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Abstract

This paper argues that the making of the Third World through development
discourses and practices has to be seen in relation to the larger history of Western
modernity. An attempt to do so reveals the fact that in order to reconstruct the
discourse of development in a way to create a dialogical relationship between the
North and the South, there is a need to alter the "modernist" way of doing political
economy. In other words, we argue that we need a different political economy that
recognizes that there are different ways of interpreting reality, and that an
understanding, a dialogue, among these different interpretations has to be established,
if we are willing to resist the hierarchical "the West and the Rest" dichotomy. The
paper proposes that to realize this aim, it is necessary to initiate a two-pronged
attempt, that is, to problematize both the discourse of modernity and that of
development. This allows us to create a point of departure for a different political
economy, the epistemological, ontological and normative foundations of which, we
suggest, may rest upon Michail Bakhtin's notion of "the contextually defined
dialogue".

"To interpret our reality through schemes which are alien to us only
has the effect of making us even more unknown, even less free, even
more solitary”.

Gabriel Garcia Marquez
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1. Introduction

Garcia Marquez's statement brings to the fore the relationship between the
interpretation of reality made outside a region, Latin America in this case,
and the effect that this interpretation has over the construction of its own
identity, freedom and capacity of collective action. Marquez suggests that if
such an interpretation results in the rendering of Latin America an unknown
entity, less free and more solitary, then the nub of Latin American solitude
lies in its struggle to "make our life credible" and the effect this struggle has
over the production of its own history. Marquez's suggestion concurs with
Prakash (1990)'s call within the context of India, for the need to search for
the possibility that "the Third World writes its own history", as well as with
Said (1978)'s challenge to Orientalist representations of non-European
societies and of Middle East in particular. What is being put forward here are
two key propositions: that the history and the cultural formations of non-
European societies are, and have been, "read off" from the universalizing
operation of a grand narrative, called "modernity", and that such operation
took the form of the suppression of difference and the identification of those
societies as the Other, that is, their dissolution into the hierarchical "the West
and the Rest opposition".

These two propositions have a significant consequence in terms of the
question of "development" which is the primary concern of this paper. For
they suggest that "the question of the making of the Third World through
development discourses and practices has to be seen in relation to the larger
history of Western modernity, of which development seems to be one of the
last and most insidious chapters" (Escobar, 1984-85: 66). Defined on the
basis of Western economy and its constitutive units, capital, technology and
production, the discourse of development clearly contains a tendency
towards imposing universal schemes and reading global processes from a
specific vantage point, that is, modernity and the Enlightenment. Thus,
questions such as the spread of capitalism, the adoption of rational and
universal interests, possible industrialization models and technologies (i.e.,
mass consumption, Taylorism, and global Fordism) are posed within the logic
of modernity and solutions are based on the principles of universalism and
objectivity at the level of epistemology, on the rationally acting subject at the
level of ontology, and on the primacy of the liberal order at the level of
normativity.
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The problem here is that the Other, the non-West, has been deprived of
the power to interpret its own reality. Historical and cultural differences of
the peripheral countries are conceived only in relation to the experiences of
the developed countries. Differences are subsumed into fixed identities: the
mapping and the construction of the Third World created an imperfect Other
whose meaning has been revealed in an already constituted identity, the West.
Hence, an epistemology based on the generalizing and universalizing
pretension of knowledge; an ontology based on the assumption of a modern
individual as rational, knowledgeable subject; and a political project based on
the empowerment of those who are in the "known" over those who are not,
constituted the foundation of the understanding and domination of the Third
World as the Other. Epistemologically speaking, however, this constitution
raises the problem of understanding the Other when cultural and historical
specificities are ignored. Ontologically speaking, it raises the problem of the
homogenization of the heterogeneous, of finding and fixing a unity among
diversity. Politically speaking, what is at stake is the capacity of
"interpreting" our-selves in a dialogue with the Other.

