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Abstract:
Interpretation of Muslim state in India is always remaining a colonial scholarship. Muslim rule in India is narrated as "Oriental despotism" in which a large number of Hindus were the victim of genocides. Monolithic agenda of religious confrontation was introduced by commissioned historians who organized and re write the scattered past of oriental worlds. James Mill divided Indian past into Hindu, Muslims and modern British India. Hindus were the custodians of the Vedic culture. Muslim conquered this land by force and ruins the temples and worshipping places. Muslims permanent hostility towards other communities was not possible in medieval times. After many shocks of conquest Muslims prepared to find a via media for those who were living around them. Muslim interacted with other communities like Hindus, Buddhist even Christian and create a congenial environment.  Muslims and Hindus had closer relation as compare to other communities. It is hardly impossible to exaggerate the extent of Muslim influences over Indian life in every sphere. From state formation to the selection of nobility- from economic life to domestic one, even in the marriages, foods, festivals and fairs, Muslim shared their cultural Influences with other communities.
This paper is an effort to dilute this image that Mughals were more orthodox towards other communities in India and developed a theocratic state. This research will also highlight the Mughals sense of "Unity in diversity".
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Introduction:
A striking characteristic in the history of medieval India, both Muslims and Hindus had intensified the communal rift just to glorify their own past. Their narratives have no space for the "others". A number of volumes of Indian history congress, Times and News Week coverage tried to stimulates debates about Indian Diaspora but the issue of "Islamic oppressive state" is still unsolvable. The old Hindu and new nationalist approaches make it a difficult question. The idea of a nation state severs this project completely. India is the home to Hindu as imagined by the colonial scholarship. Muslims were invaders and they slaughters locals and destroyed their religious places. Forceful conversion made this propaganda more strong. Colonial rulers were also invaders but they were more enlightened, discipline and judicious as compared to the other Indian invaders. 1 
In colonial narratives one thing played a pivotal role –their mind set that Muslim rulers were oppressors. The colonial translations of "History of India" projected the intolerance of Muhammdan rulers. This 8 volumes study of Indian past made Muslim a plunder, murderer and tyrant ruler. In the words of Professor Elliot who was the editor of this task, “this work will make our native subjects more sensible of the immense advantages accruing to them under the mildness and equity of our rule". 2 So the British lens provides such a sense of event which is popularly known as "Hindu Muslim riots". What colonial practices did, they systemically institutional ized a wide range of gulf between Muslims and Hindus. The aroma of "golden age' that ends with the oppression of Muslim ruler took up by the nationalist Historian on the both sides India and Pakistan. Nation, religion, caste and languages are deeply politicized but the most recent approaches adopted whether by Politian or journalist. It would not be the approach of scholar or a historian.
The story of Muslim is always narrated as, first they were oppressors and now they are terrorists as Samuel Huntington summed up in the  of clash of Civilization. In the case of Asia in general and Muslim in particular the approaches as Edward Said indicates above all made it clear,” on pristine texts and presumed authenticity". 3 As Muslim in Asia and in the world only reduced with the Islam and many assumptions are taken for granted and associated with them like Fanatic, monolithic, egalitarian. Religion is not a defining force in the case of other European nations. West herself considers religion as a private matter in heir public life but in contradiction this religion is a dominant force in case of Muslim. The division of history on the base of religion as Romila Thaper highlights the communal mind set of the British is not right.4 The essential religiosity becomes the plausible explanation for politics of ethnicity as it is happening today in Pakistan.
It is important to identify the history of this term, Muslim and Hindus. The history of Indian continent revolves around these two terms. These are only terms or binary oppositions- coming from the communal approach. What we call Hinduism today was historically not a doctrine .Same situation is happened with this term Muslims had not been existed before 12th century. The true picture of theocratic government was not drawn on the western perception of communal divide into various communities of India. The first allegation on Muslim rulers was genocides as Koenraad Elstarticle suggests that there was no official record of Hindu manslaughter from the hands of Muslims. 
