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claims and the conerete practices. In the absence of a clear recognition
of such mediating links (strategies}, the history of liberal theoretical
pronouncements and that of liberal practices are lable to pass each
other on parallel planes. Ar a relaced, alchough in the present context
secondary, level this chapter is meanc as a preliminary investigation into
the puzzling fact char, in the British case, celonialisin was never really
justified by a theory commensurate with the political and economic sig-
nificance of the phenomenon of colonialism. Barring John Sruart Mill,
whose theoretical reflectons on colonialism are systematic but far from
sustained, there is, to my knowledge, no major Bricish theorist in the
eighteenth or ninetecnth century whose work reliects the obvious cul-
wral and political gravity that colonialisim clearly had as a lived phe-
nomenon. The facts of political exclusion—of colonial peoples, of
slaves, of women, and of those without sufficient property to excrcise
cither suffrage or real political power—over the past three and a half
centuries must be allowed to embarrass the universalistic claims of lib-
eralisi.

Finally, and most tentatively, this chapter is meant as a preamble co
considering whether the development and consolidation of ninereenth-
century social science can be understood as a compensatory response 1o
the anthropological negleer that seventeench-cenmury Lockean liberal-
isi encouraged. One can imagine that the immediate implications of
Lockes anthropological minimalism could have been to devalue and
slight the political importance of the study of cultural and historical
data. Clearly, by the eighteenth century, this neglect could not be sus-
tined either because the exclusionary exigencies of colonialisin re-
quired more than mere Lockean conventions or becausce the experience
of colonialism exposed a richer variety of cultural and historieal derails.
It is worth recalling that Haileybury College, where Malthus, Bentham,
and se many other pioneers of social science got their start, was explic-
itly designed to facilitate the understanding and governing of colonial
people by the East India Company.*

#2. There are 2 number of suggestions on this theme in Arendr The Origens of
Loralirarsapizm. Similarly, Ronakd Meck in Sovnd Scdence and the Ienoble Savage (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge Universiry Press, 1976) considers o closely related sugyestion
focusing on the role of Native Americans in ehe development of Prench and Brrish
socil science.

)
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[A} Greek observing such a culture: he would pereeive thae for wodemn
man *educated” and “historically educated” seem w belong wpether as to
mean one and the same thung. ... IF he then said that one can be very
educated and verat the same time aitogether vnedocated hiswrieally, mod-
ern men would think they had failed to hear hiny aright and would shake
their heads.
Ezienaicn Nuwrzsens, “On the Uses and Disadvantagres
of History for Life”

[A] thooghr must be erade to come inte its own in action.
Watrisn Bengamen, review of Dreigroschesranan

Tlistory and progress are an unremitting precccupation of nineteenth-
century British hberalisin. Yet the political vision that governed that
liberalism was, as it were, already firmly universal. Philosophically there
is 2 dilenuma here. Eitdier the validity of that political vision could not
be swayed by historical considerations or the liberal agenda was in some
central way directed at the “reform” and modification of the various
Listories it encountered, so as to make them conform to that universal-
istic vision. Because if the particularities and wajectories of the histories
and lives to which the empire exposed liberals did not somehow already
align themselves with that vision, then either that vision had to be ac-
lnowledged as limited in its reach or those recaleitrant and deviant his-
tories had to be vealigned to comport with it. Liberals consistently
opted for the latter—that is to say, “reform” was indeed central o the
liberal agenda and mind-set. To that end they deployed a particular con-
ception of what really constituted history along with a related view of
what counted as progress. Moreover, they articulated reasons why such
a process of realignment of other extant life Forms was consistent with
their broader vision. 'Those reasans and the practices that followed from
them malwe it clear thar the commitment to democracy and phiralism
were, at best, ondy provisional motives that allowed-—indeed required—
enormous temporizing in the face of the “backward” and the unfamiliar.
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This chapter considers the ideas regarding progress and historieal
development that inform the broad political structure within which |il-
erals conceived of India in the nig eteenth century: Its focus is on James
and John Stuare Mill, who successively influenced imperial policy in the
two halves of the century. As examiners of Indian dispacches in the East
India Company, they were both intimately involved with the minutiae
of the government and the company’s policies on Indian marters ! My
focus is less on the policies that they effected and more on how rhey
coneeprualized India and its past within the broader terms of their polit-
ical though.

As I hope will become clear the conceptualization of India wichin
this framework is irself only an instance of a larger problematic that
turns on a commitment to progress. This conceptualization requires an
identification of those whose past and present did not align themselves
with the expectations of thar view of progress,~that is, those who were
deemed to be “backward”—and consequently the need and justification
of a power to bring abour such 4 progressive alignment.

This is the ambit within which liberal power did, and perhaps must,
operate. To call this ambir political i simply to refer to it by the name
through which liberalism has chosen 1o express the imperative narure of
Its own specific energy. Afrer all, norwithstanding the varions specific
limitations that are placed on its deployment, ever since Hobbes and
Locke the use of political power was conceptually justified the instant it
satisfied what were then deemed rhe directives of progress, namely a
concern with the security of corporeal life, the preservation of propercy,
and the maintenance of public order. Whether it be through Locke’s
understanding of the vses of the “preregative” or the broad laticude he
allows for matters that might involve national security,” or simply
through a more general Schmittian notion, which liberalism also allows
room for, of the sovereign determining the exception, liberals have al-
ways associated political power with that capacious imperative for the
bewterment of life. Tt is not that this umperative univocally directs liber-

L. The richest account of the policy impacr that the Mifls had in Tdia, which
is alse aware of the theoretieal position that mformed their outlooks, remains, |
think, Stokes, Lnglich Urilitarians in bedin. "The more recent book by Lynn Zastoupil,
Foba Sratart Mitl wend Indie (Stanford: Stanford University Press, Y924}, brings o tghe
some of die vast archival macerial pertaming w Mills involvement with India el
chronicles the symifiean chnnges in Milk thinking. Sce also Fileen Sullivan, “Lil-
cralism and Imperalism: John Stuarr Mills Diefence of the British Empire” Formrmal
of the Flistory of Ideas 43, no, 4 (1983): 399-617.

2. Locke, Foo Fivarme of Goversmneny, chaps, 12-16.
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alism’s programmatic and practical energies, There is afeer alt a tr;t{fiFiop
of equal longevity and emphasis in which liberals have sought to limit
the role of political power from specific issues or “z(lz»ms,""such as the
famuly, religions belief, self-regarding actions, including of course the
various specific rights and constitutional protections thae liberals have
championed as debarred from the interference of the stace, ‘

Historically there has been an enduring and pressing tensmn‘be—
tween these two liberal impulses. The strongrer the claims for a particu-
lar intervention being progressive, or bettering life, the more it has
pressed against the existing norms limiting the use of l)Olltlf.‘ﬂi power.
And in that sense such claims have served to expand, and justify thc
expansion of, the domain of the political. The il'ﬂl.)ort:lnt poine is El’iz.lt in
determining the specific tilt berween these two impulses at any given
moment the arguments for the bettermenc of life or progress havfi al-
ways held a strong if not trumping suit.* Indced? the commor: cant “ev-
erything is political,” which is not exclusive to hberz?hsm, has se.rved as
a powerful enginc of progress within the history oflab‘eral practice pre-
cisely because the claims of progress have a presumptive appeal on the
liberal conception of the political,

! have said in the intreduction that the posture of {iberal thougl}t
toward the world is judgmental. Tt is a corollary, if not a concrete impli-
cation, of this idea that it is also an evangelical posture in which the
burning spirit has been that of politics and the r:scimrolog_y‘thnt.ofprog-
ress.” What is fatent in the liberal conception of the politieal is a deep
impulse 1o reform the world, and not simply, as is s.:nggested for example
by Mill's principle of liberty or the spectrum of rights that are com-

3. While referrmg to the nineteenth century, Michel Foueaalt makes the fol-
lowing comment;

1t was life more than the ko thae became the issue of politicn]lstrugglcs,
even if the Later were formulared through affirmations concerning rl:glnzts.
The “right” to life, to one’ body, w healdh, to h:l!‘)p].llf‘lss, to the sat;smr_f
uon of needs, . . . the “right”—which the elassical juridical system was ne-
terly meapable of comprehending—was thnI: political response w. :al! Fha:sfr;
new procedures of power which did not derive, either, qum the o ".I(.]ltltl‘.;ml
vight of sovereygnty. (Mistury of Sexialiry, vol. 1, Intreduction, trans. Robert
Hurley {Mew York: Pantheon Books, 1978], 145 3

+. This formulation 1 not meant w glide over the unportant difft:renccls that
divide eschatology, or Christian eschatology, fmm. a largely 5‘1:(."ill:lr mnccp.tlon I(')f
progress. Fhe former typically refers o a transcendent a.nd anticipated event brea IL
ing ino history while ehe lirker is an extra pn.] aton in h]]]Sl‘Ol’)‘ of strucrure :I].Itc:lt}"
found in i See Hans Blumenberg, The Legitimaey of the Modern Age (Cambridge:
MIT Press, 1983, 27-37.
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monly defended, wo frec individual lives from the unwarranted ineerfer-
ence of the world. This view of course diminishes the customary lis-
tinction that is drawn beoveen liberalism and other expressions of
maodern political thouglt such as Marxism. Buc here Marxism and liber-
alism share in 2 ransformative energy and in a view of the world as
something malleable through polirical effore. Their distinctiveness does
not vitiate this similarity by virtue of which both are exemplars of a
distinetive modern turn of thought.

Given the constiturive nature of this impulse to betrer the world,
there is a necessary tension with other liberal notions such as tolerance,
the nighr to representation, equality, and, crucially for the purposes
of this chapter, consent and the sovereignty of the people. In the empire,
this latent impulse-—this urge to reform and progress—which other-
wisc so often remains obscured and contested behind 3 concern with
rights and individual freedom, becomes vircually determinative and sin-
gular, Here one sees with stark clariry the sense in which the liberal
imperialist project was paradigmatically political in the capacious sense,
and not as an instance of the various ways that liberals have sought wo
limit the domain of the political. It has been said of utopian projections
that they are arcempts to compensate for a deficit of political opporruni-
ties so that the imagined becomes a surrogate for what is not immanent.’
By the mid-nineteenth century, and especially in the context of the em-
pire, this chought assurnes a strangely inverted truth such thas che uto-
pian comes to be expressed as inexhaustible political opportunity, made
possible by a projection on the progressive plane of the future.

