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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
HISTORICAL GEOPOLITICS OF KASHMIR: A DISCOURSE ANALYSIS OF CIVILIZATIONAL
FRAMINGS
by
Thomas J. Liguori
Florida International University, 2020
Miami, Florida
Professor Mohiaddin Mesbahi, Major Professor

This dissertation attempts to locate the intractable issue of Kashmir within a global
context. The global setting utilized here is constituted and shaped by multiple levels,
none of which is purely discrete, and which act upon each other with differing degrees
of salience. Taking a discourse analytic approach, political positions can be seen as
activating (acting upon, mobilizing, or challenging) existing discursive material in a given
political context and then deploying it. This dissertation aims to show how the Kashmir
problem has: 1) come about; that is, how it has been constituted and the (discursive)
contexts which shaped the available political positions and respective power
relationships attained, and 2) changed, tracing the changes and continuities of how the
Kashmir issue has been defined, and within wider political contexts (communal, state,
national, regional, international, global, etc.). This is done primarily through utilizing a
constellation of discourses roughly conforming to the triad of state-nation-territory,
which is (imperial) liberalism (for state), civilizationalism (for nation), and geopolitics (for

territory). The three-fold combination of discourses analyzed across historical periods

viii



shows how the present has been heavily shaped by the colonial legacy of this discursive
triad, and how postcolonial states, here India, have shaped, altered, and at times
challenged, but have not fundamentally transcended, these discursive boundaries. This
is shown in the situation of Indian-administered Kashmir, which can be seen as a
neocolonial manifestation in India’s attempts to script people, territory, and the role of

the state.
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Introduction
0.1 Overview of the Problem / Background and Context

The region of Jammu and Kashmir has been ensconced in a territorial dispute
with India and Pakistan for over seventy years now, since the two countries’ celebration
of independence and the evacuation of the colonial British Empire in 1947. Jammu and
Kashmir presented a unique problem to the subcontinent, but its resolution was
embedded within an interstate system whose rules were determined by colonial powers
and whose new Pakistani and Indian entrants were among the first postcolonial states in
the post-World War Il international order. The situation of Jammu and Kashmir was that
of a princely state given internal autonomy on conditions granted by the suzerain British
Empire, namely the dilemma of acceding to India or Pakistan, without the possibility of
independence. After over two months of vacillation post-independence, and while
personally preferring some degree independence and retention of his monarchical
status, the Maharaja Hari Singh opted to accede to India, fearing the repercussions of an
invasion of non-state actors coming from the Northwest Frontier Province which
compounded already existing revolts taking place in the southwest of the princely state
in the region of Poonch.

Jammu and Kashmir’s situation was also unique due to the fact that there was no
preexisting formula for the incorporation of the princely states, of which there were 565
on the eve of independence. Some rough combination of territorial contiguity, popular
will, and/or the will of the princes were said to be the determining factors. Being that

popular will was not clearly ascertainable, as many of the princely states were insulated



from the democratization taking place within the British Raj, there was often an
imputation of popular will based upon the confessional identities of the constituents.
Three states proved especially problematic: Junagadh, now in the state of Gujarat,
whose ruler, the Nawab Muhammad Mahabat Khanji lll was Muslim and preferred
accession to Pakistan, but whose population was majority Hindu; Hyderabad, whose
ruler, the Nizam Osman Ali Khan, Asaf Jah VII preferred accession to Pakistan as well,
but the population was again majority Hindu; and Jammu and Kashmir, whose ruler was
Hindu, but whose population was majority Muslim, and, in contrast to both Hyderabad
and Junagadh, would be contiguous to both India and Pakistan.! Cued by the Maharaja,
Indian forces invaded the princely state and war broke out between India and Pakistan.?
The result of the war left the princely state partitioned between India and Pakistan. The

status of Jammu and Kashmir was referred to the United Nations Security Council during

1 The princely state of Jodhpur also presented a unique problem. Its ruler, the 24-year-old neophyte
Maharaja Hanwant Singh, was Hindu and the majority of the population of the state was also Hindu,
wished to accede to Pakistan due to the assurances of greater autonomy that was promised by
Muhammad Ali Jinnah and Pakistan. After a dramatic meeting with the minister in charge of securing the
accession of the princely states for India, V. P. Menon, during which the maharaja threatened Menon at
gunpoint, Menon eventually succeeded in securing Jodhpur’s annexation to India (Menon 1961).

2The chronology is a little sketchy as to whether the maharaja signed the Instrument of Accession before
or after the deployment of Indian armed forces to Jammu and Kashmir. Alastair Lamb and Victoria
Schofield (Lamb 1991, pp. 135-137; Lamb 1994, pp. 81-103; Schofield 1996, pp. 144-152; Schofield 2003,
pp. 52-59) hold that given the timing of the maharaja’s flight out of Jammu, he could not have arrived in
New Delhi until the morning of October 27t. However, his signature on the Instrument of Accession was
dated October 26", positing a concern with the “legality” of the Indian deployment (Schofield 1996, pp.
144-152). Indian national accounts of the matter hold that the maharaja was able to make it to New Delhi
by October 26t and uphold that date, whereas Pakistani national accounts, stressing the “illegality” of the
accession, hold that the maharaja arrived in New Delhi on the 27t. For an account stressing the 26" see
Jha (1997). More important for our purposes in this dissertation are the implications of the focus on the
legality or illegality of the accession with respect to the timing, which is posited as a saving grace to rectify
all other concurrent and subsequent considerations, obscuring wider contextual issues and the conditions
around the construction of what counted as “legality,” let alone any reference to popular will.



the course of the war, on December 31, 1947. Since that time, India and Pakistan have
fought four wars (two directly involving Jammu and Kashmir, the third having strong
implications for the dispute, the fourth prompted by a limited incursion into the state by
Pakistan). Both countries wage a persistent ideational battle and represent Jammu and
Kashmir as theirs. Further, since May 1998 when both countries tested nuclear
weapons, the interstate rivalry has added a possibly apocalyptic element.

Caught up in all of this is the fate of Jammu and Kashmir’s inhabitants, who
endure the quotidian effects of, and effectively provide the self-legitimation for, the
presence of the Indian military, presently estimated at somewhere between 400,000 to
700,000 troops.® On the eve of the 1947 Indian-Pakistani war, there were popular
revolts against the monarchical regime of Hari Singh, which were spearheaded by two
major political parties, the Muslim Conference, which favored accession to Pakistan, and
the National Conference, which favored a limited accession to India. In the aftermath of
the partition of the princely state, the Muslim Conference was largely linked to Jinnah’s
Muslim League in Pakistani-held Jammu and Kashmir, while the National Conference
took control of governance in Indian-held Jammu and Kashmir.

The ruling National Conference party, led by Sheikh Abdullah, succeeded in
establishing one-party rule after the 1951 election, where all 75 Legislative Assembly
seats were won by National Conference. As Sheikh Abdullah began to bring up the issue

of a plebiscite for the state, something that Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru

3 Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (2018).



promised to hold during the 1947-48 war once law and order were reestablished, Nehru
had Abdullah sacked and dismissed in August of 1953, replaced within the National
Conference party by Bakshi Ghulam Mohammed.

The rest of the history of Indian-held Jammu and Kashmir has been a gradual
whittling down of the internal autonomy granted to the state under Article 370 of the
Indian Constitution. Even before but especially at the forefront since the outbreak of the
“insurgency”/tehreek in 1989, there was the suspension of the general rule of law, a
virtual state of emergency, and rule by exception in the Kashmir Valley. Since 1989 over
70,000 Kashmiris have been killed, and over 8,000 “disappeared” by the Indian state: a
limbic status, behind which, in most cases, lay dead victims of military and paramilitary
force, but whose deaths were not explicitly acknowledged and who left “half-widows”
without the ability to legally and financially claim widowhood, not to mention the untold
emotional damage wrought on children, parents, and spouses.* Kashmiris since the
1990s have come to represent terrorist or fifth-column elements, a perpetual threat to
the idea of India yet its inclusion within India is central to the Nehruvian ideal of a
secularist, multiethnic state.

The prevailing Hindu nationalism under the ruling BJP has further exacerbated

this tension. After the al-Qaeda attacks on the United States on September 11, 2001 and

4 The figures of those killed vary, from official Indian estimates, usually around or slightly above 40,000,
and Hurriyat estimates which place the number at over 100,000. The number use above is that of the
human rights umbrella NGO Jammu and Kashmir Coalition of Civil Society. The International Peoples’
Tribunal on Human Rights and Justice in Indian-Administered Kashmir and The Association of Parents of
Disappeared Persons. Structures of Violence: The Indian State in Jammu and Kashmir (2015).



the subsequent launch of the United States-led War on Terror, India experienced an
attack on its parliament on December 13, 2001, which left the five attackers and nine
others dead. This provided additional justification for the Indian state to hitch its armies’
deployment into Kashmir onto the global war on terror. The alleged attackers and
plotters being part of a group active in Kashmir helped India to situate “terror” in
Kashmir, and with it, a seemingly perpetual state of exception. Despite the novelty of
the coincidence of aims with the United States, this can be seen as a mere continuation
of the policies in the Kashmir Valley throughout the 1990s.

Looking at the brutal suppression and crackdown in Kashmir by Indian armed
forces, and the emergency ordinances put into place, this dissertation traces
continuities from the period of British colonial rule to the present situation in Kashmir.
These continuities foreground discourses on civilization, imperial liberalism, and
geopolitics, and present the thesis that Indian rule in Kashmir represents a form of
postcolonial imperialism.

0.2 Statement of Problem/Research Question

The intractability of the Kashmir dispute over the past seventy years, and the
heavy-handed occupation of the Indian-held portion of Jammu and Kashmir prompted
me to think about the conditions that created the possibilities for this situation. Why
has there been a bilateral standoff between India and Pakistan for over seventy years?
Why is Kashmiri self-determination not considered a viable option by any major party?
What prompts India’s extreme insecurity over the internal situation of the Kashmir

Valley, which is translated into its heavy-handed responses and an occupation that has



entered its fourth decade? In short, what are the conditions that have led to the current
state of affairs in the Kashmir Valley, which have compounded the volatile Indian-
Pakistani relationship?
0.3 Hunches in Lieu of Hypotheses

Asking questions about conditions that caused a seventy-year-long dispute might
obviously imply taking a historical focus on the question. | am not searching for some
monocausal stimulus whose spark was lit in 1947 and from which there is no return; to
borrow a common line attributed to Jalaluddin Rumi, at “[e]Jvery moment the world is
renewed.”” | consider the dispute from the perspective of process ontology, which
“analytically embeds the existence of objects in an unfolding set of transactional
mechanisms and relations that have the effect of reproducing the object from moment
to moment.”® Process ontology places emphasis on contingency, and the multi-vectored
directions that actions can take. The historical objects of analysis here are discourses
which create the conditions of possibility for certain actions to be taken, and even
conceived. Specifically, these are discourses which correspond and overlap with the
state-nation-territory trinity, that is: 1) liberalism and its relationship with imperialism;

2) civilizationalism, and a subset of civilizationalism, orientalism; and 3) geopolitics.’

> The quote is from Rumi’s Mathnawi/Masnavi, taken from Saeed Zarrabi-Zadeh. Practical Mysticism in
Islam and Christianity: A Comparative Study of Jalal Al-Din Rumi and Meister Eckhart. Abingdon:
Routledge, 2016, p. 140. This is a line that also harkens back to the occasionalism of earlier Ash’arite
theology, which is not employed here.

6 Jackson (2010), p. 183.

7 For the state-nation-territory triad see Abraham (2014).



While these three discourses are certainly not set up in any grand theoretic terms as to
be all-explanatory, they do much to help explain guiding frameworks within which state
practices are conceived in late-modern international relations. And they are not self-
subsisting, enclosed discourses, but combine with, complement, and contradict each
other at various stages.

The starting point for this study begins around 1846, when, through two treaties,
the British sectioned off a piece of the Sikh Empire after the First Anglo-Sikh War, and
then granted it recognition as a princely state under the suzerainty, or “paramountcy,”
of the British East India Company. The princely state was granted to a high-ranking
defecting raja within the Sikh Empire, Gulab Singh, Raja of Jammu. The year 1846
provides us an interesting slice into all three of these discourses: liberalism as an
intellectual and political project was getting its footing; the notion of “civilizations” had
entered into common parlance, and in tandem with the project of orientalism (in full
swing by the early nineteenth century) set the contours for discussions of the
civilizations of the West and East, later being disaggregated into different Eastern
civilizations; and the period, roughly 1831 to 1907, of imperial contestation for land
between the British and the Russian Empire known as “the Great Game,” which in many
ways presaged the development of modern geopolitics at the turn of the twentieth
century.

Tracing these discourses over one hundred and seventy-odd years focuses on
the shifts, reassembling, and resemblances maintained by these discourses. Certainly

“liberalism” did not quite connote the same thing to mid-nineteenth-century



Manchester industrialists as it would to a bourgeois Delhiite today. With respect to the
discourse on liberalism, the focus here is on its relationship with imperialism, at times
actively abetting it, at others tenuously tolerating it or outright rejecting it. The
relationship was often maintained or augmented by discourses on civilizational
superiority and inferiority—leading to notions of liberal imperial tutelage, or
development—and/or geopolitical necessity.? In extending the analysis over this long
period, highlights on particular moments may recede from view, but this allows us to
see resemblances and reconstitutions that can illuminate continuities over time, and
inconsistencies within these discourses.

Due to the associations and connotations of neo-positivistic monocausality, in
lieu of a formal hypothesis | will posit here strong guiding research intuitions or hunches
that these three formative discourses of late-modern (post-c. 1830) international
relations created the contours which not only delimited possibilities of British
imperialism (chapter two) in its liberal, civilizational, and geopolitical forms, but also
framed the conditions for acceptable articulations of resistance against colonialism
(anti-colonialism; chapter three), which in turn framed conditions of rule after

colonialism (the post-colonial period; chapter four). Following Derek Gregory, it is my

8 Much of this work on the relationship between liberalism and imperialism relies on pathbreaking work
by a number of scholars, cited in chapter one. For the notion of liberal imperial tutelage, one could do
worse than to start with Mehta (1999).



contention that these discourses have laid the groundwork for the condition of “the
colonial present” in Kashmir.®
0.4 Literature Review

This work draws on recent literatures emphasizing each of the three discursive
foci, drawing on postcolonial and de-colonial theories, thus situating itself within a field
of resistance literature against nationalist or state-based readings of the Kashmir issue.
These discourses of liberalism, civilizationalism, and geopolitics will be covered in
greater detail in chapter one. What follows below can be considered something of an
intellectual topography.

Regarding the discourse of liberalism, this dissertation attempts to draw on the
insights made by a number of theorists who have analyzed the historical development
of liberalism, its internal contradictions, and its relationship with imperialism. These
works include Uday Mehta (1999), Jennifer Pitts (2005), Karuna Mantena (2010), Beate
Jahn (2013), and Duncan Bell (2016). Sankar Muthu (2003) points to liberal anti-imperial
trends. Christopher Bayly (2012) focuses on the emergence and development of Indian
liberalism and its negotiations with empire. For the political theory of imperialism,
especially British imperialism | draw on the work of Mehta (1999), Armitage (2004),
Metcalf (1995), Pitts (2010), Pagden (1995), and Nexon and Wright (2007). The focus
here, is, however, imperialism within specific liberal contexts, not dealing with neo-

Roman justifications of imperial rule that emerged in the sixteenth through the late

9 Gregory (2004).



eighteenth or early nineteenth centuries (Pagden 1995; Armitage 2004). Uday Mehta
(1999) sees in liberalism an inherent tendency for intolerance, rooted in its specific
geographical and culturalist moorings which it then universalizes, adding along the way
stadial histories and anthropologies borrowed from Scottish history and the newly
emerging fields of anthropology, focusing especially on John Locke, James Mill, and John
Stuart Mill, and their negative valuations of others and views of liberalism as a proper
corrective to “backwardness.” Karuna Mantena (2010) looks at the rise of indirect rule
as a mode the British used to rule much of the empire, itself based on a conception of
traditional society that, in a move away from previous liberal imperial ideologies, could
be dangerously destabilized or corrupted if it were to come into contact with the
“advanced” ways of modern British civilization, focusing on developments made in this
direction by Henry Sumner Maine and James Fitzjames Stephen. Mahmood Mamdani
(2012) makes a similar argument, also focusing on Henry Maine and the creation of the
political category of “the native” as central for the British policy of indirect rule. Thomas
Metcalf (1995) argues that imperial legitimation practices oscillated between various
arguments premised on either what he calls the “principle of difference” or the
“principle of sameness.” Eric Stokes’s (1959) classic argument holds that British imperial
practice in India was guided by utilitarian assumptions about political development and
land reform, but Mantena (2010) provides insightful nuance into different and
contradictory approaches advocated by figures who equally claim inheritance of the
utilitarian tradition; for example, the vociferous disagreement voiced by James

Fitzjames Stephen to the earlier positions of John Stuart Mill. In British imperial

10



historiography, there is also the controversial approach of David Cannadine in his
Ornamentalism (2001): Cannadine argues that the empire was much more guided by
notions of “status,” rather than racial difference, pointing to diplomatic relations
seemingly symbolizing equality between high-ranking British officials and local rajas,
princes, and chiefs. While this could prove a quite useful insight into class systems, it is
too dismissive of race as a factor of difference and as a marker which already carried
within it status and class valuations, and combined with British status markers in
multivocal ways. On the existence of manifestations of anti-imperial illiberalism, anti-
imperial liberalism, pro-imperial liberalism, and pro-imperial illiberalism in the United
Kingdom, Hobson (2012) proves quite useful, as it points to possible configurations of
empire and liberalism, which did not have to be deterministically tethered. This
dissertation should also link up nicely with critiques of the particularism of the supposed
universalism of liberal internationalism, such as Keene (2002), Anghie (2004), Hurd
(2018), and Jahn (2013).

Regarding the discourse on civilizationalism, | draw on what has been self-
described as “fourth-generational civilizational analysis” as found in Salter (2002),
Jackson (2006), Bowden (2009), and Hall and Jackson (2007). This strand of analysis
approaches civilizations as processes, things made in and through discourse, through
their continually being posited, re-posited, challenged, and negotiated; ideas positioned
somewhere against somewhere or something else, at some discrete time. Essays in the
edited volumes by Katzenstein (2010) and Arjomand and Tiryakian (2004), and the

monographs by Brett Bowden (2009) and Bruce Mazlish (2006) have also given

11



instruction to the intellectual histories of the concept of civilization, and the intellectual
histories behind the concepts. Here, ignominiously, Huntington’s (1993, 1996) “clash of
civilizations” thesis and its orientalist underpinnings, specifically in the unsound,
reductionist, and essentialist arguments of Bernard Lewis (1990), provide an
epistemological foil against which this dissertation’s claims react. Bowden (2009)
provides a particularly useful analysis of the ways in which the discourse of civilization
served the purposes of imperialist policies and justificatory practices. The concept of
civilization also carried within it temporal notions of development, the most notorious
institution of which was the “standard of civilization.” Gong (1984) and Linklater (2016)
provide useful histories of the concept and its utilization within the international liberal
tradition to justify imperial practices.

One specific manifestation of civilizationalism was the academic, intellectual
(and imperial) enterprise of Orientalism, and, here, this dissertation is heavily indebted
to Said’s (2003 [1978]) pathbreaking analysis of that field and its implications for
imperialism. Inden (2000 [1990]) provides a major addition to this field with a specific
focus on intellectual representations of India.

