole Hindu society right from its birth. Raja Drupad, according to the royal custom, arranged Swayamvar (Swayam = self + var = husband) for his daughter Drupadi, to enable her to select husband of her choice. Eligible and appropriate princes were invited to compete in an extra-difficult feat to win the bride. In this case, they had to arrow-shoot the eye of a fish, hanging from a tree over a clear water pool, by only looking at the image of the fish in the water. Only Arjuna, one of the five Pandu brothers, did it successfully. Arjuna was considered expert in arrow shooting. He got Drupadi. She reserved her right to reject Arjuna if she did not like him, and choose some one else of her liking.

				On his return to his home, Arjuna jubilantly shouted at the door, “Maa, I have a great gift for you!.” His mother Kunti, without knowing what he was talking about, said: “Share, with your brothers.” In those days, children, out of respect for their mother, did not feel right to argue back. “Obey your parents, especially mother” was more religious than the religion itself. He did what his mother told. I feel it was stupid. In present times, it looks ridiculous and unbelievable. Whatever it was, but it was not their custom. The five husbands lived strictly according to the clear-cut rules were set for such strange situation. Neither the Pandu family nor the society had any prior knowledge of polyandry. Smith should have spent a few minutes to talk to some one to know about this incident and the feelings of Hindus about it. Some western scholars think it is their right to interpret such culturally foreign situations from their own limited and biased perspectives. No, it is not the right of any historian to subjectively interpret a situation, particularly of unknown and unfamiliar culture, without knowing it fully, including its related circumstances. Culturally, the West is different from the East. No one thought, nor does any one think, that what, the Pandavas did, was right. But, they have high regard for Arjuna as an obedient son and as a great warrior. History is full of incidents showing that great people do stupid things. Smith would have criticized the incident as anti-social and uncivilized. But it was professionally wrong on his part to describe that one incident as the custom.

				 

				Should one write the history of others?

				 

				This incident gives rise to the question: “Should one write the history of others?” Because of cultural biases and ignorance, it would be unprofessional to write the history of the people, other than own, without adequately and respectfully consulting their scriptures. Unconsciously inter-ethnic comparative biases would creep in. Historians are human beings. The historian should have identification with and adequate knowledge of the culture of the people, he is writing the history of. History is a story of a family, an organization, a company, or of a nation. It would not be accurate if it is written by some body who is not closely acquainted with the country and its culture he/she is writing about. I get surprised to see a history of India written by a European historian who has not lived in India, and who has little knowledge about India, and little feel of Indianness. He collects information from the books, many authored by those who, like him, are ignorant of or partially knowledgeable about India and its customs. They copy the content they read, subjectively from European perspectives.

				Sorry to say that some scholars, particularly colonial, have ethnic superiority complex in regard to most Asian and African cultures. Histories penned by such historians are bound to be subjective and ethnically biased. May be the colonial lords did not give them correct facts, or they told them what to write and how. Several colonial histories are the witness. Their ignorance and contradictions are seen floating on their content like oil on fried food.

				Max Müller sees Vedas as a source of knowledge about the ancient history of India:

				 

				“I maintain that to every body who cares for himself, for his ancestors, for his history, for his intellectual development, study of the Vedic literature is indispensable.”

				 

				Unfortunately, Max Müller’s belief in the Aryan invasion of India contradicts his assertion that Arya-avarta (Aryabhoomi, Aryadesha, India) is the original home of Aryans. Such contradictions, and more so, in writings of celebrated scholars, confuse the students as well as the teachers of history.

				European historians have shortened the ages of the Rig Veda and the Hindu Epics. They write that the Vedas were composed in about 1,000 B.C., or even later. They also write that the Vedas were composed by the alleged invading Aryans, not by the then native Hindus, despite their knowledge that the Rig Veda has hymns talking about the life on the banks of the Sarasvati River, which dried up in 1900 B.C. Historians know that the word “Arya” has appeared in several Rig Veda hymns to prove that Aryans were already in India prior to alleged invasion in 1500 B.C. Yet, they continue talking about Aryan invasion.

				How could Sanskrit, the language of the Rig Veda, be imported? It seems historians knowingly write that Sanskrit was brought in by the alleged invading Aryans. Historians have been unable to tell from which country had Sanskrit as its native language. They have done all this only to validate their ill-based theory of ‘Aryan invasion of India’.

				In order to validate what they have said about Sanskrit, they created another ill-based theory of ‘Indo-European Family of languages’ (IE). Based on some philological resemblances between Sanskrit and European languages, they have theorized that some time in very remote past, the speakers of Sanskrit, Latin and Greek lived under the same roof, along with their mother, hypothetically known as PIE. They have not been able to find its name, nor a piece of its text. How can they find the name of the language which was never spoken? They call it Proto-Indo-European (PIE). Details about the IE and PIE are given in the Chapter Three: ‘The Indo-European Family: Too Diverse to be One’.

				Seeing such historical mess, the colonial historians got opportunity to create confusion around the authorship of the Vedas, and the origins of Aryans, Sanskrit, and the Swastika. By the way, such historical mess was created by none but the colonial historians themselves to pursue their missionary agenda.

				It becomes apparent that these historians seem to have understood history completely opposite to what it should be. History is supposed to be a true story of a people, supported by well-proven facts. They have been successful in crafting confusion by distorting the dates of significant events related to the ancient history of Bharat, the West envied the glory of. It seems, European scholars have knowingly ignored the facts they did not like as written in the Vedic scriptures, saying that they are mythological and not historically worth believing. They forget their claim that the Vedas were composed by the invading Aryans, not by the original natives of India. Then, how could the Vedas be mythology? It is rightly said that thief leaves behind some thing to be identified by.

				 As said above that the West envied the East. Because of that, all this literary thievery, ironically by professional historians. Do they know what Gobineau[122] has said about Aryans and White race? Gobineau believed:

				 

				“The jewel of the white race was the Aryan, this illustrious human family, the noblest among the white race whose origin he traced back to Central Asia.”

				 

				It is a historically proven fact, even endorsed by Max Müller, that none but Arya-avarta (Bharat, India) is the original abode of Aryans (See the Chapter Three, ‘Return of Aryans to, not Invasion of India’). Then, how could the White Europeans be Aryans? It is surprising to see that what Britishers did in India. They came as traders and then established their kingdom. Aryans had done exactly the same in Central Asia. Europeans, it seems, learnt this from the Aryans.

				V. Gordon Childe, in What Happened in History (1942, p.13), expressed his concern against the western historians:

				 

				“Western history contains a very patchy and incomplete record of what mankind has accomplished in parts of the world during last five thousand years. The period surveyed is at best about one hundredth part of the time during which men have been active on our planet The picture presented is frankly chaotic; it is hard to recognize in it any unifying pattern, any directional trends. Archaeology surveys a period a hundred times as long.”

				 

				Childe (The Aryans, p.30) remarks:

				 

				“The Indians’ language approximates most closely to that of Mitanni documents and has been preserved from a remote date in the hymns of the Rigveda. This priceless document also furnishes precious historical data.”

				 

				It is shocking to know that even in present times of openness and transparency, historians don’t seem to be as professional as they are expected to be. History, some times, is written in vague and broad terms rather than in specific, to let the reader helplessly wonder what people and what language the author is referring to. The following quote from ‘The Science Times Book of Archaeology’ (1999, p. 45), ed. by Nicholas Wade, will explain what I am talking about:

				 

				“Among the charioteers of the steppes, the pattern was much the same. Aryan-speaking charioteers, sweeping in from the north in about 1500 B.C., probably dealt the death blow to the ancient Indus Valley civilization. But a few centuries later, by the time the Aryans compiled the Rig Veda their collection of hymns and religious texts, the chariot had been transformed to a vehicle of ancient gods and heroes.”

				 

				It is hard to understand what Wade is talking about. If, ‘Sanskrit-speaking’ was used instead of ‘Aryan-speaking’, and if the names of gods were given, it would have been clear to the reader about whom Wade was talking. Then it would have awakened the historian to realize how Sanskrit-speaking worshippers of those Hindu gods could be foreigners to India, and why they would invade their own country.

				Wade further writes:

				 

				“Chariot technology, Dr. Muhly noted, seems to have left an imprint on Indo-European languages and could help solve the enduring puzzle of where they originated. All of the technical terms connected with wheels, spokes, chariots and horses are represented in the early Indo-European vocabulary, the common root of nearly all modern European languages as well as those of Iran and India.”

				 

				If the specific language – of chariot-related technology including the specific technical terms for wheels, spokes, chariots and horses – was given instead of the broad-based “Indo-European”, the originality of the charioteers would have not been a puzzle. The scholarship of the historians is expected to identify the specific language of the charioteers (Sanskrit), rather than the name of the family (IE) it is a member of. It seems the historians themselves did not have clear knowledge about the charioteers and their originality. Thus ignorance of the historians or their vagueness has created confusion.

				History, in its real sense, should be such which can be understood by masses, even less educated. But, the way the above text has been worded, it would be difficult for even well-educated person to understand what the historian is talking about. I feel, I wish I am wrong, that scholars feel shy of giving credit, even legitimate, to the people of India, particularly Hindus. Aryans were Hindus and Hindus are Aryans. But the word ‘Aryan’ has been historically defined and perceived too vague and broad-based, thus too confusing.

				History should not be vague to confuse its readers. History should be a story of a specific people, during a specific time. One vague history, like a story or a gossip, can create an endless chain of corrupted histories. Thus library shelves are crowded with books by amateur historians. The history, though a story of proven facts, can be corrupted by an institution with power – financial or political – as the British East India Company (BEIC) had been. It seems the BEIC did hire scholars to write history of India according to the guide lines, as given to them.

				The first history – of the helpless colonized people, created and supported by the colonial power – has an un-erasable print. It gets enormous shelf-space in libraries, public as well as university. First historical convictions, like old habits, die hard. Budding historians, who do not have political support, nor enough resources to do related research to be able to rebut what colonial stalwart historians have written. Moreover, their books are published by renowned publishers, and western scholars have political as well as literary clout in universities. Under their shadow, domestic scholars have been getting away with literary murders by blindly repeating what some of the colonial scholars like Sir William Jones and Max Müller have written, without undertaking appropriate research to check the reliability and validity of their theories.

				Thus, several scholars – even professors at renowned universities – write history as based on what they read, as written by others. Thus, by multiple chain effect, several corrupt histories of ancient India have been current, with absurd, even self-contradicting facts at their base. They have unrestricted liberty, generously given to them by the Indian indifference to history, particularly on the part of all the post-independence governments of India, right from Nehru’s until present. In such situation, thesis can be easily based on erroneous facts, endorsed by early celebrated scholars. This has given rise to several irresponsible unethical historians who seem to hate, but tolerate the bites by their professional conscience. The colonial historians were very well compensated for the sale of their professional integrity. The opportunity of the missionary service, weighted by heavy financial gifts, was attractive compensation.

				It seems the two inter-twined theories – “The Indo-European family of languages” and “Aryan Invasion of India” – were created. by the BEIC, guided by its missionary agenda to confuse Hindus about the originality of Aryans and their relationship with the Vedas and Sanskrit. I feel that the confusion, created by Sir William Jones and Max Müller, will be liquidated with the help of their later corrected perspectives on Aryans, Vedas, Sanskrit and Swastika, the four basic elements of the ancient Hindu (Indian) history.

				The ‘North-South rift’, as created by the theory of Aryan invasion, is getting increasingly diluted with the passage of time. The two apparently visible factors – difference of complexion, and differential affinity of Sanskrit with North Indian and South Indian languages – have been difficult to deal with to convince the world that both the North Indians and Dravidians are native Aryans of India.

				In the Table in the Chapter Five, ‘Dravidians are Aryans: Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages’, about one hundred fifty Sanskrit and Dravidian words of common use are given side-by-side to show that there is significant philological correspondence between Sanskrit and the four South Indian Dravidian languages. It is higher than the affinity between Latin and Greek, and much more than Sanskrit has with its alleged IE European sisters Latin and Greek. If Sanskrit can be a sister of Latin and Greek on the basis of scanty philological resemblances, then why not can North and South Indian languages be sisters?

				History is expected to give exact facts – not vague guesses, qualified by ‘perhaps’, ‘probably’, ‘may be’, etc. – about some significant past events pertaining to a particular people, country, or person. Historian is supposed to find well-proven historical facts to support his thesis, before he writes. Historian should not write any thing which suggests multiple inferences and/or conflicting assertions. The following piece from ‘The Hindu World: An Encyclopedic Survey of Hindus’ (vol. I, p. 70), about Aryans, would tell what I am talking about:

				 

				“In fact, it is not certain whether any of the seven principal rivers referred to in the Rig-Veda were in India at all. The Rig-Veda is as much a product of Persia as of India.”

				 

				Was it difficult for the writers of the Encyclopedia to find out the facts related to the seven rivers and the Rig Veda? Could they not find out where those seven rivers were? Did they not know that the Vedas including the Rig-Veda were composed by Vedic (Hindu) Rishis? The Encyclopedia writes:

				 

				“Coming to their respective pantheons, we find that most of the major Hindu deities, where they have not been taken over from the aborigines, are ultimately Iranian or Middle Eastern. Prof. Apte has pointed out that ‘among the Aryans, Varuna, Mitra and Aryaman are Indo-Aryan in origin’” (X, p.368).

				 

				How could Hindu deities, some or all, be Iranian or Middle Eastern? Historians are supposed to be particular and specific. Better to say ‘Hindus’, not ‘Indo-Iranian’. History tells that in remote ancient times, Iran was a part of India, and that Iranians and Hindus lived together as one people. History also evidences that Hindus had gone to Middle Eastern countries including Asia Minor, where they had established their kingdoms. If those Hindus, while in the Middle East, recited Vedic hymns, their deities should not be considered Middle Eastern. They – Varuna, Mitra, and Aryaman, etc.– are Hindu gods of ‘Indian’ origin.