The contrast to this perspective, which links the political with the
restiessness of progressive activity and where the progressive is itself
associated with a broad noton of whatever betters life, is not simply a
view thar accepis regress, tagedy, evil, or suffering as facts abour the
world, which it is therefore pointless to try and change. ‘That is to say,
the contrast is not simply with the fatalism of Epicurean ateravia {qui-
etudde} with its fundamencal indifference to the world stemming from
the essential inscrutabilicy of its vatis crewndi (veason for creation). Such
a perspective is only one possible contrasting view. But there is at least
one other alternative that limits the reach of the political, or, more pre-
cisely, is subsrancially indifferent to the political, but does this by em-
phasizing the ethical as the more decisive feature of life. Bur within this
perspective there is no a priori limit placed on change nor even the bet-

5. Remnhare Kaoselleek, Keitid mnd Krise: Ein Beitrvig 2o Parbogenese der furger-
dichen Wt (Freiburg: Karl Alber, 1959), 9.
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eerment of the world. What is hiited 15 the politcal as the principal or
exclusive instrument to achieve such resules. I flag chis alternative be-
cause, as | hope to make clear at the end of this chapeer, it is one that
gathiers enormous weight, primarily through the influence of Mahatma
Gandhi, in dislodging the liberal argument that was grounded on the
political conditionalities of historical progress, writ large in terms of
civilizational typologies. When Gandhi speaks of progress it is invari-
ably as an ethical relationship that an individual or a community has
with twself, with others, and with its deities.* Whatever else this does, it
cuts through any reliance on history as the register from which alone
progress can be read, evaluated, and directed. As an aside it must be
pointed out that despite his stature and his influence, Gandhi’s voice is
the minor key of Indian and most other nationalisins—in part because
be was never exclusively or even primarily concerned with nationalism.
Nevertheless, it represents a profound and deeply thought response to
and critique of the liberal emphasis on history and the primacy of politi-
cal action, both of which were alloyed in the liberal justfication of the
cmpire.

What this chapter seeks to illustrace is the following. For nine-
teenth-century British liberalism, of which I take J. S. Mill to be the
leading exemplar and James Mill a supporting advocate, political insti-
tutions such as representative democracy are dependent on socie-
ties having reached » particular historical maturation or level of civili-
zation. But such marturation, according to the historiography that the
Mills establish and subscribe to, is differentiatly achieved. That is o say,
progress in history itself occurs differentially. Fence, those societies in
which the higher accamplishments of civilization have not occurred
plainly do not satisfy the conditions for represencative governiment. Un-
der such conditions liberalism in the form of the cmpire services the
deficiencics of the past for societies that have been stunted through
history.

“This in brief is the liberal justification of the empire. The wtorial

6. Thereis something quite Hegelin and Wittgensteinian in Ganedhi’s eritique
ol liberal historicism and in his pravileging of the edhical. Gandhis and Hegel’s uni-
versalistie ethics stems from an endorsement of o way of life. It is only, as Charles
Lartnore puts it when referving to Flegel, “by virtae of helanging ro this way of life
[hate] we reason in ethics as we do and judye social practices m the name of vnwer-
salistic principles” Charles Lavmove, Fhe Rowantic Legney (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1996), 55, This Hnk benween Gandh and Hegel does not close the
enormous gap between them whep it comes to nattonalism. Hegel famously mied o
squecze the moral community inte & nanonal frame, This s something that Gandhi
Fairly consistently resists.
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and pedagogic obsession of the empire and especially of liberai imperi-
alists are all part of the effort to move societies along the ascending
gradient of historical progress. The empire, one might say, is an engin;
that tows societies stalled in their past into contemporary tine and his-
tory. But the conception on the basis of which progress is itself estab-
lished as 2 summum bonum, and which allows for this particular reading
of history, derives centrally from premises abour reason as the appro-
priate yardstick for judging individual and collective lives.

Whar is significant in this account is that for both the Mills civiliza-
tional achievement, which is paradigmatically the work of collectivities,
%'s the necessary condition for the realization of the progressive purposes
tmmanent in history, and hence of its continued progress. Notwich-
standing the expressed comumitment, both as an ideal and as « process,
to the idea of man-made history and to individual choice, itis the “stagre
of civilization” that is taken as the relevant marker of the progressive
possibilities within “the reach” of a given community at any point in
time. The unit of analysis for accessing backwardness and progress is
plainly some understanding of the achievements of a community or col-
lectivity. Within this orientation individual lives, their pains and joys,
;he meanings they ateach to particular things and events, in shorr, the
integrity of cheir life forms, are completely read out of the civilization
or collectivity of which they are deemed ro be a part and its standing
within a preestablished scale.

UnitveErsar HistoRrigs

"The period from the mid-eighteenth to the mid-nineteenth century is
the high noon of European historiography. It is the century in which
the great, usually mulrivoiume, histories by Gibbon, Ferguson, Hume,
Condorcet, Guizet, Herder, Ranke, Hallam, James Mill, Macaulay, and
Comte were written and published. In their various distinct purposes,
they served the impergtives of nationalism, secularism, the defense of
particular ciasses, sects, political parties, and imperialism. Despite the
plurality of ends thar these grand exemplars vouch for, the underlying
perspective of this tradition is cosmopolitan and global. Even the Ro-
mantic movement, especially in its German expression, which has so
often been accused of being parochial in its German Hisorismns and
national in its commitment, evinces a global sweep in the comparisons
that ic makes. The same is mue for James Mill’s History of British India,
where the comparisons and contrasts with China, Roman Britain, the
Arabs, and Persia are constant and self-conscious. At least in the wri ting
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of ir, and more often than not in the choice of subject marter, by the
mid-nineteenth century, Luropean history is firmly global in its orien-
tation.” What makes possible and undergirds this orieneation is not
simply the expanded exposure brought on by increases in trade, travel,
wars, and the reach of empires, After all, the singnlar, the bounded, or
the parochial have never had difficulties acknowledging whar lay be-
yond their boundaries. A giobal orientation, such as that evinced in
nineteenth-century historiography and philosophy, requires a global
perspective. That perspective, as was discussed in the introduction, de-
rived from an epistemological view that allowed the world to be read
abstracted from its concrete aestheric and emotive particulars and nev-
ertheless issued in o Armness of judgment with respect to those particu-
fars. "L'hat perspective draws on, and endorses, what Flans Blumenberg
has rightly called a “unicy of methodically regulated theory as 2 coher-
ent entiry developing independendy of individuals and generations”™ In
the development of that view of theory, Deseartes is the crucial figure,
and his influence is no less evident in the thought of a group of thinkers
conunonfy designated as empiricists. It is this theoretical orienrtation
that is “nsable in any pessible world {that} provides the criterion for the
elementary exertions of the modern age: The mathematizing and the
wrgierializing of natare”

History, of course, is never merely the narration of the past. By the
eighteenth century, and with unveiled claricy in the nineteenth, it is also
achosen batdeground on which the Enlightenment carries out its multi-
pronged mission against religion, superstition, and ignorance and affirms
its conception of progress. For this project, in which the writing of his-
tory plays a conspicuous role, education, as an instrument of progress,
is a central component. It is not, however, merely the educaton of the

7. R. G. Collingwood, The fdew of Hisery (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1994, . P. Gooch, History and Flistorians in the Niveteeath Centiry {London: Long-
o, Green and Ca., 1955), For the English tradition see 1 P Peardon, The Framirtron
in Englivh Historical Writing, 1760-1830 (New York: Columbiz University Press,
1933).

The claim of a global or universal onientation doces not of course serde the is-
sue of universal understanding. The grear twenticth-century German historian
Briedrich Meinecke with his peneeracing understanding of political ideologies was,
I think, prescient in ctaimmg that the Enlighrenment bad “eine Richwag aof das
Universale, die ganze Menschheit Umfassende an, aber ergriff . .. mchr den Scoff
als dis Innenteben der geschichuichen Gellde.” Tniedrich Menecke, Die Brstebung
des Flistorfsis.

8. Blumenberg, The Legitismacy of the Mudern Age, 3 1.

9. Ihid., 164. Sce aise Lachterman, The Erbier of Geomrerry, csp. chap. 1.
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single individual, the protagonist, for example, of the bildangsroman,
but of societies in tote.'® History and education worl in tandem. In the
former, one detects the plan of progress for which the larter is che cara-
lytic motor and extension. Even when as with Kant's “An Idea for a Uni-
versal History from the Cosmopolitan Point of View” the plan or the
telealogy can never be affirmed as a scientific law, the idea of a plan to
history and the conviction in its progressivencss are never surrendered.

Both notions, namely that of history as having a plan and of that
plan representing progress, are combined in the almost compulsive ob-
session of eighreenth- and nineteenth-century historiography with the
pedagogic analogy linking grades in schooling with “stages” of histori-
cal development. Tt is the special achievement of Turgot, Condorcer,
and Comre—the first two being profound iniluences on James Mill, the
last on John Stuarc Mill——te have mapped the idea of historical progress
onto the notion of the stages of unan development.’' By the late nine-
teenth century, there are of course a plurality of grand narratives, such
as evolutionism, vtilitarianism, and evangelicalisny, that undergird the
universalism of the century’s historiography. This cosmopolitanism,
which is anchered in the problematic of universal history, decisively
breaks with the ancient world, where, even when the ideal of cosmepoli-
tanism is present, as with the Stoics, it is not understood within the
framework of universal history."? Cosmopolitanism without the prob-
lematic of universal history gencrates and aspires to an ethics, but it
does not issue in 4 program of patcrnalism and interventionist collee-
tive action. !

It is within this broad framework, committed both to casmopoli-
tanism and to progress, that late nineteenth-century European political
thought also expresses itself. All the major streams of this thought were
explicitly and emphatically reliant on history as the ground for their
various normative visions. Hegel’s artieulation of the State as the em-

1. See Lows Dumont, Gerasn Meology: From France to Germany and Back
(Chicago: University of Chicugo Press, 1994}, 69-145.

11, Halevy, The Grasorh of Philesophic Radivelicne, 25182,

12. Karl Lowith, Meawg in History: The Theologrond Presuppositions of the Philoso-
phry af History (Chieago: University of Chicago Press, 1949), chap. 1.

13, Here again, as I discuss in the conclusion to this chapeer, there s a strildin [
stilarity to Gandhiy views, His cosmopolitinism is ethical i a way that neither
aliows for a reliance on history nor leans on poliucal action a5 the primary defiverer
of progress. Political action, including mass action, such as in the noncooperation
movement of the early 19208, was countenanced only when it remained within 3
strictly ethical framework anchored, for Gandhi, in 2 comumitment to wrath and non-
vilence.
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bodiment of a concrete ethical rationality represents the realization of a
journey of Reason that originated in the distant recesses of “the East"™
Marx’s vision of a proletarian furure has its explanatory and political
credence in overcoming the contrarian forces that bedevil and spur his-
tory. Jobn Stuarc Mill's ideal of 1 liberalism that secures the conditions
for the flourishing of individuality, and in doing so maximizes urilivy,
explicitly rests on having reached a point of civilizational progress
“when mankind have become capable of being improved by free and
equal discussion” “Liberty, asa principle,” Miil says, “has no application
to any state of things anterior to {that] time”* By way of contrast, it is
worth noting the change this points to with respect w liberalism’s own
theoretical origins. Talk of history and civilizational development as a
ground for the individualistic foundations of political power and liberal
mstitutions is conspicuounsly absent in the thought of Hobbes and
Locke. Their thought is no doubt universalistic, but despite that, it is
substantially indifferent to pressing its judgments on the world. The
universalism of this eaclier liberalisim remains abstract, and the political
judgments implicit in it exist as a latent porential.

