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Abstract
This thesis follows in development theory's post-impasse attempts to theorise an

understanding of social change according to which people in developing countries would
be active producers of their own development without this descending into the relativistic
impotence of post-development; that is, the search for an understanding of development
in which the field can retain its normative commitment and contribution to a better world
for all without the neo-imperialistic implications this has had in the past. To do so we
must first overcome prevalent caricatures of twentieth century development's ‘we develop
it mentality and recognise that this search is not a uniquely modern one: it has been an
implicit concern of development theory since the field's conception. The concept of
'development’ itself, particularly the way in which it theorises the relationship between the
internal and external aspects of social change, lies at the heart of development theory's
failures to meet this challenge. A reconceptualisation of the internal-external problem,
based on the concept of 'progress' from which development was initially differentiated
and which puts the active individual at the heart of social change, can provide a way

forward, with important implications for development policy and theorists.
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“[T] he secret hope of our time [is] that man's life in politics, which is to say, man's life
in history, shall come to an end. History, as we now understand it, envisions its own
extinction — that is really what we nowadays mean by 'progress’' — and with all the
passion of a desire kept secret even from ourselves, we yearn to elect a way of life which
shall be satisfactory once and for all...”

— Lionel Trilling (1951[1970]: 200)

Introduction
1. Context and Argument
“What they ... accept, adapt, or reject [from the Western example] is a matter which each

man will, in due course, decide for himself.”

The above citation expresses an attitude towards development that many would identify
as peculiarly modern and sensitive. It speaks to the foundation of ‘development’ as an
enterprise: the belief that however imperfectly realised in practice the West has done
something right — democracy, prosperity, freedom, equality — which it would be valuable
to share with the rest of the world. Yet it also speaks to the understanding — a modern and
sensitive understanding — that these desirable things cannot simply be transplanted from
one society to another, and certainly ought not to be imposed. It reminds us that
development must ultimately be something done by a people rather than for them. This is,
according to Jan Nederveen Pieterse (2012: 5), the twenty-first century thing to say: 'we
develop' rather than 'we develop it," which was the twentieth century way of thinking. Yet
this citation comes from the 1950s, the period of pro-Western development hubris, the
quintessential ‘we develop it." (Although the gendered language may have given it away —
we know better now). Moreover, it is found in a prominent book whose title alone is
enough for Mehmet (1995[1999]: 61) to condemn it: Daniel Lerner's The Passing of
Traditional Society (1958[1968: 411). This thesis will find that this should not come as a
surprise, for development theorists have never truly held the arrogantly simplistic views
we are wont to attribute to them. They have always been concerned with this 'internal-
external problem’; that is, the problem of finding a balance between the desire to achieve
the values of development and the recognition that they cannot and must not simply be
imposed. Consequently, the means of overcoming the failures of twentieth century

development theory and practice must lie elsewhere.



Of course, development theory has a long history filled with a diversity of approaches and
the present thesis does not claim to capture the dynamism of its story in all its glory. It
shall make use of broad categories such as 'modernisation theory' and 'development
theorists.' Readers familiar with the complexity concealed beneath such terms may find
their presence jarring, particularly giving the contemporary fixation with the particular
over the universal, the concrete over the abstract, the multiform over the unified. It must
be said in this regard that there is no question of abstracting or generalising versus not
abstracting or not generalising. The latter is not possible. It is instead a question of what
level or kind of abstraction is appropriate for one's own purposes. When this thesis uses a
term such as 'development theory' or ‘modernisation theorist' it has in mind what Husserl
called 'ideational abstraction," which represents a unity of direction rather than a unity of
being. The German philosopher Ernst Cassirer described this mode of abstraction in his
The Logic of the Cultural Sciences (1942[2000]) with reference to Jakob Burckhardt's
famous account of the 'Renaissance Man.' The Renaissance Man does not correspond to
any particular individual associated with the Italian Renaissance — Botticelli, Leonardo,
Petrarch, Raphael, Michaelangelo Brunelleschi, Machiavelli et al present us with as wide
a variety of characters to have ever been grouped together. Burckhardt unites them not

because they look alike but because, writes Cassirer,

“they stand in a certain ideal connection to one another, ... each in his own way
cooperates in the construction of what we call the 'spirit’ ... or the culture of the
Renaissance. ... The particular individuals belong together not because they are alike or
resemble each other but because they cooperate in a common task, which, in contrast to
the Middle Ages, we sense to be new and to be the distinctive 'meaning' of the
Renaissance.” (1942[2000]: 70-73)

The general concern of this thesis might be described in these terms as identifying the
distinctive 'meaning’ of development, the common task in which development theorists
cooperate, and with that in mind seeking a way beyond its problems. Three main claims
will be made: first, that development ought to be understood as a particular
conceptualisation of social change built upon a differentiation from the concept of
progress; second, that the basic problem with the concept of development is that, because
it is self-conscious — intentional and teleological — social change, it sees the internal and

external motive forces of change as originally separate, and that the history of
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development theory can be read as an attempt to overcome this problem by reconciling
the two; and third, that a conscious, as opposed to self-conscious, understanding of social
change, based upon the concept of progress and with what will be called the 'active
individual' at its heart, can reassess this problem and thus offer the basis for a true
alternative to development. The active individual will be conceptualised as mediating
between the internal and external, giving both their meaning in this interaction. This
active individual, it will be argued, plays an important role in the understanding of social
change contained in the concept of progress but was pushed into the background in the

concept of development, leaving behind a 'reactive' individual.

The distinction between the two — and its policy consequences — will be illustrated in the
sections on education: education is intimately bound up with ideas about social change,
because it is to produce the types of individuals one expects to do the work of making
social change a positive thing. Consequently, looking at approaches to education
prevalent in eras of ‘progress' and of 'development' can reveal assumptions about
individuals and their role and place in the practice of social change that otherwise would
remain obscure. It will be argued in these sections that, reflecting development's ‘self-
conscious' understanding of social change, education for development sees the role
schools as one of preparing the advent of a future society; conversely, reflecting progress'
‘conscious’ understanding of social change, the goal education for progress will be

conceptualised as helping people create a meaningful present.

Thus the central argument of the thesis is twofold: critical and constructive. On the
critical side it argues that we must move away from existing critiques of twentieth century
approaches to development which exaggerate their strength and their Eurocentrism.
Development is here critiqued as a particular conceptualisation of social change rather
than the Western conceptualisation. On the constructive side the thesis argues that
moving beyond development must involve reclaiming the active individual, returning to
the concept of progress from which development was initially differentiated to find a
basis for an alternative that would transcend the dichotomies constructed by development
theorists between the world of development and the world without it. The concept of
progress, it will be argued, allows us to reintegrate the active individual into our

understanding of social change and thus rethink the internal-external problem.



As we enter the post-2015 development era this is an issue of great importance. In a field
that is overwhelmingly concerned with reinventing itself in order to overcome its past
failures, the interpretation of the past plays a significant role in shaping the future.
According to the documents published for the Post-2015 development agenda the UN
(2013: 40) believes that its new era cannot represent 'business as usual.' What does this
refer to? Not the Millennium Development Goals, of which the new 2030 Agenda has
been presented as a necessary and natural evolution (UN, 2015: 4), nor even to the 'lost
decades' of neo-liberal structural adjustment, which can scarcely be considered
‘development’ at all (Clark, 2015). In fact it refers to the vague idea of 'twentieth century
development’ mentioned above, the ‘we develop it' attitude to which today's development
industry can oppose a 'we develop.' The interpretation of that era is therefore still highly
relevant. By re-interpreting what it is in the 'twentieth century' approach that must be
overcome, this thesis will attempt to lay the foundations for an alternative future path for

development theory and practice.

Contrary to modern caricatures of twentieth century approaches it has always been
recognised by development theorists that development cannot simply be 'given' to the
developing nations. Nor, however, can it be a purely internally generated, inward-looking
phenomenon. Development, positive social change, must always be a combination of
internal and external motive forces. The history of development theory, this thesis will
argue, is characterised by a series of attempts to reconcile the two and solve what we shall
call the 'internal-external problem," which has generally taken the form of how external
Western influences can be incorporated into the internal life of another society in a way
that would constitute genuine development. That past approaches failed, in modern eyes,
to find a satisfactory balance does not alter this fact. Yet we imagine monsters of error in
development theory's past — assumptions of Western superiority, disdain for and mistrust
of developing societies, neo-imperialist attempts to Westernise the world — and these

monsters have a great influence on what we imagine for the future of the field.

Said monsters have haunted development theory for decades. Almost 25 years ago
Wolfgang Sachs issued the now-famous proclamation that development was dead. With
the characteristic literary flourish of the post-development theorist, he wrote that the
dreams and schemes of development stood “like a ruin in the intellectual landscape”

(Saches, 1992: 1). At the time there were good reasons for believing this to be the case.
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The post-war optimism, according to which the developing nations might be able to ‘catch
up' with the industrialised West within a few decades, had faded with each successive
year of stagnation, until in the 1980s it finally morphed into a full-blown crisis of faith.
To the modern reader, however, Sachs' proclamation must seem premature. The
development industry is thriving: innumerable NGOs, INGOs, charities, and
governmental agencies compete for our attentions and funds; universities across the globe
turn out thousands of graduates in development studies; hundreds of conferences are
organised for academics and policy-makers. Most prominently, the UN continues to
exercise its influence. The Millennium Development Goal (MDG) era came to an end in
2015, and for the past few years the UN has sought to define a new, post-2015
development era. Yet despite talk of a '‘people-centred’ and 'transformative' new approach
that will put an end to 'business as usual' and bring about the 'most inclusive development
era to date,' the familiar idealistic rhetoric of development, formerly so full of life, rings
hollow in the 2030 Agenda (UN, 2015). Its 169 goals (compared to the eight MDGSs) are
too narrow to capture the imagination and too unreachable to inspire. The 2030 Agenda
reads like a list of desirable things, and it is only by imagining monsters of error in the
past — imagining that we are the first to be concerned about ‘participation’ or 'local
cultures' or 'sustainability’ — that we can convince ourselves that it represents is a bold

new era.

The source of this peculiar situation lies in the field of development's difficulties in
dealing with the challenges it faced in the 1980s and 1990s. In addition to the failures of
real-world development there were severe theoretical challenges, with post-development
theorists such as Wolfgang Sachs calling into question the virtues of development as an
enterprise pursued by the West for the global South. Particularly painful were the links
made between the development discourse and colonial or imperial discourses of cultural
and racial superiority. Development, it was argued, was Eurocentric, combining an
arrogant assumption that the European trajectory of social change was a universal model
and a neo-imperialist imposition of the Western way of life. These critiques are, of
course, not unique to development studies. Every intellectual tradition and social
convention has been interrogated for its supposed origins in some form of exploitation or
exclusion. But in development studies, with its consciously normative and idealistic
underpinnings, they have hit harder than most; they have eaten away at its sense of self

and its raison d'etre. Yet on the other hand, this very raison d'etre, the sense that
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development studies is necessary for progressive and positive social change, has kept the
field alive while its carefully constructed edifice was being deconstructed. Thus it has
simultaneously enhanced the impact of the post-development critique and prevented it
from having the full destructive force envisioned by Sachs.

The result of this dual process is a development era that is oddly uncomfortable in its own
skin. One particularly damaging aspect of the post-development critique was that
development involved a neo-imperialist imposition of Western ideals and institutions.
Thus development became seen as a threat to non-Western peoples, rather than the
friendly helping hand it was supposed to be. As mentioned above, the idealistic rhetoric,
implicit or explicit virtues, and universal aspirations have changed little since the post-
war era. The UN wants development to do the same job as it always has — the creation of
a world free from want and fear. But according to Ban Ki Moon, the post-2015 era will be
different: it will be the most inclusive development era to date. The A Million Voices
(2013) report is the result of a worldwide consultation process conducted by the UN over
a number of years in preparation for the post-2015 era. It summarises the outcome of a
vast, inclusive conversation on 'the world we want.' By coincidence, the world we want is
the same as the UN has been advocating for over half a century. Indeed, the report reads
like most other 'statement of purpose’ documents produced by the UN. The difference
now is that each statement on the 'world we want' can be prefigured by “The consultation
in Peru concluded...” or “As was repeatedly brought up during the consultation in
Ukraine...” Thus rather than being proudly proclaimed by Western intellectuals and the
UN itself, the ideals that the post-2015 era stands for — the same ideals that development
has always stood for — are the outcome of a million-man focus group. The UN can
therefore reassure itself that it is not imposing Western values, but simply giving the
people what they want. Development education has not escaped this assessment of the
problems of twentieth century development and the associated attempt to move away
from Eurocentrism. It is now largely subsumed under the rubric of ‘global citizenship
education," which, as the name implies, takes a global perspective rather than promoting a

narrowly Western one.

It goes without saying that for many this will not be good enough from a supposedly fresh
new development approach, but how much further are critiques such as those advanced

by the likes of Sachs likely to take us? Their effectiveness requires policy-makers who do
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not believe that universally valid ideals exist, but do not know that the ideals they are
promoting actually belong to a specific cultural tradition. Only then will the revelation
that policy x relies on a Western understanding of y have the desired effect. It is by no
means contradictory to recognise on the hand that democracy rests on a certain
understanding of the individual's relationship with society, and to believe on the other that
it is a political system to be emulated by all. We are more aware than ever of the
assumptions that shape our understanding of development and our visions for the future;
it does not necessarily follow that these visions cannot be propagated globally. If it did,
development would be as dead as Sachs hoped. As it doesn't, there is room for further

critiques which take its universalist impulse as a given.

