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A possibility: with the help of a concept which can be broadly phrased as

‘Developmental Modernity’.

Developmental Modernity

Developmentalism is
claims and pll::::i]::no;h ‘|he non_-seh“ru‘ﬂexive belief/contidence in e
Developmentalism 1:3 ha maj " pr0_|:..:ct and discourse of “developmert
the present and future of a I.llﬂr‘rt:pf:rtmre of belief systems for speaking about
social unit. Witk the disc}; LOUI’IlI‘:f/, class, caste, region and any conceivable
as labouring subjects; they al:r:ilozh‘:evelopl'l?ent, ndividuals 415 ubjectiﬁfd
same time subjects who will, it turh.
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objectify others and make them participate in th
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development. The project of development comp; ject of
strategies. agents, dreams etc.: i

future—yet in this world.
calculated rational belief in the capability of the

. e . . t '

is innocent of self-reflexivity: therefore the uncritical accepian
. it tanse
promises. ice of the

| In developmentalism and discourse of development, Man looks at
himself as a master of nature and the value of one’s being in this world is
judged by how much wealth he possesses. He can be instrumental in the
production of raw materials. If developmentalism is a sojar system having the
bright planets of seduction, incentive, compulsion, violence, enticements.
restraints, unfathomable conviction, persuasiveness etc. then developmental
modernity is a galaxy. This is where social reformulations was carried out 1o
fashion micro-entities such as individuals to be in the system effectively.

Within Developmental Modemity, Nature is separated from Man:
modernity-tradition divide is construed; Nature is split into useful and waste
or useless: universe is divided into  human and non-human; societies are
separated into developed and undeveloped, cultured and natural, civilised and
tribal etc.; besides, a society or a nation is judged by its wealth and control of
other territories. Man ventures to decide the fate of himself and of others
through self-transformation and produce wealth from the nature, Man
represents Nature and himself objectively to develop his nation and free

himself from the yoke of ‘tradition’ and ‘passivity’.

g and adjusting itself to
nt in order to guaraniee
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modernity embraces scienc hat the reasons are

by convincing ever more nov
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objectively derived and unaffected by social stratification, politics and power.
That is why, as we have pointed out, development was unquestionably
accepted as the objective condition of freedom, equality and redemption, is
other words, this condition was uni-versalised, although it had the genealogy
of multiversality, as development was reductively constituted; and it was
made into a truth before it was circulated as ideology. Material causality wag
separated from human imagination and ideation and it was prioritised over
any other forms of thought. Words such as ‘power’, ‘culture’, “tradition’ and

‘history” are used in all innocence.

Developmentalism works in specific locales where developmental
modernity has no strong opposition and does not receive sceptical gaze etc;
even contests are negotiated in favour of the continuation of
developmentalism. Developmental modernity neither excised tradition out of
modernity nor modernised any aspects of everyday affairs completely; it
created a kind of, in the absence of better word, hybridity. There were also
several locales in which hybrids were never thought to be hybrids for the
boundary between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ were outside the purview of the
prevalent thought.

‘Unlike notions such as ‘modernity’ and ‘progress’, ‘development’
assumes a present filled with misery, poverty, state of degeneration, passivity
etc. whereas in the case of modernity and progress, as they were conceived in
the west, they were movements towards consummation from an already
‘advantageous/developed’ state of affairs. The psychology of self-denigration,
self-contempt, self-accusations etc. did not give scars to the subjects of
progress. Such psychology was one of the initial conditions of developmental
modernity; and the immediate concern was for ‘cure’ than advancement and

achievement. Modernity and modernisation are different from developmcntal
modernity and development.

There are many who find identity between development and

modernisation in the contexts of ‘peripheral societies’. They would argu® for
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universal application but developmen
development was normalised, while
contexts, contested. This is one of the

t has been formed $0; in the sense that
the idea of ‘modern’ was,
ways
situated within the wider context of academ;j

in several
in which the present paper can he

¢ discussions on development.