For Hegel, Marx, and Mill, history is both the condition for the
possibility of progress and the evidentiary basis of what that progress
should be. As Hans Blumenberg puts it, “[T'lhe idea of progress extrapo-
lates from a structure present in every moment to a future that is imma-
nent in history”* Both the immanence of the future that is present in
history and the stwucture that is exemplified by the present are them-
selves given the cast of progress by a prior commitment to a rationality
that identifies in the past and in the present the progressive extension
into the furure.

Nunerous aspects inform the conception of rationalivy and the ac-
tendant notion of progress. Here I mention only two whose importance
is conspicucus to Marx and to Mill, and in a more complex manner
evident in Hegel, too. The first is the notion of o history as something
that is man-made. Obviously this view informs the Marxian notion of
praxis and the liberal commitment to individual choice and consent.
The second, which is closely linked with the idea of history as man-
made, is that of history’s predictability. Both notions attenuate without
frmly contradicting the Judeo-Christian notion of a Providence as
something superintended by divine purposes, in which human actions

4. Of course because philosophy always “comes too hate” in contrase to Marx
and Mill, Hegel’s reliance on history does not geserate 3 program of action.

15. Ml On Liberey, 16

16. Blumenberg, The Legetimacy of the Modern AAge, 30,
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and human perceptions are only contingently secure in serving the ends
of progress. It is of course possible that the plan of Providence corre-
spends pesfectly with the imperarives of human rationality and the mo-
tivations that spur human actions. But such a correspondence would be
merely a contingent happenstance of divine ordering. The disjuncrure
that Enlightenment rationality and hiscoriography intreduces into this
Judeo-Christian conception is best elaborated by Kant when he speaks
of an “a priori possible description of the events that should come to
pass” in the future, because the “soothsaying historical narration of what
is impending in the future” is theoretically informed by a subject who s
at the same time the practical origin of that furure—“But how is an a
priori history possible? Answer: When the soothsayer himself causes
and contrives the events that he procluims in advance”

The idea that haman history is man-made and predictable is irself
no guarantee of its being progressive. Nor is the fact that progress is
allegedly anchored in history evidence of progress, or of what should
count as progress. Notwithstanding the Hegelian, the Marxian, and the
liberal actempts to inscribe in the logic of historical development the
precise progressive telos of history, and thus as it were read it off from
the surface of events, the account of progress must be normatively just-
fted on its own rerms. Put differenty, one must approach the issue of
progress with suspicion, precisely because in the nineteenth century the
plurality of agendas that it embodies and of which it is so often a surro-
gate are naruralized by the powerful and seductive emollient of history,
by now wrapped in the paraphernalia of scientific “laws,” “rules” of evi-
dence, and the necessary “logic” of development. Whatever one mighe
think of Nietzsche’s general derogation of the “excess of history” one
cannot, at Jeast provisionally, doubt the suspicion he casts on “that ad-
miration for che ‘power of history” which in practice wansforms every
moment into a naked admiration for success and leads ro idolatry of the
factual” and in which “talk of a *world process’ fonly] justify their age
as the necessary result of a ‘world process.”” "™ Nictzsche’s view implics—
and this is easy to overlook given what he is typically associated with—
that the world is also made for losers or, at any rate, those who might
live within life forms that ger designated with Josers. To them the excess

17. Inmmanuel Kany, Der Strett der Fakaftacten, 2:2, quoted i Bhanenberg, The
Legitintacy of the Mudern olge, 33,

18. Friedrich Niewzsche, “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Lile”
in Uneimely Meditanons, wans. R, ). Hollingdale (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996}, 1034,
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of history, indeed the very reliance on history as a marker of progress
or even of what is fated, might very well have been experienced as a ruse
that merely denied a life form within which they lived.

Perhaps nowhere is the suspicion for a naked admiration of success,
couched in the language of historical necessity, or at any rate of histori-
cally sanctioned guidance, more necessary than in the context of the
empire. By the nineteenth century every major justification of the raj
rests on the dual props of progress for India and 2 history that makes
evident the need for such progress, along with the accompanying claim
that such progress can be brought about only through the polirical in-
terdictions of the empire. If notions such as the legitimacy of conquest,
the primacy of the economic self-interest of Britain, or even the impe-
rial right of Britain on account of its rivalries with other European pow-
ers undergird Britain’s imperial policies, they are expressed in the closed
and hushed councils of power, or in the concealed psychological depths
of individual men and women. When on oceasion, as with Lord Curzon,
the viceroy of India, the empire was justilted in terms of the bravado of
Brivish imperfal destiny, it resulted in embazrassment and the tainting of
a discinguished career. The dynamism of the empire is so thoroughly
wedded ro the berterment of the world thac it is easy to see why the
deploysirent of power despite its aclmowledged and sustained abuses (as
for example in the cases of Robert Clive and Warren Hastings), and the
often wholesale erasure of extant life forms, could have been counte-
nanced as justifted by a higher purpose. The same reason also goes some
way to explaining why in a figure like Burke, who has the profoundest
suspicions regarding the very project of betrering the world through the
radical interventions of political power, the empire finds s severest
eritic. It is Burke’s puzzlement and, ultimacely, his humilicy in the face
of the present, and not his reverence for the past, that give him pause in
lending his hand to a political optimism that has been a central tener of
liberalism from its very inception.

James MiLL anp The History or BriTise INpia

By the late eighteenth cennury the empire was a serious matter, polio-
cally and morally, and not merely cconomically. In the numerous public
and parliamentary debates regarding vhe precise relationship of the East
India Company to the crown, the issue of the broader historical and

19, See Nicolson, Crrzon: The L Phoe.
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edificatory role of the company is never absent, By the nineteenth cen-
tury, and conspicuously with both the Mills and Macaulay, the British
Empire in India is understood squarely from within the normative
framework of liberal thought, aleng with its reliance on history and civ-
ilizational standing, where both were understood as linked o the mmper-
atives of progress.” When, as is often the case, as for instance with . S.
Mill, India is singled out for distinetive treatment relative to other out-
posts of the empire or to Britain itself, it is on account of a distine-
tiveness again allegedly internal to this broad historical and progressive
liberal vision and its reading of India’s past.® Indeed, the primary and
explicit obsession of James Miil's Hiszory is to establish the civilizational
stage to which India’% extant condition corresponded. John Stuare Mill,
because he did not write a history of India, is less preoccupied with the
precise logistics of establishing or presenting che details of such a civili-
zationmal hierarchy. Nevertheless, the normative commitments of his
thought make it clear that he believed in the existence of such & hierar-
chy and that it played a crucial role in determining his political outlook
on the various parts of the empire; indeed, it played a crucial role in his
assessment of political lfe in Britain and elsewhere.

The concern with civilizational stages s, as I have suggested, the
particular form through which the precccupadion with history and
progress gets expressed. In the case of the younger Mill, the conceprion
of progress 1s clear. With respect to the individual ¢ refers to a life in
which the “higher quality faculties” which themselves define the full-
ness of individuality, get expressed. Politically and socially, it refers to
the conditions under which individuality finds expression, and these
conditions include, barring those that are explicitly excepted and on
which I focus, the commitment to representative democracy and other
egalirarian institutional arrangements.”* The combination of a concein

20, John Plamenatz, On cifien Rule and Self-Govermnens (London: Longmans,
1964), 10124

21, YVor example in J. 5. Mill% discussion in the chapter on *Governmenc of
Dependencies” in Censtdorations. Perhaps the most articulate nineteenth-cenmory
statemient of this broad view is thar of Wadter Bagehor in Physice and Polrtics (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1956). See esp. ehap, 2, “The Use of Conflics”

22, Isaiah Berlin, “John Sunuare Mill and the Ends of Lile” in Fosr Evsyr o
Liberty (London: Oxford Universiry Press, 1969); Richard Wollheim, *John Steart
Mill and Isaiah Berlin: Ends of Life and the Preliminaries of Morality” in Fhe Llea
of Freedopr, ed. Alan Ryan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979}, 253-6% Wendy
Donner, The Liberal Self (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991); John Skorupski,
Jobu Senart Ml (London: Routledge, [989), 248-388; John and Lane Robson, wis.,

PROGURESS, CEVILIZATION, AND CONSLENT 89

with individuality, the choice of life plans, all nested within a democracy
realizes the progressive purpose of maxinizing urility.

The specific context in which James Mills Hisrery was written, and
to which it made a decisive and transforming contribution, was an at-
mosphere of growing admiration for the civilizations of the East. With
respect to India, Sir William Jones, the pioneer and champion of San-
sterit stadies and India’s civilizational richness, was the leading protago-
nist of this point of view and of the partisans called the Orientalists,
who were oppased by the Anglicists. In the early stages of che conflict
between the Orientalists and Anglicises, Jones and his epigones had con-
siderable influence on the policies of the company.™ For example, the
company supported Hindu and Muslim places of worship, its oroops
paraded in honor of Hindu deities, and company offices were often
open on Sundays and closed on Indian holidays.*

It was this Orientalist view towand Indian civilization and the poli-
cies that followed from it that James Mill along with Macaulay deci-
sively revised in the frst third of the nineteenth century, They were
supported by the powerful Governor General Lord William Bentinck,
himself a self-avowed follower of Mill, whose disparagement of India’s
historical legacy went so far as seriously to consider demeolishing the Taj
Mahal for the sale of its marble.” James Mills influence in bringing
about this sea change, primarily through the publication of his History,
was enormous, The History became the standard and mandatory manual
for ofticials of the company and eventually a required textbook for can-
didates for che elite corps of senior administrators in the Indian Civil
Service. The editor of the 1840 edition of the History, H. H. Wilson, in
his preface, passed the following judgment: “there is reason to fear that
... 2 harsh and illiberal spirit has of late years prevailed in the conduct

Jawser and Jobw Stivert Mibl: Pupers of the Centenary Conference {Toronto: University of
aronto Press, 1976).

23, See Mill, O Liberey; avedd Mill, Urditaronsan, in Mil ond Bencham, Utif-
rersduiser and Other Esvorys,

24. Sce Stokes, English Utiizarians 1 India, chaps. 1, 2.

25, Duncan TForbes, “James Mill and India) Canbridge Jowrnad, no. § (1951):
22, See also Kopl, Britsh Qreenradiour and the Oviging of the Bengal Renaissunce; and
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26. The plas was Anally abandoned because the “test auetion” of marble from
the palace in Agra proved to be unsatisfacrary, See E. Thompson and G. T. Garract,
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and councils of the rising service in India, which owes 15 origin to im-
pressions imbibed in early life from the History of Mr. Mill?* Indecd,
even Macaulay, who despite his scathing review of James Mill’s Evsay o
Government, and who had referred o Mill as “my old enemy,” praised
the History in Parliament as “on the whole the greatest historical work
which has appeared in our languvage since thac of Gibbon.”

