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        Preface

      This book grew out of my doctoral thesis, which was completed at the Graduate School of International Studies (GSIS), University of Denver, in 1990. In it, I attempted to explore the social origins of modern South Asian politics, specifically, the circumstances leading to the emergence of “democracy’* in India and chronic military rule in Pakistan, a contrast that seemed (and seems) interesting since both India and Pakistan were part of a single state until their freedom from British colonial rule in 1947.

      However, it was not only theoretical reasons that motivated me to study this contrast, but personal as well. Forced to leave Pakistan in 1983 after then-president General Zia ul Haq illegally terminated my career in the Foreign Service and began to persecute my family for my criticism of him, I have endured the pain and alienation that seems to be the fate of exiles, no matter how congenial the situation in the country of their asylum. Like others in a similar predicament, I was driven to try and make sense of my circumstances by attempting to understand the broader social and political conditions that had engendered them.

      Although I began by trying to determine why Pakistan had been under persistent military rule since 1958, I soon became interested in ascertaining why India had been able to sustain some form of “democracy” during the same period. My search for an answer, however, proved unsatisfactory. There were only a few comparative studies on India and Pakistan and these raised more questions than they answered. The noncomparative literature, though scholarly and instructive, turned out to offer only partial insights into the contrast as well. I was, therefore, encouraged to venture an analysis of my own based on my reading of Antonio Gramsci.

      This proved a rash undertaking in a school with no “Gramscians” or “South Asianists” to guide me. Not only did I end up struggling with Gramsci’s cryptic work in lonely splendor, but in seeking to “apply” it, I was forced much further back into history than I had anticipated—into the colonial period itself. As so often seems to happen with graduate students, the end project of my labors thus bore little resemblance to the question that had motivated them.

      Though my intent in this book remains the same as in the dissertation, I believe my exposition of the problem has benefitted from selflearning and reviewers’ criticisms in the interim. I now realize that not only had I reinvented the wheel in many cases (something my inadequate familiarity with the literature prevented me from learning in time to save me the mortification that follows such discoveries) but also that I had done unwitting violence in the thesis to complicated historical processes because of inadequacies in my theoretical approach and my heavy reliance on views of Indian history that have become increasingly controversial.

      Accordingly, I have endeavored during the last few years not only to extend my theoretical vision but also to reeducate myself in South Asian history. However, since my training is neither in political theory nor in history but in international studies, I do not claim to have written a theoretical treatise on democracy or an original history of South Asia. Rather, I have drawn upon some theoretical insights to explore the connections between three interpenetrating relationships: of the British, the Hindus, and the Muslims in colonial India, in order to understand their implications for politics.

      Ventures like these can never be completed without incurring many obligations, and I am happy to acknowledge mine. This study is based mainly on secondary sources, so my greatest intellectual debt is to the authors listed in the bibliography, especially those on whose work I have attempted to build. The process of self-education inherent in undertaking this endeavor was also enabled by dialogues with Hamza Alavi and Syed Bashir Hussain, who sensitized me to the theoretical nuances of the comparison. I am also thankful to Alan Gilbert, David Levine, and John McCamant, members of my dissertation committee whose sharp criticisms, always tempered with intellectual generosity and friendship, helped me more in writing the book than the thesis, since I have understood many of them better only in retrospect. I would also like to thank James Caporaso and Jyotirindra Das Gupta for having taken time out from their preoccupations to offer much-needed guidance and advice.

      Discussions with Zillah Eisenstein, Naeem Inyatullah, Natalie Medina, Aurangzeb Syed, and Nawfal Umari have helped me to rethink and refine some of my earlier arguments, while William Richter’s comments, as well as those of anonymous reviewers, on the first draft of the manuscript aided me considerably in improving it. Shishir Kumar Jha’s help was invaluable in collecting new material for this book.

      I am grateful to GSIS and the American Association of University Women (AAUW) for their handsome scholarships that enabled me to complete my doctoral work and to Ithaca College for the grants that permitted me to write the book.

      At Westview Press, I had the good fortune to work with Alison Auch, who not only was consistently supportive but also retained her composure as I extended my deadlines. Lynn Arts and Wayne Davis also rendered valuable help.

      To Ulises Mejias Button, committed filmmaker, artist, and companero, who provided distractions when I least anticipated or needed them, I am grateful for his patience, for his comments on this manuscript, and for having shared with me some discerning observations on life, art, and politics.

      For having taught me the value not only of intellectual integrity but also commitment and perseverance, I am indebted to my parents, Anwar and Iqbal, to whom I dedicate this book. I would also like to thank the rest of my family—Rubina, Tamina, Imran, Muneeb, Shariq, Zeba, and Hamza—for their support, which has been a constant source of comfort and reassurance to me.

      Many people have suffered on my account over the years, but none more than my beloved friend, companion, and son, Demir Mikail, who has paid an especially heavy price for my extended academic commitments. Although I cannot compensate him for the lost time, I would like to make some amends by dedicating this book also to him. Without his love and encouragement, his brilliant insights, and his piquant sense of humor, I could not have survived with my spirit and sanity intact.

      
        Asma Barlas
      

    

  
    1
Introduction

    Nearly two centuries (1757–1947) of British colonial rule in the South Asian subcontinent ended with its being partitioned into the states of India and Pakistan in 1947. Within a decade, the latter had degenerated into a “praetorian” state (Gardezi and Rashid, 1983; Richter, 1978) while the former is counted today among the world’s extant “democracies.”1

    In this book I analyze the historical circumstances that have engendered Indian and Pakistani politics in its existing specificity by means of a theoretical and methodological approach drawn from Antonio Gramsci’s works. Prior to specifying this approach, I describe the nature of the problem and why its study is likely to be instructive for theorists of democracy. I then examine some leading theories of Indian and Pakistani politics since it is only on the basis of a critique of these that the strengths of an alternative, Gramscian approach can be appreciated.