Bilgin (2004, 2012), Kuus (2007), Hansen (2006), and Agnew (1998) provide a
bridge to geopolitics, utilizing the term “civilizational geopolitics” to refer to geopolitical
practices that use civilizational arguments as justificatory, thus not only giving an
identity directionality with respect to policy, but also involving in a host of other
processes including othering, the creation of imaginative geographies, creating new

forms of identity and linkages. Neumann’s two books (1996, 1999), looking at the
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interplay between articulations of selfhood and the implications for wider foreign
policymaking also inform this part of the dissertation. Mesbahi’s (1993, 1997, 2010,
2011) work looking at the relation of culture with geopolitics (“geocultural” (2010)) and
focusing on the interplay and cross-fertilization of geopolitical, normative/cultural, and
economic elements (2011) within a state recognized as simultaneously unitary and
composite, and constantly undergoing rearticulation, provides a key backdrop for this
project. The focus of this dissertation, however, looks more directly at the discursive

"

interplay between geopolitics, civilizationalism (Mesbahi’s “normative/cultural”
component), and statecraft, or contestations over its articulation, and less directly at
the national and transnational economic components.

With respect to geopolitics, this dissertation seeks to locate itself with the camp
of critical geopolitics. This includes the tracing of “effective and critical histories” of
geopolitical thought (Kearns 2009, 2011), locating guiding geopolitical assumptions
behind the practice of domestic and international politics—and, in fact, the policing of
the domestic/international boundary (Agnew 1994, 1998, 2003; Agnew et al. 2003;
Ashley 1987; Dodds 2007; Dodds and Atkinson 2000; O Tuathail 1996a; O Tuathail et al.
1998)—and in the creation of imaginative geographies, as utilized in the work of Derek
Gregory (2004) who in turn draws upon the concept as originally deployed by Edward
Said (2003 [1978]). Also, this dissertation sets out to trace how the geopolitical practices
of the imperial era continue to inform geopolitical assumptions of statecraft in the

present. This is amply demonstrated in Gregory’s (2004) notion of the “colonial

present,” and in those tracing the histories and the continuity of British imperialist
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geopolitical thought into post-colonial India (Abraham 2014; Chaturvedi 2000, 20053,
2005b, 201143, 2011b, 2012; Thakur 2014). Part of this assessment of the salience of
geopolitical thought, comes with the notion of the “territorial trap” elaborated by John
Agnew (1994) and how the notion of state as tied to territory comes to assume its
importance in late modernity. The broad histories provided by Elden (2013), Ruggie
(1993), and Kratochwil (1986), and well as the particular South Asian application of
these ideas in the works of Mishra (2008), Barrow (2003), and Edney (1997), specifically
with regard to mapping, cartography, and the creation of territory in the British Raj, are
also informative here.

With respect to Kashmir, the historical work tracing the emergence of Kashmiri
identity has been especially important, in particular, the seminal works of Mridu Rai
(2004) and Chitralekha Zutshi (2004). The second part of chapter four draws on the
resistance literature of critical Kashmir scholars, Mona Bhan, Ather Zia, Haley
Duschinski, Shrimoyee Nandini Ghosh, Huma Dar, Goldie Osuri, Mohamed Junaid,
Inshah Malik, Nitasha Kaul, and Dibyesh Anand, emphasizing notions like Giorgio
Agamben’s (2005) state of exception in Kashmir (Duschinski 2009, 2010; Duschinski and
Hoffman 2011a, 2011b, 2014; Duschinski and Ghosh 2017), Achille Mbembe’s (2003)
necropolitical existence for Kashmiris under occupation (Junaid 2013; Zia 2018),
geopolitical “postcolonial informal empire” or the “(post)colony” (Anand 2012 and Osuri
2017, respectively), and other works countering Indian nationalist narratives by focusing
on spectacular violence or portrayals of Kashmiris (Navlakha 1991, Kak 2013; Kabir

2009; Faheem 2016; Ali et al. 2011; Duschinski et al. 2018).
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Within the broader ambit of South Asian studies, there is stress on the fluidity of
identity and the forces that call upon and shape it, particularly in Ayesha Jalal’s (2000)
work on the emergence of a pan-South Asian Muslim identity. Partha Chatterjee (1986)
focuses on ideas of nationalism in India as rooted in borrowed concepts from the
Western imperial powers, requiring those very concepts for the validation of the
nationalist project of self-determination. Also, Chatterjee (1993) looks at the
multivocality of identity that Indian nationalism attempts to bring into consonance.

Further, this dissertation’s guiding ontological and epistemological commitments
are informed by postcolonial and decolonial studies, which seek to interrogate the
supposedly non-particularized universalisms, their laden and implicit modes of hierarchy
and the epistemic operations of the power/knowledge nexus in the colonies. Edward
Said is often claimed to be the forebear of postcolonial studies, by virtue of his
breakdown of essentialist constructions of identity and the way that they are shaped,
often by outside forces, and devalued through its comparison with some putatively
superior identity. Implicit here is that identity constructions never operate in power
vacuums, but are themselves the operations of power, and are the results of, and
productive of, power inequalities.

Following the insights of Robert Cox (1981) and E. H. Carr (2001 [1946]), the
rules of the international order are created by and for the most powerful, thereby
setting up ostensibly neutral normative standards which are often practically
inaccessible or impossible for those in lower positions of power. The point of departure

for many who see themselves within the “decolonial” camp, is that the aspirational goal
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for the less powerful should not be their inclusion within what is seen as a
fundamentally unjust international order: the goal should be the destabilization of the
foundations of that international order, in order to bring about a more emancipatory
condition. For them, this is considered to be the problem of post-colonialists who may in
fact be no more than Third World nationalists in fashionable garb. Fanon’s “The Pitfalls
of National Consciousness” (2004 [1961]) gestures strongly in this direction when he
cautions nationalist movements against the native bourgeoisie simply assuming the post
of the former colonial bourgeoisie and replicating the anteceding hierarchies.
0.5 Methods, Research Design, and Methodological Baggage Claim

This dissertation approaches the problem of Kashmir through a historically
informed discourse analysis. This involves tracing (imperial) liberalism, civilization, and
geopolitics as self-contained and intersecting discourses. Firstly, discourses are treated
as ontological entities in their own right, without a putative “reality” existing outside of
discourse. Ontological entities do not matter or play any explanatory importance insofar
as they are not already ensconced in some discursive assembling within which they
acquire a specific meaning. The discourse analytic approach of this dissertation follows
in the vein of Laclau and Mouffe (1985) and Foucault (1972). Applications of this variant

of discourse analysis in the discipline of International Relations can be seen in the works
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of Roxanne Doty (1996), Lene Hansen (2006), Patrick Jackson (2006), and Laura
Shepherd (2008).1°

(Imperial) liberalism is treated as a discourse, signifying the imperial condition of
liberalism, especially specific imperial manifestations of liberalism, but even post-
imperial versions of liberalism which seek to implement its preferred form of rule by
imposition (e.g., conditionalities or forceful implementation of liberal structures). The
parentheses around the modifier imperial signify the contingency of the relation,
holding questions of the intrinsic nature of liberalism’s ties to imperialism in abeyance.
For here, there will be made reference to specific anti-imperial liberalisms and the use
of contradictions within liberalism to argue both for and against imperial rule. Also,
imperialism is not at all limited or intrinsically tied to liberalism, but liberal political
discourse marks a specific moment in theories of imperialism, which become couched in
liberal vocabularies. Legitimations of imperialism in the immediate pre-liberal period
harkened back to Roman justifications of empire (Armitage 2004; Pagden 1995).1!

Civilizationalism brings forth a host of associations involving race, class, gender,
nation, religion, ethnicity, supra-national affiliations, teleological history, all of which are
laden which valuations of superiority or inferiority. The term “civilization” was first
coined in the mid-eighteenth century, and through linkages made with incipient

ethnology and stadial history—at first in its Scottish conjectural variant—in the late

10 For a great how-to guide consulted while writing this dissertation, see Neumann and Dunn (2016). Also,
Milliken (1999), Dunn (2008), and Neumann (2008).

11 See Skinner (1998) for a more internal/domestic focus on neo-Roman imperial theory in this period.
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eighteenth and through the nineteenth centuries, came to signify supremacy and its
anthropological and temporal other, barbarism (or savagery). Civilizationalism worked
to augment the imperial facets of liberalism, in its more malleable iterations, in the form
of paternalist tutelage into proper modes of conduct and governance; in its more rigid
iterations, it essentialized others as irredeemable or perpetually in need of direction,
thus coming dangerously close to violating central tenets of liberalism (a danger averted
by policy of indirect rule and the creation of the concept of “native society” under Henry
Maine). The discourse of civilization also required objects to reify, and distinct peoples
and ethnicities were provided by the enterprise of Orientalism. Edward Said’s (2003)
classic treatment of Orientalism overlooks the political dispute that emerged between
the Orientalists and the “Anglicists” in early nineteenth century British India, the former
seen as more sympathetic to the Indians and the latter as less tolerant. But his
treatment accurately shows how the textual method adopted by Orientalists helped to
construct an idealized version of the object under study (in Said’s case, “the Arab,” “the
Muslim,” or “Islam”). Most empirical manifestations of these idealizations were seen to
be defective or inferior to the idealization, creating a classist rift and a privileging of the
literati and clerical classes. Further, the creation of the ideal images sought to manage
differences within, so that aberrant empirical manifestations might be more definitively
ordered. The Orientalist ordering of the other provided (imperial) liberal theorists with
the ethnological material to work with, which was accomplished by the related
discipline of anthropology. The foil for this dissertation will be provided by substantialist

(of which the most conspicuous are essentialist) treatments of civilizational identity as
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something pre-given and apolitical, most notoriously Samuel Huntington’s “clash of
civilizations” thesis, which has prompted myriad refutations on methodical, ontological,
and empirical bases, but is sadly alive and well in the political discourse of not only
“Western” states, but, importantly for this study, others, including India.

Geopolitics is similarly treated as a discourse, not a pre-given set of necessary
rules guiding state action. Here, drawing on the critical geopolitics literature, this
dissertation emphasizes how practice is always already embedded in discourse, the
self/other dichotomy being central. In this sense every geopolitics is an imaginative
geopolitics, as there are no deracinated, axiomatically necessary postulates flowing
from and dictating state policy; at root are always the questions of who are we? And
who do we seek to be?*? This critical perspective will be used in assessing the imperial
geopolitical discourses, especially looking at how Kashmir’s geographical location (at its
closest point less than thirty miles from Russian Tajikistan) functioned in British imperial
policy, which acted on ideas of geographical determination, in the strategic sense (that
is, a given territory has importance solely because of its geographic location, proving

especially vulnerable or invulnerable to invasion) and in the ethnological sense (the

12 For imaginative geopolitics, | am primarily referencing Edward Said (2003), credited with coining the
phrase, and Derek Gregory (2004). The question “who are we?” alludes to Samuel Huntington’s (2004)
conspicuous use of the phrase in his anxiety over the possible loss of a white Anglo-Saxon Protestant
national identity for the United States. See also Campbell (1998), among others, on the relation between
identity and geopolitical perspective.
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people of a given territory are a certain way because of where they are located and the
geographical features around them).*3

These three discourses concatenate and operate on each other, and this study
traces the way in which these dynamics change and create the possibilities for
enunciations of positions in response. Far from neglecting empirical material, it is
attentively detailed in this dissertation, but the political salience of events only becomes
interpretable through the lenses of the available discursive frames. This approach thus
disavows any easy distinction between the material and the ideational, for the two are
always already co-imbricated. This may bespeak a philosophical ontological
commitment to “monism.” The notion of the “social world” already implicates
interpretation, and interpretation is not self-willed, free, and autonomous, but is only
possible through the preexisting intellectual elements available, whose presence is in
part due to material conditions of knowledge production and distribution. The
philosophical ontological commitments made here, while not needing to be
foregrounded, takes a similar approach to that of process philosophy, emphasizing flux
and change over the substantialist commitment to pre-given entities.*

With regard to agency and structure, the approach taken here emphasizes the
presence of discursive material as presenting available options for actors to use, in

either a limited or a more creative capacity. Although the availability of, and access to,

13 Discussed in chapter two. For a strategic geographical determinism of Kashmir see Mackinder (1922).
For an ethnological geographical determinism of Kashmiris see Huntington (1906).

14 See Nexon and Jackson (1999); Emirbayer (1997); Rescher (2000).
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discursive material is channeled through power (more empowered actors have a greater
access to and ability to creatively deploy and redeploy discursive resources),
straightforward imposition of forms of rule always undergo some degree of change,
whether by actors resisting, or creatively reinterpreting the discursive material. Thus, in
a departure from some overly deterministic Marxist accounts, and Third World
nationalistic accounts masquerading as post-colonial, which bifurcate actors into those
with power and those without, this approach, while certainly cognizant of power
inequalities, takes a more graded approach to the possession of power.!> In a similar
move, this approach is sympathetic to a broadly “scalar” dismantling of the levels of
analysis problem, recognizing the legal and political primacy of the state, but
incorporating sub-state legal-political entities and non-state individuals and groups.®
In order to make fuller sense of the discursive field in which Kashmir and the
tehreek (“freedom movement”) are embedded, | undertook two “field” visits to
Srinagar, in the summers of 2014 and 2015. During the course of the field visits, | was
able to gain a fuller appreciation for the significations of notions like occupation and
resistance. While there, | was able to meet with and interview a number of prominent
figures in the resistance movement, including: Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front

chairperson Yasin Malik; Jamiat-e-Islami and All-Parties Hurriyat Conference (Geelani or

15 This is in line with Hobson’s (2012) approach. For an example of avowedly Indian nationalistic account
of the Kashmir problem professing (and failing) to transcend state-centrism and Western-centric IR, see
Behera (2000, 2006).

16 See Abraham (2014) for a scalar approach. For an account of the state in line with the approach taken
here, see Mitchell (1991).

21



hardline faction) chairperson Syed Ali Shah Geelani; Dukhtaran-e-Millat chairperson
Asiya Andrabi; and All-Parties Hurriyat Conference (Mirwaiz or moderate faction) leader
Mirwaiz Umar Farooq. | was also able to interview prominent civil rights activist Parvez
Imroz, founder and president of the Jammu and Kashmir Coalition of Civil Society
(JKCCS), as well as a number of journalists, including the editors of two of the most
widely-read newspapers in Kashmir, Zahir-ud-Din of the Kashmir Reader, and the
recently-assassinated (June 2018) Shujaat Bukhari of Rising Kashmir. Among
“mainstream” politicians | was able to interview the General Secretary of the National
Conference party, Ali Mohammad Sagar. | am also thankful for the academics willing to
speak with me at Kashmir University, including Professors Baba Ahmed Noor and Aijaz
Ashraf Wani.
0.6 The Course of the Work and Chapter Layout

The metaphor of lenses on a microscope may help illuminate the outline of this
dissertation, starting from a very wide, broad focus, and gradually zooming in on the
more specific, local dimensions of the Kashmir conflict, proceeding in a dialogical back
and forth. Chapter one provides the theoretical backdrop of the dissertation in the
approach to international relations from 1846 to the present. Chapter two looks at
British imperialism in India and the Anglo-Russian geopolitical rivalry in Central Asia
from roughly 1846 to 1947. Chapter three focuses on anti-colonial responses to British
rule in India, from the late nineteenth century to 1947. The first part of chapter four

looks at independent India, its situation in the new international context, and its
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relations with Kashmir. The second part of chapter four looks at the Kashmiri resistance
to India.

The first chapter is the theoretical chapter, which defines the terms used in the
dissertation in greater detail, teasing out their conceptual histories and their application
to the present study. In this chapter, attention and detail is paid to the guiding concepts
of this dissertation, namely, civilization, geopolitics, and imperial liberalism. Engaging
with the literature that has come into abundance since, and taking its cue from, the
ignominious “clash of civilizations” thesis of Samuel Huntington, the section on
civilizationalism looks at the history of the concept of civilization since the later period
of the European Enlightenment (mid- to late eighteenth century to the present), and the
ways in which the essentialism utilized by Huntington, who is taking Bernard Lewis’s
claims about Islam, Muslims, and Islamic civilization as his point of departure, smuggles
in a particular variant of white European Enlightenment superiority, whereby the
ideology of Western European liberalism (as conceived of by Huntington and Lewis) is
seen as the pinnacle of civilization-in-the-singular. This assumption thereby dictates that
the geopolitics of the West (as a singular entity) must be defensive against these other
civilizations (in the plural) which lack the prestige of civilization (in the singular) as
manifested in the West. Although, it may seem to many scholars that these theses of
Huntington and Lewis have been largely discredited and not taken seriously by the
majority of academicians in the social sciences. Bruce Gilley’s defense of colonialism in
the Third World Quarterly affair in 2017 and the popularity of British imperial apologist

Niall Ferguson provide, perhaps, the most visible exceptions to this claim. Moreover,
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these claims are prevalent in policy-making circles and among the resurgent right-wing
ethnonationalists and liberal defenders of the American and Western European polities,
which, with its liberal capitalist, majoritarian, secular ethos are embedded within the
particularity of the nationalist conception of selfhood, and thus defensive against
corrosive immigrant challenges, especially when “Muslim” is coded as a threat to
peaceful secularism, or the racialized poor (from Africa, the Middle East, Latin America)
as a threat to the livelihood of the (white) liberal welfare state.!’

In the case of India, a similar formula applies with a little code-switching. With
the rise of Hindu nationalism, amplified by the electoral victory of the right-wing
Bhartiya Janata Party (BJP) in 2014 and 2019, and in prominent state elections (Uttar
Pradesh 2016), Muslims, especially rebellious Kashmiri Muslims, are seen as threats to
the ethnonationalist (read Hindu majoritarian) state. Similarly, Indian liberals, especially
the Indian National Congress (INC), wish not to hedge on the threats to the state or
nation itself, but rather try to paper over the dispute by positing a (majoritarian)
multicultural Indian nationalism inclusive of, but not addressing the particular concerns
of, Kashmiri Muslims, while gradually moving closer to Third Way liberal capitalist

approaches.® So, via majoritarian democratic liberalism, whether right-wing

17 Gilley (2017); Ferguson (2003, 2004, 2011), and Nigel Biggar.

18 The shift from the socialism of Nehru to more of a liberal capitalist approach has been a gradual one,
with a key inflection point being the latter period of Rajiv Gandhi’s tenure as prime minister (1984-1989)
and the Congress’s electoral victory of 1991.
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ethnonationalist or Congress-liberal, Indian rule becomes converted to a variation of
Indian imperialism over Kashmir, in defense of Indian liberalism and/or the Indian state.

This is indicative of the history of the application of liberal theory across colonial
and imperial settings, and thus why | deploy the bimodal term imperial liberalism, to
signify its Janus-faced character. Liberalism has consistently been deployed by the
British in order to justify imperialism. So, in this sense, liberalism justifies imperialism,
but to invert the terms in operation, imperialism worked to justify liberalism. So not
only was imperialism discursively deployed in order to create good colonized liberal
subjects who would later inculcate and display their good liberal characteristics in an
international setting, but, importantly, imperialism was deployed to make the world
safe for liberalism. This plays on a constant fear of otherness implicit in much liberal
discourse, but also constitutes a challenge for liberalism. While it plays into the
civilizationalism and temporal progressivism of liberalism, it also threatens it with
possible boomerang effects (a key fear first expressed by Edmund Burke in the Hastings
trial).’® To be sure, this does not mean that imperialism is a logically necessary corollary
of liberalism, however, the deployment of both throughout the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries has sustained their conjoined discursive histories.

Geopolitics is also discussed as a discourse and practice, not as a logically
necessary correlate of statecraft. Here, it is seen as rooted in the imperial contestations

of the nineteenth century, and whose present deployments are seen as throwbacks to

19 Mehta (1999), p. 185.
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this period. Imperial geopolitics thus provides a foundation for post-World War |
international relations/International Relations. Rooted as it is in imperial practice,
considerations of civilization are never far from the surface in geopolitics.?° At the core
of every consideration of geopolitics is an imaginative directionality, rooted in
considerations of both being and becoming, as related to selfhood: who “we” are and
who “we” aim to be. Geopolitics thus implicitly codes territory as belonging to one or
another group of people (expressed through their states), by virtue of mythologized
history or civilizational groundings.