As 15 elear from the statement quoted above by H. H. Wilson, even
by the mid-nineteenth century, the severity of fames Mills prejudices
against India and especially agamst the Hindus (in book 2 of the Hisrory)
were recognized. Even by che standards of the rimes, Mill’s views were,
to put it mildly, extreme. An entire civilization, with its ancient religious
moorings, its artistic and culeural production, its complex legal system,
its cosmolegy, and its science, are dismissed as representing the “rudoest
and weakest state of the human mind.”*” Mill considers with great seri-
ousness, and no doubt through taxing effort, the ancient scriptures of
Hindu mythology, only to conclude that “[t}his is precisely the course
which a wild and ignorant mind, regarding only the wonder which it
has it in view to excite, naturally, in such cases, and almost universally,
pursues” ® Mills emphasis on the backwardness of the Indian “mind”
anticipates and prepares the way for what becomes the Indian response
to this claim. It is to associate the modern not with the social or the
political, but rather to index it vo thought, especially philosophic
thought. In the ninercenth and the twenteth centuries Indians often
complimented themselves in language that resonates with a frequent re-
frain of Marx when he says that the Germans have done in thought what
the Britisk have done in fact,

Mill’s views regarding India, its past and its present, are so unremir-
tingly dark, often so patheteally foolish tn their lack of nuance, that 1t
is hard to believe that even he would have spent over ten years of his life
gathering them had he not been motivated by a more serious purpose.
It is similarly difiicult ac this distance, and with the advancage of the
postcolonial experience, to imagine how his narrative could have ac-
quired the enormous influence thac it did. In this context one should
remind oneself thar imperial narratives, perhaps all narratives, especially
those of power, lose their effectivity in proportion to how complex they
become. James Mill's Histoiv is a vivid example of the truth of Walter

27. Preface vo Hiseory of Brivish India, +th ed. {1840), T-viij-ix.

28. Quored in Forbes, “Tames Mill and India)” 23,

29, Mill, History of British Indin, 1:115.
30, Ihid., 118,
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Benjamia’s remark that “a thought must be erude to come into its own
i action.” "

Nevertheless, Mill was in fact motivated by a more philosophically
serious purpose, and chat was to establish on rational groands a clear
scale of civilizational hierarchies. This is how Mill introduces the im-
portant and wide-ranging chapter entitied “General Reflections™ in
Look 2 of the History:

"To ascertain the true state of the Hindus in the scale of civiliza-
rion, is not only an object of curiosicy in the history of human
nature; but to the people of Great Britin, charged as they are
with the government of that great portion of the human spe-
cies, it is an object of the highest practical importance. No
scheme of government can happily conduce to the ends of gov-
ernment, unless 1t is adapted o the state of the people for
whose use it is intended. In those diversities in the state of civi-
lization, which approach the extremes, this truih is universally
acknowledpged. Should anyone propose, for a band of roving
Tarrars, the regulations adapted to the happiness of a regular
and polished society, he would meet with neglect or derision.
The inconveniences are only more concenled, and more or less
diminished, when the error relates to states of society which
maore nearly resemble one another. If the mistake in regard to
Hindu society, comnutred by dhe British nation, and the British
government, be very great; if they have conceived the Hindus
to be a people of high cvilization, while they have, in reality,
made but a few of the earliest steps in the progress to civiliza-
tion, it is impossible that in many of the measures pursued for
the government of that people, the mark aimed at should not
have been wrong. ™

Whatever satsfaction ethnographic “curiasity” may get from knowing
the precise location of Hindus in the scale of civilization, it is the imper-
atives of imperial governance that mativate and give urgency to this
project. But those imperatives are themselves revealingly presented in
impersonal terms, because they are driven by an abstract conceptien of
“usefulness” and “happiness” Mills sensitivity to the appropriateness of

31 Walter Benpamin, review ol Dregproschenraman, quoted in Flannah Arendy,
introduction w Herinatons, by Benjamin, trans. Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken
Bools, 196E), 15,

32 Mill, Flistory of Broh Drdia, 2107,
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forms of governance to the forms of society stems from a prior conumit-
ment (o a univocal conception of progress. In fact, even though it is
tempting to read the above passage as merely an apologia for Brirish
imperial interests, Mills ultimate interest is neither with the British nor
with the Hindus, but rather with a “civilized” life that represents prog-
ress. This is precisely what Mill goes on to make clear: )

The preceding induction of particulars, embracing the reli-
gion, the laws, the government, the mamners, the arts, the sci-
ences, the literature, of the Findus, affords, it is presumed, the
materials, from which a correct judgment may, at last, be

formed of their progress towards the high atcainments of civi-
lised life.™

The reference to induction is very important, and is a clue ro a broader
problem that Mill was attempting to solve through his Hisrery. The
problem was inherited from Bentham. For the latcer, the estublisiﬁng of
the science of legislation had always faced the awkward issue of the ef-
fect of prejudices and customs on tegislation. Bentham in his Essay os
the Influence of Tine and Place i Legisiation had atcempted to address the
issue by considering the case of Bengal: “To a law-giver, who having
been brought up with English notions, shall have learned how to ac-
commodate his faws 1o the circumstances of Bengal, no other parr of
the globe can present a difficulty™ Even though Bentham aclnowt-
edged that “he who attacks prejudice wantonly and without necessity
and he who suffers himself to be led blindfolded a slave €o it, equally
miss the line of reason.”* Benthamite legistators had to “be possessed
fully of the facts, ro be informed of the local siruation, the climare, the
bodily constitution, the manners, the legal customs, the religion of
those with whom they have to deal”* From Bentham's point of view,
customs, prejudices, indeed the entire array of ethnographic conditions,
were relevant to the science of legislation. Their presence constituted 4
problem that had to be “humored,” because there was no getting around
customs or the particular facts of a legislative situation. It is therefore
not at all clear that the particulars of a situation were a source of great
worry or embarrassinent to Bentham, the father of the science of legis-
Jation. But for Mill, in contrast, loeal conditions, that is, the very faces

33, Tbid., 107-8.
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of history, placed a limit on the scientific aspirations of legislation and
theory in general. 1o this problem of history, Mill offered a philosophy
of history as the soluton, Following his labors 1n writing the History of
British India there would, in a real sense, be no need to engage with the
murky facts of history.

This is the problem Mill was actempting to solve and that he be-
lieved he had solved.’ If, in fact, a firm line of civilizational progress, or
the “scale of nations” could be inductively eswblished, then the Ben-
thamite legislator-scientist would not have to humor customs or engage
with local conditions. A clear scale of civilizational development would
tell the legislator precisely what was below and what was above for any
civilization under consideration. There would be no need, for exampie,
to get weighed down—as Bentham had, following his study of Montes-
quieu’s theory of climatic relevance—by the consideration of Bengal’s
climate. For once it had been established that “the savage is listless and
indolent under every climate” the issue could conveniently be factored
out of the relevant considerations.™ Ironically the facts of history be-
come the basis for establishing a theory of history and governance,
which in turn obviates the need to engage with the facts of history.

As it was, the “induction of pardiculars™ played no role in Mill’s scale
of civilization. ‘The standard of valuation was not crafted from a view of
the particulars of Hindu or any other civilization. It was found ready-
made in the comminnent to the siniplicity valorized by Newtonian sci-
ence, in the principles of laissez-faire economics, in the abhorrence of
anything other than deist religiosity, and in the general convictions of
utilitarianism. In fact, in his Essay on Goversnent, Mill had rejected the
“experience test,” i.¢., induction, and following the lead of Ricardo had
expressed a strong preference for deduction as the basis of arriving at
an evaluative sandard. Flalevy is, T chink, quite right in claiming that the
History was in fact part of the Scottish tradition of writng “conjecmural
history”* This form of history had strictly been applied to places, peri-
ods, or situations where evidence or documents were facking, where, in
a sense, experience was not at issue, and that therefore allowed and re-
quired conjecture to 61 in the gaps and to offer an explanatory narra-
tive. It was therefore widely used in geology and archacology. Mill’s
conjectures are not on account of the absence of evidence regarding

37. Elie Halevy has suggested that it was Bentham’s treatise that in fact Jed
Mill to conceive the project of wniing the sy, Halevy, The Girowth of Phifasophc
Racliverlisen, 277.
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Hindu society; rather, they are to service the needs of a science, whiciy
on his reckoning would bave & minimai reliance on such forms of evi-
dence and which alone could lay claim to a clear and firm law of
progress.™

The standard for historical development that Mill has in mind has
both an endpeint and an engine to move along those wha have nor got
to that point. Regarding the former, he is bluntdy Eurocentric:

[T1he Evropeans [of the feudal ages] were superior {to the Hin~
dus of the present] notwithstanding the vices of the papacy, in
religion, and defects of the schoolmen, in philosophy. ... In
fine it cannot be doubted that, apon the whole, the gothic na-
tions, as soon as they became settled people, exhibit the marks
of a superior character and civilisation to those of the Hindus. "

What is more interesting than this predicrable claim is that Mill sees in
the histories of backward civilizations a potentiality on account of which
they can in fact progress. But the acraalization of this potentiality typi-
cally mrns on a force external o those civilizations, Here the elder Mil
anticipates an argument that the younger Mill would also use. "I repeat
an earlier image, progress for Mill is like having a stalled car towed by
one that 1s more powerful and can therefore carry the burden of an as-
cendant gradient. Kipling’s well-known poetic flourish about the wlite
man’s burden in the East had its philosophic analogue in the thought of
both the Mills and Macaulay. Hindu civilization, for Mill, epitomizes
this condition of being stalled in the past. But various aspects of Hindu
civilization had prepared it for progressive transformation. Its inrernally
divisive and fractored social and political structure make it ready for
unification, its ignorance elicits a yearning for the fraits of knowledge,
and even its long association with regressive and repressive eyranes has
the salutary consequence of making it receptive to beneficent ad pro-
£ressive Successors:

To rerain any considerable number of countries in subjection,
preserving their own governmens, and their own sovereigns,
would be really arduous, even where the signs of government
were the best understood. To suppose it possible n a counery

). Duncan Forbes graphically expresses chis in claiming, “The law of prog-
ress, like gravitation, did not admit exceptions, and Mill ‘blacked the chimaey™ not,
like Macaulay, for artistic effect, but 1 the name of science.” Forbes, “Jumes Mill
and Indin.” Cormbridye Jowrnad, no. 5 (1951): 29,
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where the signs of government is [s/c] in the state indicated by
the laws and institurions of the Hindus, would be in the highest
degree extravaganc.

This 1s parr of Mill’s argument as to why any form of federalism among
the variouns principalities and sraces in India is an extravagant and retro-
grade possibilicy. Mill concludes e argument by pointing to the pro-
gressive eftects already evinced by Hindu civilization when it has had
the benefit of foreign rulers:

They, who affirm che high state of civilisation among the Hin-
dus previous to their subjugation to foreigners, precede so di-
rectly in epposition to evidence, that wherever the Hindus have
been always exempt trom a domination of foreigners, there
they are uniformally found in a state of civilisation inferior to
those whe have long been the subjects of 4 Mahomedan
throne.*

Here Mill closes the circle by deploying the former Muslim rulers as
the precursors who establish the evidence for the progressive natere of
foreign rule, thus laying the ground for ¢he British, whose superiority,
as Luropeans, is established over chat of the Muslims themselves. For
Mill, Hindu civilizadon is plainly in need of o double tow.

