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            S  K  An Outline of a Revisionist Theory of Modernity I Outline of the theory that needs revision W  oﬀers is, in a literal sense, an outline. It needs fuller theoretical elaboration (). It also needs more detailed discussion of historical evidence. Its focus is a question usually neglected in current social theory. How should a theory of modernity cope with historical diﬀerence? My dissatisfaction with received modernisation theories has been driven by my parochial interest in Indian history, just as that theory was devised by the need to understand the equally parochial interest of making sense of primarily European history. But if modernity is viewed as a process that expands from the west to other parts of the world, this raises not merely a historical but also a theoretical question. It is cer- tainly necessary to understand the history of modernity in other set- tings, but also to ask what shape should the theory assume if it is to deal with this expanding historical diversity. The original theory went through two later extensions. The ﬁrst appears entirely legitimate: the application of the European theory of modernity to cover non- European societies that originated and functioned as extensions of the Western world ¢ like Canada, America and Australia ¢ on the partially correct ground that their social histories were suﬀiciently similar to Europe’s. But some historical sociologists have objected to this simple transfer. S. N. Eisenstadt () has suggested that if we think closely about American history, we are forced to recognise the ﬁrst case of emendation () A very terse version of this argument was presented in my papers: Sudipta K, ‘‘Modernity and politics in India’’, Daedalus (Winter ), and ‘‘Dilemmas of democratic development’’ in Adrian L, ed., Democracy and Development (Polity Press, Cambridge, ). () S. N. E, Introduction, ‘‘Multi- ple Modernities’’, Daedalus (Winter, ).  Sudipta K, Department of Politics and International Studies, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London [sk@soas.ac.uk]. Arch. europ. sociol., XLVI,  (), -—-//-$. per art + $. per page© A.E.S. 
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S K
 An Outline of a Revisionist Theoryof Modernity
 IOutline of the theory that needs revision
 W offers is, in a literal sense, an outline. It needsfuller theoretical elaboration (). It also needs more detailed discussionof historical evidence. Its focus is a question usually neglected in currentsocial theory. How should a theory of modernity cope with historicaldifference? My dissatisfaction with received modernisation theories hasbeen driven by my parochial interest in Indian history, just as that theorywas devised by the need to understand the equally parochial interest ofmaking sense of primarily European history. But if modernity is viewedas a process that expands from the west to other parts of the world, thisraises not merely a historical but also a theoretical question. It is cer-tainly necessary to understand the history of modernity in other set-tings, but also to ask what shape should the theory assume if it is to dealwith this expanding historical diversity. The original theory wentthrough two later extensions. The first appears entirely legitimate: theapplication of the European theory of modernity to cover non-European societies that originated and functioned as extensions of theWestern world ¢ like Canada, America and Australia ¢ on the partiallycorrect ground that their social histories were sufficiently similar toEurope’s. But some historical sociologists have objected to this simpletransfer. S. N. Eisenstadt () has suggested that if we think closely aboutAmerican history, we are forced to recognise the first case of emendation
 () A very terse version of this argument waspresented in my papers: Sudipta K,‘‘Modernity and politics in India’’, Daedalus(Winter ), and ‘‘Dilemmas of democraticdevelopment’’ in Adrian L, ed.,
 Democracy and Development (Polity Press,Cambridge, ).
 () S. N. E, Introduction, ‘‘Multi-ple Modernities’’, Daedalus (Winter, ).
 Sudipta K, Department of Politics and International Studies, School ofOriental and African Studies, University of London [[email protected]].Arch. europ. sociol., XLVI, (), -—-//-$. per art + $. per page©A.E.S.
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in the direction of a theory of ‘‘multiple modernities’’ (): i.e., therewere peculiarities in American history ¢ colonialism, the presence ofthree different races, the resultant use of endemic violence againstracially subordinated communities or peoples () ¢ which made Ameri-can modernity sufficiently different from the standard European cases tocall for a serious attempt at theoretical differentiation. There was asecond extension of the ‘‘European’’ theory of modernity which was of avery different character. This was the widespread application of thistheory in the s to non-European societies in the form of sociologicaltheories of modernization, political theories of ‘‘political development’’and economic theories of growth (). To put it schematically, but notinaccurately, all these were theories of ‘‘transition’’. All such theoriesexpected societies which started their transformation towards modernitylater to follow the examples and, to be more precise, the institutionalforms of European history of the th century, especially, the manner inwhich social theory interpreted the history of these forms (). To put itin Marx’s graphic phrase, modern European history showed to thesocieties of Asia, Africa and Latin America ‘‘the images of theirfuture’’ ().
 IIThe need for revision: uniformity and variation in historical thinking
 The plurality of pasts
 When we read these theories into the analytical work of Indianhistory, they gave us basically two sets of instructions: to read our past’
 () For two early, pioneering versions of thisline of reasoning, see Dileep G, ed.,Alternative Modernities (Duke UniversityPress, ) and S. N. E, ed., ‘‘Mul-tiple Modernities’’, Daedalus (Winter ).For a searching analysis of the common fea-tures of theories of modernity and the pecu-liarities of the modern in the Indian context:RajeevB,‘‘Aretherealternativemoder-nities?’’ inN.N.V,ed.,Culture,Democracyand Development in South Asia (India Interna-tional Centre/Shipra, Delhi, , pp. -).
 () On of the most unusual and perceptivetreatments of this unprecedentedness is Toc-queville’s analysis, especially the chapter onthe three races of America. Democracy in
 America, Volume I, chapter XVIII (-).
 () The literature on modernization theoryis vast, but one of the most interesting earlyexamples of this theory can be found inEdward S, Political Development in theNew States (Paris, Mouton, ).
 () This is an important question, but onethat is insufficiently analysed: the differencebetween historians’ history and social scien-tists’ history; it is in its second form thatEuropean history came to assume a position ofdominance over both cognition and imagina-tion over the world.
 () Karl M, Capital, Vol I (ProgressPublishers, Moscow, , p. ).
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own past pre-modern history; and to conceive our future in particularlyimplausible ways. The most extreme versions of these intellectual ten-dencies can be illustrated from the history of Indian Marxism (). SomeMarxists in the s believed so strongly in a theory of the necessaryuniformity of the sequence of social forms, that S. A. Dange wrote abook, admittedly dilettantish, purporting to show that ancient Indiansociety moved, single file, ‘‘from primitive communism to slavery’’ ().Closer to the question of modernity, it is interesting to observe how evenas innovative an historical thinker as Ranajit Guha, the founder ofSubaltern Studies, unproblematically implies that India had a ‘‘feudal’’society before the establishment of British colonialism (). Afterwards,through the critical work of Marxist historians themselves these ‘‘uni-formist’’ tendencies were criticised, rejected and reformulated. Theworks of R. S. Sharma () and Irfan Habib () proved decisively theinfelicity of using the concepts of slavery and feudalism to understandIndian history. After some flirtatious use of ‘‘Indian feudalism’’ toincongruously suggest that what existed in India was not feudalism ()(to call it Indian feudalism was, to say the least, a rather unhelpful way ofputting it), even that was quietly abandoned. This had an importantimplication for studying Indian history because it suggested that the
 () My reason for selecting the Marxisttradition of thinking in India is that it wasfor nearly fifty years one of the richest strandsof social reflection, and that Marxists exploredquestions of historical method with muchgreater assiduity than other strands, sincethey claimed that what set them apart fromothers was precisely the scrupulous histo-ricity of their intellectual methods. AlthoughIndian Marxists saw this as the problem ofthe rise of the ‘‘social formation’’ of capi-talism rather than the current obsessionwith ‘‘modernity’’, their questions andconcerns were very similar. Indian Marxistdiscussions came to very similar puzzlementsand points of theoretical decision, though oneach occasion they seem to have taken thewrong turn.
 () S. A. D, India: From PrimitiveCommunism to Slavery (PPH, Bombay, ).It must be noted however that it instantly drewsevere strictures from one of the leading his-torians, D. D. Kosambi, ‘‘Marxism and ancientIndian culture’’, in D.D. Kosambi on Historyand Society (ed. A.J. Syed), University ofBombay, Bombay, , -. I offer a moredetailed analysis of some these difficulties inSudipta K, ‘‘On the status of Marx’s
 writings on India’’, Social Scientist, N. ().
 () Ranajit G, Elementary Aspects ofPeasant Insurgency in Colonial India (OUP,Delhi, ).
 () R. S. S, Material Culture andSocial Formations in Ancient India (Macmillan,Delhi, ).
 () Irfan Habib’s major work was AgrarianSystem of Mughal India (Oxford UniversityPress, Delhi, ); but his historical researchwas wide-ranging and often touched onmethodological questions. See Irfan H,ed., Medieval India (Oxford University Press,Delhi, ).