    
      The Case: Similarities

      The contrast between India and Pakistan is striking because at independence they inherited a shared legacy conditioned by over twelve centuries of Hindu-Muslim association and two of colonial rule. Thus, while Britain’s partitioning of the subcontinent left the successor states with unequal assets, they acquired almost identical administrative structures from the Raj. This included a system of governance fashioned by the latter over the course of almost a century with an eye primarily to facilitating its own control. The result was an “overdeveloped” (Alavi, 1973) state dominated by a powerful civil service, the erstwhile steel frame of Empire, not only inimical to the idea of “native” political control, but also able to obstruct it. (It was the locally-recruited segment of this bureaucracy which inherited administrative power in 1947 and which continues to run the show: in India, behind the facade of “democracy”; in Pakistan, openly and in tandem with the military.)2 (Braibanti, 1966; Potter, 1966.)

      Similarly, since the Indian and Pakistani militaries were created from the bifurcation of the “British Indian” army (the largest professional volunteer force in the world), they continued to share up to the 1970s3 the same patterns of recruitment, attitudinal biases, and notions of professionalism on the part of their officer corps (Cohen, 1971; 1984). However, whereas in India the army has remained under the thumb of civilian authorities, in Pakistan it has been at the state’s helm since 1958.

      While India and Pakistan are at differing stages of economic growth, due partly to the uneven nature of capitalist development under colonial rule,4 they are among the top ten industrialized countries in the “Third World” even though they are primarily agrarian societies. Moreover, in spite of the socialist rhetoric of India’s leaders and Pakistan’s brief dalliance with nationalization in the 1970s, both are free-market economies with large private sectors and sizable foreign investments. In both, the state intervenes actively in the economy, often on behalf of private capital (Amjad, 1983; Burki, 1986; Kochanek, 1983; Noman, 1990). However, whereas in India the private sector is strong and independent because of the emergence of a powerful bourgeois class which was able to consolidate its hegemony even before 1947 (Chandra, 1975; Chatterjee, 1993a), in Pakistan, it remains weak and dependent on the state which itself created the conditions necessary for the growth of capitalism after 1947 (Alavi, 1983; Hasan, 1971; Nayak, 1988). As a result, only lately has this class begun to secure its political representation in the state.

      Notwithstanding pockets of capitalist “modernization,” however, India and Pakistan are also characterized by many features associated with so-called “traditional” societies such as the existence of a large and underdeveloped agrarian sector, high levels of illiteracy, social “backwardness,” and entrenched ethnic, kinship and communal5 loyalties and identities that make the construction of a purely secular nationalism6 problematical (Devji, 1992; Hasan, 1986; Krishna, 1971; Mitra, 1991; Upadhyaya, 1992).

      Most importantly, at least from the perspective of theorists who emphasize the importance of political processes and institutions to “democracy,” both states achieved their freedom in the wake of successful national struggles (the first avowedly secular, the second ostensibly communal)7 led by the Indian National Congress and the All-India Muslim League, the two principal parties of Hindus and Muslims in colonial India. Therefore, both states had seemingly8 hegemonic parties in power in 1947. Both parties were dominated by two brilliant but obdurate lawyers noted for their dictatorial miens, M. A. Jinnah and his more acclaimed contemporary, M. K. Gandhi, both of whom died within a year of independence, the latter at the hands of an assassin. Finally, in both states, power has devolved on a small oligarchy: in India, on the Nehru-Gandhi dynasty until recently; in Pakistan, on a landlord-military-bureaucratic junta for most of its history (Ahmed, 1978; Alavi, 1983; Gardezi and Rashid, 1983; Waseem, 1989).

    

    
      Postcolonial Politics: The Contrast

      Notwithstanding these similarities, however, Indian and Pakistani politics has also been very different. In India, politics has been dominated by a “middle” class,9 conducted through parties, and tended to remain within the framework of procedures associated with electoral democracy. The Congress is still the leading party even though it has splintered into factions and has never won the majority of the popular vote after 1947, having been defeated by left and right-wing parties, both. Yet, its control over the political system has been so pervasive until recently as to render depictions of it as the “one-party” or “Congress-system” (Zins, 1988) entirely credible.

      The party’s ability to underwrite the social accord necessary for “democracy” has been ascribed not only to its leadership of the national struggle, but also to its noted capacity to accommodate diverse social and political forces in its own ranks. Thus, capitalists and laborers, landlords and peasants, bureaucrats and politicians, women and men, Brahmins and “Untouchables,” Hindus and Muslims, ideologues of the left and the right, conservatives and radicals, and secular and religious intellectuals have all, at one time or another, vied for leverage within it (Andrews and Mookerjee, 1938; Brass and Robinson, 1987; Joshi and Hebsur, 1988; Sisson and Wolpert, 1988). In spite of the contradictions engendered in its policies by this medley, however, the Congress remains “one of the oldest bourgeois parties in the world” and one, moreover, that has exercised “sole power continuously for more years than virtually any party in the West” (Ali, 1977:52). Yet, because of its “all consuming capacity to absorb and synthesize extraneous and even ostensibly incompatible elements,” (Shepperdson and Simmons, 1988:8) it has been able to lay claim to ruling in the name of “the” Indian nation. Popular acceptance (until recently) of this claim has also allowed the state to weather its traumas without falling victim to a military coup so far.

      Increasingly, however, the party’s unwillingness or inability to make good on the promise of development and democracy, reflected in growing poverty (Kohli, 1987) and authoritarianism (Kothari, 1988) have engendered erosions in its hegemony, a fact that bodes ill for the future of democracy. Thus, not only is agreement on the rules of the game that representative government entails in the process of unravelling (as witnessed by the rise of separatist movements by the Sikhs of the Punjab and the Muslims in Kashmir),10 but the ensuing discord has fostered a culture of violence that is inimical to democracy. However, since it is in the interest of the ruling groups to ensure that the legacy of accommodation11 that underpins politics—and, by that token, their own hegemony—is preserved, a watered down form of “democracy” may yet manage to survive in India.

      Here, of course, one may question the credentials of Indian politics to be democratic even by the thin standards of a representative system for, as Michael Levin (1983: 93) says, the purpose of such a system “is only manifested when widespread participation actually ensues, i.e., the opportunity has not only to be there, it has to be continuously taken up.” While on such views, even the United States would not qualify as a “democracy” because of the political marginalization of the poor, people of color, and women, the problem is much worse in agrarian societies like India and Pakistan where the majority of the population is a peasantry that has been permanently excluded from any meaningful participation in politics, at least of the “official”12 variety. Moreover, the top-heavy and exclusive nature of the Indian state, the social inequities fostered by the Hindu caste system, inordinate poverty, and periodic violence against women and minorities like Muslims, Sikhs and “Untouchables,” have also rendered India a “democracy” more in form than in content.

