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INTRODUCTION

The language of the relationship between humantecithological elements in India
has changed considerably since the time of Nehnusdaialisnt- While this has partly to do
with more and more constituencies asking for athentin the industrial polity and
development frameworks, it also has to do with g perceptions of technology itself.
Thus, it is that strongly positive and dynamic irea@f technology (to be found in the Indian
scientific and medical establishments) as welltamgly critical positions (anti-development
stances, eco-feminist movements, postcolonial thegr, to mention a few) reside side-by-
side in the discourse around technology in Indiag manner that appears to be the particular
characteristic of postcolonial societies today.sThttitude towards technology’ is what this
monograph hopes to unpack — a concatenation ofbulise and material practice that
produces an effect not simply of acceptance orst&ste, but of a constant movement
between the two. This attitude may be found ingylpopular discourse, and critiques and |
hope to elaborate upon this through the invesbgati

Such positive and negative images are, however,neatly allotted to State and ‘civil
society’ positions, respectively, meaning that 9t not a simple State-versus-the-people
problem? A cursory examination of development scenariothéarea of reproductive health
as an instance yields evidence of a situation wB&xte Population Policy dictates, as part of
infrastructural requirements, an increasing usiedfnology, while at the same time insisting
on an attention to women as repositories of “indmes systems” in order to “fill in gaps in
manpower [that can access or use technology] laeillevels” (National Population Policy
2000). Science and technology policy in recent dunis (2003) also encourages increased
entry of women as professionals into academic tolgical institutions.

Represented in both policy and critiques, acrossesand civil society positions, are
approximately four responses to technologpresence accessinclusion and resistance
Reflected from the vantage point of women as onthefdisadvantaged constituencies with
respect to technology, these are voiced as the mtiios presenceof women as agents of
technological change — either through presenceraalyction or through incorporation of
their “native” wisdoms into the system; sometimestlae demand for improveaccessfor
women to the fruits of technology; at other timbee tlemand fomclusion of women as a
special constituency that must be specially pravider by technological amendments.

! Nehruvian socialism, as named here, was, duriagipd early post-independence years, a reflecfitteo
nationalist engagement with Marxism, an engagerhatespoused the scientific view of progress, apter
for planning, in Nehru’s own view that would ensacdequate distribution of resources, rather tharowal or
political view.
2 Civil society, in classical frameworks, has beearsas the complement to State, as also the siteviihich a
response to the State’s responsibility toward ttizen could be made. As such, it was also sed¢heasite for a
critique of State apparatuses. Current understgsdih State domination, however, complicate thes wkvide
of character and responsibility. In other wordsabies of the State as guardian-perpetrator, afisociety as
resistant, no longer hold.
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Consequently, we see the demand for a need to mzeotechnology’s ills, particularly for
women, and the consequent needrésiistanceto technology.

There seems to be a connection between these sggmisparate responses. For one, they
each espouse a vision tdchnology as discretdbounded, and separate from the human
(body), woman being a ‘case’ thereof. The ‘human’sacred, either in control of such
technology, or its frail victim. While the story stience’s triumphant progress would adopt
the version of control, critiques of technology ttHaund greatest voice in postcolonial
theorizations would seemingly consider the fraiiam as rendered even frailer through an
exclusion from such technology. Following such sion of technology as instrument or tool
separate from human agency, and the necessaryargrof the pristine human who is in
postcolonial theorizations aggravated into emplirstd-alternity, the debates seem to hover
endlessly over technology being beneficial, devagjaor a judicious mixture of the two.
Complementarily, the “pre-technological” — avaikblither in the past or in the
‘undeveloped’, depending on the lens of examinatioappears free of, or lacking in, the
instrumentality of technology; and “everyday teclmgees” relying on women’s lived
experience seem to offer respite in the shape ehareddedness in community.

At the very least, they appear to possess the pitgththe poiesis, that critics so wistfully
regret the absence of in modern science. And tvese everyday technologies and the pre-
technological, in their common possession of sumlegis, such anarchy, seem organically
tied and a natural vantage point for a critiquehaf modern technological. While what | call
the access critiques have mostly believed thereiforasking for more (inclusion in the
technological world), these latter critiques, froine vantage point of organicity, have been
asking for less (withdrawaf).

We might point to the more obvious elision heree Beparation of the human subject from
technology is enacted through a separation of oy from her body, carrying within it
the classical mind-body duality that constitutess®&e philosophy, and we will see that the
reality of digital technologies complicates jussttuality.

What, thereforepbviouslyhappens to an understanding of technology asedéescand to this
version of critique, with the arrival of digitaldienologies? It may be accurately stated that
digital technologies aremployedby state agendas on the same principles of access,
information, or development as earlier technologldge ICT technologies are a case in point.
Once we widen our attention, however, from digtt@a as the route to building data bases,
to digitisation as attempting the work of repreaéioh, for instance in systems like
immersion medical simulators, digital diagnosticsteyns, or robot surgeons, we find a
curious (some would say deadly) shift. Representah the classical scientific tradition is no
longer what is at stake, if nothing for the simpd@son that separations between ‘wo’man-

3 | will flag here the point that such a responseetthnology is an expected accompaniment to thbetesand
political semantics of representation that contgtitbe vocabulary of critique today. | will attentptunpack this
notion of representation through the monograph.
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technology are not easy to observe in these teobies, and they can therefore not simply be
read as providing extensions of, or voice to, thnan.

What is happening, rather, sgimulation with a putting together divo’man-machine as co-
constituents of a systerwhich now produces neutral yet arbitrary predits, and these
predictionscannot be tied to ethical responsibility the way that representation could be.
For where does technology end and the woman begih@re are the boundaries, the
separations, the detachments between knower andnkribat have hitherto helped us
complain of the problem with neutrality and objeit}i of scientific knowledge and practice?
Old wirings of women-technology where one is indegent of the other have become
circumspect with evidence, at least on the surfafepverdetermined relationships of
wo‘m’an-machine-nature.

Technologies are no longer conceivable as envisgpobjectifyingwoman, for technologies
are nowtouching enveloping her, in messy, unpredictable wayss Thnot, however, a new
holism, a philosophical promise against duality.rMoecently, this messiness, this difficulty
of separation, has been suggested as purportedneeicbf a hybridity between body and
technology, and by extension between the humaresuénd technology. But this imaging of
the relationship between bodies and technologies dot need to do away with the dualism
either; it is a sharing of parts where bodies amghllaries remain intact. Following on such a
sharing, hybridity is used more as an accuratergg®n of the ambivalence at the heart of
dominance, sometimes a curtailment of dominanedf,itsnd the heterogeneity of the sites of
resistance. Could we, on the other hand, see tassimess as not only a disaggregation of
power but as a movement, as Donna Haraway putsrit, old hierarchical dominations to a
new informatics of domination? An unpacking of therd or concept ‘technology’ itself has
also therefore forced itself to attention in thismsario.

These surface complications as brought in by nehnlogies, however, may be seen as a
symptom of the malaise of the old understandatger than as a new development. And it is
in this context that it might be useful impack the concept of technolodWore specifically,

| would suggest amnpacking of the relationship of technology todtsstituenciesWhat
might result is the development of a field that ezld tentatively call critical technology
studies — a field that does not merely name eashteehnology as example and carve a field
around it, but brings back a study of each to dnilee originary understanding of
technology.

| conduct this investigation around one implicideo- women-technology. | therefore insert
into this investigation a series of questionenree we give up on the wiring between women-
technology that populates mainstream positions elsag the critiques, which also means a
giving up on the representational relationship leetmvwomen and technology, how does one
speak at all of gender and technology? Of genddrsarence? Gender and development?
Further, the relationship, of wo‘m’an-machine-natuan overdetermined relationshiged
not necessarily be a symbiotic o@nce this is taken into account, how does oredfthe
difficulties of technology? The devastating efféctswe shift our expectations of technology
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from the beneficial or the symbiotic to thebitrary, and moreover, once we have refused to
talk of nature or pre-capitalism or cultural praetias pristine or prior entity, what of the
critique?

Considering that women’s lived experiences vissatdchnology and Western scientific
practice have served as the vantage point foroalt 6f the above-mentioned responses to
technology in the Indian context, such an invesiogawill also require a revisiting of the
idea of experience itself, and an exploration ef ways in which it might benade critica)
rather than valorising it as an official countergdio scientific knowledge, and by extension
to technology.

Bearing in mind the existing attitude to technoldbgt | speak of, and the fresh set of tools
that | arrive at in this exercise, and that couldvple a more adequate response to
technology, | shall briefly flag them here, leavitegthe succeeding chapters the work of
further elucidation. First is the question of reganetation. The classical scientific tradition is
predicated on the method of objectivity, that iguaiported representation of natural kinds
that is neutral, detached, publicly available, &xgsindependently and separately from us,
andas things really are

While much ink has been put to paper in speakingthedf mediations inherent in
representation, or in the attempt to rethink objégt and its characteristics, thus
challenging the stated conditions of transparencyneutrality, the shift into a different
register of reality — one of simulation — whereunat kinds are no longer the starting point
even for data collection, and where separationsd®st woman-machine are not discernible
— has not been taken into account by critiques kherefore in this classical framework of
representation that an empirically identifiable laged perspective — of a different culture, or
a constituency, say women — may be spoken of, asvbich now needs inclusion. It is such
a perspective that may also resist, disallow teldgyo It is such a perspective that may
perform the exception, the anomaly that resistsaengtion.

| try to suggest that given the loss of the cladsisuch a notion of perspective as fixed
cannot provide an understanding, or a respongbettechnology question. Rather, a sense of
perspective as bizarre with respect to the givenmon sense about the world, but one that
provides therefore a completely different pictufete world; hence an aporia, might help
here. Such a perspective is contingent in bothespad time therefore can be held only
temporarily, momentarily perhaps. It is when sugieespective reaches the state of absolute
aporia that a different view of the world is madesgible> This is the state of revolution that
Kuhn refers to in his work on anomaly-crisis, atestéhat is reached when a scientific
anomaly becomes crisis.

* These two exercises have largely taken place, tenvin disciplines remote from each other, thstfin the
fields of representation qua representation —liteeary studies and cultural studies, among othaamnd the
second in science studies.
® A theoretically insoluble logical difficulty.
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This is perhaps also an analogy that can be drampdiitics. Resistance has, in our contexts,
often, couched in Marxist metaphor, been made andstin for revolution. It might be
worthwhile to recognize that revolution indicatepaadigm shift, in Kuhnian language — a
language useful for our purposes here. Revolutguires not merely a turning one’s back
on, but a turning on its head of, the common-sahpature of the world. These are the
connections | see between the metaphorical tagde in this investigation.

| seek to approach afresh, therefore, the naturtheofrelationship women-technology that
may help articulate a response to the ‘problenecfimology’, without turning it into either a
monster or a benevolent entity. This would involvelerstanding control strategieghich,

as Haraway puts it again, may have more visibdityborder regions rather than as disturbing
the integrity of ‘natural objects’ — women and theodies among them. This would involve a
shift from articulating better policies, and palgj of representation, tanderstanding
simulatory strategiesf new digital technologies. And this would inve|yutting these two
together, recovering not a pristine narrative ohnea’s experience — either homogenous or
varied — but an attention, instead, to fussible aporeticity of women’s experience vissa-vi
dominant systems

Inaugurating such a field of critical technologudies with specific focus on the women-

technology relationship would be a daunting tasls &lso one that would require, for further
elucidation, sites that could be used to validageargument. While empirical research is not
yet within the scope of this exercise, an invesitgasuch as this will, it is hoped, provide

some purchase points to reformulate our respoonsegiinology in India.
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SECTION I: THE TECHNOLOGY
QUESTION IN INDIA: INTRODUCTORY
NOTES ON THE GENEALOGY OF AN
ATTITUDE

Attitudes to Technology
The language of the relationship between ‘man’ etinology in India has changed

considerably since the time of Nehruvian socialfswihile this has partly to do with more
and more constituencies asking for attention in im@ustrial polity and development
frameworks, it also has to do with changing petoagst of technology itself. Thus, it is that
strongly positive and dynamic images of technol@igybe found in the Indian scientific and
medical establishments) as well as strongly ctificsitions (anti-development stances, eco-
feminist movements, postcolonial theorizing, to tien a few) reside side-by-side in the
discourse around technology in India, in a manret tappears to be the particular
characteristic of postcolonial societies today. ill wefer to this somewhat cryptically as
attitudes to technology a concatenation of textual and material pradina produces an
effect not simply of acceptance or resistance & constant movement between the fwo.
This attitude may be found in policy, popular digg®, and critiques, and this is what | hope
to elaborate upon through this investigation.