 () See R. S. S, Indian Feudalism;for a critical discussion, see also HarbansM, ‘‘Was there feudalism in India?’’,Journal of Peasant Studies (Vol [], ).Only a small segment of Marxist historiansfound Marx’s sketchy speculations about anAsiatic mode of production methodologicallyfruitful. For an argument in favour of theconcept see Dipendra Banerjee, ‘‘Marx and the‘original’ form of India’s village community’’,in Diptendra B, ed., Marxian Theoryand the Third World (Sage, New Delhi, ,pp. -).
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conditions which prevailed prior to the arrival of modernity through theimperial intercession were very different from the conditions fromwhich European modernity started (). If (but this is a big if) it isadmitted that modern institutions are determined, at least partially, bytheir conditions of origin in two senses: i.e., by the character and logic ofthe institutions they would replace, and also by the conditions in whichmodern institutions would themselves arise, it would be plausible tosuggest that the heterogeneity of pre-conditions would lead to diffe-rentiations of the paths that modernity would take ().
 The plurality of futures
 Social scientists concerned primarily with contemporary society, notthe past, persistently faced a second difficulty. The received theoryexpected the processual outcomes of modernity to become increasinglyuniform. Regarded very generally, this was true; but when analysedclosely, this appeared increasingly doubtful. Take the institutions of thestate. On one hand, it was quite clear that British colonial rule slowlyintroduced into Indian society a form of state power vastly differentfrom all previous forms, despite its initial pretence of emulation of theimperial magnificence of the Mughals (). By the middle of the thcentury it was clear that, although it was an institution of alien rule, thenature of its claims over the Indian society, its legal apparatus, its tech-niques of rule and its long-term purposes were qualitatively differentfrom former empire-states. Thus the political history of India from themid th century cannot be written except in terms of a story of a modernstate. Yet, one of the modern state’s principal institutions, the bureau-cracy, behaved in ways very different from its European counterparts,and from the theoretical picture of that behaviour constructed sopowerfully by the Weberian model of rational-legal authority. Underpressures of modernity, the Indian state has evidently gone throughserious stages of successive institutional elaboration, but it is hard to beconfident that it is coming to resemble the model of the Weberian
 () Irfan Habib provided a magisterialsurvey of these conditions in a famous essay,‘‘Potentialities of capitalistic development inthe economy of Mughal India’’, Enquiry(Winter , Volume , No. , pp. -).
 () I return to the two meanings of thenotion of ‘‘initial conditions’’ in section Vbelow.
 () Bernard Cohn’s remarkable essay‘‘Representing authority in Victorian India’’ inEric H and Terence R, eds,The Invention of Tradition (Cambridge Uni-versity Press, Cambridge, ) offers a fasci-nating account of this early strategy of sym-bolic emulation.
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bureaucratic state (). Secondly, the increasing success of democraticpolitics in India is giving rise to patterns of political conduct, trends incollective political behaviour, modes of critical thinking, and evaluativejudgement that are impossible to fold back into recognisable Europeanforms. The historical extensions of Indian democracy, while undeniablypart of India’s story of modernity, are tending to take unprecedentedpaths. Our major theoretical problem, arising out of the restrictivestructure of the received theory, was simple but intractable. The easybinary distinction between ‘‘traditional’’ and ‘‘modern’’ habituatedsocial scientists to think of these two as exclusive and exhaustive, suchthat any thing that was not modern was taken to be traditional. Further,when the modern was so completely equated with Western forms ofpolitics, economy and social behaviour, this led to monstrous mis-identifications of present facts. For instance, the crowd, grime, and paceof present-day Calcutta would have to be identified as ‘‘traditional’’,while it was utterly and obviously modern. Thus, the theory fellincreasingly into inconsistencies. To recognise the unfamiliar behaviourof Indian democracy, the unfamiliar evolutions of the Indian state, theun-Western urbanity of our cities, and surprisingly unaccustomedtwists in economic behaviour, we required a theory of modernity thatcould cut itself from its points of origin in European history andconceive of these trends as modern.
 Arguably, from an admission of these difficulties, there can be severalroutes, and I want to recommend only one of them. Two suggestionsthat would certainly obviate some of these difficulties, but seem to me tocreate other more intractable ones, are those that recommend indigenismor deny entirely the historical peculiarity of the modern. Some theoristsconclude from these problems that we should not try to develop greaterscope and complexity of the theory of modernity, but take a turntowards indigenism ¢ to suggest that the historical trajectory of eachsociety is incomparably peculiar, and should be analysed as far as possi-ble by its own ‘‘internal’’ concepts (). This would simply disregard the
 () To take a telling but random example,the recent study by Vivek Chibber concludesthat development policies in India founderedprecisely because the actual behaviour of theIndian state was quite different from the modelfound in Weberian theory. Anthropologistshave accumulated the most compelling evi-dence about the functioning of the Indian state— particularly at its lower bureaucratic levels.See for instance, the work of Barbara HW, India Working (Cambridge University
 Press, Cambridge, ); Akhil G, Post-colonial Developments (Duke University Press,Durham, NC, ); Chris F and Vero-nique Bï, eds, The Everyday State andSociety in Modern India (C. Hurst, London,).
 () I think this is a deeply problematic lineof thought, though it has some superficialplausibility. To take a simple but importantexample, it is impossible to capture the com-plexities of India’s democratic evolution
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theory of modernity, and imply that social science in other parts of theworld should ignore theories of modernity because of their Europeanorigin. Significant change in history, a second view argues, can be foundat various points in history; thus, the assumption that there is somethingespecially new in the newness of modernity is wrong. If that is true, thenall historical changes that constitute parts of the narrative of the changeinto modernity can be explained by a general theory of historical change;we do not need a specific, chronologically parochial ‘‘theory of moder-nity’’. It is impossible to present the arguments against these two posi-tions in this paper (although I believe it is important to produce argu-ments against them, and not to dismiss them simply because theyrepresent the views of a statistical minority in modern social science).
 IIIDisaggregating the general theory of modernity
 In what follows, I shall talk about Marx and Weber as the mainexamples of the most ambitious and influential theory of modernity. Ido not intend to deny the serious differences between Marx and Weber;but there is something shared between them, which can be called alogical figure, a broad form or shape common to their theories withinwhich their differences are housed. At the most general and abstractlevel, the ‘‘common theory’’ can be seen to consist of two large proposalsabout modern history (). The first thesis states that the transformationof European societies was not just another instance of usual historicalchange; it was a new kind of newness. Marx, Weber, and earlier writerslike Guizot agreed that the birth of modern Europe saw the emergenceof a new civilisation which altered the relations of forces between thevarious cultures or civilisations of the world. This thesis is mainly
 through indigenous concepts, simply becausetraditionally India did not have any politicalideal or institutional practice seriously compa-rable to modern democracy. There were someattempts by Indian nationalist writers to provethe existence of a genealogy of democracy inIndia, but their results were, not surprisingly,wholly unconvincing. For two examples, seethe th century arguments by the Bengalithinker, Bhudev Mukhopadhyay in SamajikaPrabandha, and Radhakumud Mukherjee.Ironically, their own evidence proves beyond
 doubt that the political arrangements theywere celebrating had a distant allegorical orrhetorical relation to modern democraticprinciples.
 () A very brief version of this argumentcan be found in my earlier paper, ‘‘Modernityand Politics in India’’, Daedalus (Winter ).But the first part of the argument is too terse;its main theses are illustrated through an his-torical discussion about modern Indian politi-cal life.
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inward looking, comparing modern Europe with previous Europeansocial forms. There is a second thesis that was, in a strict sense, absentfrom the work of earlier thinkers like Kant, Hegel or Guizot and reallyemerged in the works of Marx and Weber. In these earlier thinkers therewas certainly a vivid sense of the growing superiority of the newlyemergent European civilisation, often so strong that it affected the lin-guistic usage of the term ‘‘civilisation’’. Before this conceptual andtheoretical change, the European Christian civilisation was contrasted toothers like the Islamic, Chinese or Hindu (); but after this change,European self-definition altered this usage crucially, and contrasted thecivilised society of Europe with other societies which were rude (inclu-ding those which would have been regarded as different civilisationsbefore) or where civilisation was merely rudimentary or clearly infer-ior ().
 This move achieved two changes simultaneously ¢ both in the direc-tion of losing differentiation and towards homogeneity. First, thisencouraged a falsely homogeneous picture of modern European civili-sation. Second, correspondingly, using this contrast as a major charac-teristic, it produced a falsely homogeneous picture of other civilisationsby emphasising their ‘‘rudeness’’ ¢ i.e., pre-modernity (). By thisconceptual re-description, this new theory recast the relation betweenEurope and other parts of the world. Europe now contained a new kindof civilisation that was universalistic in several ways. It was basedon universal principles in two senses. First, they were based on andjustifiable by appeals to rules of a universal reason; and secondly, as acorollary, its achievements could be in principle achieved by all otherhuman societies. This was accompanied by a strong belief that as reasonand enlightenment spread across the world, these achievements ¢ bothpractical and moral ¢ would be owned by other peoples and realised intheir societies. Modernity would thus be a universal civilisation, and therest of the world was now seen as future recipients of this civilisation ofmodernity. In the works of Marx and Weber this rather general histo-rical expectation was given more explicit and theoretical form.