      However, too hasty a dismissal of India’s version of democracy runs the risk of disregarding some of the benefits it has conferred on the Indian polity. These include the rule of law (which, admittedly, has been increasingly undermined since the 1970s by what Smitu Kothari [1993: 151] calls “state lawlessness,”) an implicit accord on the way governments are to be run and replaced, and a tradition of pluralism and dissent. While these have failed to prevent violence, including a lethal rash of assassinations and communal brutality, and while ballot-box politics is not necessarily a virtue, in so far as it has deterred military coups, it is not so trivial either, specially in comparison to Pakistan. Second, while “democracy” has not eliminated state repression, it has discouraged it from assuming the almost gratuitous character it has acquired in many postcolonial societies, including Pakistan. Finally, the pluralistic ambience13 has been conducive for opening up some spaces for the emergence of social movements based on women and peasants, like the Chipko, that are engaged in challenging the elitist, gender-biased and ecologically destructive strategies of the state (Shiva, 1989). These struggles, if successful, may induce some liberalization in local politics in the future as well.

      Unexceptional as these features of Indian “democracy” seem, specially in the West, they acquire significance if one recalls that in Pakistan, the last military regime of General Zia ul Haq (1977–1988) not only had its opponents whipped publicly as late as the mid-1980s, but also adopted legislation reducing the status of two women to that of one man for some legal purposes! (Mumtaz and Shaheed, 1987).

      Military intervention in the country’s politics, which is a standard feature and seems to have acquired a logic of its own by now, dates from 1958 when party politics broke down completely in the postcolonial state. Thus the League, which had successfully led the struggle for Pakistan’s creation, not only failed to institutionalize representative democracy but disintegrated itself soon thereafter due to the early death of Jinnah—the moving spirit behind it and Pakistan’s “founder”—the chronic defections and intrigues of its own officials, and its narrow social base (Callard, 1957, 1970; Campbell, 1963; Sayeed, 1970). Accordingly, while Pakistan also had a brief (1947–1958) parliamentary phase, the experiment proved abortive and owed nothing to the party’s effectiveness. Parliament was a colonial relic, neither popularly elected nor even formally democratic as the numerous governments that rose and fell in rapid succession had their origins not in elections, but in deals and conspiracies among the ruling groups, comprising a landed and official14 class which had inherited the Raj. In spite of their maneuvering, however, these groups were unable to unify or to establish their own hegemony over the state, thereby providing the military an opening to sweep them off the scene in 1958. (However, due to the military’s failure to adopt effective land reforms, the landed class has become part of the junta that has ruled Pakistan since 1947.) (Ahmad, 1971; Ahmed, 1974; Ahmed, 1978; Alavi, 1983; Ali, 1970; Gardezi and Rashid, 1983).

      Not only was there no popular protest at the coup but it was heralded as a revolution, notably by Modernization theorists, persuaded of the ability of “modernizing elites” to inaugurate an era of political development and “nation-building” (Feldman, 1966). In the event, the generals failed to distinguish themselves as developers of political institutions or the nation. On the contrary, the intolerant and exploitative nature of their rule provoked a civil war with East Pakistan15 that culminated in the dismemberment of the state itself in 1971. Discredited and demoralized by the loss of the majority wing (later Bangladesh) and its own defeat by the Indian military which had intervened on the latter’s behalf, the army retreated to its barracks in 1972.

      Then ensued a transitory (1972–1977) interlude under Z.A. Bhutto, Pakistan’s first popularly elected prime minister. However, five years into his regime, the generals regrouped, arresting him on charges of electoral rigging and finally executing him on questionable grounds in 1979. Army rule, laced by copious doses of messianism on the part of the last military ruler, Zia, lasted until his death in a plane crash in 1988. Then followed another round of elections in which Bhutto’s daughter, Benazir, emerged the winner, allowing her to become prime minister—the first woman to hold such a post in a Muslim country. The second Bhutto era, however, turned out to be even more short-lived than the first. Benazir’s government was dismissed from office after twenty-two months by the former president on charges of corruption. The successor civilian regime met a similar fate in mid-1993. Following new elections in the fall, Benazir was once again elected to office, with the army back in its barracks again, at least for now (1994).

      Even though military rule until Zia’s advent lacked the brutality that has become the hallmark of military regimes elsewhere, it has nevertheless bred a harmful political climate in Pakistan. The army’s ban on political activity in the name of law and order, its subversion of existing constitutions and rule-by-fiat and, under Zia, its abuses of Islamic ideology (Khan, 1985) have thwarted the growth not only of democratic politics but accord on what politics is. In the absence of a shared agenda between the rulers and the ruled, two parallel tendencies have emerged. On the one hand, groups excluded from economic development and political power have launched separatist movements in two out of four provinces, Baluchistan and Sind, both of which have been in the throes of a thinly-disguised civil war for years. On the other, segments of society—specially in the Punjab, which appear to have been the main beneficiaries of rule by a Punjabi-dominated military—have been lulled into inertia. These conflicting tendencies, reflecting a schism between state and society, have rendered the survivor Pakistani state decrepit, its frailty at once masked and betrayed by its authoritarianism.16

      Most disturbing about this saga is not only the long history of military rule and the transitoriness of civilian regimes, but how little the two have actually differed in substance.17 First, “democratic” regimes have made few attempts to encourage healthy parties or party politics. In spite of a glut of parties, specially on the eve of an election, the majority are merely shot-gun marriages between dissolute politicians who are united not by an identity of political concerns, but personal ambition. (Typically, it is the defections of these octogenarians—who, Methuselah-like, seem to hover tirelessly in the political arena—from one party to another in search of power, that topples civilian regimes so easily from within state legislatures.) While for election purposes these “parties” are able to hustle support by relying, as Mushahid Hussain (1990:33) laconically puts it, on a “politics of statements,” they do not have lasting organizational ties with the rest of civil society which is why they cannot represent group or class interests in a coherent manner or on a permanent basis.