Nevertheless, in recent years, we have seen attempts to seek an adequate
answer to these questions. As a result, two possible answers have emerged:
the critique of modernity, and that of the discourse of development. In the
first part of the paper, we shall offer a critical mapping of these critiques in
such a way as to determine the extent to which they can be used to break
with the Orientalist representation of the Third World as the imperfect Other.
In doing so, we will focus, more specifically, on three alternative critiques of
modernity, namely those of Habermas's communicative rationality, Gramsci's
hegemony, and Foucault's disciplinary power to demonstrate that an effective
critique of modernity entails a radical deconstruction of its foundation, that
is, the identity/the Other opposition. In the same manner, we' will examine
critically the critique of the discourse of development. Having considered
these critiques, in the second part of the paper, we will make a call for a
different political economy, one in which the general does not preclude the
particular and being different does not imply being inferior. The constitutive
features of this call are founded upon, or extracted from, our critical
examination of these critiques, but yet gains its specificity in its grounding.
We will argue that Mikhail Bakhtin's (1895-1975) concept of dialogical
reading, a contextually defined dialogue, as well as the spatiality of
knowledge, would provide an adequate ground for the construction of a
dialogical and relational understanding of identity/difference. A dialogical
understanding is contrary to an interpretation in which the self-identity is
projected onto the Other, resulting in ‘'identification'. A dialogical
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understanding is also contrary to an interpretation in which there is only one
identity, that of the Other. In a situation of dialogue, as the one advocated by
Bakhtin, "each of the two identities remains affirmed (there is neither
integration nor identification), where knowledge takes the form of a dialogue
with a "thou" equal to the "I" and yet different from it" (See Todorov, 1984).

2. The critique of modernity

As noted, one way of overcoming the problem of the totalizing and
universalizing character of political economy is to problematize the discourse
of modernity in such a way to deconstruct its universalizing and totalizing
quality. As a brief glance at the recent literature indicates, there are, however,
at least three different modes of doing so, each of which, despite the
similarities, gives rise to different propositions as to how to establish a
dialogical understanding. These modes can be categorized on the basis of the
concepts around which they have been organized. These concepts are those
of communicative rationality, hegemony, and disciplinary power. In this
section, we will critically discuss these concepts and the propositions that
have been derived from them so as to point out that they provide only a
partial solution even though the rethinking of the discourse of modernity is
a constitutive of a different political economy.

2.1. Communicative rationality

Habermas's The Theory of Communicative Action (1984) provides a
critique of the discourse of modernity with respect to its organizing category,
that of rationality. This critique dates back to the Frankfurt school, running
from Adorno and Horkheimer to Marcuse, which considers modernity and the
process of Western civilization to be a process of technical and instrumental
rationalization that begins with the scientific and technological developments
in the forces of production, viewed as "progress".! By rationalization is meant
the model of the domination of nature based on the increase of the productive
forces that gives rise to the emergence of progress in the form of the
intensification and extensification of technological and scientific reasoning.
This overriding process of rationalization perfects the technical means of
social domination under the cloak of moral and legal emancipation and thus
produces the modern, unified individual as a rational, knowledgeable subject.

For a useful discussion of Critical Theory, see Held (1981) and Corneton (1976).
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As a result, the increase of domination and the formation of modern identity
become the products of the process of instrumental rationalization. The
"Dialectic", or a double articulation, between these two processes, progress
(domination) and emancipation (modern identity) defines modernity. Due to
the overriding concern with progress as an expansion of instrumental
rationality, modernity however does not fulfill its promise of emancipation.
For Habermas, if emancipation from domination is to remain as a project of
humanity, it is essential to replace, first, instrumental rationality with what he
calls "communicative rationality", and second, positivism with critical theory
as a guide for the establishment of self-reflection and self-understanding
(Habermas, 1984). Thus, while communicative rationality is constituting the
ontological foundation of understanding and reflectivity, critical theory as an
emancipatory cognitive interest constitutes the theoretical and epistemological
foundation of the process of emancipation from domination.

Although it appears to be appealing within the context of the possibility
of the establishment of self-understanding, Habermas's concept of
communicative rationality, based on "consensus" as an outcome of mutual
understanding, presents several difficulties. First, the universalization of
communicative rationality means in regard to the Third World an
establishment of consensus as an inter-subjective agreement between the
North and the South, having different power capacities and different levels
of economic development. The question here is whether or not the North and
the South could disregard the well-entrenched socio-economic and political
power relations within which the dialogue between them in fact takes place
and enter into unconstrained communication. If they could, then what
accounts for the very existence of power-domination relations and
unevenness between them? Or, even if an agreement has been established and
thus a consensus has been reached, how can we assume that such consensus
is the outcome of an unconstrained communication and has been free from
the existing power-domination relations from the start? After all, what appear
to be a consensus may be, one could legitimately argue, the outcome, or even
the enforced outcome, of such relations.

