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Rethinking development is pertinent today as rhetoric of deveIOpmem e
heard among the marginal peoples as well as mainstream. Developmem -
become an inevitable hyperbole in the rhetoric—be it private, personal, pyb;c
or political. I try and make the self-evident notion of developmem
problematical because we are rethinking about development and particularly
*Kerala model’ of development. Kerala’s development has a long history of
more than hundred and fifty years (at least in Travancore). Such a long history
persuades us to rethink about it even today!

In order to rethink about development, [ argue that both development
process and development studies have to be situated in its broader context.
The broader context is the relations among colonialism, modernity and
postcolonial situation. We have to examine how development has been an
indistinguishable part of these relations. One may recall the growing struggle
within postcolonial thought to loosen the power of Western knowledge and
reassert the value of alternatjye experiences and ways of knowing.
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“Initiatives in the areas of health, education, infrastructure, irrigation and
communication as well as in regard to representative political institutions and
administrative bureaucratization are often pointed to—at times not without
some anti-hegemonic pride and post-colonial vision—as indicative of ‘model’
states that realized their position as sovereign entities. Yet, the term ‘model
state” itself already gives its provenance away. The model is closely linked
with the British blueprint.” (Waltraud Ernst and Biswamoy Pati (eds) 2010:7)
The question is who had to pay for the progress of these model states, say

Travancore?

In the seminal years of modernity, development meant development of
the kingdom, thereafter it is the development of the nation. That is one of the
reasons why development projects are always presented as reflecting the

interest of the nation or population in general or population of the poor etc.

(1) Let me first of all make a distinction: (a) development process and
(b) development studies/discourse. One is a process (material, social,
symbolic and so on) which is an ‘object’ of the development discourse/
studies; in this sense they are distinguishable. At the same time there are not
mutually independent as there are several intersections between them. I will
touch upon both of them although the emphasis is more on development
discourse. Let me have few statements about both of them.

(a) In common parlance, development depicts a process in which the
potentialities of an object or organism are released, until it reaches its natural,
complete, full-fledged form. Hence the metaphoric use of the term to explain
the natural growth of plants and animals. Besides, the development discourse
is made up of a set of conceptual inputs. There is an impossibility to talk
about development without referring to concepts such as poverty, production,
state, environment, equality (not only equality in terms of income but includes
social, gender, political etc) and so on,

(b) Development discourse is constituted and reproduced within a set of
material  relationships, activities and powers—social, cultural and
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(4) Development process as it took place in our country, so also in
Kerala, cannot be thought after delinking it from British colonial conditions.
This is quite evident to the listeners of this seminar. At the same time let me
underscore the nexus between power of representation and domination
engendered by the colonial apparatus set up for resource appropriation and
subsequent need to exercise power over the Indian subjects. It is equally
important to think about Orientalism of Edward Said’s variety. One of the
best sites where “natives™ are represented is in what can be called as colonial
anthropology, demographic and resource mapping, ethnography etc with the
hegemony of British Empire since 19" century. For instance, Arturo Escobar
suggests that development can be seen as an apparatus ‘that links forms of
knowledge about the Third World with the deployment of forms of power and
intervention, resulting in the mapping and production of Third World
societies.” (Arturo Escobar,1995). Development economics was one of the
modules for those who were recruited as Indian Civil Service persons by the
British in India. Development is about mapping and making, about the spatial
reach of power and the control, distribution and management of ‘Other’
peoples, territories, environments, and spaces. The peculiarity of the colonial
appropriation and exercise of power was such that even today we are to think

about postcolonialism or post-colonial condition of existence.

(5) The specific courses of development (processes, effects, dynamics,
juridico-political stipulations, party political justifications/legitimisations and
counter moves to them etc) as they took place in the world and their
‘models’—the ‘models’ discloses more than they reveal) vary significantly;
possibility of replication of any one in another space/time and imitations of
any one are no more credulous hopes/expectation (beyond utopia). I state this
here mainly because development discourse has both tendencies of
homogenisation and normalization. In Kerala, missionary, reform and
political discourses and non-discursive practices have provided a well from
which to draw metaphorical inspirations for development writing and talking
about it. But, the notions of development have been inclined towards
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elaborate a little bit: ““... for all their pedantry and pretensions, the texts of
development are, of necessity, also written in a representational language—a
language of metaphor, image, allusion, fantasy, and rhetoric.” (Jonathan
Crush, 1995:4) To spot a few from Travancore, ‘luxuriance of nature’, hand
of the industrious’, ‘progressive industry’, ‘bad desire’, ‘Neptune’s
encroachments’, ‘industrial bee-hive’ and so on.(Rama Varma, 1874) These
rhetorical devises make people to receive and reproduce ‘development’ as if it
is a taken for granted reality and the surest means to freedom, redemption,
and prosperity. The granary of development discourse is replete with such
representations and promises. Representation is emphasized because oxymora
exists in language and therefore in representation. The very coinage ‘Kerala

Model’ is a representation enabled by rhetorical devises such as oxymoron.

(7) Development has become an indispensable term constituted and
constitutive of legitimisation and delegitimisation; contestations and counter
contests and so on. It has become an index for redistributing individuals,
people, societies, space and time etc. By now ‘development’ has been made
up as a comprehensive term inclusive of social mobility/transformation, ballot
battle, public appeal, political affirmations and so on in the context of Kerala.
Development as indispensable is like an adhesive. Development as ever
etaphor has already got ‘normalised’, therefore, one cannot but be
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the other.

In ethical and ‘right to difference’ discourses the Other is acceptable
This acceptability is highly conditional. A long but illustrative excepts can be
provided.

Our suspicion are first aroused when we see that the apostles of ethics and of
the “right to difference’ are clearly horrified by any vigorously sustained
difference. For them, African customs are barbaric, Muslims are dreadful. the
Chinese are totalitarian, and so on. As a matter of fact, this celebrated ‘other’ is
acceptable only if he is a good other—which is to say what, exactly, if not the

same as us? Respect for differences, of course! But on condition that the

different be parliamentary-democratic, pro free-market economies, in favor of

freedom of opinion, feminism, the environment. This is to say I respect
differences, but only, of course, in so far as that which differs also respects,
jl.‘lsl as I do, the said differences. The problem is that the ‘respect for
differences’ and the ethics of human rights do seem to define an identity And

that as a result, the respect for differences applies only to those differences that

are reasonably consistent with thig identity .... (Alain Badiou, 2001:24
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