These three interconnected, guiding discourses are all tied together in
discussions of international hierarchy and the origins of the discipline of International
Relations within the international imperial context of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.

Chapter two moves on to discuss the particular deployments of these three
discourses in the imperial period of British rule over India, and thus also, Kashmir. The
civilizational orientation of this period focuses on the racialization of difference as it
emerged at the beginning of the nineteenth century and as it evolved into the scientific
racism of the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Distinct from, but closely
related to this stream within civilizationalism, is the discipline of Orientalism. Both
played important roles in essentializing populations, and folding religions and linguistic

groupings into nations and races. In contrast to caricatures of Orientalism, the early

20 Cf. especially Agnew’s “civilizational geopolitics” (1998).
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Orientalists were actually the more sympathetic of the British imperialists towards the
colonized populations, with the less tolerant Whiggish “Anglicists” (stressing
assimilation to English customs) as their principal opponents. Nevertheless, early
Orientalists did play an indispensable role essentializing religions, grouping populations
together and drawing boundaries between them, privileging texts over practices, and in
enshrining hierarchies within populations. Orientalism was also an indispensable
industry in the creation of the “others” against whom the British would self-identify and
was in operation as the discourse of Western European civilization was being
elaborated.

Liberalism, seen as a progressive political idea and accomplishment of a
temporally advanced civilization, was then included as a part of the British self-identity.
Indians, representing backward civilizations, thus required tutelage in the ways of the
advanced mode of liberalism. This tutelage was the euphemism for imperialism. But
imperialism also took the form of territorial contestation, played out (most importantly
for our purposes here) in the Great Game in Central Asia. Thus, geopolitics entered as a
necessity through which the British could not only defend the glory and prestige of the
empire, but also as justifying the hopes that Indians would eventually become more
advanced liberal subjects, lest they fall prey to the despotic (and racially suspect)
Russians, or worse, Asiatic despots.

Chapter three proceeds from chapter two, in dialectical fashion as a
counterposition in which the terms of the British imperial hegemony are challenged.

Here, we see the emergence of self-articulated variants of civilizations, including various
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forms of pan-“isms.” These include the Pan-Asianism of Tagore, Pan-Islamism of al-
Afghani, and different articulations of Pan-Indianism. These eventually fold into the
nationalisms that end up guiding the partition of India in 1947. These articulations,
however, are directed against imperial civilizational scriptings positing non-Europeans as
backwards and in need of guidance. As articulations against European superiority
narratives, deployed either instrumentally or authentically, they end up utilizing terms
consolidating blocs of populations, even while employing the strategy of paradiastole.
The effect of even instrumental deployments of the terms of civilizationalism end up
ossifying in discourse, and later get taken (or mistaken) for essences. So the valorization
of Indian modes of being expressed by anti-imperial nationalists, might challenge the
evaluative dimension of that term deployed in discourse (what was seen as a vice is now
seen as a virtue), but does not fundamentally challenge the position of term as an
integral part to the selfhood depicted in that discourse. Thus, while the terms of
“Indianness” or “Muslimness” might be rearranged, the idea that there is a fundamental
character of “Indianness” or “Muslimness” goes unchallenged in the discourse,
irrespective of whether or not the speaker was aware of the internal plurality of each
grouping.??

Liberalism, even if a specifically autochthonous mode of liberalism, and
geopolitics then follow from these civilizational groupings, and in some respects channel

the direction of civilizationalism. This is shown in one specifically Gandhian

21 This discussion follows from Chatterjee (1986).
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conceptualization of geopolitics by S. Srikanth Sastri, who stresses civilizational
geopolitics in the deployment of a prospective civilizational ordering of Asia, and other
such aspirational geopolitical orderings, in particular the “Greater India” society.
Alternatives to statist renderings are posited, but as statism gradually eliminates other
possibilities, the civilizational orderings take the form of prospective alliances rather
than federations.

As civilizational orderings take hold, the prospective state of Pakistan plays an
important role as a homeland for Indian Muslims. Hindu nationalists and some strands
of Pan-Islamists thus see it as a different civilizational ordering, requiring a different
geopolitics from that of Hindu India. However, Pan-South Asian Islamists, Pan-Indianists,
Pan-Asianists, and some strands of Pan-Islamists were powerful correctives to that view.
With that cleavage in mind, Kashmir comes to take importance as a (Huntingtonian)
“fault-line.” This conceptualization of Kashmir as a crux is, however, a holdover from the
importance attached to it as a frontier zone in the imperial geopolitics of the Great
Game, and its attributed status as an indispensable part of the nation was primarily
crafted in the statist contestation over it between India and Pakistan. Its insertion into
the debate as part of Hindu India or “the Muslim world” was, however, part of
secondary debates over the terms of nationhood in India and Pakistan.

An important point to note is that there is not a straightforward dictation from
the empire to the anti-imperial articulations of civilizational belonging and selfhood. The
anti-imperialists change the terms of debate in important ways through this dialectical

engagement. The ways in which they are able to change the terms of debate function as
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the next iteration of hegemony, in the postcolonial context of India and Pakistan, and in
the novel deployment of hierarchies, selfhood, belonging, and policy. This theme is
addressed in the next dialectical progression of the dissertation, chapter four. Central
focus is placed Indian policy in the period after independence, but Pakistani debates
over selfhood and claims over Kashmir are also addressed (albeit in less detail, as the
main focus of this dissertation is Indian-held Kashmir). Conforming to the dictates
established by the international community, the norm of territorial integrity is
foregrounded at the expense of self-determination for the Kashmiris in this period.
Debates on nationhood and geopolitics are also center stage.

Nehru played a role as a towering figure in the Third World movement, for
nonalignment and decolonization. Domestically, he managed a diverse cabinet,
espousing at times directly contradictory positions. Special attention is paid to his inner
coterie of advisers, specifically the influence played by Gandhi, who was assassinated
only five and one-half months after independence, V. K. Krishna Menon, K. M. Panikkar,
and Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan. Whereas this group espoused particularly anti-colonial
positions, they nonetheless fell into the re-essentialization of the Indian nation in
different ways. And interestingly, despite their roles as provocateurs and revolutionaries
carving out a new way for the moralistic geopolitics of Nehru, they nonetheless saw no
contradiction between this position and the suppression of independentist ambitions in
Kashmir.

The liberal socialism of Nehru thus gradually came to endorse a policy of quasi-

imperialism over Kashmir, in defense of the multicultural liberal project of Indian
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statehood. However, this was quite different from other forms of imperialism of
Kashmir called for by Hindu nationalists, such as Syama Prasad Mukherjee and Vinayak
Damodar Savarkar, who coded the land of Kashmir itself as Hindu, implicitly positing
that Kashmiri Muslims were anti-national.

The chapter then focuses in on Kashmir, and the opposition to, and collaboration
with Indian rule. It first details the Kashmiri nationalist movement, whose inflection
point usually is dated to the protests of 1931, and the differing conceptions of
Kashmiriness elaborated in the 1930s and 1940s. Then it details the aftermath of the
partition of Kashmir and the Indo-Pakistan War of 1947-48, in which Sheikh Abdullah
emerged as the prime minister, until he was ousted by Nehru in August 1953. The
language of Kashmiriyat (“Kashmiri-ness”) begins to emerge in the 1970s and 1980s, but
interestingly drew on certain tropes highly congruent with Nehruvian nationalism,
particularly, the conception of Kashmiri nationhood as tolerant and Sufi. The
deployment of Sufism as a tame version of Islam led to positing Muslims reacting
against Indian rule as extremists and terrorists who are intolerant of Hindus and will
subvert liberal institutions safeguarding minority Hindus and Sikhs (paradoxically, this is
done while simultaneously not paying much attention to the condition of Muslims in
Hindu nationalist India).

The version of Kashmiri nationalism espoused by both Nehru and Abdullah
apotheosizes a pristine peaceful golden age of Kashmir in the fifteenth century,
particularly associated with Sultan Zain-ul-Abidin (reigned c.1420-1470), whose

tolerance is often compared in a wonderful light to that of Mughal Emperor Akbar
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(incidentally, conqueror of Kashmir), and under whose reign thrived Rishiism, a
particularly Kashmiri syncretic Sufism which incorporated elements of mystical Kashmiri
Hinduism. This multicultural, mystical, tolerant Kashmir was posited by Sheikh Abdullah
and by Nehruvians, who portrayed Kashmir as much more pleasantly disposed to Indian
multiculturalism than narrow Pakistani religio-nationalism. This scripting, however, led
to labelling rebels upset with the status quo as subversive anti-nationals (in both the
Indian and Kashmiri sense).

This chapter also attempts to grapple with the Kashmiri tehreek as an anti-
geopolitical rebellion.?? This draws on imaginaries of resistance employed by those who
see themselves as involved in the tehreek within a context that is framed as a space of
exception, as formulated by Agamben (2005). The space of exception is established by
laws suspending habeas corpus, the omnipresence of security personnel, mass
disappearances, and rule by impunity in Kashmir by the Indian state. Resistance, here,
thus functions as a field of potentialities, whose actualization may take many forms, but
are circumscribed by the power of the state. It is thus deterritorialized, or not-yet
territorialized, in the sense employed by Deleuze and Guattari, however the forces of
the Indian state or international order work to territorialize it.2? This section will deal
with these modes of territorialization (comprehending tehreek, casting it as something

against something else, demonizing it, reifying it) and how they are working to display

22 For anti-geopolitics, see O Tuathail (1996b); Routledge (1998).

2 Deleuze and Guattari (1983, 1987).
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the tehreek in a certain light, and deterritorialization (obfuscation, pluralization) in a
space of exception which is characteristic of colonized spaces. This is done to
demonstrate the primary thesis of this dissertation, which is, that Indian-held Kashmir is
a case of postcolonial imperialism. Through interviews conducted and surveys of
resistance literature, deterritorializing flows are analyzed here as alternative geopolitics,
anti-geopolitics, and aspirational states of being.

The conclusion recaps some of the main points of the dissertation, reflects on
possible implications for International Relations and the many subfields addressed, and
points to future directions of research while honestly and humbly acknowledging some

shortcomings unable to be addressed here, as directions for further research.

33



Chapter 1: Liberalism, Civilizationalism, and Geopolitics as Core Constituents of
International Hierarchy
1.0 Chapter Overview

This chapter seeks to contribute to the revisionist literature on International
Relations historiography and set the theoretical parameters within which this
dissertation will situate itself.! It will begin with an analysis of international hierarchy
and analyze the post-1919 international order in terms of continuities and emendations
from the pre-1919 “age of empire,” rather than seeing 1919 as a complete watershed
that demarcates an imperial past and liberal international present.? The chapter will
proceed to arrange these continuities in the form of three intersecting, synthetic,
complementary discourses, which will go on to thematically frame the rest of the
dissertation.

The first discourse addressed will be that of “civilizationalism” and its more specific

manifestation of Orientalism, with respect to British India.? Civilizationalism refers to

1 This emerging literature includes a questioning of the normative caricature referred to as “spirit of
1919.” In recent years there has been an explosion of this literature, see Ashworth (2002, 2011, 2014),
Quirk and Vigneswaran (2005), Carvalho, Leira, and Hobson (2011), Buzan and Lawson (2014), Vitalis
(2005, 2015). The collection in Brian Schmidt’s (2012) edited volume provides many essays re-examining
this starting point. Research being done in late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century international
political thought often makes explicit the continuities across the 1919 watershed, see Schmidt (1998), Bell
(2007, 2016), Sylvest (2009), Schmidt and Long (2005), among others.

2 The phrase quoted is from Hobsbawm (1989).

3 For “civilizationalism” as used here see Jackson (2006); the approach to Orientalism used here is largely
rooted in the groundbreaking work of Edward Said (2003), but from which it will make something of a
departure, viz. Said’s characterization of Orientalism as a relatively stable intellectual accompaniment to
the imperial project. This dissertation seeks to highlight some of the contestation within and between
Orientalism and imperialism.
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both the element of civilizations as units, a block tied together by myths of cultural and
historical unity, and the idea expressed by the notion of being “civilized,” that is, not
barbarous, that manifested itself in the Western liberal criterion of the “standard of
civilization,” whereby certain (non-European) cultures were seen as lacking civility and
inhabiting an earlier temporal status on a broadly linear progressive teleology. The
discourse of civilizationalism was marked by an ontological substantialism, viewing
civilizations as set blocks whose content just needed to be filled out (a task performed
by the disciplines of Orientalism and later anthropology).

The stabilization of the content defining a civilization marked the transition into
essentialism. Whereas the discourse of civilization was taken up by the anticolonial
movement in order to assert their rights to self-determination and inclusion into the
comity of nations, and subsequently made its way into post-colonial South Asian
nationalisms, the discourse of Orientalism carried with it an essentialist ontology
tethered to an epistemological textualism. This essentialist outlook of Orientalism
combined with a Eurocentrism that led to a valorization of Western modes of culture,
society, and politics and a concomitant denigration of Eastern modes of culture, society,
and politics.

The textualism of Orientalism lent itself to the idealized essentialism—that which
most closely corresponds to the delineated “sacred texts” of Eastern peoples
represented the apotheosized “authenticity” of certain religious groups; the boundary
markers of the religious groups, the authenticity of the sacred texts, and the delineation

of the sacred texts themselves were entrusted to Western authorities (individuals and
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institutions), albeit through conferral with entrusted local informants. The
institutionalization of this idealized authenticity favored the clerisy and higher castes, as
guardians of authenticity, and helped to further entrench their high social positions.

Civilizational discourse often combined with Orientalism in order to bring forth a
self-articulation of civilization and an auto-Orientalism, ironic but attendant with the
essentialist trappings of its European precursor. The ironic auto-Orientalist maneuver
was an empowering one, articulating an anti-colonialism that took Orientalist
stereotypes seen as vices and transformed them into virtues: however, this maneuver
neither challenged what Chatterjee and Abdel-Malek call “the thematic” nor “the
problematic,” that is, (much of) the specific content of these stereotypes nor their
epistemological bases, respectively.*

The next discourses analyzed are imperialism and liberalism, looking at their co-
imbrication, combination, and contradiction. In line with the historical outline of the
section on civilization, the line definitively separating liberalism from imperialism is not
crystal clear. This section looks at the evolution of liberalism, specifically in its British
and Indian manifestations from the mid-nineteenth through the twentieth centuries.
Liberalism has proven itself to be a most multivocal, shifting, accommodating, and
contradictory political discourse, and this section will provide the definitions being used

here for liberalism and imperialism, which will be employed in later chapters.

4 Chatterjee (1986); Abdel-Malek (1963).
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Taking my cue from the growing literature looking at the combinations of liberal
imperialism, and following Jahn’s immanent critique, here liberalism will be analyzed as
a set of changing practices, norms, and institutions.> Notions in liberalism of
development and tutelage sustained the imperialist project in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, and combined neatly with civilizational temporalities forestalling
the full acquisition of liberal agency for colonial subjects. Certain civilizations were
deemed ready or not for liberal self-government based upon the degree of civilization
displayed by its inhabitants. Often the criteria for self-government were arbitrary,
resting on an impossibility of perfect mimesis of the colonizing country and its norms,
practices, and institutions. While liberalism has sustained the imperial project, the
argument here is not for the recognition of an inherent imperial impulse within
liberalism, as will be shown through articulations of anti-colonial aspirations using the
vocabulary of liberalism, especially as manifested through the writings and speeches of
Jawaharlal Nehru. Nevertheless, liberalism has proven itself amenable to manifestly
non-universalizable ideologies of difference and hierarchy, such as the civilizationalism
and imperialism explored here. In chapter four, this dissertation will explore the
manifestation of a contemporary form of liberal imperialism as mobilized against the
movement for Kashmiri self-determination.

With respect to imperialism, its justifications and ideologies to a large degree

exist in a dialectical tension with governing justifications and ideologies in the

5 Bell (2016), Mehta (1999), Pitts (2010), Jahn (2013), Hobson (2012).
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metropole proper. Thus, the liberalism that took hold in the mid-nineteenth century
simultaneously resorted to paternalistic justifications to legitimize imperial rule. Two
major legitimizing forces for imperial rule came in the forms of geopolitics and the
discourse on civilizationalism, the former stressing the integrity of the territorial
foundations (territory, here, symbolizing power) of the empire, the latter the position of
superiority of Britons vis-a-vis their subjects and the necessity of bestowing upon them
British virtues. Imperialism will be analyzed here both in the formal institutional
structure of the British Raj and the earlier political rule entrusted to the East India
Company, as well as discursive legitimation practices establishing a formal difference
between colonizers and colonized, in large measure sustained by the discourse of
civilizationalism.

The discourse of geopolitics, while only formally given its coinage in 1899 by
Rudolf Kjellén, here, is treated as not limited to the specific and self-conscious doctrine
bearing its name, but the discourse of territorial management and its attendant
conceptions of control, danger, possession, and zero-sum game within a closed system.
It is an eminently statist discourse and practice rooted in territorial control by a state or
state-like entity, and emerged in the context of European imperial rivalries, whereas
non-European polities were treated as little more than pawns in a “Great Game,”
harkening to Curzon’s infamous and oft-cited “chessboard” analogy in 1892. The Great
Game, Anglo-Russian imperial rivalry from roughly 1831 to 1907, provides the backdrop
for the analysis of geopolitics, here, specifically with the endowments given to Kashmir

by virtue of its strategic location and British imperial practices in the princely state of
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Jammu and Kashmir at the height of geopolitical Russophobia from the 1880s to the
decade of the 1900s. Geopolitics, here, can be shown to foreground imperial territorial
concerns at the expense of political concerns of non-metropolitan colonized

III

populations. Continuities from the imperial era into the “post-imperial” era can be
shown in similarities of territorial management in the era of empire-building and that of
state-building.®
The chapter concludes with a brief look at the ways in which imperial territorial
management (that is, geopolitics), discursive constructions of the colonized and
colonizing populations, and political forms of rule coimbricate and complement each
other, and why this needs to be taken seriously in the study of International Relations.
Chapter two then moves on to a specific look at these processes in the period of British
rule over India.
1.1 International Hierarchy and the Imperial Origins of International Relations
“Contemporary claims about intellectual traditions are caught between an
awareness that dominant myths of origins—all those stories, about a move from
backward to advanced, from passionate to rational, from barbarism to

enlightenment—harbor an embarrassment of subtexts (ethnocentrism, racism, the

arrogance of empires, the butchery of wars and extermination camps) and a

6 Drawing on David Armitage’s (2004) work showing the rough synonymy between empire-building and
state-building in the context of British “composite monarchy,” p. 25, 60.
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realisation that these stories still inform the most basic categories through which we

understand and act in the world”—R. B. J. Walker’

As an intellectual legitimating practice, International Relations has engaged in its
own auto-disciplinary mythmaking, telling itself its own self-justifying origin stories. One
of these stories in the founding of the study of International Relations and the “spirit of
1919.”