That is what this thesis hopes to contribute to: the search for an understanding of
development in which the field can retain its normative commitment and contribution to a
better world for all without the neo-imperialistic implications this has had in the past. The
errors of development theory's past seem monstrous indeed and it is no wonder that we
should want to distance ourselves from them. Yet the effort of distancing is not the same
as change. Decades of caricaturing post-war development theory has given us the
impression that we are already in a new development era simply by virtue of the fact we
want to be. However, “it is not enough to want change, not even enough to work for it —
we must want it and work for it with intelligence.” (Trilling, 1951[1970]: 223) That is, we
must work for change with a sound historical sense. With that in mind, this thesis aims to
help us reconsider what it is in development theory's past that needs to be critiqued in
order for the field to move beyond its failures. In so doing it looks for a way of
conceptualising social change through which the normative element of development
studies could be maintained without this becoming an imposition of Western values and
practices and hence implying the passivity of the developing people in their own

development.

Certainly the reader should not expect to find a fully fleshed out alternative to
development; that would be beyond the scope just mentioned, the assessment of
development theory in light of the internal-external problem and the consequent need for
the active individual to be explicitly re-incorporated into our basic conceptualisation of
social change.. Nevertheless, dissatisfaction with the MDGs and their SDG successor was

a key motivating factor in the conception of this project, and they shall be returned to in
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the conclusion where it will be possible to consider what the development landscape
might look like were the active individual to be re-housed in its ruins. The post-2015, like
so many development eras before it, represents an attempt to 'bring the people back' into a
process of development from which they have become detached. Going forward, it is
important to think clearly about the nature of the 'people’ who can be accommodated in
our understanding of social change: are they active producers, as we profess to desire

them to be, or merely passive recipients?

2. Methodology
“The truth is that good reading does not come out of systems, just because each great
book ... establishes its own language, manner, and point of view. A great book is in effect
a view of the universe, complete for the time being. You must get inside it to look out upon
the old familiar world with the author's unfamiliar eyes.”
—Jacques Barzun (1945[1981]: 215)

The material with which this thesis works is written texts — primarily books but also
scholarly articles and policy documents. This raises a number of problems, concerns, and
limitations including but not limited to bias, choice of texts, and interpretation. What the
reader is, understandably, concerned about is a lack of objectivity. Is the author not 'just’
reading books, picking individual ones from the shelf almost at random and interpreting
them according to subjective bias and interest? What the reader expects is that the desired
objectivity be supplied by a methodology. Although it is today a commonplace to say that
there is no such thing as true objectivity — no 'view from nowhere' — a methodology offers
the reader an objective standard, in the sense of existing outside the subjectivity of the
author, by which to judge the work. Is the method appropriate to the author's aims? Did
the author follow the method properly? Were the proper sources identified and tested
according to the procedure? The methodology tells the researcher what to look for, where
to find it, and how to identify it; and by passing it on to the reader the study gains in
objective merit. Given this understanding of the purpose of methodologies, it seems odd
that this section, although it appears at the beginning of the thesis, is being written
towards the end. One could not imagine a physicist, a chemist, or a statistician performing
their study and only then turning to the methodology. However, it does make sense within
the approach to reading followed in the thesis. The initial approach — and underlying

rationale — is based on the work of the American literary critic Lionel Trilling and French
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historian Jacques Barzun. The fruits of this initial approach form the basis for a more

focussed re-reading of the material, guided by the methodology of Quentin Skinner.

Trilling and Barzun developed their method while working together at Columbia
University (Trilling, 1966: 4-6; Barzun, 1976[2002]: 176). Because they did not regard it
as a methodology in the strict sense of the word they never gave it systematic treatment,
but its guiding principles can be gleaned from various essays and from their approach to
the teaching of modern literature at Columbia. Both believed strongly that modern
literature should not be studied at university, and until the middle of the nineteenth
century most would have agreed with them. Contemporary literature — like all aspects of
contemporary culture — was to be experienced on one's own; only then could it aid in an
individual's prolonged effort towards the cultivation of the self. When modern poets,
novelists, and artists appeared in the curriculum it was to provide biographical and
historical background to the work, along with an explanation of difficult passages. “That
was all. It amounted to a sort of beginner's workout for reading reflectively, reading for
self-cultivation. ” (1989: 18) For Trilling, understanding art was about experiencing the
vitality of its creation (1966: 10). While scholarly analysis can help us recover the lost
power of classic literature this is not necessary in the case of modern literature because
the context that gives it life is still with us. Analysis tends only to accelerate the process
by which a modern work becomes a classic, thereby distancing us from it. Too much
scholarship in the humanities and social sciences, Barzun felt, is concerned with the
application of systems that allow the scholar to uncover hidden motives or list themes and
metaphors (1991[1992]: 165-166). While these studies are certainly not without value,
Barzun believed that they conflated a distinction made by Pascal (1660: 1.1-2) between

two orientations of the mind, I'esprit de geometrie and I'esprit de finesse.

The root of the distinction lies in the familiarity of their objects of study. The
mathematical spirit is concerned with objects that are “palpable, but removed from
ordinary use” (Pascal, 1660: 1.1). That is, they are strange in the sense that they exist
outside ordinary human understanding, but they are 'palpable’ in the sense that once this
strangeness has been overcome they are easy to understand and use because their
definitions are clear and their principles unchanging. For example, scientists can
demonstrate that the universe is expanding by identifying ‘redshift' in light reaching the

Earth from supernovae: an expanding universe would stretch the waves of light, shifting
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them towards the red end of the colour spectrum. Remoteness and palpability combine to
make rigorous methodologies the foundation of research in I'esprit de geometrie. Pascal's
‘intuitive mind," by contrast, is concerned with objects of study that exist within everyday
speech and understanding but that are, for that very reason, far more fluid and
changeable. They are in plain view, but messy. The concepts it is concerned with are easy
to recognise yet difficult to grasp because each individual uses them in slightly different
ways, and in using them alters the concepts themselves. Moreover, the relationships
between the elements are not clear or definable in advance. It is ‘conditions,’ numerous
and tangled, that produce effects, not identifiable ‘causes." As a consequence, the wisdom
of starting one's research with a methodology that tells one where to look — which all
must do to be of any use — is rather more dubious in this case. Rather, writes Pascal
(1660: 1.1), “/o]ne has only to look, and no effort is necessary; it is only a question of
good eyesight, but it must be good, for the principles are so subtle and so humerous that

’

it is almost impossible but that some escape notice.’

Underlying Pascal's distinction is an ontological claim that the reality investigated by
I'esprit de finesse is one of human action — of conscious individual activity, contingency,
and uncertainty — whereas the reality of I'esprit de geometrie is governed by forces." In
the former there are no determining forces; only individuals pursuing their consciously-
chosen ends. This is the realm of culture, art, ideas, economics, history — life in general.
Over the past half century or so much work has been done in the various branches of the
study of culture to counter this supposedly bourgeois tendency to exaggerate the imprint
of individual action and creativity and intention on the course of ideas and events.
Foucault, in the introduction to his Archaeology of Knowledge (1972[1977]: 12-13),
praises Marx for effecting this “decentering [of] human consciousness from the 'original
subject of historical development.” As a consequence, a good deal of scholarship that
Pascal would have associated with I'esprit de finesse is now concerned with uncovering
the hidden forces underlying our social reality. Edward Said, who while using Foucault's
methodology claims to appreciate the imprint of individuals and their works on the shape
of a discourse, nevertheless subordinates this individuality to the influence of power

relations:

“[1]f it is true that no production of knowledge in the human sciences can ever ignore or

disclaim its authors' involvement as a human subject in his own circumstances, then it
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must also be true that for a European or American studying the Orient there can be no
disclaiming the main circumstances of his actuality: that he comes up against the Orient
as a European or American first, as an individual second. ” (1978[2003]: 11 — emphasis
added)

Thus the individual's thoughts are ultimately determined by his or her place in the West-
Rest power structure; a racial and cultural distinction to Marx' class distinction. The
denigration of the influence of the individual author is similarly implied in the phrase
‘production of knowledge'. To the Romantic mind, knowledge is created or discovered in
an act of individual genius. For Said, to show that an author exists within a set of power
relations is to demonstrate their lack of freedom as a knowledge-creator. Their knowledge
is socially produced, reflecting a place in those power relations in their historical moment.

Said continues:

“And to be a European or an American in such a situation ... meant and means being
aware, however dimly, that one belongs to a power with defined interests in the Orient,
and more important, that one belongs to a part of the earth with a definite history of

involvement in the Orient almost since the times of Homer.” (1978[2003]: 11)

It is true enough that an awareness of the long history of European involvement in the
Orient could make it seem 'natural’ or legitimate to a European that the continue that
involvement, although there are of course many who have studied the West's involvement
in the non-Western world and concluded that it would be better off had it been left alone.
But what this method does not tell us much about is the content of the knowledge that is
created. It has something to do with the interests of the West in the non-Western world,
but Said does not explain how every European or American knows — however dimly —
what those interests are and how best to achieve them. Nor does this account for the work
of scholars from nations with little imperial interest in the Orient, such as Germany. More
importantly for our present purposes, the applicability of such a methodology requires,
according to Pascal’s distinction, that its object of study be implicit — that is, 'removed
from ordinary use.' The work of Said and others who make similar arguments rest on the
largely unexamined proposition that these biases about Western superiority and non-
Western inferiority exist at a deeper level than ordinary ideas, hidden from individuals

who believe that they are studying the Orient objectively but are in fact coloured by a
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‘dim awareness' of the West's superiority over that part of the world. Only then can even a
dim awareness of something colour the entire superstructure of knowledge built upon it.
If, however, we look at development theory we see that it is an explicit idea rather than an
implicit assumption that there is something universal in the Western trajectory of social
change. The West has or aspires to something that the rest of the world should also
possess — democracy, equality, free markets, human rights, prosperity, universal
education and healthcare, and so on. It is an idea that exists alongside other, often
conflicting, ideas, influencing them and being influenced by them — ideas about how
development ultimately has to be indigenous, how universal models must be adapted by
local leaders to fit local contexts, and so on. One does not have to uncover nefarious
power relationships and hidden forces to demonstrate that the "West is best' idea exists.
The trick is not to uncover something hidden from ordinary sight but to investigate the
place of something visible yet out-of-focus within development thinking and to determine

its place within the whole.

The consequences of confusing this are visible in Arturo Escobar's famous and influential
Encountering Development (1995) particularly in how he interprets speeches, which
frequently require decontextualisation to make them fit a discourse that is held to be
independent of the individual intentions of the speaker. For example, Escobar discusses a
speech given by Robert McNamara to his fellow World Bank board members, in which
the then-president of the Bank advocates setting an ambitious target of a 5% annual
increase in small farm output in Africa. McNamara believed this was possible based in
part on the example of Japan. Thus the speech was given to people known to McNamara,
who shared a similar background knowledge of land and agricultural policies in
developing countries, and was intended to gain support for an expressly ambitious target.
The desirability of adopting this target is the focus of the speech rather than the specific
means that would actually be used to achieve it wherever it came to be implemented. This
context is entirely ignored by Escobar. He criticises McNamara's “reliance on a model
(Japan), without recognizing any historical specificity” (Escobar, 1995: 160). In fact, this
was as a prominent example of successful land reform, which contributed in the post-war
years to a rapid expansion of the Japanese agricultural sector. It was not intended to
provide a model to be replicated elsewhere; it was, rather, evidence that the rapid
expansion of agriculture envisaged by McNamara is not as over-optimistic as it may have

first appeared. That it has been done before is evidence that it can be done, not that it
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must be done in the same way everywhere else.

Escobar (1995: 60) continues: “The principle of authority [in McNamara's speech] is
clear: 'l believe the goal to be feasible', when the 'I' is uttered as representative of all
bankers investing in development.” On the contrary, it is quite clear from the context of
the speech, which is a personal appeal to fellow World Bank board members, that the 'I'
refers to McNamara himself. The speech is aimed at 'bankers investing in development,'
not representative of them. The goal he has proposed may seem unrealistic to his fellow
bankers, but he believes it is possible and has tried to convince them with his speech.
McNamara concludes by admitting that the World Bank, like everyone else, does not
have all the answers. They have enough general knowledge to get the project started, but
beyond that experiments will have to be undertaken and learned from, specific to local
situations. According to Escobar's (1995: 160) interpretation, “/q/ualifying this principle
of authority only makes it stronger ... If 'the Bank' does not have clear answers, nobody
else does.” Here Escobar has altered the emphasis of the statement, from the modest
'nobody, including the World Bank, has all the answers' to the arrogant 'the World Bank
does not have all the answers, therefore no one else can either." Again, the former makes
sense within the context of a speech designed to garner support for an ambitious project:
'l know we don't have all the answers but no one else does either, so we should not let that
deter us.' The latter makes sense only given Escobar methodological approach which

straitjackets what it is possible for McNamara to say.

It is worth making clear that there is nothing in principle wrong with what Escobar is
trying to do here — bring to light assumptions of Western superiority within development
thinking. Problems arise when it becomes the basis for textual interpretation and for one's
understanding of development thinking generally. Ultimately, Escobar is not reading texts
on development theory; he is reading power relations through the medium of texts. As
such, he ignores — or his methodology blinds him to — the individual tone of McNamara
speech, instead reducing it to an instance of Western-centric arrogance. As with Said, he
attributes such supreme power to the development discourse over the minds of individual
development theorists and practitioners that their identities, interests, and intentions are
finally reduced to those of one of the two monolithic categories that he finds at the heart
of the problems of the development discourse: the West and the Third World. Where

Foucault had said that a discourse becomes linked with institutions and practices of
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power, Escobar elides the two. Which knowledge is created and how knowledge is used
become conflated. Because the focus is on a power relationship, his critique is most
interested in what power does with knowledge. Though it aims to analyse the relations
between institutions, knowledge, socio-economic processes, technologies etc, there is a
failure to distinguish adequately between them. Everything is condensed into a single
unit. The analysis of this unit is diverted toward the end user — power — and the individual
elements are retrospectively judged based on this perception. Thus with Escobar, the
methodology works like a template. It is placed over the material and it is the job of the
researcher to see what shows through the gaps. His object of study — whether
development theory as a whole or a specific text — is reduced to a mere appendage, a case
study to demonstrate the usefulness of the methodology. As a consequence, what the
reader of Encountering Development receives from Escobar is not a view of development
theory but a facsimile, “an offprint made for methodic purposes,” in Barzun's (1989: 16)

words.