It is of course easy and empeing w dismiss Mill's views on India as
utterly driven by a jaundiced set of prejudices that ctherefore deserve no
serious consideration. Apart from the fact that his views were pro-
foundly influential throughount the course of the nineteenth century, and
on that account alone should be taken seriously, such a dismissal risks
evacuating, on account of Mill’s crudivy, what is in fact a erucial bedrock
of a more sanguine liberalism. It is the perspectve, and not so much the
details, from which Mill crafes his Hisrory and the authority he clainss for
it that matter and which give it its enduring and perturbing relevance. Tt
is a perspective of truth and not of hife from which things, beliefs, situa-
tions, and ways of being are judged not by reference to the local positi-
vities or the bounded finitude wichin which experiences occurs. Rather
they are judged as forms of knowledge, as truch claims, that when un-
derwritten by Mill's epistemology generate a universal typology in
which things must be hierarchical. From this perspective progress is al-
ways, even if only implicitly, the only evaluatve yardstick.

Mills History is that of things, of people’s beliefs, their myths and

42, Ihid., 140
43, Ibid., 142.
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religions, their economic and political institutions and practices. For
these things Mill seeks out the laws of their development going back
mnto the recesses of ancient times, FEverything is historicized, and
everything is part of a general history. Therefore, everything can be
compared with everything else. Here all experience is provisional on a
future that reveals, only after the fact, and in a sense only to the evaluat-
ing historian, the real meaning of an experience. The circumscribed A-
nitude of the present counts for nothing and for that reason sentiments,
feelings, the emotive particulars that get experienced in the present, are
similarly devalued. Nothing is singular, but everything is an instance of
something general, through which alone it acquires its meaning, which
amounts to its historical standing.

Whar Mill’s Histery is not is one of human beings and the con-
ditions under which they Live dheir lives. For it denies the conditions
for that basic encounter between human beings and societies, that her-
meneatic situation, in which the limited view and the nasrow perspec-
tive—in a word the aesthetics of a situation, as the eighteenth century
understood the rerm—Dbecome the filter through which alone human
sentiments, in all their nuanced, complex, and experimental Auidiey, are
appreciated and experienced as real. In such simuations rules, laws of de-
velopment, algorithms of belief, and practice cannot be a substitute for
the essential openness suggested by a hermeneutics and perceived pre-
dicament. Foucault expresses this eloquently:

In modern thoughe, historicismy and the analytics of finitude
confront one another. Historicism is a2 means of vatidating for
itself the perperual eritical relation at play between Flistory and
the human sciences. Buc it establishes it solely at the level of
the positivities: the positive knowledge of man is limited by the
historical positivity of the knowing subject, so that the moment
the finitude is dissolved in the play of relativity from which it
cannot escape, and which 1uself has value as an absolute. To be
finice, then, would simply be ro be crapped in the laws of a per-
spective which, while allowing a certamn apprehension—of the
type of perception or understanding—prevents it from ever
being universal and definitively intellecrual. . . . This is why the
analysis of finitude never ceases o use, as a weapon against his-
toricisn, the part of itself that historicism has neglected.*

4. Fouwcaule, The Order of Things: oAu cdrckueelagy of the Fluman Seivnees (New
York: Random House, 19943, 368-69.
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Among those weapons that the colonial hnite, as it were, uses against
the cosmaopolitanism of imperial historicism are che dense particulari-
ties that make up its life forms, not as provisional planks that must be
Jooked at with a backward gaze but as absolute conditions that are capa-
bie of sustaining the richness of experiences. Ameng these conditions
are the possibilities of ethical life where such life does not require being
confined in the waiting room of history while some other agency has
the key to that room. In this sense one prevalent response to imperial
hisroricism is almost by necessity # form of parochialism, because what
has to be valorized is a set of conditions whose normative and experien-
tial credence can be justified without reference to a future or a necessary
past and prescribed path of development. But here parochialisms, even
nostalgic parochialisms, are just stand-ins for vindicating experiences
with which the “backward” can associate real and unconditional feel-
mgs.

Jonn Stuart Mt Procriss anwD CoNSENT

1. S. Mill acknowiedges st various points in his fious Awrobiography the
immensity of his intellectual inheritance from his father. Yet it is plain
that he had litdle of the latter’s programmatic dogmarism and emotional
crudeness. In che tradition of nineteenth-centary British political
thought, it is hard to imagine a figure who could match the breadth of
J. 5. Mills intellectaal, political, and emotional sympathies or the vigor
of his mind. His liberalism is far more capacious than thac of any of his
contemporaries, and he has none of the imperial arregance that caints
sa many of them. In engaging wich his thought, one can be confident
that one is doing just that and not, as with his facher, being thrust up
against unreflective prejudices that masquerade as thought. Even when
there are important similarities in their views, as is often the case, in the
younger Mill those views bespeak an incomparably deeper sensibility of
both thought and feeling.

One such similarity is the conviction of progress. It is J. 5. Mill’s
view of progress and its link with political order that T shall focus on,
thus sidestepping many of the familiar and important features of his
thought. But given Mill’s conviction that progress stemmed from »
commitment to utilitarianism, attention o the former at least indirectly
touches on the ucilitarianism with which Mili clearly associated himself
to the end of his life.

According g0 Mill, the principal determinant of progressive change
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is “the state of the speculative faculties of mankind, including the nacre
of the heliefs which by any means they have arrived at concerning them-
selves and the world by which they are surrounded. ™ Thus, for ex-
ample, he menrions the development of polytheism, Judaism, Chiristian-
1y, Protestanuism, and critical philosophy as “primary agents in making
society what it is at each successive period”™ Farthermore, Mill be-
licved thar changes in ideas were substantially autonomous, What he
meant by this was that ideas were not merely or even primarily the prod-
uct of existing circumstances, social arrangements, or relations of power,
They stermmed instead fromm a critical reflection on existing beliefs.
The role Mill imagined himself playing was that of “an interprecer
of original thinkers and the mediator between them and the public”V
He soughr to advance a set of ideas that could serve as a public philoso-
phy and would be attentive to the general facts, such as size, complexity,

and religious diversity, that characterized his age. “The central core of

this public philosophy was, of course, utilitarianism. It was the principle
of utility that best served the interests of society. Sidestepping many
complex issues pertaining to their philosophic relationship, in general
terms, Mill accepted Bentham’s formulations of utiliry thar “actions are
right in proportion as they tend 1o promote happiness; wrong as they
tend to produce the reverse of happiness”* Moreover, again agreeing
wich Bentham, Mill concurred that “by happiness is intended pleasure
and the absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain and the privation of
pleasure*

"The principle of utility was the foundation from which Mill derived
a number of secondary principles that were 1o regulate social and politi-
cal relations. Among these were (1) the principle of liberty, which re-
stricted coercive interference with the beliefs and actions of individuals
so long as they did not harm others (On Liberry); (2} 2 norm of equal
oppertunirty requiring that careers be open to talent, without regard,
for example, to sex (Subjection of Womnen); (3) a2 norm of political liberry,
implying a broad franchise to participate in politics { Represemarive Gov-
erwpent); (4) the developiment of worker management in the economy
(Political Econonry); and (5) limitations on inequality of wealth and in-
come, including inherived resources { Po/itical Iconony).
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In all of these works, though most obviously in Ou Liberzy and Con-
sidevattons on Representative Government, Mill introduces 2 caveat that
limits the application of these various secondary principles to advanced
stages of civilizational conditions. The limitation is not in contradiction
to the principle of utility, bue rather the opposite. Mill’s point is ¢hae it
is only under advanced conditions that the secondary principles service
the ends of wdvancing and maximizing utility. Hence under conditions
of baclowardness ar for children, the principle of liberty would sanction
behavior that would be contrary to udility maximization. Under such
conditions, alternative novins ave required to remain consistens with the
progress associated with utility. These alternative norms or qualifica-
tions simply underline the centrality that Mill places on progress.

The clearest statement Mill offers of what he takes backwardness to
be is in his essay called “Civilization” The essay was published in The
Westinster Review in April 1836, Its focus is Britain, and it deals with
Mill’s perception of the evisceration of the integuments of British soci-
ety and the impoverishment of the individuality that emerges from ic.

"Flie way Mill presents his argument is by offering a 1unmng CONTIASE
berween civilization and barbaniso: -

Civilization . . . is the direct converse of rudeness or barbarism.
Whatever be the characteristics of what we call savage life, the
contrary of these, or rather the gualities which society put on
as it throws off these, constitute civilization. Thus, a savage
consists of a handful of individuals, wandering or thinly scac-
tered over a vast tract of country: a dense population, therefore
dwelling in fixed habitations and largely collected cogether in
rowns and villages, we term civilized. . . . In savage communi-
ties zach person shifts for himself; except in war (and even then
very imperfectly) we seldom sce any joint operations carried on
by the union of many; nor do savages ind much pleasure in
each other’s society. Wherever, therefore, we find human be-
ings acting together for conymon purposes, in large bodies and
enjoying the pleasures of social inrercourse, we term themn civi-

lized.™

Mill concludes this binary contrast with the claim thae “all these ele-
ments [those of civilization} exist in modern Europe, and especiaily in

§0. 1. 8. Mill, “Civilizavion,” in fiwys ou Pofirns and Coltare, ed. G, Himmelfarh
{CGloveester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1973}, 46,
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Great Britain, in a more eminent degree .. . than ar any other plice
or tme""!

"The sharpness of the contrast thar Mill draws berween the savage
and the civilized is puzzling and revealing. Because as the essay pro-
ceeds, what becomes clear is that it is the savage who has many of the
individual qualities that Mill most admires, and which Bricons, in bis
view, are losing. Ience, we are rold that it is the savage who has “bodily
strength,” “courage,” and “enterprise,” and who is “not without intelli-
gence.” It is the savage who “cannot bear to sacrifice . . . his individual
will” Similarly, it is che savage who displays a noble and “active” “hero-
ism” in his isolation, the precise opposite of the torpidity, cowardice,
and passivity of “modern man” lost in “the crowd”*? Fven the very
identitication of the savage as isolated has an ambivalent significance in
Mill’s thought. It is after all precisely worries about the crowd, the
masses, the stifling conformitarianisin and increasing homogeneity of
modern Western society, that provoke the worries that Mill shares with
‘Tocqueville and that explicidy animare the need for a principle such as
the principle of liberty.™ The purposc of the principle after all is to
secure “liberty of vastes and pursuits; of framing the plan of our life to
swit our own character; of doing as we like, subject to such consequences
as may follow; without impediment from our fellow creatures, so long
as what we do does not harm them, even though they should think our
conduct foolish, perverse, or wrong’>*

Despite the salutary qualities of the savage, the society or eiviliza-
tion of which he is a member is resolurely denoted as backward or bar-
barous. There is not a touch of irony in Mills essay, or in the way he
deploys the distinction berween the backward and civilized societies. It
is this civilizational classification that determines whether or not savages
can, for example, be members of independent socieries with no need
for superintending tutelage; or perhaps even be members of democratic
societies, and hence share in the various secondary principles thae Mill
believed ought to structure such societies. What represents or speaks

S1. Ibid., 47.