	Hindu Qasim Ferishtha listed genocides of nearly 6 million (Bahmanit sultans in central Asia killed hundred thousand Hindus). 5 Will Durant in the story of civilization; our oriental heritage also alleged Muslim who ruled India approximately 800 to 1100 millions of Hindus were killed or forcefully converted to Islam.6 Fernand Bradual in history of civilization criticized the colonial experiment was factual in terms of two experiences violence and conversion. 7 Irfan Hussain gave a sweeping statement by saying that all Muslim ruler had blood on their hands Muhammad of Ghazni slaughtered 50000 inhabitants and Qutbu-din-Aibak enslaved hundred thousand of Hindus in Hindustan.  
	Rizwan Salim wrote Muslim invaders demolished countless Hindu temples plundered forts and Hindu places killed vast majority of population and carried off Hindu women. Muslim destroyed most advanced civilization and imaginatively rich culture of human history. 8Historian has to recover the past with the theory of time of space. We refrain from judging past by the standards of present. Going back to a millennium earlier Hindu rulers were the first one who come up with the idea of genocide and destruction of the religious places even centuries before Muslim invasion of India. 9
What went wrong?
	Religion as an identity- The ruler who came from Khyber pass was Muslaman rather than afghan or Turks. Muhammad of Ghazni who alleged as genocides translated the kalmia into Sanskrit language and inscribed it on the coins which were minted into all North West India. So the local communities get familiar with Muslims. In Vijayanagar, Deccan most of the buildings has domes and arches looked like mosques although Vijayanager always have Hindu kings. The issue of settlement between Hindus and Muslims was resolved by Turks Sultans of Delhi. As Iltutmish considered Muslims in India was like salt in a dish and unable to wage war against other communities in India. Balban and Ala ud din Khalij as the strongest sultans had pleaded balance between power and people in India. Later sultans encouraged other communities to learned Persian to participate in the management of the government. 
	The word conversion was very much misleading in Punjab and Bengal even where Muslim influence was very much slow. Muslim identity linked up with the mosque Hindu identity linked up with the temple. Destruction of temples and construction of mosques was the religious duty of the Muslims as head of the state. In the historical analysis of Richard M Eaton work which explained few historical fallacies about the destruction of temples.10
	Places of worship always come under the protection of king/ruler. So the Muslim in sultanate as well Mughal period preserved protected and renovated Hindu temples. He has given the list of those temples renovated by the Muslin rulers. If the temples were destroyed than there number were less than which were built in the same period. Genocides are not assonated with Muslims only; it is associated with invader who doesn’t have religious identities.  They were just invaders Muslim, histamines, Aryan or some other. Every invader used the shadow and slogan of religion just to justify their rules, genocide is almost present in every history of the world Christian, Greek, British and Germen. Muslim sultans were tolerant towards other communities in India. Sultan iltutmish gave them the status of Zammi and provided space to Hindus, Janise, Buddhist and others in his region. As Zia –ud-din Barani mentioned the liberal policies of Muslim rulers, Infields were allowed to practices their religions publically.” Ibn Battutah also narrates the city of Delhi in which Hindu festival of Holi was celebrated with all pomp and show.   
  Zaheer-ud-din Babur laid down the foundation of Marshal Empire. Heydays of Mughal /Muslim rule from 16th to 18th centuries had a tremendous cross cultural respect and fertilization. Babur allowed all his ministers to completely rule most of the provinces of his empire. Humayun followed the last advice of his father Babur which clearly indicated the religious tolerance. Humayun was the believer of astrology. He hired the services of Brahmin astrologists to manage his personal and administrative life.  He employed many Brahmins especially astrologist in his court. They engaged them in the religious philosophical debates. Humayun gave a space to non- Muslims in his court. In Akbar period Buddhist, jaunties even Jesuits mission were the part of Mughal court. Akbar’s translation of Hindu literature, appointment of Hindu ministers, marriages with Hindus princes were greater attempts to create harmony in Hindustan. 