This was, to repeat, precisely the concern Barzun and Trilling had about the analytical
study of modern literature: “it is fair to say that the modern student, the 'major' in
English or American studies or in one of the other departments, has no cultivating
encounter with the works of art he or she has been assigned. George Eliot has been read
for the plight of women or for images of running water; the Post-Impressionists testify to
sordid society and individual alienation...” (1989:15) Having finally been persuaded by
the university hierarchy to introduce a modern literature module, Barzun and Trilling
developed an approach to reading texts that would avoid the pitfalls of misapplying
I'esprit de geometrie and maintain the immediacy and vitality from which literature gains
its value as a vehicle for personal development. Barzun (1989: 83) described the 'method’

as follows:

“[T] he group [of students] would read the books assigned and discuss them with the aid
of all relevant knowledge — historical, aesthetic, logical, comparative, philosophical,
[etc.] ... no holds barred. But what was relevant? Ah, that was the purpose of the
exercise: to develop judgement to the point where nothing foolish, nothing forced, nothing
‘viewy,' nothing unnecessary is used that might stand in the way of understanding and

enjoyment.”
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There are three key aspects to this. First, the work itself should be read rather than, or at
least before, summaries of it. “Some of the results of scholarship may be brought in to
shed occasional light on and around the work, but the work is there to shed its own
light.” (1991[1992]: 146) Second, the work should be read comprehensively — that is, the
whole work should be read and read reflexively rather than strategically. “Only at this
price can the mind form true and distinct images.” (1991[1992]: 145) Third, the work
should be read with a good deal of surrounding knowledge. This is slightly different from
saying that it should be read 'in context.' To identify beforehand what the 'proper' context
is requires a methodology. What Barzun and Trilling had in mind was simply varied and
voracious reading, which would produce “a map of the mental life with one region of it
extremely familiar, because it is 'home."” (1976[2002]: 390) That is, a region of which
one has specialist knowledge but that is not cut off from the rest of the world of ideas.
Context-relevant knowledge “can grow in regions apparently far removed from [the
work being studied]. ... The great point is that none of the elements brought to bear is
ever regarded as determinant, as cause; it is only a condition whose force is gauged, like
everything else in immediate experience, by the esprit de finesse. ” (1989: 84)

Consistent with Pascal's (1660: 1.1) belief that in matter of the intuitive understanding
“[w]e must see the matter at once, in one glance, and not by a process of reasoning, at
least to a certain degree,” Barzun and Trilling's 'method," which they named cultural
criticism, presupposes “the factitiousness of theory and the unsuitability of system...”
(Barzun, 1989: 84) The point of the approach was not to analyse and break down or to
discover hidden meanings or instances of this or that, but to “/seize] upon the character
of the whole altogether, by inspection.” (Barzun, 1989: 14) It achieved this by attempting,
as far as possible, to create a situation where “there are no barriers between ideas, there
is no jargon, no prevailing theory or method. There are books and readers, as on the first
day of publication.” (Barzun, 1991[1992]: 196) Identifying the steps to take, what to look
for, where to look and so forth is in the case of I'esprit de finesse itself an act of
judgement that must be informed by an engagement with the material itself from the
perspective of one's prior knowledge and experience. Thus the work must be read with “a
great deal of attention, knowledge, and experience of reading,” rather than being guided
by a methodology devised and applied in advance; for Barzun and Trilling, the reader is

and must be “ultimately on his own, his sole resources being strenuous reading and a

demanding imagination.” (Barzun, 1976[2002]: 135)
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That last citation raises the problem of personal bias and rigour noted in the opening
paragraph. There is no easy answer to this question as there is, according to the
understanding of 'reading' expressed here, no special technique to supply it. One's
‘demanding imagination’ is of course subject to and coloured by a host of assumptions,
preferences, and prejudices. This is not in itself a bad thing. Indeed, Trilling (1966: 5)
regarded a sense of oneself as “a person rather than as a bundle of attitudes and
responses”’ as a precondition for the ‘imagination of the real.' The 'view from nowhere' is
not only impossible, it is in the case of I'esprit de finesse also undesirable because the
intuitive understanding is predicated upon a meaningful engagement among the material,
the self, and the world. This sense of self is also an important part of intellectual honesty,
which demands that we are honest with ourselves; that is, that we are aware of the
intellectual and social position from which we are reading and writing. However, Barzun
pointed out in his Clio and the Doctors (1974: 48) that the strongest safeguard against
bias lies in the nature of I'esprit de finesse itself. Because it avoids dealing in signs,
metaphors, and hidden motives that can only be accessed using the correct methodology,
the ‘evidence' it considers “is in plain sight and the bias also.” The sources still need to
be interpreted, but they are public: there is nowhere to hide and thus biases will soon be

exposed, though they may have been overlooked by the researcher.

Barzun and Trilling hoped that the outcome of their method of reading would be to
encourage in the reader the development of a 'historical sense," different aspects of which
appear throughout their writings. This thesis will return to it later, as it has an important
role to play in the understanding of the "active individual.' For now we need only note that
the historical sense “enables the independent mind to criticize ... the advanced attitudes
that misread the present from ignorance of the past. All the novelty-hunting that is later
seen as faddishness, and not discovery, is assessed sooner and more truly than the mind
ballasted with history.” (Barzun, 1974: 128) 'Faddishness' is, as was mentioned in the
first part of the introduction, rife in development studies. In a field of theory and practice
built upon hope yet haunted by failure the new is seized upon and the past discarded more
readily than elsewhere. Barzun (1974: 128-9) could easily have been describing modern
development studies when he wrote that by “/i/magining monsters of error in the past,
they overvalue their own fresh proposals and attitudes, and in their name persuade men

to acts and opinions as inept or unjust as those they supplant. Too often the new is old
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error painted over, and the indignation that sustains it blinds the projector to drawbacks
and difficulties.” The 'monsters of error' implanted into our imagination by the radical
critiques of the post-war development model give rise to a great deal of indignation.
W.W. Rostow's The Stages of Economic Growth (1960[1977]), for example, has come
down to us through the lens of post-development critiques as an instance of a linear
understanding of social change with Western capitalism at the apex. This is what
Brohman (1995: 125) had in mind when he dismissed an entire school of thought as
having offered little more than a 'celebration of the achievements of the advanced

industrial countries.'

Even if an interested student looks past the reference books and picks up the work itself
they will find a summary in the introduction containing precisely what they have been led
to believe: a linear model of development ending with Western capitalism. Having found
the instance of Eurocentrism they were looking for there would be no need to read on
through a book so riddled with old-fashioned biases and prejudices. Yet they would have
found in later chapters Rostow's conjectures on the post-capitalist society in which
development would come to fruition: “the end of all this [development] is not compound
interest forever; it is in the adventure of seeing what man can and will do when the
pressure of scarcity is substantially lifted from him.” (1960[1977]: 166) Capitalist
society, for Rostow, would eventually consume its own conditions. Development would
not end with capitalist mass consumption but once it had overcome that society. Nor was
Western historical social change something to be emulated; indeed, it was to be avoided
as far as possible. Certainly this student would not be as confused as Mehmet
(1995[1999]: 72) upon finding that Rostow, ‘the prophet of capitalism," legitimised state

intervention in the economy as a vital part of development.

These sections are not hidden away; it takes no special methodology to uncover them or
to divine their meaning. Indeed, it is more likely a methodology that hides them from us.
What it requires is that one reads “as one reads a face — with a great deal of attention,
knowledge, and experience of reading.” (Barzun, 1989: 84) The great benefit of Barzun
and Trilling's approach to reading is that by its comprehensiveness and broadness of
scope it encourages — indeed requires — this. It may be questioned at this point how, if one
is 'just' reading texts, it is possible to come up with a different interpretation than anyone

else. This question could easily be turned around: it is in fact far more likely that one
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would produce a different interpretation with this method, with its emphasis on
independence and a personal encounter resulting in an individual synthesis. Indeed, an
individual synthesis is precisely the point. It is only when one is strictly following a
methodology that the question of how and why you have found something original can be
raised. If you're following the same procedure as others, how have you reached different
results? Avoiding fashionable methodologies helps avoid the equally fashionable
misinterpretations they have engendered, bringing into focus problems and alternatives
obscured by them. Concern with the Eurocentrism of development theory has, it will be
argued, obscured the internal-external problem and elided the concept of development

with what was once and could be again an alternative to it: the concept of progress.

The approach initially taken in this thesis, based on the thoughts of Barzun and Trilling, is
thus a highly inductive one, even within the context of textual interpretation. The method
is one designed not to be a method, in the formal sense, at all, in order to enhance and
maintain for as long as possible the open-ended nature of inductive research. This, Barzun
and Trilling believed, was of particular interest to the disciplines dearest to them — history
and literary criticism — where the researcher must form from a vast range of largely
qualitative data a coherent narrative and where, therefore, critical judgement rather than
the application of concepts will produce the most valuable results. Any work in these
fields will, consciously or unconsciously, extend far beyond their strict boundaries into
different academic territories. The same is true of development theory, where one must
grapple with a fantastic range of thought, including politics, economics, history,
sociology, philosophy, sociology, psychology, international relations and more, not to
mention areas of study dealing with the more technical aspects of social change.

There are, however, dangers stemming from this interdisciplinary nature. It is too easy to
fall into the trap of thinking that development theory merely touches upon these and
incorporates aspects of them. Such an approach leads students of development to learn
about the "politics of state-building' or the ‘economics of urbanisation’ without an
appropriate grounding in the first-order disciplines of politics or economics, resulting in
an understanding of these subjects based on the ready-made concepts provided rather than
critical judgement. Elsewhere | have explored the consequences of this with regards to the
concept of 'neo-liberalism’, a catch-all caricature of economic thought at the height of the

Chicago school used to judge past and present approaches to development which is the
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closest many students of development get to this key discipline (Clark, 2015). The
avoidance of such interdisciplinary narrowness, as one might call it, ought to be built in to
the research process. Barzun and Trilling's approach does precisely that, for while it
allows, like all inductive approaches, for a shifting focus it aims to keep the initial
exploratory phase open as long as possible so that on the winding path one takes through
the material one is always accompanied by “a map of the mental life” (1976[2002]: 390).
The aim is that the narrowing down phase of inductive research is not accompanied by

narrowness.

As a consequence early reading for this project was, as Barzun (1974: 144) recommends
for all new students, “hearty and catholic to the verge of indiscriminate,” being aimed at
building up a ‘map of the mental life’ prior to charting a path through it. As a rule the
whole book was read, except in cases of essay collections comprising various authors.
Given the modern preoccupation with contextualisation this should not be a particularly
strange approach, inefficient though it may be. Adding to the inefficiency, thorough notes
were taken along the way. Thorough' here means that notes were taken in a way that
summarised the whole work as opposed to 'strategically' in line with particular interests
held at the time. This has the double benefit of allowing one to revisit notes with a new
focus and have something spring out that seemed only of contextualising relevance
before, and of allowing one to easily return to a specific section of the book.

At this stage the choice of authors and texts was guided by three main considerations.
First, the need to fill in the ‘home’ region of the mental map, development studies.
Particularly for the post-war era this was based on the overview of development theory
received during my master's in international development (although we certainly did not
actually read such out-dated texts. What would be the point? They are but museum-pieces
of an ethnocentric age). Of course, the plentiful references in academic texts helps one
expand beyond the original set of known texts and build up a mental picture of a network
of books and articles and the environment in which they were written and read. Second,
reading in neighbouring regions which, following the frequently-shifting overall
argument held in view, seemed of potential importance. Some of this reading, such as the
economics of Frank Knight, ultimately did not feature in the final product, but others
became extremely important, such as the interest in the idea of progress sparked by

Cowen and Shenton’s Doctrines of Development (1996). Third, reading from regions
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further afield which held some personal interest but had, at the time, no clear link to the
project. In a sense this was done in order to maintain some level of sanity — it is important
to remember, during such a long process, that reading is something to be done for its own
sake as well as for the purpose of the thesis. In the event, however, these far-off regions
of the mental map have had a significant influence, none less so than the work of Ernst
Cassirer, who was first encountered via his The Myth of the State (1946). These three
aspects were largely pursued simultaneously, their relative importance at any given time
being determined by what the provisional overall argument was and how solid it was felt
to be.

Thus the build-up of surrounding knowledge followed existing and emerging interests in
various aspects of political economy (especially Ludwig von Mises' approach),
philosophy (e.g. Ernst Cassirer's philosophy of symbolic forms), and history, each of
which have contributed in their own way to what this thesis has become. History in
particular, with a long-standing interest in the history of ideas in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, would prove valuable in my interpretation of development as a
concept. Combined with my reading of post-war and modern development theory it led to
the distinction between progress and development which forms the basis of the thesis, and
a search for their differentiation. Ernst Cassirer will feature prominently later when we
come to conceptualise the active individual. In hindsight, at least, it is possible to say that
the search for a solution to the problems of development theory in the form of an
'individual’ was influenced in no small part by the work of Ludwig von Mises. His
individualist ontological outlook framed that search, making certain possible avenues
look more fruitful than others. For Mises as for Pascal the human world is one of
uncertainty and freedom — of choice and action as opposed to social laws; and “all
actions are performed by individuals.” (Mises, 1949[2007]: 42) This should not, as it so
often has been, be taken to imply some kind of atomism. Mises regarded all questions of
whether the part (individuals) was prior to the whole (society) as vain. They are

correlative: one cannot exist without the other.