32, 1bid,, 48-59.

33. Itss worth notung that a similar ambivalence pervadus Thequeviile’s Dewvor-
rucy in claerien, where the Navve American s consistenddy characterized in terms
that suggest aristocrate individuality in contmst with the leveled-out democratic
individuality that Tocqueville worries about. See in particular vol. 1, ¢hap. 1, *The
Physical Considerations of America,” and vol. 2, chap. 1, *The Three Races that
Inhabit America?

54 ). 5. Mill, On Liberry, 18.
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for the savage is the location of the civilization of which he is deemed
to be a parr, and this in Mills case turns on a simple binary scale of
civilized or hackward. Ironically, the very actributes that Mill celebrates
in individuals get eclipsed and assigned a negative sign through the civi-
lizarional category that Mill encleses individuals within,

The ambivalence that T am pointing to, and which I am arguing
gets resolved through the deployment of a philosophy of history or a
scale of civilization, is evident in Mills later work, too. Consider the
tollowing well known passage from On Liberty:

The object of this Essay is to assert onc very simple pringiple,
as entitled to govern absofurely the dealings of society with the
individual in the way of compulsion and control, whether the
means used be physical force in the form of legal penalties, or
the moral coercion of public opinion. That principle is, that
the sole end for which mankind ave warranted, individually or
collectively, in interfering with the liberty of action of any of
their member, is self-protecoon.®

“This principle professes to secure many of the highest aspirations of
Mill's life and philesophy. Tt distinguishes, through its intended conse-
quences, his own utilitarianism from the more mechanical and authori-
tarian versions supported by his father and Bentham. It is the root
notion of his capacious twlerance of difference and eccentricity. It
expresses the deeply held convictions of a man who had been moved
and restored to health by Romantic poetry—a man, moreover, who in
the high noon of Victorian conventionalism dedicated the work of
which this principle is a part to his wife, claiming that she was his intel-
Jectual superior. The absolutism on behalf of the individual that the
above passage highlights must therefore be taken as deeply felt and

SInCere.

But consider the sentence thar inmmediately follows the passage
quoted above: “['Tlhe only purpose for which power can be exercised
over any member of a cvifized conrurnity, against his will, 13 to prevenc
harm to others” The absolutism of the prior quote is instantly quali-
fied by being integrazed into an implicit scale of civilizational hierar-
chies. The forms or expressions of mdividual life that the principle is
intended to secure, facilitate, and champion are now limited by the civi-
lizational standing of the socicties of which individuals are members.

55, Thid. (emphasts added), 14-15,
36, Ihid. (emphasis added).
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Mill goes on to elaborate this point by making it clear thae “ic is, per-
haps, hardly necessary to say thac this doctrine [ie., the principle of
liberty] is meant o apply only to human beings in the maturity of their
faculties”*” The group of such human beings includes children butalse
“those backward states of societies in which the race itself may be con-
sidered as in irs nonage”™ We now have ¢ principle of liberty whose
applicability is limited to those adults who are members of advanced ciy-
ilizarions.

What allows Mill to say that the statement of dus limitation or
qualification of the principle is “perhaps hardly necessary™ Afer all,
given his express commitments to individuality and the principle he has
just articulated, which is meanc to secure the most capacious expressions
of such individuality, one would least expect that the application of the
principie would turn on civilizational and hence on nonindividual erite-
ria. Since Mill has presented the principle as absolute and morcover
given the enormous importance of the principle for what he values so
dearly, namely well-lived individual Jives, the delimitation of the prin-
ciple by reference to an implicic philosophy of history should, onec
would have chou ght, have been a macrer of considerable theoretical si [
nificance. If, for instance, Mill had limited the reach of the principle to
adults, or to those with the capacity to reason (as Locke does), or to
those who could meaningfully express themselves, or, more minimally,
to those who had a sense of themselves as independent, sentient beings,
one could see these limitations as broadly comporting with the aim of
the principle, namely to secure the full play of individualicy against the
intrusion of society, But the limirations that Mill places on the reach of
the principle are not narrowly wilored to exclude human beings below
a certain threshold thac is defined in individual cerms. Tnstead, the exclu-
sion or the limitation operates by explicitly relying on a civilizational,
and therefore communal, index. Mill plainly is assuming some version
of the objective scale of civilization similar to thar crafted by his father,
and that. more generally, European historiography of the time pre-
sumed,

The delimitarion of the principle of liberty by a theory of civiliza-
tional hierarchies does not itself censtitute 1 contradiction in Miils ar-
gument. Mill’s purpose, after all, in articulating the principle of liberry
15 to specify the conditions under which that prineiple wonld facilitate
the maximization of utility—utility being his guiding purpose and the

37, Ilnd.
38, Ied.
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ultimare indicator of progress. If, however, under conditions of back-
wardness the principle would not lead to the maximization of vtility, he
is perfeetly consistent in denying tes applicability and appropriateness.
The issue therefore is not one of an inconsistency in Mill’s argument.
Rather the point is that the particular consistency that Mill gives to his
argument is one in which be leans heavily on @ avilizational and histori-
cal index.

Mill deploys much the same argument i Consrderarions on Represen-
rative Gevernmenr. In that worl: he makes his commitment o progress
even more acute and in the process more narrow. In the second chapter
of Considerarions entided *Criterion of a Good Form of Governiment,”
Mill begins by poinring to those who male a distinction between “Or-
der and Progress {in the phraseology of French ‘Thinkers), Permanence
and Progression, in the words of Coleridge.”™ For the proponents of
this distinetion, in addition w progress both order and permanence are
important qualities in assessing the form of a politieal society. Both or-
der and permanence refer to those “lands and amounts of goods which
already exist” in a sociery.® Reparding the meaning of progress, Mill
says “there is no difficulty” It refers chielly o the cultivation of “mental
activity, enterprise, and courage.” And it culminates in “originality or in-
vention,™

But Mill strongly objects vo any idea that order and permanence are
in themselves valuable. Whatever “good” qualities they refer to cannot
stand apart from the improvement implied by che terin progress. Perma-
nence, which especially oubles Mill, represents precisely those virtaes,
these conditions of life and living, thar, as facts that circumscribe expe-
rience, may not need any change, and hence improvement. They ex-
hibit, as it were, an internal self-sufficiency, a benign indifference to
the furure, perhaps to time itself. In this sense they experientially stand
outside a historical consciousness beeause they are rooted in a present,
and hence not simply, provisionally in the present. But for Mill the only
thing deserving the name perwranence is progress itself: “progress is per-
manence and something more ** Mill concludes the discussion of these
distinctions with the following remark: “conduciveness to progress,
thus understood, includes the whole excellence of a government.”

This displacement and jerdisoning of the notions of order and per-
manence is of considerable importance, because it reveals the broad

59, 1L S, Mill, Consuderseedons, 158,
ol Ihid., 164,

61, Ihul., 159-161.

62 Ibid., 163,
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thrust of Mills philosophy, in which anything that is not aspiring to
improvemnent or in the process of being improved must on account of
that be designated as retrograde. This claim creates the intelleceual and
political space from which Mil can and does demand that the retro-
grade become progressive. Progress, Mill claims:

is the idea of moving onward, whereas the meaning of it here is
quite as much the prevention of falling back. The very same
causes—the same beliefs, feelings, institutions, and practices
are as much required to prevent society from retrograding, as
produce a further advance. Were there no improvement to be
hoped for, life would not be the less an unceasing soruggle
against causes of deterioration; as ir even now is,"'

Life for Mill is ascent, and it has as its opposite any form of stasis.
Moreover, the normative injunction to move onward, ie., progress, at
tisnes is not even mentioned because the only alternative would be fall-
ing backward, We are left with the stark binary of the bacloward and
the progressive, with nothing in between, nothing that can be bounded,
nothing that ean be present as a totality. It is the image of being on a
sharply ascending mountain where one’s only alternative is to have a
tight grip on the rope that keeps one moving forward, because any loos-
ening of one’s grip would result in a fall. There is therefore a strong
obligation to move on. The backward is linked 1o the future, to prog-
ress, 1o life itself, in such a tight embrace thar to give it any lauwude is
to risk life itself, Moreover, this condition in which the in-between can-
not be acknowledged points to the impoverishment of the hermencutic
space that Mill imagines in the encounter with the uafamiliar. If the
unfamiliar, the backward, represents simply a threat to life, here under-
stood as progress in terms of the familiar, then the relacionship between
the two can only be a struggle, a deathly struggle, in which power and
not understanding must be deployed. In Mill that power takes the form
of paternalism, a paternalism thar Macaulay recognized as deeply in-
vested in power:

Whoever examines their letters written at that time, will ind
there many just and hurmane sentiments . . . an admirable code

of political ethics ... Now these instructions, being inter-

63. Ihid., 164.
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preted, means {sic] simply, “Be the father and the oppressor of

et

the people; be just and unjust, moderare and rapacious!

Bur what this power does not recognize is that in the in-between is a
relationship that constitutes both the familiar and the unfamiliar, the
backward and the progressive. It is what Levinas, while explicacing the
- Thou relationship in Martin Buber, explains a5 follows:

‘T'he interval between the I and Thou is inseparable from the
adventure in which the individual himself paricipates; yet is
more objective than any other type of objectivity, precisely be-
cause of that personal adventure. The Zwischen 15 reconstituted
in each fresh meeting. . . . [The] notion of “betweenness” fune-
tions as the fundamental category of being. . .. Man must not
be construed as a subject constituting reality but rather s the
articulagion itself of the meeting.”

But for Mill the “meeting” between the backward and progressive can-
not be an adventure that constantly constitutes a fresh reality because
the backward has already, i.c., prior to the meeting, been designated
as dead.

There is something deeply agitated about this line of thinking. It
cannot stay in place without fearing declension. It is for instance diff-
cult to imagine what Mill’s view of “home” would be. Afrer all, home is
precisely that space that people imagine themselves going “back to” and
where they “relax”” i.e., literally stop moving. The idea of a homeland
carries similar connotations and is therefore often interchanged with
linship metaphors of motheriand or fatherland. Tt designates a space of
permanence, unagined or real.