	 Emperor Akbar declared   no man should be interfered with an account of religion and everyone is allowed to go over to a religion that pleased him. His action and his words never condemned the feelings of any religion. Akbar tried to bridge the gap between Hindu and non Muslim. He abolished jizyah (Muslim poll-tax). He also abolished other taxes like pilgrimages taxes on the important Hindu sites. He maximized the restoration and construction of the Hindu building and he gave Hindus powerful position in his court, the list is attached in Ain-i-Akbari. Akbar even went to finance houses of worship so the proponents of different religion would have a place to discuss their theologies. Religion was not the agenda of Mughals to deal with it.11 
Jahangir was somehow tolerant like his father. He was tolerant towards other religion but he was alleged to make Sikhim militant, due to execution of 5th guru Arjun Singh. But he was as tolerant as his ancestors were. Shahjahan was also alleged for his intolerance and destruction of the Hindu temples (see Richard M Eaton) he executed many Portuguese’s. Dara , the elder son of King Shahjahan as bold and educated a person made collective efforts to combine all ethical codes of all Indian prominent religions in form of a book. Although Aurangzeb has taken back the decision of his great grandfather Akbar. Aurangzeb levied jizyah again. He extended his hatred not only towards Hindus but also toward Shia Muslims. Aurangzeb and Akbar: communalization of history (an article) Tara Chand wrote, Akbar looked upon all religions between his subjects on the basis of respect. Akbar created a sense of oneness among the diverse element of north and central India- In contrast Aurangzeb was a bigot and austere puritan who broke the principle of unity. 
	It may be right but the source material of Aurangzeb sanitized through the Jaddunath Sarkar, 4 volumes of history Aurangzeb which proved him a puritan. Aurangzeb was not as ferocious as communalist as some of the documents indicated. Hindus were employed in Aurangzeb’s court with the ratio of 24.5% although in his father’s region was in the ratio of 33%. Aurangzeb did deliberately destroy temples when insurgency stroked the Mughal state. His tolerance extended that he did confer land to Hindus. He also gave/allotted land grant for the construction of Hindu temples like some Shwarnathmahadev temple in Allahabad, Jangum Badi Shiva temple in Banaranumamand temple in gavhati and many others. But the comparison between Akbar and Aurangzeb was not liable. Harbans Mukhia commented, one accept that the liberal religious policy of Akbar was only the reflection of his own liberal outlook and this conclusion becomes inescapable for instance the fanatic religion policy of Aurangzeb flowed from his fanatic disposition.
	The term, “Muslim India” and its communal characteristics encompass the whole medieval period from 13 century to 16 century. History of ruler life and ruling classes in considered the whole history of state religion.  A static view of Islam from Arabian Desert to India and all the changes drawn by the centuries and distance are ignored.  Every political history produced and taught is the history of ruling dynasties. There has been little analysis of various groups, (Racial, religious, relational). The history compromised of various pressure groups compelling the ruling class to follow one policy and his policy was Islam in the case of medieval India.  In medieval Indian court history was the whole history for instance Tarikh-a-Firoz Shahi and Akbar nama, so court was the focal point in mandating the Muslim/Mughal history. Zia-ud-Din Barani and Abul Fazal described the important elements of the Muslim state those were Hindu Raja Rao, Ranas, Rais and Zamindars. So both sources acknowledged the presence of Hindus as important state actors in those days. It was almost political rather than the religious sense. So the importance of ruling classes and the conflict among them are not the reflections of conflict at social level secondly, the subjective element in both works of contemporary historians is very dominant. For instance Sultan Alu-ud-Din Khalji who took some strong measures to suppress the rebellious activities of Hindu Zamindars portrayed religious fanatics although he took the same strong measures to suppress the Muslim iqtadars and pious people of his time. But Barani commented Ala-ud-din Khalji was a sultan who couldn’t care less for the Islamic law whether in the matters of state or private life.  