Such positive and negative images of technology fame/ever, not neatly allotted to State
and ‘civil society’ positions, respectively, meagithat it is not a simple State-versus-the-
people probleni.A cursory examination of development scenaricthénarea of reproductive

health as an instance yields evidence of a situatioere State Population Policy dictates, as
part of infrastructural requirements, an increasisg of technology, while at the same time
insisting on paying attention to women as reposopf “indigenous systems” in order to

“fill in gaps in manpower at village levels” (Natial Population Policy 2000). Science and
technology policy in recent documents (S&T Poli®03) also encourages increased entry
of women as professionals into institutions of temlbgy. Represented in both policy and

® Nehruvian socialism, as named here, was, duriegapd early post-independence years, a reflecfigheo
nationalist engagement with Marxism, an engagentetespoused the scientific view of progress, tapter
for planning, in Nehru’'s own view. Such a view wib@spouse adequate distribution of resources,rrétiha
politicize the fact of differential distribution.|#o see Chatterjee (1986) for a detailed exposition

" Rather than rely on the literal meaning of ‘atliéithat might suggest a mindset as distinct franiviy, |
propose the word as a metaphor to actually denatenatitutive relationship between mindset andvéyti
between discursive and non-discursive practicesglss between textuality and materiality, that prosl the
effect of the movement between resistance and taoepn

8 Civil society, in classical frameworks, has beearsas the complement to State, as also the sitevihich a
response to the State’s responsibility toward ttizen could be made. As such, it was also sedheasite for a
critique of State apparatuses. Current understgadih State domination, however, complicate thist mivide
of character and responsibility. In other wordsiaies of the State as guardian-perpetrator, anldsoiciety as
resistant, no longer hold.

® http://www.dst.gov.in/
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critiques, across state and civil society positioage approximately four responses to
technology presence accessinclusion andresistance Reflected from the vantage point of
women as one of the disadvantaged constituencids ne@gspect to technology, these are
voiced as the demand f@resenceof women as agents of technological change — reithe
through presence in production or through incorpanaof their “native” wisdoms into the
system; sometimes as the demand for impr@acegssor women to the fruits of technology;
at other times the demand forclusion of women as a special constituency that must be
specially provided for by technological amendmehAisd then again, the demand for a need
to recognize technology’s ills particularly for wem and the consequent needrisistance

to technology on the same count.

There seems to be a connection between these sggrisparate responses. For one, they
each espouse a vision tdchnology as discretdbounded, and separate from the human
(body), woman being a ‘case’ thereof. The ‘human’sacred, either in control of such
technology, or its frail victim. While the story stience’s triumphant progress would adopt
the version of control, critiques of technology ttHaund greatest voice in postcolonial
theorizations would consider the human as rendeaddhrough exclusion from technology,
or by the violence of objectifications engendenedechnology. Following such a vision of
technology as instrument or tool separate from huagency, and as the necessary corollary
of the pristine human who is in postcolonial theations aggravated into subalternity, the
debates seem to hover endlessly over technologpg liineficial, devastating, or a judicious
mixture of the twd®> Complementarily, the ‘pre-technological’ — avalkkither in the past
or in the ‘undeveloped’, depending on the lens>aneination — appears free of, or lacking
in, the instrumentality of technology; and ‘everydachnologies’ relying on women'’s lived
experience, for instance, seem to offer respitethe shape of an embeddedness in
community. At the very least, they appear to pastles mythicity, the poiesis, that critics so
wistfully regret the absence of in modern sciero®l these two — everyday technologies and
the pre-technological, in their common possessibrsuzh poiesis, such anarchy, seem
organically tied and a natural vantage point fariaque of the modern technological. While
what | call the access critiques have mostly belietherefore, in asking for more (inclusion
in the technological world), these latter critiqueem the vantage point of organicity, have
been asking for less — for withdrawal.

We might point to the more obvious elision heree ®eparation of technology from the
human subject is, in these critiques of technolesgynetimes enacted through a separation of
technology from her body, begging the questionh& &ssimilability of the body to the
subject. And further, while a pointer at this g@pan is used to critique the classical mind-

19} will expand, in Section 1.11.b, on the notionksexclusion and marginality that get attached ® shbaltern,
and the peculiar ways in which the notion of thbadtern itself remains tied to the human of libetisicourse.
For a historical account of the subaltern, referdlossary.

| will flag here the point that such a responseetthnology is an expected accompaniment to thibetasand
political semantics of representation that contt#iithe vocabulary of critique today. | will atteimp unpack
this notion of representation through the monograph
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body duality that constitutes dominant strands e&s%rn philosoph¥/ it carries within it the
same duality, and we might see that the realitydigital technologies complicates this
duality.

What, then,obviouslyhappens to an understanding of technology asedescand to this
version of critique, with the arrival of digitaldienologies? It may be accurately stated that
digital technologies aremployedby state agendas on the same principles of access,
information, or development as earlier technologldge ICT technologies are a case in point.
Once we widen our attention, however, from digtt@aas the route to building databases, to
digitisation as attempting the work of representatifor instance in didactic versions of
diagnostic systems like immersion medical simukatatigital diagnostic systems, or robot
surgeons, we find a curious (some would say dealiif). Representation in the classical
scientific tradition is no longer what is at stakk,nothing for the simple reason that
separations between ‘wo’man-technology are not ea®pserve in these technologies, and
they can therefore, not simply be read as providirgensions of, or voice to, the human.
What is happening, rather, is simulation, with #ipg together of ‘wo’man-machine as co-
constituents of a system, which now produces neygatarbitrary predictions, and these
predictionscannot be tied to ethical responsibility the way that representation could be.
For where does technology end and the woman begih@re are the boundaries, the
separations, the detachments between knower andnkribat have hitherto helped us
complain of the problem with neutrality and objeit}i of scientific knowledge and practice?
Old wirings of women-technology where one is indegent of the other have become
circumspect with evidence, at least on the surfafepverdetermined relationships of
wo‘m’an-machine-nature. Technologies are no long®nceivable as envisioning,
objectifying woman, for technologies are nowouching enveloping her, in messy,
unpredictable ways. This is not, however, a newshgl a philosophical promise against
duality. More recently, this messiness, this diffig of separation, has been suggested as
purported evidence of a hybridity between body tewhnology, and by extension between
the human subject and technology. However, thigjingaof the relationship between bodies
and technologies does not need to do away wittdtiadism either; it is a sharing of parts
where bodies and boundaries remain intact. Follgwan such a sharing, hybridity is used
more as an accurate description of the ambivalah¢ee heart of dominance, sometimes a
curtailment of dominance itself, and the heteroggred the sites of resistance. Could we, on
the other hand, see this messiness as not onlgaggtegation of power but as a movement,
as Donna Haraway puts it, from old hierarchical dw@tions to a new informatics of
domination? (Haraway, 2000) An unpacking of the dvor concept ‘technology’ itself has
also therefore, forced itself to attention in theenario.

| suggest that these surface complications as btandy new technologies may actually be
seen as aymptom of the malaise of the old understandatiger than as a new development.

12 What is most often referred to while highlightifpminant’ strands in Western philosophy is theunat
culture dualism that is associated with Descafféss dualism has been shown by critiques to peteetiad
inform most Western knowledge systems, includingradic knowledge. Strands like the phenomenolabic
have attempted to transcend this duality.
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And it is in this context that it might be usefol inpack the concept of technology. More
specifically, | would suggest an unpacking of thelationship of technology to its
constituencies. What might result is the developnoém field that we could tentatively call
critical technology studies — a field that does nwtrely nhame each new technology as
example and carve a field around it, but bringkbmstudy of each to enrich the originary
understanding of technolody.l conduct this investigation around one implicibdde —
women-technology. | therefore, insert into thisastigation a series of questions — once we
give up on the wiring between women-technology tha@pulates mainstream positions as
well as the critiques, which also means a givingampthe representational relationship
between women and technology, how does one speak at gender and technology? Of
gender and science? Gender and development? Futtteerrelationship, of wo‘m’an-
machine-nature, an overdetermined relationshipd mest necessarily be a symbiotic one.
Once this is taken into account, how does one aélthe difficulties of technology? The
devastating effects? If we shift our expectatiohgechnology from the beneficial or the
symbiotic to thearbitrary, and moreover, once we have refused to talk afireabr pre-
capitalism or cultural practice as pristine or peatity, what of the critique?

Bearing in mind the existing attitude to technoldbgt | speak of, and the fresh set of tools
that | arrive at in this exercise, and that couldvple a more adequate response to
technology, | shall briefly flag them here, leavitigthe succeeding sections the work of
further elucidation. First comes the question gbresentation. The classical scientific
tradition is predicated on the method of objecjivithat is, a purported representation of
natural kinds that is neutral, detached, publiclxailable, existing independently and
separately from us, ands things really are While much ink has been put to paper in
speaking of the mediations inherent in represemtabr in the attempt to rethink objectivity
and its characteristic$,thus challenging the stated conditions of trarepey or neutrality,
the shift into a different register of reality —eoof simulation — where natural kinds ‘in the
field” are no longer the starting point even fotadeollection, and where separations between
woman-machine are not discernible — has not bekentinto account by critique. It is
therefore, in this classical framework of repreagah that an empirically identifiable
excluded perspective — of a different culture, @oastituency, say women — may be spoken
of, as one which now needs inclusion. It is sugieespective that may also resist, disallow
technology. It is such a perspective that may perfthe exception, the anomaly that resists
explanation. | try to suggest that given the losthe classical, such a notion of perspective
as fixed cannot provide an understanding, or aoresg to the technology question. Rather, a
sense of perspective as bizarre with respect tgitren common sense about the world, but

3 Such a field cannot work with externalist accoutitat would be offered by classical sociologies of
technology, in the mould of the sociology of sciimknowledge. Internalist reflexive accounts efence and
technology are also not what | am suggesting. Ratfalowing on the overdetermined nature of the
relationship between technologies and bodies, ftossible to read differently the power differelstian this
relationship, the mechanisms of exclusion.
1 These two exercises have largely taken place, Wenwen disciplines remote from each other, thstfin the
fields of representation qua representation — litezary studies and cultural studies, among otharsl the
second in science studies.
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one that provides therefore, a completely differeicture of the world; hence an aporia,
might help here. Such a perspective is contingerttoth spacend time therefore, can be
held only temporarily, momentarily perhaps. It isem such a perspective reaches the state of
absolute aporia that a different view of the woddmade possiblE. This is the state of
revolution that Kuhn refers to in his work on andyrerisis, a state that is reached when a
scientific anomaly becomes crisis (1970). Thiseshpps also an analogy that can be drawn
for politics. Resistance has, in our contexts,mpfmuched in Marxist metaphor, been made
to stand in for revolution. It might be worthwhite recognize that revolution indicates a
paradigm shift, in Kuhnian language — a languagguligor our purposes here. Revolution
requires not merely a turning one’s back on, butraing on its head of, the common-
sensical picture of the world. These are the canmes | see between the metaphorical tools |
use in this investigation.

| seek to approach afresh, therefore, the naturtheofrelationship women-technology that
may help articulate a response to the ‘problenedhinology’, without turning it into either a
monster or a benevolent entity. This would invalvelerstanding power or control strategies
which, as Haraway put it again, may have more Wigiton border regions rather than as
disturbing the integrity of ‘natural objects’ — wem and their bodies among them. This
would involve a shift from articulating better poes, and politics, of representation, to
understanding simulatory strategies of new digitahnologies. And this would involve,
putting these two together, recovering not a presharrative of women’s experience — either
homogenous or varied — but an attention, insteadhe possible aporeticity of women’s
experience vis-a-vis dominant systems

Frameworks

a. Technology for Development
The key to national prosperity, apart from the ispif the people, lies, in the

modern age, in the effective combination of thraetdrs, technology, raw
materials and capital, of which the first is perh#pe most important

(Scientific policy resolution 1958)

The Department of Science and Technology was ésitalol in May 1971. Its mandate was to
formulate policy, co-ordinate among different orgations engaged in research at state and
non-state levels, and articulate programmes in yenlerging areas through various apex
bodies. It was also required to liaise through @drand state government S&T departments
with allied departments like space, earth scienagsnic energy or biotechnology, as also
with professional bodies like the Indian Nationaledce Academy for the promotion of the
sciences, and with statutory boards that providearntial assistance to promote the

15 A theoretically insoluble logical difficulty.
18 hitp://www.dst.gov.in/
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development and commercial application of indigenéechnology, or to adapt imported
technology for wider domestic applicatidh.

This consolidation into a state department may doesiclered the logical culmination of an

attitude to technology in the nationalist and pusionalist phases of India’s history. The
understanding of nation-building and developmerthase imaginations was one that would
involve large-scale industrial advancement withriekle-down effect, and the constitutive

attitude to technology as a necessary and welcooiet development is well in evidence in

the first organised articulation of S&T policy india in 1958. Here, in the climate of science
as the promoter of wealth, values, and welfard)rtelogy as an application of science was
sought to be developed.