At this point, Habermas has two choices. Either he demonstrates how
communicative rationality works under such heavily constrained modality of
the dialogue or he simply ignores the question. Habermas's choice is the
latter. Indeed, when he was asked in an interview a similar question, "Docs
your own analysis of advanced capitalism have any lesson for socialist
forces in the Third World?", Habermas's reply was quite embarrassing: "I
am tempted to say 'no' in both cases. I am aware of the fact that this
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[communicative rationality] is a Eurocentrically limited view. I would rather
pass the question" (Habermas, 1986). It is embarrassing since Habermas
claims to have provided us with a guide for emancipation based on his
universal pragmatics of communicative rationality. It is also an illustrative
answer since it shows very clearly the limits of Habermas's critical theory.
The reason why communicative rationality fails to take into account the
existing power-domination relations is not only limited to its Eurocentric
character. More important is the methodological mistake that Habermas
makes. As Meszaros (1989) has correctly pointed out,

The insurmountable difficulty here is that Habermas wants to offer a "quasi-

transcendentally grounded" theory of "emancipatory critique" which he envisages

to be in full agreement with the requirements of a consensus rooted in the

"universal species competence of communication”. In order to establish it, he has

to project the fiction of "unconstrained communication" as the aprioristic guarantee

of success. In other words, he has to presuppose - in the form of a universal

species competence - what he has to prove to be a practically feasible strategy

of emancipation from the crippling constraints of the established systems of

domination (the author's emphasis).

It can be argued here that the reason why "he has to presuppose what he
has to prove", which brings the second fundamental difficulty that Habermas's
critical theory presents, is that communicative rationally lacks a theory of the
subject. In a very Parsonian fashion, Habermas assumes the adjustability of
the subject and builds his concept of communicative action on the assumption
that modern individual as a rational, knowledgeable subject adjusts
him/herself to the systemic variable, communicative rationality. This
assumption is supported with its complementary one, that is, modern
individual thinks of politics not in terms of the recognition of "differences",
such as race, gender, sexuality, ethnicity, but as a practice of the
establishment of a consensus with which truth is constructed as an inter-
subjective agreement. This means that Habermas, also, has to assume that
modern individual as a rational, knowledgeable subject, adjusts him/herself
to the reformist, liberal, consensual politics. However, such assumptions make
it difficult to see existing power-domination relations in a given society (or
in global relations), where they come from, how they are exercised, and how
they influence communicative action. What Habermas fails to see is that the
question of subject is a political question if it is not taken as given.

2.2. Hegemony

If theorizing the subject has to be regarded as important both to rethink
the discourse of modernity and for the investigation of possibilities of a
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dialogue between the North and the South, one of the reference points in this
respect is that of Gramsci and his theory of "hegemony". At the first glance,
the concept of hegemony seems to operate as that of communicative
rationality in two respects. First, it points out the importance of inter-
subjective relations both for international governance and in the reproduction
of the existing order. Second, it challenges both the subject-object duality
and the objectivist interpretation of reality, and in doing so, it gives rise to
self-reflectivity within the realm of reality, whether national or global. * In
these two respects, the concept of hegemony calls for the need to break with
instrumental rationality and its epistemological dimension, positivism and its
objectivist problem-solving quality.

Breaking with instrumental rationality and positivism, Gramsci suggests,
entails a double point of departure. The first departure is from objectivism,
which starts with the suggestion that there is no extra-human and extra-
historical objectivity: Individuals are capable of making their history. Here
the point is not to deny categorically the existence of objective world external
to individuals. Instead, it is to assert that such a world can only be known
through a never-ending and reciprocal exchange between subject and object.
In other words, objective always means humanly objective which corresponds
exactly to "historically subjective": objective is always universally subjective.
That is to say, even if the individual subject interacts with, and attempts to
transform what appears to be objective, his/her action always takes place in
a discursive formation in which such an action is embedded. Gramsci's
account of how this is so constitutes the second point of departure, which
also radically differs Gramsci's notion of inter-subjectivity from that of
Habermas. This departure starts with the suggestion that

"(m)an knows objectivity insofar as knowledge is real for the whole human race

"historically" unified in a single unitary cultural system. But this process of

historical unification takes place through the disappearance of the internal

contradictions which tear apart human society, while these contradictions
themselves are the condition for the formation of groups and for the birth of
ideologies which are not concretely universal but are immediately rendered

transient by the practical origin of their substance" (Gramsci, 1971:329).