 () Of course, in earlier thought, thesecivilizations all centred on their main religions,which were perceived by European Christianthinkers as based on erroneous principles.Since Islam existed in close and hostile proxi-mity, it was selected for special denunciation.But these were seen as different, if competingcivilisations, all the same.
 () See for instance, Voltaire’s PhilosophicalDictionary in which Brahmins and Mandarinsat times dispute the central principles of lifewith a representative of the West.
 () See, for the new usage, discussionsabout other societies in the Scottish Enlight-enment thinkers like Adam Ferguson. Theemergence of a ‘‘stage’’ theory of history,which connects the rise of a commercialsociety with general pacification and a cultiva-tion of manners, as opposed to the violentvolatility of military societies, helps thistransformation of a picture, which placedsocieties horizontally in terms of difference, toa new picture, which placed them vertically interms of ‘‘progress’’.
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This common theory reflected with greater accuracy the new relationof power that had emerged between modern Europe and its colonialpossessions. By the end of the th century the theory had two parts: thefirst provided a ‘‘theory’’ of the causes, present character and probablefuture trends of modernity in Europe; the second offered a hypothesisthat this form had the power to destroy earlier social forms in the rest ofthe world and install a universal social form. I wish to suggest that weshould accept the first part of this theory because, between its manyversions ¢ from Hegel down to Foucault, Western social theory is stillanswering those questions ¢ it provides powerful, rich and still evolvingconceptions of modern European history. However, in the light of ourconstant difficulties, we should reject the second part suggesting an easydiffusionist teleology, and install in its place a theory which holds thatthere is a logic of self-differentiation in modernity. The more modernityexpands and spreads to different parts of the world the more it becomesdifferentiated and plural. To invoke Dipesh Chakravarty’s phrase,Europe can be ‘‘provincialised’’ () only if we recognise that althoughits origins were certainly European, modernity’s subsequent globalexpansion forces it increasingly to leave behind and forget its origins.
 In fact, the two sub-theories that the common theory housed withinitself were of quite different character. The first theory was working onactual historical evidence, and applied casts of interpretative/explana-tory understanding on an historical process after the fact. The secondtheory contained a body of hypothetical ideas about the expectedtransformation of non-European societies, where the processes ofmodernity had not yet begun: the theorisation was therefore prognosticand primarily speculative. It extrapolated trends from the European caseto other cultures, without close inspection of what actually happenedwhen modernity began to appear in these social contexts. The twotheories, though plausibly connected by an abstract frame of expecta-tion, were really of rather different kinds, based on different kinds ofevidence and followed different methods of reasoning.
 Structure and history in Marx’s thought: the idea of ‘‘trajectories’’
 In one sense, the kind of thinking I am proposing is not altogethernew. Antecedents of this form of analysis can be found in the classicaltheories, though, for understandable reasons, these remained mere
 () Dipesh C, Provincializing Europe (Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ,).
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sketches, and were not elaborated at full length. In all three significantthinkers of historical modernity, traces of such analyses about varyingforms and trajectories can be found (). I shall illustrate this byanalysing some parts in Marx’s writings on capitalism, and then make acase that we should take up that strand, and develop it in the case ofnon-European cultures ().
 Two types of theoretical arguments can be found in Marx’s sprawl-ing works on the rise of capitalism. It is well known that the precisemethods of analysis differ between Marx’s economic and political wri-tings. When commenting on the constant ebb and flow of politics ¢ inFrance or Germany () ¢ he maintains an historicist method ()of describing events which are unique in their agents, in the forces whichact in them, and in their historical outcomes. Although there areattempts, particularly when dealing with Germany, to discern a long-term pattern () there is a sense that the fluctuations of political life aretoo sudden and chaotic to plot onto serene designs of progress. Whenwriting about economic life, by contrast, Marx’s mode of presenta-tion is predominantly structural, delineating in persistent detail thefundamental arrangement of relationships in the capitalist economy,
 () In de Tocqueville’s case, the questionof difference and similarity with Europe israised clearly in the comparison with America.In case of Weber too there are his interestingreflections on the possibility of representativepolitics in Russia, see Max W, PoliticalWritings (Cambridge University Press, Cam-bridge, ).
 () In the Marxist tradition, some of theseideas were seen and developed by subsequentthinkers, simply because, as Marxism spread toother parts of Europe, its practitioners facedproblems in principle similar to ours. Marxistwriters after Marx sought to develop a theore-tical understanding of this question by sug-gesting a theory of ‘‘combined and unevendevelopment’’. These ideas were taken up notmerely by Marxists who sought to explainhistorical events in Germany and Russia, butalso in the cases of China and India. In thecases of Russia and China, the more familiarextensions are found in the works of Trotsky.In the Indian case, the first Marxist writer ofnote, M. N. Roy that was used a cast of argu-ment, remarkably similar in his early work,India in Transition (), in Selected Works ofM. N. Roy, Volume I, - (OxfordUniversity Press, Delhi, ).
 () In speaking about his political writings,I have primarily his French trilogy in mind:
 Class Struggles in France, The EighteenthBrumaire of Louis Napoleon, and Civil Warin France; but this can be supplemented by hisearly journalistic writings for the Neue Rhei-nische Zeitung, and Engels’ Revolution andCounter-Revolution in Germany. In fact, itappears that Marx’s political commentarieshug the level of everyday change more closely,avoiding large generalisations, while Engels ismore prone to higher-level sociological analy-ses.
 () Historicist in the strict sense usedby German thinkers like Dilthey, not in thevery different sense used by Popper in hisCold War study: P, The Open Societyand Its Enemies (Routledge and KeganPaul, London, ). In the first sense, histo-ricism means staying away from law-likegeneralizations specific to natural sciences, andtreating each historical situation as unique.Popper’s idiosyncratic use means almost theopposite — a belief in inexorable historicalteleology. Unfortunately, in much contempo-rary writing, the second sense has overshad-owed the first.
 () In ‘‘Revolution and Counter-Revo-lution in Germany (-)’’, in Karl Mand Friedich E, Selected Works, Vol. I(Progress Publishers, Moscow, ).
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describing its elements and the determinate relations between them toproduce an invariant architecture. Sketches of historical analyses ofcapitalist development are interspersed throughout the argument butgenerally subordinated to this structural view. But if we look closely, it ispossible to suggest a significant difference between the two ways ofthinking about capitalism in Marx’s works. Although the structuralform of writing encourages a view that capitalism is a ‘‘universal form’’,i. e., wherever it arises, it eventually produces an economy of the samestructural design, the historical analyses seem to suggest a very differentimplication.
 If we look at Marx’s understanding of the history of capitalism, asopposed to its structure, two rather different ways of thinking can bedistinguished in his reflections about the evolution of capitalist socialforms (). In Marx’s early writings, down to the middle period (),there is a clear expectation that, although the capitalist mode of pro-duction emerged in different times and conditions in specific Europeansocieties, and social and political institutions associated with the rise ofthe capitalist economy take even more complex patterns of evolution,eventually all societies tend historically towards a single structural formin which social relations are commoditized or become, in some sense,abstract and commodity-like (). It is possible then to extend this inLukacs’s style to conceive of a necessary pattern of interconnectedstructures of capitalist economy, bureaucratised states, market-dominated cultures, nuclear families ¢ all as part of a global design ofmodernity. The rise of capitalism therefore meant the establishment of asimilar kind of society in all European countries (). In later writings,
 () Also in the case of Marx, as with others,interpretative accounts often pursue a falseideal of excessive consistency. Readers ofMarx would detect that there were rather dif-ferent strands of thinking. However, instead oflooking at and pursuing the implications ofthem all, they would think that their interpre-ters’ responsibility was to reduce the thoughtof a major writer to a consistent whole, andthus excise the elements they consider lessimportant or promising. This is an instance ofa much more general tendency in reading socialtheory that Quentin Skinner observed andcriticised a long time ago: Q. S, ‘‘Mean-ing and understanding in the history of ideas’’,History and Theory, () and in RegardingMethod (Cambridge University Press, Cam-bridge, ).
 () In the early writings, like the Economicand Philosophical Manuscripts, Marx does not
 enter into extended historical analyses; but hisview of capitalist development till the writingof the Grundrisse appears to support the ideaof a single structural pattern.
 () More than in Marx, the theory of thiskind of thinking can be found in texts likeL’s essay on ‘‘Reification and the cons-ciousness of the proletariat’’, History and ClassConsciousness (Merlin, London, ); and it isnot surprising, as Habermas demonstrates,that Lukacs’s theorizing is deeply influencedby the Weberian conception of a rationaliza-tion process. See H, A Theory ofCommunicative Action, Volume I, Chapter IV,Polity Press, Cambridge, ).