				The term ‘Aryan’ would be more specific than the broad-based term ‘Indo-Aryan’. The term ‘Indo-Aryan’ may suggest that there are Aryans other than the Aryans of India. There is no country other than India which has or had Aryans as its natives. There are no Aryans other than the Aryans of India.

				Contradicting perspectives of various historians on thr ‘Aryans’ have complicated the identity and the originality of Aryans, to the extent that historians themselves have been groping in dark to see the true identity and originality of the Aryans.

				Contradictions – as shown in this book, not only among various scholars, but even within one-and-the-same author, some times on the same page in the same paragraph – confuse readers. Historians would not do it unless they have some political, missionary, or East-West ethno-cultural agenda, or may be their ignorance. Contradictions are cleverly interwoven in the text with vague assertions, some times qualified by the terms: ‘probably’, ‘perhaps’, ‘mostly’, ‘about’, etc.

				 

				India: Infinitely absorbent like the ocean

				 

				According to Jawaharlal Nehru,[123] several other races – Iranians, Parthians, Greeks, Bactrians, Scythians, Huns, Turks – came to India before Islam and got absorbed. Nehru cites Dodwell who remarked that India was “infinitely absorbent like the ocean”. I think that they got ethno-culturally and lingually absorbed, perhaps, because they were few in number.

				 

				India has retained her vitality and has been rejuvenating herself

				 

				Nehru was surprised to see how these races were culturally absorbed in a caste-ridden society:

				 

				“It is odd to think of India, with her caste system and exclusiveness, having this astonishing inclusive capacity to absorb foreign races and cultures. Perhaps it was due to this that she retained her vitality and rejuvenated herself from time to time. The Moslems, when they came, were also powerfully affected by her.”

				 

				Thus, despite several assaults – external as well as internal – India has survived and has been rejuvenating by enriching and beautifying herself with new flowers of different ideas and philosophies from other cultures.

				 

				All religions, in a ‘GIVE & TAKE’ Relationship in India

				 

				All religions – Hinduism, Jainism, Buddhism, Judaism, Zoroastrianism, Christianity, Islam, Sikhism and Sufism – have been flourishing in India by the ‘Give & Take’ relationship among them. Effective democracy has been providing conducive environment and sense of oneness. According to Hinduism, diversity is beauty not disunity. Several countries have been Islamized, but Hindustan, despite Muslim rule for over a thousand years could not be Islamized, only because of openness and mutual sharing by which both have been enriched, as said by Nehru on the preceding page: “The Moslems, when they came, were also powerfully affected by her (Hindustan).”

				Nehru (1946, p.74) cites Vincent Smith:

				 

				“‘The foreigners (Muslim Turks)’, like their forerunners, the Sakas and the Yueh-chi, universally yielded to the wonderful assimilative power of Hinduism, and rapidly became Hinduised.”

				 

				By the word ‘Hinduised’, Smith meant that Muslims were socio-culturally influenced by Hinduism, or one can say that they got assimilated or they culturally mainstreamed. But, they retained their religion intact.

				In India, from ancient times, Parsees, Jews, Buddhists, Muslims, and Christians have been allowed to retain their religion. Early Iranians, Parthians, Greeks, Bactrians, Scythians, Huns, Turks might have been religiously absorbed, as explained earlier, that they might have been immigrants in insignificant numbers. Even in present times, Hinduism does not believe in conversion. Hindutva, in my opinion, is being politically misinterpreted as Hinduism. Hindutva is not Hinduism. Hindutva is national ethos of Hindustan, equivalent to Bharatiyata of Bharat, Indian-ness of India, Americanism of America or Englishness of England.

				Dr. K. M. Munshi, the founder of the Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, complains about the professional integrity of the historians. In FOREWORD to Majumdar’s ‘The History and Culture of the Indian People’ (1951, pp.7-12), remarks that the true history of India – which may unfold the values of Indians which have inspired them – is still to be written. He complains about reliability of the histories penned by British historians.

				Dr. Munshi remarks that history is defective and that history does not give us “the real India”. He (p.9) writes about the dishonesty in the history of the Early Medieval India:

				 

				“So high an authority as Dr. Maulānā Nadvi, in his Presidential Address at the “Early Medieval India” section of the Seventh Session of the Indian History Congress, expressed the verdict of modern scholars, that both the selection and translation of these extracts have not been honest. But unfortunately, Elliot’s volumes became the source-book for most of our modern histories of Medieval India. As a result, they do not present a true picture of India’s past, nor do they explain how Indians resisted the Turks, Afghan and Mughal incursions.”

				 

				Dr. Munshi (p.9) tells how British scholars always tried to down the morale of Hindus and infuse in them inferiority complex. He writes that generation after generation, during their school or college career, Hindus were told about successive foreign invasions of the country, but historians remained tongue-tied over India’s victories. Hindus were taught to decry their social system, but books remained silent about how a synthesis of political, social, economic and cultural forces developed tenacity in the people to survive catastrophic changes for millennia. He says history doesn’t tell how the Hindu society protected life and culture in times of difficulty by its conservative strength. He praises the characteristic cultural elasticity has helped Hindus to keep pace with the changing times and continue to gather vitality to enable the national culture to adjust its central ideas to new conditions.

				 

				Missionaries and History

				 

				In India too, in 19th century Christian missionaries, particularly Max Müller, Sir William Jones and Lord Macaulay were brought in India by The British East India Company (BEIC) to distort the history of India by misinterpreting Vedic scriptures. Lot of damage has been done to the history in different ways – by changing the names of the cities, rivers, mountains, etc., and by restricting teaching of Sanskrit and study of its scriptures in schools and colleges, and empting library shelves of the books related to Vedic religion and culture, particularly by most Muslim rulers. I remember in pre-partition Sindh, only few schools were teaching Sanskrit. In Sindh, I had Persian in high school and later in college too. I did not know the name of Sanskrit, as a language.

				Thus history, particularly of ancient India, has been obscured and confused. This has been more adversely affected because of the attitude of indifference towards history on the part of sleeping Hindu historians. Lieut. Col. F. Wilford, in the Asiatic Society of Bengal’s Research Series, led by Sir William Jones (1746-94), section: “On the Ancient Geography of India” (Vol. XIV, pp.374-376), says that Puranas have information about the names of some mansions, geographical tracts, mountains, rivers, etc., but without any explanation about them. Wilford also describes his difficulties and frustrations in collecting relevant data, mainly because of lack of adequate cooperation from Pundits and Hindu historians.

				If Wilford had received adequate cooperation and if historians, over the years, referred to the ancient names of the rivers and towns in addition to their respective modern names, we would have been able to get a clearer picture of the ancient India’s geographical spread. The history of ancient India, therefore, has been erroneous, infected with several gaps.

				Unfortunately, still there are some Indians, particularly English elites, who believe that it is because of Britain, India has a long network of railways, universities, drainage system, etc. They don’t realize how much more India would have achieved in every area if she was free over thousand years back. That they can measure it on the scale what India has technologically achieved during last sixty three years of her independence. India would have soared up through the sky.

				These angrez-bhakta (English worshippers) seemed to be ignorant of the five thousand year old Indus Valley civilization had technology of drainage system, city planning, city government, sense of recreational needs – toys for children, swimming pool (big bath) for youth, and jewelry for women – as reflected by the finds excavated at Mohenjodaro and Harappa cities. We should know that the Britain did not allow India have industries except India’s traditional textile. Raw material at low price was exported to Britain for exporting back to India high-priced products manufactured thereof.

				Nehru, in Discovery of India (1946, p. 507), has described how the economic, social and technological progress of India was arrested by the British colonialists:

				 

				“Technical changes would undoubtedly have come and changed India as they have changed some western countries. But her normal development was arrested by the British power. Industrial growth was checked and as a consequence social growth was arrested. The normal power-relationships of society could not adjust themselves and find an equilibrium, as all power was concentrated in the alien authority, which based itself on force and encouraged groups and classes which had ceased to have any real significance. Indian life thus progressively became more artificial.”

				 

				Nehru (p.508) even talks about the spiritual and cultural starvation of Indians due to silencing their creative energies:

				 

				“The fundamental reality in India is British military occupation and the policy it supports. … We see the consequences of this enforced stunting of India’s growth and this arresting of her progress. The most obvious fact is the sterility of British rule in India and the thwarting of Indian life by it. Alien rule is inevitably cut off from the creative energies of the people it dominates. When this alien rule has its own economic and cultural centre far from the subject country and is further backed by racialism, this divorce is complete, and leads to spiritual and cultural starvation of the subject peoples.”

				 

				This made Indians poor to their bones. In 1960s, India could not afford more than eight dollars for my education in America. What would have happened if Fulbright scholarship had not come to my rescue? Now there is little black market for getting dollars. Even visitor gets more than $1000 for his/her trip to America. The situation of $8 would have remained in tact if India was still in British bondage.

				In order to know what India would have been if she had independence long back, one should read books on the Indus Valley civilization to know that its two main cities, Mohenjodaro (Sindh) and Harrapa (Punjab), had parallel broad avenues, great drainage system, public swimming pool, brick houses with a well inside, etc. The people were literate and had know-how about architecture, city planning, and drainage. They knew technology of ship building and navigation because of which they had maritime links with Egypt, Mesopotamia (present Iraq), Asia Minor, Bahrain, etc. India had Nalanda Vishwa Vidalaya (Nalanda University) in her ancient times. Sanskrit dictionary had “Vishwa Vidalaya” word for university. Much of this is included in Sindhu (Indus) Valley Civilization: Heritage of the Culture, Sindhyat, and Entrepreneurship of Sindhis (2009), by Dr. Jagat K. Motwani.

				I am sure that if India was not enslaved by Muslims and British for over a millennium, she would have been on the top on the world scene in all areas – science, technology, internet, space, etc. India would have been the world super power. I am measuring this on the scale of the all-round progress India has made during only sixty three years of her independence, comparing this with the progress America has made during about 224 years of her independence. I am also comparing the kind and quality of town planning, drainage, education, recreation, navigation and ship-building technologies, the Indus Valley civilization had at about 4,500 years back (see previous page) with the same America and Europe had during the same period of time.

				 

				Every cloud has a silver lining: Significance of the Past

				 

				Thanks to Nehru for pointing to the ‘silver lining’ in the gloomy clouds created by the British military rule. He (p.509), referring to religion, philosophy, and science, talks about the significance of the past, what to remember and what to ignore. As I see, Nehru did not see any “dead wood” in the Indian garden of the past. He has talked about so many things of the past, Indians should feel proud of:

				 

				“India must break with much of her past and not allow it to dominate the present. Our lives are encumbered with dead wood of this past; all that is dead and served its purpose has to go. But that does not mean a break with, or a forgetting of, the vital and life-giving in that past. We can never forget the ideals that have moved our race, the dreams of the Indian people through the ages, the wisdom of the ancients, the buoyant energy and love of life and nature of our forefathers, their spirit of curiosity and mental adventure, the daring of their thoughts, their splendid achievements in literature, art and culture, their love of truth and beauty and freedom, the basic values that they set up, their understanding of life’s mysterious ways, their tolerance of other ways than theirs, their capacity to absorb other peoples and their cultural accomplishments, to synthesize them and develop a varied and mixed culture; nor can we forget the myriad experiences which have built up our ancient race and lie embedded in our subconscious minds. We will never forget them or cease to take pride in that noble heritage of ours. If India forgets them she will no longer remain India and much that has made her our joy and pride will cease to be.”

				 

				Let us see what others, particularly westerners, think about what Nehru has written in his book ‘The Discovery of India. Albert Einstein (1875-1955), German physicist and the formulator of the theory of relativity, after reading ‘Discovery of India’, agreed with Nehru that the British, not only economically exploited India and arrested its industrial growth, but also forced economic, moral and intellectual decline of its people. Einstein became American citizen in 1940. Einstein met Nehru and wrote to him on February 18, 1950:

				 

				“Dear Mr. Nehru:

				 

				I have read with extreme interest your marvelous book The Discovery of India. The first half of it is not easy reading for a Westerner. But it gives an understanding of the glorious intellectual and spiritual tradition of your great country. The analysis you have given in the second part of the book of the tragic influence and forced economic, moral and intellectual decline by the British rule and the vicious exploitation of the Indian people has deeply impressed me. My admiration for Gandhi’s and your work for liberation through non-violence and non-cooperation has become even greater than it was already before. … I feel deeply grateful to you for having given to me your admirable work.

				 

				With best wishes for your important and beneficent work and with kind greetings,

				 

				Albert Einstein”

				 

				Mr. Einstein seems to agree with me that it would be hard for Westerners to understand intellectual, philosophical and spiritual traditions of the Vedic people. Therefore, I said earlier that Sir William Jones and Max Müller would not be able to do justice to the translation of the Vedic scriptures, for which they were brought in by the BEIC.

				 

				Temple of History has been maligned

				 

				E. Pococke, in his ‘India in Greece or Truth in Mythology’ (preface, p. vii), seems helplessly rebuking the European scholarship for destroying the temple of history:

				 

				“A gigantic mass of absurdities now lies exposed, for a sifting examination. It remains for the patient sagacity of European scholarship, working upon both Occidental and Oriental materials, to re-build, I trust, upon no unstable foundation, that Temple of History which national vanity has destroyed, and whose ruins national Bud’hism has obscured.”

				 

				Pococke further writes (p. ix): “Our ignorance it is which has made a myth of history; and our ignorance is an Hellenic inheritance, much of it the result of Hellenic vanity.”