It may be useful therefore, to briefly reflect ¢we ttrajectories of development as they played
out in Indian and other ‘Third World’ contexts. liliw to this end, trace the changing
meanings of development froetonomicgrowth in the 1800s tsocial parameters in the
mid-1900s, the translation into and production ofThird World’ through this shift of
parameters, and the somewhat forceful insertiooutitire and indigenity into the argument
in a manner that both shapes policy and driveijugs of technology toddy.

a.i. Development Economics

W. W. Rostow, economist and political theorist,igngicant player in shaping American
policy in Southeast Asia and an advocate of capitebnd free enterprise, identifies three
conditions that made possible the birth of develepimeconomics in the early 1980s —
wartime planning for the post-lind World War periddthe shift during 1948-49 from
European reconstruction towards developing regidrsd the Korean war, all of which
meant that foreign aid took the form of securitiheat than development for about a decade
(Rostow 1990). It is by now well known that the 085were a period that saw the
establishment of connections between developmewotryhand policy, with major resolutions
for the economic development of under-developedt@s, and in the latter 50s, increased
development assistance. The 1960s further sawoth@afion of the Alliance for Progress for
Latin American nations, and a 27 per cent incraasefficial development assistance by
OECD countries between 1960 and 186%/ith increased growth rates but mass poverty and

7 hitp://www.dst.gov.in/

18 | introduce the term ‘Third World’ in scare quoiasorder to flag its usage in particular contetkist may not
be relevant in the frame of my own argument. hasvever, important to discuss these particularexiat since
they have been instrumental in constituting thitual® to technology, and this is what | attempddoin the next
sub-section.

!9 This included the Bretton Woods conference (fotynahlled the United Nations Monetary and Financial
Conference, held during World War Il and intendedntake foreign capital available long-term for esat
requiring foreign aid, as also to regulate shamtatémbalances in international payments), the tuttin of the
Food and Agriculture Organization, the setting éithe regional commissions for Asia and the FaitEas

% The first loans being sanctioned, Truman’s spescithe Trusteeship of Palestine in the 1948 UN G#ne
Assembly.

2L The Organisation for European Economic Co-opena®EEC) was another of the many bodies put togethe
at the end of World War Il, in 1948, comprising 88untries regarded as “developed”, to plan for Raem
reconstruction after the war. Later, it was refadmeto the Organisation for Economic Co-operationd a
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unemployment, there was also an intellectual rewgainst the orthodox development
positions of the ‘60s, with a resultant mootinglod “basic human needs” strategy. The year
1969 saw the publication of theartners in Development: Report of the Commission o
International Developmerthat led to the Columbia Declaration of 1970. Ehesas also the
discovery of the second oil shock in 1979-80, $iebythe Iranian revolutioR?

Mainstream theorists like Rostow saw the earliencemtration of economic analysis on
Anglo-American nations as having to do with thegghialism of American and European
economists who dominated the formal literature.oAlsr the period 1870-1939, when
economics became a professionalized and acadeniz&dline, not much multi-disciplinary
work — required for development analysis — was bkapyg. From the 1950s, however,
critiques of colonialism that associated its ewith those of capitalism began to dominate
the scene, and the stage was now set for develdmoenomics at the ‘periphers?.

Apart from the movement of economic analysis tofgbaphery, and the associated birth of
development economics as a discipline, anothet shib be taken into account — a shift on
the referents of development, from straightforwacdnomic indices to ‘social’ indicators —
literacy, the quality of life, the condition of wamn, to name a few. These fresh indicators of
development had been put in place post-1945. Biewlevelopment as a category is said to
have emerged around this time, when it was addiesseEast European countries —
latecomers to European industrialization — in &itare originating from the Royal Institute of
International Affairs (later this included Asia,dam the post-1960s, Africa), it was only
around the 1960s, with the beginning of the firstelopment decade, that the shift in the
official meanings of the word ‘developed’ becamsibie. This is evident especially after the
setting up of the OPE&ANd this was accompanied by another shift in ecdndhinking —
from a critique of State as hampering the markbe (incentive tolaissez fairg¢ to a
categorical conferring on it of the responsibilitly containing the collateral effects of
economic growth or skill specialisation. The claakieconomists, notably Mill, had already
demonstrated the impulse to press for educatiorbettér status for women. The State now
became the fundamental instrument in the procestscn make this possible. And it is in

Development (OECD), with membership extended to-Boropean nations, and with the aim of promoting
financial stability, world trade, the highest siisédle economic growth for member nations.
22 For a detailed account of these six phases otdnéext of growth of development economics, seetdvos
1990.
% The centre-periphery model was, for economistheftime, a frame within which to explain both eswric
growth and domination among nations. Dependenayryheorked with a notion of inequality between nas
as a centre-periphery, metropolitan-satellite, @nishant-dependent model, proposing that these aliigs are
perpetuated through the interaction between natiand that underdeveloped nations are so becauiésof
This was against the notion of free markets wheamwth would be beneficial to all. Marxists among
dependency theorists proposed that capitalist @afitlm was the root cause of such inequality.
4 The Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countriess formed in 1973, comprising thirteen oil-prodggi
countries in the Gulf region. It is interesting $ee how development, hitherto synonymous with etino
growth, and hitherto measured by hard-core econordices like gross domestic product, began totautddilly
mean social indicators — education and literacgltheand nutrition, work participation rates, eoviment, and
women. These were indicators of distribution asrejavealth of nations. These were also indicatbes the
‘Gulf countries’, catapulted into prominence — atgiality with white nations — through the formatmiOPEC
and consequent wealth, were far from matching up to
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these contexts that population policy and socidicators of the wealth of nations brought
into focus a new notion afrowth as developmenA shift from the economic to the social in
understanding development, in a scenario whereséiparation was already in place post-
1870s, could now begin.

There was more happening. As Rostow and otherse@al®94: 2) have identified, this was
also the period of protests in the South agairesiptievailing economic order, protests in the
North against racism and class oppression, cights and black liberties movements
especially in North America, and the culminatiorseferal third world liberation struggl&s.
Liberal feminism, the second wave, and the campaignwhat could be defined at the time
as the particular interests of women — access ootiah, equal pay for equal work — had
reached their height in the US and parts of Euffdese were movements for social space,
for space within the social.

The identification of thesocial as a domainthat housed problems was, therefore, well in
place through these moves. But did this strain eékelanatory potential of theconomic
model of growth? Rather, it might be said that it becarfe post-classical economic
theories, the domain of collaterals that needetieédaken care of in order to ensure that
growth progressed adequately. In the event, theement from growth to development, from
the centre to the periphery, from the economidiéodocial, may be seen as shifts in visibility
rather than shifts in perspective. The only poihtantention was the route through which
these problems might be addressed.

| am aware that | am, in this analysis, offeringliierent explanation of the ‘growth to
development’ trajectory than that available in thiéical literature. In this literature, we have
spoken about the pressure brought to bear uponsineam economic analysis of growth by
political movements, and the ways in which thissptee translated into and produced a
contestation over the meanings of development. -&assical economic literature may
indeed be read in this light, as grudgingly accgdine role of the social, and as then
proposing an absence of accounting of social fa@eran obstacle to growth itself. Classical
economists, however, primarily, Mill, Smith and Hejnat whose door these allegations are
usually laid, had an entirely more complicated otof growth than this, as has been well
laid out in Rostow. This merits a larger discusdimen can be done justice to here but for the
purposes of my work | propose that this legacy lassical economics needs to inform
critique. If this is done, the separation of ‘growtb development’ — seen as the effect of

% Kabeer's work carries an excellent review of therkén in Development paradigm asking for inclusién o
women in development agendas that came up aroentidh0s and entered World Bank language in 1987, it
theoretical underpinnings, its criticisms of maieam development policy, its allegiances to libgralitical
philosophy and the neo-classical approach, argllé@sces.
% These campaigns had also broken away from theviafi campaigns of the turbulent 1960s, when woinen
the movement realized that these could not begfaacialist commitments, at least in the US. Iyrba well to
remember, however, that abortion rights, stateaesipility for child care, or easy divorce laws, re&among
the earliest to come into effect after the reveolntin Russia. What the socialist state failed tknawledge,
perhaps, was difference, not equality. Kollontaiarginalization following her attempts to initiatkebates
around sexuality, or Clara Zetkin’s famous debatéh Lenin on the ‘woman’s question’, come to mind.
Difference was considered divisive, or bourgeoisaespousing individualism.
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critigue — from ‘growth as development — seen &g fppropriation of critique by
mainstream economics, is no longer clear. In otherds, this is to point to the overlap
between critigue and mainstream explanations. €hegnition of this overlap will, 1 hope,
help me develop the notion of critique itself fuathn the later sections.

a.ii. The “Third World”

In India, socialism was the prominent route throughich development, or at least
development policy, was conceived. Already, po#tsl%nd World War |II, various
nationalist struggles in the ‘“Third World’ — idefirtid as a cohesive space on the dubious plea
of their greater population and colonization by t®es powers — were being re-read as anti-
imperialist, and therefore, as class strugglesenMarxist frame. This therefore, involved, as
a response, the recruiting into world history a$ tfThird World’, as against the ideology of
these as ‘non-historic’ nations that had had tdtoeight into history by European explorers.
It also imputed to struggles in this imagined Thiktbrld a moral weight that legitimized
them, and demanded for them a relationship to ¢nére that was not exploitative. This form
of third-worldism apparently emerged out of thesisriof Stalinism, and prospered mostly in
the 1960s. In this movement to the periphery, floeeeit was important to mark the position
of third world societies in the universal scalegpbwth, as the ‘stages theory’ of Amilcar
Cabral doe$’ Marxist readings of history had, as against Mao#s method of immanent
critigue, by now declared a science of history, sehbistory was a rigid evolution of
economic conditions and a true realisation of thleghetenment ideals of reason, progress and
science. For Marxist theories, this meant classgfythe means of production in the Third
World as feudal, semi-feudal, and so on, a delazt is familiar enough in the Indian
intellectual-political landscap®. While generally Marxist theorists were divided tre
qguestion of whether it was the objective forcepmiduction or the subjective experience of
the proletariat that would bring about change, Itiéian Left were deeply divided on the
composition of the agents of change as well — #i®nal bourgeoisie, the working class, or

21 \|Q]uite simply, “the nation gains its independenand theoretically adopts the economic structufids

most attractive” ...” (Cabral 1966, quoted in Mun@886: 110).
% This is visible most famously in the shape of ‘thede of production’ debates in the late 1960s drgLet al
versus Utsa Patnaik on empirical realities of adnize in India, and later on the accurate defimitof the
capitalist mode of production (1990). While Rudtakconcluded from their separation of “big” famedrom
capitalist farms in Punjab that the transition &pitalism had ‘failed’ in India, Patnaik assertednfi her own
findings in Orissa, Andhra Pradesh, Mysore, Madaas, Gujarat, that capitalist farms were indeedrgimg in
India in the late 60s, although there were speéifitors impeding its development. Her observatiais based
on a definition of capitalism that, according ta,heas reworked keeping in mind India’s complex remmic
realities, and her understanding that transitiostmeeds takes into account the relationship Wwighprocess of
development in the “center country” — Britain. Gbaadhyay defined capitalism as the highest stdge o
commodity production where labour power itself bmeaa commodity, and identified the two conditioris o
capitalism as i) commodity production being theagahform of production and ii) production beingfoemed
by free wage labour. It followed that surplus valseuld be generated and reinvested. Patnaik reggbhy
stating that in the Indian reality — where bothesiavestment was poor, and reinvestment invarisdik place
in unproductive spheres like usury, trade, and ghechase of land to be rented out to peasantswast
important to add the condition of re-investmenswoifplus at the very site of its appropriation. Riis impulse
here was to also hint at the element of colonigla@tation — the revenue system, land settlemelitips, etc. —
that actually reinforced, in her view, pre-capgalielations of production, thus ‘blocking’ the argc movement
towards a capitalist time. This was a view, howetleat was entirely refuted by Chattopadhyay, wisisited
on a single definition of capitalism (1990).
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the peasantry. Post-Lenin, Marxist readings ofrthgonalisms in various parts of the Third
World also entered into a variety of relationshipgh non-Marxist nationalist elements,
addressing them as ‘progressive’ nationalism, rathan ‘reactionary’ nationalism. This
constituted the internationalism of Marxism, budlgo often meant that the ‘political core’ of
Marxist practice in these spaces became confinexdderies of organisational and strategic
qguestions (Seth 1995). The Indian Marxist modedlfits once its political core had been
redefined in this way — was divided on the cormactde of production represented in the
Indian reality, a division that led to the two nragplits in 1962 (the CPI and the CPI [M])
and 1967 (CPI [M] and CPI [ML]) among the politiqadrties on the Left in Indi&.