 () The Communist Manifesto, for instance,does not hesitate to advance an abstract argu-ment of this kind which suggests the produc-tion of historical uniformities. Clearly, this isalso the unavoidable implication of the famous
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Marx takes an increasingly more complex view about this historicalquestion; and it appears that, instead of a belief in an equi-final trajec-tory of capitalist evolutions, it moves towards a more plural vision ofhistorical paths. Finally, this perception led to the well-known distinc-tion in the final chapters of Capital I and parts of Capital III betweenthe ‘‘first way’’ of capitalist development, which Marx designates as‘‘really revolutionary’’, and a separate path designated as ‘‘late capital-ism’’ in which both the purely economic logic of capitalist evolution ofthe economy and associated sociological and political transformationssettle into a distinctive ‘‘second way’’ (). In the ‘‘first way’’, capitalismdrives forward the political forces of democracy; in the second, it retardsand obstructs them (). If we read this division in European modernitynot as a partial and temporary obstruction but as a dynamic pattern, wearrive at an interesting theoretical conclusion (). At least by implica-tion, this is then the beginning of a theory of ‘‘multiple modernities’’within the Western world itself, and inside the canonical traditions ofWestern social theory. This would suggest that although the impulsestowards a capitalist economy, urbanisation, and political democracyare all general tendencies in the history of modern Europe, there aredifferent configurations of their complex figuration, and even differen-tial trajectories within the history of European modernity.
 It is this second theory in Marx which seems to have more explana-tory power in understanding the modern history of Europe. Paths ofGerman, Italian and Russian modernity, taken in this wider and more
 remark in the Grundrisse that the shape of amore advanced society shows to the morebackward the image of its future: Karl M,Grundrisse, transl. Martin Nicolaus (Penguin,Harmondsworth, ).
 () Karl M, Capital, Volume III (Pro-gress Publishers, Moscow, , p. ); andgenerally, Chapter XX, ‘‘Historical facts aboutmerchant’s capital’’.This argument is linked tothe historical analyses in Capital I, chapters-. This insight later produced a large lite-rature that discussed questions of ‘‘combinedand uneven development’’. That literature wasprimarily interested in the political implica-tions of this ‘‘second way’’ development, andits effect on the prospects of democracy. Here Iam more concerned with a methodologicalquestion about patterns of reading history.
 () Arguments of this kind can be found inthe political writings which compare the pathsof Germany and France: M and E,Articles from the Neue Rhenische Zeitung,
 - (Progress Publishers, Moscow, ),and Engels’s Revolution and Counter-Revolu-tion in Germany, in Karl M and FriedrichE, Selected Works, Vol I (Lawrence andWishart, London, ).
 () Some later Marxists, including Trotskyand Lenin, saw this as a crucial insight andtried to develop a systematic view of combinedand uneven development. This put together aninteresting complex picture of how a capitalistform evolves, subject simultaneously to a pro-cess towards differentiation and a contraryprocess of combination. Unfortunately, whenMarxists sought to think about non-Europeansocieties, they made only perfunctory uses ofthis insight, and did not try to develop the fullimplications of this line of reasoning. Liberalideas about politics were, on the whole, far lessinterested in comparative sociology, andusually proceeded from exclusively normativerather than historical models.
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complex sense, diverged significantly from the earlier English andFrench trajectories (), and led to an immense historical conflict inEurope about which of these could establish itself as dominant and‘‘universal’’, until this contest was decided by the violence of the secondworld war. This will also lay to rest the unconvincing idea of a sponta-neous combustion of democracy in all European cultures that pervadesthe less historically sensitive version of social science common sense.Drawing on this alternate theory, we can ask: if the history of the Westitself shows a tendency for forms of modernity to diffract, how can wereasonably expect them to be homogeneous when modernity goes out ofthe frame of European history into other continents and cultures ().Let me make this point independently of Marx’s theory.
 IVTwo views of Western modernity
 Symmetry and sequence
 Theorists who analyse modern European history acknowledge thatthe phenomenon called modernity is not a single, homogeneous process,but a combination of several which can be isolated and distinguished.When we are talking about modernity, we are talking about a number ofprocesses of social change which can be studied or analysed indepen-dently of each other ¢ such as, capitalist industrialisation, the increasingcentrality of the state in the social order (Foucault’s ‘‘governmentality’),urbanisation, sociological individuation, secularisation in politics andethics, the creation of a new order of knowledge, vast changes in theorganisation of family and intimacy, and changes in the fields of artisticand literary culture (). If modernity is shown to be analytically
 () Although there were enormously signi-ficant differences between the guiding politicalimaginaries in the French republican and theAnglo-American traditions of political action.See, Charles T, Modern Social Ima-ginaries (Duke University Press, Durham,).
 () In the last sections of his Modern SocialImaginaries (‘‘Provincializing Europe’’) Char-les Taylor raises this point with great persua-siveness (Taylor ).
 () It is quite interesting that practicallyevery single separate process in this complexhas been given its ‘‘proper’’ theory — Smithand Marx on industrialisation, Guizot andFoucault on what is now called government-ality, Weber on rationalisation of bureaucracyand secularisation, Tocqueville on democracy,Toennies on individuation, supplemented byvarious theories of the city, of modern art andthe novel, gleaned from the works of Baude-laire, Benjamin, Bakhtin and many others.
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decomposable into these constituent processes, that raises a further andcrucial question: how should we view the relationship among them?
 Broadly, there are two ways of answering this question, which I shalldesignate as ‘‘theories’’ of symmetry and sequence. The conventionaltheory that dominates the common sense of social science accepts thesymmetrical view. It suggests, first, that these separate processes arelinked by a functional relation of interdependence, and second, inconsequence, these processes develop symmetrically.
 Functionalist conceptions of modernity
 To put it schematically, if modernity consists of five distinct isolableprocesses, say A, B, C, D and E, this theory holds that they are function-ally dependent on each other, i.e., either all of them would emerge, evolveand survive interdependently, or none at all. Besides, the emergence ofany one or more of these constituents creates conditions for the emer-gence of the others, leading eventually to the establishment of the wholeconstellation. Finally, since they tend to emerge simultaneously (),their historical development is likely to be parallel and symmetrical. Insome theoretical models, as in Weber, these are all seen as instantiationsof some larger, more abstract, general principle like ‘‘rationality’’.The rise of a capitalist economy based on economic rationality is notaccidentally related to the growth of bureaucratisation in state practices;
 Curiously, the only process which is indubita-bly central to modernity yet without a central‘‘high theory’’ is its cognitive constitution: howmodernity requires a new order of knowledgefrom high science to everyday life.
 () It must be noted that there can be twosubsidiary models of the emergence ofmodern institutions according to this theory.The first possibility is that all modern proces-ses emerge simultaneously, and mature togetherin a temporary parallel development of capi-talism, democracy, individuation, secularisa-tion etc. But there is a second possibility inwhich some of the more significant processesemerge first and in isolation, but subsequentlycreate conditions for the others. It can beargued, following a particular brand ofMarxism, that for technology to be dissemi-nated through the economic realm, capitalistrelations of production are necessary; these, inturn, slowly undermine family based forms oflabour, and create a modern labour market of
 atomistic individual proletarians. When placedin this kind of economic context, these labou-rers are functionally encouraged to view theirselves in an atomistic manner, and wouldappreciate seeing this artistically reflected inthe literary form of the bildungsroman. Thisconcatenation can be extended and made moredetailed. Lukacs’s famous reading of theexpanding logic of ‘‘reification’’ offers apowerful picture of this kind — at least byimplication. What is crucial in this view is thepressure of necessitation flowing out of onefield of social activity to another: ‘‘Reificationand the consciousness of the proletariat’’ inL, History and Class Consciousness(Merlin, London, ). Equally, however,some strands in Marxist thought — likeAlthusser’s well-known essay on ‘‘The outlineof a theory of historical time’’ have arguedforcefully against such a presumption ofsimultaneity: A and B, Read-ing Capital (NLB, London, ).
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they are deeply linked because bureaucratic rationality is simply theapplication of the same general rational principles to the sphere of thestate’s activity. The rise of secular ethics, or the decline of religiousculture in spheres of social and family life, can then be seen as beingrelated to this process, as a further instance of a general, comprehensive‘‘rationalization’’ of life (). Despite the well-known differencesbetween Marx and Weber’s theoretical pictures of a capitalist society,there can be a powerful overlap. Clearly, this is precisely how thecapitalist society is viewed by an influential strand in Western Marxism.Lukacs conceives of the capitalist society as an ‘‘expressive totality’’ inAlthusser’s phrase, ‘‘a circle of circles’’, with the principle of rationalityin the axial circle at the centre of this design (). These processes can begiven separate histories, but they are not really causally separate; becauseof their strong functional connection, their histories are bound to besymmetrical. Early capitalist economies are found to be linked to the riseof liberal ideologies, and early impulses towards constitutionalism(anachronistically over-interpreted as democracy), the first signs ofgesellschaft-based associationism, and experiments with state secular-ism. The period from the th to the th centuries is thus a period ofthe rise of modernity in the literal comprehensive sense, i.e. the simul-taneous rise of all these processes, each supporting the others. It isnot surprising that slowly all these interdependent processes literallymature and eventually assume the enchanting form that we recognise asadvanced capitalist democracies of today, which have ended history bybecoming the collective object of desire of all human beings ().