		Similarly some attempts were made in the period of Shahjahan and Aurangzeb to convert some politically important families was known as the forceful conversion but it was not an attempt at mass level. So the communal historians would rely more on the words of orthodox Muslim historian. The nationalist historians tried to meet the issue of communalism sincerely but they could not forgo the better objectivity. They were also attached with the agenda of communalism. Self assumption of liberalism and fanaticism is unnecessarily exaggerated in the history of Hindustan. The communal historian can afford to shower praises on Akbar’s liberalism, for doing so they would be free to condemn every other ruler with change of fanatic. To declare Akbar as a liberal, secular Indian ruler which it’s self was open in its nature. 
It was not modern “secular” in the present sense of terminology. The state which remained 6th and a half centuries was non secular and hence theocratic and Akbar’s region therefore a mere change of aberration. These approaches of history are only for ruling or elite classes genially not applicable to the whole society, its character and its organization. Communal harmony and conflicts are two inevitable forces not only applicable to Muslim state but every state in the world. The role of priest hood class was very much important in the case of Muslim India. The Turks came to India in search of territory rather than religious mission with sword in hands. The Turk entered in India with roughly 12000 soldiers. Their military organization and supremacy defeated locals. So they compromised with the elite groups of Indian society like rajas, Ranas, Zamindars and Chaudharis. The lower administration was remained completely in the hands of local people. It is Hindus who helped Turks to establish their empire in Indian region. So Barani’s word Hindu was completely referred to the section of elite community. To change the religion is the highest deed especially for the sake of king but force able conversion on the mass level through sword was an idea only projected and propagated by the communal historians. In Muslim state, Hindus as non believer paid Jaziyah (religious tax) and Muslim believer had to pay Zakat. The evidence regarding Jaziyah is very confusing. Ibn-Battatah told us in south India Jaziyah was collected by a Hindu Brahmins and soldiers. It is cleared that Jaziyah was a religious tax. But sometimes ruler collected it from non Muslim Subjects (Zamorin had collected it from his Jewish subject). Jaziyah was not levied upon women; children and disables. Conversion was made with the social efforts of Sufis saints but it was not forced conversion. Sufi movements stroked the mass level. Sometime Muslim historian exaggerates his idea of mass conversion due to concept of social equality introduced by the Sufis. 
Ulemas were highly paid without much responsibility in order to use their influence on the people who were elite in Hindustan. Ulemas were bitterly criticized by the Sufis for selling themselves for state interested only. Badaoni, the critic of Akbar narrated Akbar had nine wives while the religion only allows four wives. Akbar brought this matter before Ulema of his court and they suggested that a Muslim married a woman 2-2,3-3 and 4-4. So 18 were in numbers. It was the interpretation of Ulemas and it was also the number of Akbar,s wives. The ruling classes consisting of Mansabdar the Iqtadars were initially Turks and non-Turks both but in Mansabdar we have the categories of Hindu Mansabdars well like raja Todar mall and Birbal. The undefined dispute among the elite groups of the state had political and economic. 14
There was no popular resistance during Turkish and Mughal invasion. The popular resistance came in 17the century in form of peasant revolt in Maharashtra, Punjab, Agra and Mathura region again due to the increasing revenue of the state.
The Hindu rajas like Raj puts, Chavkans, Pariharasand Solankinsetc were the descendants of great dynasties who ruled Hindustan for centuries but slaves, Khalji, Tughlaqs, Lodis and even Mughals ruled barely few hundred years. For the Muslim chronicler, historical evolution means the spread of Islam along with the submission and humiliation of the non-believers. According to early chronicler, non-believers had no right to maintain their false religion and history was the record of spread of truth.15 But the case of Al-Beruni,s Kitab-ul-Hind was different. This travel accounts develop distinct approaches to Indian culture. 