This hyphen between Marxism and nationalism wadenti in the Indian nationalist
movement as well. A version of Marxism pervaded mM&hnationalism — one that espoused
the “scientific, economic sense” of progress. Savhgéhe emphasis the Indian National
Congress placed on economic issues, particulaniyngluhe 1937 elections, was the direct
result of Nehru’s urgings. This changed after 1981, Nehruvian socialism, in as much as it
valued a materialist conception of history, or ¢desed the economic as important in the last
instance, continued to pervade nationalist agenaiaalyses of India’s problems too were in
this mode — “Parties [in an independent India] w# formed with economic ideals. There
will be socialists, anti-socialistgzamindars kisans and other similar groups. It will be
ridiculous to think of parties founded on a religgoor communal basis” (Nehru 1931, quoted
in Seth 1995: 212). Nehru’'s stand on nationalisyndistinguishing between oppressor and
oppressed nations, also legitimized certain naliema, while remaining critical of
nationalism in generd’ Needless to say, this vision of nationalism hatonalist
Enlightenment thought as its underlying philosopéuyd was also tied to internationalim
and progress — a progress that would bring sogiadis a “saner ordering of human affairs”
rather than as a “moral issue” (Nehru 1987, quate8eth 215). To that end, the scientific
temper, as Nehru reiterates again and again, isrefairement’ And to realise that
requirement, Nehru did take up the philosophicdlatie, apart from his policy efforts, by

% The cluster of conceptualizations continuing tacgl themselves under the name Marxism have since
undergone many shifts, from this position of seetlgyelopment as class struggle and as a narrafive o
transition from pre-capitalist to capitalist modd#sproduction (adopted by dominant Marxist thearigatnaik
1990] and within Left parties), to a re-readingnaiitiple class processes that challenge the ‘dapitantrism’
of traditional approaches (current theoretical dehamong Marxist theorists like Fraad, Resnick Afulff
[1994] or Gibson-Graham [2001]). The Indian Margstnario, however, continues to be firmly anchared
the modes of production debate, with rethinkinghpesited in different modes of addressing the apitalist’
mode. We will keep this in mind when looking at tarxist postcolonial formulations.
% To identify overarching standpoints within oppezbsiations was also therefore, problematic in fiisime,
for, “[d]o we place the masses, the peasantry hadvorkers first, or some other small class athibed of our
list? Let us give the benefits of freedom to as yngmoups and classes as possible, but essentibliynndo we
stand for, and when a conflict arises whose sidst me take? (Nehru 1987: 4-5).
31 «Differences [in national realities] there are by are chiefly due to different stages of ecoicognowth”
(5).
%24t is better to understand a part of the truthg apply it to our lives, than to understand naghén all and
flounder helplessly in a vain attempt to pierce thgstery of existence ... It is the scientific appmioathe
adventurous and yet critical temper of science,se@rch for truth and new knowledge, the refusadoept
anything without testing and trial, the capacityctange previous conclusions in the face of newenge, the
reliance on observed fact and not on preconceivedry ... not merely for the application of science flor life
itself ...” (Nehru 1946, quoted in Chatterjee 19889
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pointing to “the essential basis of Indian thoufgtt ages past ... [which] fits in with the
scientific temper and approach” (Nehru 1946, quatedhatterjee 1986: 139). In this version
of nationalism, the scientific temper informed asak of colonialism, cultural difference,
religion, and industrialisation; the first threereattributable to economic backwardness and
disparity, and the removal of these disparitiegoaganied by the development of ‘big’
science and technology, was the answer. As faredsUNwas concerned, the colonial state
was the enemy of such industrialisation, partlyrgio its own selfish commercial interests,
but more importantly because such interests weatnagy universal models of economic
growth wherein developing nations also needed twvgn order to keep the rich nations
healthy. For his version of scientific socialisthem, a critique of colonialism could not
simultaneously be a critique of reason or moderritgolonialism was ‘wrong’ primarily
because it did not fulfil the requirements of madgrowth. Clearly, for Nehru this also
involved certain expectations of the national beoigie who would provide political
leadership. What confounded him, therefore, weee ‘pontaneous’ peasant uprisings, as
also the Gandhian philosophy of development that smgularly in conflict with his own
notions of progress. Both of these meant for Nehshift not only from reason to unreason,
but also a parallel — and in Nehru’s view probldmatmovement, from the political to the
utopian.

Chatterjee (1986) suggests that Nehru solved tbblgm by granting to Gandhi a stage in
the ‘passive revolution’ where, once the stage Ibeeh set for the real political battle, the
‘masses’ could be won over to the larger natiohal&ise through faith, emotion, or other
such means both incomprehensible and vague oftakidto Nehru)*® The larger nationalist
cause was the promotion of large-scale industry ewwll-scale or cottage industries, since
“the world and the dominating facts of the situatibat confront it have decided in favour
of” the former (Nehru 1946, quoted in Chatterje@@:9144). The ‘masses’, by whom Nehru
usually meant the peasantry, needed to recognke,the rest of India, that small-scale
industry in these “dominating facts of the situaticcould only function as a “colonial
appendage” (413). Industrialisation and expert Kedge were what were needed for
progress and a modern nation. After independeinig,project of the modern nation was
taken up by planning — what Chatterjee calls ther sgstems-theorists’ utopia. In this
scheme of things, once political independence heehbachieved and independent state
control set up, economic disparities would gradudisappear, for the only real problem
would be one of access, a technical rather thatigadlissue. Planning, as far as Nehru was
concerned, would take care of this. Planning ingdlexperts, and an approach to individual
concrete problems at a practical level, not a galitphilosophy. “Planning essentially
consists in balancing” ... (Nehru 1957, quoted imatferjee 1986: 159) and “co-operation in
planning was particularly soothing ... in pleasaomtrast to the squabbles and conflicts of

¥ various controversial theses have been propoundethe career of science in India that reflectsthis
attitude. It has been suggested by Gyan Prakasi¢cgionial scholar, for instance, that scienceiedrto the
masses in India not as science, but as magic wimthantended not accidental, career for science. Similarly,
Ashis Nandy reads big dams as ‘spectacular techgbland by extension science, where science ipeaed
as miracle rather than experiment. This argumeghtrtie worth examining in terms of the larger irogtions
for the contours of science as a hegemonic emtitgdian contexts.
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politics” (Nehru 1946, quoted in Chatterjee 198@&O0)L Further, “[s]cientific planning
enables us to increase our production, and satiati@mes in when we plan to distribute
production evenly” (Nehru 1962, quoted in Chater]®86: 159). Socialism too, rather than
being a system of thought or a violent class steyggecomes, in such a formulation, the
pragmatic planning of a national economy — one, thfatadequately planned, would
automatically produce the “classless society wghat economic justice and opportunity for
all, a society organised on a planned basis fordisng of mankind to higher material and
cultured levels, to a cultivation of spiritual veki... ultimately a world order” (Nehru 1936,
guoted in Chatterjee 1986: 161). Chatterjee semsstlective appropriation of scientific
Marxism as a way in which the reason-unreason pimas precipitated, giving rise to a
different politics for the elite and the subaltémmmature nationalist thought. In the next sub-
section | will try to demonstrate how this formudei of Chatterjee’s was one of the
foundations from which the critiques of developmient took off>*

My point in elaborating these debates here is 1b foom them both the routes taken in
development thinking, and the consequences forcplostial approaches to the science and
technology question. Marxism, in its early natiastalavatar, presented an approach to
science that involved its accurate interpretatiapplication and access, rather than any
critique. As is evident from the debates betweehrNend the Communist Party of India
(CPI)*® and Nehru’s own writing on the subjéétcolonialism was considered equivalent to
capitalism, the anti-imperialist struggle of theliBn masses was the route to independence,
and the change in forces of production would braigput a change in the means of
production. For Nehru then, the nationalist agecwssisted at least in part of bringing to the
third world access to technology and a transforomain the forces of production that would
address poverty and unemployment. In the Marxisbnalist space, the debate was about
what would be the agent of change — the nationhbsirgeoisie or the working class; also
whether it would be forces of production by themssl or the subjective sense of the
proletariat.

Third-worldism in this form, however, did not lagtabral, in his analysis of the trajectory of
third-worldism, speaks of the shift from a ‘revatutary’ third-worldism to a reformist
agenda, which works with a picture of the third Maas ex-officio revolutionary, virtuous,
and exploited. This later provided the impulsedtate intervention and development policy.
Nehru’'s own turn to development policy in indepantdimdia may be usefully read in this
frame. This translated later into the Non-alignedvieiment, the Soviet line, etc. Later,

34 Seth (1995) has concluded, differently from Chigtte that this was not a simple appropriation aérstific
Marxism, leaving its political core alone.

% See Rajani Palme Dutt and his efforts to bringetbgr the communist movement, the democratic camip a
the nationalist movement (1949). Nehru’s truck wite communists more or less dissolved arounde$igonse
to the August 1942 revolution and the dissent oekations with the Muslim League.

% At his second Presidential address to the IndiatioNal Congress in Lucknow on 12 April 1936, Nehru
repeated some of his earlier commitment on thisartl convinced that the only key to the solutionthuf
world’s problem and of India’s problem lies in sagm, and when | use the word | do so not in aueag
humanitarian way but in the scientific, econominss” From Jawaharlal Nehr8elected Worksol. 7, p. 180,
guoted in Seth 1995: 222.
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however, this too died out, with a movement intagedul co-existence, dependency instead
of non-alignment, and so on. Reformist third-waiditoo had come to an end.

In this sub-section, | have presented the moveendiscipline of economics from a focus on
growth to development, the trajectory of developtrtbimking in its movement away from
the Anglo-Saxon world to its former colonies, asoathe legacies of classical economic
theories of growth carried in this trajectory. T@degacies included social reform agendas,
the sense that increased population is not enotigiuls for growth, the attitude towards
‘unproductive’ labour, the shift in discussions population from the metropole to the
periphery, and the insight that development is scahtinuous rather than an organic
phenomenon. It is clear in an examination of thtesectories that technology and industry
stand in as metaphors for development, and by sixtengrowth and economic advantage
for nations. This also helps identify, in the Indieontext, the Marxist-nationalist responses
to technology and development that transformed thi later postcolonial critiques of
development and western science and technologyh Wit picture in mind, let us now
proceed to look at the critiques.

a.iii. Post-development Positions

Both third-worldism and Indian nationalism had athgowerful and different approaches to
the same questions — the analysis of colonialisththa required response, the question of
technology, the concept of the state/cultural ddifee, than the ones we have been
discussing. For post-development positions like dfaArturo Escobar, the visibility of the
social had been some time in gestation. Escobasnot

As a domain of knowledge and intervention, the aosecame prominent in
the nineteenth century, culminating in the twehtietentury in the

consolidation of the welfare state and the ensemble techniques

encompassed under the rubric of social work. Ndy @overty but health,
education, hygiene, employment, and the poor qualitlife in towns and

cities were constructed as social problems, rewgiextensive knowledge
about the population and appropriate modes of kaganning (Escobar
1992a). The “government of the social” took on atust that, as the
conceptualization of the economy, was soon takergfanted. A “separate
class of the poor” (Williams 1973, 104) was creatéet the most significant
aspect of this phenomenon was the setting intoeplaic apparatuses of
knowledge and power that took it upon themselvesoptimize life by

producing it under modern, “scientific” conditioriBhe history of modernity,
in this way, is not only the history of knowledgedathe economy; it is also,
more revealingly, the history of the social.

(Escobar 19933)

Having critically read the separation of the ecomoifnrom the ‘social’ in the nineteenth
century, Escobar suggests, following Foucault, tlia¢ social was being created,
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conceptualised angroducedthrough strategic intervention¥. The social here was produced
as pathological and poverty as a social evil related to the datfies in question, both
therefore, justifiably constituting domains of intention and exclusion, with the modes of
exclusion acquiring new meaning. With the flowerwofghis “governmentalisation”, and the
beginning of the process of “developmentalisatipost-1945 with the definition of two-
thirds of the world as poor, the link between ptywend the social was made self-evident,
and turned into a justified zone of interventiors¢&bar 1995). Women too, in this ever-
expanding frame, came in as a group requiring garere in the interests of development.
Escobar is clear here that this production of aaieg as domains of intervention “relies
today not so much on homogenization of an extefibird World as on its ability to
consolidate diverse, heterogeneous social formshe. global economy must be understood
as a decentered system with manifold apparatusesmiire — symbolic, economic and
political” (Escobar 1995: 99).

In Escobar, this ‘making’ or production of the thiworld, or the social, as a zone of
intervention for the hegemonic “by the discoursed practices of development since their
inception in the early post-World War 1l periodbid: 3), activated a response that included
both a micro-politics ohegotiationwith the hegemonic, and the need to reclaim tlvel th
world asresistant Such a position categorises itself as ‘post-dguaknt’; while it offers a
critique of these categorizations as hegemonic emibedded in western philosophical
systems, it also makes the case for a re-makingudih a re-imagining, of the Third World.
For Escobar, while such category formation may dati an appropriation into the
hegemonic, the activation of epistemic privilege imsportant, and the formation of
uncontaminated categories a possibility, allowing@aiming of the Third World. In trying
to call for both an ‘end to development’ and faealatives, post-development critique asks
for “alternative regimes of representation and fica¢ discourses and modes of intervention
that both challenge and exceed the terms imposeihdylevelopment/ underdevelopment
dyad” (Gibson-Graham, Ruccio 2001: 159). Feminisd gender work like that of Gibson-
Grahani® too has engaged in this task, asking for a gredtention to marginalized groups
working to defy dominant strategies (2001). A tgbiexample of such a reclaiming of
categories could be seen in the attention paidése scholars to autonomous projects taking
up “traditional craft skills and indigenous knowdgd (especially those of women) of
endangered communities” (ibid: 173), reading thewactices and philosophies as
“introduc[ing] commaodification and money flows intwon-capitalist and previously non-
commodified class processes ... [but producing] aonme flow into the local community

37 Escobar is here important in that he aligns hifrsleingside critiques of colonialism. He draws tigaen

Foucauldian notions of power/ knowledge and Saitisk on Orientalism to make the point that whateeded

is a different regime of truth other than the omeplace. What that might be he does not offerrctdaes on,

and this is the space where post-development geitidpave repeatedly faulted.