 The sequential view
 This still remains the dominant view in social theory, almost adefault setting to which social science literature reverts absent-
 () There is possibly a tension between twoaspects of Weber’s account of capitalism. Hisstructural picture of a capitalist modernitycertainly tends towards this functional view;yet, in those writings where Weber deals withthe narrower question of ‘‘historical origins’’of capitalism, he is keen to bring in some ele-ment of chance, which makes possible the useof the famous ‘‘elective affinity’’ metaphor.
 () L, ‘‘Reification and the con-siousness of the proletariat’’ in History andClass Consciousness (Merlin, London, ).For the criticisms see A, ‘‘The mate-
 rialist dialectic’’, For Marx (Allen Lane, Pen-guin, London, ).
 () This vision of modernity dominatednot merely the thinking of European intellec-tuals. Intellectuals in the colonies accepted thismodel in its entirety. Evidently, Indian intel-lectuals in the s subscribed to a strongversion of this model, shared in appropriatelydifferent languages, by liberals, Nehruvians,and Marxists alike. In fact, the entire design ofthe Indian constitutional structure is based onthis crucial reading of how Europe becamemodern.
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mindedly (). Historical research about European modernity over thelast few decades has moved in a different direction and calls, by impli-cation, for a radically different theoretical model. Change in historicalinterpretation has been fuelled, among other things, by critical discus-sions on the relation between capitalism and democracy. Althoughconventional Marxist understanding regarded democratic institutionsinitially as functionally connected to the capitalist economy ¢ as the idealpolitical superstructure of the capitalist mode of production ¢ a het-erodox line of thought claimed that democratic forms were not simplyfunctional reflexes of the bourgeois economy, but political practicesimposed upon a reluctant and hostile bourgeoisie by popular strugglesof the working class (). This view of a more contradictory rather thanfunctional relation between capitalism and democracy has been subse-quently widely accepted amongst historians, disrupting the benignhypothesis of capitalism inevitably creating the conditions for thegrowth of democratic politics. If the second view is accepted, the realhistory of European modernity comes out in a far more complicatedway. It would then appear that the rise of capitalism was decisive andtransformative for the economy precisely because of the absence ofdemocracy in political life. In the absence of even rudimentary rights ofresistance and legitimate protest against the intensifying demands ofcapitalist industrial work discipline, an unwilling and resistingpeasantry, driven out of the countryside by economic distress, could beforcibly shaped into the familiar sociological form of the modernindustrial proletariat. To put it schematically, the initial success of thecapitalist productive organisation was due precisely to the generalabsence of democratic institutions. Once capitalist industry wasentrenched, and had reshaped the structure of the whole Europeaneconomy into a general bourgeois form, working class political move-ments gradually drew democratic rights as concessions from the entre-preneurial classes and political elites. To characterise democracy as anecessary functional concomitant of capitalist economy is an astor-
 () For an excellent discussion of theintellectual origins of modernity, which ack-nowledges fissures in the intellectual tradi-tions, but which tends overall to this picture,see Stephen T, Cosmopolis (Universityof Chicago Press, Chicago, ). Many exam-ples could be culled from the literature dealingwith modernization of the non-Western world:one of the most succinct and in its timeinfluential was Edward Shils, Political Develo-pment in the New States (Mouton, Paris, ).
 () Marxist historians have asserted thispoint for a long time, including E.P. T-’s hugely influential The Making of theEnglish Working Class (Penguin Books, Har-mondsworth, ). But this position, again, isnot incompatible with the further claim thatwith time, the bourgeoisie and the politicalelites realised the stabilising effects of workers’enfranchisement, and its salutary effects forthe longevity of the capitalist economic form.
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ishingly rationalising and indolent way of viewing historic upheavalslike the Chartist movement. It produces an ideologically rationalizingpicture of capitalism as producing inevitable democratic political effects,showing it in a better light than it deserves historically (). And it isindolent because it simply projects anachronistically into the past a stateof affairs that has existed for a limited period since the s (). By thelate th century, proletarian and lower class movements in major partsof Western Europe had secured substantial rights of political partici-pation; and when the universal suffrage was conceded in early thcentury, the poor in industrial capitalist societies could use their votesstrategically to demand and eventually achieve the structure of a welfarestate. This revisionist view of the historical relation between the eco-nomic logic of capitalism and the political logic of democracy leads totwo further implications.
 The narrower conclusion is that instead of emerging and evolvingsymmetrically, and being related functionally, capitalism and democracyhad a contradictory at least oppositional relation for a long period in theearly history of modernity. They could only develop sequentially. Butafter the rise of democracy modified some of the worst features of earlycapitalist iniquity, some (but not all) western European societies devel-oped the familiar outline of the ‘‘advanced capitalist society’’, whichcombines the advantages of capitalist wealth and democratic freedom.According to a sequential reading of the history of Western modernity,this achievement was possible precisely because, in the West, all thedifferent features of modern society did not emerge at the same time.These elements could not have been functionally related.
 Let me show what the wider theoretical implications of this revision-ist reading of history will be by taking up briefly the single example ofthinking about democracy in India. In political science literature,authors often point to the existence of various preconditions for thesuccess of democracy. If we turn the conditions that are known to haveexisted at the time of the rise of European democracy, and treat them aspre-conditions for all other subsequent cases, the explanation of the sheerexistence of Indian democracy becomes inordinately difficult. Theconditions under which democracy arises in the West and in India aredifferent in several significant respects.
 () What is more important for ourpurpose is that it raises the unfounded expec-tation that rising capitalist classes acquire aconstitutional hunger for democracy, andalways seek democratic rather than authorita-rian political solutions ¢ an expectation the
 new bourgeoisie in the Third World havesignally failed to meet.
 () Interestingly, Marx’s own analyses ofthe Chartist movement registers these contra-dictions: M and E, Articles on Britain(Progress Publishers, Moscow, ).
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. In the West real democracy came to a capitalist society which wasalready economically converted into a capitalist form of production andalready fairly wealthy in international terms of comparison (whether thiswas because of colonialism or not is a contested question that we canleave aside because that is irrelevant to my argument) ().
 . By the time universal suffrage democracy emerged, the sectoralstructure of the economy was already transformed by the industrialrevolution, and a relatively small agricultural sector existed against amuch larger industrial working force ().
 . The secular state as a political device was long established, andsecular legal arrangements established on the basis of a social consen-sus ().
 . Literacy levels were high, if not universal, while in India, at thetime of the adoption of the constitution, literacy levels were below %,and that meant an ability just to sign one’s name.
 . Processes of social individuation were far advanced, and medievalcommunal bonds were already in serious decline.
 . To use Foucault’s terminology, European societies had alreadyestablished ‘‘states of governmentality’’.
 . What Weber termed a bureaucratic state or a rechtstaat alreadyexisted in many Western European countries.
 Were these differences in the historical conditions when democraticinstitutions were introduced likely to cause serious differences in thepattern in which democracy functioned and evolved?
 () This links up with the question ofwhether democracy can flourish under condi-tions of widespread poverty. In the initialdiscussions about the prospects of Indiandemocracy, many observers expressed greatscepticism precisely because poverty wasconsidered inimical to the durability of de-mocratic institutions.
 () Recent analyses of the relation betweendemocracy and agriculture in India havedrawn attention to the latent contradiction ofthe subsidy regime. A. Varshney’s study pointsout that unlike in contemporary Europe, inIndia, a much smaller industrial sector of theeconomy, about %, is expected to subsidise amuch larger agrarian sector. But because thevotes of the agrarian sector are much greater,under democratic electoral politics, the pres-
 sure for subsidies is irresistible: A. V,Democracy, Development and the Countryside(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,).
 () In India there is a serious debate aboutthe relation between secular state and secularsociety since the publication of critical argu-ments against Nehruvian secularism by AshisNandy and T. N. Madan. Cf. Ashis N,‘‘Politics of secularism and the recovery ofreligious tolerance’’ and T. N. M, ‘‘Secu-larism in its place’’, in Sudipta Kaviraj, ed.,Politics in India (Oxford University Press,Delhi, ). For critical responses see, RajeevB, Secularism and its Critics (OxfordUniversity Press, Delhi, ) and SudiptaK, ed., Politics in India (Oxford Uni-versity Press, Delhi, , pp. -).