		After this Khwarizmi scholar Amir Khusru was the mere exception in this case. Sultan's of Delhi like sultan Firoz Shah Tughlaq had a mere place in the historical biographies due to imposition of Shari a. In the case of non-believers historiographer Chand Bardai following the epic tradition in which heroes and his adversary depicted as equally brave. The process of culmination and adaption was celebrated by Abul-Fazal in form of Akbarnama, history of great Mughal ruler made a part of his counterpart Hindus culture, their festivals, and traditions in his remarkable historiography. The approaches especially regional were taken properly, Akbar's important undertakings like new solar Illahi calendar replaced the Islamic one, his astrological works from central Asian and Timurid ruler Ulugh beg changed the trends of historiography. The process of reckoning of time and history had started. Akbar attempted to emphasized its secular approaches in Muslim historiography as well Mughal historian were by and large not have communal bias and prejudice in the  treatment of persons and events  of history. 
           King Akbar was very much under the influence of Naisrian codes of governments based on the amalgamation of unity of cooperation of all communities as suggested by M.Alam and S. Sabrmanyum. Mughal rulers had given personal freedom, security and right to profess their religion to all communities in Hindustan. Christians built their churches in Agra, Camby and Thatta. The temples of Janise were built in Ujjain. Man Sigh gave orders to construct a huge temple in King Akbar’s period. Bir Singh Bundela constructed a magnificent temple in Mathura in king Jahangir’s reign. Mughal rulers officially celebrated the religious festivals of all races and religions in Mughal court. King Jahangir mentioned in his Tuzuk about the celebration of Ramazan, Rakhi, Dussaera and Shab-a-Barat. There was a fusion of different cultural elements in Mughal period. In case of language Gulband Begum used Sanskrit words in the biography of her brother Humayan in early 16th century. Abdur Rehim Khana-a-Khanna used almost all Indian languages in his poetry. His literary work named, “Madanastak” is dedicated to Lord Ganish (Hindu god).  Badaoni, the critic of King Akbar was contributed in the translation of Ramayana and Mahabharata. There is a long list of translations of medical works in Mughal rule.  Ain-i-Akbari provides a list of physicians who were non believers.
          So it was the legacy of al-Baruni,s discussion, the influence of the Muslim on historiography on Hindu tradition certain common features were responsible for the common approaches to history. As far as the matter of dissimilarities was concerned communal approaches were not defined properly prior to British rule there is no trace of the type of Hindu Muslim conflict. The Mohammdan conquest of India come as salvation to the down trodden and the poor. That’s way one fifth of our people have become Mohammdans. It was not the sword that did it. The Muslim rulers of India were only eager to extract the revenue from the peasants'16 and artisans; they did not brother about their faiths as Mukhia points out.
            There is no evidence which suggest that the state/ruler engaged themselves in converting the Hindu into Muslims on a mass level or in a ferment,  to propagate the faith even the orthodox Muslim king Aurangzeb was not involved in the destruction of Hindu temples as Aziz Ahmad wrote, Hindu temples continued to be an integral part of Aurangzeb civil and military administration of some of them were abolished and on the other have number of endowments and pension were given to the Brahmins and revenue grants to other Hindu temples . He also described the selection of the texts labeled as “epic” and “Counter epic” _ Muslim epic of the glorious conquest and Hindu counter epic of resistance culture: Two different religions, two different cultures that is the historical attitude to confronting with each other aggressively.17
Conclusion:
 History will always be written and re-written. It is work of historian to un-veiled the source material not personal emotion and worldly benefits. As history is a pragmatic science, we have a wide variety of ways and means in which the science could precisely read and write. It is always useful to make a sense of past and present. It is critical sustaining about the role of Muslim in Indian history that they always remembered as destroyers, alien crypto-type with ambitious moral and political plans and many historian of that age blindly propagates the ideas of west for cheap popularity. The history is always marginalized by the legacies of oriental approaches. The journalist and political narration of historical discourse has already damaged the neutrality of history. Historians must draw their boundaries towards human experiences of the history. The social and cultural structure of any society was also applicable to the Muslim conquest of India. Many constrains, opportunities, motives were shared in Indian History as it could be the part of any history in the world.
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