3 Katherine Gibson and Julie Graham, who write utidersingle name Gibson-Graham (2001, 1996).
Page | 22



that sustains non-capitalist class processes, gisoteaditional knowledge and maintains
indigenous technologies” (ibid: 17%).

Post-developmentalists and feminists drawing frdmairt work come closest to enacting
discursive shifts that can challenge dominant isgrations. Escobar, for instance, makes it
clear that a focus on discourse is what enablesuadtiltian understanding of the production
of reality in discourse. How, however, does “[tlkimg of development in terms of discourse
[make] it possible to maintain the focus on domovat...” (Escobar 1995: 6)? How is it
evident that “clear principles of authority weredperation” through this discourse; in other
words, how are the closures to discourse operatingnder domination successful? These
are not questions Escobar or other post-develo@mtigtst attempt clear answers to. More
germane to this discussion is the dilemma of “retrction” that Escobar sets himself, and
the consequent question of whether the discovegyradtices that in themselves challenges
dominant representations, and using them to re-roategories like the third world, fulfils
adequately the brief of critique that post-develeptalists set themselves. A clue to the
problem may be found in Escobar's own promise &byae “in terms of regimes of discourse
and representation ... [where rlegimes of representatan be analyzed as places of
encounter where identities are constructed andewietence is originated, symbolized, and
managed” (ibid: 10). In the event, the question rhayasked of what might be the ontology
of such an encounter. Is it about the violenceatégorization, an imposition of categories
upon reality? Or is it about inaccurate represematat can now be corrected? What are the
vantage points of the reconstruction that Escolosusiders essential for an end to, or an
alternative to, development? What is the basis bichvanother reality is sought to be
imagined? Do the assertions slip into a form obidgy critique, not the least because they
take the route of more adequate representatioa floird world that apparently exigtsior to

the dominant one — a route that neither fulfils phemise of understanding the production of
reality in discourse, or of re-imagining realitygetf, as Escobar would have? This, after
Escobar has resisted the solution offered by shangition-modernity divides, and stated
clearly that doing an “anthropology of modernityterms of hybrid cultures does not intend
to provide a solution to the philosophy of the sgbjand the problem of subject-centered
reason” (ibid: 221). He clarifies his position motgarly when he says, in passing, that “the
subaltern does in fact speak”, even though the cépeeay be unintelligible in existing
developmentalist frames (ibid: 223).

Ajit Chaudhury’s eloguent response to the argunanivorker as ex-officio resistant to
capitalism might sum up the problem:

Labour reacts, resists, launches the counter-atfenand smashes the world of
objects and the machine — his principal enemy.tBistis not inversion. This is
turning things upside down, which is different gtadively. The inversion of a

% This strand, drawing from post-development, alsavéwver critiques its “capitalocentrism” (Gibson-Gaan’s
usage) in order to step away from post-developradpresumption that economic knowledge reflectstthe
state of a real entity called ‘the economy’ ... [thaBowing the putative dominance of capitalismtle ‘real’
world of the economy to go unquestioned” (ibid: 160
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function implies an interchange in the places ef dinguments — in this case of
the master and the servant. The qualitative spaaamtalism precludes the
possibility of a functional inversion because of ibsence of a concrete master
visible to the servant — in this case the worker.

(Chaudhury 1987: 250)

Although Chaudhury makes the argument in the lgghthe specificity of workers’ rebellion
as different from peasant rebellion, his generguarent in this essay has to do with
understanding the ‘outsideness’ of Lenin’s sodiat@nsciousness with respect to concrete
labour, or the worker. He is at pains to demonstthat resistance to the capitalist frame
cannot be understood in terms of a physical turnipgide down — such as is seen to be
activated by the worker alone. Such a turning wpdiolwn, he wryly remarks, cannot effect a
downside up, that is, a standing adpitalism on its headin the event, marking physical
rebellion may mark resistance to the framework, fmtt necessarily revoluticl},or in this
case, counter-hegemony. It is this distinction phadt-developmentalists too would do well
to take on.

| have mentioned, at the outset, resistance a®btiee modes of response to technology in
the Indian context. The present discussion helpsvdtow the desire for an inversion of the
dialectic — in other words, the metaphor of reviolut- marks all positions of resistance. We
encounter this problem in postcolonial theoriziagg in the articulation of the ‘subaltern’ in

critiques of technology. We will go into this mdtély in Section 1.

Field Map

This section has so far tried to put down in soretitl the historical conditions for the
attitude to technology in the Indian context. Teaagtulate, the discussion began from
economic growth being seen as the crucial requineéfioe the progress of nations, went on to
trace the shift from growth to development as theu$ of economics, the naming of the
‘social’ as at least as important as the ‘econoragindices for development, the associated
shift from the centre to so-named peripheral natwithin these analyses, and the naming of
the ‘third world’ and its urgent need for developthe this frame. Such a notion was also
reflected in nationalist thinking in India, and,campanied by the notion of technology and
industry as bulwarks of development, resulted falllembracing of the ‘trickle-down’ effect

in Nehruvian as well as, paradoxically, Marxist mdgs that stood on the ‘change in the
mode-of-production’ dialectic. There are, howew@her movements in place that contested
this picture or this resolution, namely, the post@&opment positions. These positions speak
of resistance to classical development agendashidnzt produced the social, or the third
world, as lacking, as pathological, as requiringegaance; in so doing, they have attempted
a deconstruction of the notion of development. Tégistance they speak of involves a

“0 physical rebellion, therefore, will likely givese to “what has come to be called anarchy or sihili..
[while] replacement ..can be a new idiom in the revolt of the workingssd at a mature stage” (Chaudhury
1987: 250).
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reclaiming of the name, a re-making of the thirdridiofor instance, that will neither be
caught in the rhetoric of pathologization nor ie ffhilosophy of linear growth that inheres in
development. | have suggested that this resistprag@oses an inversion of the dialectic, in
other words, a revolution — a proposal that | damine in greater detail in the next section.
Other nationalist responses, however, took on tlaatie of resistance in different and
interesting ways, and this will be the focus of tiext sub-section. As to other methodologies
of critique, like the frameworks of hybridity andsdggregation that have informed much
postcolonial and gender work in India since theandgvelopment decades, these have taken
on the task of resistance while attempting to stéear of ideological critique; in doing so,
they display their own set of difficulties vis-asvtheir explanatory potential for a robust
reading of hegemonic systems.

b. Marxist

Ranajit Guha, writing in 1982, was the first to smier, within Indian Marxism, the structure
of subaltern consciousness. Questioning the intadigiiace hitherto given to the peasant in
both Marxist and nationalist frames — in Marxisnpast of the mode-of-production debates,
in nationalism as part of the trickle-down theorfydevelopment — Guha proposed a re-
cognition of the subaltern — here the local peasaias political and politicised, and not
merely a cog in the wheel or an included memben okvolution conceived of by the
vanguard. In thus re-conceptualising the politidhle Subaltern School brought up an
analysis of colonialism that challenged early aneb-nolonialist historiographies, as
dominancewithout hegemonyin at least the first 50 years of its existenchisTanalysis
suggested that colonial power not only hamt worked with the active consent of ‘the
people’; it had placed everything before coloniaiet in the realm of non-history, and by
extension, in the realm of the pre-political. Naabst historiographies had followed the
same patterns in addressing the peasant, thusiteaut the ‘politics of the people’ (Guha
1982). The Subaltern Studies School therefore, edaishe question of subaltern
consciousness; it uncovered and articulated tHe obthe peasant in nationalist movements’
as the subaltern domain of politics — a domain isgpdrom the ‘elite’ nationalist domain —
rather than an un-political ‘sticks and stonesiwiyt re-read colonialism as a discourse of
dominance without hegemony that resulted in sepalée and subaltern domains of politics;
challenged existing ‘elite historiography’ — botblanialist and nationalist; and made these
moves through a different mode of history-writifgat took into account unconventional
sources and used different methodologies, produoimghat account, a different history.

| will not go into the two significant challenges the Subaltern School that came up with
Subaltern IV** For my purposes, the early Subaltern phase, ishifés from the Marxist-
nationalist moment, is important for the ways iniekhit aligns with (or rather, facilitates)
various critiques of technology that permeate dismns around development today, and that
sometimes seek alliances with Gandhian philosoptdoing so. Needless to say, all of these
relied for their critique on the vantage point affed by the subaltern. That subaltern was an

1 Spivak on subaltern agencgZdn the Subaltern Spegk?and Ajit K. Chaudhury on Subaltern Studies’
dismissal of Lenin’s consciousness as ‘elite’ $earch of a Subaltern Lenirn effect, both moves challenged
theempirical subalternityon which Subaltern Studies perspectives seemedrtd.s
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empirical category or condition as set out in Steval Studied? | examine here two spaces
where this shift from earlier Marxist to subalt@@rspectives is visible — the people’s science
movements and the critiques of technology availabtee postcolonial schobf.

b.i. People’s Science Movements
The Science and Rationalists’ Association of India(name of the
organization in Bengali iBharatiya Bigyan OYuktibadi Samiji established
on 1 March 1985, our organization is made up af hkinded people coming
from different professions. We are not affiliatedany political party.

Our_aim is to eradicate superstition and blind faith, whieclude religious
fanaticism, astrology, caste-system, spiritualisih a numerous other
obscurantist beliefs.

Our view is that rational way of thinking shall be spreadoag the people as
against spiritual or religious teachings, and thlahe can bring about social
change.

(Science and Rationalists’ Association of Indfta)

The Medico Friends Circle was set up in 1974 attional level, to critically analyse the
existing health care system in India and ‘to evaveappropriate approach towards health
care which is humane and which can meet the ndeitie ®ast majority of the people in our
country.” With an emphasis on the necessary roka@fstate in providing such health care, it
demanded ‘that medical and health care be availableveryone irrespective of her/his
ability to pay ... that medical intervention and hialare be strictly guided by the needs of
our people and not by commercial interests’; andkeas for ‘popularisation and
demystification of medical science and ... the esthabient of an appropriate health care
system in which different categories of health pssfonal are regarded as equal members of
a democratically functioning team.’” Alongside, its@ decided to push for ‘active
participation by the community in the planning aradrying out preventive and promotive
measures,’ for ‘a pattern of medical and healtle @atequately geared to the predominantly
rural health concerns of our country ... a medicaticulum and training tailored to the
needs of the vast majority of the people in oumtoy and asked, further, that ‘research on
non-allopathic therapies be encouraged by allottitege funds and other resources and ...
that such therapies get their proper place in calth—care.” It also asked that we be
attentive to the role of ‘curative technology irvisg a person’s life, alleviating suffering or
preventing disability*

Community Development Medicinal Unit, an indeperideon-profit voluntary organisation,
was set up in 1984, to ‘achieve the basic socie¢&ld of facilitating access to essential

*2'The word "subaltern” ... as a name for the germttabute of subordination in South Asian societyether
this is expressed in terms of class, caste, agelegeand office or in any other way'. And the wofkSubaltern
Studies therefore, relates to 'the history, pdaljtieconomics and sociology of subalternity as asllto the
attitudes, ideologies and belief systems — in shiogt culture informing that condition' (Guha 1988).

3 A third space where this shift is visible are pust-trade-union movements, not examined in thinageaph.
* http://www.srai.org/sra.htm

> http://www.srai.org/sra.htm
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medicines,’ to ‘provide unbiased drug informatianhtealth professionals and consumers, to
weed out spurious and “irrational” drug combinasidnom the market through consumer
information and pressure on government, to “ne¢@tigith the Government to formulate

people-oriented drug policies and weed out irraticand hazardous drugs from the Indian

market, [and to] ... conduct community-oriented resean drugs™®

These were only a few of the many organisationsghaw in the 70s and 80s to nurture the
‘social’, ‘civil’, ‘cultural’ space. Alongside otheorganisations like th@anakiya Samskarika
Vedi (Democratic Cultural Forum) in Kerala, these deieedly claimed an autonomous,
non-profitguardianship ofthe peoplg reacting as much to the violence in the politide

of the entrenched Left as to its vanguardféfiheir primary aim, therefore, was to increase
access and availability not only to the fruits afestific knowledge, namely drugs and
curative technologies, but to that knowledge itssifthat programmes of ‘popularisation and
demystification’, rural needs, ‘alternative systase’, were incorporated and taken up as the
activities of local science clubs.