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Sequence and structure
 Answering that question depends on how we conceive the relationbetween sequence and structure. Theorists who believe in the symme-trical model recognise that there is often a difference in sequence inwhich key modern processes are introduced in a particular society.However, to their way of thinking, this does not make a material differ-ence in the longer term. Because of the functional connection, throughwhich different elements of the modernist paradigm support and rein-force each other, after a time, when most of the essential elements are putin place, modern societies tend to look very similar. But it would followfrom the sequential reading of European modernity, that the sequencedid matter substantially. Instead of the difference being graduallywhittled down, the difference of origins and the set of initial conditionssettled into radically different paths, so significant that while ‘‘first way’’capitalism led to the growth of political democracy in England andFrance, ‘‘second way’’ capitalism in Germany, Italy and Russia pre-empted the growth of democratic institutions altogether, a dark predic-tion made with some force in Engels’s last writings in the s ().
 The sequential theory then implies that the precise sequence in whichconstituent processes of modernity appear in a particular society woulddetermine the specific form modernity in that context. If we accept thesequential view seriously, we should not treat modernity as a general,ubiquitous condition that has an emergently homogeneous charactereverywhere, but as a historically contingent combination of its consti-tuent elements ¢ which tend to produce different histories of themodern.
 VAlterations to the theory
 Four reasons for historical differentiation
 In the next part of this paper I shall offer four reasons for differen-tiation of trajectories, and provide some illustrations of such complexity
 () Friedrich E, introduction to K.Marx, Class Struggles in France [], in K.M and F. E, Selected Works, Volume
 (Progress Publishers, Moscow, , pp. -).

Page 19
                        
                        

from the history of modern India. These are not exhaustive; there canconceivably be other reasons for the differentiation of paths and insti-tutional forms. But these show us why a revisionist theory is required.
 Two meanings of ‘‘initial conditions’’
 The first reason is connected to the diversity of ‘‘initial conditions’’.Modernity is a transition into a transformed set of institutions from aprior set that were different. In some theories of modernity, universalityis seen as a feature of modern institutions, but certainly not of pre-modern ones. Clearly, pre-modern is a secondary description of suchsocieties (), and a naïve reading of this term might suggest that it is aninvariant condition; but clearly it is not. Modernity might be uniform,but what exists before it must be structurally diverse. This is a sugges-tion that should be acceptable to both sides, those who believe in theoriesof symmetry and sequence. These structures constitute the ‘‘initial’’ orprior conditions from which modern institutions begin to arise.
 The phrase ‘‘initial conditions’’, used widely in historical explana-tions, appears unproblematic at first, but it is possible to detect twomeanings in the use of this phrase. First, initial conditions might refer tothose conditions that simply happen to exist as surrounding circums-tances when a historical process of modern transformations starts. Inthis case, it is normal to expect that as the new process establishes itselfits effects will slowly obliterate those initial circumstances. These wouldbe initial in the sense that these conditions would exist at the start, whenthe process is weak, or immature, but would not leave any seriousconsequence when it matures. The initial character implies that theseconditions are to be transcended. But in historical thinking initialconditions can also be used with a much stronger meaning. I shallillustrate this by an example drawn from intellectual history.
 In his discussions on history of art, Hans Georg Gadamer uses aconcept which might capture this second meaning more vividly ().
 () What I mean by secondary is that acharacterisation as pre-modern does not referto intrinsic characteristics of these societies,but to the discursively imposed characteristicof their being commonly different from themodern; but this is not actual commonness ofcharacteristics of these societies. If I have sixdifferent coloured coats, and want to fetch theblue one, other coats become the coats that arenot blue. But non-blue is not a colour attribute
 intrinsic to the objects; it is a secondary attri-bute of the objects imposed on them by thenecessity of distinguishing them from the blue.Non-blue is not a colour attribute. My point isthat pre-modern is a secondary characterisa-tion of this kind, and does not point to any realsimilarity of these societies.
 () This is such a general theoretical prob-lem that I am sure it arises in many othercontexts. My example is taken from Gada-
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Gadamer suggests that historical consciousness is always ‘‘effective-historical’’ (). This means that a particular interpretation of a text orcultural object remains active through its effects, that is, the effect of aparticular historical reading is not really erased when it is replaced by asucceeding interpretation. The subsequent reading, which is really dif-ferent from the previous one, works on the material of the earlier read-ing, and is still determined by the first as its pre-condition ¢ in bothsenses of the term. Although apparently inaccessible externally, closeranalysis would always show that the effectuality of the earlier reading isnever really effaced. It determines and shapes the character of thesecond reading and, in a sense, continues to exist precisely through whathas replaced or suppressed it. It exists, to use a more playful paradox,precisely through its ‘‘absence’’. Not to make this point inordinatelymysterious, initial historical conditions in which processes of modernitybegin to work would impart to those processes and institutions specificqualities and forms, which would become conditions for their furtherevolution. Initial conditions, to use Gadamer’s terminology, remain‘‘effective-historical’’ (). Generally similar arguments are commonlymade in several disciplines of enquiry. In political history, observersoften stress the significance of ‘‘founding times’’ or times of origin, likeadoption of a constitutional design, which acquire a peculiar significancein the political evolution of a state, unlike other times. Discussions abouteconomic history also often refer to the fact of ‘‘path dependency’’,which invokes similar constraining effects of decisions taken at a crucialpoint of evolution.
 The ‘‘translation’’ of practices
 Initial conditions in which modern institutions and processes arrivein particular societies determine the subsequent shape of their modern-ity to a substantial extent. This can be illustrated by considering thenature of a social practice, and exactly what it means to say that a prac-tice is made modern. What we call modernity in shorthand is a set ofnew practices in major spheres of social life: new practices of produc-
 mer’s discussion on the indelibility of histori-cal interpretations, and the way each layer ofinterpretation of a text forms an indeliblecondition for subsequent layers. See HansGeorg G, Truth and Method (Sheedand Ward, London, ).
 () G, Ibid. p. ff.
 () This is a preliminary formulation; itmust be noted that while Gadamer’s primaryconcern is with the history of consciousness,our is with institutional history. The argumentmight need some inflection in order to betransposed on to this different field.

Page 21
                        
                        

tion, governance, scientific cognition, education, artistic and culturalcreativity. These new practices can be new in two different senses. Somepractices are so utterly new that these did not have any precursors orprecedents in earlier history (). In some cases, it might be possible tosay that a practice central to modernity is simply without precedent; butin many, modern practices are really transformed ways of doing thesame general thing. Capitalist production emerges from and works uponearlier modes of producing economic life. Scholars of religious changehave shown how the introduction of Christianity into non-Europeansocieties results not in the adoption of European forms of religiousbeliefs, but ones in which earlier forms of religiosity remain a powerfulsubterranean presence. Modernity certainly brought immense changesto the way political governance was organised, introducing representa-tive institutions; but as I pointed out earlier, their actual functioning isbent in various ways by existing understandings and comportmentsof power. The application of Weber or Foucault’s theoretical schemacannot work in a straightforward fashion. However, it is important torecognise that to call these institutions of governance non-Weberian is acurious epistemic manoeuvre. It describes what they are not; it does notoffer a theoretical conception of what they are (). Similarly, modernityintroduces new practices of education, centred round modern scientificknowledge and its cognitive styles, and houses them in new institu-tional structures like universities with highly specific internal rules ofoperation and personal conduct. Actual pedagogic practices in theseinstitutions are affected by earlier habits of knowing and communi-cating. Conditions of artistic production and circulation are usuallyrevolutionised, but modern artistic practice often works upon narrativeand artistic material drawn from pre-existing traditions. Not sur-prisingly, often the precise narrative forms are a hybrid between tradi-tional and modern aesthetic modes. The newness of modern practices isworked upon the materials and memories of the old.
 Let me illustrate this with an example from Indian education, thoughit could be done equally easily through examples from political life.Pre-modern Indian education, at least on the Hindu side of the field,was Brahminical in a broad sense: it placed great emphasis on mnemonic
 () For a fascinating discussion of the birthof newness in history, see the essay on ‘‘Histo-rical Ontology’’ in Ian H, HistoricalOntology (Harvard University Press, Cam-bridge, Mass. ). Many new practices ofscientific enquiry or experiment are new in thissense.
 () In that sense, to call the functioning ofthe Indian state, or at least some of its seg-ments, non-Weberian is a case of a secondarydescription, not a theoretical concept.

Page 22
                        
                        

devices in learning, with stress on memorising central principles andbeing able to repeat them, rather than an analytic, critical discussion orelaboration of the main ideas (). Its primary impulse in text-readingwas exegetic, rather than critical. Although introduction of moderneducation in India involved awareness of the pedagogic requirement ofdeveloping critical capacities in students, it is generally recognised thateven the modern Indian education system, in complex and subtleways, incorporated the Brahminical emphasis on memory. Educationalpractice in India still struggles with the deep legacy of mnemonic lear-ning which modern rationalistic pedagogy has not been able to replaceentirely, and certainly not been able to erase without trace. ‘‘Historicalepistemology might even claim’’, as Hacking says, ‘‘that present ideashave memories’’ ().