One of these histories, so the story goes, is the birth of IR in the spirit of 1919
with the founding of the Woodrow Wilson Chair of International Relations at the
University of Wales, Aberystwyth, at the benefaction of a forward-thinking wealthy
industrialist and Liberal Member of Parliament, David Davies (1880-1944). This
happened alongside Wilson’s presence at the Paris Peace Conference, and the
formation of a new liberal world order dedicated to international peace and justice. In
1940, Ted Carr (1892-1980) went on to offer a sweeping account of the crisis of the
preceding twenty years (1919-1939), seeing it as mired in high-minded utopian ideals
disconnected from the actual workings of international politics, a main target of his
being the liberal concept of a “harmony of interests” (a political economic tradition
extending from the late eighteenth century to Carr’s own day; from Smith to Kant to

Bentham to Ricardo to Cobden and Bright to Angell).® Carr then goes on to distinguish

7 Walker (1993), p. 28.

8 Carr (2001).
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between status quo and revisionist powers, but in a revealing and important omission,
leaves out colonial world. Carr sets up an antagonism between normative “utopianism”
and a grounded realism, singling out the disastrous consequences of the former without
the latter and coming to a rough synthesis where analytic clarity is given by the realist
and normative direction is given by the idealist (what Carr calls “sound political
thought”). In this interesting way, while displacing the analytical preeminence of the
“utopians” it simultaneously affirms the notion of a normative foundation to the study
of International Relations.

Since Carr, this has become standard fare in IR Theory courses and textbooks,
and the origin story has been recycled in different versions by esteemed figures in the
discipline over the years, but has come under serious scrutiny in a slew of revisionist
disciplinary history since the mid-1990s.° At core of this revisionism has been the idea
that the “utopians” never existed in quite the caricature that Carr creates; in fact, many
of the tenets that the so-called “utopians” held can be seen as commensurate with
“realist” thought. Further, this “great debate” actually never occurred in the fashion of
an exchange and defense of ideas, as has been pointed out in a number of works
belonging to this revisionist history. And, even if we are to accept that there were these
normative ideals upon which the field of International Relations was grounded, we

would have to come to terms with an early-twentieth-century liberalism grounded in an

9 Bull (1972). Key to this revisionism has been Long and Wilson (1995), Wilson (1998), Schmidt (1998),
Osiander (1998)
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acceptance of imperialism and racial/civilizational hierarchy, erecting a League of
Nations which enshrined rather than transcended these.®

After taking down the claim of Carr about this tense battle between realists and
utopians, the revisionists proceeded to fill in the gaps about interwar IR Theory. Some
stressing the overlaps with realism (Wilson 1998), some with political geography and
geopolitics (Ashworth 2011, 2013, 2017), some with liberal imperialism (Bell 2016;
Sylvest 2009), some pushing the founding date further into the future, into the post-
World War Il era and the debate over the role of behavioralism in political science
(Guilhot 2011). What emerges is a multifaceted picture of the approach to international
relations, complicating the realist-idealist caricature. In complicating this picture, | wish
to focus on elements of imperialism and international hierarchy that framed the study
of international relations in the early twentieth century. Doing so highlights the ways in
which the rules governing international relations were infused with power hierarchies,
both legal-political and sociological-civilizational. Thus, in order to gain legitimate
acceptance into the international fold, colonized political entities aspiring for
independence had to mimetically appropriate liberal political forms, national attributes,
and a capacity to enforce rule within delimited territorial boundaries.

The realist-idealist “debate” which then emerged from within the largely Anglo-

American proto-discipline of International Relations must be situated within the

10 vitalis (2005, 2015), Thakur (2018). For a good overview of the literature on international hierarchy, see
Barder (2016).
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intellectual context of the early to mid-twentieth century. Further, the development of
Realism as a theory of International Relations in its own right, owed its theoretical
individuality and autonomy in large measure to this origin story. Realism was further
able to establish its own theoretical space with ideas about the autonomy of the
political (that is, not reductive to economistic logic), the focus on the international as
opposed to the domestic, the political to the exclusion of the moral or economic. But, as
noted by Richard Ashley, Beate Jahn, and Robbie Shilliam, these were strands already
present within earlier liberal political philosophy, that is to say, “realism is a product of
the internal tensions of liberalism and their competitive relationship in fact
complements, justifies, and helps reproduce the former.”! Ashley notes how neo-
realism’s central concerns of state-centrism, utilitarianism (as rational individualism),
and positivism are all present within earlier liberal political philosophy.'? And Shilliam
focuses on the “tragic liberalism” of Hans Morgenthau, who sought to focus on an
implicit bifurcation created within liberal political philosophy between conceptions of
the international and the domestic spheres: thus, his very “illiberalism” emerged from
tensions implicit in the broader liberal political philosophy.*® In fact, we can see the
broader realist response to liberalism as endorsing the latter’s internal inconsistencies,

and carving out for itself the international, political, amoral elements as proper to the

11 Jahn (2013), p. 175; Ashley (1984); Shilliam (2007).
12 Ashley (1984).

13 Shilliam (2007).
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study of International Relations itself, rather than dealing with internal domestic
authority structures.4

But the liberalism from which Realism was emerging, rife with internal
fragmentation along the lines of issue areas, varieties in historical implementation, and
theoretical plurality as it was, also carried with it a specific tension in its ideas about the
potential universalizability of its political program. This tension was specifically
manifested with respect to non-Western peoples within the discursive field of
civilization, marking both some kind of political and cultural attainment that could be
measured vis-a-vis European civilization, and as a kind of supra-national grouping of
peoples displaying enough cultural characteristics in common to be lumped together.
For the former measure, the “standard of civilization” was invoked in the nineteenth
and twentieth century to forestall granting political independence to colonized
populations. The latter, supra-national grouping (Jackson’s “civilizations-in-the-plural”),
in most cases, showed striking conceptual congruity to the racial theories being
developed throughout the nineteenth century.

These two notions of civilization were combined and read on to a teleological
history, largely indebted to the stadial histories of the Scottish Enlightenment, and
civilizations were placed either in “backward” or “advanced” temporal stages. Both

Ill

liberal and what we may retroactively label “realist” positions displayed ambivalence

14 Jahn (2013), pp. 174-175; Walker (1993). Realist authors, beginning with Morgenthau, seeking to
legitimize Realism as an International Relations theory, went on to construct a notion of ahistoricity and
attach it to Realism, as it was able to access timeless principles about the nature of power and violence.
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with respect to civilizational difference and how they conceptualized civilizational
hierarchy, but, in the words of John M. Hobson “beneath that sound and fury of this
imaginary ‘great debate’ lay the humdrum consensus on the need to defend and
celebrate Western civilization as the highest normative referent in world politics.”*>
Most, though certainly not all, liberal approaches to civilizations-in-the-plural
held the possibility of tutelage or paternalist development to bring those in “backwards”
states of being further into the future, approximating the temporal positions of the
civilized states. Differences emerged between positions advocating for the granting of
greater or lesser degrees of self-government, which often reflected deeper
understandings about the capacity of civilizations or races to develop and approximate
Western standards. The development of what came to be called the “standard of
civilization” was codified through the international legal theories of James Lorimer in
1883 and John Westlake in 1894, rooted in political and philosophical justifications on
the need for non-intervention for civilized states, but positive intervention for non-
civilized or barbaric states vocalized by John Stuart Mill, Richard Cobden, and John
Bright in the 1850s, and also William Ewart Gladstone’s horrifically Islamophobic, racist

1876 pamphlet on the Bulgarian crisis.'® Implicit here was the unquestioned, taken-for-

15 Hobson (2012), p. 136.

16 Mill (1984 [1859]). For Cobden (1804-65) and Bright (1811-89), here, see Hobson’s (2012) discussion,
pp. 35-40. Gladstone (1809-98) was Liberal Prime Minister from 1868-1874, 1880-1885, 1886, and 1892-
1894. He was a Conservative MP before defecting from the party with Prime Minister Robert Peel in 1846,
in whose Cabinet he served as Secretary for War and the Colonies, over the issue of free trade. Although
generally viewed as a liberal scion now, Gladstone first entered Parliament as a Tory in 1832 opposing
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granted assumptions about racial and civilizational difference. There were, however,
disagreements with respect to the mutability of this difference, and that, in large
measure, informed different colonial policy prescriptions. These assumptions were at
their most pronounced in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and were
front and center in the deliberations in the aftermath of the First World War.

What emerged through the Mandate System, created under Article 22 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations, was a recognition and institutionalization of the
civilizing project, recognizing the goal of colonial rule to be development to towards an
eventual state of self-government on par with Western standards of statehood. The
Mandate System thus recognized the civilizational current of thought (as opposed to
more racial exclusionist positions which desire that colonized peoples not be formally
included into the new international system at all) with its the attendant notion of

stages, manifested in the “A,” “B,” and “C” categories.” However, racial exclusionism

both the extension of the franchise and the abolition of the slavery, from which his father profited
handsomely. On

what the Turkish race was and what it is. It is not a question of Mahometanism simply, but of
Mahometanism compounded with the peculiar character of a race. They are not the mild
Mahometans of India, nor the chivalrous Saladins of Syria, nor the cultured Moors of Spain. They
were, upon the whole, from the black day when they first entered Europe, the one great anti-
human specimen of humanity. Wherever they went, a broad line of blood marked the track
behind them; and as far as their dominion reached, civilization disappeared from view.

Gladstone (1876), p. 10.

7 Louis (1984); Anghie (2004; 2006); Bowden (2005). While Bull and Watson (1984) and Watson (2009)

point to the “expansion of international society,” Bowden (2009) rightly points out that this significantly
underplays the conflict, contestation, and asymmetry of that expansion. Bowden (2009), similarly levels
that charge at Gong (1984), who, more directly for our purposes here, completely omits John Stuart Mill
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was expressed through the opposition to the Japanese proposal for a resolution of racial
equality, most vocally by Prime Minister Billy Hughes, upholding his country’s “White
Australia” policy, but also rejected by United States President Woodrow Wilson, whose
Fourteen Points are often held up as emblematic of the “spirit of 1919.”

Robert Vitalis has pointed out that much of early International Relations was
concerned with the question of race management and colonized populations.*® For
instance, the first journal to carry the discipline’s name, the Journal of International
Relations, in 1919, it so happens, (which became Foreign Affairs in 1922), was originally
launched as the Journal of Race Development in 1910. Aside from the racial and

civilizational hierarchy (civilization, here, albeit in many ways commensurate and even

from the discussion of the standard of civilization. Jahn (2005) points out this omission, crucial, for “the
emergence of culturally based international theory and practice in the nineteenth century for which Mill
must count as an outstanding representative,” p. 600n3. Even still, Hedley Bull’s (1984) foreword to
Gong’s work gives an indication of the relative reluctance to engage in this type of research, citing the
incapacity or inability of many non-European societies in the nineteenth century to meet basic standards
of performance or engage in reciprocal relations, and noting that conceptions of European superiority
were not special: “[t]he arrogance of many Europeans, in equating civilization with the particular
civilization of Europe, was no less than that of the Chinese, nor was the belief of Europeans that their
religion was the one true faith any less than that of the Muslim peoples with whom they came into
contact.” Further, even though the “standard” led to unjust treatment,

the demand of Asian and African peoples for equality of rights in international law was one that
the latter did not put forward until they had first absorbed ideas of the equal rights of states to
sovereignty, of peoples to self-determination, and of persons of different race to individual
rights, which before their contact with Europe played little or no part in their experience.

This signified the blessings bestowed on non-European peoples precisely because of the hierarchy based
on the standard of civilization, while simultaneously paying no attention to how power worked to invest
this asymmetry. Bull (1984), p. ix.

18 vitalis (2005, 2015).

47



congruous with the notion of race, carried with it other hierarchical categories,
especially, class, gender, and confession), another contributing mode of thought to
conceptions of hierarchy was Social Darwinism, which combined with these other forms
of hierarchy.®

A belief, either implicit or explicit, in the superiority of Western forms of
civilization (politics, society, history, economics) was helped along by a Social Darwinism
which, in a Thrasymachean turn, basically used the existing status quo as a moral
justification of itself. This Social Darwinian justification of the status quo led to a
valorization of what in International Realtions theory is often called social or ideational
characteristics, which in circular fashion led Social Darwinists to valorize the particular
cultural and societal forms of the Western world. Contra Wendt, the relationship
between social/ideational and material, as treated here, is much more coimbricated, so
much so that the analytical separation of these categories can never be maintained: the
material is always already ideational, and vice versa. They are constituted in and
through discourse.

The circular logic of the Social Darwinists’ valorizing an existing state of affairs

was attacked by G. E. Moore in 1903, taking a cue from David Hume’s treatment of the

19 However, confessional differences within civilizational discourse tend to become racialized, for
example, the Catholic Irish being heavily Celticized whereas the Anglo-Saxon elements of the Protestant
Irish tend to get emphasized, or at least mitigate the Celtic influences. For the ways in which Muslims
become racialized in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, see Aydin (2017). For the racialization of
Irish Catholics see, among others, Painter (2010).
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“is-ought” problem, as the “naturalistic fallacy.”?° As Social Darwinism emerged, it was
written on to a crystallizing discourse of scientific racism in the mid-nineteenth
century.?! Social Darwinism, drawing on Malthus’s 1798 Essay on Population, worked at
first to justify hierarchies domestically (class, gender, race).?? Through often explicitly
bellicose formulations—as in Benjamin Kidd’s (1858-1916) Science of Power (1918) for
example—these hierarchies were extended as justifications for British and American
Anglo-Saxon Protestant superiority.?

It should be noted, however, that a Social Darwinist outlook did not produce a
unitary political vision. Differences emerged among Social Darwinists who rejected any
state intervention in the economy, stressing an absolute laissez-faire policy in order to
determine the fittest in the population (the position of Herbert Spencer (1820-1903)),
and those who stressed the need for the state to intervene elevate those whose race

was deemed superior, but had fallen on hard times and thus were not able to put their

20 Moore (1903)
21 The discussion of Social Darwinism, here, draws on Claeys (2000).

22 Salter (2002) points out how this discourse resulted in a racialization of the poor. This played upon
earlier notions of the poor as being racialized, or of “inferior stock,” for example French authors going
back to Henri de Boulainvillier (1658-1722), but incorporated into the new “scientific racism” of Arthur de
Gobineau (1816-82), and Georges Vacher de Lapouge (1854-1936), who averred that the French nobility
were actually Teutonic and Aryan, whereas the peasantry were Celtic and Iberian, or Alpine (also using
“indicators” like head-shape and hair color) (Painter 2010). Brazilian racial theorist Oliveira Vianna (1883-
1951) extended the same argument to the Iberian peninsula, and the countries later colonized by the
Iberians.

2 The French and other Catholic colonizing countries adapted the confessional tone, but kept the
racialized aspects of their civilizational superiority. But in dealing with British India in this dissertation, the
emphasis is placed on the British, who were considered the global hegemonic power throughout the mid-
to late nineteenth century.
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racial superiority on display (the position of Karl Pearson (1857-1936)). Similarly, a
difference emerged as to what the state’s role should be with respect to eugenics:
Pearson advocating for a more positive eugenics of the state in order to aid depressed
Anglo-Saxons, whereas Spencer preferred a more negative eugenics, allowing the fittest
to survive on their own without state intervention.*

Connections between the tenets of Realism and the tradition of geopolitics have
been made in scholarship on early International Relations theory, focusing on the
struggle for state power and survival, endemic qualities of the state and its surroundings
leading to perpetual conflict, and power as a means in itself—in the geopolitical
tradition, linked with the ideas of territorial aggrandizement, augmentation, and control
of strategic locations: all of these, in the service of state power.?> Geographers looking
at the thought of the geopoliticians of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
have also stressed the linkages between Social Darwinism and Geopolitics in this
period.?® Ratzel and, to an extent, Mackinder, performed a theoretical biologization of
the state, endowing it with attributes of a living organism. Furthermore, they situated

the state in an atmosphere marked by a struggle for survival, the need for “living space”

24 Claeys (2000).
2 Ashworth (2011; 2013; 2017); Rosenboim (2015)

26 For the Social Darwinism of Halford Mackinder’s thought, see Kearns (2009), esp. chapter 3, “Making
Space for Darwin,” pp. 63-90. For the Social Darwinism of Friedrich Ratzel, see Heffernan (2000) and O
Tuathail (1996a). For that of Alfred Thayer Mahan, see O Tuathail (1996a), p. 30.
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(Lebensraum), the constant competition of which would lead the fittest states to survive
and dominate.

In an address delivered to the Royal Geographical Society in 1887, Mackinder
averred that “communities of men should be looked on as units in the struggle for
existence, more or less favoured by their several environments.”?’ Thus, if the struggle
for survival; power competition as being rooted in human nature; states as large unitary
bodies driven toward violence with other states in the quest for power and resources;
and violence as this expression of state power were all basic tenets of Social Darwinism
that were brought into the study of geopolitics. And if all of these tenets made their way
into what became known as Realism in International Relations by way of geopolitics, we
may reasonably conclude that Social Darwinism, even if indirectly, influenced the
academic study of International Relations, specifically in Realist theory in the early to
mid-twentieth century.?®

The point of the preceding discussion is to emphasize the hierarchical
orientation present in the conceptions of ordering international relations in the early
twentieth century in contrast to the story of normative foundations and anarchical
settings. What became known as Realism and Liberalism in International Relations

theory were influenced by different conceptions and justifications of these hierarchies:

27 Mackinder’s 1887 address to the Royal Geographical Society, “The Scope and Methods of Geography,”
quoted in Kearns (2009), p. 71.

28 A key transitional figure here is Nicholas Spykman (1893-1943), who was the founding director of the
Yale Institute for International Studies from 1935 to 1940.
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the former drawing on Social Darwinist and geopolitical understandings of power as
self-justificatory, which, in contrast to the supposed amoralism of Realism, goes on to
justify the very values that were understood to permit the powerful states, civilizations,
and races to rise to preeminence; for Liberalism, it was the “softening” values of
civilization, emphasized against the barbarism of non-Western states and peoples that
allowed them to enshrine particular values of the Western states in international legal
theories and international institutions, like the League of Nations, taking for granted
some, albeit mutable, essential difference between civilizations. Both were beholden to
what John M. Hobson calls “the Eurocentric Conception of World Politics,” while
differing in attribution of essentiality, mutability, and aggressiveness or defensiveness in
response to these differences.?®

This Western civilizational superiority also directly fomented sentiments of
Oriental inferiority, manifested through auto-Orientalism and other essentialisms
(received and ironic). This will be addressed later in the dissertation in responses to
colonialism, but one interesting response was in how many Muslim, Hindu, and Indian
intellectuals read material power distributions onto civilizational achievements, seeing
the relative power of Western empires vis-a-vis the Muslim empires and situation of
Muslims and Hindus living under Western empires as the result of some cultural or
civilizational shortcoming, or “Islamic Dark Age.” An interesting ironic reversal of this,

seen in the thought of Gandhi, Aurobindo, and Vivekananda, was to view the material

22 Hobson (2012).
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superiority as indicative of, or compensatory for, a civilizational or moral shortcoming,
whereas despite the austere humility of the majority Easterners’ material situation vis-a-
vis Western empires, they were the ones who were spiritually or morally superior.

As International Relations was staking out its disciplinary autonomy, focusing on
the outside as opposed to the inside, to take Rob Walker’s phrase, it was complicated by
the situation of the colonies and colonized populations, not fully inside nor outside,
existing at the limes.3° This omission has brought about significant theoretical
implications. In a manner similar to the “realist-idealist” debate, notions about the
ethical correction of this system of imbalance that have emerged from within the camp
of postcolonialism have also displayed another version of this fractal opposition, that is,
the emergence of a group of scholars identifying themselves as postcolonialists and
seeking to rectify the existing international asymmetry between Western developed and
non-Western developing states, without divesting themselves of state-centrism or a
commitment to rectify existing inequalities which may be amplified with the
international enshrinement of state legitimacy. 3!