On the other hand, the stress was on 'active gaation’, which did not need an unpacking of
knowledge systems or knowledge-making, but ratheriravolvement at the level of
knowledge-dispensation, as also an extension oMWh# slogan ‘(think globally) acting
locally’. But the stress itself possibly had othestories. Autonomous or otherwise, these
organisations came out of what Raka Ray has c#tledhegemonic field’ of the Left, in
Bengal and Kerala, among other spa€es attempting to move away from the notion of
vanguard party and the ‘mass’, ‘the people’ of anderatic state became the organising
metaphor for these ‘movements’ that not only ‘tost&ience to the villages’, but also
admonished technology for its inattentions to teegte. Appropriate technology and best
practices, then, were the logical next step, as thls accompanying challenge to big dams —
all manifestations of technology that suppressédisern voice.

While theBigyan OYuktibadi Samitimay be the most caricatural version available ypda

most of the people’s science movements did relyassociations between ‘rationalist' and
scientific ideas, using the one to bolster the ptbe in the later turn to the PSM, accuse the
one on account of the other. In this later ture BSM share the philosophy of the anti-
development positions, in their attention to thatage point of the subaltern as an empirical
identity from which to critique the existing knowlige frames. Part of the earlier expectation
from such movements, that they would eliminateivieah’ and challenge ‘fundamentalism’,

then, was obviously not met in the later turn, axghlains a complaint by Nanda — an

activist-scholar wedded to the rationalist cause:

4 (http://www.cdmubengal.org/aboutus.hjml

7 Another element of the organizational perspectiges certain divide between the political and ‘othe
activities that this period saw. Paralleled by ase-superstructure divide or the massline verslitam line
was this socio-cultural activity versus politicakiaity, a debate well demonstrated in the histofrithe Janakiya
Samskarika Vedi (Sreejith K., EPW December 10, 2005

“8Raka Ray, in her work on women’s movements in Beitgthe context of hegemonic Marxist practice, has
suggested that the character of any movement,eirpttitical field created in Bengal by the hegentobeéft,
would necessarily be different from its charactesewhere. Autonomy of other movements, in suchsa caas
not to be expected.
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Why have PSMs not taken the fight to the prieststhe temples? ... | believe
that the nativist turn by an important segment ah@hian social activists and
intellectuals made it unfashionable to questiorditien and religion. It
became almost obligatory to defend the ‘'wisdonthefmasses, as opposed to
the 'violence' of modern scientific ideas themseIvEhis kind of thinking
moved the focus to 'safer' targets, like big degwelent projects, MNCs and
such in which 'modern' technology and modern iastihs were the main
culprits and people's traditions the source ofstasce (I am not suggesting
that the left should not oppose MNCs and big dgwalent projects, as and
when they need to be opposed. But they have tppesed while defending a
progressive, secular worldview; not in order toetef the 'people's wisdom'
which contains many inherited prejudices and suipiers). Science
movements imbibed the populism and cultural tradalism of leading
Gandhian/postcolonial intellectuals who took a higimti-modernist position
for nearly three decades, starting around late 49¢6inciding with Indira
Gandhi's emergency).

(Nanda 200%)

Nanda’s statement is at the cusp of the postcdlapiropriation of Marxian terminology in
its anti-technology arguments. We will go into th@s more detail in the next sub-section.

c. Postcolonial Positions - The Terrors of Technotyy
| have been building towards an understanding of thee anti-technology arguments in India

have been posed in the nationalist and Marxisttipos. | now go on to look at the
arguments put out by the postcolonial school, thppropriation of Marxist terminology, and
their stances against Marxism in responding toneg@nd technology in general.

Everywhere we remain unfree and chained to teclgyolavhether we
passionately affirm or deny it.

(Heidegger 19299)

By the very nature of its instrumental-manageriaémation to Indian society,
modern science has established a secure relafpownsth the philosophy and
practice of development in India. Indian developtaksts are now faced with
the obvious fact that the developmental vision cate universalized, for the
earth just does not have the resources for theeemtorld to attain the
consumption levels of the developed west. It dosishave such resources
now, nor will it have them in the distant futurehel developmentalists,
therefore, have a vested interest in linking uphwviiie drive for theatrical
science to create the illusion of spectacular agrakent, which, in essence,
consists of occasional dramatic demonstrations eshriological capacity
based on a standard technology-transfer model. Utlde model, highly
visible short-term technological performance in Brageas yields nation-wide

49 http://www.sacw.net/index.html
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political dividends. This model includes a cleatblimited space for ‘dissent’,
too. While some questions are grudgingly allowedouabthe social
consequences of technology — about modern agrontarge dams, hydel
projects, new dairy technology, modern health crstems, space flights,
Antarctica expeditions, et cetera — no questionlmamaised about the nature
of technology itself.

(Nandy 1988: 9)

Science and technology have sustained various fofragstemic violence ...
[p]lannedobsolescencewith its de-skilling of communities, ... [s]ociadage,

a rational framework for treating vulnerable commties as dispensable, ...
extinction ...[m]Juseumizationof tribals and other defeated and marginal
groups who are unable to cope with modernity andeldpment”, ... the
violence ofdevelopmentincluding internaldisplacement... the violence of
the genocidal mentality... [nJuclearism... [monoculture... [€]xclusionor
enclosure... as central to the globalisation processi]atfogeny... in which
the experts’ solution increases the endemic vid@ewoc suffering of a
community ... [and] the violence gfseudo-sciengeor anti-technological
movements ...

(Visvanathan 2003: 170-2)

Grassroots movements in India have suggested ¢aes iof “cognitive justice”

and “cognitive representation.” Cognitive justice holds that knowledge,
especially people’s knowledge or traditional kna¥ge, is a repertoire of
skills and a cosmology that must be treated faimlythe new projects of
technological development. Cognitive representatiwhich is a corollary,

presupposes that in the act of science policy-ngakime practitioners from
various systems would be present to articulater tb@ncepts, theories, and
worldviews. Both concepts seek to pre-empt thadigtion of certain forms of

local or marginal knowledge.

(Visvanathan 2003549

Modern science began as a powerful dissenting ma#ign, and it must return
today to becoming an agent of plurality, of headtdissent.

(Visvanathan 2002: 50)

The philosophies of anti-development, as is evidiemh some of the positions quoted above,
have largely turned on the metaphor of violencehe-\tiolence of technology, the violence
of science, the violence of reason and the violesfcthe market. The starting premise of
most of anti-development has been the correlatietwéen the ideologies of these
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phenomena — science, reason, the maPkand their collective exclusion of experience. The
question of science itself has been charted thrahghquestion of technology. These
connections have permeated western as well asnalifib and postcolonial critiques of
mainstream development, with violence being seenoastitutive of scientific knowledge
rather than simply an effect of scientific practarepolicy. This position is, of course, built
by challenging the premises of scientific knowleggeobjective, value-neutral, verifiable,
and unified. Shiv Visvanathan, Vandana Shiva, atieers challenging these premises of
scientific knowledge, suggest that an exclusion@oience is constitutive of such knowledge
that activates a subject-object dichotdfrsithough its claims to objectivity are shown up to
be false in its imperializing tendencies; furthtegt it works with a systematization “wherein
science becomes an organizer of other mentalifadfecting] ... the domains of work,
education, sex, and even memory” (Visvanathan 2063). Like Shiva, Visvanathan marks
western science as dualistic, as imbued with a kedye-power nexus, and as vivisectionist.
While Shiva makes a strong proposal for choosirggxisting alternative knowledge as
against reductionist modern science, which shendsfthrough her identification of the
ontological and epistemological assumptions of cédoism, traced to Descartes,
Visvanathan, however, is reluctant to considengt return, looking, rather, for an “escape
from the dualism of Luddism versus progress” (200R2). He refers to the ‘chaos’, ‘play’,
or uncertainty that science traditionally allows that gets disallowed once it enters the text.
For Visvanathan, the scientific self is one withghtadows, cut off from the moral one, as
well as from the playful, spiritual, anarchic self its initial imagination. The scientific
community is merely an “epistemologically efficaggd one that has no internal filters to
exercise “ethical restraint”, to confront the “petypal obsolescence that science and markets
impose on a community” (2002: 43).

He asks, therefore, at a conceptual level, fort@rmeto a more ambivalent, anarchic self, to
play, to a place for grief to memories of change in a community; at the gdéwel, for a
plurality and democratization among skills and khemlge systems. Such a return to what
Visvanathan names a sacred root, is a rescue fhemptesent homelessness of modern
science in its secular, proletarianized form — adition where science is treated as apart
from and above a culture instead of being embedaddatd On the other hand, “[m]odern
science began as a powerful dissenting imaginadiod,it must return today to becoming an
agent of plurality, of heretical dissent” (2002:)5@®uch ‘play’, such an anarchy of
perspectives, such a form of democracy, embodiediifo in “grassroots movements” like

%0« . both science and market are amnesiac commanitie hegemonic groups that force products, prosesse
and communities into obsolescence. Both are se@mogsess. But what is progress but a genocidat vior
erasure, for forgetfulness” (Visvanathan 2002: 43).

*1 There are many sides to this debate between whesthescientific and technical traditions were tsiceams
that, for most of recorded history, run apart freath other. For most of postcolonial practice, Whi@nts to
work against a simple version of the technologiaslapplied science, a connection is sought to béema
between the two that is, however, not exploredxmianed carefully, except when referring to themryday
technologies, where, paradoxically, teparationof the scientific and the technological is whatliawn on, to
suggest the value of one over another.

2 vandana Shiva would make this case particularth wéspect to nature, which, she says, is treaqzhssive

in the western scientific knowledge binary of sgbjebject.

3 “The tear may transform the scientific ‘eye/I"0@2: 46).
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the popular science movements of the 70s, wherecititeen is seen as a “person of
knowledge”, and where those “currently designatetengists” become “prisoners of
conscience”, is what could effect a response totwia calls the secularization and
proletarianization of science. He charts a serfesxercises that might make this possible —
renunciation of science, cognitive indifferencati@ different cognitive justice being among
them. “One wishes one had a Gandhi or a Loyoleotgstruct ... a book for science, with
exercises which, while spiritual, are also deepgrstive and political. | think in this lies the
real answer to the Cartesian meditations or to Baddovum Organum(2002: 47).

While Shiva makes fairly straightforward substibuis between science and technology in
her critique, citing the violence of one to indibe other, Visvanathan suggests, at various
points, thatechnicity(2002: 41) — by which he refers to an attitudd theats the human as
immortal, nature as resource, and technology dsibstrument and nearly universal antidote
- is the problem with a sciencéhat might otherwise have been better. “Everyday
technologies”, on the other hand, being apparesrtipedded in cultural requirements and
practices, release science from expertise.

My purpose, in charting these positions, is pattlyidentify this peculiar connection, or
substitution, between science and technology thuet of the critiques stand on in pointing to
the violence of mainstream development. The “walpbwer” granted to technology in these
positions seems, more often than not, an obverseecfwill to mastery” over technology in
its most instrumental sense, which is why the debateem to hover endlessly over
technology being beneficial, devastating, or a gimlis mixture of the two. The pre-
technological appears free of the instrumentalitytechnology; “everyday technologies”
seem to offer respite in the shape of embeddednessmmunity; at the very least, they
appear to possess the mythicity, the poiesis,Mlsatanathan so wistfully regrets the absence
of in modern science. And these two — everydayrteldgies and the pre-technological — in
their common possession of such poiesis, such lapaseem organically tied, providing a
natural vantage point for a critique of the modechnological.

All these critiques, then, try to offer a releasmri the ‘instrumentality’ of technology, but by
attaching themselves to a certain instrumental veéwechnology itself. An instrumental
view might be, as Heidegger puts it, the correewyithe fundamental characteristic of
technology; is it the true (essential) one? Theemtrview of technology — in other words,
what technology is — for Heidegger, is the instratakand anthropological view, namely,
technology as a tool and means to an end, anddtginas human activity. To move from
the correct to the true requires an understandimgstrumentality itself, and Heidegger takes
up the task of this movement in trying to underdtanan’s relationship to technology. To
understand instrumentality is to understand thiy €&areek sense of responsibility, a bringing
forth. “The principal characteristic of being resgible is this starting something on its way

> “We ask the question concerning technology wheraskewhat it is. Everyone knows the two statem#mwis
answer our question. One says: Technology is a sneamn end. The other says: Technology is a human
activity. The two definitions of technology belotagether” (Heidegger 1977: 252).
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into arrival”, i.e., an occasioning or an induciioggo forward (Heidegger 1949: 283). This is
the essence of causality in Greek thought, andanmioral or agential sense, as populates
postcolonial and other critiquésThis bringing forth is basically a revealing, demstates
Heidegger, an entry into the realm of truthletheia “Bringing-forth, indeed, gathers within
itself the four modes of occasioning-causality amés them throughout. Within its domain
belong end and means, belongs instrumentalityt (iB84).

What of the difference between the older senseraft and modern technology? Can it be
said that this sense of revealing, bringing intcantealment, is true only of Greek thought,
and can be applied at the most only to the “haafteiman”? Heidegger holds that modern
technology too is to be understood in its essesca eevealing; with the difference that in
modern technology, the revealing becomes a chafignipat perhaps converts nature into
resource, a “setting-upon” rather than a “bringiagh”. “But the revealing never simply
comes to an end. Neither does it run off into tideterminate ... [rJegulating and securing
even become the chief characteristics of the ahgilhg revealing” (288).