				It seems why Pococke, has titled this book as, “Truth in Mythology.”

				 

				History and Identity

				 

				Wrong and misinterpreted history has confused Hindus about their identity, heritage, and also about the authorship and antiquity of their scriptures. They have questions about the origin of Aryans and about Aryan invasion. If you want to weaken a nation, distort its history. If you want to destroy a community, confuse its ethno-cultural identity and heritage. Western colonialists have done all this to the ancient Hindu nation in general, and to the history of Sindh, in particular. Sindh is the region of the Indus (Sindhu) Valley civilization, which is the core civilization of Hind (Hindustan), the Hindu society. The word “Hind” has been derived from the word “Sind”, “Hindi” from “Sindhi”, and “Hindu” from “Sindhu”. Persians (Iranians) pronounced ‘S’ as ‘H’.

				History of Sindh reflects lot about history of India. It tells how history is confused and distorted. Henry Cousens, in his “The Antiquities of Sind” (1929, p. 13), describes the history of Sindh as full of contradictions and confusion.

				Historian Graham Hancock, in ‘Underworld: The Mysterious Origins of Civilization’ (2002, p.116), remarks: “Almost every thing that was ever written about this (Indus) civilization before five years ago is wrong.” Hancock concludes that during most of the twentieth century, the archaeological record refused to reveal evidence of the Indus Valley civilization’s long period of development. This created a vacuum, a dark hole in history, European scholars took advantage of. Hancock remarks: “European scholars felt free to conclude that the Indus Valley civilization might, in its origin, have been alien to India.” We know that the socio-cultural and religious landscape of the Indus Valley, before the advent of Muslims in the region, was very much similar, rather same in the rest of Bharat (India).

				Hancock (2002:169) explains how the culture of the ancient India has been misinterpreted:

				 

				“The Indus-Sarasvati civilization was a literate culture, but the archaeological interpretation of it has been strictly limited to excavated material remains and has never been able to draw upon the civilization’s own texts. This is because all attempts to decipher the enigmatic ‘Harappan’ script have failed, and because (at least until very recently) the Sanskrit Vedas were regarded as the work of another, later culture and were assumed to have had nothing to do with the Indus-Sarasvati civilization. Well into the twentieth century, this approach simply meant that there was no Indus-Sarasvati civilization. It was not part of the archaeological picture of India’s past and was never even contemplated. It was, in other words, as ‘lost’ as Plato’s Atlantis until the material evidence that proved its existence began to surface when excavations were started at Harappa and Mohenjo-daro in 1920s.”

				 

				Objective revision of the college curriculums should always be encouraged so that the students of the culture and history should develop right perspectives. Such encouraging eye-opening need for the revision of college curriculums has been recognized now in the 21st century, as late as June 2009. Sam Tanenhaus, in ‘Sound of Silence: The Culture Wars Take a Break’ (NY Times, ‘Week in Review’, June 28, 2009, p. WK 1), has mentioned the period in which “the endowment was a major ideological battleground, with the left and right feuding over such arcane matters as college curriculums and revisionist interpretations of American history.” Corruption in education, particularly distortion of the history of culture, should not be tolerated in civilized societies, like American and Indian.

				The illiteracy among the massive rural segment of the Indian society has prevented many from reading such a wrong and ethnically injurious history. By this, I do not endorse illiteracy. Massive literacy is needed to correct whatever wrong is written about the Vedic culture, heritage and traditions.

				Distortion or mutilation of the history of a country is done, to start with, by burying its traditional name too deep to see the sunshine. Victors, invaders, and colonialists did not want the world, particularly the people of India know the past glories of India. The Chapter Six, ‘Vishaal Bharat (Greater India): Borderless World of Vedic Culture’ describes the achievements of ancient India.

				 

				Consecrated names tell lot of history

				 

				Pococke (p.1) has observed:

				 

				“An illustrious geographer has well observed that the names which geography, particularly physical geography, has consecrated, may be considered the most important documents of primitive history, or of history anterior to chronology. … Had that geographical nomenclature been preserved pure and entire, a map of the world might have been obtained, more valuable by far than the Universal Histories.”[124]

				 

				Pococke (p.6) seems to lament that Greeks have inherited a mass of disfigured documents. This has been made more difficult by the superscriptions of new tales over the old parchment. He seems to believe that fortunately, since no erasures have been made, the text of the old history needs to be restored:

				 

				“Our way seems effectually barred by the dictum of those theorists who virtually define ‘ancient history’ as ‘invention’. I deeply regret this spirit of theorising; it has been gaining ground of late years in Germany; and, but recently, its most able exponent in this country has carried this principle into the regions of hypercriticism.”[125]

				 

				Pococke (pp.6-7) talks about an “able writer”, who, in the Edinburgh Review, stresses upon the necessity of historical naked truths about the actual events, not eclipsed by poetic jewelry:

				 

				“The real question at issue is not so much whether there ever was a basis of his historical truth for the poetical legend; whether any such events as the siege of Thebes, or the expedition against Troy, actually occurred; as whether we are now able to extricate this kernel of truth from the mass of fable with which it is overgrown, and to exhibit the naked skeleton of historical fact, stripped of all its coverings of poetical embellishment.”

				 

				Pococke stresses that Indians (Vedic Aryans), who colonized Greece, not only composed history, but also theorized mathematics in poetic form. To me, it looks that the ancient Vedic tradition of poetic mode of expression has been effectively inherited by present Indian generation, as evidenced by its generous use, as musical poetic expression of love, sentiments and philosophy in Indian movies.

				Pococke (pp.7-8) remarks:

				 

				“When we find the same nation (reference seems to be to India) who were the colonists of Greece, composing not only history but also mathematical treatises in a poetic form, this poetical form will produce, in our minds, no solid objection against the statements contained therein. … What we read as poetry, and legend, was once accredited history, and the only genuine history which the first Greeks could conceive or relish of their past time. The curtain conceals nothing behind, and cannot by any ingenuity be withdrawn. I undertake to show it only as it stands; not to efface it – still less to repaint it.[126]

				 

				Pococke (p.8) explains that “the curtain is the picture”, the picture is Indian and the curtain is now withdrawn. It needs to be noted that almost all Hindu (Vedic) scriptures are composed in poetry form.

				 

				British East India Company & Distortion of History

				 

				Dr. K. M. Munshi, the founder of the Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, in his foreword to Majumdar’s “History and Culture of the Indian People” (5th Edition,1988, pp. 8-9), points out to the damage, several British scholars have intentionally inflicted on the history of the Indian culture:

				 

				“The attempts of British scholars, with the exception of Tod, wherever they have taken these ‘histories’ as reliable source-books, have hindered rather than helped the study of Indian history. Unfortunately for us, during the last two hundred years, we have not only to study such histories but unconsciously to mould our whole outlook on life upon them.”

				 

				The BEIC planted a well planned three-pronged – missionary, history and education – assault on Hindu culture. Friedrich Max Müller[127], basically a missionary, was presented to India as a Sanskrit scholar. He was hired at the age of 25 in 1847 to translate the Vedas into English. If they were really interested in translation – accurate translation – they should have hired an indigenous scholar who had (i) proficiency in both Sanskrit and English, (ii) authentic historic perspectives on the Vedas, and (iii) genuine feel of the Vedic religion. Max Müller had none of the three. Neither English nor Sanskrit was his mother tongue. From the British point of view, his qualification was his firm commitment to the Christian missionary service. He very tactfully, as said by Bharti, hired a couple of impoverished Sanskrit Pundits (who could have been easily bribed), got Vedas misinterpreted to humiliate and discredit the Hindu religion and culture. For example, the mantras praising the Indo-Aryan (Hindu) heroes were attributed to the alleged invading Aryans.

				Max Müller and Sir William Jones would have earned deep sense of gratitude from Hindus for their hard research-based deep dig in the history of India and her Vedic philosophy, if they had been honest about the originality of the Aryans, and about the authorship and antiquity of the Vedas and the authenticity of their content.

				The ages of the four Vedas and the two epics (the Ramayana and the Mahabharta) have been shortened, so as to fit in validating the ill-founded theory of ‘Aryan invasion of India’. The native Aryans were deprived of the credit for having such a great culture and the authorship of the Vedas. Many exponents of the theory wrote that prior to the advent of the light-skinned Aryans from Central Asia and the Asia Minor region, the natives of India were dark-skinned uncivilized Dravidians who were allegedly pushed down to the South by the invading Aryans. This sowed the seeds of difference and division between the North and the South. The world is aware of the age-old British doctrine, ‘Divide and rule’.

				Unfortunately, India, even sixty two years after her independence, is not thinking re-writing her own history. On the contrary, it is being opposed, though the Mohenjodaro excavations have given lot of historical material evidencing the antiquity of India’s great civilization which rebuts the ill-based theory of ‘Aryan invasion of India’.

				Dr. Peter B. Clarke, in The World’s Religions (p.130), writes that the roots of Hinduism are found in the Indus Valley civilization, which, according to him, flourished from about 2500 to 1700 B.C., although it is older than that. He talks about the Hindu rituals as evidenced by 4000 years old urns containing ashes (suggesting Hindu practice of cremation) found near the Great Bath in Mohenjodaro. If the urns were 4000 years old, the practice of Hinduism must be much older. According to Hindu traditions, Sanattan Dharma (Present Hindu religion) is more than eight thousand years old. Evidence of the worship of the god Shiva is another evidence of Hinduism in the Indus Valley. A tablet with Swastika has been excavated at Mohenjodaro (read the Chapter Two, ‘Sanskrit and The Rig Veda). The Swastika is used in almost all Hindu rituals. Since the Swastika has been found among American Native Indians, the age of Hinduism should be longer than ten thousand years. The Swastika can not be a Nazi symbol, since it is much older than the Nazi life.

				Dr. Clarke (p.130) writes about the Great Bath:

				 

				“Since there are no written records, the bath’s (in Mohenjo-daro) purpose is unknown. However, scholars believe that it was connected with ritual cleanliness and that it may even have prefigured the purificatory tanks still found beside Hindu temples. If that is the case, ritual ablutions in India may have a history of 4,000 years.”

				 

				Even if we consider 4,000, as the age of Hinduism (though it is much longer), it contradicts 1000 B.C., the alleged year of composition of the Rig Veda, as given by Clarke and several other historians. The age of the Indus Valley civilization is considered ranging from 2500 to 3500 B.C., as suggested by several scholars. It also contradicts that the alleged invading Aryans brought into India, Sanskrit and pantheon of Hindu gods in 1500 B.C. As a matter of fact, the Vedas were composed long before 4,000 years (refer to the Chapter Two: ‘Sanskrit and the Rig Veda).

				 

				Conclusions

				 

				With well-documented evidences, it has been established that the history of ancient India has been distorted and mutilated by Western historians. The attitude of double standards on the part of Western historians in regard to the world mythologies has been evident – Judeo-Christian mythologies have been considered as history, and Hindu methodologies, as non-historical outcome of religion-based sentiments. The dates of important historical events, as described in Hindu scriptures, have been replaced by the dates, well-engineered to validate their two ill-based theories – ‘Aryan invasion of India’ and Indo-European family of languages’. Even falsifying Indian archaeology was suggested to the British East India Company.

				The two theories suggest that Hindus are not the original Aryans. As a matter of fact, the alleged invading Aryans didn’t compose the Vedas, and Sanskrit was not brought in by them.

				Unfortunately, all the post-independence Delhi governments have not been serious to get India’s ancient history reconstructed, though they know they need to be corrected. It seems they are reluctant to do so because of their petty political concern about minority votes.

				Implicit as well as explicit contradictions are evident in what different historians have said about the Vedas, their age, authorship, and even philosophy. According to them, the Vedas were composed by invading Aryans, not by the then natives of ancient India.

				 

				

 Eight

				 

				Summary and Conclusions

				 

				The primary objective of this book is to prove with host of documented scholarly evidences that Aryavarta (India, Bharat) is the original home of the Aryans, their language Sanskrit, Vedas and Swastika.

				This is a library-based research. The research has been undertaken to reexamine the validity and reliability of the two theories – the ‘Aryan invasion of India’ (AII) and the ‘Indo-European Family of Languages’ (IE). The scholars – historians, linguists, sociologists, anthropologists, ethnologists, and encyclopedias etc – have been my subjects. The list of the subjects is given in the Appendix-A. It is difficult, rather impossible and impractical to interview them in person. Therefore, their responses from their books and encyclopedias have been recorded “quote & un-quote” to avoid any misrepresentation. This has resulted in an enormous number of quotations.

				According to the AII, the Aryans came from outside (no scholar has been able to identify the country they came from) and invaded India in about 1500 B.C. They were tall fair skinned and Caucasoid. They settled in North and pushed the native dark-skinned Dravidians down to South. The invading Aryans brought along with them Sanskrit, Caucasian genes, and a pantheon of Vedic gods. It also says that the South Indian Dravidian languages have no linguistic correspondence with the Aryan language Sanskrit.

				According to the IE, Sanskrit came to India from outside in about 3000 B.C., and some say in 6000 B.C. Both the theories (AII & IE) agree that Sanskrit came to India from outside, but they disagree on the time of its arrival – AII 1500 B.C., IE 3000 B.C. According to the IE, there is significant philological similarity between Sanskrit and European languages, particularly Latin and Greek.

				Therefore, it has been theorized that the three – Sanskrit, Latin and Greek – share the same origin. But the linguists have not been able to identify their parent language. Hence, it has been hypothetically named as ‘Proto-Indo-European’ (PIE), the abode of which has been speculative. Fourteen linguists have identified about nine different places. How can there be consensus when the PIE did not exist?

