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ABSTRACT

The present research 1is a sociolinguistic 1investigation into
language use in Mauritius, focusing on the language practices of
the largest ethnolinguistic group within Mauritius. The aim of
the research 1s twofold: (i) to determine to what extent
Mauritians belonging to such an ethnolinguistic group (Bhojpuria)
make use of the ancestral 1language (Bhojpuri); (ii) to
investigate the societal and institutional factors that both
constrain and promote the use of given languages in particular
contexts, and offer explanations as to why it is that Mauritian
Bhojpuri - a form illustrated as being quite distinct from any of
the Indian varleties - is losing ground to other languages spoken

and studied in Mauritius.
The present research provides an overview of the Mauritian

linguistic situation and assesses the difficulties in
interpreting official data relating to language use in a complex
multilingual environment such as Mauritius (Chapter 1). A
comprehensive investigation of the linguistic literature and of

existing theoretical approaches is undertaken, focusing on
contact induced change, and maintenance and shift - the 1latter

from both societal and individualistic perspectives (Chapter Z2).
The importance of considering the socio-historical background of
an ethno-linguistic group is asserted throughout the research;
accordingly, a review is given of Indian settlement in Mauritius
and of both the education of 1Indians and the use of Indian
languages in the educational system. This review critically
appraises historical facts and incorporates unpublished data to
provide an up to date socio-historical account (Chapter 3).

With the incorporation of interviews conducted (Chapter 4)
and questionnaire data gathered during a period of fieldwork
(Chapter 5), the research provides a wholly new analysis and
interpretation of Bhojpuria patterns of language use and
attitudes towards language use. The research concludes with an
evaluation of existing sociolinguistic approaches towards
language maintenance and language shift, and suggests
alternative, potentially more productive approaches.
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

The present research aims to provide an original and
comprehensive study of the language practices of a particular
social group at a particular moment in time. The social group in
question 1is Mauritian Bhojpurias and the moment in time is the
year 2000.

From the very inception of this research topic, I was aware
of some of the potential pitfalls of looking at language use in
Mauritius - particularly given that Bhojpuri was to be the focus
of the investigation. Mauritius presents the researcher with a
complex multiethnic and multilingual environment, and one in
which the local population has become accustomed to a syncretic
sociocultural identity that is exceptionally difficult both to
grasp and to describe 1in precise, academic terms. This island,
with 1its many identities and many languages, frustrates and
enthralls the prospective researcher in equal measure: few (if
any) facts regarding identity and language are subject to a
common concensus; the conflicting opinions of two Mauritians,
sitting together in the same room at the same time, can
represent, to those in question, nothing more than equally valid
viewpoints relating to the same phenomenon. Mauritius is a place
where respondents, being interviewed on their ability to speak a
language, do not necessarily feel there to be any inconsistency
in responding that they have no understanding of the language in
which they are articulating their responses.

It was not long after arriving in Mauritius, in February
2000, that the scope of the problem in establishing the
parameters of the research became manifestly obvious. I arrived
in Mauritius in time to participate in the 2nd World Bhojpuri
Conference, held in the Mahatma Gandhi Institute, Moka. Whereas
great emphasis was being placed on the celebration and
valorization of Bhojpuri in Mauritus within the Institute, few

Mauritians whom I spoke to during the conference appeared to be

familiar with the extent of current research 1in Mauritian

Bhojpuri, and even fewer expressed any indications that such

research might be either important or even desirable.
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The initial problem that I faced in conducting research on
Mauritian Bhojpuri related to the nature of my prospective
respondents: The ‘community’ that I was attempting to gain access
to comprised Mauritians of Bhojpuria ancestry, but this was in no
sense as concrete as I had first imagined. Mauritians with
visible South Asian features would identify themselves in terms
of their religion, or else by specifying their ancestry as
‘Indian’ or their identity as ‘Indo-Mauritian’ This, I felt, was
too broad a category, since it would include Mauritians whose
ancestors had come from anywhere within the Indian subcontinent,
not specifically Bhojpuri-speaking areas. In the final analysis,
the decision I took was to first select my respondents according
to religion, and then to identify whether or not Bhojpuri was or
had been spoken 1in the immediate family. My construction of the
term ‘Bhojpuria’ was thus made on the basis that the respondent
was Hindu and had at least one Bhojpuri-speaking parent.

It is to be stressed that the present research does not 1in

any way deny the existence of Bhojpurias that are Muslim or seek

to designate the term ‘Bhojpuria’ as being inapplicable to
Muslims. Carter (2000) points out that many Muslims who arrived
in Mauritius did so as indentured labourers and came from the
same parts of 1India as the Hindus. Yet Carter (2000:126)
acknowledges that ‘Calcuttya’ Muslim labourers (that 1is, those
who emigrated from the port of Calcutta) were quick to urbanize
and were largely successfully in moving into commerce and the
service sector, ‘with only 20% remaining in agriculture, as wage
labourers or large and small land-owners’. Quite aside from the
differences between Muslim and Hindu communities in terms of
habitation and work patterns, a cultural dynamic further
distinguishes these social groups and is linguistically marked.
Whilst Hindus of North Indian ancestry will tend to identify
Hindi as the language of Indian cultural and religious identity,
the choice for Muslims is far more likely to be Urdu or Arabic.
In effect, Mauritian Hindus and Muslims of North Indian origin do
not perceive themselves as belonging to the same community, and
this is reflected at the political level by the existence of the
two categories ‘Indo-Mauritian Hindu’ and ‘Indo-Mauritian Muslim’

(See Chapter 1.1.3 for a discussion on the connection between

language declaration and community). To have examined and
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identified language practices surrounding Bhojpuri without taking
into account the keenly felt sociohistorical and sociocultural

differences between Hindus and Muslims would have been unwise in
the extreme.

By specifying for a Hindu indentity, I was able to exclude
from my research Mauritians of non-Indian origin; once this
criterion had been applied, the ethnic identity of the
respondents’ ancestors was not subject to further enquiry. Given
the sensitivity of probing into ethnicity, and the
inappropriateness of doing so in a society as ethnically mixed as
Mauritius, in which people frequently do not know precisely from
where their ancestors hailed, any subsequent criterion based on
ancestry would have been ill-founded.

It is important to state, from the outset, that the present
research constitutes a sociolinguistic investigation of the
language practices of Mauritians who are both Hindus and whose
parentage includes a Bhojpuri speaker. The term ‘Bhojpuria’ does
not relate to ethnicity, nor does it rely on the existence of an
ancestor who was born in Bhojpuri-speaking territory in India.
‘Bhojpuria’ merely designates a family connection with the
Bhojpuri language. It was not essential for my respondents, once
defined as adherents of such a group, to speak Bhojpuri in any
given context or with any degree of fluency: the latter point
would, in any case, have been impracticable to measure.

The present research has been subject to a very considerable
amount or re-writing and re-structuring. This was inevitable,
given the mass of information that had to be presented and the
necessity for such information to appear in a logical, structured
sequence. Difficult decisions had to be made regarding what was
to form part of the research, and what was to be excluded. Five
chapters ultimately emerged, that, in my opinion, accurately
present the research and give full coverage to the areas of
greatest importance.