A turn to Heidegger, then, at least seems to intipdy a simple description of technology as
instrumental and therefore, somehow morally evilnta be the basis of critique. Whatever
the difference between the pre-technological oreberyday on the one hand, and modern
technology on the other, both the fundamental dteristics and the essence of technology
remain the same; further, techné as a form of kngws hardly, in its originary sense,
reducible to the ‘machine’, defined in oppositiana romantic vision of ‘man’. Although
both eco-feminist and postcolonial critiques haeelared themselves apart from such a
Luddite view, they fail, in their persistent defions of technology, to sufficiently separate
themselves from it.

This ‘man’-machine opposition also follows on thebdte around a clear separation between
the two. In the various engagements with technglagyrather with the machine, we see
attempts to bring it around to terms of friendlim@g@th ‘man’, or to humanise it, or to get it
to mimic ‘humanness’. Artificial intelligence prajes look for the anthropomorphic answer —
look in the mirror — to understand intelligencegsce fiction longs for the monster machine
that can be made human. The critical debates oAfifecial Intelligence project too, insist
on some ‘extra’, some remainder, in human consoiess thamustescape computation — an
“essence” in Searle (1984), the search for a likene Nagel (1989), a methodological
mystery for Chomsky (1980) and others. For morermea critiques, questions of machine
learning, representing ‘man’ adequately, or emotiapacity, take centre stage. It is not too
difficult to trace continuities between these posi$ and the postcolonial ones | have just
delineated above, with the development that thé frmman’ rendered even frailer in
subalternity now takes centre-stage; and it sedrat ih both, keeping alive the sacred
boundary between ‘man’ and ‘machine’ is at stakaraway, speaking from within the late-

> “Today we are too easily inclined either to untams being responsible and being indebted morcaisyi as
a lapse, or else to construe them in terms of #figcin either case we bar to ourselves the watphé¢oprimal
meaning of that which is latter called causalitg.|8ng as this way is not opened up to us we stisdl fail to
see what instrumentality, which is based on catysactually is” (283).
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twentieth century scientific culture of the Unit8thates, refers to this now “leaky distinction
between animal-human (organism) and machine” uggsst that “[p]re-cybernetic
machines could [also] be haunted; there was alwayspectre of the ghost in the machine.
This dualism structured the dialogue between naisem and idealism that was settled by a
dialectical progeny, called spirit or history, amtiog to taste. But basically machines were
not self-moving, self-designing, or autonomous. yTbeuld not achieve man's dream, only
mock it. They were not man, an author to himsalt, &nly a caricature of that masculinist
reproductive dream. To think they were otherwises \waranoid. Now we are not so sure.
Late twentieth-century machines have made thorgughibiguous the difference between
natural and artificial, mind and body, self-devahgpand externally designed, and many
other distinctions that used to apply to organisam&l machines. Our machines are
disturbingly lively, and we ourselves frighteningipert” (Haraway 1991: 152). The
technological determinism that drives socialist if@st critiques of science and technology,
then, and that offers natural collectivities of wermor class, in their empirical connotations,
as vantage points, is re-opened, so that the fadestruction of ‘man’ by ‘machine’ no
longer suffices as critique. Putting together Hgagby and Haraway, it is clear that it never
did, and that boundaries are indeed the sites achwdontrol strategies function, rather than
the integrity of natural objects. With such a vietvjs obvious that neither questions of
vivisection nor of representation stand, with threlrance on wholeness and organicity.

Finally, it might be useful to take note of Sanils/suggestion that the history of technology
is the history of culture, and not the history of @wposition as is often suggested in the
critiques®® A critique of technology arising from culture, théore, as the postcolonials seem
to articulate, particularly, in their accessingaoterior difference (as in connections drawn in
postcolonial work between the ‘resistant’ past a®rpto colonialism and an ‘other’
modernity produced within colonialism), is hardly useful, or sound, critique. It is,
moreover, an instrumental critiquas caught in the thrall of technology as the mairsstre
itself, indeed more so. The necessity might beettbgnize the impurity in the separation
itself, rather than in the negotiations with tedmgy by culture, as the hybridity framework
seems to suggest.

To sum up this and the preceding few argumentsefive, | put down telegraphically the
following steps. Predominant critiques of scienténidia that continue to have valence today
have been voiced as critiques of technology. Thase drawn partly on Gandhi’s critique of
technology as instrument, and have articulatecethpirical subaltern as seat of resistance to
technology, retaining, in this move, the commitmenthe ‘human’ of liberalism that they
also purport to critique. Such a subaltern is asen as having cultural continuities, in
whatever inchoate fashion, with an anterior diffeie — an immutable past. When such a
‘subaltern-as-resistant’ is purported to offer isriso western science, as the hybridity
framework suggests, resistance is asked to cagryefferent of revolution, without fulfilling
the promise of inversion of the dialectic that dewion, to merit the name, must carry. |

%6 sanil 2008.
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would suggest that, in such a case, resistanceinentae Kuhnian anomaly, without
converting to crisis!

d. Gandhi as Interruption
Having examined the Nehruvian agenda for technoingpdia, | now go on to discuss two

moments that speak a different resolution, oneatironalist language itself, that proposed the
opposite stance to that of Nehru — in a word, tasce to technology; and the other, in
Marxist agenda — the turn to culture. This subisaawill deal with the nationalist movement
of resistance.

Pandit Nehru wants industrialization because hakththat, if it is socialized,
it would be free from the evils of capitalism. My view is that evils are
inherent in industrialism, and no amount of soz&tion can eradicate them.

(Gandhi 1940, tpebin Chatterjee 1986: 88)

Instead of welcoming machinery as a boon, we shioalkl upon it as an evil.
(ibid: 87)
Division of labour there will necessarily be, butwill be a division into

various species of body labour and not a divisido intellectual labour to be
confined to one class and body labour to be codftneanother class.

(ibid: 92)

But where am | among the crowd, pushed from belpressed from all sides?
And what is this noise about me? If it is a somgntmy ownrsitar can catch

the tune and I join in the chorus, for | am a sm@eit if it is a shout, then my
voice is wrecked and | am lost in bewildermentavé been trying all these
days to find in it a melody, straining my ear, the idea of non-cooperation
with its mighty volume of sound does not sing to, iit& congregated menace
of negations shouts. And | say to myself, “If yoannot keep step with your
countrymen at this great crisis of their historgyer say that you are right and

" Kuhn considers the anomaly as part of normal aagigmatic science. According to Kuhn, it is the
transformation of anomaly to crisis that ultimatelyallenges the existing paradigm, instigates tloekvof
revolutionary science, and drives the search forlgarnative paradigm that can take its place (KuBi0).
While disciplinary exercises in both the physicatlasocial sciences have stressed on the notiomraidigm
that Kuhn brings to the fore, it seems to be thekvad pointing to the anomaly, and the crisis, thath spaces
seem to have actually engaged in. In the histafissience in the Indian context, all driven byoantnitment to
postcoloniality, the attempt to articulate diffecenis very strong. Looking at them through thissleinwould
suggest that the notion of difference is held fanthhese disciplines as the anomaly that is exgobtrt do the
work of crisis in the paradigm that is Western sc& This is most visible in the resistance-revotupair of
terms that is at work in histories of science aritigeies of technology, and | would tentatively gagt that this
is the problem with the work that the hybridity frawork is put to, or expected to support — a poite
anomaly, which is difference, and the expectatibitsaalways already graduating to crisis, whichesgolution.
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the rest of them wrong; only give up your role asoédier, go back to your
corner as a poet, be ready to accept popular dergsid disgrace.

adore 1921, quoted in Bhattacharya 2005: 56)

The Tagore-Gandhi dialogues — as a window on didéestations between the ambivalent
'modern’ somewhat removed from the mainstream dfomalist politics, and the
recalcitrant ‘pastoral’ within the same streamve @ different, more complex idea of the
attitudes to modernity and science-technology than Nehru-Gandhi debates or the
former's reading of the latter's philosophy. Inesies of letters exchanged between 1929
and 1933, and earlier, in debates conducted orpdiges ofYoung Indiaand Modern
Review Gandhi and Tagore spoke to each other of rucaingruction, of the possibilities
and limits of handicraft industries and ttiearkhaprogramme, of the discourse of science
as opposed to that of religiosity. Although a léttlee dialogue between them is neither
direct nor addressing the other’s concerns fulbththad blueprints for rural programmes
of self-sufficiency; both were opposed to largelst¢achnology, both were critical of state
views on education as being top-down and uninvoived the daily lives, language, and
culture of the people. For both thinkers, the aotonial struggle was symbolised in the
protest against foreign cloth, heavy technologyg@rernment-sponsored education. This
protest, in the form of the call f@waraj differed in nuance in Tagore and Gandhi, but
essentially it signified a moral freedom from thee$4/ a dignity of human labour, a
protection of the intellect from colonizatiorBwaraj would involve, for both, a
reconstruction of life — the moral as well as thetenial.

For both, the moral and the material were inexiiigéinked; the difference seems to be in
the stress on attaining material freedom through rtforal in Tagore, and on attaining
moral freedom through material activity in Gandhifeught. Nowhere was this more
evident than in the different systems of schoolb@h outside the state-sponsored system,
which Gandhi and Tagore set up, in Wardha and $tleettan respectively. Both had
different and powerful analyses of the hegemonyves$tern science, and consequently
different views on the nature of what could comng#itoppositional practice. A point Akeel
Bilgrami has noted about Gandhi's thought may be of both thinkers here, namely, the
integrity of their thought, the difficulty of pickg strands of it regarding particular issues,
or of separating their ethico-political impulsesrr their epistemological ones. Let us, for
our purposes, however, force such an initial stramd take up the programme/metaphor
of the charkha as “cottage machin& to look at the debate around development and
technology that ensued around it between the tindkeins.

d.i. The Cottage Machine
For Gandhi, thecharkha programme was a symbol for rural cooperation -h@an*co-
operation ... neither with the English, nor with tvest [but] with the system the English
have established” (1921, ‘The Great Sentinel’, adsed to Tagore). That system

%8 (Gandhi 1925, “The Poet and tblearkhd, 125).
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indicated the broad sweep of Western materialisxpressed in hugely consumptive
desires, and for Gandhi, tleharkhastood for a rejection of this exchange value fee u
value — a project of self-sufficiency. Gandhi’slggroposals around spinning thearkha
offered an alternative programme of rural constomgtin particular the exercise of self-
sufficiency. These were followed up in 1921 in tlaging down of “indispensable
conditions forswaraj’ (188-9). Later, he stood firm through Tagore’slified scepticism
and other critiques of theharkha programme, moving from the larger programme to
charkhaas spiritual metaphor; to the perplexed, he daad tl do regard the spinning-
wheel as a gateway tmy spiritual salvation, but | recommend it to othersly as a
powerful weapon for the attainment efvaraj and the amelioration of the economic
condition of the country” (Gandhi 1958, quoted ihafterjee 1986: 108). In response to
the poet’s chagrin at the requirement of all tospli do indeed ask the poet and the sage
to spin the wheel as a sacrament. ... The cah®fspinning wheel is the ... call of love.
And love isswara} The spinning wheel will ‘curb the mind' when timae is spent on
necessary physical labour can be said to do dodo.want growth ... but | want all these
for the soul. ... A plea for the spinning wheelaiplea for recognising the dignity of
labour.” (Gandhi 1921, quoted in Bhattacharya 2@#9). That growth of the soul, that
spiritual salvation, the actual realisationssfaraj meant for Gandhi the rejection of the
‘system’ — the moral force that made it irrelevarhat system included the railways and
hospitals, which, however, Gandhi was not “aimingl@stroying ... though [he] would
certainly welcome their natural destruction ... Seks ... [was he] trying to destroy all
machinery and mills” (Gandhi 1921, quoted in Bhettrya 2005: 33)° For he made the
conventional acknowledgement that “[m]achinery iiaplace; it has come to stay. But it
must not be allowed to displace the necessary hdatawur ... | would welcome every
improvement in the cottage machine but | know ihas criminal to displace the hand
labour by the introduction of power-driven spindiggdess one is at the same time ready to
give millions of farmers some other occupationhrit homes” (Gandhi 1925, quoted in
Bhattacharya 2005: 125).