As human beings we are necessarily involved in social processes. “As a thinking and
acting being man emerges from his prehuman existence already as a social being”
(Mises, 1949[2007]: 43). Everything we call uniquely human — reason, language, politics

—would not exist without society. For Mises, however, the key point was that all these
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social processes become operative and discernible only in the actions of individuals.
Whatever the social process, it “fook place in individuals. It consisted in changes in the
behavior of individuals. There is no other substance in which it occurred than the
individuals. There is no substratum of society other than the actions of individuals.”
(Mises, 1949[2007]: 43) Collectives such as nations, states, classes, and churches have a
real influence on the course of events, but they exist and are visible only in the meaning
given to actions performed by individuals. Based on this ontological perspective,
collectivist or communitarian approaches to development look at best secondary to the
more important task of re-emphasising the centrality of the active individual — which is

what this thesis tries to do.

While not an efficient approach by any means Barzun's and Trilling's approach is, for the
above reasons, a necessary precursor to more strategic forms of reading and makes a
greater contribution than the latter to the final outcome. Once the whole has been
apprehended in this way — according to the mode of perception called I'esprit de finesse —
methodologies in the traditional sense show their value as guides for text selection and
reading. It is the understanding gained using Barzun and Trilling's approach that allowed
me to be progressively more targeted and strategic in my (re-)reading of development
literature. Once a clear picture of the material has been built it is possible to look for that
picture in one's further reading. Ideally this would not be necessary and the ‘picture’
would continue to evolve with further reading in the style of Barzun and Trilling.
Pragmatically this cannot be so as there is clearly not enough time in a Ph.D. for even the
most voracious reader to cover everything. Moreover, the final thesis is a definite text
rather than an evolving one — at some point a settled argument must be reached,
supporting evidence sought, and key texts selected. It is here that a more formal
methodology may be useful. The key point is that it is chosen after the whole has been
surveyed, the discoveries have been made, the arguments formulated, and even in part, as

mentioned at the top of this section, after the thesis has been written.

For this thesis, Quentin Skinner's approach, elaborated in a series of articles in the '60s
and '70s (1966; 1969; 1974; 1975) and utilised most famously in his Machiavelli (1981),
has been found useful. Skinner’s method arose out of a dissatisfaction with two leading
approaches to the history of ideas, which he termed textualism and contextualism. As

these terms imply, the former assumes the primacy of the text, the latter of the social
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context. Both, he believed, produced certain 'mythologies.’ For example, textualism leads
to the mythology of prolepsis, which conflates the intentions of an author with the later
significance of their work. That we now see e.g. Adam Smith as the father of economics
ought not to imply that he deliberately set out to create a new discipline. When
interpreting a text, some context must be called upon in order to provide specific
meanings to words and concepts; by failing to take the social context into account,
textualism implicitly replaces the contemporary context with our own. Contextualism, on
the other hand, goes too far in the other direction, assuming that the context is a
determining factor in the production of a work. What Skinner recommends in his
Machiavelli (1981: 1-2) is “to begin by recovering the problems he evidently saw himself
as confronting in The Prince and The Discourses and his other writings on political
philosophy” via a broader understanding of the historical context. In this way the textual
interpretation is contextualised without losing sight of the importance of the individual

author.

Two considerations prompted the decision to utilise Skinner’s approach when identifying
key texts: the results of Barzun and Trilling’s cultural criticism approach to reading, as
outlined above, and the individualist ontological outlook of Ludwig von Mises. The latter,
championed by Mises in the opening chapters of his Human Action (1949[2007]),
informed the general framework for that search. Mises, as we have seen, viewed all social
phenomena from the perspective of acting individuals and their continuous efforts to
respond to the imperfect and unpredictable real world. Thus the act of differentiation
between progress and development is in this thesis assumed to be one pursued by
individuals. Consequently the thesis identifies the oeuvre of development theory by
looking at how development as an idea was distinguished from other ideas by particular
authors. It approaches these authors as individuals rather than as members of collectives
or abstractions, and therefore interprets, based on what they wrote, the particular
intentions of these authors — what did they object to in previous ideas?; how did they
understand their task as a knowledge-creator in relation to previous approaches?; how
were they trying to achieve something different? It does not (just) look at what an author
meant by what they said, but what they intended to achieve, as a knowledge-creator, by
saying it; that is, how they understood themselves as an author.

The former helps overcome a key weakness in Skinner’s method, namely, that there is no
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reason to believe that any of its guiding principles are necessarily true. For example, he
argues that in order to understand a text we must try to grasp “what sort of society the
given author was writing for and trying to persuade” (1969: 40). In many cases this will
be true, but it is not difficult to think of counter-examples of authors who saw themselves
as writing not for their contemporary society but for posterity. Indeed, Skinner's own
objection to the 'great books' approach to intellectual history was that these authors are
generally not representative of their age. To give a second example, Skinner (1969: 50)
writes that every statement is “the embodiment of a particular intention, on a particular
occasion, addressed to the solution of a particular problem, and is thus specific to its
situation that it can only be naive to try to transcend.” The first part is a call to treat texts
as the work of human beings with their own intentions and individual existence, but the
'thus' does not follow unless one can first establish a significant degree of difference. Up
until that point, successful reading is predicated upon effecting precisely the
'‘transcendence’ that Skinner here regards as naive; to, as Barzun (1945[1981]: 215) put it,
“look out upon the old familiar world with the author's unfamiliar eyes.” SKinner (1969:
53) seems to admit as much in the final sentence of the same article when he says that the
ability to distinguish between the necessary and the contingent is the key to “self-

awareness itself,” which would surely make it prior to the application of a methodology.

Looking back on his original articles in the mid-seventies Skinner further acknowledged
that “before we can hope to identify the context which helps to disclose the meaning of a
given work, we must already have arrived at an interpretation which serves to suggest
what contexts may most profitably be investigated as further aids to interpretation.”
(Skinner, 1975: 227) Tarcov (1982) criticises Skinner for this, arguing that it
demonstrates that the methodology fails to provide enough guidance for the textual
interpretation that must be prior to the identification of the proper context. However, from
our perspective, as has been argued in this section, methodology is not appropriate here
anyway: the initial textual interpretation belongs to the realm of I'esprit de finesse, to be
conducted along the lines proposed by Barzun and Trilling. Skinner's methodology thus
functions as a harmonious addition to Barzun and Trilling's 'non-method." In the present
case, that initial reading produced a picture of development studies which, contrary to
accounts of it as the Western way of thinking about social change (e.g. Rist, 1997),
consistently set itself against the eighteenth and nineteenth century conceptualisation of

social change as 'progress.’ On the basis of this general idea, the consequences of which
23



will be a major concern of this thesis, Skinner's methodology could prove useful in

guiding the selection of key texts and, in part, the re-reading of them.

If, as Skinner suggests, understanding in the history of ideas comes from an
understanding of the problems an author was confronting, then if one is looking for a
clear picture of both problem and proposed alternative it would makes sense to pick texts
written at times when the distinction between the current and a new way of doing things
was keenly felt, and from authors who were particularly conscious in their dealings with
both. For this reason Part I, which covers social change as ‘development,’ is loosely
based on three key periods identified in the history of development theory. First, the
differentiation of ‘development’ as a conceptualisation of social change from that of
‘progress’ during the so-called static interlude in the mid-nineteenth century. Second, the
return of ‘growth’ as a central concern of economics in the 1920s and 1930s. And third,
the emergence of what we know as development theory in the post-war period. In each of
these periods it was necessary for ‘development’ to justify its existence, which was done
by contrasting it with a vision of what the world would be like without it. Herein lies the
significance of these periods for the present thesis, for in them we see most clearly and
explicitly the self-image of ‘development’ and the construction of its alternative within

the Western tradition, ‘progress.’

The first two periods focus on specific individuals, all prominent British economists: John
Stuart Mill, Alfred Marshall, and John Maynard Keynes. It goes without saying that these
three men do not represent the entirety of political-economic thought. The prominence of
Keynes seems relatively uncontroversial given his significant and well-documented
contribution to economic thought in the post-war era that saw the emergence of
development studies. As this thesis is primarily interested in his contributions to the
philosophy of growth rather than the economics of it, the focus is on his earlier writings.
While the technical economics of Keynes' General Theory (1936) was a response to the
Great Depression, we find in his early work, as Joseph Schumpeter (1951[1997]: 268)
noted, “the whole of the vision of things social and economic of which [the General
Theory] is the technical complement.” Moreover, for the present thesis Keynes forms
something of a pivot upon which the whole turns, as his eventual rejection of Marshallian
orthodoxy brought to light (and passed on to his followers) certain problems within the

concept of development that were obscured by assumptions held by Mill and Marshall
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about the role of individual action in social change.

Mill and Marshall are rarely given pride of place in works on the history of development
theory despite their importance to the economic and political thought out of which
development theory would grow. One exception to this is Cowen and Shenton's Doctrines
of Development (1996), where Mill in particular features prominently. A key criticism of
their work, which also finds the origins of development in a nineteenth-century distancing
from progress, is that although their story begins as development emerges from progress
they give scant attention to the latter or how the two differ. As this thesis attempts to
remedy that it makes more sense to start with Mill and look at the people, ideas, and
practices he differentiated himself from rather than at his own influences, as Cowen and
Shenton do. Specifically, Mill is compared with Wilhelm von Humboldt because the
ideological similarities between the two (a key line from Humboldt's Limits of State
Action (1854) serves as the epigraph for Mill's On Liberty (1859[1977])) help highlight
the differences between the concepts of progress and development.

Cowen and Shenton themselves trace Mill's influences back to Auguste Comte and Saint-
Simon, and while that influence is certainly present, particularly in Mill's early writings,
Comte and Saint-Simon represent too clean a break from social-change-as-progress for
this thesis to begin with them. Their proposals are technocratic in the extreme and only
with a methodology that renders one immune to subtlety could one find any real
resonance in modern development studies beyond the basic idea, hardly unique to them,
that legislation can reshape society. Mill, while innovative, was no revolutionary. He is
extremely useful from the perspective of Skinner’s methodology because his conscious
and deeply-felt dissatisfaction with the existing way of being was mixed with an equally
conscious connection with the spirit behind it. Thus Mill and Marshall, who was seen by
contemporaries as the spiritual successor to Mill, are useful to the aim of the opening
sections, namely, to establish that there are important differences between them and the
advocates of 'progress' (rather than to chronicle the processes by which these differences
came about, which would require another dissertation). Once we get to the consequences
of the move from development to progress the range of authors can be diversified
somewhat, as is done in the sections on modernisation theory. Here too, however, there is,
in accordance with the methodological approach, a focus on authors such as Daniel

Lerner who consciously saw themselves as at the beginning of something new.
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Breaking up these chronological periods, the work of Georg Simmel (1908[2000]) is used
to frame the internal-external problem. Simmel is certainly not the only person to have
thought about the problems of internal spirit and external forms. However, the response to
this problem from countless philosophers and artists has been negation. Rousseau, Hegel,
Marx, Marcuse — in all the ideal is for the alienation of the self caused by imposed
conditions to reach its final conclusion in a total rejection of those conditions and hence
the liberation of the self. Marx, of course, is one thinker prominent in the mid-nineteenth
century who does often find himself in histories of development theory, and his ideas
have trickled down to us in the form of, for example, dependency theory and world-
systems theory. Their concern with the centre-periphery relationship might profitably be
compared and contrasted with the internal-external problem which is the focus of this
thesis. However, it would be viewed in a different light than in what we might loosely call

'mainstream’ development theory.

The specific way that the internal-external relationship is problematised in development
theory is predicated on the dual assumption that on the one hand somewhere in the
Western 'example' there is something that is part of a universal human heritage which it
would be valuable to share with the rest of the world, and on the other that one cannot and
ought not simply 'give' to a society the 'proper’ outcome of social change. For the
purposes of this thesis' argument the dual assumption of development theory will be taken
for granted, and this moves approaches in the Marxist tradition sufficiently outside its
scope that including him and them would have greatly added to the bulk of the finished
product without a correspondingly high contribution to its value. The 'de-linking' solution
offered by dependency is theory, for example, is not an option for mainstram
development theory if it is to survive as a global project, and the relevance of Simmel lies
in the fact that although to a significant degree he shares the common concerns it is not an
option for him either. True growth, he knew, needs both internal and external aspects.
Thus this is not a question of tracing influence from Simmel's way of thinking to
development theory. What Simmel provides is a way of shedding light on an issue that is
central to, and arises directly from, social change in today's world. Simmel's work helps
highlight the tragedy of this situation, and hence the need to think more clearly about its

origins and possible alternatives.
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The chronological narrative will end with the modernisation era, meaning that a few more
notable contributions to the history of development theory, such as neoliberalism or the
more recent literature surrounding the MDGs and SDGs, will not come under active
consideration. That is so because they lie beyond the scope of this part of the thesis,
which has as its aim the evaluation of the idea of a ‘20" century, we develop it' approach
to development — an idea which has loomed large over development theory's attempts to
re-invent itself in the past couple of decades. It is the basis of that re-invention that is the
concern of this thesis — whether the concept of development is a suitable foundation or if
the concept of progress might provide an alternative starting point — and that concern has
guided the choice of literature. A large section on neoliberalism was cut for this very

reason, though the interested reader can find the thrust of the argument in Clark (2015).

Finally, a brief note on terminology is necessary. The term ‘social change’ will be used
throughout this thesis as a neutral reference to the phenomenon that ‘development’ and
‘progress’ seek to explain and evaluate. The inescapable reality is that societies change,
but this can be conceptualised in different was; hence the cumbersome terms ‘social-
change-as-development’ and ‘social-change-as-progress.” Both are ways of
conceptualising the nature and origins of ‘positive social change,” which will also be used
as a neutral term referring to neither development nor progress specifically but to social
change that is considered, by some common standard, good.