Chapter 1.1 introduces the reader to the complexity of the
Mauritian linguistic situation and gives a wealth of data on
language reporting that is of the greatest relevance to the
research as a whole. Chapter 1.1 additionally contains an outline
of Mauritian Bhojpuri, contrasted against varieties of 1Indian

Bhojpuri, so that the distinctiveness of the language that is at

12



the heart of the research can be fully appreciated. Chapter 1.2
establishes the importance of the research, and identifies the
questions (along with the reasons for their selection) that I
seek to find answers for, in Chapter 5, through an analysis of
statistical 1information taken from questionnaires specifically
compiled for the research.

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the key theoretical
approaches and 1issues in 1linguistic 1literature relating to
language change, and language maintenance and shift. I would 1like
to stress that this is not to be taken as either a definitive and
exhaustive analysis of the literature available, nor a definitive
appraisal of any given theoretical approach. What I sought to
achieve in this chapter was a demonstration of the suitability of
particular approaches over others when looking at the Mauritian
linguistic situation. Many important additional statements could
have been made - and many more published works referred to, but
that would have exceeded the purpose of such a chapter which
proved to be, even with numerous excisions, of considerable
length.

Chapter 3.1 - originally my starting point - gives the
necessary historical background to the Indian presence 1in
Mauritius which 1s, in my view, essential to a proper
understanding of the inequality that has marked the interaction
of communities and languages within Mauritius and continues to
exert a powerful influence with regards to language choice,
language attitudes and language use. No less important 1is the
overview of language use within the educational system, given in
Chapter 3.2, over which the  hostility, resentment and
politicization of language is at its most evident in Mauritius.
Chapter 3 contains a wealth of new information, derived from a
great variety of sources, and critically evaluates the accuracy
and validity of claims that have hitherto been made regarding
immigration, settlement and the education of 1Indians 1in
Mauritius.

Chapter 4 1investigates Mauritian language attitudes by
letting Mauritian wvoices be heard; Chapter 4.1 contains three
interviews from very different people (a senior government
minister, a —respected academic, a mechanic), and gives

considerable information about language in Mauritius by way of
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commentary on - and analysis of - what the informants have to
say. In Chapter 4.2, the analysis focuses on what the Mauritian
press reveals about language use and language attitudes. I feel
that data of this kind are as important as data collected face to
face, for the simple reason that opinions expressed by one
Mauritian to other Mauritians do not involve the presence of
outsiders whose motives cannot always be appreciated. Such
opinions are likely, therefore, to be more unconstrained.

Chapter 5 gives details on the design, implementation and
analysis of the questionnaire containing the data from which my
research questions (set out in Chapter 1.2.3) are answered.
Although this proved to be the most copious and time consuming of
all aspects of the present research, in terms of question
selection and translation, formatting and  photocopying,
completion, coding and statistical analysis, this chapter is by
no means any more ‘central’ to the research than any other (See
Chapter 1.2.4, regarding methodology).

When I originally set out to provide an outline of the
present research, by way of proposal for a doctoral thesis, I was
aware of the fact that research of this nature would, by its very
nature, be eclectic and draw from many sources: historical,
sociological, ethnographic, etc. The end result is, I hope,

nevertheless utterly sociolinguistic in nature.
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CHAPTER 1

1.0 Mauritius: Physical and Political Geography

The island of Mauritius is situated in the south west Indian
Ocean between 19758 to 20732 latitude south and 57718 to 37743
longitude east. It lies some 4,000 kilometres east-north-east of
Capetown, and roughly the same distance south-south-west of the
southern tip of India, at Cape Comorin. Although Mauritius 1is
closer to the Swahili coast than to the Cape, it is separated

from East Africa by Madagascar, an island with a greater surface
area than France, Belgium and Luxembourg combined, situated some

850 kilometres west of Mauritius. The relative inaccessibility of
Mauritius until recent times, no less than its location away from
trade routes, has been of utmost significance to its settlement.

Whilst it is possible that the existence of Mauritius was
known to early traders, it is only with Portuguese exploration in
the first decades of the fifteenth century that Mauritius enters
into the historical record. No archaeological evidence has been
discovered of any settlement by people of Austronesian origin,
despite their epic migrations from south east Asia to Madagascar
between the third century B.C. and the eighth century A.D. (Ki-
Zzerbo, 1978:593). Similarly, no evidence exists of any settlement
by Arab traders, notwithstanding that it is from Arab sea charts
that the Portuguese learned of Mauritius, under the Arabic name
diva mashrig (‘Eastern Isle’) (Stein, 1982:73).

Mauritius forms part of a group of three islands known
collectively as the Mascarenes, named after the Portuguese
explorer Mascarenhas (Toussaint, 1977:16). The other two islands
are Réunion, administratively French, and Rodrigues, which has
been an integral part of Mauritian territory since Mauritian
independence in 1968. Aside from Rodrigues, Mauritian territory
includes a group of satellite islands. These are the Cargados
Carajos (popularly referred to as Saint Brandon), located some

400 kilometres north-east of Mauritius, and Agalega, comprising
two islands linked by a sand bank, some 950 kilometres north of

Mauritius. The people of Saint Brandon and Agalega number only a
few hundred, of which many are Mauritians on short-term postings;

they are not further discussed in the present research.
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According to statistics presented to me by the Ministry of
Local Government and Environment, the island of Mauritius has a
land area of 1,865 square kilometers. It 1s divided into nine
districts whose boundaries have scarcely altered since 1786.
These are as follows (See also Map of Mauritius, Illustration 1):

District Towns with population Surface area
in excess of 10,000 (sq. km.)
Flacq Centre de Flacq 299
Bon Accueil
Bel Air
Grand Port Mahébourg 260
Rose Belle
Riviére Noire (Black River) (None) 259
Savanne Chemin Grenier 245
Moka Saint Pierre 230
Plaines Wilhems Beau Bassin 203
Rose Hill
Quatre Bornes
vacoas
Phoenix
Curepipe
Pamplemousses Triolet | 179
Terre Rouge
Riviere du Rempart Goodlands 148
Port Louis Port Louis 41
(Rounding) 1
Total 1,865

Table 1: Administrative Districts of Mauritius

(Listing Principal Towns and Surface Area).

Published statistics occasionally cite a figure of 1,968

square kilometers for Mauritius. This is properly the figure for
the Republic of Mauritius and therefore includes Rodrigues -

although not, for a reason unclear to me, either Saint Brandon or

Agalega.
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1.1 Mauritian Linguistic Situation

l.1.1 Existing Research on Languages of Mauritius

Despite having a total land area equivalent to the English county
of East Sussex, Mauritius 1is nevertheless densely populated. A
handbook published by the Central Statistical Office of Mauritius
estimates the total resident population in 1999 to have been in
the order of 1,174,400, with a projected population in 2003 of

1,214,300.1 In global terms, then, it is clear that Mauritius is
unremarkable for either its geographical area or for its
population size. But remarkable are the many paradoxes associated
with Mauritius. Since the nearest landmass to Mauritius is the
African continent, Mauritius is de facto geographically an island
associated with the African continent. Yet Mauritian identities
look far 1less to mainland Africa than to Europe and Asia.
Paradoxical too 1s the fact that, despite its diminutive surface
area and statistically small population, Mauritius 1is an
extraordinarily complex multiethnic and multilingual community.
This has not gone unremarked by 1linguists who, over the past
thirty years or so, have been turning their attention in
increasing numbers to its linguistic diversity.