      Second, politics under “democratic” regimes has involved not accommodation, but the quashing of dissent and pluralism, ends for which regime’s like Z A Bhutto’s deployed the army. Third, these regimes have also abrogated the country’s constitutions when it has suited their purposes thereby reinforcing disorder and corruption. Finally, by failing to adopt effective land reforms, “democratic” regimes have continued to underwrite the social prerogatives of a powerful “feudal” class whose intervention in politics has proved specially baneful to Pakistan (Alavi, 1980).

      In defense of “democratic” regimes it may be argued that since they have such short life-spans, they are powerless to reverse the long-term tendencies occasioned by military rule. In fact, fear of impending coups encourages politicians to dissipate their energies while in office trying to “feather [their] own nest(s)” as Bhutto once noted with asperity of one of his own appointees, a minister.18

    

    
      Theories of Subcontinental Politics

      Since Pakistan is currently going through a “democratic” phase while India appears to be moving towards repression and chaos, and since neither country is an ideal-type democracy or dictatorship, the contrast between them may not seem sufficiently enduring or pronounced to warrant an analysis. However, the reversal in political fortunes occurring in both states at present seems to be the result of conjunctural rather than structural or, as Gramsci would say, organic factors. Thus, in spite of periodic political realignments, the historic bloc19—the “particular configuration of social classes and ideology that gives content to a historical state” (Cox, 1987: 409, n. 10)—in India and Pakistan has not changed significantly since 1947 and this bloc, as noted, is fundamentally different despite the resemblance between the two states in other areas. This is why a comparison permits for an unusually well-defined analysis of the relationship between class and politics not always possible in the “real” world. Yet, few theorists have studied subcontinental politics comparatively. Those who have contend that military rule in Pakistan was prompted by the collapse of democratic institutions whereas the durability of such institutions has prevented a similar occurrence in India (Kukeraja, 1982, 1991; Tinker, 1962). Although this line of reasoning identifies the crux of the problem, it highlights the obvious while tending to take for granted reasons for the rapid collapse of “democracy” in Pakistan and its successful institutionalization in India.

      In this context, there are a number of competing explanations in the non-comparative literature and while these generate only partial insights into the contrast because of their case study approach, it is necessary to review them in order to clarify the differences between non-class and class-based theories on the one hand, and between orthodox Marxist and Gramscian ones on the other.

      
        Modernization Theory

        Modernization theorists ascribe Indian democracy to a developed political culture, viable institutions, dedicated elites, unique organizational skills on the part of the Indians, a tradition of compromise and accommodation, the success of the Congress in having institutionalized itself in state and society, and the British role in having bequeathed “tutelary democracy” to India (Bailey, 1963; Brass and Robinson, 1987; Das Gupta, 1898; Palmer, 1961; Weiner, 1957, 1967, 1987). Conversely, they attribute the breakdown of “democracy” in Pakistan to a backward political culture, unseasoned or corrupt leaders, ethnic and group frictions, weak institutions debilitated further by stresses arising from the exigencies of nation-building20 in a new state, and the alleged incompatibility of Islam and democracy21 (Brecher, 1963; Rose, 1989; von Vorys 1965; Wheeler, 1979; Wilcox, 1977; Wriggins, 1975; Ziring, 1971).

        Given the almost perfect longitudinal correlation of party and democracy in the two states after 1947, these theorists are right in emphasizing the role of the Congress and the League in political “institutionalization.”22 At the same time, they give significant weight to ideological and cultural factors in their analyses, which theorists on the left often ignore. (See below.) Yet, ultimately, their arguments about strong and weak cultures, institutions, and elites, cannot explain why colonial rule endowed one part of the subcontinent (India) with some form of democracy but not the other (Pakistan); why India’s political culture and institutions are more developed than Pakistan’s given their shared economic underdevelopment; why the Indian elite is selfless, enlightened, and democratic, and the Pakistani imprudent, venal and dictatorial; and why the Hindu caste system has proved more conducive to “democracy” than Islam.

        This is because modernization theory ignores the role of the state, the economy,23 and the class structure24 in shaping political cultures and institutions (Higgot, 1983). However, politics is no longer, if it ever was, a function of “purely political” (Sartori, 1987) considerations. Instead it is the outcome of reciprocal interactions between “three variables: (1) economic growth and structural transformation, (2) state structure and policy, and (3) social class” (Richards and Waterbury, 1990:8). The structure of the state as well as its accumulation strategies are, in turn, likely to be determined largely by its role in the international division of labor, a role determined by the nature and history of its insertion into the global capitalist economy (Roxborough, 1979; Stavrianos, 1981). Yet, these are the very variables that modernization theorists have been routinely inspired to ignore25 because of their society-centric focus and their view of politics and economics as unconnected spheres.26

        As a result of the nature of its core theoretical assumptions, therefore, modernization theory cannot distinguish between the differing class base of the Indian and Pakistani states. However, it may be argued that since what makes the contrast between them notable is not so much the occurrence of military rule in a postcolonial state as the semblance of “bourgeois democracy” in one, the existence of a “middle” class in India and its absence in Pakistan accounts for their divergent politics.27 Modernization theory, however, has nothing to say about a relationship between class and democracy, not only because of its refusal to recognize the salience of class, but also because of its conceptualization of democracy as the sum of parties, elections, etc., a view that has been criticized both for its narrow empiricism and its “thin” conceptualization of democracy (Barber, 1984; Bowles and Gintis, 1987; Gilbert, 1990; Lukes, 1977; Macpherson, 1973).

        Finally, the work of this school has been faulted for its Western-centric, teleological, and ahistorical nature (Blomstrom and Hettne, 1984). While its ethnocentrism and evolutionism are not unique (they also surface in Marxist views), the theory’s ahistoricism is less pardonable. As the voluminous literature on colonialism, imperialism, and dependency attests (see Rhodes, 1970, for a sample) the most serious problems of developing societies stem from their colonial history; specifically, from their having been saddled by their alien rulers with dependent—usually monocultural—economies, authoritarian state structures neither of their own making, nor reflecting the autonomous development or choices of their own people, and cultural discourses that colonized not only territories, but minds (Nandy, 1983) as well. To refuse, therefore, to “search out the causes of the present in the past” not only results in a cursory rendition of the former, but also precipitates “a descent into triviality,” to rephrase Eric Wolf (1982: ix).