Of course developmentalism and discourse of modernity are not
monoliths, but we can always trace the continuities and lingering bruises that

were common to all versions of them. They, as they have unfolded in

developmental modernity, did not exclude any one from becoming the object

or subject of it; they, in fact, invited and pushed everyone to participate in the
project of production centred development. They were, in principle, secular. |
For the gaze of the discourse had no bounds, it cuts across caste, creed, class,
religion etc. Earlier wealth creation was a concern of a few, but ?ince
developmentalism got normalised among the people, every cilizen/indi\i'ldUél
in the population had one or other role to act out."? The entire population is
expected to be both objects and subjects of developmentalism.

—

and reconstructs
modernization
impmvemenl
f reason and
a utopian

. ic onstructs
It is worth while to quote from a self-reflexive text which dec

ssociated with
development theory. *... the missionary ?’eé}l freque:stgozs of conversion,
and development, comparable to earlier missionary p

tter O
: is not merely a ma
and reform. Developmentalism and its master plan 1s n

e he quest of
ligious duty, !
oo formance of a re 2001:26)
logic, it is also, at heart, the perfo! » (Pieterse, J. N -
rcﬁdéz;o:js the pursuil of a messianic course. (Plc
1
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Development discourse began in Kerala by the turn of the "i“UICumh

century. For instance it was possible to formulate statements gy}, as
o Y the

following.

The solution of a few of those problems (belonging to ‘bread-ang.
butter nature’) makes him feel that knowledge is power to contro|
nature to human needs, and he naturally revels in the exercise of such
power to the utmost limit of his capacity. ... The machinery employeg

in the conquest of nature... (Parameshwara Iyer, U, 1926,1978:125.26J

Since then, developmentalists and modernisers had been the Main
missionaries and pastures of the people longing for social change ang
development. Being already objectified and subjects of project of
development at the same time, they in turn, objectified ever more numbers of
people. The locales of their affective and effective action were families, and
public sites such as schools, churches, plantations, markets etc. In these sites
development project employed the most seductive terms of power of
developmental discourse. The new shepherds of developmentalism and

developmental modernity were singing the songs of freedom, equality and
redemption that development was to bring to the flock.

Discourse of development centralised wealth and state in the anticipated
life worlds of people. Within developmentalism also the individual
subjectivities were formed in the world of wealth—and this assumes drastic
reshuffling of the social relations and practices. Interestingly enough, when
we look into the history of development process, only its absence/lack could
be traced. The material-production-centric discourse of development
generated not so muych ‘development of material processes’, /homo

economicus or labouring subjects, but something else. One illustralive
statement can be inyoked.

Great irrigation schemes have been established to secure him from
famine; Co-operative societies of all kinds have been formed to save
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erned his life

and actions for generations. (Spencer Hatch, 1932: IX)
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In post-developmentalism the development project bifurcates since the
declaration of Truman. What is underlined here is not so much the probler of
chronology but of chronogramming which has effects of power. But making ,
cut of point it slips into essentialism and the habit of treating the ‘developing
nations’ as a given universe. Representation of contemporary development
project as post-war phenomena is equal to creating a ‘Truman effect’ and
fabricating a superhero-author/authority capable of changes in the
‘developing” world. This is tantamount to agency-centricism in identifying a
project which has always been unfolding or in its becoming. The ‘inventions’
of development began to appear in Kerala much before the world war and
Truman. And today it has reached every strata of society—the
Malampandaaram, bands of forest dwellers, may be an exception, but they
have already come to its fringes. This reference to post-developmentalism is
only a way of situating this paper in its wider academic discussions on

development and modernisation.

We can safely say that both developmental modemnity and
developmentalism have driven their roots into the soil of State and also into
the texture of the every day life of the ‘educated’. The process of
development was a double-edged dagger in the sense that it had sites in which
people could corporate with the state and it also provides ‘legitimate’ scope
for opposition towards shortcomings of the state. The state, the educated and
the market leaders, at the same time, accepted development as a universal
concept. They took upon themselves the responsibility to universalise it with
their spirit of ecumena by the turn of nineteenth century. And by the second
quarter of twentieth century, major social collectives received the insignias of
developmentalism. Poverty, population, necessity, education, etc. became
quite popular. By then, there were many social collectives which were already
objects of developmentalism-but since then, every body has been targeted.
And by the fourth quarter of the twentieth century, they became the

naturalised subjects and objects of developmentalism.
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State was supposed to
give lead, the basic unit

was the nation and deve

lopment was projected as a
homogenising-secular project,

the goal of which was to

‘catch up with’
key terms were ¢

quality, freedom, production,
In a long run perspective, one

and after independence and the

rala as a State, Development discourse
central to colonial conditions and it remained

The nationality of the individuals who took th
but it is difficult to believe that deve
left

industrialised economies: the

productivity, poverty. population, resource etc.