Appel and Muysken (1987:22) succintly summarize the

complexity of the Mauritian linguistic situation by pointing out

that

over 10 languages have sizable groups of speakers.
Most of these are associated with particular ethnic
groups, often descendants of migrants from South Asia,
and in addition there is the colonial language, French
(to some extent sharing this status with English). In
between there is Creole, which on the one hand is the

ethnic language of a particular group.. and on the
other hand functions as a lingua franca.

Of all the languages attested in Mauritius, it is the French-
based Creole that has attracted the 1lion's share of 1linguistic
investigation. That this should be so is unsurprising. The growth
of interest in creoles and pidgins stemmed from the research
being undertaken by 1linguists, in the 1latter half of the
nineteenth century, to establish the reasons underlying language
change (Discussed in further detail in Chapter 2.1). Baissac's

18



publication, entitled FEtude sur le patois créole mauricien
(1880), which appeared ten years before Schuchardt's influential
Kreolische Studien marks the beginning of academic interests both

in creole linguistics in general and in the creole of Mauritius

in particular - interests which have continued unabated.? But if
the last thirty years have witnessed a steady output of research
into the creole of Mauritius (e.g., Baker, 1872; Chaudenson,
197%a; Baker and Corne, 1981; Muysken and Smith, 1986; Adone,
1994), 1little by comparison has been produced on languages not
considered indigenous to Mauritius.

The present research will focus on Bhojpuri, one of the many
languages spoken in Mauritius and one which census information
indicates as being the currently spoken language of a greater
number of Mauritians than any other, with the exception of
Creole. Not only does Bhojpuri rank second as the most spoken
language, but it is - statistically at least - the most important
ancestral language of Mauritians. The term ‘ancestral’ presents
some difficulties, given the confusion over official definitionmns,
in Mauritius, in drawing distinctions between this term and the
term ‘mother tongue’, as will be explained in the present
chapter. What 1is clear, however, is that irrespective of
Bhojpuri's importance in the linguistic composition of Mauritius,
it remains under-researched.

Inevitably, the present research is initially reliant on a
fairly small number of reference works. The publications of
Philip Baker (together with the personal correspondence and
communications that I have had with this researcher) are
frequently mentioned, since they constitute some of the most
important contributions to existing research on language 1in
Mauritius. Additionally, the lengthy and highly detailed work of
Peter Stein, originally a dissertation from the University of
Regensburg in 1881, contains valuable information peppered
throughout its 600 or so pages. Important also to the present
research 1is the significantly shorter Sociolinguistic Survey of
Mauritius, by Sambasiva Rao and Sharma (1989), in that it focuses
on the Bhojpuri and Telugu speech communities.

Due to the paucity of publications dealing with Bhojpuri in

Mauritius, the present research has attempted to cast the net
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quite widely and gather information from a wide wvariety of
sources. In the first half of the nineteenth century, Bhojpuri
speakers migrated in significant numbers to many parts of the
world; studies exist of the Bhojpuri speech communities in areas
other than Mauritius (e.g., Gambhir, 1983, for Guyana; Mohan and
Zador, 1986, for Trinidad; Mesthrie, 1991, for South Africa). It
is often the case that Bhojpuri 1is investigated together with
Hindi - a language label that at one and the same time refers to
a speech-form linguistically quite distinct from Bhojpuri and
includes it. Alongside works such as the above, there are
numerous books, more historical or anthropological than
linguistic in their emphasis, which nevertheless provide
background information essential to a proper understanding of the

historical and social contexts of the Bhojpuri diaspora.

1.1.2 Current Languages of Mauritius

Whereas Mauritians would appear to be unanimous in demonstrating
an awareness of the polyglot nature of their society and to the
large number of languages spoken on the island, precise

enumeration, no less than concensus as to which languages are

represented, 1is far less in evidence.3 An estimate of fourteen
languages is, in my opinion, well-~founded. The data presented by
Sambasiva Rao and Sharma (1989), in indicating twenty-two
languages as being spoken in Mauritius, somewhat overstate the
multilingual situation. A more realistic enumeration is to found
in Baker (1972) and Stein (1982).

Baker (1972:11-12) offers some salutary advice regarding the
process by which one may arrive at the number of languages
currently in use in Mauritius. According to Baker, the following

should be eliminated:

1. Languages acquired by Mauritians while resident abroad
which are not currently the mother tongues of anyone

born in the island.

2. Languages spoken by people born outside the island who
have subsequently become Mauritian residents where
these are not the mother tongues ©f any native-born

Mauritian (e.g. Réunion Créole).
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3. Languages in which instruction is available in certain
educational establishments but which are never, as
yet, used 1in ordinary conversation (e.g. Russian,
German) .

4. Languages such as Sanskrit, Latin and Arabic, which
are used in certain religious ceremonies performed by

Hindus, Christians and Muslims respectively, but which

are never used in normal conversation.

But there are problems in applying these eliminating criteria.
Languages acquired by Mauritians whilst abroad may, for example,
have become established to the point where they serve as the
primary medium of communication between a considerable number of
Mauritians returning to Mauritius. Such could easily be the case
for English, given the extensive links that Mauritians have with
the English-speaking world. In this event, it is not the mother
tongue of either the speakers in question or their offspring
(assuming that this is not English) but English that is serving
as the language usually spoken by Mauritians in Mauritius.
Baker's first criterion would eliminate English. Baker's second
criterion would also eliminate a language if it were the primary
means of communication between immigrants to Mauritius -
irrespective of the importance of such a speech-community - on
the basis that the language is not shared by native Mauritians.
Determining the languages currently in use in Mauritius is a
difficult process, yet it is necessary if one is to establish the
linguistic environment that the present research investigates.
Mauritius is indeed remarkable for its nmultilingual complexity,
but Sambasiva Rao and Sharma (1989:17) may be in error 1in
referring to the island as a ‘veritable museum of languages’.
Museums are typically the repositories for dead things and
artifacts produced by cultures that are extinct or moribund.
Census information indicates, as shall shortly be demonstrated,

that whatever the decrease in the percentage of speakers of

particular languages, and whatever the future state of Mauritian
multilingualism, more than a dozen languages are still in current

use.
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1.1.3 Census Information
Table 2, below, provides a list of the languages indicated as

currently spoken in Mauritius. Whereas twenty-two languages
appear in Sambasiva Rao and Sharma, this number is controverted

by both Baker (1972) and Stein (1982) .4 It is possible to
decrease this number by positing that the following stipulations

are valid:

a. European languages other than English and French do
not qualify as being currently in use in Mauritius in
the sense that they are not languages that form part
of the habitual 1linguistic repertoire of Mauritian-
born persons in Mauritius. This excludes German,
Italian, Polish and Russian, appearing in Sambasiva