3. Chapter Outline

This thesis will argue that conceptualising social change according to the concept of
progress can help us move beyond development theory's past failures without having to
give up on the normative confidence that gave life to the field and its practice. To that end
it is divided into two parts, reflecting its critical and constructive aspects. The first part it
is concerned with the conceptualisation of 'development’ as a specific form of social
change. Consistent with the methodology it is primarily concerned with periods of
emergence, when development as a concept and then as a distinct theoretical field came
into existence. It deals first with the differentiation from the concept of progress, using
the work of J.S. Mill and Alfred Marshall to make the argument. It is argued that social-
change-as-development is concerned with a societal overcoming of the economic problem
— scarcity. True individual development could only occur when the ‘art of getting on' was

replaced by the ‘art of living.' Development occurs as society moves to the point where it
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can leave the struggle for resources behind it and embark upon a new adventure with the
art of living. Development is self-conscious — intentional and teleological — social change.
Without the guidance development theory and practice, social change would be given
over to the impulses that development theorists have associated with the art of getting on,
including selfishness, individualism, materialism, and social Darwinism. These were
aspects of social change as it has taken place in the West, and it was not desirable that the
Third World should go through the same experience. Thus it is argued that the concept of
development does not contain a vision of the West for other to imitate. Western history is
as much a warning as a guide along the road to a developed world for all. The present
condition of the West is not something to be followed: even in Rostow's theory of the

stages of growth it is not the telos of social change.

The theoretical implications of this method of conceptualising social change are explored
in a section on the ‘concept and tragedy of development,’ which frames the issue using the
German sociologist Georg Simmel's work on the concept and tragedy of culture
(1908[2000]). Simmel argued that the process of genuine cultivation must always be a
combination of forces coming from within and from without the individual, but that
because these forces operated according to different logics they would gradually become
more distinct and hence incapable of fulfilling that function. It is argued that through the
concept of development social change is seen in this way, with the internal and external
forces originally separate, because it is a self-conscious endeavour: it is teleological and
intentional. A section on Keynes details how this implicit problem was passed on to post-
war development in explicit form due to the great economist’s removal of the active

individual from the centre of social change.

The rest of the first part presents a reading of modernisation theory as an attempt to
reconcile the internal and external motive forces of social change, rather than a
Eurocentric attempt to make ‘them' like 'us.’ It finds their failure in the fact that these
forces must remain conceptually separate, with the consequence that the stuff of
development, created according to an external motivation, do not raise the internal, the
developing society, to its own 'higher' level of development. Recognition of this situation
in practice leads to criticisms that existing approaches to development have attempted to
impose an external model of development, the proposed solution being a new approach

that will unite development process and developing people. Analysing development
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theory in this way helps explain some aspects of the modernisation approach that are
otherwise written off as disingenuous or paradoxical. It is argued that the modernisation
theorists' attempts to incorporate developing people into the process of development were
genuine, but that the teleological intent implicit in the concept of development itself
prevented these ideals from gaining full expression in theory and policy. In trying to
move us away from simplistic critiques of modernisation theorists as rationalisers of
Western power, this part of the thesis attempts to alter our understanding of what it is in
that approach that must be critically reconsidered if the field of development studies is to

meaningfully move beyond past failures.

The second part puts forward a re-assessment of the internal-external problem. It starts by
considering two attempts from outside the mainstream to move beyond the tragedy of
development: post-development and hybridity. On the former it argues that in order to
achieve their goal of ending development as a field of study using a Foucauldian critique,
post-development theorists had to exaggerate the strength and coherence of development
and, as a corollary, the passivity of the developing world. Hence the return to dichotomies
one finds in a lot of post-development literature. On the latter it argues that hybridity's
conceptualisation of the problem using spatial metaphors is limiting: it pictures two
discrete entities and prejudges their relationship. Based on these two critiques some
requirements for a true alternative are elaborated. Section 11.4 begins this thesis’
theorisation of the internal-external problem. It rejects the idea that the internal-external
distinction should be considered the ‘original’ problem of social change, arguing that it
appears so only according to social-change-as-development. Instead it uses primarily the
work of German philosopher Ernst Cassirer to argue that the division of internal and
external is something to be found rather than overcome. It is found on an individual level,
with the "active individual' acting with regards to society as Barzun's and Trilling's reader
does with literature. Through Cassirer's understanding of the internal-external problem we
can think of a social change that is neither self-conscious nor unconscious, teleological
nor blind. It argues that by focussing on the active individual, effaced by Keynes, as the
mediator of the inherited and the new, the internal and the external, the societal-level
teleology that characterises the concept of development can be dropped without fear that
social change would be blind. Rather, social change can be analysed as something that is
individually teleological. Moreover, the future-orientation of development can be

replaced by a present-orientation without fear of conservatism. The following section
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argues that the concept of progress, because it is not teleological, can provide a
foundation for this alternative way of thinking about social change. This case is made
with reference to a range of eighteenth century theorists of progress such as Ferguson,
Hutcheson, Condorcet, and von Humboldt.

The policy consequences of this are explored in a section of education for progress, which
elaborates on the type of individual theorists of progress had in mind when thinking about
positive social change. It argues that the mark of educated individuals was that they could
act as Cassirer's active recipient. This is contrasted with education for development as
promoted by UNESCO, so that a key difference between them becomes clear: if
development asks of education that it contribute to the construction of its envisioned
future, progress asks that it contribute to the construction of an individually meaningful
present. This again reinforces the distinction between development as self-conscious
change and progress as conscious change. The final section of this part draws
implications from the previous sections to address the place of ‘the West’ in development
today. Is it possible to allow a ‘conscious’ approach to social change, as opposed to ‘self-
conscious,” when such a powerful and prominent example of what it means to be
developed already exists? Finally, the conclusion brings together the arguments made
throughout the thesis, returning to the post-2015 agenda and making recommendations for
an alternative way of thinking about the role of development theory. It is argued that
development theory must retain its bold normativity while simultaneously recognising
that it is no more than an auxiliary to the active individual's feat of creation. Rather than
the present function of problem-solver and guide, an alternative conception of the role is
put forward that would be consistent with the conception of active individuals described
in Part Il. The role is based on the art critic, whose function, while important, does not

imply the passivity of its object of study.
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Part | — Social Change as Development

’

“The economist, like everyone else, must concern himself with the ultimate aims of man.’

— Alfred Marshall (in Galbraith, 1958[1976]: vii)

“I give you the toast of the Royal Economic Society, of economics and economists,

who are the trustees not of civilisation, but of the possibility of civilisation.’

— John Maynard Keynes (in Higgins, 1959: 3)

1.1 — Introduction

Wisdom, it is said, begins with a definition of terms. If true, it says much about the field
development studies that 'development’ itself has proved so difficult to pin down.
Definitions of development are many and often contentious. To give a few examples.
Economist Arthur Lewis (1955:10) used the term, along with 'growth’ and 'progress' as an
abbreviation of “Growth of output per head of the population.” Kofi Anan (UN
Secretary-General, 2000) thought that "[a] developed country is one that allows all its
citizens to enjoy a free and healthy life in a safe environment.” According to Harriss
(2005: 17), development is concerned with “structural and institutional change, in
contexts where countries are engaged in transformations towards an ‘image of their own
future' drawn from models usually provided by the experience of 'first comers.” \Watts
(1995: 49) associates it with “the unregulated desire for accumulation... [The] capacity
to grow without end.” Gunnar Myrdal (1974: 729), the prominent modernisation theorist,
argued that the only logically tenable definition of development is “the movement upward
of the entire social system.” The task becomes even more daunting if we pass from
general to more specific definitions: sustainable development, equitable development,
human development, basic needs, pro-poor growth, feminist development, and so on. Not
surprisingly, it has been asserted that there is no singular 'development,’ and that any
attempt to define such would either do great injustice to the diversity of approaches or be

so broad as to be essentially meaningless.

Yet if the term ‘development theory' is to have any meaning at all, there must be
something that unites it. The contours of development theory are reasonably clear from
World War Il onwards. Modernisation, dependency theory, neoliberalism, post-

development and so on are all identifiable as theories of development, related to each
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other despite their diversity and distinct from other social sciences disciplines. Prior to
World War 1l, however, the waters are muddier. Development studies clearly did not
emerge ex novo; but what it emerged from is a matter of debate. Mainstream histories of
the field will, to the extent that they look past the post-war period, often start with Adam
Smith. The full title of his famous magnum opus, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes
of the Wealth of Nations, certainly reflects the concern with economic growth generally
associated with development studies. After him comes David Ricardo, the great
systematiser of Smithian economics. Yet after the Ricardians there tends to be a gap
(perhaps filled by Karl Marx) of around one hundred years until the tale resumes with the
likes of John Maynard Keynes and Joseph Schumpeter. The period between the classical
economics of Smith and Ricardo and the Keynesian revolution has been called the 'static
interlude’ (Meier, 1984: 125). While there were great advances in economics during this
time — particularly in the realm of value theory and methodology — economists did not

share the Smithian/Ricardian/Keynesian interest in the theory of growth.

In this section we shall argue that this static interlude is in fact vital to a full
understanding of development theory. Looking at the work of John Stuart Mill and Alfred
Marshall, the two most prominent economists in the English-speaking world during this
period, we shall argue that though the economics of growth may not have changed much,
the philosophy of growth certainly did. We shall see that how social change was thought
about at the beginning of this period, with the imprint of the concept of progress, is quite
different from how it was by the end with the concept of development. The crux of the
difference is the teleological nature of social-change-as-development. Where social
change, according to the idea of progress, was in principle unlimited, development has an
end in mind. It is hardly controversial to say that development is (or was) teleological, but
we shall find in this thesis that the telos was never existing Western capitalist society;
rather, it consisted in overcoming certain undesirable aspects of that social system which
nevertheless needed to be temporarily harnessed. Thus in the concept of development
social change becomes something that must to a significant degree be deliberately done
by a society to itself. For this reason this section will argue that development may be
defined as a 'self-conscious' understanding of social change, in the sense that if social
change is to be positive society must become conscious of its own change. This is in stark
contrast with the understanding of social change found in the concept of progress, which

will be called 'conscious,' in the sense that it sees positive change as arising from the
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deliberate actions of individuals to “fit [themselves] for a future of which they have no
knowledge.”” (Molinari, 1899[1904]: 95) The significance of this transition from progress
to development is rarely recognised and shall be the over-riding concern of this half of the
thesis.

The argument is made as follows. The first three sections of Part | are concerned with the
emergence of ‘development’ as a particular conceptualisation of social change. It starts by
considering two prominent methods of identifying the pre-history of development theory:
the first finds the pre-history of development theory in evolutionism and is represented by
Gilbert Rist's History of Development (1997[2008]); the second finds it in the West's
position of power over the non-Western world and is represented primarily by Edward
Said's famous Orientalism (1978[2003]). The second section sets out what we shall be
looking for when we try to identify the concept of development. It utilises Michel
Foucault's idea of an 'initial field of differentiation, where a new discourse finds a way of
differentiating itself from other discourses — development from progress in the present
case. That differentiation is followed in sections 1.3 and 1.4 through the work of J.S. Mill
and Alfred Marshall respectively. The two sections that follow are concerned with the
consequences of conceptualising social change as development, using the work of Georg
Simmel to detail the internal-external problem — the attempt to reconcile the two
contradictory yet equally valid aspects of development — and then arguing that this
general problem, which was implicit in Mill and Marshall, became explicit in Keynes as
he removed the rational individual from the centre of social change. With Keynes' belief
that individuals were too caught up in the ‘money motive' to be responsible for
development Mill's 'barbarians' and Marshall's 'Residuum,’ irrational elements of society,
came to cover the whole of society. Thus in Keynes the internal and external forces are
not just separate but also, ultimately, antagonistic. The remaining three sections present a
reading of modernisation theory as an attempt to reconcile the internal and external
motive forces of social change, rather than a Eurocentric attempt to make ‘them’ like 'us.'
It finds their failures in the fact that these forces must remain conceptually separate, with
the consequence that the products of development, created according to an external
motivation, do not raise the internal, the developing society, to their own ‘higher' level of
development. It is in this understanding of the internal-external problem, and the
implications of it, that must be critically reconsidered if development theory is to move

beyond its past failures.
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1.2 — Development Theory's Initial Field of Differentiation

First, then, we shall consider methods of identifying the pre-history of development
theory. We can find one way of mapping the contours of development theory in Gilbert
Rist's History of Development (1997[2008]). Rist finds a largely unbroken line of
development thinking reaching back through the Western tradition to the Greeks.
Following Nisbet (1969), he argues that development thinking has been based on an
analogy with the growth of a plant or living organism — an analogy that, unfortunately,
has become confused with reality. Four features are implied when one thinks of
development according to the growth analogy. First, directionality. This follows from
Aristotle's theory of forms, in which the potential is contained, from the beginning, in the
actual. Development thus becomes a process of perfecting or completing the organism.
Second, continuity, as encapsulated in the phrase 'nature makes no leaps.' The appearance
of a thing changes, but not its nature. Third, cumulativeness. Each new stage depends on
the previous, and cannot come into being before its predecessor has finished. As with
directionality, this implies that development is positive. Finally, irreversibility. It is not
possible to regress into a previous stage. (1997[2008]: 27). This metaphor lies at “the
heart of Western thought”, and implies the possibility of a natural history of humanity, in
which “the 'development’ of societies, knowledge and wealth corresponds to a 'natural’
principle with its own source of dynamism, [and] which grounds the possibility of a
grand narrative. It is on the basis of this idea ... that a totalizing discourse can be
constructed which reveals the continuity of a single process, from the origins down to our
own times” (1997[2008]: 39).