This has direct bearing on the situation in Kashmir, whereby Indian (or Pakistani)
nationalist scholars may appropriate these calls for a rectification of the international
status quo without addressing any claims put forth by Kashmiris calling for self-

determination or a proper political outlet for the expression and redress of their

30 Walker (1993).

31 A veritable industry has been created around the production of nationalist literature seeking to affirm
either the Indian or Pakistani position vis-a-vis Kashmir.
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grievances.?? A rough analogy may be made to a more complex form of identity politics,
which, without a redress of structural propensities toward hierarchy will simply result in
the replication of hierarchies with alternating pieces occupying different levels;
however, in this particular case, Kashmiris are at this point denied even a political
identity separate from the states which claim sovereignty over them. The problem is not
only political, it is also conceptual. While the call to take seriously a broader inclusivity
of voices into the discipline and study of International Relations is in itself a laudable
and worthy step to take, without taking seriously problems of reification and
essentialism rampant within so much positivist methodology this will ensure the
replication of categorical reification and essentialism.

Whereas the thrust of much of the scholarship going under the label of

III

“postcolonial” has set up an easy asymmetric opposition between East and West, with
the latter’s power predominating over the former, some of that scholarship has been
subject to the pitfall of reification, leading to antagonisms, categorical exclusivity, and
often tending toward homogenization and in the worst cases, essentialization. The
tendency towards homogenization can be seen in the privileging of one national
discourse over the multiple competing claims for the nation, which, in turn, is reified as

a distinct entity, rather than a process-in-formation consisting of the many nationalities

and sub-nationalities vying for recognition in the postcolonial nation. Internal

32 The parenthetical inclusion of Pakistani represents the equal ability of Pakistanis to co-opt the discourse
yet is placed in parentheses because the main focus of this dissertation is on the Indian-administered side
of Jammu and Kashmir.
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contestation within postcolonial circles has led to divisions over whether to either: a)

I “" I”

retain the label “postcolonial” in reference to its animating ethos, namely, the
interrogation of the structures of colonial domination erected over the course of
modernity; or, b) in order to make such a differentiation clear, opting instead for the
label “de-colonial,” referring to the ethical goal of the animus undergirding this area of
scholarship, which adds, by way of differentiation, the epistemological fact that “post-,”
as a simple temporal register, may not come to grips with the ways in which structures
of the colonial past inflect the present.

The purpose of this dissertation is not to necessarily take a position on which
name to go by, but to make it clear that the ambition of this work is to operate on the
common ground between these two, in stark contrast to post-colonial nationalist
projects. For the purposes here, postcolonial as a single term will refer to the project of
destabilizing the structures of power that were erected by the project of colonial
modernity, whereas the hyphenated post-colonial will refer to the time period after the
period of formal colonialism has ended. This work, then, seeks to deploy the
genealogical thrust of Foucault’s work, destabilizing continuous, linear understandings
of the present, alongside the more particular postcolonial critique of the continuities

and geometric transformations rooted in the period of colonialism that continue to

inflect the present.33

33 Foucault (1984). Gregory (2004), p. 265n13. By geometric transformation | am referring to the
geometrical processes of reflection, rotation, dilation, or translation in which the original shape is not
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This debate over the persistence of imperial structures might naturally call to
mind Marxist accounts of imperial domination and the critique of power. Robert Young,
drawing largely on Fanon (especially, the latter’s caution against simply replacing
colonial bourgeois agents of rule with native bourgeois agents), argues that postcolonial
critique emerged from Marxist critique, but shifted its focus to deal with different
dimensions of power.3* | think that Young rightly points to a convergence in the two
forms of critique, but this dissertation will take a more cautious approach, and not take
up his line of inquiry. Some forms of Marxist critique are certainly amenable to the
postcolonial critique advanced here, however, Marx’s own position on colonialism and
civilizations, and that of many strands of Marxism, nevertheless were ensconced within
a Eurocentrism and teleological historical understanding which stressed the ultimately
emancipatory and ameliorative effects of the colonial project.

The rest of this chapter focuses on three different discourses establishing
hierarchies, that of civilization, imperial liberalism, and geopolitics. Each of these
discourses will be addressed here with respect to their internal development and

elaboration.

altered in any way, only mirrored, turned, made larger or smaller, or moved to another position,
respectively. This is similar to the discursive strategy of metaphor as described by Max Black (1954).

34 Fanon (2004 [1961]); Young (2001).
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1.2 Civilizationalism
“There is no document of culture [civilization] which is not at the same time a document
of barbarism” —Walter Benjamin, “On the Concept of History”3°
1.2.1 Begriffsgeschichte: From Mirabeau to Huntington

This section will provide a Begriffsgeschichte, or “conceptual history” of
“civilization.” This amounts to an archaeology, in the Foucaultian sense, or an
excavation of the deployment of these concepts from circa 1756 through the present as
well as the tracing of breaks and discontinuities. The modern concept of civilization
emerged in the later eighteenth century and developed throughout the nineteenth
century, attaching itself at first to teleologies of temporal development through
engagement with Scottish stadial history, and later to the ethnologization of difference.
The former can be seen as part of the development of what Jackson calls “civilization-in-

III

the-singular” (or for Bowden “civilization as ideal”,) and the latter as his “civilizations-in-

the-plural” (Bowden’s “civilizations as fact”), but their histories have converged and

35 Benjamin (2003 [1940]), p. 392. The original translation by Harry Zohn has the quote as “culture” rather
than civilization, but the quote has often been rendered as “civilization,” for example, in the epigraph to
chapter four of Gregory (2004), ““Civilization” and Barbarbism”” and in Cannadine (2013). The usage of
the quote also departs from how Benjamin deployed it, referring to scholars of ancient history (Numa
Denis Fustel de Coulanges, in particular) excavating precious artifacts and attributing them to some high-
minded notion of past cultural or civilizational achievement, without giving due recognition to the
structures of expropriation of labor power ( “barbarism”). In this way, Benjamin’s quote rather sees what
has been called “civilization” as “barbarism” due to its exploitative practices. The way that the quote,
however, has often been used, is to point out the structural binarism of the term “civilization,” which
simultaneously denotes its opposite (“barbarism”) (cf. Salter (2002)). Here, the multivalence is retained.

nn
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amalgamated, so that the civilizations that came to be identified were written onto
stadial histories of development.3®

This ethnologization of difference was originally an elaboration of Orientalist
philological developments spearheaded by Orientalists working on matters of linguistic
family resemblances in British India. The philological findings were then incorporated
into what Trautmann calls the eighteenth century “Mosaic ethnology,” a Biblically-based
ethnological mapping that was all but a holdover from the European (and Islamic)
medieval period, using Aristotelian arguments grounded in the descent of Noah.3” The
nineteenth century, then, saw the further anthropologization and racialization of
civilizational difference, coming to a high point in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.

The civilization-in-the-singular notion was elaborated throughout the nineteenth
century and became wedded to notions of progress and advancement. The notions of
progress and advancement were crucial elements in the development of liberal political
philosophy in the nineteenth century, and civilization-in-the-singular was easily
incorporated into this liberal progressive history. However, this notion existed in tension

with the idea of civilizations-in-the-plural, which argued the question of civilizational

36 Jackson (2006); Bowden (2009).

37 Trautmann (1997) notes the similarity of the Mosaic ethnology of the late-eighteenth- and early-
nineteenth-century Orientalists in British India and ethnologies similarly based on descent from Noah in
the eleventh century Muslim philosophers Said al-Andalusi (1029-1070) and Abu Rayhan Muhamamd al-
Biruni (973-1050) and the early-seventeenth-century history Persian-Indian philosopher Firishta, also
known as Muhammad Qasim Hindu Shah (1560-1620).
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difference on a spectrum from immutable to malleable; the positions tending toward
the latter pole adopting a more interventionist colonial position, toward the former a
more cautious non-interference policy, one example of which was Henry Sumner
Maine’s idea of “indirect rule.”

The modern coinage of the term “civilization” has been attributed to French
physiocrat Victor de Riqueti, marquis de Mirabeau (1715-1789) in 1756, and carried with
it a religious sensibility of a softening of the heart and manners.3® There had been
earlier usages of similar words rooted in the Latin civitas and civis, and its cognates in
French, by the fourteenth century “civilité,” by the sixteenth century the jurisprudential
verb “civiliser,” defined in 1743 as an “act of justice or judgment that renders a criminal
trial civil.”3 After Mirabeau’s usage, it gradually acquired a notion of a softening of
manners, and an ongoing process away from a state of moral indiscretion and savagery,
as in what Lucien Febvre originally identified as the modern origin of the term, Nicolas
Antoine Boulanger’s (1722-1759) Antiquity Unveiled, posthumously published in 1766.4°
The emergence of the new term was ably put to use with respect to earlier notions of

barbarous or savage peoples who were either excluded from the fold of natural law, or

38 The discussion of the eighteenth-century origins of the term, here, is based on the work of Mazlish
(2004) and Bowden (2009). Both use the work of Jean Starobinski and Emile Benveniste to update Lucien
Febvre’s 1930 identification of the origins of the term a decade later.

39 As defined in the Trevoux Dictionnaire universel. Mazlish (2004, p. 7); Bowden (2009, p. 26)

40 “When a savage people has become civilized, we must not put an end to the act of civilisation by giving
it rigid and irrevocable laws; we must make it look upon the legislation given to it as a form of continuous
civilisation” quoted in Bowden (2009, p. 27).
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only included after much debate in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, seeing
them as lacking in civilization.

The term quickly caught on in English. Samuel Johnson incorporated it (after
much prodding by James Boswell) into his 1772 Oxford English Dictionary; Scottish
philosopher Adam Ferguson (1723-1816) used it in his 1767 Essay on the History of Civil
Society (and perhaps a few years earlier, as indicated in a letter from David Hume to
Adam Smith in 1759 on Ferguson’s “treatise on Refinement”).*! Mazlish sees one reason
for the remarkably rapid usage of the new term as the South Seas Expeditions of James
Cook, pointing to the deployment of the neologism in their encounters with different
peoples, as one of the first examples of an explicit ethnologization of the term.
Specifically, we see this in the Voyage Round the World (1777) of Georg Forster (1754-
1794), a naturalist like his father, Johann Reinhold Forster (1729-1798), whom he
accompanied on James Cook’s second voyage (1772-1775). Georg Forster sees
civilization as a way of conceptualizing others (as either having or not having civilization)
and as having a universal application detached from the particular moorings of
European thought (whereby the Europeans, however, still exemplify the pinnacle of
civilization).*?

The discovery and elaboration of a rough ethnology of “savage” peoples led to a

conception of a universal teleology of civilization, which proceeded in stages, elaborated

41 Bowden (2009), p. 31.

42 Mazlish (2004), pp. 38-41.
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early on by the thinkers associated with the Scottish Enlightenment.** Adam Ferguson
showed this progression running from a state of “rudeness” to a “refined,” “polished”
state, in his 1767 work. Later, in his 1792 Principles of Moral and Political Science, this
position is amended, referring to the “polished” state as including the sociopolitical and
legal organization associated with contemporary Europe.** We already see the
combination of teleology and ethnology in his 1767 oeuvre, which sees the American
savages’ present condition as a mirror “to the features of our own progenitors.”*> The
association of a stadial theory of civilization allowed Western Europeans to incorporate
backward peoples into their own universal histories, a feature that liberalism took as
providing the basis for its principles of tutelage later in nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Ferguson was drawing primarily upon the work of the Jesuit priest Joseph-
Francois Lafitau (1681-1746) in his writings on Amerindian peoples.*® Adam Smith also

drew on Lafitau in developing his four-stage theory of development—the Ages of

43 |n particular, William Robertson (1721-93), Adam Ferguson, Adam Smith, John Millar (1735-1801),
Dugald Stewart (1753-1828). Although not directly associated with the Scottish Enlightenment, the stadial
model was used by two others Scottish writers dealt with here, James Mill, writing about a generation
later, who studied under Dugald Stewart (himself a student of Adam Ferguson) at the University of
Edinburgh, and Charles Grant, associated rather with the Clapham Sect.

44 Bowden (2009), p. 33.
45> Bowden (2009), p. 48.

46 Specifically, Lafitau’s 1724 Customs of the American Indians compared with the Customs of Primitive
Times.
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“Hunters,” “Shepherds,” “Agriculture,” and “Commerce” —displayed in his 1762-1763
lectures.*’

However, an important caveat must be inserted, in that the by the end of the
eighteenth century, the usage of “civilization” was not unequivocal in its association of
“rudeness” with non-European barbaric or savage peoples: in Edmund Burke’s 1790
Reflections on the Revolution in France he sees the French revolutionaries as attacking
“[o]ur manners, our civilization, and all the good things which are connected with
manners and civilization,” and, as elsewhere, couches his own concerns with the
“rudeness” and “refinement” of civilization being written onto class.*®

The Scottish/British elaboration of stadial development found its cognate in
developmental models being elaborated in France, particularly through Anne Robert
Jacques Turgot’s (1727-1781) four-stage theory in his “A Philosophical Review of the
Successive Advances of the Human Mind” (1750) and the Marquis de Condorcet’s (1743-
1794) ten-stage model in his 1794 Sketch for a Historical Picture of the Progress of the
Human Mind.*° The Comte de Volney, Constantin Francgois de Chasseboeuf (1758-1820),
further echoed Ferguson in equating civilization with proper (read: European) state-like

government, and harkened back to John Locke, saying “civilisation is nothing other than

47 Blaney and Inayatullah (2006). John Millar (1735-1801) of the University of Glasgow and Dugald Stewart
(1753-1828) of the University of Edinburgh were influential in propagating Smith’s stadial theory, cf.
Trautmann (1997), pp. 120-121.

48 Mehta (1999) who, successfully, paints Burke as a more positive and sympathetic figure to the
colonized Indians than the liberals, especially John Stuart Mill, hints at but largely overlooks the role of
class as conditioning Burke’s thought, cf. pp. 167, 172.

43 Bowden (2009), pp. 60-63.
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a social condition for the preservation and protection of persons and property etc.”>°
Francois Guizot’s (1787-1874) 1828 The History of Civilization for Bowden, represents
the completion of the universalization of the teleological conception of human history.>?
For Guizot, “[t]he idea of progress, of development, appears to me the fundamental
idea contained in the word, civilization.”>? Guizot made the connection between
progress and European history clear, and invokes Christian Providence to substantiate it,
in the process denigrating Muslim civilization. For Guizot, European supremacy was
rooted in its Roman heritage, Christianity, and the “German” idea of liberty and
individuality that allowed feudalism to overcome the barbarism after the fall of the
Roman empire.>3 Mazlish credits Guizot with offering “an ideological defense of
European supremacy as a civilization that... was to become the prevailing gospel of the
nineteenth century.”>

Back in Great Britain, James Mill (1773-1836) set out in his monumental History
of British India in 1817 (on which there will greater detail in the next chapter) the task of

ascertaining the “true state of the Hindus in the scale of civilization,” linked to a broader

50 Quoted from Bowden (2009), p. 30.

1 Bowden (2009) opens with a reflection on Guizot’s question as to the universality of civilization:
“whether it is an universal fact, whether there is an universal civilization of the human species, a destiny
of humanity... For my own part, | am convinced that there is, in reality a general destiny of humanity, a
transmission of the aggregate of civilization; and, consequently, an universal history of civilization to be
written,” p. 1.

52 Quoted in Mazlish (2004), p. 52.
53 Mazlish (2004), pp. 53-54.

54 Mazlish (2004), p. 55.
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project of establishing a scale of civilizational hierarchies, directly contradicting William
Robertson’s claim in 1791 that India’s past was marked by “ancient splendor.”>> The
explicitly political purpose was for attacking the foundations of the Orientalist project in
general, and their education scheme stressing vernacular learning in particular. The
implication was that Indian civilization was in a rather degraded state, from which uplift
was only possible by inculcation of British values, an assimilationist position that came
to be known as “Anglicism,” most clearly and forcefully stated in Thomas Babington
Macaulay’s (1800-1859) “Minute on Indian Education” in 1835, amid debate on the
education system to be employed in British India. However, in attacking Robertson’s,
and the Orientalists’ (particularly, William Jones), estimation of India’s civilizational
status, Mill employed the model of social evolution used by Robertson and the other
Scottish stadial theorists. Mill’s son, John Stuart Mill (1806-1873), while employed by
the East India Company (from 1823 to 1858), more fully elaborated the concept of
civilization. His 1836 article “Civilization,” notes the word’s “double meaning. It
sometimes stands for human improvement in general, and sometimes for certain kinds
of improvement in particular.”>® In one sense advancing “in the road to perfection... But

in another sense it stands for that kind of improvement only, which distinguishes a

55 Quoted in Trautmann (1997), p. 120; Mehta (1999), p. 91. In making the claim against Robertson, Mill
drew on the work of Charles Grant, who in a 1796 pamphlet explicitly denounced the idea, cf. Trautmann
(1997), pp. 101-109.

56 Mill (1977 [1836]), p. 119.
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wealthy and powerful nation from savages or barbarians.”>” He similarly remarks on the
requirements of proper political society for civilization, following Volney.

In the mid-nineteenth century, we see English-language authors taking the idea
of civilization in a few different ways. These included legal and political usages, as well
as ethnological and/or racial usages. With respect to the legal-political usage of
civilization, the key text emphasized is usually John Stuart Mill’s 1859 “A Few Words on
Non-Intervention,” which simultaneously sets up a defense of state sovereignty in the
international order while constricting that international order to “civilized nations”:

nations which are still barbarous have not got beyond the period during which it

is likely to be for their benefit that they should be conquered and held in
subjection by foreigners. Independence and nationality, so essential to the due
growth and development of a people further advanced in improvement, are
generally impediments to theirs.>8

This tract on non-intervention also emphasizes the possibility of national self-
determination, however, in conditional form: “[t]hough it be a mistake to give freedom
to a people who do not value the boon, it cannot be but right to insist that if they do
value it, they shall not be hindered from the pursuit of it by foreign coercion.”>®

Presumably, barbarous peoples do not properly value freedom, and this can be shown

57 Ibid. Emphasis in original.
58 Mill (1984 [1859]), pp. 118-119.

59 Mill (1984 [1859]), pp. 123-124. Emphasis in original.
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by their untrustworthiness with respect to reciprocity: “barbarians will not reciprocate.
They cannot be depended on for observing any rules. Their minds are not capable of so
great an effort, nor their will sufficiently under the influence of distant motives.”®® Mill,
while far from being the most harsh or unsympathetic to the cause of the non-
Europeans, nevertheless furnished the intellectual topography on which later European
supremacists would stake their positions.

The legal-political line was furthered by the work of Henry Maine (1822-1888), in
which we see a most explicit linkage between ancient society and undeveloped,
backwards peoples, specifically in his 1861 Ancient Law. Maine came to argue for a
distinctive quality of ancient society that abstracted it from any political conquest, and,
rooted in his understanding of the Sepoy Revolt of 1857, argued that transposing
modern, civilized, Western institutions onto ancient societies will only result in a violent
reaction to the uprooting of the traditional lifestyle.®! Maine’s position, in the aftermath
of 1857 and the formal imposition of the British government’s rule over British India,
was an attack on the earlier liberal utilitarian position of direct interference and
imposition of British institutions in India, espoused earlier by James Mill and Macaulay.