 At one level, this is not hard to understand, nor surprising. If amodern practice is not one without precedent, the new practice is notwritten upon a clean slate. Though the language in which we per-sistently describe the newness of the modern encourages this illusion, infact, there is no new unused ‘‘place’’ to write modern practices on.Practices are ‘‘written’’ upon pre-existing practices ¢ to continue withthe metaphor, it is a kind of writing upon writing. To keep our languageclear, and free of misleading metaphorical associations, it is preferablethen to speak of practices that modernized, emphasising the activemeaning of the suffix ‘‘ized’’, rather than use ‘‘old’’ and ‘‘new’’. Giventhe nature of this ‘‘newness’’, it is not surprising that these modernizedpractices, when they are changed, carry on many residues of olderhabitual conduct, and the meanings and habits of older processes affectand modify modern forms. I might learn the English language reason-ably well; but when I speak it, the vocal habits of spoken Bengali affect,and can be heard, through my English speech. There can be parallels tothis in the political universe: politicians might ascend to positions ofpower by punctiliously/unimpeachably electoral procedures, but thosein their field of power might extend to them forms of reverence drawnfrom a traditional, princely repertoire; and they might draw uponthese older repertoires themselves. This is not just a mistake of treatingone kind of authority with the deference suited to another; actually,this is the characteristic historical process of the previous practiceexisting within the newer one as ‘‘memory’’, and substantially altering
 () This does not mean that Hindu phi-losophical systems were not based on ration-al reasoning and intellectual creativity; butrather that before the entry of modernity,Brahminical pedagogical systems had ossified
 into a largely uninventive pattern of instruc-tion.
 () Ian H, Historical Ontology, (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass.,).
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its operation. Artistic production creates new aesthetic forms, whichcannot be reduced to either purely Western or traditional forms. Post-colonial theorists sometimes refer to this general pattern of events as‘‘hybridity’’. But hybridity is an excessively general term, and does notdistinguish between the many distinct ways in which the traditional andthe European-derived modern might relate and configure. At times, theolder and newer practices might tend in the same direction, and becomemiscible, as, for instance, in the case of the idioms of traditional religioustoleration and modern secular institutions in India. In other cases, theymight be more oppositional or contradictory. Consequently, whileaccepting that the idea of hybridity captures a historically significantfact, it is essential to emphasise the need for further conceptual refine-ment. A second conceptual strategy to capture this process is to regardthem as a form of ‘‘translation’’, which is a suggestive way of thinkingabout them, but with some attendant difficulties. In a literary translationtoo, two languages interact, and what is produced as the end effect isgenerally acknowledged to be more a fusion of meanings, rather than asimply one-way writing of the meanings of a text into an entirely dif-ferent passive language. Language is never passive to that extent. Evenin literary translations, it is impossible to turn off the connotativeeffectivity of the receiving language to ensure the transfer of meaningsfrom the language of the text. The historical argument is largely similar:the social effectiveness of the prior practices are never entirely neu-tralised by the reception of new ways of doing things.
 Specificities of sequence
 The second reason for differentiation is simply drawn from the earlierdiscussion about sequencing. If sequencing plays a causative role in thespecific formation of modernity in each particular society, it follows thatthe exact pattern of the interweaving or braiding of the processes wouldbe of crucial importance. For example, several current discussions aboutIndian democracy can instantiate a larger debate about the precisesequencing effects of the component processes. At the time of India’sindependence, it was simply taken for granted that the symmetrical-functionalist reading of Western modernity was correct; indeed, therewas no competing hypothesis about how to read that history (). Indian
 () There is little explicit presentationof Western history of modernity in Indianwritings of the th century, because, whatever
 the evaluative stance of different writers, alltook the symmetrical view to be self-evidentlycorrect; but this picture forms the basis of the
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nationalist leaders therefore deliberately attempted to advance all theseprocesses simultaneously in the hope that they would support eachother, or fall together in the face of a resurgence of tradition ().Accordingly, after independence the modernist elite sought to run theinstitutions of capitalism, democracy, the secular state, and social indi-viduation together. Few critics, except some heterodox business leaders,had the courage to claim that the simultaneous pursuit of democracyand capitalist growth might lead to contradictions, or that this belief inparallel growth was based on a misunderstanding of the Europeanprecedents (). Some business leaders complained that capitalistenterprise could develop more rapidly if the trade union rights ofIndia’s organised labour were less entrenched and extensive. In view ofthe later debates among development economists regarding democracyand development, and the influential thesis that an authoritarian statelike South Korea was better suited to supervising and arrangingeconomic growth (), it appears that it was not the Indian model, whichclosely followed European precedents, but South Korea, Taiwanand Singapore. The East Asian economies developed their capitalistindustries powerfully during a spell of authoritarian rule; and subse-quently, these tigers were getting used to the taming of ferocity requiredby democratic government. Observers have pointed out that one ofthe major problems for government policy is that Indian democracyoperates in an economic environment in which the major part of thepopulation still pursues agricultural occupations. Because of theirelectoral weight, the agrarian sector extracts huge subsidies from electedgovernments; yet such subsidies, apart from their efficiency, runup against a more fundamental limit, because a smaller sector of theeconomy ¢ around % ¢ cannot indefinitely subsidise a sector that ismuch larger in size (). This is a sequence problem because Indian
 arguments offered by liberals, socialists andcommunists.
 () It was taken for granted, for instance,that if caste or religious identity were usedwidely in electoral politics, this would lead to acollapse or degeneration of democratic insti-tutions. This has been one of the central interpretative issues in Indian politics since thes.
 () Business leaders often pointed out thatlegislation favourable to labour slowed downtheir ability to develop capitalist industry andeconomic growth. They did not bother aboutquestions of reading European history, butthat was the implication of their claim.
 () Recently, this debate has been re-
 opened in the Indian case by Vivek C’sinteresting study, Locked in Place (PrincetonUniversity Press, Princeton, ), whichdirectly compares the role of the state in theeconomic development in South Korea andIndia. Two earlier collections on this theme areAmiya Kumar B, ed., Democracy andDevelopment (St. Martins Press, New York,) and Adrian L, Democracy andDevelopment (Polity Press, Cambridge, ).
 () Ashutosh V, Democracy, Deve-lopment and the Countryside (Cambridge Uni-versity Press, New York, ) explicitlymakes this point ¢ which is, in my sense, atypical sequence argument.
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democracy arose at a time when the economy was largely agricul-tural.
 To take a third example, the institutions of a secular state wereestablished in Western European societies in the course of the th andth centuries, long before the advent of electoral democracy. In India,because of the introduction of democracy and secularism by the sameconstitution, it appears plausible to some political groups to demandthat the principles of the secular state themselves should be subjected toa democratic ratification (). The problems and challenges of theestablishment and consolidation of democracy in India are, because ofthe historical difference in sequence, entirely different from the Euro-pean story.
 Improvisation
 Third, modernity in traditional societies introduces processes ofinstitutional change that are driven either by some kind of structurallogic ¢ like the operation of a market in which capitalist firms producethe primary products for the society’s consumption ¢ or an institutionalnorm ¢ like democratic government, or secular states where institutionsare deliberately organised around certain general principles. In thesecond type of cases, the historical evolution of modernity takes theform of ‘‘generative’’ processes: they are centred around acceptance ofdistinctive fundamental principles which groups of actors ¢ politicians,classes, communities ¢ constantly seek to fit to their determinate histo-rical circumstances. In the construction and running of institutions, theprinciples are more fundamental than external forms. Following thesenorms does not make any sense, unless these are translated into institu-tional forms, and institutional forms operate under initial conditions ofintelligibility specific to these societies. If actors who construct ademocracy in a setting where % of the electorate are illiterate, theyhave to adjust to this condition in their institutional design. Otherwise,the institutions simply would not work. If they have to make the statefunction for secular ideals, in a surrounding society that is still deeplyreligious, they have to take into account wether such practices are alreadyavailable in the cultural repertoires of the society (). Improvisation, in
 () This is the claim advanced by the Bha-ratiya Janata Party but such instances can befound in the political history of other ThirdWorld states as well.
 () I believe that the religious traditions oftolerance in India are often incorrectly count-erpoised to the modern norms of secularpolitics. While they are certainly grounded in
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this sense, i.e., not simply copying them from other successfuldemocracies, but fitting them to a society’s peculiar circumstances, is ofthe essence of the unfolding of the modern. As a result of such historicalimprovisation, it is likely that institutions of democracy or capitalism orsecularism would tend to develop unprecedented features and institu-tional idiosyncrasies in different historical settings. Unlike conventionalpolitical science, the proper way of judging them is not to take a map ofEuropean institutions and decide whether the new forms are ‘‘correct’’or not ¢ by judging if they fitted the European ‘‘norm’’ ¢ but to test themmore abstractly and philosophically against the relevant principles.