Rao and Sharma.

b. It is unlikely that languages declared by tens rather
than by hundreds or thousands of speakers would
constitute languages currently in use - except in the
most attenuated sense. Stated simply, a language with

less than a hundred speakers would not have
sufficiently wide <currency in public and would
forcibly be restricted to a small set of domains and

specific situational contexts (e.g., an extended
family or small number of families employing the
language amongst the most elderly, in a domestic,

informal environment). On this basis, Bhacha, Panjabi

and Sindhi may be excluded.?>

The term ‘Chinese’, used by Stein, is problematic, as this 1is
properly a penumbra term for languages that - although related to
each other - are not necessarily mutually intelligible. Even were
they to be, one would hesitate, from a sociolinguistic point of
view, to deem that sufficient reason to classify them as
varieties of the same language. Again, Baker proves the more

reliable, in listing Cantonese, Hakka and Mandarin separately.
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Sambasiva Rao and

Sharma (1989)

(n = 964,052)
Arabic 1,813
Bhacha® S0
Bhojpuri 197,050
cantonese 84
Chinese 4,707
Creole 521,950
English 2,028
French 36,048
German 25
Gujarati 531
Hakka 1,249
Hindi 111,134
Italian 35
Mandarin 116
Marathi 12,420
Panjabi 6l
Polish 96
Russian 21
Sindhi S2
Tamil 35,6467
Telugu 15,364
Urdu 23,572

Baker (1972)

Bengali

Bhojpuri
Cantonese

Creole
English
French

Gujarati
Hakka

Hindi
Hindustani

Kokni
Kutchi
Mandarin
Marathi
Panjabi

Tamil

Telugu
Urdu

Stein (1982)

Bhojpuri

Chinese
Creole
English
French

Gujarati

Hindi

Kutchi

Marathi

Sindhi
Tamil

Telugu
Urdu

Table 2: Current Languages of Mauritius

Baker considers Kutchi a dialect of Gujarati, an opinion
that may be debated amongst scholars of Indo-Aryan languages. But

this language,
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indicated as a language usually spoken by any in the 1983

census.8 By contrast, Arabic is unusually strongly reported in
the 1983 census; and this presents one with yet another paradox.
As mentioned earlier, Baker (1972:11-12) sought to eliminate from
the list of current languages those languages that were used in
religious ceremonies but not in ordinary conversation. Yet Baker
(personal correspondence) provides statistics for the current
languages of Mauritius in which Arabic appears - a language

mentioned by neither Sambasiva Rao and Sharma nor by Stein.®

In a conversation with Philip Baker in November 1989, I
commented on the significant number of respondents indicating
Arabic as the language wusually spoken and the even more
remarkable number of returns giving Arabic as the language of the
forefathers in the 1983 census. The figures for Arabic struck me
as being unduly high, given that there has never been any
systematic migration to Mauritius of people from Arabic-speaking
areas. In response to my comments, Philip Baker pointed out that
Arabic was indeed not a language used in everyday conversation by
Mauritians, but that the increase in Arabic language tuition
amongst Muslims had given to the language an emblematic
importance which many Mauritian Muslims reflected in the
responses they gave to census questions. Political events, both
local and international, that provoked an increased awareness of
the Muslim identity could, according to Baker, also provide (or
reinforce) strong feelings of attachment to the Arabic language.
An analysis of the statistics from the 1983 and 1990 censuses
confirms Baker's opinions to be wvalid.

In 1983, a total of 68,033 respondents gave Arabic as the
language of their forefathers, a figure representing 7.04% of the
total population. Not only is this an increase of 7.04% on the
previous census, but it is a percentage not sustained in the
following census, where it has slumped to 0.16% (See Appendix
l(a): Tables 7 and 9). Comparing the percentage decreases,
indicated in the 1983 census, between the language of the
forefathers and the language currently or most often spoken by
the individual, one sees that the languages of Mauritius, with

the exception of Creole, Bhojpuri, English and French, decrease
in the order of between 70% for ‘Chinese’ (the penumbra term here
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being used officially) and 40% for Marathi. But the decrease for
Arabic is in excess of 97%. How can this be interpreted?

Quite simply, Arabic could not have been the language of
many Mauritian forefathers, if this term is held to represent the
language spoken by the respondent's ancestor at the time of
arrival to Mauritius. If it had been, there would be no
accounting for the inordinately low language retention rate of
this the fourth largest language community, especially given the
prestige that the Arabic language has always enjoyed amongst
Muslims. If, on the other hand, one construes the term ‘language
of forefathers’ to mean the language that would have been spoken
in the respondents home when he/she was a child, my conclusions
must be the same, for, as the 1990 census shows, there 1s no
indication of bilingualism with Arabic either on the part of the
individual or his/her ancestor(s) (Unfortunately, bilingualism is
not reflected in the 1983 census). In this eventuality, one would
expect a large number of respondents with Arabic as their usual
language in 1983, which - at 0.19% of the total population - is

not the case (See Appendix 1l(a): Table 7).
With respect to any enquiry by questionnaire, Calvet
(1998:63) suggests - somewhat bluntly - that this

does not deliver the 'truth' about linguistic
practices but rather what people imagine their
practices to be. They may be deceived, and they may
also lie, because they believe, for example, that one
language has more prestige than another.

It is evident that census information should be approached with
extreme caution and not taken at face value. What one may be
seeing in data of this nature is not an accurate picture of
speaker-strength, but rather the emblematic wvalue of 1language
labels as interpreted by social groups. It is the opinion of Le
Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985) that languages are abstractions
from what speakers actually do - an opinion with which I am in
complete agreement, and one which 1lucidly accounts for the
discrepancies that exist between self-report and actual language
behaviour. Close analysis of census information without taking

into account the sociohistorical context in which languages and
their speakers exist is pointless, since the answer to questions
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regarding what languages are spoken and by how many people are
unlikely to be found solely in official statistics.

One may voice a valid concern over the manner in which
Mauritian censuses have elicited information on language use
since 1944; this concern relates to the wording and rewording of
language questions and to the official definition and re-
definition of terms central to the understanding of such
questions. For instance, in the 1944 census, the term ‘mother
tongue’ appeared, and this was defined as ‘the language
habitually spoken’ by the respondent. In 1952, this term was
being defined as ‘the language spoken in the individual’s home in
his early childhood’ -~ which quite evidently does not have the
same meaning as in the 1944 census - and, by 1962, the definition
had changed yet again: The 1962 census refers to the mother
tongue as ‘the language spoken in your home during your early
childhood’, and contained the remarkable addition that ‘([ylou may
not necessarily have spoken or speak the language at present’.
This 1is a far cry indeed from the definition of 1944. (See
Appendix 1(b) for fuller details on differences between census
reports). Given the extent of the re-definition of terms that are
crucial in language reporting, one cannot but suggest that an
over-emphasis on comparison of language data from Mauritian
census reports 1s very strongly advised against. Direct
comparisons between census reports become highly problematic, in
that the extent to which redefinition of terms and changes in
wording have affected responses is unquantifiable.