				The following hypotheses have been tested:

				 

				1. Aryans are original natives of Aryavarta (Bharat, India).

				2. None but India (Bharat) is the cradle of Sanskrit.

				3. The Vedas were composed by the native Indo-Aryans (Hindus) of ancient India, millennia-long before the arrival of alleged invading Aryans.

				4. Sanskrit does not have significant linguistic correspondence with European languages including Latin and Greek, as evidenced by the Table of about 150 words of common use in the Chapter Four, ‘The Indo-European Family: Too diverse to be one.’

				5. Sanskrit does not share common parentage with any European language.

				6. Sanskrit has significant linguistic correspondence with all the four South Indian Dravidian languages, as shown in the Table of about 150 words in the Chapter Five, ‘Dravidians are Aryans: ‘Sanskrit and Dravidian languages.’

				7. South Indian Hindus are Aryans. They have religious and cultural orientations, the same as the North Indian Hindus have.

				 

				Both the theories – AII and IE – have been successfully challenged.

				With the support of irrefutable documented evidences, it has been proved that both the theories – AII and IE – are ill-based and fallacious. They are swarmed with host of contradictions, misrepresentations, speculations and ill-based conclusions. The contradictions have been noticed not only among authors, but within the same author, some times in one and the same paragraph. Surprisingly, both the theories contradict eachother.

				 

				Contradictions among scholars and between the AII and IE

				 

				Several documented evidences have been cited to show contra-dictions among scholars and also between the two theories. For example, according to the AII, Sanskrit came to India in about 1500 B.C., where as, according to the IE in about 3,000 B.C., and some say 6,000 B.C.

				Several scholars say that Aryans came to India from outside, and some including Max Müller say that Arya-avarta (India) is the cradle of Aryans. The same Max Müller supports the theory of Aryan invasion.

				According to John Gunther (1939, p. 373), India was invaded in about 1500 B.C. by light-skinned nomads who were the Aryans. Gunther also says that in Sanskrit the word “Arya” means gentleman or ‘high born’. Gunther further remarks that the Aryans had their own literature; which are called Vedas, and that Veda literally means knowledge. The Aryans very early developed an exceedingly complicated form of worship, which became Hinduism. All this, whatever Gunther has said, clearly shows beyond any doubt that the alleged invading Aryans were Vedic people, who are now known as Hindus. Those invading Aryans were originally Indo-Aryans who were returning to India, the home of their ancestors. No country other than India had such natives who had knowledge of Vedas.

				Osborne & et al (1988:59) have said: “From 1500 to 500 B.C., the Aryans brought the Sanskrit language, the horse, and iron products.” They contradict themselves on the same page: “Since its origin around 3000 B.C., Hinduism has had great influence on Indian society.” If Hinduism originated in India in about 3000 B.C., how could the invading Aryans, with knowledge of Sanskrit and the Vedas, be considered outsiders or invaders? As said earlier, they must be returning to India (Aryavarta), the country of their ancestors who were Aryans, practicing Vedic religion (Hinduism).

				The doctrine of the IE, that the Dravidian languages do not qualify for the membership of the IE family, as Sanskrit does, then how do they have significant linguistic correspondence with Sanskrit, and how do South Indian Dravidians worship the Vedas which are composed in Sanskrit?

				Such Aryan-Sanskrit-and-Vedas-related misrepresentations and contradictions prove that both the – AII and IE – are ill-based, erroneous and fallacious theories. They were engineered in London and executed by the British East India Company (BEIC) in India with their racial and missionary agenda, guided by Britain’s worldwide-known policy: ‘Divide and Rule’.

				Such contradictions and absence of the consensus among historians over the original abode of all the five inter-related research objects – Aryans, Sanskrit, Vedas, Vedic religion, and Swastika – evidence that both the theories have no valid historical base to stand on.

				As explained in the Chapter One, “Introduction: Problem, Scope, Hypotheses, and Methodology,” this is a library-based research, and the scholars are its subjects. Hence, ‘quote-unquote’ responses to the raised questions, along with contradictions and absence of scholarly consensus on basic issues, have been cited for the readers to make their own judgment.

				 

				Swastika: The Age and originality of Sanskrit

				 

				The antiquity and the originality of Sanskrit have been obscured. This research has proven with irrefutable documented evidences beyond any doubt that the age of Sanskrit is at least 10,000 years, based on the age of the Swastika. Swastika is a Sanskrit word, and it is still being used in most Hindu religious ceremonies. The Swastika has been found among some Native Indians of Americas. It can be presumed without any doubt that their ancestors – who, among other immigrants from Asia, might have come from India via Siberia-Bering Strait to Alaska and then down to Americas in about 8,000 B.C. – might have taken the Swastika with them. Some socio-cultural characteristics of some of the Native Americans have been found similar to those of the natives of ancient India. For the evidence – that Vedic Aryans (Hindus) from India were some of the Asians, who migrated to Americas in about 8,000 B.C. For details, please, read the Chapter Six, ‘Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture.’ The Swastika has been found also among various ancient tribes in Europe, and it was also found in Mohenjodaro.

				The so long age of Sanskrit negates the theory of the AII, according to which Sanskrit was brought in from outside by invading Aryans in about 1500 B.C. This also challenges the IE, according to which Sanskrit came to India from somewhere in about 3000 B.C.

				 

				Originality of the Vedas and the Vedic Religion

				 

				The seals and tablets – depicting Shiva and Swastika, and urns containing ashes of dead bodies (suggesting cremation) – excavated from the Mohenjodaro, prove that India was the original abode of the Vedic religion (Hinduism). It also suggests that Hinduism is older than 5,000 years, the age of the Mohenjodaro’s seals. This rejects the theory of AII, according to which the pantheon of Hindu gods was brought in by the invading Aryans, and that the Rig Veda was composed by them.

				Several hymns of the Rig Veda talk about the life on the banks of the Sarasvati River which completely dried-up in about 1900 B.C., four hundred years prior to the alleged Aryan invasion. It proves beyond any doubt that all the five – the Rig Veda, Vedic religion, Aryans, Sanskrit and the Swastika – were already there long before the arrival of the alleged Aryans in 1500 B.C. It proves that the Aryans are not outsiders, and the Vedas, their language Sanskrit, and Swastika are originally from India.

				Astronomical calculations, as given by various scholars, suggest the age of the Rig Veda ranges from 6,000 B.C. to 7,500 B.C.

				The burial rituals among the people of the Central Asia – as reflected by the 4,000 years old graves, found similar to those as mentioned in the Rig Veda – evidence the presence of the Vedic Aryans in Central Asia who must have gone there earlier than 1500 B.C.

				In short, it can be said beyond any doubt that Sanskrit, the language of the Vedas, is older than 10,000 years (based on the age of the Swastika, found among some native Americans, and the hymns of the Rig Veda were composed long (at least four centuries) before the alleged Aryan invasion of India.

				With substantial historical evidences, it has been proved that none but India (Aryavarta, Bharat) is the original home of the Aryans and their language Sanskrit.

				 

				Swastika: German, Celtic, or any Non-Vedic Symbol?

				 

				‘Arya’ and ‘Swastika’ can/should not be associated with any race other than the Sanskrit-speaking Vedic people. Hence, any Aryan language – Sanskrit or its daughters – can not be associated with any non-Indian language or race. Hitler picked up ‘Arya’ and ‘Swastika’ in 20th century for purpose of propaganda. He, himself, has said that the Swastika, as a symbol to boost the morale of his Nazi army, was borrowed. The Swastika has been being adored in Vedic/Hindu rituals for millennia. The Swastika has never been used in any German, Celtic or any non-Vedic rituals.

				 

				Return of Aryans to, not invasion of India

				 

				The fact – that Hurrians bore Indo-Aryan names and that there was symbiosis of Hurrian and Indo-Aryan elements – suggests that the Hurrians too, like other two Kshatri (warrior) tribes Kassites and Mitannis, were from India. They had gone out of India in about 14th century B.C. or even earlier and had established their kingdoms in the Middle East region, comprising Mesopotamia, Egypt, Syria, Palestine, Bahrain, Asia Minor, etc.

				All this has been well historically documented. Later, when they were overpowered by some other forces, some of them might have tried to return to India, the country of their ancestors. They being warriors, traveling in armored horse-driven chariots, might have been mistaken as invaders and might have met some violent confrontation from the then native Indians. This explains that it was the return of the Aryans to, not the invasion of India.

				Max Müller has explained that Arya, is a Sanskrit word, and Arya-avarta (present India) is the native land of Aryans. All this establishes that none but Arya-avarta (India) is the original abode of the Aryans, and the “Aryan invasion of India” is a politically fabricated myth. The origination of the theory had a well-planned political and missionary strategic agenda, created by the colonial administration of the BEIC, with blessings of the then British Government in London.

				The two inter-twined theories – ‘AII’ and ‘IE’ – were fabricated by colonial historians with some long-term political and missionary agenda to divide the North and the South Indians by suggesting that the Dravidian languages were different from Sanskrit and North Indian languages, and that the invading Sanskrit-speaking fair-skinned Aryans pushed the dark-skinned native Dravidians down to South. As a matter of fact, South Indians are not, and were never religio-culturally different from North Indians. The returning or invading Aryans – whatever – were originally Indo-Aryans who knew Sanskrit and worshiped Hindu (Vedic) gods. The historians have been unable identify any country other than India, which had Sanskrit, as its native language, and whose people worshiped Hindu gods. Definitely, Sanskrit-speaking Hindus from India were there in Central Asia and Middle East region as immigrants for trade or those who had colonized some parts of the region.

				 

				Were/Are the White Europeans Aryans?

				 

				Mallory has said that the Aryans belonged to the White race. In fact, the White Europeans are not Aryans, and vice versa. Aryans are anthropologically different from the European Whites in all the four basic racial characteristics – color, features, language, and culture. Mostly Aryans are brownish, excepting the Aryans of Himalayan cold region. Weather influences the complexion of its people. Europeans are white because Europe is cold. Aryan culture (Vedic/Hindu) is different from the culture of the White Europeans. Aryans are completely different – culturally, linguistically, and historically – from the Europeans. Several Indo-Aryans are Caucasoid, not because of common genetic origin as of White Europeans. History tells that Caucasoid people have been found in India, Africa and Europe. Roses are found in almost all regions.

				Some Europeans seem to crave to be Aryans. They feel Aryans are a superior race, may be because of their socio-cultural orientations. I, myself, being Hindu (Aryan), don’t like to be considered as belonging to the White race, only because I don’t want to be different from what I am. I am proud being Aryan. In my opinion, each race has some great traits others may not have. Every one should feel proud of whatever he/she ethno-racially has inherited.

				I would have agreed with Mallory if he had said that Aryan homeland must lie in India, instead of Asia. Historians need to be specific. There is difference between ‘India’ and ‘Asia’. All Indians are Asian, but all Asians are not Indians. Several peoples of different physical characteristics and of different cultures live in Asia. All the peoples of Asia are not Aryans and they can not be considered Aryans. It is difficult to understand why Western scholars, in general, are allergic to India, Hindus and Sanskrit. Instead they use Asia, Aryans and Indo-European respectively.

				There was no slavery in India any time. The word dasa, which in Sanskrit means domestic servant, is being misinterpreted as slave. Dasas were not bought and sold as slaves.

				 

				Relationship of ‘istan’ countries with India?

				 

				‘Sthan’, being a Sanskrit word, suggests that the ‘stan’ or ‘istan’ countries in Central Asia, such as – Baluchistan, Afghanistan, Tadzhistan, Turkmenistan, Turkistan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, etc.– like Pakistan, must have been under the administrative control of India in ancient times. Most of the religio-cultural elements of Kazakhstan – such as spirituality, close relationship with nature, veneration of mountains, caves, rivers, and lakes, burning incense, solar deities (Surya Devta), worship of the deities of fire, sky – as described by Dr. Kunanbay, seem to be similar to those of Hinduism. Research is needed to identify their roots.

				Most scholars – William L. Langer (1968), T. Burrow (2001), Chester G. Starr (1991), Garraty & Gay (1981), Stanley Wolpert (1993), John Gunther (1939), Osborne & et al (1989), Ainslie T. Embree (1988), and several others – have authored their books much later than the twenties of the twentieth century when excavations at Mohenjodaro and Harappa had shed distinct light on the antiquities of the Rig Veda, its language Sanskrit, and its subjects Aryans. The finds at Mohenjodaro and Harappa have left no scope for excuses for historical misrepresentations of the events related to Aryans, Sanskrit, and the Rig Veda.

				This also has been effectively refuted that the Indus (Sindhu) civilization was destroyed by the alleged invading Aryans. In fact, invasion did not take place. And if it happened, invaders would stay there, rather than destroy it and walk away leaving dead bodies on streets. The destruction was there. It must be due to some natural calamity, like earth quake, mudslide, floods, etc., not by humans.

				 

				IE family of languages and Sanskrit

				 

				On the basis what several scholars have said it has been established that the Indic and European are two linguistically different families of languages, and that European languages have not evolved from Sanskrit. There are some word similarities between the two, but not appropriate and adequate enough to qualify them as cognate linguistic sisters, sharing common parentage. Some similarities could be accidental, and some due to borrowing because of cohabitation as a result of massive migrations of Sanskrit-speaking Aryans from ancient India to several regions of the world. History tells that Indo-Aryans (Hindus and Buddhists) had colonized some countries, particularly Greece in ancient times, as described by E. Pococke, in ‘India in Greece’.

				Pococke corroborates the Aryan migration into Greece’, where-in, he, with host of irrefutable evidences, has established that Hindus (Aryans, Indians) had colonized Greece in pre-history ancient times. Because of long cohabitation of Hindus and Greeks, mutual lingual influence and word borrowing are natural. But the relationship between Sanskrit and Greek should not be characterized as cognate.