 To take a well-known Indian example, K. C. Wheare, the Englishpolitical scientist, measured Indian federalism against the ‘‘dominant’’American-derived model, and decided to characterise it as ‘‘quasi-federal’’ (), causing much avoidable anguish to a generation of Indianconstitutionalists who made heroic attempts to defend the conceptualrespectability of the Indian federation. Obviously, the correct responseto Wheare was not to try to prove that the Indian system was really likethe American one and that Wheare had empirically misjudged it. Thatwould have been to recognise that it was not, and claim that Wheare hadused an inappropriate measure, and to theoretically endorse the Indianpoliticians’ improvisation on the received architecture of federalism tosuit the Indian political context. After all, the real test for a politicalinstitution of one country is not whether it resembled another, but if itcould respond effectively to the political demands it was likely toencounter. Quite often, the only way of entrenching an institutionalsystem in a different culture is precisely to break away from a slavishadherence to European precedents. What would have appeared unac-ceptably heterodox to the Euro-normal thinking of conventional politi-cal science in Wheare’s time should be seen as a case of major success inimaginative political architecture.
 Reflexivity
 Finally, it is commonly acknowledged that one of the major featuresof the culture of modernity is the principle of reflexivity. This is a dif-ficult and many-sided notion, and quite different aspects of modern
 fundamentally different views of the world,their practical precepts and their historicaltendency are ‘‘miscible’’. For a discussion ofthe Indian debate on secularism and itsgrounding principles, see Rajeev B,
 ed., Secularism and Its Critics (Oxford Uni-versity Press, Delhi, ).
 () K. C. W, Federal Governments(Oxford University Press, London, ).
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culture and its typical institutions are regarded as reflexive in differentsenses. I shall deal with a few features, but there could conceivably besome others, which are left out of my discussion. Theories of modernity,which offer different judgements about it in descriptive or evaluativeterms, concur that a central principle driving different spheres ofmodern culture was rational questioning or criticism. Appeals toauthority were culturally undermined in vastly divergent fields ¢ fromart to scientific enquiry ¢ and an appeal to rational argument and criticaljudgement finally decided acceptance of a proposition or a point of view.Weberian sociology suggests that this principle of rational-critical jud-gement animates the politics of liberal democracy, modern scientificculture, the constant search for economic efficiency, and modernity’sre-foundation of ethics on human reason. Precisely because it is a com-mon principle that organises institutions in such divergent fields, thisalso provides a kind of overarching normative link between variousaspects of the modern civilisation.
 This capacity for rational consideration and arriving at judgementsthat are argumentative, dialogical, provisional and revisable has anotherobvious field of application. In modern cultures people turn theircapacity for rational reasoning and criticism upon themselves ¢ at leastin two ways. Reflexivity leads to assessments of their own conduct froman exterior point of view, which was unavailable to non-Europeansocieties before the arrival of Western ideas. New influences broke theobviousness and the immovability of cultural habitus, the impossibilityof conceiving the world in any except an ‘‘internal’’ way. This made itpossible for non-Europeans to evaluate their own societies from a kindof Archimedian point, leading to rejection of conventional ways of socialbehaviour (). Reflexivity however cannot stop there, simply usingWestern modernity as an exterior point of view that comprehensivelyundermines traditional cultures. The capacity for critical reflectionextends to assessments of institutions and practices of Western moder-nity as well, leading to two further results. Reflection on the preciseconditions in which a group of people or even individuals wish to realisesome modern principle does give rise to improvisation and proliferationof new forms. If the Japanese develop techniques of running moderncapitalist firms in innovative ways, saying that they do not conform toearlier known management patterns is hardly an effective argument.
 () An obvious example from Indian his-tory would be the conduct of the adherents ofthe Brahmo sect, who clearly owned rationa-listic principles, and used them as criteria to
 reject crucial aspects of conventional Hindureligion like doctrinal pantheism and socialpractices of caste.
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Indeed, proliferation of new forms of this kind feed back into the olderversions of institutions as well ¢ extending the repertoire of capitalistmanagement. More significantly, latecomers into modernity have thevast expanse of the historical experience of modern European civilisa-tion open for critical examination before them. If they take the impulseof critical reasoning and rejection of authority seriously, they willrecognise that the unquestioned prestige of Western modernity, at leastof its dominant ideological narrative, is a most formidable authorityin contemporary culture which works exactly like other sources ofauthority, and needs critical evaluation. In fact, the powerful idea thatanimates the modern ideal ¢ that individuals and societies should live anelective life, as they choose or think fit ¢ requires this critical response.Turning the faculty of critical reasoning upon oneself, one’s own situa-tion, conduct, ideals, on one’s own society and its practices, thus resultsin a critical reading of all history, including that of the modern West.Modern culture leads to an application of the same critical criteria to theexperiences of Western modernity itself, though advocates of Westernmodernity are unnecessarily startled by this assertion (). The peculiarpopularity of Marxism among the intelligentsia of the colonial world isperhaps linked to the fact that it offered them a way of being bothmodern and anti-Western. It is entirely conceivable that a late entrantinto modernity might not applaud every aspect of modern Europeancivilisation. They might reject some major proposals of modern politicsor ethics, after subjecting them to rational criticism. The intellectualresults of this kind of critical reasoning are not expressions of opposi-tion to modernity, but an essential continuation of its spirit. The finalreason for the deviation of new modernities from the old European onesis disillusionment with the overall pattern of life that European moder-nity itself has gradually elaborated over the last centuries. Disillusion-ment with aspects of Western modernity is likely to encourage the logicof institutional improvisation even further. The historically decliningimaginative power of the West (), despite its military dominance,makes it unlikely that diverging trajectories of the modern in other partsof the world can be folded back into recognisable Western patterns ¢ that
 () It is impossible to expand on this themewithin this paper. But one of the major strandsof modern Indian historical reflection is pre-cisely this line of thinking, displayed withimmense power and clarity in the works ofGandhi and Tagore.
 () The imaginative dominance of theWest appears to have declined, compared tothe mid-th century. Although the communist
 alternative to Western liberal society has col-lapsed, other imaginaries have appeared whichdeny the dominance of Western forms of life.Some of the volatility of world politics in thepresent phase can be traced to the pecu-liar imbalance between the continued militaryand economic dominance of the West and thedecline of its imaginative hegemony.
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people can be persuaded to force their futures into versions of theWestern past.
 VIA second threshold of social theory
 If true, this argument has large implications. It appears that socialtheory in the widest sense ¢ not merely in the explicit form of ‘‘theory’’,but also as the inexplicit assumptions and methods that animate socialscience research in general ¢ has entered an interesting critical period,because of a fundamental imbalance. One of the major new develop-ments in social knowledge has been the addition of a vast body of carefulhistorical knowledge about non-European societies to the immensedocumentation of Western life that already existed. But this extensionhas also led to an underlying theoretical crisis, because the more inte-resting and perceptive work on other societies is evincing increasingdiscomfort with the structure of received theory, simply because itsmajor presuppositions, arguments, examples and generalisations wereall drawn, quite naturally, from the stock of European historical expe-rience. It is proving impossible to force this new body of intractableevidence into the received theoretical architecture. This might suggestthat social sciences have imperceptibly reached a significant threshold.The methodological dispute in German sociology in the early thcentury indicated that the common methods of natural science do noteasily cross over into the very different field and materials of socialscience; scientific enquiry needed a methodological retuning whenit crossed this boundary. In contemporary social science, we havereached a similar boundary between the West and other societies ¢ athreshold that requires the social sciences to have significantly differentconcepts and theoretical generalisations. Producing what I have called‘‘secondary’’ descriptions is not a particularly promising response to thisproblem. It is necessary to preserve and continue the great tradition ofWestern social theory without being imprisoned within its borders ().
 () In recent debates in Indian socialscience, several authors have suggested acomparable programme. See for instance,Partha Chatterjee’s attempt to theorize a dis-tinction between civil and political society, in away that is entirely different from Europeanprecedents: Partha C, The Politics of
 the Governed (Columbia University Press,New York, ); Dipesh C,Provincializing Europe, chapter , where heexplains what he means by ‘‘provincializing’’(Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ,); Rajeev Bhargava’s work on secularismpoints to significant changes in the theory of
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If we follow something like the strategy outlined here we can draw uponthe rich resources of existing traditions of social theory, but break awayfrom the superstitious affiliation to its origins, and develop it in waysthat can make better sense of the different trajectories of modernity inthe world.
 In the last analysis, what this paper suggests may be a matter of his-torical common sense. But the imaginative power of social theory is sooverwhelming that much of contemporary mainstream social science ¢
 particularly the hinge that crucially links modern social theory, whichdeveloped in Europe to the emerging social science research of othersocieties ¢ simply disregards this central question. It is time that thisview, now a heterodoxy, becomes a new commonsense.
 secularism in Indian nationalist discourse:Rajeev B, ed., Secularism and Its Cri-tics (). I make a similar point in ‘‘In searchof civil society’’, in Sudipta K and Sunil
 K, eds, Civil Society: History andPossibilities (Cambridge University Press,Cambridge, , chapter ).
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