When looking at census information, it is crucial to bear in
mind that there 1s is a strong connection between language
reporting and politics in Mauritius, and that this is no less
true at the 1individual and community 1level than at the
governmental, national level. In Mauritius, laws are made by the
National Assembly (parliament), which comprises seventy elected
representatives, of which sixty-eight for Mauritius and two for
Rodrigues. Sixty of the Mauritian representatives are elected
from twenty three-member constituencies (Rodrigues is a two-

member constituency) and the remaining eight representatives are
selected from amongst the non-elected candidates under the ‘best

loser’ system. This system allows for representatives to be
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chosen from the political parties and ethno-religious communities
that are under-represented. The Mauritian Constitution specifies
that the remaining eight seats in the Mauritian parliament must
be distributed in a manner proportional to the major political
parties and in accordance to whether the candidate belongs to the
‘appropriate community’ (First Schedule, Section 31(2),
subsection 2). Importantly to the present research, the
Constitution also states the following (Section 31(2), subsection

3, point 4):

For the purposes of this Schedule, the population of
Mauritius shall be regarded as including a Hindu
community, a Muslim community and a Sino-Mauritian
community; and every person who does not appear, from
his way of life, to belong to one or other of those 3
communities shall be regarded as belonging to the
General Population, which shall itself be regarded as

a fourth community.

It is evident that the categorization of communities within
the Constitution of Mauritius would meet with considerable
resistance from a large proportion of the Mauritian electorate.
If such categories have been determined on the basis of ethno-
religious affiliation, the terms ‘Sino-Mauritian’ and ‘General
Population’ are problematic: Mauritians of Chinese ancestry may
practise Chinese religions, rather than Hinduism or Islam, but
they may equally practise Chrisitanity instead - or in addition.
The term ‘Sino-Mauritian’ becomes, in the latter case, a
principally ethnic designation. With Mauritians of 1Indian
ancestry who are Christian, similar problems of community
affiliation arise; they are clearly not appropriately described
as ‘Hindu’ or ‘Muslim’, but do they fall under the default
category ‘General Population’ as a result? If the aim of the
Constitution has been to provide community labels designed to
reflect ethnolinguistic identity, the objections to this can be
no less numerous. Mauritians of Bhojpuria ancestry, as was noted
in the introductory remarks of the present research, may be
Muslim as well as Hindu (or, one might add, Christian), and the
term ‘Indo-Mauritian Hindu’ 1is 1logically as applicable to a
Mauritian who hails from a Marathi, Telugu or Tamil-speaking

background as it is for a Mauritian who asserts Hindi or Bhojpuri
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as the ancestral language. But the tag ‘Hindu’ in Mauritius has
become associated with Bhojpurias and 1s not, therefore,
acceptable to other Hindus.

The term ‘General Population’ effectively shows itself to be
an inadequate catch-all category, in which Christian Mauritians
of European or mixed African and European ancestry rub shoulders
with Christian Mauritians of 1Indian descent and those with
Marathi or Dravidian ancestry who are adherents of Hindulsm - or
possibly Islam. It may be argued that the existence of this
nebulous, officially designated ‘community’ has exacerbated
tensions and conflicts amongst Mauritians who imagine that
particular ethnoreligious and ethnolinguistic groups have been
favoured by recognition and others disfavoured to the point of
callous disregard. It 4is not the intention of the present
research, or of its author, to assess the validity of such
claims, although it would seem appropriate to mention that
Mauritians of Tamil origin are amongst the vanguard of people who
feel aggrieved by the official lack of recognition for their
community (An example of Mauritian Tamil sensibilities is given
in Chapter 4.2.1.).

An obvious consequence to the official designation of four
communities in Mauritius is that the ‘best loser’ system referred
to is equated with political advantage/disadvantage. The point
would appear to have been grasped by the Mauritian electorate
that, if language can constitute sufficient grounds for
determining a community, every effort should be made tO assert
linguistic distinctiveness (thereby promoting the creation of
community status or consolidating it) in order to cbtain adequate
political representation: If Muslim voters feel that the Muslim
community is being under-represented, the over-reporting of
Arabic in the census must be viewd in connection with the
political concerns of that community; if Mauritian Tamils are of
the opinion that the term ‘Indo-Mauritian Hindu’ favours
Mauritians of Bhojpuria ancestry exclusively, it is unsurprising
that the recognition of a Tamil community is advocated by them.
To use religion as a means of gaining such official recognition

is clearly not a strategy available in this regard. The matter of
a separate ethnolinguistic identity, however, satisfies this aim.

28



1.1.4 Bhojpuri and the Ancestral Languages

Arabic provides one with a good example of a language that has
been over-represented in official statistics. As explained in
Chapter 1.1.3, with Arabic, Mauritians have declared themselves
to be habitual speakers of a language that they do not use in
normal conversation, or claimed a language as ‘ancestral’ when it
is unlikely ever to have been the language of an ancestor. If
this had been motivated by political reasons, one would imagine
that the same over-reporting would occur with other languages
identified with particular cultural groups, such as Bhojpuri. It
should be noted that there 1is an obvious corollary to the
strategy of over-reporting: When a language is given as the
single, current 1language of an individual, or as the single
ancestral language, such indications exclude any other language
from being declared. With Bhojpuri, under-reporting appears to
have been rife. I shall now attempt to demonstrate both how this
fact can be established and why this should be the case.

Census information attests to the fact that the majority of
the languages currently still spoken in Mauritius are on the
decline. Since ancestral languages form the greater part of the

languages of Mauritius, this is tantamount to stating that there

is language shift taking place amongst the ancestral languages.10
Indeed, as the following table indicates, only Creole shows a

constant increase in the number of people reporting its use since

1944.11 Table 3 does not indicate bilingualism, since the only
census report to give sufficiently detailed information on
Mauritian bilingualism is that of 1990 (The 1952 census contained
a section on the ‘additional language occasionally spoken’, but
this section does not identify the language habitually used by
the respondent). What 1is shown in Table 3 are the languages
returned by respondents, in the contexts o¢f the language
currently or most often spoken by the individual in his or her

home, in all the censuses to have been undertaken so far 1in

Mauritius.12 Not all languages show, like Hindi, a steady decline

since 1944, or a steady increase, like Creole, in the same
period. But if one looks at the statistics from 1972 to 1690, a

certain trend is clear.
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Language Census report

1944 1952 1962 1972 1983 1990
ArabicC - -—- - - 0.2 0.0
Bhojpuri - - - oo 20.4 19.7
Chinese 2.4 2.9 2.1 1.1 0.6 0.4
Creole 35.6 44.2 45.3 51.9 54.0 60.4
English 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2
French 8.5 8.1 8.3 4,8 3.7 3.4
Gujarati - 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Hindi 52.3 39.0 32.4 31.7 11.5 1.3
Marathi - 0.3 * 1.2 1.5 1.3 0.7
Tamil - 2.1 2.8 3.5 3.7 0.8
Telugu - 0.8 1.1 2.1 l.6 0.6
Urdu - 2.7 6.4 2.9 2.5 0.7

* See Note 2(b) in Appendix 1l(b).