				Clarke says that Aryans migrated from Central Asia into India in 2000 B.C., not in 1500 B.C., as most historians have been writing. More interestingly, that Aryans entered not only into India, but also into Greece.

				The statements by various scholars about the theory have been too vague, too foggy, and too evasive. They have been frequented with “probably,” “perhaps,” and “mighty be,” etc. Most of them seem to have been guess work and/or speculations or deliberate political and missionary mischief. They don’t have scientifically proven base. No research supports the thesis that Sanskrit, Greek and Latin have ever lived together as a family. They have stayed (not lived) together in Central Asia as traders, not as its natives. There has been no consensus among scholars on its basics, such as the homeland of the PIE. No PIE text, not even a few specimen words have been found to help in its reconstruction. They have been reconstructing the PIE language, based on speculatively reconstructed words. This is not scientifically right.

				A table of about 150 words of common use of the five languages – English, German, Latin, Greek and Sanskrit side by side – is given in the Chapter Four ‘The Indo-European Family: Too Diverse to be One’. It shows that the philological correspondence between Sanskrit and any of the four European languages is not significant enough for Sanskrit to qualify as their cognate sister. Thus, Sanskrit does not qualify as a member of the IE family.

				 

				Dravidian languages are related to Sanskrit

				 

				The Table of about 150 words of common use, given in the Chapter Five ‘Dravidians Are Aryans: Sanskrit and Dravidian Languages’, evidences that there is significant philological correspondence between Sanskrit and the four Dravidian languages. It is much more significant than the philological correspondence Sanskrit has with any of the European languages – Latin, Greek, German and English. It is even more than that between Latin and Greek. Then, why are the Dravidian languages of India not considered as Indo-European when Sanskrit is?

				In most colonized Asian and African countries, history is written by victors, not by the natives themselves. History can not be authentic, if it is written by others, especially who have ethno-political, colonial, and missionary agenda. Several scholars have been found ignorant of the culture of India, and that they interpret data subjectively from their western point of view or as guided by their political and/or missionary agenda.

				Dates and places of important events are very important for history. Different and conflicting versions of the important events, as given by different historians, speak for the kind and the quality of the authenticity of the data.

				In the Chapter Six, ‘Vishaal Bharat: Borderless World of Vedic Culture’, it is shown that the influence of the Vedic culture pervaded all over the globe. Hindus and Buddhists had culturally colonized many countries in all the continents, including Europe, Americas, Mesopotamia, Mediterranean region, Syria, Anatolia, Africa (including Egypt, Ethiopia, Mauritius), and South-Eastern Asian countries including Thailand, Cambodia, Vietnam, Indonesia, Bali, etc. Surprisingly, the INCAS (royal families) of South America considered themselves as the descendants of the Surya Vanshi Sri Rama, the benevolent Raja of Ayodhya, India. They have been celebrating the Ram-Sitva festival. They do it not by force. It is the nature and the essence of the philosophies which attract several peoples on the planet.

				 

				Linguistic influence of Sanskrit over world-wide languages

				 

				Because of such Aryan worldwide spread, their language Sanskrit has left significant impression on several languages of the world, to the extent that it gave impression to some linguists, particularly Sir William Jones, that Sanskrit shared common parentage with European languages, including Latin and Greek. Thus, it gave birth to the theory of ‘Indo-European family of languages’. In my opinion, the philological resemblances between Sanskrit and European languages are only “word similarities” which were result of mutual borrowings, caused by long cohabitation of the speakers of Sanskrit and European languages, as a result of massive Global Aryan trade and colonization, particularly in Greece as shown by E. Pococke in his book India in Greece, caused cohabitation of Sanskrit speaking and European peoples. The similarities have faded out with the long passage of time and long separation. This evidences that the philological resemblances were caused by cohabitation, not by genetic relations.

				 

				 

				History of ancient India: Distorted and mutilated

				 

				With well-documented evidences, it has been established that the history of ancient India has been distorted and mutilated by Western historians. The attitude of double standard on the part of Western historians in regard to the world mythologies has been evident – Judeo-Christian mythologies have been considered as history, but Hindu methodologies, as non-historical. Thus, the dates of important historical events, as described in Hindu scriptures, have been discarded. They have been replaced by the dates, well-engineered to validate their two ill-based theories – ‘Aryan invasion of India’ and ‘Indo-European family of languages’. Even falsifying Indian archaeology was suggested to the British East India Company. The two theories suggest that Hindus are not Aryans, they didn’t compose their Vedas, and even Sanskrit was brought in by the alleged invading Aryans.

				Deep peep in the ancient history has been shocking to notice swarm of falsifications, fabrications, misrepresentations, holes, contradictions, and ignorance, in most cases deliberate. Both are baseless theories. All this has been supported by documented historical evidences.

				This also has been brought out that the Indian indifference to own history and their timid submission have encouraged foreign historians to write whatever they want to. Shamelessly, even most native historians don’t seem to have courage to challenge the wrongs in the history. All the post-independence Delhi governments have been reluctant to get India’s ancient history corrected, although the first Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, in his book ‘Discovery of India, has clearly talked about the distortion of the Indian history. May be, they don’t take it seriously because of their petty political concern about minority votes. Even the foreign-given name ‘India’ has not been changed, as Ceylon and Burma did immediately after their independence.

				In general, wrong histories have been crafted by the victors, mostly European colonialists, with little input from the ancient histories of their colonized peoples, as contained in their respective mythologies. Such abused histories have hurt the nationalist ego of the colonized peoples. Correct history is good for the mental hygiene of the nation.

				No nation can have its natural growth with its legitimate sense of pride if it is not based on its sound uncontaminated historical foundation. Its positives would rejuvenate its ethnic ego, and the negatives need to be diagnosed for their fruitful corrections.

				 

				 

				

 References and Bibliography

				 

				Abhayankar, K.D & B.G. Sidhartha (eds).Treasures of Ancient Indian Astronomy. New Delhi: Ajanta Publications, 1993.

				Arya, Vedagya. The Vedic Sarasvati River: A Source of Indian Culture, in Sharma & Ghosh. Revisiting Indus-Sarasvati Age and Ancient India. Atlanta (USA), World Association for Vedic Studies, USA, 1997.

				Bahn, Paul G.(ed). 100 Great Archaeological Discoveries. New York: Barnes & Noble Books, 1995.

				Baldi, Philip. An Introduction to the Indo-European Languages. Carbondale, IL, 1983.

				Banerjee, Gauranga Nath. Hellenism in Ancient India. Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal, 1961.

				Banerjee, N.R. The Iron Age in India. Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal,1965.

				Banerjee, Satya Ranjan. A Handbook of Sanskrit Philology. Calcutta: Sanskrit Pustak Bhandar, 2000.

				Bentley. John. On the Principal Years and Dates of the Ancient Hindus (written in 1780’s). In Sir William Jones (ed). Asiatic Researches ( vol.5, Ch. XXI, pp..315-343). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979.

				______ .On the Antiquity of Surya Sidhanta and The Formation of the Astronomical Cycles. in Sir William Jones (ed.) Asiatic Researches (Vol. 6, Ch. XIII. pp.540-593).New Delhi: Cosmo Publications,1979.

				______ On the Hindu Systems of Astronomy, and Their Connection with History in Ancient and Modern times (written 1780’s). In Sir William Jones (ed). Asiatic Researches (Vol.8, Ch. VI, pp.195-244). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979.

				Benveniste, Emile. Indo-European Language and Society. Coral Gables, Florida: University of Miami Press, 1969.

				Bhattacharya, D.K. Prehistoric Archaeology. Delhi: Hindustan Publishing Corporation,1972.

				Bibby, Geoffrey. Looking for Dilmun. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1969.

				Bodmer, Frederick. The Loom of Language: An Approach to the Mastery of Many Languages. New York, London: W.W Norton & Company, 1972.

				Brandon, William. Indians. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1989.

				Burrow, T. The Sanskrit Language. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidas Publishers,2001.

				Campbell, Joseph.The Power of Myth. New York: Anchor Books,1988.

				Cannon, Garland & Kevin R. Brine (ed.). Objects of Enquiry: The Life, Contributions, and Influences of Sir William Jones. New York: New York University Press, 1995.

				Cavalli-Sforza, Luigi Luca. Genes, Peoples, and Languages. New York: North Point Press, 2000.

				Cavalli-Sforza, Luigi Luca & Francesco Vavalli-Sforza. The Great Human Diasporas: The History of Diversity and Evolution. Cambridge, MASS.: Perseus Books, 1950.

				Chatterji, S. K. Non-Aryan Elements in Indo-AryaN.. in Journal of the Greater India Society, Calcutta, II,42.

				_______. Dravidian Origins and the Beginnings of Indian Civilization. Modern Review, Calcutta, 1924.

				Childe, V. Gordon. The Aryans: A Study of Indo-European Origins. New York: Knopf, 1926.

				_______ . New Light on the Most Ancient East. New York : Frederick A. Praeger, 1953.

				_______ . What Happened in History, Pelican Books, 1943 Chopra, Deepak. Unconditional Life: Discovering the Power to fulfill your Dreams. New York: Bantam Books, 1992.

				Claiborne, Robert and et al. The Birth of Writing. New York: Time-Life Books, 1974.

				Clark, Grahame. World Prehistory in New Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,1993.

				Clark, Grahame & Stuart Piggott. Prehistoric Societies. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1968.

				Clarke, Peter B. The World’s Religions, Understanding the Living Faiths. Pleasantville: Marshall Editions Limited,1993.

				Coedes, G. The Indianized States of Southern Asia. Honolulu: An East- West Center Book, The University Press of Hawaii, 1968.

				Colebrooke, H.T. Sanscrit and Pracrit Languages In Sir William Jones (ed). Asiatic Researches (Vol.7, Ch. VII). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979a.

				_______.On the Vedas, or Sacred Writings of the Hindus In Sir William Jones (ed). Asiatic Researches (Vol.8,Ch.VIII, pp.377-497). New Delhi: Cosmo Coulson, Michael. Sanskrit:An Introduction to the Classical Language. Chicago: NTC Publishing Group, 1992.

				Craven, Roy C. Indian Art.. New York: Thames and Hudson Inc., 1993.

				Crawfurd, John. On the Existence of the Hindu Religion in the Island of Bali in Sir William Jones (ed.) Asiatic Researches (Vol.13, Ch. II. pp.128-170). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979.

				Cunningham, Alexander Ancient Geography of India. Delhi: Low Price Publications, 1871.

				Dimock, Jr., Edward & et al. The Literature of India: An Introduction. Chicago & London: The University of Chicago Press, 1974.

				Driver, Harold E. Indians of North America. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1969.

				Durant, Will. Our Oriental Heritage. New York: MJF Books,1935.

				__________ . The Age of Reason Begins. New York, 1961.

				Elst, Koenraad. Indigenous Indians: Agastya to Ambedkar. New Delhi: Voice of India, 1993.

				__________ . Dr. Ambedkar: A rue Aryan. New Delhi: Voice of India, 1993a.

				Embree, Ainslie T.(ed.). Sources of Indian Tradition (Vol. 1 from the beginning to 1800). New York: Columbia University Press, 1988.

				Farrell, Edith R. and C. Frederick Farrell, Jr. Side by Side French & English grammar. Chicago: Passport Books, 1995/

				Feuerstein, Georg, Subash Kak & David Frawley. In Search Of The Cradle Of Civilization. Wheaton, IL, USA: Quest Books, The Theosophical Publishing House, 1995.

				Foster E. M. A Passage to India. Orlando: Harcourt, Inc.,1984.

				Foucher, H., translated by H. Hargreaves. Notes on the Ancient Geography of Gandhara. Varanasi (India): Bharatiya Publishing House.

				Frawley, David. From the River of Heaven: Hindu and Vedic Knowledge for the Modern Age. Salt Lake City: Passage Press,1990.

				_________ . Gods, Sages and Kings. Salt Lake City: Passage Press, 1991.

				_________. The Myth of the Aryan Invasion of India. New Delhi: Voice of India,1994.

				Garraty, John A. and Peter Gay. The Columbia History of the World. New York: Harper & Row, 1981.

				Gidwani, Bhagwan S. Return of the Aryans. New Delhi: Penguin Books (India), 1994.

				Gidwani, Parso Jessaram. Similarities in Sindhi and Dravidian Languages. Delhi: Sindhi Academy, 1996.

				Gimbutas, M. The Goddesses and Gods of Old Europe - 6500-3500-3500 B.C.: Myths and Cult Images. Berkley (LA): University Of California Press, 1983

				________ . The Language of the Goddess. San Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 1991.

				Griffith, Ralph T.H. The Hymns Of The Rgveda. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers Private Limited, 1995.

				Gunther, John. Inside Asia. New York: Harper & Brothers, 1939.

				Hancock, Graham. Underworld: The Mysterious of Civilization. New York: Crown Publishers, 2002.

				Harris, Bill. Lost Civilizations. New York: BDD Promotional Book

				Company,1993.

				Hendricks, Rhoda A. Latin Made Simple. New York: Doubleday,1992.

				Herm, Gerhard. The Celts. New York: St. Martin’s Press, Inc., 1976.

				Hitler, Adolf. Mein Kampf (1924). Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1971.

				Hockett, Charles F. , “A Course in Modern Linguistics” New Delhi: Oxford & IBH Publishing Co. Pvt. Ltd., !958.

				Jones, Sir William. The Fourth Anniversary Discourse: On the Arabs (15th Feb., 1787). In Asiatic Researches. (Vol.2,Ch.I, pp5-17).New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979.

				_______ . On the Gods of Greece, Italy, and India. (written in 1784) in Sir William Jones (ed.). Asiatic Researches (Vol.1,Ch.IX, pp.188-235). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979.