        If modernization theory suffers from a lack of historical imagination, mainstream historiography (mainly the work of the Cambridge school, thus called because of its association with the University of Cambridge) is weakened by its adherence to the former’s tenets. Thus, like modernization theorists, the Cambridge historians also focus on the role of elites, institutions and culture/religion in their analyses of colonial politics. To them, the cardinal political dynamic in this period was an attempt on the local elite’s part to win favors and patronage from a benign Raj. They tend, therefore, to depict politics as a web of patron-client networks involving competition between the elites of various towns, localities, and provinces for the “loaves and fishes” of office. They also see the Indian national struggle as a “sort of ‘learning process’ ” (Guha, 1988b:38) through which colonial values were diffused in society, a view that leads many to reject the idea that colonialism was ruinous for India. Finally, since they do not acknowledge a relationship between knowledge and power, they consider the writing of history to be a politically innocuous exercise. This style of historiography, dubbed colonialist or “Namierite” by Irfan Habib (n.d.) (after Namier who used the claims of public figures as the basis for historiography) has been criticized on several grounds. Ranajit Guha (1988b: 38), for instance, maintains that on colonialist-style views what made the Indian elite nationalist was “no lofty idealism addressed to the general good of the nation but simply the expectation of rewards in the share of wealth, power and prestige created by and associated with colonial rule.” Apart from challenging this cynical view of elites, Guha and other subaltern28 scholars have also questioned the extent to which the elites masterminded politics. In this context, they argue that the domain of subaltern class politics “neither originated from elite politics,” nor owed its existence to it. While the two spheres overlapped, the former was nonetheless distinct, spontaneous and imbued with a class and political consciousness (Guha, 1988b: 40). The reason this fact has been lost to mainstream historians is because they fail to realize that the organized


        
          knowledge of society as it exists in recorded history is knowledge obtained by the dominant classes in their exercise of power. The dominated, by virtue of their very powerlessness, have no means of recording their knowledge within those instituted processes, except as an object of the exercise of power (Chatterjee, 1988b: 9).

        

        
This is why it is necessary to establish the subaltern as a self-conscious historical subject (Spivak, 1988), an exercise that involves not only giving the latter “a subject-position from which to speak,” (Prakash, 1992:175) but also the larger project of “constructing the framework for an Indian historiography rescued from the prisonhouse of colonialist knowledge” with its universalist pretensions (Chatterjee, 1988b: 3). Finally, as these scholars note, the distortions in India’s political-economy derive from the colonial period and cannot be understood without analyzing it.29

      

      
        Marxist Theories

        While Marxist theories are grounded in a historical analysis of the colonial political-economy, their adherence to what Gyan Prakash (1992: 178) calls the “master narrative” of the modes of production has occasioned different sorts of problems. Thus, it has led, on the one hand to attempts to fit the history of the colony, in spite of its specificities, into this “universalizing narrative.” On the other, it has prompted reductive theorizations of the relationship between class and politics manifest in those theories of Indian democracy30 which present it simply as the outgrowth of a nationalist and progressive bourgeoisie’s struggle against the Raj (Chandra, 1966; Desai, 1966; Dutt, 1949). However, not only was this class neither nationalist nor progressive in the early stages of its growth, but the tendency to reduce ” ‘traditional-conservative’ and ‘functional modernist’ ideas to their social roots, i.e., to ‘reactionary’ and ‘progressive’ classes respectively” is wrong in so far as the social forces that


        
          could be said to have favoured the transformation of a medieval agrarian society into a rational modern one were not unambiguously nationalist, while those that were opposed to colonial domination were not necessarily in favour of a transformation (Chatterjee, 1993a: 23–27).

        

        

        As a counter to these oftentimes deterministic views which also ignore the role of not only conjunctural, but also cultural and intellectual factors in shaping politics, Chatterjee (1993a; 1993b) and the other subaltern scholars have tried to arrive at an understanding of Indian democracy by subjecting bourgeois politics and nationalist discourse to a sustained critique, as well as by specifying the role of workers and peasants in the national struggle. In this context, they argue that Indian democracy was the outcome not of a “national-popular” revolution but a “passive”31 one carried out by the Gandhian-led Congress that enabled the bourgeoisie to institute its hegemony over the subaltern groups, but without a frontal confrontation with them.

        The problem with this argument is that Gramsci (1971:107) used the term passive revolution to describe not only Gandhism but also fascism (Showstack-Sassoon, 1982; Buci-Glucksman, 1982). In other words, the concept refers to the nature of bourgeois hegemony, not to its specific political form. Therefore, to be able to clarify why the Indian bourgeoisie’s passive revolution was a “democratic” one, it is necessary to distinguish between the historical processes that facilitated the emergence of democracy and those that enabled this class to acquire hegemony.32 Second, since a passive revolution usually occurs in situations of actual or potential class strife according to Gramsci, it is necessary to draw out the connections between the class struggles in India and the process of “democratization,” which theorists often do not do. (They tend rather to focus on the role of the subaltern groups in the national struggle.)

        A final theory of Indian democracy that deserves mention is Barrington Moore, Jr.’s (1966) both because of its initial impact on the literature and because its “no bourgeois, no democracy” dictum continues to exert strong appeal on many South Asian Marxists. According to Moore, Indian democracy was the outgrowth of a combination of factors including the positive impact of British policies, the rise of a commercial class skeptical of colonial rule, the absence of a reactionary coalition between the landed and commercial elites (an alliance that encouraged fascism in other countries) and the failure of a peasant revolution to materialize due to the effects of the Hindu caste system.

        In spite of its rich theoretical insights, however, Moore’s analysis is not entirely accurate. First, there was, in fact, an alliance between the commercial and landed elites cemented by the Congress itself (Chatterjee, 1993a; Kumar, 1988). The question, then, is why this alliance did not occasion fascism in India as well. Second, Moore seems to assume, wrongly, that the absence of a peasant revolution means that there was no peasant insurgency and that it did not impact on bourgeois politics (Dhanagare, 1983). Finally, since he does not distinguish between Hindu and Muslim33 classes and the differing impact of colonial rule upon them, Moore also cannot explain the contrast between India and Pakistan.