Table 3: Census Information on Languages Currently Spoken

1944-1990 (% of Total Population).

Only one language shows no decrease between 1972 and 1890:
The non-ancestral language, Creole. English is being maintained
at more or less the same level as the declared current language
of a small number of people. Gujarati, the language of an even

smaller number than English, is steadily decreasing,13 as are
Chinese, French, Marathi, Telugu and Urdu (As regards Arabic, one
may discount this as a genuine currently spoken language of
Mauritius, given the argument proposed in Chapter 1.1.3). Tamil,
confusingly, shows a steady increase from 1952 to 1983, but
plummets dramatically in 1990. But it i1s Hindi, with a
spectacular decrease from being the current language of 52.3%
(52.27%) of the total population in 1944 to a mere 1.3% (1.26%)

in 1990 that is the most remarkable for its decline.1l4 Using bare
statistics, one would calculate that Hindi - the most widely
spoken current language 1in 1944 - has undergone a 97.59%

reduction in the percentage o0f speakers declaring it as their
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current language in the period 1944 to 1990. That this is not
actually the case becomes evident when one looks at the

statistics regarding Bhojpuri.

Language Census report

1944 1952 1962 1972 1983 1990
Bhojpuri - - - - 20.4 19.7
+ other - —-—— - - -—- 6.9
Hindi 52.3 39.0 32.4 31.7 11.5 1.3
+ other* - - - - - 0.3
Urdu —— 2.7 6.4 2.9 2.5 0.7
+ other¥* - - - - —— 0.6
Total 52.3  41.7  38.8  34.6  34.4  29.5

* Language(s) other than Bhojpuri.

Table 4: Census Information on Bhojpuri, Hindi and Urdu,
1944-1990 (% of Total Population).

As Table 4 shows, there 1is a very sharp decline in the
number of people returning Hindi as their current language
indicated in the 1983 census - the same census in which Bhojpuri
makes its first appearance. Yet even allowing for the fact that
Bhojpuri may have been declared as ‘Hindi’ (or even, in part,
‘Urdu’) in all censuses prior to 1983, one is nevertheless
witnessing a decline in the use of Bhojpuri, Hindi and Urdu.
Table 4 also shows that even when bilingualism with Bhojpuri,
Hindi or Urdu is taken into account - as it is in the 1990 census
report - the aggregate of these three languages falls below that

given for all three in the previous census.1>

The further decline in the number of returns for Hindi
between the censuses of 1983 and 1990 may be interpreted as a
continuing shift 1in the number of people declaring Bhojpuri

rather than Hindi in the category of current language - a

category only specifying for one 1language. This raises an
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interesting issue, which may be addressed by way of the following
question: Why does it appear that Bhojpuri-speaking respondents
were prepared to indicate Hindi as their language in all censuses
from 1944 to 1973, rather than stating Bhojpuri in terms of
‘other language’ or withholding language details altogether? One
must at this stage proceed with extreme caution, as such a
question places the emphasis for language reporting squarely on
the respondent, which may not necessarily be accurate. It may be
asserted that the Government of Mauritius, in failing to specify
for Bhojpuri in all census reports prior to 1983, had taken the
decision that respondents who returned ‘Bhojpuri’ would be deemed
to have returned ‘Hindi’. It is unusual that no census report
contains a figure of more than 0.8% of the total population with
respect to language details not mentioned (The 1944 census);
given that Hindi was the only Indian language indicated in 1944,

much of this 0.8% would have been accounted for by speakers of
Tamil and Telugu - languages entirely unrelated to Hindi, whose

speakers would not have found Hindi in any way intelligible.16

This strongly indicates one of two things: Either Bhojuria
respondents had assented en masse to the use of the term ‘Hindi’
for Bhojpuri, or the Government of Mauritius had determined the

two language labels to be synonymous for census purposes.
There are explanations as to why Bhojpuri is sometimes

assumed to be merely a variety of Hindi, and consequently why
either Mauritian informants or the Government of Mauritius would
fail to draw a clear distinction between the two. Bhojpuri in
Mauritius, as in India, does not have a literary tradition. As a
non-literary language, government policy in Mauritius neither
supported the use of Bhojpuri as a medium of instruction nor
promoted teaching of the language. Indeed, even the teaching of
literary languages such as Tamil and Marathi was discontinued,
following the recommendation of a Special Committee on Indian
Vernacular Schools in the 1880s (See Chapter 3.2). Instruction in
Indian languages was left to the system of madrasahs and baiTHkA&
schools that were operated by members of the Muslim and Hindu
communities, respectively. Teaching in the madrasahs and baiTHka&

schools was at an elementary level and seems to have centered

around religious instruction (Ramyead, 1984:143-144).
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The madrasahs and baiTHka schools fostered a knowledge of
Indian languages for the purposes of ensuring that religious
scriptures could be read and understood. In this respect,
Bhojpuri, was less favoured as a language of instruction than

Urdu, amongst Muslims, and a range of literary languages amongst

Hindus.l?7 wWith the establishment of the Arya Samdj, a cultural
and religious movement, in 1910, an impetus was given to the
teaching of KhaRI Boll ('standard' Hindi) which further

jeopardized any chances that Bhojpuri may have had 1in
establishing itself as a language of culture or learning -for
Bhojpuri speakers. As Ramyead (1984:146) points out,

[tlhe Arya Samaj has proved to be a firm cultural and
religious establishment that flourishes to this day in
Mauritius. It has throughout the vyears of 1its
existence devoted sedulous attention to the
cultivation of Hindi which the Arya Samdjis sometimes

zealously call Arya bhasa.

It is not difficult to see how the spread of Khari Boli in

Mauritius went unchecked by Bhojpuri speakers. There was no
official or organized support for Bhojpuri which had increasingly
become, on Mauritian soil, quite distinct from any form of

Bhojpuri in India (Ramyead, 1984:142) .18 1t may also have been
the case that Arya Samajis, in promulgating Khari Boli, actively
downgraded Bhojpuri as a culturally suspect language that, being
an unsuitable vehicle for reading and writing, divorced speakers

from an awareness of their Indian heritage.
Perhaps the intimate relationship between Bhojpuri and Hindi

was the most decisive factor in ensuring the institutionalized
support of Khari Boli. Ramyead (1984:145) suggests that

[tlhe approach to KhaRI Boll by Bhojpuri speakers was
facilitated by the fact that the two languages are
cognate. Although in terms of genetic linguistics, the
two are independent siblings, neither deriving from
the other, vyet they are descended from the same
ancestor and are closely akin 1in grammar and
vocabulary. There must also have been a residual but
passive knowledge of KhaRI BollI (Hindi and Urdu) among

some of the immigrants (Italicized phrases indicate
quotations from Barz, 1980).
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This wview 1is contestable, 1inasmuch as Bhojpuri speakers in
Mauritius would not (in the nineteenth century at least) have
been in constant contact with Khari Boli speakers, or have had

the opportunity to reinforce any knowledge of Khari Boli through
the media or through literacy practices in Hindi or Urdu. The

view expressed by Durand and Durand (1978:115) regarding
knowledge of Khari Boli is markedly different from Ramyead:

Concernant les langues 1indiennes et les fortes
proportions d'Indo-Mauriciens @parlant 1l'hindi et
l'ourdou, 1l faut souligner que ces personnes ne
parlent pas en général ces deux langues issues de la
langue védique, mais le bhojpouri, dialecte non écrit
qui en est dérive. Pratiquement, nous pouvons
considérer que seuls ceux qui savent lire et écrire
l'hindi (8,3%) ou l'ourdou (2%.. ), donc ceux qui ont
étudié l'une de ces deux langues, peuvent le parler
couramment.