Once Mill has established the normative primacy of progress, the
arguinent for empire, for tutelage, in a word for progressive superinten-
dence, is all but complete. Given the theory of a hierarchicat scale of
civilizations and given the injunction to progress, Mill can assert:

Thus far, of the dependencies whose population is in a suffi-
ciently advanced state o be firced for representauve govern-
ment. [Mill has been speaking of Canada and New Zealand).
But there are others which have not atrained that state, and

64 ‘L. B, Macaulay, “Warren Hostings,” in Corhiend and Historiead Essays (Lon-
don: Methuen, 1903), 3:85-86. .

65, Bmmanuel Levinas, “Martin Buber and the Theory of Knowledge,” in The
Levinas Reader (Oxford: Blackwell, 1989, 43566,
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which if held at all, must be governed by the dominant Country,
or by persons delegated for that purpose by it. This mode of
government Is as legitimate as any other, if it is the one which
in the existing state of civilization of the subject people, most
facilitaces their wansition to a higher state of improvement.
There are, as we have already seen, conditions of society in
which a vigorous despotism is in itself the best made of govern-
ment for traiming the people in what is specifically wanting o
render them capable of a higher civilization.®

Tur PropLEMaTIC OF ProGREss: HisTory, TimE, anp PoLiTics

The central axis on which nineteenth-century liberal justifications of
the empire operate is time, and its cognare, patience. It is the historical
time of the past and the political time of the future.# . R. Seeley in his
influential tectures at Cambridge University, which later were published
as The Expansion of England (1883), makes this point unmistakable: “§'he
ultimate object of all my teaching here is to establish rthis fundamental
connexion, ro show that politics and history are only different aspects
of the same study”** He went on to explain his point as follows: “What
can be more plainly political than the questions: Whar ought to be done
with India? What ought to be done with our Colonies? But they are
questions which need the aid of history”* The confidence and apparent
intelligence of Seeley’s linking of history and politics as “aspects of the
same study” is liable to duil us, as it did bis liberal cohort in the nine-
teenth century, from seeing the radicalness of the change this view rep-
resents with respect o the intellectual origing of liberalism. When
Locke invekes history he does it either to point ta its political irrele-
vance or—-and! this for him amounts to the same thing—to the fact that
the testimony of history is unanimous in showing that afl ZOVernments
are formed by the consent of the people.” History, that is to say, exposes
no special problems that serve as constraints on what is to be done polic-
ically. As an aside, it is worth mentioning that some furure nationalises
would find the thrust and economy of Seeley’s and the ninetcenth-

66. Mill, On Liberry, 4089,

67, Sec Flonu Bhabha, “Sly Civiliag” in T Locstion of Caltiere, 93101, and
“The Pusteolonial and the Postmodern,” also in The Location, 171-97.

68. Seeley, The Evpansion of Englead, 133, emphasis added,

6% Thel., 134

70. Locke, Seond Treatise of Govermmyens, chap. 8, *Of the Beginaing of Polivi-
cal Societies”

PEOGRESS, CIVILIZATION, AND CONSENT 1607

century fiberal argument, linking the political with the historical, very
convenient. In the context of anticolonial struggle it required only char
the negative sign attached o the history of the prospective nation be
reversed to a positive—"our history makes us ready for politieal inde-
pendence”—while in the postindependence context the link between
history and the political gave the nationalise stave the amplitude of polit-
ical latitude that was typically sought—“our history requires that the
state be powerful and interventionise”? Whae, after all, could give state
power, whether imperial or national, greater prestige and room for ma-
neuver than to be responsible for a collective future burdened by a re-
caleirrant and deviant past?

There is wnother phitosophically more pressing sense in which time
plays a crucial role in this broad liberal vision of history. I have sug-
gested chat the nornative valuations that libevals make, that is of those
whao are deemed to be “backward” and those who are not, are expressed
as historical facts that can be redressed only through the instrimment of
politieal intervention and in the register of future time. That is to say,
“hackwardness” 15 expressed as o emporal deficit or stasis, which iz ruen
can be made whole, or progressive, enly by being hitched to a temporal
credi, and through the caboose of pelitics to the time of the future.
Ience even extant examples of “backwardness” get coded as remmants
of the past. James Mill’s Flistory is, for example, replete with instances of
practices and beliefs that he acknowledged to be present, thatis, as part
of the extant life forms of India, but he nevertheless presents them as
curious and recalcitrant fossils of the past. The conundrum that this
exposes, of a past that is present and a present that is understood as past,
is never consciously acknowledged within liberal/imperial historiogra-
phy. The ideas associated with progress camoutlage, as it were, the com-
mon meaning of the words that crigger those ideas. Here the evidence
lies in the awkwardness that is imposed on language so that neither past
nor present mean what they would be understood to mean on a simple
temporal reckoning. Instead they represent normative valuations of the
backward and the progressive. Here one is reminded of Marx, for he too
is Jeft in much the same way—one thinks almost despite himself and
despite his account of capitalism—-with having to acknowledge those
“unconquered remnants™ of the past that curiously resist the “despo-
tism of capital”

F1. See Partha Chatterjee, Nevonalive Shoiwgbt and rhe Coloniaf Worktd: -} Derroa-
tive Diveosrrse (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1993), esp. chap. 5.

72. Karl Murx, introduction, in Graedisse, trans. Maron Nicolaus {New York:
Vinuage, 1973}, 105,
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But what becomes of the contemporaneous in this view that cannot
admirt the present as present and that, moreover, cannot see in the pres-
ent an agentiality, a will, a life form that tenaciounsly exists againse the
insistence of a theory thar has it designated as dead? If the past and the
future are sequentially the sources of liberalismy’s agenda of reformist
action and optimism, it is the contemporaneous that points to the limits
of the way liberals like the Mills have rypically inzerpreted the challenge
of understanding untamiliar life forms. For the contemporancity of
these unfamiliar life forms cannot be spoken of in the register of histori-
cal time, for that register translates them into che linearity of backward-
ness and thus Immediately conceives of them in terms of an already
known future. This mapping codes the life forms, beliefs, pracuces, and
thus the space in which experiencing occurs—thar is, the space in which
the unfamiliar or the “bacloward” exist—onto a temporal axis in which
their life can be understood only as a provisional or remnant form of
extraordinary and spectral survival, like shadows that can be seen despite
the absence of their substantiality or ghosts of the past that haunt and
are merely hosted by the present. But i this form of survival, experi-
ence is either exoticized or denied. In either event this maneuver blocks
the search for a hermeneutics of spatially contemporaneous life forms
whose differences, at least a priori, exist on the same ontological plane
and muost therefore be understood in terms of a relationality of hetero-
geneous spatial simultaneity and not homogeneous emporal linearity.
The appeal of history for liberalism’ universalistic political vision
has a lot to do, at least conceprually, with the post-Newtonian algebraic
continuity that is intuitively suggested in the notion of a continuous,
singular, and therefore nondiscrete time. This is true even though, as |
am arguing, the liberal conception of time is not, in fact, one of perfect
continuity, because the contemporanecus or the present is in constant
need of being realigned with the furure chrough the special effort of
political intervention. Absent this effort, the present could always have
the potential for a dizzying plenitude that could host a multiplicity of
developmental trajecrories. If such an eventuality appears consonant
with the liberal celebration of choice and a variery of life plans, and
therefore might be a source of liberal comfort, it is a comfort that they
had the confidence to countenance only in the face of the familine.™ The

73, What precisely was aceepred ag che “familiar™ is obviously a complex prob-
lem and beyond the scope of this work, However, it is important ro make clear thar
the wlentiitcatson of familiarity, like unfamiliarity, did not ozcur simply through the
broad categrories of calrure, race, religion, or region. The history within Britam of
the worlang-class struggle, women'’s righs, the statos of Jews and Cadholics, and, of
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language of a progressive history, along with a reliance on a singular
and continuous conception of time, serves as an emollient that nawral-
izes what in fact were often aggressive and violent efforts to suppress
multiple and extant temporalities and corresponding life forms.™

In contrast to this conception of titne, the totion of space—-at least
after Fuler and others challenged the hegemony of the Euclidean ver-
sion of it, and in doing so rewurned it to its more experientially self-
evident form—is much closer 1o a vision of discrete and bounded places
that can be connected only through the special effort of building brid-
ges—bridges that connect, without the urge to make contiguous or se-
quential, two or move contemporancous life forms.” In chis vision the
world is full of islands in which journeys of connection are always, as
Hume and the Greek epics remind us, arduous and without assurance
of success. Unlike Fuelidean space and progressive and continuous
time, in this vision transport is not a synonym for journeying for it does
not indicate the faults and obstacles encountered in the latter. Here nei-
ther reason, language, nor the rutio of history gives us the smooth space
in which everything is, as it were, already found to be connected. Instead
it is a space in which not everything has common boundaries and there-
fore one cannot make the slippage, no doubt with genuine unselfcon-
sciousness, that aliows James Mill to compass the history of his country

course, the lrish question in some sensc testifies to the fact thar notions of history
and a developniental remporality play a significant role with regard to these issues,
toa. Nevertheless, as [ have suggested in the introduction, there i 4 sense in which
these issues gee settled within the familiar terms of liberat discourse and are therefore
importantly different from matters raised wichin the empire. There is obvicusly an
issue of fuzzy boundaries here, namely the question of where the familiar ends and
ehe unfamitiar beging, With respect to this question I rely on the texes with I deal
here hecause, without Audly theorizing thig problem, they themselves make clear that
empire and issues raised within it occur beyond the point where the boundary is
tuzey.

74 My thoughts on history and time have been strongly influenced by Norbert
Elias, Time: An Bisay, trans. Edmund Jepheots (Oxford: Blackwell, 1987); Emmanue
Levinas, “Time and the Qther)” in The Levinas Reader, 37-58; and Giorgio Agamben,
“Pine and History” in Dufincy and History: Iiays on the Destrasction of Exprasence,
rrans. Liz Heron (New York: Verso, 1993), 91-105. Finally, I am indebted to the
various writings that touch on these issues by Homi Bhablia and Dipesh Chalora-
barty. See esp. Chakrabarty, “Radical Histories and the Question of Enlightenment
Rationslism: Some Recent Crivgues of Swbaltern Studivs” Feonomne and Polinea!
Hieekly 30, no. 14 {April 1998, ¥31-59.

75. See Miche! Serres, “Language and Space)” in Hermes: Lirerntire, Sricnee,
Phlifosophy (Baitimare: Johns Hopkins University Pross, 1982), 2953, for an ex-
tremcly suggestive reading, primarily of the Greek epres, that explores the notion of
spatial discontinuity.
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and go on to write the history of India. This is how he introduces his
History:

In the course of reading and investigation, necessary for acquir-
ing that measure of knowledge which T was anxious to passess,
respecting my country, its people, its government, its interests,
its policy, and its laws, I was met, and in some degree surprised,
by extraordinary difficulties when [ arrived at that part of my
inquiries which refaced to India.™

The “extraordinary difficulties” encountered by Mill are chose of
satisfying the rigorous requirements of writing history—the reading,
the investigations, the difficulties of meeting the epistemological stan-
dards of producing knowledge. But this standard presumes on a pattern
of invariabilicy, an itinerary thar history and the historian follow and
record. Neither the surprise nor the difficulties thar Mill refers to in-
clude the recognition of having entered a different space when he ar-
rives at that portion of his inquiries that relate to India. He is, as che
single sentence of his prose suggests, simply wansported there. Tn the
course of that transposition he comes upon nothing that is closed or
only partially open, nothing with an exterior but perhaps an abscured
interior, nothing that has a limit or a boundary, in brief, nothing that
has a variegated and challenging topology. A few sentences larer Mill
announces the challenge that he, the historian, the philosepher, and ad-
ministraror, faces: “{the] knowledge, requisite for attaining an adequate
conception of that great scene of Brieish action [i.e,, Iadia], was col-
lected no where””” The challenge, for Mill, remains squarely epistemo-
logical. It is one of finding the right sources, choosing between the
multiplicity of conflicting docuiments, judiciously selecting one’s infor-
mants: in short, being sure that one is producing knowledge.