In the development of international law, we see the creation, rooted in John
Stuart Mill’s ideas about the inability of barbarians to reciprocate, of the classical

standard of civilization. This is most clear in James Lorimer’s (1818-1890) 1883 The

60 Vill (1984 [1859]), p. 118.

61 Mantena (2010). The next chapter will deal with Maine in more detail as it relates to British India.
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Institutes of the Law of Nations, which saw humanity as divided into three concentric
zones or spheres, “that of civilised humanity, that of barbarous humanity, and that of
savage humanity.”®? “Barbarous humanity” for Lorimer primarily referred to China and
Japan, societies that possessed complex state structures, but were lacking in Western-
style forms of civilized governance. Drawing on the next line of civilizational thought
outlined below, Lorimer exclaims: “[n]Jo modern contribution to science seems destined
to influence international politics and jurisprudence to so great an extent as that which
is known as ethnology, or the science of races.”® He justifies the French conquest of
Algeria, and to “talk of the recognition of Mahometan States as a question of time, is to
talk nonsense” because “in order to be entitled to recognition, a State must... possess”
both “the will... [and] the power to reciprocate the recognition it demands,” extending
John Stuart Mill’s thoughts on reciprocity and barbarism.%

In 1894 John Westlake (1828-1913) follows the earlier equation between
civilization and proper (Western-style) governmental institutions, and equating
“international society” with the “society of states, having European civilization.” To

qguote Brett Bowden, “[a]n explicit distinction between ‘civilized” and ‘uncivilized’

62 Quoted in Linklater (2016). Lorimer was Regius Chair in Public Law at the University of Edinburgh from
1862 to 1890.

63 Quoted in Bowden (2005), p. 18.

& |bid.
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peoples in the eyes of international law gained such currency in the work of so many
publicists that it was virtually beyond contention.”®

The civilizational concept was also racialized, beginning in the mid-nineteenth
century. Arthur de Gobineau (1816-1882), in his four-volume Essay on the Inequality of
Races (1853-1855), followed Guizot in his assertion of European supremacy, but
divorced it from Guizot’s justification of Divine Providence blessing Christian, Roman,
Germanic Europe, and secularized it, focusing rather on a racial justification of Teutonic
supremacy. Civilizational success was a result of whiteness or Teutonism, and
civilizational decline was attributed to inferior stock or admixture. Gustave Le Bon
(1841-1931) furthered the race-civilization nexus in the 1880s, drawing on the work of
Gobineau, and stressing the link between barbarians and the lower classes in Europe.
According to Mazlish, “[r]acial distinctions could replace the faltering aristocratic ones
as a justification for hierarchy” and

[w]ith the advent of the concept of civilization in the eighteenth century, race

could find a host on which to fasten itself. Conjectural history, with its stages of

development from savages and barbarians, via nomads and agriculturalists, to

commercialists and civilization, supplies the general model. Now race became

the master key by which to turn that lock of history.®®

85 |bid., p. 17. Westlake was Whewell Chair of International Law at the University of Cambridge from 1888
to 1908.

66 Mazlish (2004), p. 62.
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In the United Kingdom, the racial conception of civilization was taken up by the
infamous Robert Knox (1791-1862) in his Races of Men (1850).%” Nineteenth-century
racial science was simultaneously building upon the work of Gottingen-based Johann
Friedrich Blumenbach (1752-1840), who composed On the Natural Variety of Mankind
in 1776, and reacting against the philology of the Orientalists, who had been positing
versions of Indo-European unity since William Jones laid out his thesis on the common
linguistic heritage of Latin, Greek, Gothic, Celtic, Persian, and Sanskrit in 1786. Jones’s
philological discoveries were enframed within a Biblical chronology (specifically, the
Ussher chronology, dating the world’s creation to 4004 B.C.), and for him, linguistic
unity belied an ethnology of common descent. James Cowles Prichard (1786-1848),
drawing heavily on both Blumenbach and Indological writings in his 1813 Researches
into the Physical History of Mankind, laid out a claim for the originary unity of mankind,
whereby differences in civilization caused the manifestation of different races (against
the climatological thesis). Drawing on Prichard, Sanskritist Friedrich Max Miiller laid out
his claim for Aryan unity, Indian and European, by common linguistic descent. However,
even within this framing, Henry Maine in his 1875 The Effects of Observation of India on
Modern European Thought, adopting the ethnological thesis of Indo-European linguistic

unity, nevertheless is able to account for differential civilizational attainments by

67 Knox, needing bodies for anatomical dissection, paid providers without inquiring into their methods of
acquisition. Of the providers were William Burke and William Hare, who went on a killing spree in 1828 in
order to provide such bodies. Hare turned king’s evidence and confessed, and Burke was convicted of
sixteen murders.
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claiming that some branches of the Indo-European family are progressive (Greeks and
Romans) and others are stagnant (those in India).®®

Prichard and his followers formed the Ethnological Society of London, and in
response to the “monogenist” program of this institution, drawing on the work of
polygenists Robert Knox and Paul Broca (1824-1880), James Hunt (1833-1869) and
Richard Burton (1821-1890) founded the Anthropological Society of London in 1863. The
racial theorists sought to loosen the connection between Western Europeans and
Indians and eventually succeeding in doing so. While Darwin’s 1859 Origin of Species
levelled a significant blow to the polygenist account, it also rendered the Ussher
chronology ultimately unreliable.

The paradoxical impact of this was that although the polygenist account was
upended, the lengthened human chronology allowed for greater time for supposed
races to develop, minimizing the conceptual impact of the philological on the
ethnological, and carving out intellectual space for race to be studied under biology.®
This allowed space for the Social Darwinist arguments to enter, explaining differential
civilizational attainment due to selective fitness and competition. Gregory Claeys notes
how Social Darwinism inserted “a new definition of race directly attached to skin color,

in which ideas of racial hierarchy and supremacy were wedded to earlier notions of

8 Trautmann (1997), pp. 205-206.

9 Trautmann (1997), pp. 165-183. The Ethnological Society of London merged with the Anthropological
Society of London in 1871, forming the Royal Anthropological Institute.
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“fitness.” Race was now assumed to be a determinate, independent factor in human
evolution.””°

Claeys argues that by “the mid-1860s Darwin himself became a Social Darwinist,
and came increasingly to hope that the optimal outcome of human natural selection
would be the triumph of the “intellectual and moral” races over the “lower and more
degraded ones,” which was not a necessary outcome of the logic of the Origin of Species
per se, but he was persuaded by a number of authors influenced by, and including,
Herbert Spencer. ’* This is seen in Darwin’s 1871 Descent of Man, where, in an
interesting turn, but in keeping with the core tenets of Social Darwinism, he argues for
the success of moral superiority, which allows for group cooperation, rather than just
material superiority, a view echoed in Walter Bagehot’s 1872 Physics and Politics.”? This
is an attribute that Darwin sees particularly in prominence among Western Europeans,
but lacking among Orientals.”?

By the close of the nineteenth century, the discourse of civilization had taken on

an explicitly racial dimension, however, was not conceptually exhausted by race.”* Race,

70 Claeys (2000), p. 238.

1 Claeys (2000), p. 236. These included William Rathbone Greg, Alfred Russell Wallace, and Darwin’s
cousin Francis Galton.

” u

72 The “progress of man requires the co-operation of men for its development,” “man can only make
progress in ‘co-operative groups,” but the “members of such a group should be similar enough to one
another to co-operate easily and readily together.” Quoted in Bowden (2009), p. 64. Emphasis in original.

73 Mazlish (2004), p. 68.

74 In the words of Mazlish (2004), “racism in connection with the concept of civilization was an all-
pervasive feature of the nineteenth century in Europe,” pp. 69-70.
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in its amalgamation with civilization, also mutated. We saw above notions of how the
“racialized” poorer classes in French and British theories originated in lesser stocks—in
France, the superior Germanic aristocracy and the lower Celtic peasantry. Race also
mutated across ethnic boundaries: in Scotland, the Presbyterian lowland Scots were
described by Robert Knox and Isaac Taylor as Saxon, in contrast to the Celtic highland
Scots. John Beddoe (1826-1911) studied what he saw as the different Races of Britain in
1862, and in the second and third editions of the work (1885, 1905) included an “index
of nigrescence” (of which Halford Mackinder availed himself), showing the commonality
of dark-haired people across the British Isles, supposed to correlate with Celtic
populations and the working class.”

The discourse of civilization was also highly gendered, both in the sense that
certain races and civilizations were seen as masculine or effeminate, and in the sense
that civilization can provide a corrective to excessive (“beastly”) masculinity. This was
evidenced in standards of how women were expected to be treated and expected to
behave.’® In India, this was seen in the martial race discourse, averring that some races
were naturally more inclined towards bellicosity, and some more effeminate. The
majority of India was classified as being effeminate, especially the Bengalis, over whom

the British first ruled. This was in line with the climate science that stressed that tropical

7> Kearns (2009), p. 73.

76 Abrahams (1998); Bederman (1995). On the treatment of women as a marker of civilization, see Towns
(2007), Narayan (1997), esp. chapter two “Restoring History and Politics to “Third-World Traditions”:
Contrasting the Colonialist Stance and Contemporary Contestations of Sati,” pp. 41-80.
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climes created lassitude. John Crawfurd, then-president of the Ethnological Society of
London used this trope in an 1861 article to refute Friedrich Max Miiller’s hypothesis of
Indo-Aryan unity: “I can by no means, then, agree with a very learned professor of
Oxford, that the same blood ran in the veins of the soldiers of Alexander and Clive as in
those of the Hindus whom, at the interval of two-and-twenty ages, they both scattered
with the same facility.””’

The notion of European racial-civilizational superiority was first put in question in
the aftermath of the Battle of Tsushima and the resulting Japanese victory in the Russo-
Japanese War in 1905. Inaugural Wilson Professor of International Politics, Alfred
Zimmern (1879-1957), in 1905 a young classics lecturer at Oxford, said he put aside his
class’s lesson aside that day to speak “about the most important historical even which
has happened, or is likely to happen, in our lifetime; the victory of a non-white people
over a white people.”’® At the same time in Bengal, at his Patha Bhavana school in
Santiniketan, Rabindranath Tagore, upon receiving the news, overjoyed, led his students
out of class to an impromptu victory march.”® The battle showed signs of the instability
of discursive structure of international hierarchy, Zimmern’s anxiety and Tagore’s

overjoyed optimism.

77.Quoted in Trautmann (1997), p. 181.
78 Tinker (1977), p. 39.

72 Mishra (2012), p. 225.
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The German discourse on civilization, however, took a rather different turn than
the French and British iterations, and importantly for our purposes, later converged with
them, especially in delimiting specifically “Western” civilization. The Germans had two
words that emerged in the eighteenth century, Kultur, which after 1750 came to refer to
social and moral cultivation, and Zivilisation, which, in contrast to the thick, organic
nature of Kultur, came to represent thin superficialities; Kultur was associated with a
sense of national being, Zivilisation was associated with urban and political life, tinged
with French influence.® Kultur was associated with intellectual and artistic endeavors,
morality and the higher goals of moral cultivation, Zivilisation with mere good behavior,
as described by Immanuel Kant in his 1784 Idea for a Universal History with a
Cosmopolitan Intent: “For the idea of morality belongs to culture; and yet using this idea
only in reference to semblances of morality, e.g., love of honor and outward propriety,
constitutes mere civilization.”8!

This association endeared Kultur to another German concept, that of Bildung,
roughly intellectual and moral development. This was deployed by Johann Gottfried
Herder (1744-1803) in his Ideas on the Philosophy of the History of Mankind (1784-
1791), and his conception of progress was strictly rooted in the particularities and
grounding of specific cultures, lending himself to a cultural pluralism. Jackson notes how

the French civilisation, and thus the German Zivilisation, lent itself to universal historical

80 Bowden (2009), pp. 34-40; Schafer (2004), pp. 74-75.

81 Kant (1983 [1784]), p. 36.
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development and the idea of “civilization-in-the-singular,” and how Kultur was precisely
the answer provided to the idea of “civilizations-in-the-plural.”®? However, a rift opened
up on the notion of progress and development, as shown in Kant’s critical review of
Herder’s work in 1785, which stressed Kant’s own commitment to universal markers of
cultural achievement as exemplifications of reason, rather than the cultural relativism
Herder was charged with espousing.® For Kant, universal history was rather the gradual
advance from conditions of barbarism to nationhood.

In the next generation, we see Hegel combining the principles that reason can
reveal universal truths and that communities have unique values.®* For Hegel, Reason’s
unfolding constitutes the progress of Universal History, Universal History belongs to the
realm of Spirit, whose essence is freedom, which is seen as “the recognition and
adoption of such universal substantial objects as Right and Law and the production of a
reality that is accordant with them—the State.”8> The State is thus seen as the actuality
of the ethical Idea of Freedom, wherein we see the reconciliation of “the particularity of
each individual person with the general imperatives of the group.”2® But his recognition

of History is seen as an unfolding from the Greco-Roman world toward the north and

82 Jackson (2006), p. 86.

83 See Kant’s “Review of Herder’s Ideas on the Philosophy of the History of Mankind, Part Two (1785),” in
Eze (1997), pp. 66-70.

84 One is tempted to posit an analogical relationship to Hegel on the order of Zivilisation : Kultur ::
Mortalitdt : Sittlichkeit.

85 Bowden (2009), p. 67.

86 Jackson (2006), p. 87.
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west, Europe is seen as “the end of world history, just as Asia is its beginning.”®” Asia,
and India in particular, is written out of history, seen as an absence of the actuality of
the nation in the state, due to its lack of internal political unity. Thus, through the
colonial project, India can be brought back into History, but not as an author, at least
not until after a nation and state form have been created.® Marx later extended a
version of this argument to his teleology of historical materialism, similarly justifying
colonialism for bringing history to India and elsewhere.

Much of German culture was enthused with a general spirit of philhellenism that
abounded in the 1820s during the Greek War of Independence. The spirit of
philhellenism brought on by the Greek War was conceptually tied up with a denigration
of Muslimness (specifically, the Muslimness of the Ottomans), which underwent a
process of racialization with the gradual emergence of a distinct concept of a Muslim
civilizational unity from the 1820s to the 1880s.2° Thus, in an interesting coincidence of
geopolitics and academic civilizationalism, the idea of “Western civilization” came into

popular consciousness in definitional and political opposition to the Muslim other. The

87 |bid.
88 Inden (2000), pp. 7-8.

89 “On balance, however, the Greek rebellion helped catalyze a shift in European public opinion against
the Ottomans. European empires mobilized in support of Greek nationalism, despite the antinationalist
principles of the Congress of Vienna,” Aydin (2017), pp. 51-52. On the specific delimitation of Muslim
civilization, and the racialization of this otherness, see chapter two. The aspect of racialization comes in
the form of both “Semitic” philological ethnology and distinct religious difference. On the utilization of the
same kind of essentialist language deployed to frame Muslim civilization in order to counteract European
imperial aims and voice calls for political protections, rights, and self-determination, see chapter three.
This is in general support of the thesis in Said’s Orientalism (2003), that the Orient was a negative image
against which the West defined itself.
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phenomenon of philhellenism sees its rise in Germany with the turn of the century
Romantic works by Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832), Friedrich von Schiller
(1759-1805), and in Germaine de Staél’s (1766-1817) De I’Allemagne (1810-13).° The
philhellenism of the German Romantics was institutionalized educationally in the
program set for the newly founded University of Berlin by Prussian education minister
Wilhelm von Humboldt in 1810, which tied Greek learning to Blldung.®! Jackson sees this
philhellenism connected to Bildung in the emergence of a category (formed in political
opposition to the ideas of French Revolution) referring to the unity of Europe (for
Novalis (1772-1801) it was “Christendom”; for Burke and Joseph de Maistre (1753-1821)
Europe was “a notion of a spiritual or cultural unity that underlay a number of countries
and excluded some others”).?? In this context, the emergence of the “evening land”
(Abendland) or “West” emerged, the precise boundaries of which were in flux, but “one
thing is quite unambiguously clear: the heart of the Abendland is Christianity...

understood as a whole, a unit.”?3

%0 painter (2010), pp. 59-71, 91-103. Painter sees the art historian Johann Joachim Winckelmann (1717-68)
contributing to the philhellenism through the idea of Greek beauty.

%1 Jackson (2006), pp. 90-93.
92 Jackson (2006), p. 94n21.

93 Jackson (2006), pp. 93-94. Emphasis in original. Jackson probably overemphasizes the totality of
Christianity, especially the inclusion of eastern churches. This discussion also impacted Russian notions of
belonging either to part of the Western Christian civilizational milieu or a distinctive Slavophilic Eastern
Europe. Neumann (1996) situates a crucial defining point in the emergence of this debate in Russia to the
same period, namely the Decembrist Revolution of 1825, between the Westernizing European
Decembrists and the Romantic Slavophiles. Geographer Conrad Malte-Brun (1775-1826) at this time
contended that Russian geographers had “proved” the Urals to have formed the Europe-Asia boundary
line, thus proving Russia’s incorporation into continental Europe. Lewis and Wigen (1997), p. 217n47.
Contrarily, however, Slavophiles pushed for the acknowledgment of a Eurasian region, the definition and
boundaries of which often shifted. Lewis and Wigen (1997), p. 222n98. This can be seen as an example of
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In the lead-up to World War |, Jackson further distinguishes between the
rhetorical deployments of the German West, associated with France, Great Britain, and
Zivilisation, whereas Abendland was associated with “an encompassing community”
including all sides of the conflict.%* In the aftermath of the war, Oswald Spengler’s
Decline of the West (1918) saw a new elaboration of the concepts of Kultur and
Zivilisation, the former seen as the animating spirit of a people, the latter as its reified,
ossified form before shattering and falling: as Spengler put it “the living body of a soul
and the mummy of it,” respectively.®® In interwar Germany there were further
elaborations of the Kultur-Zivilisation antagonism: Thomas Mann (1875-1955),
Ferdinand Tonnies (1855-1936), and Alfred Weber (1868-1958) viewed Kultur as pure
spirituality or “a set of normative principles, values, and ideals,” and Zivilisation as mere
mechanization, or conquest over nature.®® In 1930 Sigmund Freud elaborated his idea of
civilization as a thin veneer over our more brute passions.”’ Later, in 1939 Norbert Elias
historicized this, framing the “civilizing process” as within a historical context of
manners and the transition from courtly to bourgeois society.®® Further, Elias critiqued

the European assumption in the nineteenth century that civilization was just an inherent

a general thesis of this dissertation: civilizational scriptings are political acts, and never done in the
abstract, but are always territorialized.

94 Jackson (2006), p. 97.

9 Quoted in Schifer (2004), p. 77.

% Bowden (2009), p. 37; Schafer (2004), pp. 77-78.
97 Mazlish (2004), pp. 78-84.

%8 Mazlish (2004), pp. 84-88.
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part of European society, and the European extension of the civilizing process through
imperialism.®? For Elias, the “concept of Kultur delimits” and “places special stress on
national differences and the particular identity of groups”, whereas “the concept of
civilization plays down the national differences in between peoples,” but not extending
generally to non-European peoples.1% But Spengler’s viewing Zivilisation as the destiny
of Kultur helped erode the antagonism, and in the aftermath of World War Il was used
as a way to link West Germany to the other nations in the West, or more precisely, the
Abendland.’®* Romanticist Germans stressing Kultur stressed its distinctiveness from the
West of Zivilisation, nevertheless the Abendland was seen as inclusive of Germany, but
in most cases exclusive of the Russian east, stressing at this time German connections
with Greek. During World War Il, commentators in the West, saw Nazism as an
incarnation of Eastern barbarism or subversive Eastern ideas, and carried this over to
the Cold War, forming an alliance on this idea with Western German politicians in both
major political parties. In the words of Konrad Adenauer in March 1946, “Asia stands at
the Elbe.”