[As regards the 1Indian languages and the large
proportion of Indo-Mauritians speaking Hindi and Urduy,
one should point out that these persons do not in
general speak these two languages that are descended
from Vedic, but rather Bhojpuri, a related, unwritten
dialect. In practical terms, we may only consider
those who know how to read and write Hindi (8%) or
Urdu (2%), that is to say, those who have studied one
of these two languages, as being able to speak them
fluently].

One may suggest that the truth of the matter probably lies
somewhere in between the views expressed by Ramyead and Durand
and Durand. Ramyead says more about the acquisition of Khari Boli
than Durand and Durand, who would appear more concerned by
notions o0f 1linguistic purity. It is interesting to note that
Mahtama Gandhi - in whose honour the most important centre for
the study of Indian language and culture in Mauritius is named -
was less than complimentary o©f the 1Indian language he heard
spoken in Mauritius during his wvisit to the island in October-
November 1901. Vinesh Hookoomsingh has asserted to Philip Baker
(personal communication) that Gandhi was reported in a Mauritian
newspaper of 1903 to have described Indians 1in Mauritius as
speaking ‘pedgin (sic.) Hindustani’. As Philip Baker pointed out
to me, this 1is the earliest attestation of the word ‘pidgin’
applied to a language other than English.
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Given the high degree of intelligibility between Bhojpuri
and Hindi, and the highly diffuse demarcation of language areas
within the North Indian language continuum, Bhojpuri and Hindi
are not necessarily considered by their speakers as being
distinct languages. When the history of interaction between
speakers of Bhojpuri and Hindi is taken into account, one
approaches conditions in which a diglossic relationship begins to
suggest itself (See Chapters 2.2.4-5 for a further discussion on
diglossia). The factors mentioned above may then be interpreted
as having a bearing on 1language status, in cultural terms.
However, as the present research will show, there are a great
many factors involved in determining the status of a language;
cultural heritage is but one of them. Even where the cultural
status of a language is high, as I suggest it is for Hindi, this
may not be sufficient to ensure that such a language 1is

maintained. In Mauritius, both Bhojpuri and Hindi are subject to
language shift - as are all the ancestral languages. Before

explaining why this 1is the case, I will first establish the
significance of a study into language maintenance and language
shift and the form that such a study will take (Chapter 1.2).

1.1.5 Bhojpuri: Classification and Dialects

Bhojpuri is an Indo-European language belonging to the Indo-
Iranian branch - a branch to which the overwhelming majority of
the languages of Iran and Northern India belong. Indo-Iranian may
further be divided into two main sub-~branches: Iranian and Aryan
(or Indo-Aryan, or Indian). The Nuristani languages form yet a
third sub-branch, although the exact genetic affiliation of such
languages continues to be subject to debate amongst researchers
and scholars of linguistics (Beekes, 1995; Masica, 1991).

Whereas there is no disagreement in existing literature,
with respect to Bhojpuri as a language of the Aryan sub-branch of
Indo-Iranian, further classification - not only for Bhojpuri but
for the Aryan sub-branch in general - 1s highly controverted. It
is not within the scope of the present dicussion to enter into
this debate, and excellent expositions have already been provided
by Masica (1991:446-463) and Mesthrie (1991:9-15). Yet an aspect
of this debate regarding classification is integral to the
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present research, given that it directly impacts on the

relationship between Bhojpuri and Hindi.
Simplifying the situation somewhat, it 4is nevertheless

possible to suggest the existence of a basic tripartite division
amongst the main core of languages o©0f the Aryan sub-branch
(Within this c¢ore, I exclude languages such as Romany and
Sinhalese that represent migration away from the North Indian
language continuum). This division coincides with the three
attested, literary forms of Middle Aryan (or Middle Indic), known
as Maharastrl (Western Prakrit), Saurasenl (Central Prakrit) and
Magadhl (Eastern Prakrit). From the Western Prakrit, modern Aryan
languages such as Marathi developed; from Central Prakrit came
Hindi, Gujarati and the languages collectively referred to as
‘Rajasthani’; from the Eastern Prakrit descend the languages of
north-~eastern India, such as Oriya, Bengali, Assamese, and the
‘Bihari’ languages, namely, Maithili, Magahi and Bhojpuri.

In the Linguistic Survey of India (1903, Vol. J5), Grierson
refers to the existence of a ‘mediate’ group within Aryan, which
effectively represents a transition between the languages
descended from SaurasenI Prakrit and those descended from MigadhlI
Prakrit. This ‘mediate’ group comprises languages often referred
to as ‘Eastern Hindi’ (Awadhi, Bagheli, Chhatisgarhi). The
precise nature of the relationship between ‘Bihari’, ‘Eastern
Hindi’ and ‘Western Hindi’ (to which Hindi belongs) is a matter
that has been argued in detail for over a century. Grierson makes
it clear that he believes ‘Bihari’ to belong to the same group of
languages as Oriya, Bengali and Assamese - and not to the
‘mediate’ group, comprising ‘Eastern Hindi’. Other researchers,
such as Turner (1975) and Cardona (1%74), have preferred to
include ‘Bihari’ in a grouping that includes both ‘Western Hindi’
and ‘Eastern Hindi’ (a so=-called ‘central’ group), with Oriva,

Bengali and Assamese forming part of a distinct eastern group.
Grierson makes much of the fact that, 1in matters of

conjugation, ‘Bihari’ closely follows Bengali rather than Hindi;
this would appear to provide the main justification for his views
on classification. But, as Masica (1991:456) lucidly expresses,
there are difficulties inherent in the whole process of

classification:
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Eastern Hindi, which was for Hoernle, Grierson, and
also Chatterji not only a different language from
Western Hindi but also a member of a different branch

of Indo-Aryan, 1is put together with Western Hindi in
more recent taxonomies (Turner, Katre, Nigam, Cardona,
Zzograph) - which at least has the merit of greater
congruence with popular feelings: “Hindi” is “Hindi”..
The criteria for these varied classifications are
given in very few cases.. In fairness to the scholars
concerned it must be acknowledged that spelling them
out would involve an amount of philological detail
inappropriate to the contexts in which such overall
classifications are usually presented. The fact 1is
that criteria do exist for all the above taxonomies,
and some others besides - and they conflict.. A
taxonomic decision thus appears to have to rest on
giving priority to some criteria over others.