Our idea of development, according to Rist, comes in a 'straight line' from the
Enlightenment idea of progress, which was merely “given the finishing touches in the
nineteenth century, when the doctrine of social evolutionism firmly rooted in the popular
imagination the supposed superiority of the West over other societies” (1997[2008]: 40).
Rist has, of course, just done for the idea of development precisely what he condemns it
for doing to human history: he has constructed a 'totalizing discourse' which 'reveals the
continuity of a single process, from the origins down to our own times.' He does,
however, see one break: “the abandonment of the notion of decline and decay”
(1997[2008]: 43). In the 17" and 18" centuries the idea of a limit to growth, an optimum
level from whence the only way was down, was dismissed as mere mysticism and

superstition. There was, in principle, no end to mankind's progress. There certainly could
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be periods of decline, but these were not inherent in social change. As Wilhelm von
Humboldt (1792[1854]:15) put it — in keeping with the metaphor of growth — whereas the
flower, once blossomed, fades and dies, “when, in man, the blossom fades away, it is only

to give place to another still more exquisitely beautiful.”

Rist does not recognise the significance of this change. The key to Rist's critique of the
growth metaphor is its first aspect: directionality. The idea of development as an
unfolding of an immanent potentiality is what supposedly gives the West its sense of
superiority. It allows one to, in Foucault's (1972[1977]: 22) words, “discover, already at
work in each beginning, a principle of coherence and the outline of a future unity”. The
West is further along (and at any given point in time believes itself to have reached) the
homogenising path universally and inevitably followed by all mankind. It is familiar with
the path, and can therefore help others travel it. The path, however, is much less clear
without the notion of directionality. If there is no ultimate perfection there is, on the basis
of the growth metaphor alone, no basis on which to judge and rank the perfection of
societies. Aristotle's theory of forms, Rist's origin of the growth metaphor, is certainly
defined by directionality; but Darwin's theory of evolution, which Rist regards as a mere
addition to it, no longer relies on it (Cantor, 2009: 29-32). In fact, despite his teleological,
even religious, language, Darwin's theory is not an alternative account of how Aristotle's
perfectly unfolded order comes into being or how the divine order could have come into
being without the guiding hand of the Creator: it jettisons the idea of a perfect order
completely. Darwinian evolution is defined by its imperfections as much as by its
perfections; it is an account of the principles underlying the apparent disorder of the
natural world. Thus its great contribution is to show how what would appear to be
mistakes in the perfect order, such as vestigial organs, are in fact demonstrative of a
deeper order — one that proceeds according to principles rather than a divine plan.
'Perfection’, to the extent that it still exists, becomes context-relative: the organism is
‘perfect’ to the degree that it can thrive in its environment. If the concept of development
comes to us from Avristotle's theory of forms via Darwinian evolution, this change must be

accounted for.

Another approach to identifying the canon of development theory — which does recognise
the importance of the telos to the analysis of development — proceeds by uncovering the
dichotomies that are said to underlie it. Development, argues Escobar (1995), creates and
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recreates a division of the world into West and non-West, in which the West essentially
‘constructs’ the non-West as a mirror image of itself — an 'Other" to the Western 'Self': “the
'Third World' ... is produced by the discourses and practices of development” (Escobar,
1995:4; Said, 1978). It is represented “in terms of absences, delinquencies or alienness”
(Harrison, 2010:2) which need to be brought up to Western (-defined) standards, thus
justifying continued Western intervention (see e.g. Kothari, 1988; Rahnema and Bawtree,
1997). This method is associated with, but certainly not limited to, the movement of post-
development. Works such as Said's Orientalism, Arturo Escobar's Encountering
Development, and Immanuel Wallerstein's European Universalism (2006) find the origins
of the development discourse in an unequal power relationship between the Western and
the non-Western world which places the West in a position to define who is developed
and who is underdeveloped and to produce knowledge supposedly intended to make
'them' more like 'us'. In this approach, the history of development theory and practice lies
in the 'knowledge' about the non-Western world created in, by, and for the West which
had the effect — intentionally or not — of rationalising European colonial and imperial
activities. The felt need to convert the American Indians to Catholicism or the nineteenth

century's notion of imperialism as a civilising mission would be prominent examples.

The dichotomous system of thought reached its apogee in the field of Orientalism, the
study of 'the Orient', which arose in the 19" century. In his seminal study of the
discipline, Edward Said, making use of Foucauldian concepts of discourse and power,
argued that “Orientalism is an exercise in cultural strength” whose essence “is the
ineradicable distinction between Western superiority and Eastern inferiority. ” (Said,
1978[2003]: 40, 42). The Orientalists created the Orient, ascribing to it, in all its plurality,
an eternally fixed character that was in every way different from the West. Starting from
the “division ... of men into 'us' (Westerners) and 'they' (Orientals)”, the Orientalist's
worked served to continually reinforce that division: every new idea about ‘our' values,
culture, and so forth, binds 'us’ together and excludes the 'other' (1978[2003]:45, 227).
Said (1978[2003]: 227) noted the “culturally sanctioned habit” - in the West - “of
deploying large generalisations by which reality is divided into various collectives ...,
each category being not so much a neutral designation as an evaluative interpretation.”
The binary distinction between 'us' and 'them' is presented as the observations of a neutral
academic, but in fact implies the superiority of the West, which is always associated with

the 'positive category'. The West represented the values, norms, and customs of
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'modernity’, which “was said to be by definition the incarnation of the true universal
values” (Wallerstein, 2006:33). As non-Western civilisations — whatever their other
merits — had not achieved, and seemed to be making no progress toward, the universal
values of modernity, there must be something intrinsically wrong with those civilisations;
something that has prevented them from achieving modernity. Only the West, as the
bearer of universal truths, could step in to save them from themselves. And only by
becoming like 'us', by stepping over to 'our' side of Orientalism's many dichotomies,
could the non-Western nations become truly civilised. Thus Orientalism reveals itself as
an “adversarial knowledge” built upon a “notion of difference that implies hostility, a
frozen reified set of opposed essences” (Said, 1978[2003]:352)

This division of the world into 'Self' and 'Other" is held to be inherent in traditional
Western thought. Founded on what Adorno (1973) called the 'logic of identity’, it is
accused of being prone to the heroicisation of the universal and the marginalisation of the
particular. This is because the logic of identity expresses “an urge to think things
together, to reduce them to unity. To give a rational account is to find the universal, the
one principle, the law, covering the phenomenon to be accounted for” (Young, 1990:98).
Because of its attempts to reduce everything to universal first principles, there must be a
“disavowal of the particular and a refusal of specificity.” (Mouffe, 1988:36). Young
(1990:99) notes the unfortunate consequences of this particular ‘'regime of truth":

“The irony of the logic of identity is that by seeking to reduce the differently similar
to the same, it turns the merely different into the absolutely other. It inevitably generates
dichotomy instead of unity, because the move to bring particulars under a universal

category creates a distinction between inside and outside.”

Thus Western thought “functions so as to set up and reinforce distinctions and
dichotomies ... that appear innocuous but actually function in such a way as to privilege
one side of the distinction and relegate the other.” Distinctions such as man/woman,
normal/deviant, developed/developing, good/bad, may appear innocent and objective, but
in fact they “reinforce and justify a set of unequal power relations and often ...
downgrade the moral status of people who find themselves on the wrong side of the
dichotomies.” (Roberts and Sutch, 2004:267, 268). Difference, approached in this

manner, “congeals as the binary opposition alnot-a”, in which “the unity of the positive
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category is achieved only at the expense of an expelled, unaccounted for chaotic realm of
the accidental” (Young, 1990:99). Differences are thus expressed as mutually exclusive
oppositions, eternally separated in the minds of those trapped in the dominant discourse
of the West.

One objection to this view is that dichotomies such as good/bad, man/woman,
developed/underdeveloped, modern/traditional are not contradictory. Their form is clearly
not a/not-a, as Young claims it to be. A/not-a would be modern/not-modern, rather than
modern/traditional, developed/not-developed, rather than developed/undeveloped. The
difference, particularly in the latter example, may be subtle but it is important. Of course,
it is often said that what it means to be traditional is in effect the same as not-modern. It is
a residue: the things that aren't modern are, by definition, traditional (Nederveen Pieterse,
2001a: 21). However, in the Aristotelian law of a/not-a, not-a has no specified content. It
is quite simply everything conceivable that is not 'a’. This is why there can be no middle-
ground between 'a’ and 'not-a": there is nothing left to form that middle-ground. If 'a' is a
cat, then 'not-a’ is not given the characteristics of, for example, a dog. What it means to be
a cat includes what it means to not be a dog, but they are not the same thing. Similarly,
white/black is not the same as white/not-white even though white and black are opposites.
Modern/traditional and developed/undeveloped are examples of contraries, rather than
contradictions. They are two ends of a spectrum. As such, they will share some
dichotomous aspects but the key point is that there is plenty of room between them for

things that are neither modern nor traditional, developed nor undeveloped:

“We have explained Contrary terms as those which express the widest possible difference
among classes belonging to the same genus, e.g. 'white, black’, 'convex, concave', ‘love,
hatred'. There is, of course, a mean between terms such as these. Objects possessed of

any other variety of colour are neither white nor black.” (Joyce, 1908:74)

“If something is, or has the property, A, it cannot, according to classical logic, not be, or

not have the property, A, at the same time. But if something is, or has the property, A, that

does not exclude the possibility that it might also be, or have the property, B, at the same
time.” (Devaney, 1997:65)

An identity is defined as much by what it is not as by what it is. What it means to be tall
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and what it means to be not-short, or what it means to be masculine and what it means to
be not-feminine, are two sides of the same coin; likewise with Western and non-Western.
The Self needs an Other. However, as for Said and Escobar all knowledge created in the
West serves to reinforce the Western identity, it is not clear from their analysis why a
field called development studies should actually exist. Just as we need differences in
height for words such as 'tall’ and 'short’ to make sense, so academic disciplines need to
differentiate themselves in order to justify their existence — one prominent example being
the separate fields of economics and political science, formerly subsumed under the title
‘political economy’. To carve out a field of its own, economics had to be 'about’ something

different from what concerned political scientists, and vice versa.

In The Archaeology of Knowledge (1972[1977]), Michel Foucault was concerned with
just this: how concepts we regard as natural — such as economics or politics — come into
being; that is, how they become differentiated from other concepts. For Foucault,
concepts such as economics are not based on something objectively definable. The
discourse on madness, for example, is not based on the existence of an object called
'madness’. Rather, the concept is defined by the collection of statements that are accepted
as being about madness and those that are not. The question for Foucault is how and why
certain statements emerge and are associated with the subject of madness, and others
either do not emerge or are not accepted as part of the discourse. The conditions of
existence, coexistence, maintenance, modification, and disappearance Foucault calls the
“rules of formation” of a discourse (1972[1977]: 38). There are three inter-related aspects
of the rules of formation: the “field of initial differentiation” where the discourse defines
its object and differentiates itself from other discourses; the “authorities of delimination”
who are regarded as having the authority to make truth statements about the object; and
the “grids of specification”, according to which the various parts of the discourse are
“divided, contested, related, regrouped, classified, derived from one another.”
(1972[1977]: 41-2). As our concern here is with development theory as a distinct body of
knowledge the relevant aspect is the first, where a new discourse “finds a way of limiting
its domain, of defining what it is talking about, of giving it the status of an object — and
therefore of making it manifest, nameable, and describable.” (1972[1977]: 41) How does
development theory identify its domain? That is, what is it ‘about'?

Escobar's and Said's analyses of development studies are based on the idea that the object
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of development theory is the Third World. Through development theory (or Orientalism,
for Said) the West creates and defines the underdeveloped (or Oriental) world as an object
upon which it can act. Yet development theorists are not so much concerned with the
Third World as such, with the categories of 'modern’ and ‘traditional’, ‘developed' and
‘undeveloped’; rather, they are concerned with 'developing,’ with social change. That is
the object of development theory, what it is about. 'Development’ as a phenomenon is a
particular form of social change, and development theory is the body of knowledge that
conceptualises and describes it. As we shall see throughout this thesis, when development
theorists define their field they do so by differentiating it from alternative ways of
conceptualising social change — this, not West-non-West, is the identity foremost in their

minds.

Though it may be a useful rhetorical device, it is clear to all development theorists that
there are no developed countries — at least not yet. Everyone is in a process of
development. Consequently, development theory is not (primarily) concerned with
recreating the West in the non-Western world. As Daniel Lerner put it: “/t/here is no
uniform Tomorrow just as there was no single Yesterday.” (1958[1966]: 74). Even Walt
Rostow's famous stages of growth theory — a favourite target of this type of critique —
does not end with his book's 'final’ stage. It was not the stage of capitalist mass
consumption — the stage in which the industrial West found itself — that was the ultimate
aim. Development would find its fulfilment only in a later stage; for even in the
contemporary West, “/t]/he problem of choice and allocation — the problem of scarcity —
has not yet been lifted...” (1960[1977]:81) The telos of social-change-as-development is
not the universalisation of Western (capitalist) society. Rather, it consists in overcoming
the problem of scarcity, of freeing mankind from the burdens of the struggle for mere
existence. In this explicitly Anti-Communist Manifesto, Marx was conceded to be correct
on one point: “the end of all this [development] is not compound interest forever, it is in
the adventure of seeing what man can and will do when the pressure of scarcity is
substantially lifted from him.” (1960[1977]: 166) This process of development, for

Rostow as for other theorists, was seen as a common and cooperative human endeavour:

“The creation of a setting of assured affluence and security for men and nations — and
seeing what man will make of it — is the object of much striving by many hands for social

an economic progress and for stable peace. But ... the human community still has a long,
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hard road ahead on which all it can summon in human dedication and endurance, talent
and idealism — and resources — will be required for ultimate success.” (Rostow, 1971.:
360)

The developed-undeveloped dichotomy doesn't convey this sense of cooperation, nor can
it account for any movement beyond a simple Westernisation. Yet both are important
parts of how development theory sees itself. To be sure, aspects of Western society were
regarded as universally desirable. Many of them, such as democracy and human rights,
still are. Yet as we shall see, it is far more interesting to consider the aspects of Western
society that were, and still are, considered universally undesirable. With that in mind we
can now turn to an analysis of development theory's initial field of differentiation, where
it was distinguished from a rival conceptualisation of social change: the idea of progress.
In the section to follow we shall demonstrate this differentiation through the work of John
Stuart Mill, comparing him with Wilhelm von Humboldt whom we associate with the
idea of progress. The section after that traces the further evolution of the concept of
development in the work of Alfred Marshall.