The ongoing reciprocal historical relationship between subject and object, and
the modification of object by subject within an historical process as
"objective" is the reality ascertained by individuals. A vantage point from a
particular point of view, from which object is modified, according to

For the application of Gramsci to global political economy, see Cox (1983, 1987), Augelli
and Murphy (1989), and Gill (1990).
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Gramsci, is a candidate for objectivity. And if it succeeds in unifying
historically collective actors in a discursive formation, then that vantage point
becomes the free-floating signifier in that formation, according to which
actors's demands are made and their interests are represented. In this sense,
this unified discursive formation is what Gramsci calls "hegemony".

What is divided by internal contradictions becomes unified by an
hegemonic practice that forms a discursive formation. In order to be
hegemonic, that practice must transcend its own interests in a way that it
becomes the interest of other groups, too. In this way, it guarantees that all
the necessary questions around which collective actors initiate their struggles
against the existing order are posed within the "universal context of
hegemony". In doing so, one group establishes its hegemony over the other
group. In Laclau's interpretation, this implies that hegemony is achieved not
so much to the extent that it is able to impose a uniform conception of the
world, but to the extent that it can articulate different visions of the world in
such a way that their potential conflict is neutralized (Laclau, 1990). It is
through the process of neutralization that a uniform conception of the world
is constructed. Embedded in this conception of hegemony is not only
domination but also the manufacturing of a consent. When reflected on
global relations, hegemony, as Cox has proposed it, refers to the construction
and representation of a world order as universal.

"To become hegemonic, a state would have to found and protect a world order

which was universal in conception, i.e., not an order in which one state directly

exploits others but an order which most other states (or at least those within reach

of the hegemony) could find compatible with their interests. Such an order would

hardly be conceived in inter-state terms alone, for this would likely bring to the

fore opposition of state interests. It would most likely give prominence to
opportunities for the forces of civil society to operate on the world scale within
which hegemony prevails. The hegemonic concept of world order is founded not
only upon the reputation of inter-state conflict but also upon a globally conceived
civil society, i.e., a mode of production of global extent which brings about links

among social classes of the countries encompassed by it" (Cox, 1983: 171).

Cox's proposal implies that the hegemonic world order cannot be
separated from the internal dynamics of social formations, which are the
constitutive elements of global relations. Such an order is embodied in a
mode of production and its internationalization as an extension of the state-
civil society reciprocal relationship. Hegemony, in this respect, refers to a
point of articulation between social forces, states, and order, between vertical
and horizontal power-domination relations, and between systemic-
reproduction and systemic-conflict (Cox, 1987). It is through and within an
hegemonic world order that a point of articulation between state and civil
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society (vertical power-relation) and between states in a globally conceived
civil society (horizontal power-relation) is achieved, and a systemic
reproduction is secured as a result of the neutralization of conflictual patterns
of behaviour.

The question here is, who benefits, at least in the last instance, from a
hegemonic (world) order? According to Gramsci, and to Cox who applies
directly Gramsci's conception of hegemony to global relations, it is the
fundamental class that benefits from such an order, insofar as that order
secures the long-term interest of that class. This answer derives from
Gramsci's conception of modern society as a social formation based on the
primacy of the relations of production in the last instance. It is for this reason
that in elaborating the way in which hegemony operates, Gramsci constructs
the concept of "historical bloc", which refers to a spatial and temporal
articulation of structures and superstructures (Morera, 1990). Such an
articulation gives expression to the fact that the complex, contradictory and
discordant operation of superstructures is in fact a reflection, in the last
instance, of the ensemble of the social relations of production. In other
words, although hegemony and the way in which it is constructed cannot be
reduced to the relations of production, it is not independent of those relations
in that it is always articulated in the last instance by a fundamental class
within an historical bloc (Gramsci, 1971).

In this respect, it can be argued that an understanding as hegemonic of the
context, in which inter-subjective relations take place, differs, in a radical
fashion, Gramsci from Habermas. Unlike Habermas's concept of
communicative-rationality as a consensus achieved among the members of
a political community, hegemony demonstrates the limits and the power-
domination basis of a dialogue. It points out "the limit of a dialogue", insofar
as it shows the consensus established as a result of a dialogue might have
been, and in fact is, the outcome of unequal ard uneven distribution of power
among the members (Murphy, 1990). That is to say, unlike communicative
rationality, hegemony allows one to recognize that consensus is not that
which is based on a mutual understanding, but that which is constructed
through the manufacturing of "consent" of the dominated groups. Thus,
Gramsci does not presuppose that communication as an inter-subjective
arrangement is the way for emancipation from domination. Instead, he
demonstrates with his conception of hegemony that such communication is
always articulated, in the last instance, by and into a discourse of a
fundamental class. However, to the extent that hegemony is related to a
fundamental class, even in the last instance, it becomes problematical. For
such an attempt results in the subordination and marginalization of non-class
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identities and non-class interests to the class identity. Relations apart from
the social relations of production become secondary to, and read off in the
last instance from, the operation and neutralization of class conflict as the
basis of the construction of hegemony. If hegemonic projects are in the last
instance determined by a fundamental class, it follows that resistance to these
projects and the construction of a counter-hegemonic project has the same
class connotation.