				Kak, Subash C. On the Chronology of Ancient India. in Indian Journal of History of Science{22(3): 222-234, 1987}.

				Kunanbay, Alma. The Soul of Kazakhstan. New York: Eastern Press, 2001.

				Langer, William L (ed.). The New Illustrated Encyclopedia of World History (Vol. 1 & 2). New York: Harry N. Abrams, Inc., 1968.

				Lehmann, W.P. Historical Linguistics: An Introduction. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston,1962.

				Linton, Ralph. The Tree of Culture. New York: Alfred A.Knopf,1955.

				Littleton, C. Scott. The New Comparative Mythology. Berkeley (Los Angeles): University of California Press, 1966.

				Loewen, James W. Lies My Teacher Told Me. New York: The New Press, 1995.

				Mackay, Ernest. The Indus Civilization. London: Lovat Dickson & Thompson Ltd Publishers, 1935.

				Majmudar, R.C.(ed). History and Culture of the Indian People. (1st vol). Bombay: Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, 1951.

				_______. Ancient India. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers, 1952.

				Mallory, J.P. In Search of the Indo-Europeans: Language, Archaeology and Myth. New York: Thames and Hudson,1989.

				Malmkjær, Kirsten (ed.). The Linguistics Encyclopedia. London & New York: Routledge, 1991.

				Marshal, Sir John. Prehistoric Civilization of the Indus. Illustrated London News, Jan.,1928.

				______ Mohenjo-Daro and the Indus Civilization.(3 vol.) London, 1931.

				Martin, Thomas R. Ancient Greece: From Prehistory to Hellenistic Times. New Haven (USA) & London: Yale University Press,1996.

				Matthews, P.H. The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Linguistics. New York: Oxford University Press, 1997.

				______ . Linguistics: A Very Short Introduction, New York: Oxford University Press, 2003.

				McCrindle, John W. Ancient India. As Described in Classical Literature. New Delhi: Oriental Books Reprint Corporation, 1979.

				_______ . Ancient India: As Described by Ptolemy. New Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt.,Ltd.,2000.

				Menninger, Karl. Number Words And Number Symbols: A Cultural History Of Numbers. New York: Dover Publications, Inc.,1969.

				Motwani, Jagat K. Ancient History of Bharat and Hindu Identity. in Sharma, Bhu Dev & N. Ghosh (ed.). Revisiting Indus-Sarasvati Age and Ancient India. Atlanta (USA): World Association for Vedic Studies, USA.1998.

				_____ . Indo-European Languages: Too Diverse for One Family. In Sharma, Bhu Dev (ed.). New Perspectives on Vedic and Ancient Indian Civilization. Meerut (India): World Association of Vedic Studies, 2000.

				_____ . Indo-European Languages: A Myth. In Sharma, Bhudev (ed). Contemporary Views on Indian Civilization. Meerut (India): World Association of Vedic Studies, 2003.

				Müller, F. Max. Science of Language (Vol. I).New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1891

				_____ . The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy. Calcutta: Susil Gupte (India) Ltd., 1952.

				______. India: What Can It Teach Us? London: New York, Longmans, Funk & Wagnalls Company,1999.

				Muller, Herbert J. The Loom of History. New York: Harper & Brothers, 1958.

				Nehru, Jawaharlal. The Discovery of India. Calcutta: The Signet Press, 1946.

				Oppenheim, A. Leo. Ancient Mesopotamia: Portrait of Dead Civilization. Chicago, London: The University of Chicago Press, 1967, 1977.

				Oppenheimer, Stephen. Eden In the East: The Drowned Continent of Southeast Asia. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1998.

				Osborne, John & et al. Global Studies: A Regents Review Text. Middletown, New York: N.N Publishing Company, 1989.

				Paine, Jeffery. Father India: How Encounters with an Ancient Culture Transformed the Modern West. New York: Harper Collins Publishers, 1998.

				Papanek, John L. Ancient India: Land of Mystery. Alexandria, VA.: Time-Life Books, 1994.

				________ . Mesopotamia: The Mighty Kings. Alexandria, VA.: Time-Life Books, 1995.

				________ . Persians: Masters of Empire. Alexandria, VA.: Time-Life Books, 1995.

				Pococke, E. India in Greece; or Truth in Mythology. London: Richard Griffin and Company, 1856.

				Poonai, Premsukh. Origin of Civilization and Language. Dayton Beach (Florida): Pearce Publishers,Inc. 1994.

				Pragiter, F.E. Ancient Indian Historical Tradition. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidas, 1962,1997.

				Rawson, Philip. The Art of Southeast Asia: Cambodia, Vietnam, Thailand, Laos, Burma, Java, & Bali. New York: Thames and Hudson Inc., 1990.

				Renfrew, Colin. Archaeology & Language: The Puzzle Of Indo-European Origins. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987.

				Roberts, J.M. History of the World. London: Penguin Books Ltd., 1987.

				Robinson, Andrew. Lost Languages: The Enigma of The World’s Undeciphered Scripts. New York: McGraw Hill, 2002

				Robinson, Francis (ed.).The Cambridge Encyclopedia of India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Bhutan, and the Maldivas. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989.

				Rubel, David. Concise Chronology of World History, 3000 BC -1993.

				Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1993.

				Ruhlen, Merritt. Guide to the World’s Languages. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1987.

				_____. The Origin of Language: Tracing the Evolution of the Mother Tongue. USA: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1994. Sacred Symbols: The Celts. New York: Thames and Hudson, 1995.

				Shah, Bharat. Sanskrit: An Appreciation without Apprehension. New York: Setubandh Publications, 2004.

				Sidharth, B.G. Calendaric Astronomy, Astronomical Dating & Archaeology: A New View of Antiquity and its Science. Hyderabad: B.M. Birla Science, 1993a..

				_______ . The Antiquity of The Rig Veda. Hyderabad: B.M. Birla Science Centre, 1991.

				________ . A Lost Anatolian Civilization:Is It Vedic? Hyderabad: B.M. Birla Centre, 1992.

				_________ . Date and Place for the Mahabharta. Hyderabad: B. M. Birla Science Centre, 1993.

				Sinor, Denis (ed). The Cambridge History of Early Inner Asia. Newcastle (U.K.): Cambridge University Press,1990.

				Shirer, William L. The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1959.

				Smith, Neil & D. Wilson. Modern Linguistics: The Results of Chomsky’s Revolution. Bloomingto & London: Indiana University Press,1979.

				Stevenson, Victor (ed.). Words: The Evolution of Western Languages. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Company, 1983.

				Stierlin, Henri. Hindu India: From Khajuraho to the Temple of Madurai.

				Koln, New York, London: Paris, Tokyo: Taschen, 2000.

				Syal, Pushpinder & D.V. Jindal. An Introduction to Linguistics. New Delhi: Prentice Hall of India Pvt. Ltd, 2007.

				Talgeri, S.K. The Rigveda: A Historical Analysis. New Delhi: Voice of India, 1998

				Tilak, B. G. The Orion or Researches into Antiquities of the Vedas. Poona: Tilak Brothers, 1986.

				van Buitenen, J.A.B. The Bhagvadgita in the Mahabharat. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press1981.

				Walker, Benjamin. Hindu World: An Encyclopedic Survey of Hinduism (2 vols). New York: Frederick A. Prueger Publishers,1968.

				Wheeler, R. E. M. Five Thousand Years of Pakistan. London: Royal India & Pakistan Society, 1950.

				Wheeler, Mortimer. The Indus Civilization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960.

				Wilford, Francis. Chronology of the Hindus. In Sir william Jones. Asiatic Researches (Vol.5, Ch. XVIII, pp.241-295). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979.

				________ . An Essay on the Sacred Isles in the West. Sir William Jones (ed.) Asiatic Researches (Vol.8,Ch.VII,pp.245-375). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979a.

				_______ . A Dissertation on Semiramis, the Origin of Mecca (written in 1780’s). In Sir William Jones (ed.) Asiatic Researches( Vol. 4, Ch. XXVI, pp.361-383). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications,1979b.

				________ . On Egypt and Other countries adjacent to Cali River or Nile of Ethiopia. In Sir William Jones (ed). Asiatic Researches (Vol.3,Ch.XIII, pp.295-468). New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1979c.

				______ . On the Ancient Geography of India (written in 1780’s). In Sir William Jones.Asiatic Researches (Vol.14, Ch.VII,pp.373-470).New Delhi: Cosmo Publications, 1980.

				Winternitz, M. History of Indian Literature (Eng. trans. by S. Ketkar), Vol. I, Calcutta, 1927.

				Wolpert, Stanley. A New History of India. New York: Oxford University Press, 1993.

				Wood, Michael. In Search of Myths & Heroes: Exploring Four Epic Legends of the World. Los Angeles: BBC Worldwide Limited, 2005.

				Yule, George. The Study of Language. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985.

				 

				Encyclopedias

				The Encyclopedia Americana

				Britannica Encyclopedia

				Columbia Encyclopedia

				Larousse Encyclopedia

				National Geographic

				The New Illustrated Encyclopedia

				Reader’s Digest

				The World Book Ency-clopedia

				 

				Language Teaching Books

				 

				Adams, Douglas Q. Essential Modern Greek Grammar. New York: Dower Publications, Inc. 1987

				Betts, Gavin. Teach Yourself Latin. London: Hodder Headline, 1986.

				Farrell, Edith R. & Frederick Farrell, Jr. Side by Side French & English Grammar. Chicago:Passport Books, NTC Contemporary Publishing Company, 1995.

				Graves, Paul. German Grammar. Hauppauge, New York: Barron’s Educational Series, inc. 1987.

				Hendricks,Rhoda A. Latin Made Simple. New York: Made Simple Books, 1992.

				Shah, Bharat S. Sanskrit: An Appreciation Without Apprehension. New York: SeubandhPublications, 2004.

				Ullman, B. L., Charles Anderson, Jr., and Norman E. Henry. Latin for Americans. New York: Macmillan Publishing Co. Inc., 1981.

				 

				 

				Dictionaries

				 

				Apte, Vaman Shivram. The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers, 1992.

				Dutton, Brian, & others. Cassells’ Spanish and English Dictionary. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1969.

				Greek Phrase Book, Princeton, NJ: Berlitz Publishing Company, Inc., Finnegan, Marilyn,others.NewWebster’s Spanish/English, English/Spanish Dictionary. DPS, USA

				Janes, Michael, etl. The Oxford French dictionary. New York: Berkley Books, 1997.

				Mazza, Debora. The Oxford Italian Dictionary. New York: Berkley Books, 1887.

				Prowe, Gunhild, Schneider. The Oxford German Dictionary. New York: Berkley Books, 1997.

				Simpson, D. P. Cassell’s Latin English Dictionary. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1963.

				

Appendix - A

				 

				

Scholars, as the Subjects of the Research

				

 

				Abhayankar, K.D

				Adams, Douglas Q

				Adelung

				Allana, G. A.

				Anderson, Robert

				Apte, Vaman Shivram

				Argandhawi, Abdul

				Arya, Vedagy

				Ascoli, Gardziado

				Augastina, St.

				Bacon, Elizabeth

				Bahn, Paul G

				Baldi, Philip

				Baloch, N. B.

				Banerjee, Gauranga Nath

				Bentley. John

				Benveniste, Emile

				Betts, Gavin

				Bhattacharya, D.K

				Bibby, Geoffrey

				Bodmer, Frederick

				Brandon, William

				Brine, Kevin R

				Browne, Malcolm

				Burrow, T

				Campbell, Joseph

				Cannon, Garland

				Cavalli-Sforza, Luigi

				Chantrell, Glynnis

				Chatterji, S.K

				Childe, V. Gordon

				Christian, Dr.

				Claiborne, Robert

				Clark, Grahame

				Clarke, Peter B.

				Clendinnen, Ingo

				Coedes, G.

				Coedoux, P.

				Colebrooke, H.T.

				Coulson, Michael

				Craven, Roy C.

				Crawfurd, John

				Cunningham, Alexander

				Demoule, Jean-Paul

				Dimock, Jr., Edward

				Dobrzynski, Judith H

				Driver, Harold E.

				Durant, Will

				Eck, Diana L

				Eldwood, Mrs. Colonel

				Elst, Koenraad

				Embree, Ainslie T

				Farrell, Edith R.

				Farrell, Jr, C. Frederick

				Feuerstein, Georg

				Foster E. M.

				Foucher, H.

				Frankfort, Dr. Henry

				Frawley, David

				Frosch, Dan

				Gaimini

				Garraty, John A.

				Gay, Peter

				Gelb, Dr.

				Gidwani, Bhagwan S

				Gidwani, Parso J.

				Gimbutas, M

				Gobineou, Joseph Arthur.

				Griffith, Ralph T.H.

				Gunther, John

				Hancock, Graham

				Hancock, Ian F.

				Harris, Bill

				Hendricks, Rhoda A

				 

				Herm, Gerhard.

				Hicks, Harry

				Hitler, Adolf

				Hochschild, Adam

				Hockett, Charles F.

				Houptmann, Harold

				Jacobi

				Jindal., D. V.

				Jones, Sir William

				Kalidas Bhavabhuti

				Kak, Subash

				Kennedy

				Kime, Sue Ann

				Knapp, Stephen

				Konow

				Kosambi, D.D.

				Kulke, Hermann

				Kumārila

				Kunanbay, Alma.

				Lalham,Roger

				Langer, William L

				Lehmann, W.P.

				Linton, Ralph.

				Littleton, C. Scott

				Loewen, James W

				Ludolf, J.

				Mackay, Ernest

				Majmudar, R.C..

				Mallory, J.P.

				Malmkjær, Kirsten

				Maloney, Clarence

				Marshal, Sir John.