The concept of Bildung merged with the notion of the West in United States
universities, specifically as inculcated by students in “Western Civilization” courses and

Bildung-inspired liberal arts programs, stressing a “heliotropic” course of history from

9 Linklater (2016).
100 Bowden (2009), p. 38

101 Jackson (2006), pp. 104-111.
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the Greeks, through Europe, and to the United States. Jackson dates this to Charles Eliot
Norton’s (1827-1908) fine arts survey at Harvard in 1873, and then more concretely to
the “Contemporary Civilizations” general education course at Columbia that began in
1919. In his words, “[t]hese courses took over and furthered the Abendland notion of
‘the West’ that had emerged in the German academy, modified only by the insertion of
the United States into the same historical sequence.”!%? President of Columbia
University Nicholas Murray Butler who served in this capacity from 1902 to 1945,
pushed for a unificatory liberal arts program there, and the technique for doing this, as
in German educational system, was an emphasis on unity of the cultural world to which
the students belonged, including its ancient origins.'% This adopted the German
philhellenic understanding of Greece as the origin of the West. The basic framework of
the course spread to other United States universities, including Harvard (under the title
“Western Thought and Institutions”), Chicago, and Stanford. John Erksine’s (1879-1951)
Great Books course converged with the spirit of Contemporary Civilization, providing
primary sources for the study of Western civilization. By the mid-1940s, in the aftermath
of World War Il, there had developed a clear and coherent notion of what the West was,
and it had been thoroughly assembled, its history actively written. Thus, in the Cold War

period, “civilization-in-the-singular” came to be identified with Western civilization, and

102 Jackson (2006), p. 100.

103 “IT]he antidote to specialization was occidentalism.” Jackson (2006), p. 101.
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Western civilization had been thoroughly filled in and contrasted to other civilizational
entities.

For the colonized world, especially British India, World War | put the incivility of
the West on full display.1% This was further compounded in British India with the
Rowlatt Act, extending emergency measures in March 1919, the Jallianwala Bagh
massacre during protests against this act in April 1919, and the insufficiencies of the
Montagu-Chelmsford reforms of December 1919. The liberal program of self-
determination further placed an urgency on defining a people as a nation, and on
demonstrating “civilization,” or a capacity for self-government.

In the aftermath of World War I, the discourse of civilization generally gave way
to that of modernization and development, Rostow’s five stages of economic growth
being an exemplary case.'® A notable exception is in the figure of Arnold Toynbee, who
sought to synthesize the two earlier notions of civilizations. His twelve-volume A Study
of History (1934-1961) sought, along Spenglerian lines, to enumerate a number of
civilizations which go through a cyclical rise and fall. Spengler specified eight
civilizations: Babylonian, Egyptian, Chinese, Indian, Mesoamerican, Classical/Greco-
Roman, Magian/Arabian, and Western/Faustian. Toynbee enumerates a total of twenty-
eight, through stages of rise, fall, and in many cases collapse, resulting in four remaining

dominant civilizations of Western (including “Orthodox” Russian), Islamic, Hindu, and

104 Adas (2004).

105 Rostow (1960).
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Far Eastern. In Toynbee’s Civilization on Trial (1948) he states that “[c]ivilizations have
come and gone, but Civilization (with a big ‘C’) has succeeded” or endured.%® But World
War Il had significantly dented his optimism in Western civilization, which he had
increasingly equated with modernity. Aydin argues that this equation by Toynbee was
picked up by Islamicist theorists, stressing anti-modernist political programs as a part of
anti-Western political orientations, retrenching towards a conceptualization of an
authentic non-Western and therefore non-modern tradition.?” Mian Mohammed
Sharif, in his “Introduction” to the landmark work History of Muslim Philosophy in 1966,
takes up exactly Toynbee’s thesis of the rise and fall of civilizations.'% Sharif also
borrows Western characterizations that associated Muslim material power with
civilizational achievements, labelling the period of 1700 to 1850 a “Dark Age.”

While the notion of civilization-in-the-singular was largely displaced in favor of
modernization and development during the Cold War, seen as an atavism of the bygone
colonial era, it reemerged with ferocity during the soul-searching that took place in the
immediate aftermath of the Cold War. The Western triumphalism that emerged in
Fukuyama’s notorious “end of history” argument can be read as a defense of

civilization-in-the-singular, equated with a broad and selective teleological reading of

106 Quoted in Bowden (2009), p. 40.
107 Aydin (2017), p. 197.

108 Sharif (1966).

82



Western European and North American history.'% The pages of The Atlantic proved
fertile to post-Cold War speculations. While John Mearsheimer pointed to the rise of
multipolarity and the return of nationalism in August 1990, the next issue had Bernard
Lewis musing on a specific manifestation of this nationalism, but broadened, racialized,
and de-secularized as “Muslim rage.”*1° Four years later in the same periodical, Robert
Kaplan announced “the coming anarchy,” rooted in a Malthusian anxiety but specifically
directly at the Third World, and Africa in particular.'*! As Kevin Dunn puts it, “[t]he
symbolic linchpin in his argument was the collapse of civilisation in Africa.” 2

It is to the article by Lewis that credit, or blame, is given for coining the phrase
“clash of civilizations,” which Samuel Huntington picked up and deployed in his article
and book of the same title.'** Huntington based his conception of civilizational blocs on
the earlier models of Spengler, and especially Toynbee, enumerating “seven or eight

major civilizations” (Western, Confucian/Sinic, Japanese, Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-

103 Fukuyama (1989).
110 Mearsheimer (1990); Lewis (1990).

111 Kaplan (1994). Simon Dalby points out that Kaplan does not simply apply Malthusian principles to the
current environmental and population pressures but smuggles in a host of assumptions about the inability
of Africans to develop along Western lines, and the complications for the security United States
represented by this. Dalby (1998).

112 Dunn (2004), p. 484.

113 Huntington (1993, 1996). “This is no less than a clash of civilizations—the perhaps irrational but surely
historic reaction of an ancient rival against our Judeo-Christian heritage, our secular present, and the
worldwide expansion of both,” Lewis (1990). Huntington sees it fit to accept Lewis’s authority on the
matter and uses this block quote, and more, in both his article (1993, p. 32) and book (1996, p. 213).
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Orthodox, Latin American, and “possibly African”).}# Huntington, while focusing on
civilizations-in-the-plural, however, accepts as his standard for civilization-in-the-
singular the tenets established by his “Western” civilization, as when he points to “the

Ill

greater clash, the global “real clash,” between Civilization and barbarism.”*'> His
civilizations are reified and constituted as “objects with essentially continuous core
features.”1® Shapiro locates in Huntington’s thesis “a moral geography, a security-
oriented ethico-political initiative aimed at protecting an enclave whose civilizational
integrity is more a function of the way he tells the story than it is of stable cultural or
civilizational difference.”’

For all of its empirical falsities, the ways in which essentialisms smoothly gloss
over internal contestations of the posited civilizations, the lack of attention to change
within and exchange between civilizations, and the spate of academic literature refuting
the factual basis of civilizations, let alone the assumptions about an inherently hostile
Islamic civilization, and a projected future of conflict between civilizational blocs, it has
proved remarkably influential in articulating racial and civilizational anxieties felt

amongst a certain sector of the (white Anglo-Saxon Protestant) American population; in

the words of Michael Shapiro, “Huntington an articulate exemplar of those who think

114 Huntington (1993), p. 25; (1996) pp. 45-47.
115 Huntington (1996), p. 321; Jackson (2007), ““Our civilization” easily becomes “civilization,”” p. 47.
116 Hall and Jackson (2007), p. 6.

117 Shapiro (1998).
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that the United States — as part of an entity called “the West” —is threatened by the
increasing presence of cultural Others.”*!® In Huntington, much of the conceptual
spillovers of race and civilization are in evidence, for Ali Mazrui “the conflicts may be as
much racial as cultural, as much intra-civilizational as inter-civilizational.”**® John M.
Hobson points to how Huntington shares

with the racist cultural-realists—Stoddard, Grant and Pearson—an overarching

desire to maximize the distance between East and West, especially by curtailing

non-white, non-Western immigrants and by policing and protecting the

boundary between white and non-white, Western and non-Western,

civilizations.'?°

Much of this anxiety is in evidence today among a resurgence of right-wing
cultural nationalists, including United States President Trump, and a host of European
political parties whose central platforms revolve around anti-immigration and anti-
Muslim policies, based on an imagined nostalgia for a culturally homogeneous and

impossibly prosperous society.?! This is in evidence elsewhere in Huntington’s oeuvre,

as in his Who Are We? (2004), lamenting the rise of a Catholic, Hispanophone United

118 Shapiro (1998).
119 Mazrui (1997), p. 37. Emphasis in original.
120 Hobson (2012), p. 284.

121 A Venn diagram would show an enormous degree of overlap between the anti-immigrant and anti-
Muslim sentiments, but with slivers being retained for opposition to immigration from other ethnicities,
and for foreign policy positions which project this anti-Muslim sentiment. Much of this antagonism,
immigration as precluding broad-based working-class prosperity, conveniently displaces economic
grievances onto cultural ones. See Connolly (2017).
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States, pointing to Miami as the harbinger of Anglo doom in the rest of the country.??
Thus, while often disconnected in large measure from verified empirical realities, and
having his concepts obfuscated, or defined, by reifications and selective focal points,
Huntington nevertheless is able to articulate an anxiety which largely corresponds to the
anxieties that resulted in the elevation of Donald Trump to the United States
presidency, and, importantly for the purposes of this dissertation, the rise of the
Bhartiya Janata Party (BJP) and Prime Minister Narendra Modi in India.'?3 A foreign
policy manifestation of Huntington’s “clash” thesis can be clearly seen in Trump’s
speech in Warsaw, 6 July 2017, stressing the “extremist” threat of “radical Islamic
terrorism” against “our civilization,” “the West.”1%4

A neo-imperialist take on Huntington can be seen in imperial apologist Niall
Ferguson, whose equation of the West with the concept of civilization is painfully
conspicuous in his book’s title, Civilization: The West and the Rest.1?> A more productive

response to the “clash” thesis emerged in the form of an advocacy for a “dialogue of

civilizations,” put forth by Iranian President Mohammed Khatami to the UN General

122 Huntington (2004). On Miami as a doomsday prophecy for the white Anglo-Saxon Protestant United
States, see pp. 247-251. This section was rooted in his Foreign Policy article published in 2004 entitled
“The Hispanic Challenge.”

123 Huntington closes his book stressing a disconnect between cosmopolitan elites and “The
overwhelming bulk of the American people [who] are committed to a national alternative and to
preserving and strengthening the American identity that has existed for centuries,” p. 366.

124 | ozada (2017). There is much slippage between “our civilization” and “civilization itself” in the speech,
primarily written by Stephen Miller, with much conceptual resonance to then-senior advisor Steve

Bannon.

125 Ferguson (2011a).

86



Assembly on September 21, 1998, and proposed designating the year 2001 as the “Year
of the Dialogue of Civilizations.” His proposal retained a notion of reified civilizational
entities as distinct, similar to Huntington, but proffered a position of positive
recognition and multicultural tolerance, rooted in Habermasian communicative
rationality, rather than retrenchment and conflict.?®

In intellectual history, the defense of Western civilization has often taken the
form of the defense of Enlightenment values and tradition, which often takes a
reductive and selective reading of the movement, as evidenced in the work of Stephen
Pinker, especially his progressivist teleological Enlightenment Now, with its
untrammeled faith in the betterment of humankind and the rationality of market
forces.?’

Hamid Dabashi sees the recent return of the discourse of “civilization” as the
death throes of empire.

The re-emergence of civilizational thinking at the last two decades of the

twentieth century and at heart of capitalist modernity is a defense mechanism, a

futile attempt to salvage an outdated mutation of capital and culture at the

commencement of the project early in the eighteenth century.!?8

126 petito (2007).

127 See Guilhot (2018) for a good critique of Pinker’s book. Irfan Ahmed’s Religion as Critique (2017)
anthropologizes the European Enlightenment, viewing it as a manifestation of cultural particularism.

128 Dabashi (2004), p. 245.
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1.2.2 Ontological Matters: Viewing Civilizations as Processes, Destabilizing Civilizational
Substantialism

While the above telling traces the development of the concept of “civilization,”
this dissertation focuses on the shifts which occur in both how civilization and
civilizations are conceptualized, and how specific civilizations have been delineated
apart from and against others. In most of the authors above, civilization “as ideal” or
“in-the-singular” was aspirational and abstracted from particularist upper-class,
masculinist, Western Christian practices, sometimes unknowingly, other time making
the connection explicit. It was associated with advancement, progress, modernity
against retrograde forms of living. Civilizations “as fact” or “in-the-plural,” rested upon
an ontological substantialism: the supposition that such civilizations do independently
exist. This carried with it the further implication that if such a civilization did exist, it
would have a significant amount of common identifiable features that would be able to
constitute its basic identity.

As these features became enumerated and defined, they were taken as the
essential building blocks of the civilization, without which it would not have enough
conceptual stability to exist. These features necessarily privileged certain segments of
the society of which they were elaborating, often the clerisy, literati, and upper classes.
These agents were actively involved in defining and elaborating the constituent
elements of the civilization in question. In colonized societies, this conceptually works
against the idea that civilizational identity was an active imposition by a forceful

colonizing agent against a passive colonized subject. While power asymmetry must be
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accounted for, politically, materially, and ideationally, collaborating agents benefitting
from imperial Western rule did actively contribute to, albeit in differing degrees, the
delineation and definition of civilizational membership.

Thus, in recognition the circulation of power, this dissertation agrees with
Edward Said’s contention “that Orientalism is fundamentally a political doctrine willed
over the Orient because the Orient was weaker than the West, which elided the Orient’s
difference with its weakness.”'?° However, in both auto-Orientalism and nationalist
“post-colonialism,” the role of colonized agents is completely erased. The succeeding
chapters read in dialogical fashion, where we have elaborations emanating at first from
the British, then adaptations, adoptions, and reworkings in the anti-colonial movement,
then a re-imposition of definitions in their period after colonialism on a sub-national
group (Kashmiris), and finally the modalities of the Kashmiri response.

Pinar Bilgin, writing against Khatami’s notion of the “dialogue of civilizations,”
avers that civilizations ought to be conceptualized as dynamic processes in the making,
rather than as stable, stagnant unities.’*° In the process, this helps to destabilize
conceptual state-centrism. Thus, in line with the process philosophy of Mustafa
Emirbayer, this dissertation focuses on the shifts and changes within articulations of

civilization and civilizations, rather than treating them as reified entities.?3! Linklater

129 S3id (2003 [1978]), p. 204.
130 Bjlgin (2012).

131 Emirbayer (1997); Nexon and Jackson (1999).
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holds that this is much in line with the thinking of Norbert Elias, who traced patterns
and manners across courtly societies into bourgeois ones in Western Europe.'3?

The enactments and deployment of the discourse of civilizationalism (both “as
fact” and “as ideal”) has been justificatory in the West of “Western” supremacy and has
been viewed as the moral accompaniment of European imperialism. Bowden holds to
the claim that “civilization and hierarchy go hand-in-hand.”**3 The next two sections
briefly recapitulate the ideas of imperial liberalism and geopolitics, and how they
combine with civilizationalism.

1.3 Liberalism and Empire

Much of this section of the dissertation draws on the pathbreaking work of
scholars working on the combination of liberalism and empire in the period after the
end of the Cold War. In the post-Cold War period, there emerged debates about the
definitional difference between hegemony and imperialism, and with it, some calling for
a renewed version of imperialism, often couched in humanitarian terms, as with
Michael Ignatieff.'3* Personalities like the historian Niall Ferguson, who figured the
British Empire for a moral enterprise, stressed how Britain was able to bring
enlightenment and development to otherwise backwards peoples, especially focusing

on India. His attempt was to reconstruct the debate about imperialism as a moral one,

132 | inklater (2016).
133 Bowden (2015).

134 |gnatieff (2003).
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crediting all progress in South Asia to British intervention, and all problems as resultant
from uppity anti-colonials resisting full implementation of British schemata in favor of
local autonomy, however misguided. The political purchase is clear and explicit, as he
urges the United States to be the twenty-first century incarnation of the British Empire
and further, elides the distinction between hegemony and empire. Ferguson’s account is
disingenuous in the extreme toward the capacity of non-Western development, with
attendant moral implications, and the connection between liberal imperialism and
civilization is clear, if not completely convergent.'3> Thankfully, in combating this facile
and reductionist Eurocentric narrative, much fruitful scholarship has emerged in the
past two decades, or so, largely beginning with Uday Mehta’s Liberalism and Empire in
1999.

Duncan Bell presents a typology of this work on the connections between
liberalism and empire: either rejectionist, of necessity, or contingent. The rejectionist
line of the connection between liberalism and empire posits that empire is a corruption
of and deviation from liberal principles, and that true liberalism cannot be imperialist.
The argument of necessity holds that imperialism is inextricable from liberalism, which
must spread and proselytize, in the form of instruction and tutelage. The argument from
contingency locates the relationship in a broad middle-ground, wherein the connections

between the two are teased out and made explicit, but these are specific entanglements

135 Ferguson (2003; 2004); For a lively and heated exchange, see Pankaj Mishra’s (2011) eviscerating
review of Ferguson’s Civilisation, pointing to the racial Eurocentric hierarchy and Islamophobia implicit in
the work. Ferguson responded by threatening Mishra with libel charges (2011b).
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in specific moments, and broader questions about intrinsic relationship between the
two are left aside.*3® This work, focusing as it does in chapter three on anti-colonial
manifestations of liberalism, most prominently in the voice of Nehru, is located in this
contingent conceptual middle-ground. However, chapter four’s focus on the quasi-
imperial and/or imperial relationship between Indian liberalism and Kashmir, highlights
the fact that most incarnations of liberalism, while preaching universalism, nevertheless
smuggle in particularisms. This is due to the plastic, malleable character of liberalism; in
the words of Bell, “[l]iberalism was a protean phenomenon, a shape-shifting amalgam of
philosophical arguments and political-economic practices encompassing diverse views
on the self, society, economy, and government.” 3’
1.3.1 Liberalism

Figuring centrally, here, will be an attempt to define liberalism and point to the
particular constellation that has allowed it to converge and justify imperialism. Beate
Jahn, in her immanent critique of liberalism, points to its fragmentary nature, as
allowing for contradictory manifestations throughout history, complicating any
straightforward normative assessment: “[t]he power of liberalism in history is driven by

its contradictions and fragmentary dynamics, not by the universal validity and gradual

realization of its principles—it is, in short, both beneficial and destructive.”*38 Further,

136 Bell (2016), p. 21.
137 Bell (2016), p. 19.

138 Jahn (2013), p. 187.
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liberalism’s fragmentations preclude its very goals: “[s]ince the fragmentary dynamics of
liberalism entail the constitution of nonliberal forces, the attempt of a universal
realization of liberal principles is bound to fail.”*3°

Jahn’s immanent critique focuses on the historical elaboration of the disjuncture
between liberal politics, economics, and norms, and between these components’
function in liberal theory as opposed to liberal practice. She seeks the foundation for
these liberal principles in a grounded reading of John Locke, who, she argued, presented
“the historically specific interests of a small group of his contemporaries in private
property, individual freedom, and government by consent as natural principles of
human life, ” and stresses that the fragmentation of liberalism on an intellectual level
resulted from an abstraction from this historically specific articulation.*° For Locke, the
political democratization of liberalism was “only possible once the majority of the
population has acquired a positive stake in upholding liberal institutions. Hence, the
maintenance and strengthening of liberal democracy requires the continued provision
of material benefits to the population, that is, it required economic growth.” 14 T

he same argument is picked up and elaborated by other core constituents to the
liberal tradition, including Adam Smith (1723-1790), David Ricardo (1772-1823), and

Thomas Babington Macaulay, articulating anti-democratic sentiments based on having

139 Jjahn (2013), p. 9.
140 Jahn (2013), p. 53.

141 Jahn (2013), pp. 95-96.
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an economic stake in the governing scheme, which animated Ricardo’s and Macaulay’s
opposition to franchise extension.'*? Jahn traces a straight line from Locke through
Smith and Ricardo, pointing to Locke’s claim that private property constitutes natural
right of all individuals disposed to trade; the market then produces equilibrium between
supply and demand, which will lead to increased production and a rise in absolute
incomes; this prosperity then comes to constitute liberal individuals, liberal political
culture, and provides the conditions for liberal democracy to develop; government then
functions to provide a legal framework, but through minimal intervention; and Ricardo’s
comparative advantage pushes for a division of labor which then internationalizes
economic liberalism, wherein it entails interdependence and, then, peaceful co-
operation.'*® Jahn connects this through the nineteenth and twentieth centuries into
contemporary liberal and neoliberal international theory.