At its most simple, an explanation as to whether Bhojpuri, being
a ‘Bihari’ language, should be regarded as more akin to Hindi or
to Bengali, depends wholly on whether one chooses to accept
Grierson’s priority of criteria, that of others such as Turner,
or favour an approach that - as Masica alludes to - takes heed of
popular sentiment. Expressed bluntly, it could be argued that
sifting and prioritizing various language criteria represents
little else than a willingness to subscribe to a 1linguistic
fiction and is not particularly meaningful in sociolinguistic
terms: The term ‘Bihari’ is no more a reality to speakers of
Bhojpuri than 1is the preoccupation, amongst linguists, for
allocating languages to notional groups. |
Determining the exact number of dialects within Bhojpuri
must, of necessity, be seen within the context of the debate on
genetic classification. Shukla (198l) refers to four dialects:
Northern, Southern, Western and Nagpuria. This 1is broadly in
agreement with Grierson, who nevertheless includes wvarious sub-
dialects. For Grierson, there 1is Jjustification for the

recognition of a Bandrdsl sub-dialect within the ‘Western
standard’ Bhojpuri area, Sarwarid, Gorakhpurl and MadhéslI as
distinct language forms within the ‘'Northern standard’ area, and
the Thartd Broken Dialect to the north of this area and on both
sides of the Indo-Nepalese border. But, as with the issue of

language grouping, 1t becomes necessary to introduce certain
caveats into a discussion on ‘dialects’ and ‘standards’.
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In his commendably lucid publication, One Language, Two
Scripts: The Hindi Movement 1in Nineteenth Century India, King
(1994) refers to an incident in which a certain Dr Ballantyne,
Principal of the English department of Benares College in 1847,
asked his Indian students for the reasons why they displayed
contempt for Hindi, their vernacular language. As King (1994:90)

then points out:

A dialogue ensued which made clear that the young men
had neither a clear conception of what Ballantyne

meant by Hindi nor any sense of loyalty to it.
As the reply of their spokesman showed, the
students had no awareness of Hindi in the sense of a

standardized literary dialect:
“We do not clearly understand what you Europeans

mean by the term Hindi, for there are hundreds of

dialects, all in our opinion equally entitled to the

name, and there is here no standard as there is in

Sanskrit”.
Now, several important points spring to mind: Firstly, if the
above 1s an accurate representation of local attitudes towards
Hindli 1in Benares in the mid-nineteenth century, it seems not
unreasonable to posit that these attitudes would also have been
prevalent 1in the Bhojpuri-speaking areas immediately east of
Benares. Secondly, in that Bhojpuri had even less claims to to
being a literary dialect than Hindi, Bhojpuri-speakers migrating
from India to the colonies (such as Mauritius) are likely to have
had a correspondingly more attenuated view of their vernacular in
terms a standardized dialect or sub-dialect. Thirdly, the
conditions of indentured labour threw together people from
different dialect areas, thereby creating a hothouse environment
in which varieties of Bhojpuri (and also ‘Eastern Hindi’), whilst
perhaps distinct on Indian soil, converged in the creation of a
maritime lingua franca. By the time that indentured labourers
were settled in their new communities, their traditional patterns
of speech would have been disrupted - a process that would only
be further compounded both by settlement amongst new Indian
neighbours and within a host community with its own language of
administration. The social conditions in which these indentured
labourers found themselves could not have been less propitious
for the conceptualization or cultivation of Bhojpuri as a

standardized literary dialect.
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l.1.6 Brief Description of Mauritian Bhojpuri

Tiwari (1981:7) makes the important comment, with respect to
Indian Bhojpuri, that ‘a detailed study of the dialectal
variation of Bhojpuri has yet to be done’ - a comment that

remains valid to the present day, and not only for Indian
Bhojpuri but for all transplanted forms of the language. If
recent years have seen an 1increase in interest, in India and
Mauritius particularly, in research into the principal language
of Indian indentured labour, it is nevertheless the case that
this language remains under-documented.

Reviewing the aims of the Mauritius Bhojpuri Institute,
Sarita Boodhoo (1999:141), as both Founder and Director, states

the following:

When we revived Bhojpuri and its attendant cultural
traditions in 1982 through a series of Bhojpuri weeks
and created the Mauritius Bhojpuri Institute, it was
precisely to give a status, dignity and esteem to a

language for long confined to the backwaters of the
island.
To mark the inception of the Mauritius Bhojpuri Institute, a two-
hour show of songs, dances, sketches and story telling was
presented at the Mahatma Gandhi Institute on the 19 September
1992, and a programme was provided, asserting that the activities

©f the Institute would be ‘three-fold based: cultural, research,
conscientisation’ (sic.) (Programme courtesy of Philip Baker). Yet
at the time that I conducted my fieldwork in Mauritius, very
little research appeared to be in progress, and with the
exception of ongoing archiving of Bhojpuri folksongs by a three-
member team within the Bhojpuri and Folklore Unit of the Mahatma
Gandhi Institute (comprising Ms. Suchita Ramdin, Mrs. Vasantee
Saddul and Mr. Pavi Ramhota), no projects relating to Bhojpuri
were in evidence. A dictionary ¢of Mauritian Bhojpuri commenced in
the early 1990s remained unfinished, and remarkably 1little
information on the structure of Mauritian Bhojpuri had appeared
in print, other than the occasional article in a textbook, or
conference paper. There were, nevertheless, indications of a
continued 1interest 1n <certain aspects of Bhojpuri: The
preservation and performance of songs are clearly very highly

valued, as evidenced by Bhojpuri Bahaar, a song competition
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organized by the Mauritius Broadcasting Corporation, held at the
Mahatma Gandhi Institute (14" May 2000), and the publication of
Mrs. Boodhoo's Bhojpuri Traditions in Mauritius by the Mauritius

Bhojpuri Institute (1999), which concentrates on folklore,
rituals, and aspects of daily life,

What follows, by way of outline of the language, 1is
therefore necessarily brief; it 1is intended to provide an
overview of several distinctive features which demonstrate that
Mauritian Bhojpuri is not - as many of its speakers would assert
- a ‘corrupted’ wvariety of Hindi, but a language that clearly
attests its Eastern Prakritic origins. Initially, I present an
inventory of the vocalic and consonantal phonemes of Mauritian
Bhojpuri, indicating the differences that exist between this

variety and the Northern Bhojpuri dialect reported by Shukla
(1981), whilst also discussing wvarious issues that arise from an
analysis of the phonemic inventory. I subsequently give an
overview of definite noun formation and pluralization, followed
by a look at the structure of finite verb forms, contrasted with
the Southern dialect of Bhojpuri. In Chapter 1.1.7, I adopt an
approach taken by Grierson in the Linguistic Survey of India, and
provide a version of the opening section of the ‘Parable of the
Prodigal Son’ in two varieties<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>