				Martin, Thomas R.

				Matthews, P.H.

				McCrindle, John W.

				Menninger, Karl.

				Müller, F. Max.

				Muller, Herbert J.

				Nehru, Jawaharlal

				Nietzsche, Friedrich

				Oak, P. N.

				O’Donnell, Regina

				O’Raiilly

				Osborne, John

				Paine, Jeffery

				Pandit, M. P.

				Papanek, John L.

				Philip, Morris

				Piggott, Stuart

				Pliny

				Pococke, E.

				Poliakov,Leon

				Poonai, Premsukh

				Pragiter, F.E.

				Radhakrishna, B.B.

				Rao, S.R.

				Rawson, Philip

				Renfrew, Colin

				Roberts, J.M.

				Robins, R. H.

				Robinson, Andrew

				Robinson, Francis

				Rubel, David

				Ruhlen, Merritt

				Sandage, Allan

				Sassetti, F

				Schilmann, Kurt.

				Schuulze, B.

				Schlegel, August

				Schlegel, Wilhelm von

				Schlegel, Frederick

				Shah, Bharat

				Shah, Iqbal Ali

				Sidharth, B.G.

				Sinor, Denis

				Shirer, William L.

				Smith, Neil

				Solinus

				Stevenson, Victor

				Stierlin, Henri

				Strachey, John

				Syal, Pushpinder

				Talgeri, S.K.

				Taylor, Isaac

				Tilak, B. G.

				Trager, James

				Trubetskoy, N.S.

				Trumpp, Ernest

				Valery

				van Buitenen, J.A.B.

				van Schlegel,

				Varro

				Vavalli-Sforza, Francesco

				Vittaxis, Dr. Vassili

				Waddeli, L. A.

				Walker, Benjamin

				Weir, Sarah

				Wheeler, R. E. M.

				Wheeler, Mortimer

				Wilford, Francis

				Wilson, D.

				Wilkins, Charles P.

				Wilson, Sanse

				Winkler, Hugo

				Winternitz, M.

				Wolpert, Stanley

				Wolzogen, Hans von

				Wood, Michael

				Yule, George

				Zabrislie, Philip

				 

				

 End Notes

				
					
						[1] Their names are given in the Appendix-A

					

					
						[2] Yet a few (hope I am wrong) are still unfortunate because Europe needs to be completely and purely civilized.

					

					
						[3] David Sacks, in Language Visible, 2003, pp.xiv-xv.

					

					
						[4] Ibid, p.4.

					

					
						[5] Ibid, p.10.

					

					
						[6] Sharma & Ghose, Revisiting Indus-Sarasvati Age and Ancient India (1998, p.371).

					

					
						[7] Kosla Vepa (ed.), ‘Astronomical Dating of Events & Select Vignettes from Indian History’, published by Indic Studies Foundation, Pleasanton, CA, USA, 2008

					

					
						[8] The paper was presented at the International Symposium on Indian and Asiatic astronomies, at the B.M. Birla Centre, Hyderabad, December 1991.

					

					
						[9] Taken from Stephen Knapp’s Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence (2000,

						p. vii).

					

					
						[10] Bhu Dev Sharma and Nabarun Ghose (ed.)., “Revisiting Indus-Sarasvati Age and Ancient India”, WAVES, (1998, 348-350).

					

					
						[11] Max Müller, The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, (First published in 1899, reprinted in 1916, x1v).

					

					
						[12] Jonathan Mark Kenoyer, Ancient Cities of The Indus Valley Civilization (1998, pp. 85 and 108)

					

					
						[13] Ibid, p. 52.

					

					
						[14] Parso J. Gidwani. Similarities in Sindhi and Dravidian Languages. Delhi: Sindhi Academy,(1996, p. vi).

					

					
						[15] Dr. G. A. Allana. Sindhia- jo Bunyad (Origin of Sindhi), 1973, and subsequently 1978.

					

					
						[16]“The New Illustrated Encyclopedia of World History” (vol. 1, 1896, p.34)

					

					
						[17] V. Gordon Childes, in The Aryans: A Study of Indo-European Origins (1987, p.30

					

					
						[18] John L. Papanek (ed.), in “Ancient India: Land of Mystery” (1994:55), Time-Life Books, Alexandria, Virginia.

					

					
						[19] Lassen, Ind. Alt. b. i. 8. 6.

					

					
						[20] Wilson’s Sanskrit, Lex. s.v.

					

					
						[21]Five Thousand Years of Pakistan , Royal India and Pakistan Society, London (1950, pp32-33).

					

					
						[22] Kosla Vepa (ed.) Astronomical Dating of Events & Select Vignettes from Indian History (vol. 1), p.37.

					

					
						[23] In the Chapter, “Sanskrit and Vedas’ , the age of the Rig Veda has been ascertained longer than 6,000 years. .

					

					
						[24] Isaac Taylor, ‘The Origin of the Aryans”, pp. 2-3

					

					
						[25] Kristen Malmkjær, The Linguistics Encyclopedia, p. 191.

					

					
						[26] Mallory: ‘In search of the Indo-Europeans (pp. 268,269).

					

					
						[27] Lassen, Ind. Alt. b. i. 8. 6.

					

					
						[28] De Sacy, Memoire, p. 47; Lassen, Ind. Alt. i. 8.

					

					
						[29] Though I state these views on the authority of M. Picket.

					

					
						[30] Garharo Herm, ‘The Celts” (1975, p. 71).

					

					
						[31] Trubetscoy 1939 in Scherer 1968, p.216, taken from Colin Renfrew, Archeology & Language, 1987, p.108.

					

					
						[32] Ibid, pp.108-109.

					

					
						[33] Demoule 1980

					

					
						[34] Kirsten Malmakjær, The Linguistics Encyclopedia (1991, pp. 193-4).

					

					
						[35] Ibid (p.197).

					

					
						[36] George Yule, The Study of Language (1985, p.169).

					

					
						[37] . Issac Talor, The Origin of the Aryans, (pp.3,4).

					

					
						[38] Max Müller, Lectures, 1st Series, (pp. 211,212).

					

					
						[39] Kirsten Malmkjær (ed.), The Linguistics Encyclopedia (1991, p. 190).

					

					
						[40] Ian F. Hancock, ‘The Gypsies: Forgotten Children of India’ in Dr. Jagat K. Motwani, et al. (ed), ‘Global Indian Diaspora: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow’ (1993, p.429). Hancock has given about 200 Romany words with Indic origin.

					

					
						[41] E. Pococke, “India in Greece Or Truth in Mythology” (1856).

					

					
						[42] E. Pococke, ‘India in Greece or Truth in Mythology’ (1856).

					

					
						[43] Dr.Ernest Trumpp, in his “Grammar of the Sindhi Language” (1872).

					

					
						[44] Jagat K. Motwani, in ‘Sindhu (Indus) Valley Civilization: Heritage of the Culture , Sindhyat, & Entrepreneurship of Sindhis’ (2009, p. 100).

					

					
						[45] J. P. Mallory, “In Search of Indo-Europeans: Language, Archaeology and Myth” (1989, p.24).

					

					
						[46] The Columbia Encyclopedia, p.794.

					

					
						[47] Ibid. p. 794.

					

					
						[48] Edward Pococke, India in Greece.

					

					
						[49] New York Times, August 2, 1932.

					

					
						[50] M.A.G.W. Iv, p.189 (Mitteilungen der anthropoligischen Gesellschaft in Wien), as per a footnote in Childes, The Aryans, p. 17.

					

					
						[51] Yale Oriental Series.

					

					
						[52] Z. D. M.G., 1xxvi, p. 250 ff. (Forrer).

					

					
						[53] S.R. Rao, Dawn and Devolution of the Indus Civilization, New Delhi: Aditya Prakashan, 1991, p.2.

					

					
						[54] Sir Mortimer Wheeler (1968) The Indus Civilization: Supplementary Volume of Cambridge Indian History.

					

					
						[55]* I think, it should be ‘north’.

					

					
						[56] Nehru felt indebted to Sir S. Radhakrishnan for this quotation from his book ‘Indian Philosophy’.

					

					
						[57] Jagat Motwani, & et al (ed). ‘Global Indian Diaspora: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow’ (1993, p.6).

					

					
						[58] Francis G. Hutchins , The Illusion of Permanence (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967), p. 142.

					

					
						[59] 8th volume, Chapter VII, of Asiatic Researches, (ed) Sir William Jones (1787:246).

					

					
						[60] Sharma and Ghose (ed.), “Revisiting Indus-Sarasvati Age and Ancient India” (1998, p.353)

					

					
						[61] Taken from Dr. Jagat Motwani, “America and India: In a ‘Give & Take Relationship” (2003, pp. 16-17).

					

					
						[62] Tod’s Rajasthan, vol. i., p. 113.

					

					
						[63] Ramayana, iii, 237, written B.C. 1300.

					

					
						[64] Kapisa, was one of the 10 separate states or districts of Afghanistan, according to M. Julien’s ‘Hiouen Thsang,’ 1.71.

					

					
						[65] Wilson’s ‘Vishnu Purana’, edited by Hall, b.iv.c.4.

					

					
						[66] Kosla Vepa (ed.), Astronomical Dating of Events& Select Vignettes from Indian History (2008, p. 35), as per Kota Venkatachelam The Plot in Indian Chronology (1954)

					

					
						[67] Dr. John W. McCrindle, in “Ancient India as described by Ptolemy,” p. xiii.

					

					
						[68] Ibid, pp. 81-82.

					

					
						[69] Brunnhofer, Arische Urzeit, 1910; Hertel, Indo-Germ; Husing, MAGW, xivi; Winternitz, HIL, I, pp. 63-4; and Childe, Aryans, p.32 (Taken from Majumdar, R.C. et al, p.248).

					

					
						[70] The word ‘Indian’, in fact implies ‘Hindu’, and the ‘Indian contribution’ implies contribution of Hinduism. The use of the word ‘Indian’, in fact, does not exactly tell what it means. In those pre-Muslim times, instead of ‘Indian’, it should specify Hinduism, Buddhism, or Jainism.

					

					
						[71] The essays in “The Soul of Kazakhstan” are written by Dr. Kunanbay, photographs by Wayne Eastep, and edited by Gareth L. Steen. It is published by Easten Press, New York.

					

					
						[72] Kosla Vepa (ed.), Astronomical Dating of Events & Select Vignettes from Indian History (vol. 1,2008, p.37).

					

					
						[73] According to Hindu traditions as per mahabharat@intelindia.com

					

					
						[74] in ‘History of India’ (1986, p.33).

					

					
						[75] Moret, ‘From Tribe to Empire’ in ‘Cambridge Ancient History’.

					

					
						[76] Cambridge Ancient History, ii, p. 331.

					

					
						[77] Lassen, Ind. Alt. b. i. 8. 6.

					

					
						[78] Max Müller spells it as ‘Arya-averta’, I am as ‘Aryavarta’.

					

					
						[79] Lassen, Ind. Alt. b. i. 8. 6.

					

					
						[80] De Sacy, Memoire, p. 47; Lassen, Ind. Alt. i. 8.

					

					
						[81] Though I state these views on the authority of M. Picket.

					

					
						[82] V.A., iii.6.

					

					
						[83] Ibid., vi. 8.

					

					
						[84] M. M.’s Buddhist Pilgrims, Selected Essays, vol. ii. P. 234.

					

					
						[85]Foe Koue Ki, traduit par Remusat, Paris, 1836, p. 41.

					

					
						[86]Methode pour dechiffrer et transcrire les noms sanscrits qui se rencontrent dans les livres chinois, inventee et demontree par M. Stanislas Julien, Paris, 1861, p. 103.

					

					
						[87] McCrindle, op. cit., footnote pp. 11,12.

					

					
						[88] McCrindle, ibid, p.9, footnote., that the location of Kattigara has been fixed very variously. Richthofen identified it with Kian-chi in the Gulf of Tong-king, and Colonel Yule agrees with Richthofen’s view. He further says: ”For 1st, Tong-king was for some centuries at that period (B.C. 111 to A.D. 263), only incorporated as part of the Chinese Empire.

					

					
						[89] ‘Civilizations of the East’ by Rene Grousset, vol. II, p. 276.

					

					
						[90] Better to be specific. Instead of “Indian”, it should be “Vedic” or “Hindu”.

					

					
						[91] Graham Hancock, op. cit

					

					
						[92] Thor Heyerdahl, The Maldives Mystery, London: Unknown Paperbacks, 1988.

					

					
						[93] Ancient oral traditions of Maldives speak of a mysterious people – the Redin – who, in the opinion of Heyerdahl, were ‘a former people with more than ordinary human capacities’.

					

					
						[94] Amin, Mohamed, Duncan Willets and Peter Marshal, Journey through the Maldives, 16, Camerapix Publishers International, Nairobi, 1992.

					

					
						[95] Heyerdahl, op. cit., p.159.

					

					
						[96] Ibid, p.312.

					

					
						[97] Kon Tiki Museum, ‘Archaeological Test-Excavations on the Maldive Islands’, Occasional Papers, vol. 2, 66, Oslo, 1992.

					

					
						[98]Dhivehi Writing Systems, 5, National Centre for Linguistic and Historical Research, Maldives, 1999.

					

					
						[99] Clarence Maloney, People of the Maldives Islands, Madras, 1980, cited in Kon Tiki Museum, op. cit., 70.

					

					
						[100] Mohamed Amin et al. op cit p. 12.

					

					
						[101] Jagat K. Motwani, America and India: In A ‘Give & Take’ Relationship,

						 (2003, pp.105-106).