What Mill does not recognize, what simply does not strike him, is
that this knowledge could refer to a different experiential field, to a dif-
ferent aesthetic, literally to a different perceprual realm and the connec-
ttons that get made within ir.™ Indeed, as 1 pointed out in the previons
chapter, Mill is self-conscious and insistent on the taint thac such per-
ceprual and linguistic contace with India can have on the craft of the
histerian. The slippage that is evident in the opening passage of Mill’s
History also sets the tone for much thac follows in the course of irs six

76. Mill, History of Britesh Inddia, Foxv,

77. Ibid.

78. The word gesrbetic has 115 erymological origin in the Greek aisebaesthai,
Mmeaning tw perceive.
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volumes. Mill does not recognize that a culture or society constructs
in and by its own histery what Miche! Serves has called “on original
intersection berween . . . spatial varieties, a node of very precise and
particular connections”™ It is in the particularity of the connections
and relays that a sociery makes, and blocls, thatits singularity becomes
a datum of experience. But Mill will not—-in 2 sense, he must nor—for
the saice of the history he is writing, come into contact with the singu-
larity of India. "That conception of history, as I have suggested, is an-
chored in a vision of universal history that is itself tethered to an escha-
wology of progress. In that vision it is not the singuolarity of India (or
anywhere else), or the experiences dhat are made possible by and that
are internal to this singularity, that are significant, Instead, both India
and experience have a provisional status that rurns on the value accorded
to thein in a preestablished schemma by virtne of their specificity—that
is, as instances of this schema—and not on account of their singularity.
Within this framework the task of history is to “record” so that it con
compare without entering the experience of the backward. For Mill, and
for many of his cohort, history 1s that chosen field that allowed them to
imagine the world as a connected and smooth surface, uniformly avail-
able to a fixed grid of knowledge.

CONCLUSION

There are many ironic implications of the liberal argument. Firse, by
making the expression of consent conditional on having reached a stage
of historical mamration, liberal imperialism never sees, much less ac-
knowledges, its own coercive efforts. As Mill blithely suggests in On
Liberty, even the despotism of “an Akbar or a Charlemagne” can be a
privilege for some societies “if they are fortunate 1o find” such agents
of history to lead them. Because Indians have not reached the point at
which they know how to consent or govern themselves, they cannot
know or experience coercion or the absence of self-government, which
is, afrer all, nothing other than the frustration of consent. The relativism
of this argnment allows for an indefinite temporizing so long as such
efforts remain within the scaffolding of progress. For liberals, the em-
pire aligns the plural vagaries of history under a singular conception of
progress. In a sense this redeems, at least as a possibility, the liberal vi-
sion of a cosmopolitan future. Thus it is the past and the future that are
the temporalities to which Jiberalism is most committed. The past,

79, Scrres, Hermen, 35,
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when viewed from the present, always shows its deficiencies; the future,
again when viewed from the present, always holds out the promise of
realizing Descartes’s dream of infinite progress.

A second irony is chat despite the expressed liberal commianent to
the primacy of the individual, the person whe is a member of a baclavard
society or community cannot vouch for him- or herself. He or she is
spoken for by the society of which he or she is a member, and that soct-
ety is itself spoken for by the historiography that establishes the particu-
lar stage of historical maturation that thac society is deemed o have
achieved. The very idea of civilization, as R. G. Collingwood points out,
and as both the Mills clearly would have concurred, “is something
which happens to a community”™ This underscores the srgument made
in the next chapter, namely that notwithstanding the elaim that individ-
ual consent is the basis of political communiry, some conception of
community must be presupposed or taken for granted as existing prior
to the consensual justificanon of the political communiry. The maral
and political standing of that prior or concealed communiry—con-
cealed, that is, in liberal thought-—makes all the difference o the poten-
tialities associated with the willfully formed community. In effect, the
differentials of historical development become the justificatory grounds
for the differential rights and privileges granted to individuals. Ir is in-
deed curious that John Sware Mill, who in the context of nineteenth-
century European liberalisin advocates the most capacious bounds for
the play of individuality and eccentricity, should in the context of the
empire self-consciously offer arguments whose implications are that we
are all confined within the narrow compass of our communal historical
pases and from which we can break our only by attaching ourselves to
“the leading strings” of the empire. It is only one of the inany revealing
ambivalences of Mills chought that as 2 committed individualist he
should have taken collective histories, rather than individual “case his-
tories,” as seriously as he did.

Both of these arguments are challenged in a single blow by naton-
alistn. In denying the differentials of history, nationalism denies the lib-
eral justification of the empire, announces the coercion of the emprre as
something experienced, and simultaneously makes the new member of
the nation a full legal citizen. What nationalism toes is repudiate the
developmental chronologies of the empire by announcing that the pre-
paratory work for self-governance was done by history long, long ago.

80. R. (i, Collingwood, The New Leviarban (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
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In fact, it displaces history in the name of culture and geography and
makes them the evidenuary basis for the readiness of de natzon.™

I the Indian context, there is the special and almost unique {within
nationalist discourse) argument made by Mahatma Gandhi. The ters
of the argument have a familiar resonance with the liberal emphasis on
civilization as a condition for the possibility of individual and collective
self-development. But where liberals associate the term avilizarion with
history and the trajectory of its development, for Gandhi the term has
a pusely ethical and moral meaning. In his 1909 work Hind Swaraj,
which he himself transtated inte Fnglish, he defines civilizacion as
follows:

Civilization is that mode of conduct which points to man the
path of duty. Performance of duty and observance of morality
are convertible terms. “To observe morality is to atcain mastery
over our mxnd and passions.®

As is rue of so much about Gandhi, this defimdon is decepuively shmple
and almost conceals its own effectivity and relevance vis-i-vis both the
empite and the more familiar expressions of nationalism. Ir acceprs rhe
centrality that the liberal argument placed on civilization as 2 condition
of progress and independence. Bur Gandhi understands the term in
ways that make it impossible to rely on history, politics, the turelage of
one community by another, and more generally the work of power as
engines and instruments of civilization, Instead, Gandhi’s civilization is
purely individualistic. It turns on human beings being able to follow
the dictates of their dury and their morality. And this Gandhi suggests
individuals can do only through enormous effort and self-control. But
they can do this—ihey can, that is, be civilized—even in the earliesc
and mose primitive stages of human development; the fact of greaeer
development, and the history that evidences it, ro more or less inclines
them to be civilized. Here Gandhi reminds liberals of n value and a trath
that he shares with them, bur that in his view liberals had lost sight of
through the cmphasis they came to place on politics and power to the
neglect of the ethical—the capacity for moral action of individuals, not
some individuals bue all individuals.

This in effect was the ethical cosimopolitanism with which Gandhi
challenged the political and historical cosmopelitanism of the empire.
It allowed Gandhi to countenance the possibility that Indian civilization

81, Sce chapter 4 below.
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nzkes it possible for independent India to grant che full legal rights of
democratic citizenship and franchise to 350 million illiterate, substan-
tially impoverished, deeply religious, and markedly diverse individuals.
What prepared them for this moment of self-rule were capacities that
they had by virtue of being haman beings who could act in conformance
1o their duty. (Of course, and ironically, all this is true only prior to the
eriumph of the nation, for in the very instance of its success the nation-
state rypically reappropriaces, as Ashis Nandy has argued, the mrelary
and developmental language of the empire )%

As a final aside one can see how, at least in part, it is the work of
this natienalism that supports and underlies imany of the contemporary
challenges that multiculruralism stands for. Tor what the various cul-
tural groups today deny and what ninereenth-century liberalism, in con-
trast to contemporary liberalism, could assert is the claim of historical
and civilizational differentials. The motto of present-day multiculrural
cliims might very well be “We are present in contemporary time and
the rights we demand stem from that temporal equalicy” The “now”
that Mill could presume on was a copresence of many differential times,
which represented many differencial histories, and which it was che
work of empire patiently to equalize. Nationalisin, which would not
“wait,” has done that, at least ac an enunciatory level. In deing so it has
shattered, at least on an international level and perhaps mainly at that
level, the pedagogic assumptions on which Lockean and Millian liberal-
ism relied. It is after ali only in the last thirty-five-odd years that liberal-
ism has abjured the language of historical backwardness and hesirates
even when speaking of a univocal conception of progress.*
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One of the remarkable ironies of the link between liberal thought and
the British Empire is that the larter’s monumental size, the sheer space
it occupied on the ground—in brief, its far-flung and immense terri-
tory—is seldom raised to the level of theoretical attention by the twadi-
tion of the former. The fact, supported by the boast, on account of
which the empire was favorably compared even against the sun by
claiming chat the latter did not set on it, still remained below the thresh-
old of reflection for the empire’s most philosophic protagonisss. There
is nothing in this tradition of thought that compares with Herodotus or
Xenophon pondering the effects of the expansion of the Persian Empire
on itself and on the Greek Peloponnesus; or with Cicero worrying and
reflecting on the predicament of the Roman Empire when one language
was no longer adequace to administer it; or with Madison and his fellow
Federalists” searching and public deliberations into the modalities by
which ancient democratic theory could be medified to serve the needs
of an “extended Republic”; nothing analegous to Tocqueviile’s making
the continental expanse of America the point of departure for his re-
flections on demacracy in America. Indeed, there is very little in this
tradition by virrue of which it can be seen as seriously reflecring on the
question, What— besides power and 1 congealed state of affairs—made
an Inuit in the upper reaches of Canada, a gentleman in a borough of
London, a1 Bhil wibesman in the hills of Rajasthan, and 4 Maori in New
Zeatand-—all subjects of an empress ensconced in a small island in the
Atlantic Ocean?

The space of the empire, along with the myriad political and psy-
chological issues folded into ir, is simply not taken seriously by the lead-
ing British liberal thinkers of the nineteenth century! It is not, of
course, that these thinkers were oblivious to the imunensity of the em-

1. The one notable and scrious exception to this wradition of negleet is Ben-
tham, who in his Eway on the Influence of Tine and Place in Legislarion attempred to
address the issue by considering the case of Bengal. “To a law-giver, who having
been brought up with English notions, shall have learned how to accommadare his
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