        Theorists who do focus on Muslim politics in the colonial period depict the Pakistan Movement as a reflection of Muslim “bourgeois” nationalism and the League as a party of this class (Smith, 1945, 1946). However, they do not offer much in the way of an analysis of it after 1947. Nor does their bourgeois thesis hold up since postcolonial politics has been dominated for the most part by a landlord-military-bureaucratic junta, a fact some theorists ascribe to the nature of the economy and others to the nature of the state itself. Thus, Hasan Gardezi and Jamil Rashid (1983) link variations in state forms to different stages in the growth of capitalism. However, as Bob Jessop (1990:100–01) says, it is impossible to explain how the “economy in and of itself could determine the overall structural articulation and dynamic of the allegedly superstructural institutional orders of society.” Although, as he notes,


        
          the economic base is neither exclusively economic in its elements nor absolutely autonomous [there] can be no institutional guarantees that the legal and political spheres will through their sui generis operation, produce outputs which correspond to [its] needs.

        

        
Instead, the outputs will “also depend on specific actions, decisions, forces, strategies etc. within the legal or state system itself” (101). This is why state forms can only be derived through an analysis of the “political history, forms of consciousness, and modes of organization of the classes [since] it is this dynamic which, by defining the forces in the field in concrete terms,” permits such a determination to be made (Vacca, 1982:56).34

        This is also why the other tendency, associated with Hamza Alavi’s (1973) work, to derive the nature of the state from its own “overdeveloped” nature, is also problematical even though it offers the seminal account of class relations in Pakistan. Briefly, his argument is that by establishing a powerful civil and military bureaucracy and preventing the emergence of any single class strong enough to establish its own hegemony in the state, colonial rule paved the way for the military take-over. (According to Alavi there are three contending classes in the postcolonial state: the landlords and local and foreign capitalists.) While he does not explain why the Indian state, though shaped by the same colonial encounter assumed a “democratic” form, elsewhere (1980) he argues that it was because of the advent of a hegemonic bourgeoisie prior to independence.

        Pace Alavi, however, the social base of the Pakistani state has not changed under military rule: it has remained relatively autonomous of all classes, allowing it to act as a sort of collective capitalist.35 In this context, both he and other theorists (Amjad, 1983; Hashmi, 1973; Hussain, 1981) have documented the U.S. role in the economy following the leeway given by General Ayub Khan’s regime (1958–1968) to the Ford Foundation and Harvard University to frame and implement the country’s economic priorities, a process that concentrated 80 per cent of the national wealth in the hands of a mere twenty-two families. The point of these arguments is that the military and/or the state had to assume the task of capital accumulation that a weak bourgeoisie could not, and that the U.S. probably sponsored the military coup in 1958.

        A problem with this argument is that implicit in it are views of the military-bureaucratic junta as a “new dominant class [or its opposite] as capital’s puppets,”36 both of which are wrong according to Nicos Mouzelis (1986:214) because they “conflate the economic and political spheres in a highly confusing manner.” The first erases the difference between political and economic power by regarding


        
          the holders of the means of domination as a new class which displaces the old dominant classes (here the political absorbs, so to speak, the economic); the latter, following a more conventional Marxist analysis, views the state as a mere reflection of capitalist struggles and interests (here the political is an epiphenomenon of the economic).

        

        
This conflation, says Mouzelis (214), can only be avoided by distinguishing between the “modes of production and modes of domination,” which theories of military intervention in Pakistan’s politics fail to do. Not only that, but they also fail to make a persuasive case that the initial coup was instigated by the military’s desire to be capital’s steward or by its comprador nature. Hence even though as a result of its policies a bourgeoisie did emerge, and U.S. involvement in Pakistan’s affairs did increase (thereby influencing the course of political and economic development after the 1960s), as Alavi (1973; 1983) argues, the class base of the state did not change under military rule; all that changed was its political form since the same coalition of classes remained in power. In fact, the army continued, albeit in a deeper and more methodical way, the economic37 and foreign policies of earlier regimes making it no more “comprador” in nature than the latter. Second, neither the process of capital accumulation nor the dominant classes were in imminent danger from subaltern class unrest in the 1950s which necessitated the iron fist of military rule. If anything, social unrest (sparked by growing poverty and unemployment resulting from the effects of trickle-up economics) emerged during Ayub Khan’s rule and was the reason for his ouster from office (Ahmed, 1973).

        In fact, all but one of the reasons that militaries typically intervene in politics was missing: this was the political unity of the ruling groups and their ability to establish their own hegemony in the state, as Alavi has argued.38 However, while theorists of differing persuasions agree that the disunity of the ruling groups in Pakistan has been at the crux of its problems, their frequent tendency to write it off as a function of the (overdeveloped) nature of the state, the (underdeveloped) nature of economy, or the (class) nature of these groups is problematical in that the first two raise the methodological problems noted above while the third, though an accurate description of the ruling class, is essentialist in so far as it implies that only a bourgeoisie can sustain bourgeois “democracy.”39

        While there is historical (and tautological) truth to this view, Marxist theory’s investment in the bourgeoisie as the harbinger of democracy is “as much an obstacle to as a source of careful and thoughtful political analysis”40 for various reasons. First, in India’s case, it has encouraged reductionist arguments of the sort noted earlier, leading even the subaltern scholars to conflate bourgeois hegemony with democracy. In Pakistan’s, on the other hand, it has fostered a waiting-for-Godot mentality (the bourgeoisie, when it finally comes of age, is expected to deliver the country from its political malaise) and thereby a disinterest in analyzing the historical genealogy of the landlords’ politics. However, there is no reason to assume a priori that a landed class will be fragmented or inept. In fact Gramsci (1971:156) credited the British landed gentry with being politically “far better organised than the industrialists” as well as being more “ ‘permanent’ ” in its directives and attracting more intellectuals to its fold. This suggests that the strengths or weaknesses of a class derive not so much from its own “nature” as from its political and historical experiences. In order, therefore, to explain the reasons for the disunity and anti-democratic tendencies of Pakistan’s landed classes it is necessary to examine their political history in the colonial period, the “formative phase” (Sayeed, 1968) of Muslim politics.