1.3 — Development's Differentiation from Progress I: John Stuart Mill

As we saw above with Gilbert Rist's work, progress and development are, in the minds of
many, essentially the same thing. However, in this section we shall see that this equation
does not stand up to closer scrutiny. Moreover, we shall see throughout the thesis that the
perceived differences between the concepts of development and of progress have
remained a vital aspect of development theory long after the initial differentiation had
been effected. For the moment, though, we shall be concerned with the emergence of the
concept of development in the middle of the nineteenth century. Cowen and Shenton, in
Doctrines of Development (1996), similarly found the origins of development thinking in
this period, and have important distinction between the two. According to them, early
development theory, such as that of Auguste Comte, “was based upon the idea that
'development' may be used to ameliorate the disordered faults of progress. ...
[D]evelopment was the means toward which development might be ordered but it was not
the idea of progress itself” (1996:7-8). Thus it was intentional development that was to
combat the problems of immanent progress. Cowen and Shenton stress underdevelopment
and disorder as inherent parts of the capitalist system, to which doctrines of development

are “one possible means to construct the positive alternative” (1996: 56). Development
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was to be achieved “through trusteeship” (60); that is, in the words of Passmore
(1969:204), by the guidance of “sages ... who, religious and scientific at once, are fit t0
guide mankind 'by the light of reason on the path to perfection'”. Indeed, Cowen and
Shenton (1996: 4) argue that trusteeship is an inherent part of the idea of development,
which is based on “an old utilitarian tautology. Because development, whatever definition
is used, appears as both means and goal, the goal is most often unwittingly assumed to be
present at the onset of the process of development itself.” The solution to this problem
was the doctrine of trusteeship: “Those who took themselves to be developed could act to
determine the process of development for those who were deemed to be less developed.”

The implications of this idea for later theories of development should be quite clear.

However, the concept of immanence, in the Marxist sense used by Cowen and Shenton,
implies an economic determinism. It is the progress of capitalism, as an economic system,
that inevitably creates problems, but that cannot be halted. The internal logic of
capitalism is the sole motive force of change. The role of the state, of intention, of
development policy, is therefore essentially reactive. It can only ameliorate the problems
caused by capitalist progress. For all the talk of intentionality, then, Cowen and Shenton's
account of the emergence of doctrines of development is reminiscent of Karl Polanyi's
work the on the emergence of social policies in The Great Transformation (1944[2001]),
in which every restriction placed on the market in the 19" century emerged spontaneously
and inevitably, as a recognition of social need, rather than deliberate — intentional —
choice governed by definite ideas. Thus for Cowen and Shenton (1996: 438): “Intentional
development, we have argued, consists of the means to compensate for the destructive
propensities of immanent change. ” And: “Development emerged to ameliorate the
perceived chaos caused by progress” (1995:29). But in that case it becomes rather
difficult to distinguish development from progress. Adam Smith, whom Cowen and
Shenton (1995:31) place under 'progress’, famously wrote that “Little else is requisite to
carry a state to the highest degree of opulence from the lowest barbarism, but peace, easy
taxes, and a tolerable administration of justice.” Are these not intentional state policies,
without which, Smith believed, chaos would result? He adds: “all the rest being brought
about by the natural course of things” (1795[1982]:236). 'The rest' may be more broadly
conceived than in most thinkers who followed him, but Smith's 'system of natural liberty'

was no stateless society; and even if it was, it would not be an intention-less society.
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While the reactive role implied in the immanence-intentionality distinction may arguably
be the dominant function of government in a mature, predominantly market-based
economy — or in the system of a predominantly pro-market thinker such as Adam Smith —
it is clearly not the only one. Development economist Albert Hirschman (1958[1970]:
202-5) likened the functions of government in a developing economy to a Charlie Chaplin
film in which the iconic comedian, playing a glazier, has a friend throw stones through
shop windows, whereupon he passes by and offers his services in repairing the damage.
This demonstrates by analogy the two functions of government: unbalancing and
balancing: “To be effective, [governments] also must create incentives and pressures for
further action; and then they must stand ready to react to, and to alleviate, these
pressures in a variety of areas” (1958[1970]: 202). The first, unbalancing, function is
more than just a Smithian maintenance of law and order, creation of the right institutions,
or provision of infrastructure. These, writes Hirschman (1958[1970]: 203), are

insufficient, because they do not

“...set up imbalances that cry out to be corrected. They are rather conceived as the laying
down of what have often been called the 'prerequisites' for further development. As such
they permit and invite, rather than compel, other activities to follow suit. We have argued
that in underdeveloped countries purely permissive sequences may be ineffective in
inducing growth; and that in some cases government may well have to take the first step
in the compulsive sequences that may be indicated, for example through active leadership

’

in industrialization.’

Thus the supposed continuity of Western ideas of social change — explicit in Rist and
implicit in Said — does not stand up to closer scrutiny. Certainly it is not possible to
equate development with the idea of progress or to see the former as a simple extension of
the latter, as Rist does. However, by themselves accepting the inevitability of immanent
chaos Cowen and Shenton fail to appreciate the role of ideas about social change
underlying progress versus development. In Cowen and Shenton progress appears as a
natural phenomenon to which development theory and policy reacts, but it too is

produced by ideas and must be understood as such — as another way of conceptualising
social change. Indeed, it is in an explicit and conscious opposition to the concept of
progress no less than its reality that development theory emerges. Cowen and Shenton's

reluctance to analyse progress except as it was portrayed by development theorists — they
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do not actually discuss any theorists associated with the idea — is a fundamental weakness
of their otherwise well-researched and sophisticated work. To redress this imbalance, this
thesis will, in addition to the brief consideration of the work of Wilhelm von Humboldt
that follows, consider the idea of progress on its own terms in the second part. This was
the alternative discourse from which development theory had to differentiate itself; a
differentiation which occurred during the nineteenth century and, as we shall see, has

continued throughout the history of development theory.

In 1899 the Belgian political theorist Gustave de Molinari published a short book, The
Society of Tomorrow (1899[1904]). It was, perhaps, the last great expression of what we
call in this thesis the concept of progress. According to Molinari, the purpose of the
progress of civilisation, of positive social change, can not be defined “more clearly than
by saying that it is the enlargement of human powers to fit men for a future of which they
have no knowledge” (1899[1904]: 95). This is the final sentence of the book. In his
introduction to the 1904 English edition, Hodgson Pratt objects to ending an exploration
of social change at that point. Pratt argued that leaving things so open-ended was
unsatisfactory to those who, like him, were “in consternation at the existing state of
society.” Molinari was part of a dying breed who represented a way of doing things that
was now perceived to be too “haphazard and non-organised” (Pratt, in Molinari,
1899[1904]: 11).

The emergence of this new understanding of positive social change shall be traced in the
remainder of this section and the next through the work of John Stuart Mill and Alfred
Marshall. Both are giants of the Anglophone economic tradition, yet are rarely mentioned
in conventional histories of development theory — by which is usually meant economic
development. The influences of development economics are traced back to the supposed
founder of the discipline, Adam Smith, and David Ricardo. Both were concerned with, to
use the title of Smith's famous work, the nature and causes of the wealth of nations. After
Ricardo, so the story goes, there was a period in which the problem of growth fell from
the limelight. This so-called 'static interlude' ended with John Maynard Keynes, who was
the direct influence on the post-war development economists. Keynes will also have a
part to play in our story, but Mill and Marshall, who wrote during the static interlude,
cannot be ignored. Economic theory may not have been greatly concerned with growth,

but both thinkers were notable for their social philosophy. Contemporary reviewers of
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Marshall's immensely influential Principles of Economics praised him for bringing ethics
into a discipline that, apart from the work of Mill, seemed cold and uncaring. The Pall
Mall Gazette's review for example, stated that: “Iz is a great thing to have a Professor at
one of our old universities devoting the work of his life to recasting the science of
Political Economy as the Science of Social Perfectibility.” (in Keynes, 1925a: 41).
Keynes returned to the problem of growth precisely because the Smithian-Ricardian
account was ill-suited to the social philosophy of his teacher. Thus what happened during
the static interlude cannot be omitted from the oeuvre of development theory: that is
precisely where the field was differentiated as a new way of conceptualising social

change.

To appreciate the change we can compare notions of self-development in the work of
Wilhelm von Humboldt, representing the side progress, and John Stuart Mill, an early
representative of development (Cowen and Shenton, 1995;1996). These two are of
particular interest because, as Valls (1999) has argued, their apparent similarities mask
deeper and more profound differences, which are revealed in the policy implications of
their ideas. Self-development was central to the philosophies of both men. For Humboldt
(1972[1854]:13) “[t]he true end of man ... is the highest and most harmonious
development of his powers to a complete and consistent whole.” Likewise for Mill, who
revealed in his Autobiography how important Humboldt's The Limits of State Action had
been as an inspiration for his famous defence of individuality in On Liberty. For both, the
character of the developed individual is marked by “desires and impulses [that] are his
own — are the expression of his own nature, as it has been developed and modified by his
own culture” (Mill, 1848[1909]:267). As good individualists, both believed that the self-
development of each individual “‘from his inmost nature and for his own sake”
(Humboldt, 1792[1854]:15) would result in a harmonious and diverse society. For it
would seem that as one can only aim for one end at a time, “man is inevitably destined to
a partial cultivation.” This fate can be avoided by combining one's activities with others,
rather than aiming at disparate ends. Society can thus solve the problem “by the mutual
cooperation of its different single members.” Through social union “each is enabled to
participate in the rich collective resources of all the others” (Humboldt, 1792[1854]:13).
Mill (1848[1909]:269) likewise stresses the invigorating effect of an individual's self-
development on the rest of society: “In proportion to the development of his individuality,

each person becomes more valuable to himself, and is therefore capable of being more
45



valuable to others.”

On the one hand, then, there are clear similarities between Humboldt and Mill in their
views of the development of the individual and what this entails for society. On the other
hand, there is a significant difference — a difference that marks the transition from the idea
of progress to the doctrine of development. Once progress transcended the growth
metaphor and became, in principle, unending, it necessarily becomes “a dynamic process,
rather than a goal that can be specified in advance” (Valls, 1999: 255). If there is no end,
no end can be specified. Hence Humboldt's analysis is not concerned with the content of
self-development, but with the attitude individuals must take toward themselves and one
another if it is to flourish — whatever the direction it takes. There are, on this view, but
two prerequisites for self-development: freedom and a 'variety of conditions’, which are
provided by the free actions of others. Each individual requires the freedom to be able to
provide their own, internal motive force toward development, and the external stimulus of
other self-developing individuals. These conditions granted, “/d]evelopment can take
place in any context” (Valls, 1999: 260). Positive state action is therefore not necessary

for development, and in fact can only retard it.

The ultimate direction of social change is not, as Mill implies, a ‘further question' to be
tacked on to the analysis of a Humboldt: it represents a fundamental alternation to the
understanding of social change upon which that analysis was based. For Humboldt, as for
other Enlightenment thinkers, progress was itself a good thing. It was the natural state of
man, opposed not only to the state of stagnation but also to one of perfection. In Samuel
Johnson's Rasselas, Prince of Abyssinia (1759[1889]: 7-8) the eponymous hero escapes
the secluded valley he lives in and where all his desires are sated: “I am, like [the animals
here], pained with want, but am not, like [them], satisfied with fulness. The intermediate
hours are tedious and gloomy; I long again to be hungry that I may again quicken the
attention.” He does not envy the felicity of the animals in this happy valley, “for it is not
the felicity of man.” Joseph Addison (1710[1804]: 270) famously believed that even in
heaven the soul “is still to shine for ever with new accessions of glory and brighten to all
eternity ... still adding virtue to virtue and knowledge to knowledge.” And as the
mutualist anarchist P.J. Proudhon wrote (1853: 1.1):

“Progress ... is the affirmation of universal movement, consequently the negation of
46



every immutable form and formula, of every doctrine of eternity, permanence,
impeccability, etc., applied to any being whatever; it is the negation of every permanent
order, even that of the universe, and of every subject or object, empirical or

transcendental, which does not change.”

Being a liberal, Mill leant toward similar conclusions as Humboldt regarding the limits of
state action. But like so many of his generation, confronted with the Industrial
Revolution's 'satanic mills," he no longer believed in the virtues of unlimited or immanent
progress: he would “by no means join with those political economists who think no state
of national existence desirable in which there is not a rapid increase of wealth”
(1859[1977]:V.VIII). Indeed, he castigated his economic forebears for basing their
analysis on the idea that the increase of wealth would be — and ought to be — unlimited.
Unlike them, he was 'not charmed' with what he tellingly referred to as “the trampling,
crushing, elbowing, and treading on each other's heels, which form the existing type of
social life” (1848: IV: VI). But if progress is not unending it must have a terminus, it
must be progress toward something, a more or less well-defined end. Mill, in contrast to
Molinari, believed that “in contemplating any progressive movement, not in its nature
unlimited, the mind is not satisfied with merely tracing the laws of the movement; it
cannot but ask the further question, to what goal? Towards what ultimate point is society
tending by its industrial progress? When the progress ceases, in what condition are we to
expect that it will leave mankind?” (1848: 1V:V1) Mill called his end-point the 'stationary
state'. It is a term that crops up throughout his Principles, and refers to a state of
economic life in which capital accumulation has ceased. Mill did not regard it as possible
that this ultimate economic stagnation could be avoided; but it could be put off until
mankind has reached a sufficient level of material wealth for everyone to be able to
develop their mental faculties. At this point it would become not only an economic

inevitability, but also a normatively desirable goal.