					

					
						[102] Nanda

					

					
						[103] Sir W. Jones, Asiatic Researches, voi 1, p.426

					

					
						[104] Wilson, Sansc. Lex. “Anga,” “Bhagulpoor” (Boglipoor) is a district in the

						province of Bahar (Bihar).

					

					
						[105] Sharma and Ghose (ed.), “Revisiting Indus-Sarasvati Age and Ancient India” (1998, p.353)

					

					
						[106] B.G. Sidharth, in “A Lost Anatolian Civilization: Is It Vedic”, Research Communication, 1992.

					

					
						[107] Mallory in the Search of the Indo-Europeans (pp.47-38).

					

					
						[108] William L. Langer: The New Illustrated Encyclopedia of World History, (1975, vol. I, 32.

					

					
						[109] William L. Langer “The New Illustrated Encyclopedia of World History” (1975, P.31).

					

					
						[110] Nehru, Discovery of India, p.92, foot note.

					

					
						[111] Ibid p. 93

					

					
						[112] Taken from Herbert J. Muller, “The Loom of History” New York: Harper & Brothers, 1958, p. 28.

					

					
						[113] Eliot: ‘Hinduism and Buddhism’ (vol. 1, p. xii).

					

					
						[114] Dr. R.C. Majumdar’s ‘Ancient Indian Colonies in the Far East’ (Calcutta, 1927), and his ‘Svarnadvipa’ (Calcutta, 1937), also the publications of the Greater India Society (Calcutta).

					

					
						[115] Marshal Sir John, “First Light on a long forgotten civilization, Illustrated London News, 1924.

					

					
						[116] Kumbhakaran used to sleep months. He was brother of Ravana, the Raja of Sri Lanka.

					

					
						[117] Taken from Stephen Knapp, Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence (2000, p.268)

					

					
						[118] Stephen Knapp, Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence (2000, p. 271).

					

					
						[119] P. N. Oak in Some Missing Chapters of World History, in his book World Vedic Heritage, (p.16), Pune (India).

					

					
						[120] The essays in “The Soul of Kazakhstan” are written by Dr. Kunanbay, photographs by Wayne Eastep, and edited by Gareth L. Steen. It is published by Easten Press, New York.

					

					
						[121] Taken from Stephen Knapp’s Proof of Vedic Culture’s Global Existence (2000, p. vii).

					

					
						[122] William L. Shirer, in his “The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich” (1959, 1960, pp. 103-104), talks about Count Joseph Arthur de Gobineau, a French diplomat and a man of letters who wrote a four volume book entitled “Essai sur l’Inegalite Des Races Humaines” (Essay on the Inequality of the Human Races), which was published in Paris between 1853 and 1855.

					

					
						[123] Discovery of India (1946, pp. 73,74)

					

					
						[124] Ibid.

					

					
						[125] See “The History of Greece,” by G. Grote, Esq., London, 1849.

					

					
						[126] History of Greece, vol. I, Preface, p. xiii.

					

					
						[127]Bharti, Brahm Dat. Max Muller:A Lifelong Masquerade. New Delhi: Era Books (1992, pp. 64-71)..

					

				

			
			

		OEBPS/images/small_fmt18.jpeg
Euglih  Samsiait

.‘is Eiaghg i ﬁg

1, E
.a Ll §3§

BRI !53






OEBPS/images/small_fmt5.jpeg
opdohigepdes  smSuE Suadies. »y B s ayeus.
wpun s sood stow osow

s o1 oy ooy won

o8 ‘aatpe sbo oo pwgl ossoy
R AT st L purg 3op
o8 ‘magp wom pupe Y noo
mimwoEg P s eney ®
e 09 sofwmon R orq

s som sounn s o mq

p— ssm ooy 0 bl

qusodg ‘usig sy ooz o sy
o e suoy  swowseqy B o
peres soumre  oiodowagy Bl o
opegsus sus oamyomy s sourams
ueses 1 wopom Sumyng Suuds

o sndum o> prsong! woseo

oped sy sousenoy a8 Rk





OEBPS/images/small_fmt26.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt12.jpeg
PpRLTLR

riiat e ek e
(Sabject, object, verb)

‘Canem (iog) bomao (man) mordet bies)
(Subject-object-verb)

Yo (D bebi (érank) vino (wine) enmmi (m my)

casa (house).

abject-verb-object)
Je (@) responds (am answering)  aletre.
Sabject-verb-object)

‘Ekhasa to (1 have los9 kle<THee (key) moo (my)
(Subjec, verb, abjec)





cover.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt20.jpeg
L
woqurs s
e
oo a

womgs
ke
o8 Ll
Aped oreq
wy00d e
g
Aok e
ey L]
Aporey wend
]
oy sdoousy oS

i

RRITRRE

i

i

§
:






OEBPS/images/small_fmt13.jpeg
mmmmmm
PR
g

fuiladne

L PTEY





OEBPS/images/small_fmt21.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt27.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt19.jpeg
wewy

eprpoom  upyeBisog  numywmes  poop weRyRpD] s s
WESSEA OO SHUSTEA  DIETEEY WOWE  WEIUSEA THUSTA JuesEn Suuds
—_— o ey wBuepy o swoses
o e hsal v e opd  mopk
wpas
nodanp Uy s GueKwRRps 9B nddeas wpape g
wped s wprpod prped ey wa
hstinnd Ao e F400 Wepsu qEp onq
nddamy nddey, opu  nddumyomy  weARR v Yool
ru—
<o ) e T
s umg B e g wlm s
woy
“vk e wom wok o wmm "
W sy mR oo pm oo ndduen ey
et wekomed
P L ] eouwuep  wmenweE  sema
s pouwey gy, sy, nopwes  wadug






OEBPS/images/Kapu 1_fmt.jpeg





OEBPS/images/Kapu 2_fmt.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt1.jpeg
BEFORE WW I

1800-1900
19211940
1941 — 1944 before WW-II was over

After WW I

19451960
19611970
1971- 1984

Total

|&| 882

|3 88%





OEBPS/images/small_fmt4.jpeg
e Impas »oqn. oudse 0 P

vy stpu ousud w3 e

o stoee: n nwq a0

ks Y ‘v e 38 a0y zops e
wawip ‘spugs sqpe soudss qom s
pum whues  yuouid “op: wonpy o sap>
e wnopo L © o

W oy s e 1000 g

e o “woref wbe oms ossum, o
W ey ‘snpq ‘moed ooy osnuied. iqeRBen
usgp —_ & o ou

weo wepsp andpu o s A
gy sngmony wevooyy 1590 Py my

qudede sued oouosd 1019 P

o e g amaty oo pooy
EmESue wied  sicerpieopos weumeo qug

weIwpa Yeps! sapowmors sopwmon oo weiom powois.

i
£
i
!
i





OEBPS/images/small_fmt.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt7.jpeg
aned A, epQarey Sop wop
w8 ordvwendd ound - e
wd armod 0q oud o o
ool awosed oo wouny 2]
e Pegy o 0mpo oon w0 "
P ——

s wawo omp wopmy ool ‘porpuny
- waosp wop wgz orua
e wanou om unou soum
e a0 wp e suse
s wondos ud waqprs Luss
s o8 wsp sgos oxs
‘wqousdsnbumb wpud ooy sy

ueep sonecd s o o

m =0 o =p € o
wp oop 0w paz Ton
o stn s s w0





OEBPS/images/small_fmt8.jpeg
(8005 103) 18

‘o

“wer'sunn
b g
oust o
osps o
‘mbop 100
amunp.

s
oxsa ompin
e -

ormiod g
ampes
anpor ‘o

Hianas

ougpey

HIN IR

B Eyiszmg.brilssd:





OEBPS/images/small_fmt23.jpeg
]
3
i
1
]
i
i
i

el wepoys wmpeu  oproe g skgroops  wwy
Rl aey oo ooy wgs oy
epmnpuy o wopsn wanpox ]
wod ooy npa o p wns o8
oo g o w e oo
wenmad weased
Ao wpens ‘waaed mgges  wegges wepes g ued v
wapwpw
Py g ‘5o wox wi o
e
ey wwlonq “wnied — ooy poy
o w0 opumerq T ooum peddes R W
il
o woon o s om0 s popong
ogod T ed ged wp 0w
Speduo awoques oy opequo w6
e prwy ndapy, sy, nopwes ysgdog






OEBPS/images/Kapu 3_fmt.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt15.jpeg
wmm.?ﬁmmmmm
Hlounathh
(I  EPYY
A TPRITH LT





OEBPS/images/small_fmt16.jpeg
B ASpE)]  Aoq s weuSog
WOARQ  URQWUMI WA TPOAMG  WASEE WA TGRITORWRS PO

v
wwg ump umpr wemp e wsmp e
g ‘s v uEmpIY oS ORIITN PN
oargs ooy e e epquodvB oons ‘wewu  uemon
wpomd
wwpnnd  wAgsnos wAgsnd ‘KRR wwpne wpuwwTgdE won
wpops  wuwTae  pumpoys  wurvempdm oy segoq
wpos  wyEiGum o wpoys  wAwyfmpdm s wipos s
wgod ot ooy wed  yseugpoSs Sy ol wwEp
weand o wppoy ‘opaad oo wmswd g
ored P upom ‘o ade) wdde qmlwd sgmg
owogus oo o ™ s el RGN
wqunpay squruny wguny wsqunpay sqununy g
e eprowey L) ey, wopws  was

‘soBemZuy wegprARI PuY HDISUYS WoMq AGgY ST





OEBPS/images/small_fmt10.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt2.jpeg
S P sowA sugosd ooxd
vhodvogund  wnion seoad 1gososd P
sy o e sosqL o
s oty xRy o
P Q. suggar gy wwd puny
e vy s ey
sy o0 oo 1 s s o
i staud sooop P10
emdksnand sposed soppgosy o
sty sy s opriq
“ehiepos 2008 2y s
“und o a0y sapor

ns “eand snugu ‘s S0k s
ol wd suosed somd suiand samn
‘s ‘s o wawo oy
gy o seowAme oy
nopus w1 way swaing

s93un3um wwado.mg pue 3oy uoan1oq Cyugge dpsydury

Hits il bahetd





OEBPS/images/small_fmt24.jpeg





OEBPS/images/small_fmt25.jpeg
EIpEIGE opERY
g T oo “mprura we wgmmopm pe
optisuont> wpoww onpars

e msargs omsargs g tsmedwpeg  pood

o ooes  mummue o) wepRdmOGR  uempn ‘werme  opsur

™ ope ndas yaeu g akpred ool

o upesngess  nzomo wruay o o Ay

o ownu  wsaiood wuum mpulm  ummA ookpand Ak

s s v ol ‘e e ey WA
hpus s

WeSumEs  SERGs  umsuies  o[eARumsOEN  [eEyundm wAipws  Sumead
i wwemud

m “whopodioos Twmdepn opewen T wpoounms e Suwou

ws e ‘woprs  wwprsa ‘wogsres e mk

wpysee [ s wow wsapeds ds e

weup nooq
wWoSWp TP WAp  uwos ‘weup W gepwp A

we Aol wprumey ndngay, ey, wopues  ysdug





OEBPS/images/small_fmt9.jpeg
wiopregid  opomoeer worps
“Tqqnese pim ‘s snpew oy BMPSINNPS.
mms gy squdsiog om Buwenq'ns
worpa wemwe s owemt o oy
ajomd s e whon
PO —— woses aroy
s A7 ‘ooApamd =g =ny wass
nte s avon xou i "o
FopunspEs dson won pusce
‘eépnounreeysn
e sndus o whon
fr— P—— sl ot
qeides. ‘SO waydos. TPEOpAS. oom.
eap wp sop w =
vepE oun} Wiy 20 PUISp ‘vusp
EpeA ‘ wepwy
opumntrns aod e

1111

i

]
His ool Bl





OEBPS/images/small_fmt22.jpeg
ok e
oknp.
e

e ‘opuesy

v ‘nuen

‘oo oo
puss pum

A EHT

£
4

TEE

.§ sflililintite

k|
§|531§{§§ fsithinl

uon o

P

ppow
il
ey

i
Egi § ih«z:iiah

W v e

HE|

H
H
1
LR

g1 o n e
HERDRE I





OEBPS/images/small_fmt6.jpeg
wnprped suoppoo wponen o
pd gpeaind swowo o w0 o
s sy souone wom pup pum

vemm ‘wageren s s e s we s
werequs ‘g wnpeo sousino, Py o
qepva sopva suumwung sourmod g e
oo soqu ‘sungd i outas ‘wBos s
ey ‘ol s “wps sumd o soueid
a8 AT SOBRHOWSUOW  SAI0U0Nd0 8iq L—

e ‘oo s s o owos ws
L ] wny e puo woow
o wgasd wmyos v 8 o P
LU wen g s anion
ooy





OEBPS/images/small_fmt17.jpeg
L

ween Suvey
weuzy

-

“wepeernd

weppesid

ougmd

g ‘tepq o o oopsm By
e
oy wewo‘own  wemeUUm  Cmempwme ok
sotp ‘o vorp g PRy wumy
ouag ounpen +egpoo wegmssd yo%q
g w1 o Bk e whe  we
.
owp wewn  wnwoAn  wpp AT R Apq
ok
nuesep gprs L R ] s
1poc8
ursessp  poo8 wepue oy wquosp apw o)
wded wedewd wased wedeed s
s paps  wemgess s oo qogps gdoid
eupanid

we





OEBPS/images/small_fmt3.jpeg
A T

i tgs.
Hilbdahniind

Hetisenshananeted





OEBPS/images/small_fmt14.jpeg
g 1
Tebbragalel
[ RET I L
Wrmm,:m Tuant]
Bl nasing

:
ks

oty

TABLE 2
- (n) G i





OEBPS/images/small_fmt11.jpeg