        Second, an uncritical faith in the “democratic” nature of the “middle” classes is curiously innocent of history. The rise of fascism and Nazism and the role of the European bourgeoisie in colonizing the “Third World” (Nandy, 1983) offer ample evidence that democracy is not an ingrained “middle” class virtue. In fact, as I argue in Chapter 4, the Hindu official class itself was not an advocate of democracy at the start of its political career.

        Finally, a fixation with the bourgeoisie has virtually reduced the “primary discourse of Indian politics to a spiritual biography of the Indian elite” (Guha, 1982:2).41 While the tendency to privilege the role of elites is even more pronounced in modernization theory and mirrors the nature of politics in stratified societies, it denies any agency to the subaltern groups. However, these “people without history [are] as much agents in the historical process as they [are] its victims and silent witnesses” (Wolf, 1982: x). Certainly, the end of colonialism in the Third World and Stalinism in the Second could only have come about to the extent that there were vigorous social movements against them from “below.” Yet, because of our tendency to confuse subalternity with powerlessness, we continue to underrate what Jorge Sanjines (1989:39) calls the “prodigious capacity of the people” to effect change.

        In spite of these weaknesses, which are not immanent and can be transcended to varying degrees depending on one’s approach, a class-based theory is better suited to explain the contrast between India and Pakistan than a non-class for a number of reasons. First, theories that do not recognize the salience of class would be hard put to explain the affinity between the two states in their non-class features. Second, as noted, the most significant difference between the two states is in the nature of classes politically ascendant within them, a difference only class-based theories acknowledge and can explain. Third, since the social base of the two states has remained the same since 1947, reasons for the ascendancy of a “middle” class in India and a landlord and official class in Pakistan have to be sought in the colonial period which facilitated their dominance. In this context, class-based theories are likely to yield more effective insights as colonial politics itself tended to form along not only religious but also class lines. Thus, not only did the colonial state construct different types of alliances with different classes thereby helping to sharpen the salience of class identities, but local politics was also characterized by the advent of “middle” class parties like the Congress, as well as by trade unions and peasant associations testifying to the ability of various classes to organize around their own perceived interests.42 Finally, only class-based theories take into account the relationship between the class structure, the economy, and the state without which a political analysis is bound to remain incomplete.

        However, since some class-based theories of Indian democracy also tend to misrepresent Gramsci’s concept of hegemony, in the next chapter, I discuss Gramsci’s own view of it. Such a discussion is also important to showing why his work avoids the determinism of orthodox Marxian views, offers a more holistic approach to politics than Modernization theory and is specially well suited to analyzing South Asia’s political history.

      

    

    Notes

    1. By this I mean the system of representative (also political, electoral, or capitalist) democracy. While this is the only form of actually existing democracy and while it taken to be equivalent with true democracy by the adherents of empirical democratic theory, it is nonetheless a disputed term which is why I put it in quotes. For alternative conceptualizations see Zillah Eisenstein, The Color of Gender: Reimaging Democracy, Berkeley, California: University of California Press, 1994; David Held, Models of Democracy, Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1987, and Alan Gilbert, Democratic Individuality, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

    2. See in the text below for a discussion of post-independence politics in the two states.

    3. After Zia’s advent (1977–1988), the process of “Islamization” in the country also contributed to the emergence of new ideological trends in the army. See the collection in Asghar Khan (ed.), Islam, Politics and the State: The Pakistan Experience, London: Zed Books, 1985.

    4. See Chapters 3 and 5 on this point.

    5. In the Indian context, communalism denotes a view of “society as constituted of a number of religious communities. Communalism in the Indian sense therefore is a consciousness which draws on a supposed religious identity and uses this as the basis for an ideology.” Romila Thapar, “Imagined Religious Communities? Ancient History and the Modern Search for a Hindu Identity,” in Modern Asian Studies, Vol. 23, No. 2, 1989, pp. 209–231. This is the sense in which I also employ the concept. For differing perspectives on Indian communalism see Nandlal Gupta (ed.), India: Nation-State and Communalism, New Delhi: Patriot Publishers, 1989; R.N. Kumar, Communalism and Separatism in Pre-Independence India, New Delhi: lanaki Prakashan, 1990; Gyan Pandey, “The Colonial Construction of Communalism,” in Ranajit Guha (ed.), Subaltern Studies, Vol. VI, Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1989; Randhir Singh, Of Marxism and Indian Politics, Delhi: Ajanta Publications, 1990; Donald Smith, India as a Secular State, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963.

    6. Following Benedict Anderson, I view nationalism in the broadest sense: as an “imagined political community.” Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, London: Verso, revised edition, 1983.

    7. In later chapters I argue that both Hindu and Muslim politics was characterized by communal and secular tendencies.

    8. “Seemingly” because the League collapsed within a decade of Pakistan’s creation.

    9. While modernization theorists emphasize the caste affiliations of Indian elites, Marxists focus on class since historically there has been an overlap between them. See Irfan Habib, Interpreting Indian History, Shillong: North-Eastern Hill University Publications, n.d.; D.D. Kosambi, An Introduction to the Study of Indian History, Bombay: Popular Prakashan, second edition, 1975, and Niharranjan Ray, Nationalism in India: An Historical Analysis of its Stresses and Strains, Aligarh: Aligarh Muslim University, 1973.

    10. For a monthly update on the Muslim situation in Kashmir see Aurangzeb Syed and Farook Shah (eds.), Kashmir Solidarity, monthly newsletter, Blacksburg, Virginia.

    11. Among others, James Manor credits Indian democracy to this accommodative tradition in “How and Why Liberal and Representative Politics Emerged in India,” in Political Science, No. 38, 1990, pp. 20–38. However, his claim that it is “Certain persistent habits of mind and patterns of behaviour [that] have helped to produce this penchant for accommodation,” seems essentialist. It is more reasonable to suggest that this tradition has been shaped by social, political, economic and ideological considerations.

    12. By this I mean state-sanctioned politics. It is important to make such a distinction since peasants in some areas have developed their own associations and means of political protest outside of official channels.

    13. Rajni Kothari, however, maintains that it is state repression that has fuelled these movements. See State against Democracy: In Search of Humane Governance, Delhi: Ajanta Publications, 1988. However, it is difficult to see how a sustained movement (as against sporadic unrest) can survive in repressive situations. Social movements seem to thrive where there is some political pluralism on the one hand and a measure of social discontent on the other.