. all these remained so before
subsequent formation of Ke

can say that

was
50 even after the British Raj.

¢ agent positions did change,
lopment took over those that colonialism
L Development as it took place operated through the structures of

colonialism conditions. It is true that the white masters have ‘left’ but the
conditions, structures and institutions that were created here could not be
taken away by them. ‘Colonialism’ cannot be represented merely through the
acts of its bearers; it is something that got shaped right ‘here’. Agcnt-.
centricism is a difficult language practice to give up. So much is by way of
linking the present paper with its textual surrounding.

Another version of developmental discourse became pop‘lﬂ'df bjithe :“(‘;
celebration of ‘independence’ started; it was a morf: rfld.lcii a\;e:lzamy,
developmental discourse and was influenced by th‘e nt‘monseu:elopmem, o
freedom and socialism. 1t objectified not so much *nationa

o i, R. 1988.
Example for such arguments can be seen in Kothari,
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Here the unit 18 not

that of ‘labour’. ‘poor’ or the ‘common folk’.
of the cworking class was

nt could advance a long
d as the

nation/society but a sub-section of it. The cause

celebrated. Through this the project of developme
rs, who were sinc

as subjects seeking ever-
objects who could not yet stand up for

d freedom. The concept of change in
ctive but in this version it is radical

evelopment is common 1o both, sO
o elucidate this

en Man and

¢ then rcpresente

way into the environs of the laboure
more economic

marginalised. They were represented
gain. Within the discourse they were
their rights like development, equality an
the former version was gradual and sele
and inverting: tendency to universalise d
also the agent of development. It may be possible 1

‘radicalness” by making sense of the way the separation betwe
n this version. The relation between them Wwas

evealed preference: at least
e, for the artificial, and 2
atural growth darkens and

Nature 1S articulated 1
radicalised to the extent that there was strong T
among the ‘progressive’ ideologues of the tim
revulsion towards the Natural. It was thought that N

r as well as outer) and therefore it should be

shrinks Man’s world (inne
slashed and cleared (vettithelfkkuka) so that Man gets light; such was the

radical humanism at work. One of the examples:

That serpent grove, I behold,
Cancer of the good soil
The inner eye shimmered
A flashing axe
Ye deities, thriving
In abodes of darkness,
Human life has suffocated,
Within your spreading wilderness

We are now setting fire!
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(\failoppi”i- 1984:157-161) (transiation)

This is one of the poetic pilgrim
ages seekin ‘
g 1o liberate

from the claws of bad (to be cleared) and sick (to B ived the Malayaj,
| cured) Nat '

nothing new when 1t was written at the middle of the twent; h“re_ This was
entiet century T
Y. ine

knowledge of the inner eye tells Man to take over as hjs - igh
1 7 : rng t ( Ees
otherwise solely exercised by deities) the conquest of N rua e
ature and its

alteration. We were, it was thought, fated to inherit the *demonic’ belief
€liets and

g2e

this was to be ‘developed’ by setting the sacred grove on fire. Firmiv
grounded in the certainty of Natural/Universal law that Man has produced. 35
against the Divine law, Modern Man can disclose and criticise. accuse and
express resentment at continued beliefs and accuse Nature for sickening
culture. The call was to slash and burn the ‘natural’ and not merely to milk

Nature.

as arable land,

and Man, holding the flashing axe, encounters ever more remote parts of
ght of the

Nature disclosed by the inner eye that shimmers glowingly at the si

is concocted; one who does not throw his
and as a sacrifice. but slashes the
Parashurama becomes the

ural. Patriotic citizens were
that of the

Nature is inserted into the economic-order as resource.

natural. A worldly Parashurama'’
axe into the air to part the sea and create |
forest, what is out there as an agriculturist.
labouring Subject, axing the root of everything nat . |
expected to carry on this idealised activity, and the ideal figure was

| :oin-myths
as the creator 10 the origin-m
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14
Parashurama is a legendary charact
of Kerala and several castes.

er who is portra)’ed
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