This means that strategic questions around which resistance against the
existing power-domination relations is organized are always embedded in a
class interest and are directly related to a class identity. As a result, questions
such as gender, race, ethnicity, and sexuality, which have no necessary class
connotation, are denied specificity and are not seen as fundamental as that of
class (Mouffe and Laclau, 1985: Laclau, 1990). One way of solving this
problem is to think of hegemony not as a project determined in the last
instance by a fundamental class, but in terms of the social and discursive
construction of identity and meaning. To elaborate this argument, we turn to
the third critique of the discourse of modernity, one which was developed by
Foucault.

2.3. Power/knowledge and the disciplinary society

Like Habermas and Gramsci, Foucault attempts to critique modernity, or
what he calls the Enlightenment, by demonstrating historically the
disciplinary nature of the process of (Western) civilization which he
understands as a process of technical and instrumental rationalization. "The
Enlightenment which discovered the liberties also invented the disciplines".
Whereas the concept of rationalization in Habermas and Gramsci refers to the
model of the domination of nature and therefore the increase of the
productive forces, for Foucault however, it is based on the model of social
control and therefore the increase in the means of social control and power.
This difference in the understanding of rationality stems from Foucault's
assertion, contrary to the idea that modernity involves both progress
(domination) and emancipation, that the Enlightenment project constitutes the
emergence and consolidation of disciplinary power. That is to say, both
domination and emancipation are embedded in the model of social control
that operates as a disciplinary power.

In his attempt to elaborate the operation of disciplinary power, Foucault
focuses on (a) the intertwined nature of knowledge and power (the
constitution of individuals as subjects of knowledge) and (b) the subjugation
of individual subjects to the regime of modernity (the articulation of
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individuals to fields of power) (Foucault, 1979,1981). Here the crucial
concepts are those of truth and power. To understand the relationship
between truth and power, it is necessary to explain what Foucault means by
power. For Foucault (1981), the emergence of modern society gives rise to
the transition from feudal -sovereignty-power to modern disciplinary power,
which took place in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. As the form of
sovereignty, power manifested itself in the central authority (the state, or the
King). It was held and possessed by that subject and was imposed on the
population. According to Foucault (1979), when the radical reorganization of
society was emerging as a result of the process of technical and instrumental
rationalization, power relations, too, became subject to transformation. The
reason being that the increase in population, the increasing dominance of
capitalist industrialization, the emergence and multiplication of the lines of
conflict, and as a result the need for the administration of the population: all
these processes created a ground for the emergence of new mechanisms of
power.

Foucault (1981) argues that these new mechanisms of power are based on

"... procedures whose operation is not ensured by right but by technique, not by
law but by normalization, not by punishment but by control, methods that are
employed on all levels and in forms that go beyond the state and its apparatus".
[emphasis added]
Key to this operation is the codification and rationalization of the discourse
of discipline and subjugation: the constitution of individuals as juridical
subjects becomes the focal point of surveillance. Disciplinary power thereby
dissects individuals, classifies them, and places them in an hierarchical order.
One should not, however, Foucault warns, consider disciplinary power in a
negative way that it represses individuals as it is imposed on them (Foucault,
1979). On the contrary, it is positive, insofar as it actively produces and
reproduces reality, where individuals are provided security and are recognized
as the juridical subject, as long as they conform the requirements of the order
created by the disciplinary power. Viewed in this way, power becomes a
free-floating signifier, that which cannot be possessed, cannot be held, cannot
be reduced to the sovereign-central authority, but it is exercised as a means
of social control and normalization. According to Foucault, in the way in
which it is exercised, power is inextricably linked to knowledge, and this
linkage occurs in discourse. Discourse in this respect refers to the process of
the creation of subjects as well as objects. The discourse of modernity,
characterized as instrumental rationality, creates the individual subject as both
the subject and object of knowledge. For Foucault, knowledge about
individuals, which is organized around the norms of truth, is the basis of