    14. Joni Lovenduski and Jean Woodall use this term to describe the former state bureaucracies of Eastern Europe. “State-rooted middle classes [they argue], are not atypical in countries which are late to industrialise and where economic development is state-led and dependent on foreign finance.” From Politics and Society in Eastern Europe, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987, p. 34.1 use this term in preference to “state bourgeoisie” since not all state classes are bourgeois in their orientation and since, in colonized societies, economic development was dependent on foreign finance and state intervention.

    15. Pakistan was created in two “wings:” East and West Pakistan (separated by a thousand miles of Indian territory) because of the geographic concentration of Muslims in the North-Western and Eastern zones of India. For events leading to India’s partition, see Ayesha Jalal, The Sole Spokesman: Jinnah, the Muslim League and the Demand for Pakistan, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985.

    16. Exceptional state forms like military dictatorships seem strong because of their authoritarianism but such regimes disguise “a brittleness of institutional structure which means that they are unable to respond effectively to changing crises, conflicts and contradictions inherent in these societies,” Bob Jessop, State Theory: Putting the Capitalist State in its Place; Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1990, p. 43.

    17. I am grateful to William Richter for drawing my attention to this point.

    18. A comment Bhutto recorded in a file I read during my tenure in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (1976–1982).

    19. See Chapter 2 for a discussion of this concept.

    20. Conversely, Ayesha Jalal argues that it was the exigencies of state-building that prompted the coup. The State of Martial Rule: The Origins of Pakistan’s Political Economy of Defense, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

    21. For a discussion of why notions of “Oriental despotisms” persist in analyses of Muslim societies, see Edward Said, Orientalism, New York: Vintage Books, 1979. To Said’s views may be added the claim that reasons why many societies whose citizens are Muslim are not democracies may have to do with their distinctive political-economies rather than with some intrinsic “Islamic” traits. In fact, to the extent that there are no purely Islamic states (like there are no purely socialist or capitalist ones) it is difficult to make definitive assessments of the relationship between Islam and (Western-style) democracy. Finally, for the record, the most brutal despotisms in recent memory (Nazism, fascism) emerged in Western, Christian, developed, capitalist states.

    22. The term generally refers to the extension of practices and institutions geared to facilitate political participation.

    23. This is in spite of the fact that the theory assumes that economic modernization (capitalism) will engender political development (Western-style democracy).

    24. For why the social sciences broke with political-economy which was concerned with analyzing the role of classes in the production and distribution of wealth and the implications of this break for a political analysis see Eric Wolf, Europe and the People without History, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1982.

    25. However, some of the recent literature is more well-rounded. See, for instance, Larry Diamond, J. Linz and S. Lipset (eds.), Democracy in Developing Societies, Boulder, Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1989; and, on India, Lloyd I. Rudolph and Susanne H. Rudolph, In Pursuit ofLakshmi: The Political Economy of the Indian State, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1987. For problems with the Rudolphs’ approach to “political-economy,” see Asma Barlas, “State, Class and Democracy: A Comparative Analysis of Politics in Hindu and Muslim Society in Colonial India (1885–1947)”, Ph.D. dissertation, Graduate School of International Studies, University of Denver, 1990.

    26. For an overview of how different theories conceptualize the relationship between the economy and politics, see James A. Caporaso and David P. Levine (eds.), Theories of Political Economy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992.

    27. To make this claim, however, is not assume an a priori relationship between class and politics. On the contrary, all such claims need to be grounded in historical inquiry as I argue in Chapter 2.

    28. Gramsci used the term “subaltern” to refer to groups that are subject to the hegemony of another class. Selections from the Prison Notebooks, edited by Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith, New York: International Publishers, 1971. In employing this term for their own work, the subaltern scholars, most of them Indian by birth, seem to mean a double entendre since they are engaged not only in retrieving the role of workers and peasants in colonial politics but also in freeing Indian historiography from the influence of Western hegemony. The work of this group can be found in Subaltern Studies, edited by Ranajit Guha and listed in the bibliography. For a critique see “Subaltern Studies II: A Review Article,” in Social Scientist, Vol. 12, No. 10, Issue no. 137, 1984, pp. 3–41; and “Subaltern Studies III & IV: A Review Article,” in Social Scientist, Vol. 16, No. 3, Issue No. 178, 1988, pp. 3–41.

    29. While references to the colonial legacy cannot explain Indian or Pakistani politics fully or in perpetuity, it is impossible to explain the differing class base of the two states (which have remained the same since 1947) without examining how colonial rule facilitated the political control of specific classes within them.

    30. See also the discussion on theories of Pakistani politics in the text below.

    31. “Passive revolution,” which represents a weak form of hegemony, may acquire the form of a bourgeois democracy or fascism. See Chapter 2 and Gramsci, Prison Notebooks.

    32. Making this distinction, however, does not mean denying a relationship between them; it simply allows for a clearer exposition of the connection.

    33. Although for reasons given in Chapter 2 it is important to make this distinction, making it is not to prejudge the relationship between religion and politics.

    34. For a clarification and justification of this methodology drawn from Gramsci’s work, see Chapter 2.

    35. While Alavi does not use this phrase, his work parallels that of the statetheoretic school which perceives the state in these terms. See Alavi, “State and Class under Peripheral Capitalism,” in H. Alavi and T. Shanon (eds.), Introduction to the Sociology of ‘Developing’ Societies, New York: Monthly Review Press, 1982. Among those who share his views of the state are Mohammad Waseem, Politics and the State in Pakistan, Lahore, Progressive Publishers, 1989.

    36. The view that the military plays the role of a “middle” class is common not only to the left, but also to modernization theorists who see its intervention in politics as propitious for that reason. See, J.J. Johnson (ed.), The Role of the Military in the Underdeveloped Societies, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962 and Jose Nun, “The Middle Class Military Coup,” in C. Veliz (ed.), The Politics of Conformity in Latin America, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967.

    37. As early as 1950, a brochure published by the civilian government was entitled, rather candidly, Pakistan Welcomes Foreign Investment, Pakistan Bureau of Business Facilities and Information, Karachi, 1950.

    38. Of course, while the military may have intervened because of the instability of civilian regimes, this does not mean that what was initially a genuine reason did not eventually degenerate into a handy pretext.

    39.
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