Thus the present system, while not a “kind of social perfection which philanthropists to
come will feel any very eager desire to assist in realizing, ” is nevertheless a necessary
stage, for while capitalist development may not be pretty, it is necessary as a means
toward that end: “Competition may not be the best stimulus, but it is at present a
necessary one, and no one can foresee a time when it will not be indispensable to

progress” (1859[1977]: IV.VII) This unashamedly negative view of the competitive
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process stems from a basic dualism that, as Cook (2009) argues, was widely accepted at
the time: the distinction between the altruistic and selfish parts of human nature, which
had replaced the classical distinction between the moral human self and the impulsive
natural self (Babbitt, 1919: 130). Mill, in a passage that “left economics deservedly open
to ridicule as false to the nature of man” (Rothbard, 1995[2006]: 280), argued that
political economy ought to treat only of the individual as “a being who desires to possess
wealth, and who is capable of judging of the comparative efficacy of means for obtaining
that end. It predicts only such of the phenomena of the social state as take place in
consequence of the pursuit of wealth.” (1844[1967]: V.38) Thus economics, for Mill,
looks only to the selfish in man, abstracting entirely from the altruistic. While he
acknowledged that no political economist “was ever so absurd as to suppose that
mankind are really thus constituted,” (1844[1967]: V.38) he argued that for the sake of
social change the impulses that drive Homo Economicus must be accepted for now, but

for no longer than is necessary:

“That the energies of mankind should be kept in employment by the struggle for riches, as
they were formerly by the struggle of war, until the better minds succeed in educating the
others into better things, is undoubtedly more desirable than that they should rust and

’

Stagnate. While minds are coarse they require coarse stimuli, and let them have them.’

(1859[1977]:IV.VI)

The last citation points to another important implication of the more value-laden idea of
development as compared to progress. The open-endedness of Humboldtian self-
development kept its prerequisites to a minimum: freedom and a 'variety of conditions'.
Given these prerequisites “/t¢/here is no pursuit whatever, nothing with which a man can
concern himself, that may not give to human nature some worthy and determinate form,
and furnish fair means for its ennoblement. The manner of its performance is the only
thing to be considered” (1792[1854]:22). The poorest labourer no less than the richest
aristocrat can ennoble the soul through their pursuits. Mill's more substantive concept of
development, which has in mind the exercise of the 'higher' faculties, presupposes greater
entry requirements. This immediately excludes all those who are too poor or uneducated
to think of more than immediate and material concerns. In the stationary state, Mill is
keen to emphasise, wealth may not grow, but there would be as much scope as ever for

moral and social progress; as much room for improving the art of living. Indeed, with
48



minds no longer debased by the "art of getting on' there would be a greater likelihood of
improvements in that area. “Even the industrial arts might be as earnestly and as
successfully cultivated, with this sole difference, that instead of serving no purpose but
the increase of wealth, industrial improvements would produce their legitimate effect,
that of abridging labour” (1859[1977]:1V.VI). It is only in the stationary state that
everyone can develop the higher faculties. Below a certain level of wealth, where one is
concerned only with 'getting on', there can be no self-development, and self-development
being the highest end of man, the state and other actors may step in without the consent of
the to-be-developed in order to elevate them to a sufficient standard. Having asserted that
the object of his On Liberty is to expound the principle that “/o/ver himself, over his body

and mind, the individual is sovereign”, Mill reminds the reader:

“It is, perhaps, hardly necessary to say that this doctrine is meant to apply only to human
beings in the maturity of their faculties. We are not speaking of children, or of young
persons below the age which the law may fix as that of manhood or womanhood. Those
who are still in a state to require being taken care of by others, must be protected against
their own actions as well as against external injury. For the same reason, we may leave
out of consideration those backward states of society in which the race itself may be
considered as in its nonage. The early difficulties in the way of spontaneous progress are
so great, that there is seldom any choice of means for overcoming them; and a ruler full
of the spirit of improvement is warranted in the use of any expedients that will attain an
end, perhaps otherwise unattainable. Despotism is a legitimate mode of government in
dealing with barbarians, provided the end be their improvement, and the means justified
by actually effecting that end.” (1859[1977]:236)

Thus rather than being 'merely' a project of ameliorating the problems caused by progress,
as Cowen and Shenton implicitly portray it, the idea of development adds substantive
content to that of progress: it adds a desired direction. More specifically, development
was the means by which the 'economic problem' would be solved, freeing us all from the
baser instincts that accompany the struggle for survival and allowing us to develop our
higher faculties. The idea of development wants more from the individual or society
under consideration than they could achieve for themselves. Because of this, it must place
greater emphasis on the external motive forces of change: the developing society is no

longer deemed capable of indigenously producing the desired results.
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With Mill's deviation from the idea of progress, development thinking enters the
mainstream mind. It has, however, not yet matured. Dutch sociologist Fred Polak (1973)
suggested a double distinction in thinking about the future between essence-optimism or -
pessimism on the one hand, and influence-optimism or -pessimism on the other. “The
essence categories refer to an unchangeable course of events; the influence categories
refer to the supposed or rejected possibility of human intervention” (Polak, 1973:17).
Conventional development thinking is optimistic on both counts. The future will be
brighter, and we can make it so. By contrast, nineteenth-century liberalism, according to
Polak, falls under essence-optimism, influence-pessimism: the course of history is
essentially harmonious and positive, but operates according to laws, in this case that of
self-interest, over which 'man’ has little deliberate influence: “He is a sojourner in a
world progressing steadily toward perfection.” (1973: 17). Mill is mentioned only in
passing in Polak's work: his image of the future is perhaps not grand enough to be called
utopian. Nevertheless, he represents a watershed moment in the history of liberal thought.
With Mill, essence-optimism declines (though never reaching essence-pessimism) and
influence-pessimism begins its transformation to influence-optimism. Development, as
Pearson (1970: 6) would later put it, “unites ... the belief'in progress and the conviction
that man can master his destiny.” Thus in the concept of development, social change is
no longer considered unlimited, unguided, or good for its own sake. Social change is
good, but only if society can harness its energies and direct its course towards the ultimate
goal of ending the conditions upon which it rests. To do so, society itself must become

aware of where it is heading: it must become self-conscious and future-oriented.

1.4 — Development's Differentiation from Progress 11: Alfred Marshall

According to Jacob Viner (1941), Mill's spiritual heir was Alfred Marshall, and in this
section it will be argued that he did indeed build upon the foundations of the concept of
development laid by his illustrious predecessor. Like Mill, Marshall saw the solution of
the economic problem as a prior condition to the exercise of man's higher faculties, which
was the goal of social progress; he sympathised with socialist vision for mankind's future;
he had misgivings over the nature, if not the material results, of competition; he saw
political economy as, potentially, “the Science of Social Perfectibility” (Keynes, 1925a:
44); and he believed that economics treats of the self-interested side of man, rather than

the whole man. Accordingly, Marshall spoke of his 'mission’ as a public intellectual in
50



words that could have been penned by Mill:

“I read the Socialists: and found much with which anyone who has a heart at all must
sympathise, and yet | found not one Socialist who has really grasped economic
science. ... The problem rose before me: How to get rid of such evils in society as arise
for a lack of material wealth? ... If [man] is used up in a hand to mouth struggle for
existence he cannot develop as he should. ... The work I have set before myself is this: —
How to get rid of the evils of competition while retaining its advantages” (in Keynes,
1925a: 16)

Mill, as we saw above, had “reacted against his father's and Bentham's social philosophy
as unduly cold and hard, and as lacking the moderating element obtainable from giving a
larger role to 'feeling’” (Viner, 1941: 229) and Marshall continued this new direction. He
came to economics via ethics and philosophy, viewing political economy as a subset of
ethics, and consequently necessarily value-laden. More specifically, it was a normative
concern for the poor that pushed Marshall toward economics: “I saw in a shop window a
small oil painting [of a man's face with a strikingly gaunt and wistful expression, as of
one 'down and out'] and bought it ... I set it above the chimney-piece in my room in
college and thenceforth called it my patron saint, and devoted myself to trying how to fit
men like that for heaven.” (in Keynes, 1925a: 37-8). Poverty was the chief, if not the
only, cause of the problems of the working classes (Marshall, 1890[1920]: 1.1.3).

The key to understanding Marshall's thoughts on how to actually achieve this appears in
his highly influential Principles of Economics, first published in 1890, in which Marshall
developed the lower-higher faculties dualism introduced by Mill into a more complete
theory of wants. Already implicit in his earlier writings and speeches, it forms the basis of
his thinking on social development. Marshall (1890[1920]: 111) divides wants into three
kinds: natural wants correspond, essentially, to basic biological needs: food, shelter,
clothing, and so on. As civilisation progresses, people become concerned with the quality
of goods, rather than just their quantity. These artificial wants arise more from the desire
for social distinction that any actual need: “even in those grades in which everyone has
[for example] house room sufficient for the higher activities of himself and his family, a
yet further and almost unlimited increase is desired as a requisite for the exercise of

many of the higher social activities ” (1890[1920]: I11.11.8). Finally, there are what
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Marshall calls ‘wants in relation to activities'. In this highest stage, instead of wants
providing the impetus for new activity, activities are pursued for their own sake and in
turn give rise to new wants. This final stage would be a “condition in which every man's
energies will be fully developed — a condition in which man will work not less than they
do now but more; only, to use a good old phrase, most of their work will be a work of
love” (1873[1925]: 118; 1890[1920]: App.A). 'Fitting the poor to heaven' was therefore a
question of solving the economic problem, which was for Marshall, as for Mill, “nrot an
application of the hedonistic calculus, but a prior condition of the exercise of man's
higher faculties” (1925a: 9).

The final stage was inspired by his reading of the socialists, with whom he sympathised,
according to Keynes, “in every way but intellectually. ”(1925a: 50). It was his frequently
stated belief that the error of the socialists was their implicit assumption that human
nature would improve at sufficient speed for their 'Utopian experiments' to succeed
(1925: 366; 1907[1925]: 341;1890[1925]: 284). Marshall, though he shared the
conviction that the new type of being and the society they would call forth would be an
improvement, argued that such a change would only come about gradually: “Projects for
great and sudden changes are now, as ever, foredoomed to fail, and to cause reaction; we
cannot move safely, if we move so fast that our new plans of life altogether outrun our
instincts. It is true that human nature can be modified ... But still it is a growth, and
therefore gradual; and changes of our social organization must wait on it, and therefore
they must be gradual too” (Marshall, 1890[1920]: App. A.85). Yet he also sought to
distance himself from the classical economists, who, on the assumption that the desire for
wealth was man's primary motivation, had thought that property rights and individual
freedom would produce economic progress. Marshall criticises them for such narrow
dogmatism. Free individual responsibility is indeed a prerequisite of progress, but
property rights are not, insofar as they “lead to extreme inequalities of wealth.”
(1890[1925]: 282). This opposition to economic inequality stems from the substantive
conception of development in which some level of economic prosperity is necessary
before development can occur without external assistance: “when wealth is very unevenly
distributed, some have more of it than they can turn to any great account in promoting
their own well-being; while many others lack the material conditions of a healthy, clean,
vigorous and effective family life. That is to say that wealth is distributed in a manner less

conducive to the well-being of mankind than it would be if the rich were somewhat less
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rich and the poor somewhat less poor.” The problem is how to achieve a more desirable
distribution of wealth “without danger to freedom and to social order, and without
impairing the springs of initiative, enterprise and energy.” (1925: 366). Marshall
believed that this could be done by keeping the social organization slightly in advance of
human nature, thus “promoting the growth of our higher social nature by giving it some
new and higher work to do, some practical ideal toward which to strive.” (1890[1920]:
App.A.85-6) For Marshall, it was his work that moulded a man's character (1890[1920]:

1.1.2) and hence that was where we must look for an improvement.

Regarding this he had, early in his academic career, in 'The Future of the Working
Classes’, made a distinction between working class and gentlemanly occupations. A
working class occupation is one in which “a man's daily task tends to keep his character
rude and coarse”’; a gentlemanly occupation, by contrast, “tends to give culture and
refinement to his character.” (1873[1925]: 103) The working classes are “those vast
masses of men who, after long hours of hard and unintellectual toil, are wont to return to
their homes with bodies exhausted and minds dull and sluggish” (1873[1925]: 105). The
labourer may, of course, be happy there is a healthy home to return to; but given his lack
of education, a healthy home is unlikely. Instead, the exhausted worker seeks coarse
pleasure in the public house: “men such as these value high wages mainly as affording
the opportunity of using their bodies as furnaces for the conversion of alcohol into
fumes” (1873[1925]: 107). Thus even if individuals such as these become objectively
richer, they will not become better persons because the degrading and exhausting nature
of their work prevents them from developing their higher faculties. They maintain their
present squalid standard of living, but additional wealth gives little impetus to improve it
further; that is, they fail to develop their character in such a way that the artificial wants
that characterise modern, civilised individual arise in any great number. Marshall was,
however, glad to see that the intermediate class — whose work exposes them to both
degrading and elevating influences — were steadily striving upward. “They are steadily
becoming gentlemen” (1873[1925]: 105). Hence for this group Marshall was hopeful that
progress could be made by means of a basic moral principle to be adopted by all: “a man
is bound to give his children an education better and more tho