Her purpose, then, is to account for these wild disjunctures between this liberal
harmony of interests and the existence of exploitative systems of imperialism and
dependence, which she sees as contingent manifestations of a fragmentation necessary
to the existence of a unified liberal theory: “the fallacy or basic problem of liberal
political approaches, both in theory and practice, is indeed one of fragmentation and of

misattributing the core characteristics of liberalism to one of its contingent expressions:

142 Jahn (2013), p. 108.

143 jahn (2013), pp. 109-110.
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democracy and liberal political institutions more generally.”*** And all of these
problems, again, result from abstracting from Locke universal principles which were in
fact grounded in particular interests of Whiggish aristocracy, leading

to the restriction of political rights to property owners, to the exclusion of

communities from property rights, to the codification of these inequalities in

law, to the restriction of this law to particular communities (that is, to the

establishment of states), and ultimately to the restriction of the rights of states

to those communities powerful enough to successfully claim it.#°

Mehta, similarly, takes Locke as his prime exemplar of liberalism and his
particularist elaborations as the font from which later liberal justifications of imperial
practices spring. In particular, he homes in on the notions of progress or temporal
development, and tolerance of difference, specifically, cultural difference. His study of
liberalism, in the estimation of Duncan Bell, “comes close” to endorsing the necessary
entailment of liberalism and imperialism. In one line, in the “Introduction” to Mehta’s
book it looks like outright endorsement of this position: “[t]he claims | make about
liberalism are, | believe, integral to its political vision and not peculiar amendments or

modifications imposed on it by the attention to India.”*4®

144 Jahn (2013), p. 100.
145 Jahn (2013), p. 170.

146 Mehta (1999), p. 9.
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For Mehta, Locke provides the basis for the development of a theory of time, as
progress and maturity. Focusing especially on Locke’s 1693 Some Thoughts Concerning
Education, he sees liberalism as developing ideas of tutelage and immaturity: “India is in
a condition of tutelage. Like Lockean children, it is born to freedom but not yet capable
of exercising it.”**’ Further, “[t]he central axis on which nineteenth-century liberal
justifications of the empire operate is time, and its cognate, patience. It is the historical
time of the past and the political time of the future.”'*® The notion of progress and
civilizational attainment is rooted in a kind of analogic Lockean recapitulation theory, for
Mehta, wherein cultural development is anthropomorphized as individual development.
This allows for a withholding of the granting of political rights, under the framework of
tutelage and wardship, into an indefinitely and continually forestalled future.

Mehta then proceeds to read nineteenth-century liberal justifications of
imperialism as developments of this general Lockean notion, now read through
particularism of nineteenth-century British thought and tied up with notions of
civilizationalism. He points to Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832), James Mill, John Stuart Mill,
and Walter Bagehot (1826-1877):

who, notwithstanding—indeed, on account of —their reforming schemes,

endorse the empire as a legitimate form of polit and commercial governance;

who justify and accept its largely undemocratic and nonrepresentative structure;

147 Mehta (1999), p. 162; for his treatment on Some Thoughts Concerning Education, see pp. 59-63.

148 Mehta (1999), p. 106. He references John Seeley’s quip, “politics and history are only different aspects
of the same study,” which was later echoed by Edward Augustus Freeman.
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who invoke politically relevant categories such as history, ethnicity, civilizational

hierarchies, and occasionally race and blood ties; and who fashion arguments for

the empire’s at least temporary necessity and foreseeable prolongation.4°

With Mehta, as for Jahn, the particularism and the abstraction of universal
principles from the particularism of the development of liberalism, allows for the
application of metrics of mimetic maturation, which carry with them problems for the
very possibility of fully assimilating difference. Aside from assimilation, Mehta, holds
that, in effect, liberalism is unable to tolerate difference, to truly appreciate the “other”
in all of their “singularity,” and their “modes of experience.”?*° Thus, he holds, that
liberalism, by virtue of its intrinsic qualifications of progress and assimilative cognitive
dispositions, is unable to truly appreciate cultural difference, and lends itself quite easily
to imperialist practices.>!

While the above treatments of liberalism by Jahn and Mehta are outstanding in
their own respects, Duncan Bell raises a crucial question: what if Locke was not a
liberal? The implication would certainly complicate readings of liberalism rooted in the
foundational figure of Locke. Bell takes a “summative conception” of liberalism, that is,

that “the liberal tradition is constituted by the sum of the arguments that have been

149 Mehta (1999), p. 2. Further, “the British Empire in India is understood squarely from within the
normative framework of liberal thought, along with its reliance on history and civilizational standing,
where both were understood as linked to the imperatives of progress,” p. 88.

150 Mehta (1999), pp. 25, 49.

151 Mehta points to Burke as a rectification to liberal intolerance, whose textured understanding of the
other’s lived “modes of experience” can serve as a caution against the application of thin abstract
universals, see esp. pp. 153-189.
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classified as liberal, and recognized as such by other self-proclaims liberals.”*>2 Placing
this conception with a Skinnerian contextualist approach to liberalism, he sees the
political deployment of the term only being used in Britain beginning in the early
nineteenth century, first being borrowed from the Spanish Liberales of the Constitution
of 1812 and derogatorily used against the Whigs. In the 1820s, the term was reclaimed
by radical Whigs “to characterize individuals and policies dedicated to non-revolutionary
reform,” but “liberals” were not firmly defined until the 1850s and 1860s, when the
“fissile coalition” of radicals, Whigs, and free-trading Tories formed the party of that
name.'>3

Texts of liberal auto-historiography, or canonical history, only began to be
written in the late nineteenth century, and, in earnest, from the turn of the century, but,
interestingly, Locke does not figure in the texts of this period at all, let alone as a
founding figure. Ideas of liberal foundations were seen to be resultant of the rise of
democracy and/or the period of revolutions, namely the industrial (usually dated to the
1760s), the American, and the French.* In the late nineteenth and very early twentieth
centuries, Locke’s political philosophy was taken for an outdated natural rights theory

and contractualism, and usually denigrated as anti-democratic and anti-egalitarian

Whiggism: a product of his political time and circumstances. It was only beginning in the

152 Be|| (2016), p. 70.
153 Bell (2016), p. 74.

154 Be|| (2016), p. 75.
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1930s, and consolidated by the 1950s, that an earnest attempt began to not only
incorporate Locke into the liberal canon, but to establish elements of his political
philosophy as foundational to the liberal tradition. This fit the circumstances of the mid-
twentieth century, “as liberalism was reconfigured as the ideological other of
“totalitarian” ideologies, left and right.”>>

This dissertation is in basic agreement with the outlines of Jahn and Mehta,
however, a few distinctions must be made. Rather more in line with Jahn, and against
Mehta, there are certainly elements of liberalism which lend themselves to either post
factum imperial justification or even positive manifestos for the imperial project itself,
but this is perhaps not a necessary element of liberalism and might rest more on the
specific discursive circumstances of its elaborations. Marxist theories are apt to adopt
the necessitarian position, wherein any elaboration of liberal capitalism is inclined
towards some form of imperialism, and the definition of imperialism in these Marxist
theories is usually quite broad, not restricted to some form of extra-territorial conquest
and withholding of political rights enjoyed in the metropole.*®® Liberal apologists, dating
back to Joseph Schumpeter (1883-1950), usually hold the rejectionist line, averring that

the spread of liberalism will extinguish the atavism of imperialism.>’

155 Bel| (2016), p. 81.
156 Hardt and Negri (2000); Harvey (2003)

157 A more recent position, more popular in non-academic spheres, however, is taking up the question of
empire as an ethical question, usually done in a rather crude, unsystematic utilitarian cost-benefit
analysis, which deploys particular valuations and brackets possibilities for alternative histories or
developments. Bruce Gilley and Nigel Biggars made waves in 2016, arguing for the positive effects and
benefits of civilization brought by imperialism. Shashi Tharoor’s address to the Oxford Union in 2015
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Much of this, however, rests on the specific definitions of imperialism utilized,
which will be treated below. Also, against Mehta and Jahn, who perform the same
retrojective process applied by the liberal canonists who sought to incorporate Locke
into the canon, we can see the same fragmentary qualities and contradictions of
liberalism in its nineteenth-century articulations, rather than trying to mine Locke for its
origins. For Mehta, who also focuses heavily on John Stuart Mill, nineteenth-century
liberal notions of difference and temporal development function just as significantly and
militate against a pure democracy premised on a universal application of individual
rights protected by governing structures. Thus, much of the content for liberalism can
be mined from its nineteenth-century elaborations, and does not require referring back
to the liberal principles of Locke. While distant echoes of tutelage and progress can be
heard from Locke, these are articulated in novel, quasi-democratic ways in the later
nineteenth century.'® Further, this dissertation does not argue that imperialism is
inherent in liberalism, despite the fact that much of liberal theory presupposes a
unilinear historical development, precisely because of the multivocal character of liberal
theory.

An example of this dissertation’s departure from the necessitarian position, will
be in chapter three, which focuses on anti-colonial movements in India, wherein

Jawaharlal Nehru, among others, plays a significant role in articulating an anti-colonial

stressed the brutality of British imperialism in India and made the case for reparations to be paid by the
United Kingdom to India.

158 See Ashworth (2014) on Richard Cobden and John Bright, pp. 77-78; Sylvest (2009).
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liberalism, stressing the contradictions and withheld promises of British liberalism.
Chapter four, then looks at how the potentialities of this non-imperial liberalism were
dissolved in the dispute over Kashmir, through a gradual whittling away of its
asymmetrical federal status. This turn, it is argued, was resultant of specific facilitating
conditions of the international system in the post-World War Il era, in particular the
development of an international norm of territorial integrity, which amplified a
“postcolonial insecurity” felt in both India and Pakistan, further exacerbated by the
binational rivalry between India and Pakistan over the area.
1.3.2 Imperialism

Imperialism, like liberalism, is generally ill-defined within the discipline. Definitional
imprecision usually has it bound up with either hegemony, unipolarity, or, for Marxists,
general exploitative relations, territorialized or otherwise. Nexon and Wright provide a
useful physicalist description, seeing it as combining “rule through intermediaries and
heterogeneous contracting between imperial cores and constituent political
communities.”*>® Further, “[i]deal-typical empires comprise a “rimless” hub-and-spoke
system of authority, in which cores are connected to peripheries but peripheries
themselves are disconnected—or segmented—from one another.”®° For Nexon and
Wright, this provides a crucial difference between international systems of unipolarity

and hegemony. And while useful as a guide this divide et impera definition does not

159 Nexon and Wright (2007), p. 253. Emphasis in original.

160 Nexon and Wright (2007), p. 254.
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address the systems of political legitimation within which empires are justified; in the
words of Jennifer Pitts,
central to the lives of all empires have been the ways in which they have been
constituted through language and their own self-representations: the discourses
that have arisen to describe, defend, and criticize them, and the historical narratives
that have been invoked to make sense of them. 16!

For the purposes here, there is an imperative to distinguish theories of
imperialism elaborated in different periods. This dissertation deals mainly with
imperialism from the nineteenth century to the present. The political fact of imperialism
at this time had to grapple with its legitimation in an increasingly liberal United
Kingdom, wherein this usually happened through discourses of civilizational difference
and necessary tutelage, and also self-justifications. Bell, again, provides a useful way to
conceptualize this background information as social imaginaries. And for Bell,
“Civilization,” the meta-concept of the modern imperial imaginary, is the term most
frequently employed to characterize this stratification.” 62

Bell breaks down justificatory arguments for and against imperialism into five:

commercial-exploitative, realist-geopolitical, liberal-civilizational, republican, and

161 pitts (2010), p. 226. To their credit, Nexon and Wright (2007) note that empires have problems
legitimating their control, but their study is directed more towards characterizations of international
systems, rather than the political conditions of imperialism itself.

162 Be|| (2016), p. 96.
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martialist.'®® The commercial-exploitative argument was based on the benefits or
exploitations granted through systems of commercial exchange. Key figures featuring
here are Karl Marx, who, despite his reservations about the violence of the colonial
project, saw it as transformative in bringing Asiatic states forward into history; John
Hobson, who saw capitalist imperialism as a corrupted, “insane” form of capitalism that
was driven by social inequalities;*®* Rudolf Hilferding (1877-1941), who saw the
implementation of protectionist trade barriers advocated for by Friedrich List, among
others, creating a surplus wealth (“finance capital”), which was then invested into new
markets, especially Africa and Asia, and then closed off to free-exchange by the
colonizing state;®° and Vladimir Lenin, who, drawing heavily on Hilferding’s and
Hobson’s analyses, but departing from their stress of the contingency of the convergent
iterations of capitalism and imperialism, elaborated his conception of imperialism as the
necessary outgrowth of, and thus, “the highest stage of capitalism.” This type of
imperialism is said to subsist in modern international relations by exploitative
commercial practices by empowered states, as elaborated in dependency theory and

World-Systems theory, as well as a number of Marxist approaches (specifically, those

looking more at territorial manifestations of this).

163 Bell (2016), p. 101.
164 See Ashworth (2014), pp. 119-120, 216-219; Kearns (2009), pp. 137-142.
165 Hilferding (2002 [1910]).

166 | enin (2010 [1916]).
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Bell’s definition of liberal-civilizational is largely in alignment with what has been
stated in this dissertation so far. Republican and martialist arguments are rooted in
character development of the individuals engaged in imperial activity, the former
looking at more collective notions of virtue instilled in the polity, and the upholding of
national honor and glory, while the latter looks at the role of violence in shaping
individual and collective character. Realist-geopolitical justifications are focused on
power politics and comparative power differentials, wherein “[a]ln underlying
assumption is that scale translates into status.”2%” But a shortcoming of this approach is
that it often obscures the wider ideological currents in operation. This dissertation sees
geopolitical understandings as rooted in the social imaginary backdrop of civilizational
arguments, and primarily focused on the augmentation of territorialized state power.

A constant anxiety in the background of imperial theorists is how tenets of
imperialism could destabilize liberal, or “civilized” principles of government in the
metropole. For Burke, there was a fear that young, presumably lower class, civil servants
in India would learn to govern by despotic ways, and return to Great Britain and enter
politics, and carry those same despotic dispositions back to the metropole, and work
toward crafting a more despotic government.®® Similarly, Benjamin Constant feared the

“spirit of conquest” would corrupt republican virtues and the achievements of

167 Bel| (2016), p. 101.

168 Metcalf (1995), pp. 19-20. William Pitt the Elder harbored the same misgivings. Stokes (1959), p. xi.
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civilization.®® In his 2015 Empire Within, Alexander Barder looks at the colony as a site
for the enactment of violence, as a laboratory for experimenting with novel forms of
governmentality and the violence appended to it.1”°

In looking at the imperialism enacted on British India, there are a number of
justificatory arguments corresponding to the different periods in which they were
enacted. The early period of British imperialism in India can be dated to the first
acquisition of territorial management in 1757 after the Battle of Plassey, and more
directly after the grant of land revenue collection and administration of civil justice
(diwani) by the Mughal emperor, Shah Alam Il, in 1765. Liberal arguments started to
make inroads into imperial justifications as soon as they were elaborated in the
metropole and colored the debate about Anglicization versus Orientalism in the 1820s
and 1830s, with the Anglicization position eventually winning out. Debates then took
place within the context of justifying liberal imperialism. These debates were often held
in tension with, but at other times complemented geopolitical arguments. A common
cry of British imperialists seeking consolidation over the frontier during the Great Game
was the argument that it would be better for the British to rule over the people of these

areas than the despotic tsars of Russia, or worse, the barbaric rajas, emirs, and chiefs.’?

169 Constant (1988 [1814]); Bell (2016), pp. 98, 112.
170 Barder (2015).

171 This is an example of what Bell (2016) calls “the comparative gaze” within imperial justifications, pp.
96, 99-100. Halford Mackinder’s (1922) treatment of the geography of India as being susceptible to
invasion, and the majority of Indians being less inclined towards bellicosity, is an example of this.
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The geopolitical Russian threat exacerbated the urgency to consolidate the weakly
controlled frontier regions later in the century.

Much of the debate within liberal imperialism concerned the degree of
intervention into local societies. Henry Maine is largely credited with formulating the
principle of “indirect rule” in the aftermath of the Sipahi Revolt of 1857. Concurrently
and complementarily, he developed the sociological concept of “traditional society,”
which should be best left unaltered by the governing structures of the imperial power;

|II

but this very concept rendered the societies labelled “traditional” stagnant and
apolitical, incapable of progressive development, forever stuck in an archaic past.’? This
understanding militates against that of John Stuart Mill, whose negative valuation of
Indian society as occupying a lower level of civilization was nonetheless tempered by an
idea of progressive elevation, pending the right governing institutions and educational
systems to inculcate the development of civilizing qualities. A further challenge to the
charge given to liberal imperialism was rendered by James Fitzjmes Stephen (1829-
1894), who exploited the authoritarian and egalitarian tensions within liberal
imperialism during the uproar over the llbert Bill in 1883. The lIbert Bill proposed to
allow for Indians to preside over Britons tried in rural courts in Bengal, a significant

move in the direction of legal equality. For Stephen, and the many detractors of the bill,

this brought to the fore ideas of racial difference and superiority, Stephen pressed for

172 The preservation of these traditional societies, more or less as living museums, Mantena argues
formed the basis for an “alibi of empire” (2010).

106



the assertion of the autocratic and hierarchical principle, rather than the move in the
direction of legal equality.'”?

The tensions between the hierarchical and egalitarian principles in imperial
liberalism, and the “principle of difference” and “principle of sameness” that Metcalf
avers formed the basis of imperial liberalism in India were later exploited by anti-
colonial movements, many of them articulating their cases in the liberal idiom.'’* While
the Indian state was premised on a liberal representative schema, elaborated through
the development of provincial representative assemblies, the management of difference
presented a difficulty to overcome. The liberal civilizational multinationalism
emblematic of Nehru was a major force in counteracting this. Nevertheless, geopolitical
tensions between India and Pakistan, and the generation of “postcolonial insecurity”
and anxiety caused in parvenu, decolonized states more generally, and India and
Pakistan, in particular, exacerbated the need to consolidate Indian control over
Kashmir.1”> This geopolitical imperative, while seeking to uphold the principles of Indian
liberalism, nevertheless resulted in, and perhaps even required, the suspension of the
application of these principles to Kashmir in a manner strikingly reminiscent of British

imperial liberalism. This points to an analogy Armitage highlights in his analysis of the

173 Mantena (2010); den Otter (2007). According to Eric Stokes, “[i]t was India which most clearly exposed
the paradox in utilitarianism between the principle of liberty and the principle of authority, and it was
Fitzjames Stephen, on his return to India, who challenged the intellectual basis of J. S. Mill’s political
doctrine and sought to rally the Utilitarian tradition to the principle of authority and the maintenance of
empire,” (1959), p. vii.

174 Metcalf (1995).

175 Krishna (1999); Muppidi (1999).
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early development of the British empire in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
that is, of the continuity of state-formation and empire-building, albeit, altered by
liberal legitimations in the later period covered here.'”®

1.4 Geopolitics and Territoriality

“Geography was not something already possessed by the earth but an active writing of
the earth by an expanding, centralizing imperial state. It was not a noun but a verb, a
geo-graphing, an earth-writing by ambitious endocolonizing and exocolonizing states
who sought to seize space and organize it to fit their own cultural visions a