The cottage machine? Was tblearkhathen a smaller kind of technology, and was it
small, sustainable technology that Gandhi was aatutg against large, impersonal,
unwieldy ‘things’ where human labour was not evesible? Or was theharkhaactually

a metaphor for materiality, for human labour andcfice itself, in a way that challenged
Western materialism, the concept of the subjectliasrete, and hence the concept of
technology as instrument?

d.ii. Yantra Danava

Was Tagore too as clearly opposed to large-scalentdéogy? Theyantra danavais a
recurring theme in his poetry, and even at the tohais critique of Gandhi’'s€harkha

%9 Gandhi’s critique of these articles of faith oéthcientific world, then, couched as it was in rhéaaguage,
was clearly outside the thematic of nationalistitipd, and more an attitude of selfness. While MeHor
different reasons, had ambivalent responses tormaism as an ideology, his responses were witiénaimbit
of Enlightenment critiques of nationalism — a positGandhi was clearly out of.
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programme, he was writing, in plays likdukta Dhara and Rakta Karabi, searing
critiques of the effects of technology on peoplies®® As far as the rejection of the
West went, also, he was with Gandhi, holding himagpthe “Mahatma [who], frail in
body and devoid of material resources, shouldualthe immense power of the meek ...”
(' Tagore 1921, quoted in Bhattacharya 2005: 5%, reminding his readers that “I have
seen the West; | covet not the unholy feast, inctvlshe revels every moment, growing
more and more bloated and red and dangerouslyalsir..” (ibid, 55-9). His was not the
mode of Non-Cooperation, however, for this movemaerith its “noise”, its particular
stratagems that instrumentalised, made “barrenusnidie” the spirit of the Mahatma’s
words, failed to provide for him the ‘melody’ heeued®® On the yantra itself, Tagore
clearly had ambivalent views, for on other occasimnhis poetry he offers what might be
homage-namo yantra(Tagore 1922¥

While the withering critique of railways, doctoracalawyers in Gandhi'slind Swaraj
exemplifies at least the early Gandhi’'s views ossthsymbols of modernity and the need
for their unconditional rejectioff, Tagore reacted again and again to such a view,
particularly to the moral element shoring it up,m@aining, for instance, about the
principles of thecharkhaprogramme — “economics is bundled out and a iticts# moral
dictum dragged in its place” (Tagore 1921, ‘Thel @&lTruth’). While being opposed to
heavy technology, Tagore refused to accede tortragital formula that foreign cloth is
impure” (Tagore, ‘The Call of Truth’). Swaraj” he says, “is not concerned with our
apparel only - it cannot be established on cheathidlg; its foundation is in the mind ... in
no country in the world is the building up @farajcompleted ... the root of such bondage
is always within the mind. ... A mere statementlien of argument, will never do. ... We
have enough of magic in the country ... That iscdyavhy | am so anxious to re-instate
reason on its throne.” (ibid, quoted in Bhattacha2@05: 82).

d.iii. The Science Question
What, then, of his critique of Western materialisii®u know that | do not believe in the
material civilisation of the West just as | do rmdlieve in the physical body to be the
highest truth in man. But | still less believe Imetdestruction of the physical body, and the
ignoring of the material necessities of life. Wimteeded is establishment of harmony
between the physical and spiritual nature of maaintaining of balance between the

%9 Mukta Dhara— Free Current — on the question of constructicalarge dam as symbolizing ‘man’s’ desire to
control nature, oRakta Karabi- Red Oleander — the story of a cruel king wheditehind an iron curtain

while his subjects, working under terrible condidn underground mines, suffer untold crueltiesegi®ut by
him, speak of displacement, the facelessness bfitéagy, of power, of dehumanizing impulses in tedbgy.

®1 Probably the sentiment Tagore experienced wheexheessed his abhorrence of an instrumentalist view
satyagraha which he felt was being used as a lgaligamble [while] their minds [continued to beJrmded by
untruth ...” Tagore’s ‘Call of Truth'Modern Review

2| am grateful to Prasanta Chakravarty for thifuldasight.
%3 So that Romain Rolland callind Swaraj'the negation of Progress and also of Europe@msei' [Chatterjee

1986: 85].
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foundation and superstructure. | believe in the ineeting of the East and the West. Love
is the ultimate truth of soul. We should do all g&n, not to outrage that truth, to carry its
banner against all opposition. The idea of non-eoajon unnecessarily hurts that truth. It
is not our heart fire but the fire that burns out bearth and home.” (Tagore 1921, quoted
in Bhattacharya 2005: 59)

In this sense, there was an affinity between Tagok Nehru — with respect to desirable
national attitudes to faith, unreason, or impestatiolicy. For Tagoreswarajwas, as he
wrote to Gandhi,fhaya ... like a mist, that will vanish leaving no stain the radiance of
the Eternal. However we may delude ourselves with ghrases learnt from the West,
Swarajis not our objective” (Tagore 1921, quoted in Bhetarya 2005: 54

On the ability of thecharkhato bring about rural reconstruction, Tagore aversThe
discussion, so far, has proceeded on the assumhtainthe large-scale production of
homespun thread and cloth will result in the ali@ein of the country's poverty. ... My
complaint is that by the promulgation of this caifun betweerswarajandcharkhg the
mind of the country is being distracted froswara}” (Tagore 1925, quoted in
Bhattacharya 2005: 118). “One thing is certainf tha all-embracing poverty which has
overwhelmed our country cannot be removed by warkith our hands to the neglect of
science. ... If a great union is to be achievedjetd must be great likewise ... the religion
of economics is where we should above all try iagmabout this union of ours.” (ibid:
104-6-7). What Tagore perceived as happening ircliakhaprogramme, on the other
hand, was the “raising of threharkhato a higher place than is its due, thereby distrgc
attention from other more important factors in task of all-round reconstruction” (ibid:
112).

Tagore had other problems witharkhaand its being tied tewaraj For one, the ‘cult’ of
thecharkhawould not work forswarajbecause it is an “external achievement”, aparhfro
being a call to obedience that only recalled skawerits worst form> For another, the
isolationism enshrined in the act of rejecting fgnecloth only seemed to bring back the
“sin of untouchability” in the guise of theharkhaversus ‘impure’ foreign cloth. Further,
and here Tagore raises his most eloquent objedtisriailure to see a difference between
the charkha and the high machine that introduces repetitivevigg, boredom, and
alienation in human labour. “Humanity”, he saysashever been beset with the grave
problem, how to rescue the large majority of thegbe from being reduced to the stage of
machines. ...” (ibid: 104-5). The discovery of tivbeel signified, for Tagore, “[t]he
facility of motion ... given to inert matter [whictgnabled it to bear much of man’s

% This, from a Tagore who consistently held an atatist position, on the grounds that unlike indpar, the
State was never a central entity in the life oflidian nation, and that further, in the presemgtii.e. in British
India, the state is external to society, rathentagart of it. “Our fight” as he puts it, “is aispal fight ... to
emancipate Man from the meshes ... [of] these org#inis of National Egoism ... We have no word for
Nation in our language. When we borrow this worhfrother people, it never fits us. For we are ti&enaur
league withNarayan ...” (Tagore’s reflections on non-cooperation andperation,Modern Review May
1921).

% Those for whom authority is needed instead ofaeawill invariably accept despotism in place afddom.

... [Chatterjee 82].
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burden ... [and t]his was but right, for Matter i tlrue shudrg while with his dual
existence in body and mind, Man ishaija. ... Thus, whether in the shape of the spinning
wheel, or the potter’'s wheel or the wheel of a gkhithe wheel has rescued innumerable
men from theshudra’'sestate ...” (Tagore 1925, quoted in Bhattacharyeb2004). In
such a scenario, it may be argued that “spinning ia creative act. But that is not so; for,
by turning its wheel man merely becomes an appendathecharkhg that is to say, he
but does himself what a machine might have donecdmverts his living energy into a
dead turning movement. ... The machine is solitarjkewise alone is the man ... for the
thread produced by hisharkhais not for him a thread of necessary relationshith
others ... He becomes a machine, isolated, compiass (ibid). And why is this? Tagore
refers back, here, to the discus of Vishnu whigmnifies the “process of movement, the
ever active power seeking fulfilment. ... Man hasf#fore] not yet come to the end of
the power of the revolving wheel. So if we are taupat in the pristineharkhawe have
exhausted all the means of spinning thread, wd sbalgain the favour of Vishnu ... If
we are wilfully blind to the grand vision of whinly forces, which science has revealed,
the charkhawill cease to have any message for us.” (Tago&51§uoted in Bhattacharya
2005: 104) Therefore, we must realise thawvdraj will advance, not propelled by the
mechanical revolution of theharkhg but taken by the organic processes of its owindiv
growth” (Tagore 1925, quoted in Bhattacharya 200%.).

Tagore refers, again and again in his polemichédynamicity inherent both in the truth
of Vishnu, and in the progress of science, as agdime dead burden of “rites and
ceremonials” that have produced in “India’s peopieé habit of relying on external
agencies rather than on the self. Tharkhaembodies for Tagore such an external object,
static. Is he then subsuming the wheel and its mhyeity in the discourse of science? A
careful reading of Tagore’s polemic seems to sugdes his point is rather in examining
the nature of material activity and making the amtion, through dynamicity, without
which neither science nor tiebarkhamight have any value.

There were other differences. Tagore recognizedfoing&andhi, productive manual work,
such as that embodied in thkarkhg was the prime means of intellectual training. The
sort of oneness that such collective occupatioc@ity may create for Gandhi, however,
fails to move Tagore, for whom the act is a perfamge of sameness and stagnation.
Charkhg he says, in one of his many tirades against togramme, is “a befogged
reliance on ... narrow paths as the sole means ofrgpa vast realisation” (Tagore 1925,
guoted in Bhattacharya 2005: 114). As such, théopbphy ofswaraj as it was being
enacted, along with the programme of non-coopearatiod rejection of the West, only
produced an isolation, a soliloquous discoursestauggle to alienate our heart and mind
from those of the West ... [that could only be] atempt at spiritual suicide ... India has
ever declared”, he said, “that unity is truth, segarateness maya This unity ... is that
which comprehends all and therefore, can neverhehed through the path of negation
... Therefore, my one prayer is: let India stand tfeg cooperation of all peoples of the
world. The spirit of rejection finds its support flhe consciousness of separateness, the
spirit of acceptance in the consciousness of urifiggore 1921, quoted in Bhattacharya
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2005: 62). More disturbing for him was the violerereshrined in the principle of Non-
cooperation. “The idea of non-cooperation is paditiasceticism. ... It has at its back a
fierce joy of annihilation which at best is ascistic, and at its worst is that orgy of
frightfulness in which the human nature, losingHfan the basic reality of normal life,
finds a disinterested delight in an unmeaning dewia® ... [non-cooperation] in its
passive moral form is asceticism and in its activaral form is violence. ... The desert is
as much a form dhimsa(malignance) as is the raging sea in storms, ltlotly are against
life” (ibid, 57-8). Tagore was, perhaps, makingtirsger critique, here, of the violence
embedded in political collectivities, and the magakstions contained in non-violence as
a practice’®

Gandhi responded to the polemic in several wayspadihs to explain to the poet the
relevance of theharkhg he reminded the latter, in some exhaustion,“thaa not draw a
sharp distinction ... between ethics and economiGandhi 1921, quoted in Bhattacharya
2005: 90). Elsewhere he clarifies in no uncertarms:

| am always reminded of one thing which the welb¥m British economist
Adam Smith has said ... he has described some ecorlams$ as universal
and absolute. Then he has described certain sitigativhich may be an
obstacle to the operation of these laws. Thesartisig factors are the human
nature, the human temperament or altruism inheneiit Now, the economics
of khadiis just opposite of it. Benevolence which is irdrérin human nature
is the very foundation of the economics ldfadi What Adam Smith has
described as pure economic activity based merelhercalculations of profit
and loss is a selfish attitude and it is an obstazlthe development &hads
and it is the function of a championldfadito counteract this tendency.

(Gandhi 1958, quoted in Bhattacharya 2Q0%:
Further,

... I have asked no one to abandon his calling, buihe contrary to adorn it
by giving every day only thirty minutes to spinniag sacrifice for the whole
nation. ... The Poet thinks that tleharkhais calculated to bring about a
deathlike sameness in the nation and thus imagihengvould shun it if he
could. The truth is that theharkhais intended to realise the essential and

% Tagore draws parallels with his reading of theatieity of Buddhism to make his point Bfahma-vidyathe
cult of Brahma, the Infinite Being) in India hag fts objectmukti emancipation, while Buddhism hasvana,
extinction ... Mukti draws our attention to the positive anidvana to the negative side of truth. Buddha ...
emphasized the fact afukkha(misery) ... and thé8rahma-vidyaemphasized the fact a@handa joy ... The
abnormal type of asceticism to which Buddhism gase in India reveled in celibacy and mutilationliéé in
all different forms ...” (Tagore’s reflections on nonoperation and cooperatioodern ReviewMay 1921,
Chatterjee 57). A significant difference in Tagereind Gandhi’s approach to the ‘moral’ seems tanbe
evidence here — while for the former it is a nemdcfeativity that will be stifled by subjection &my constraint
like collective action without the conviction ofetreasoning intellect, for Gandhi, it was abouf-dehial —
“Our civilization, our culture, ouswaraj depends not upon multiplying our wants — self-lgdace, but upon
restricting our wants — self-denial” (“The Condit® of swaraj, Young India 23 February 1921, Chatterjee
189).
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living oneness of interest among India’s myriadsAll.l say is that there is a
sameness, identity or oneness behind the multiyplésid variety. And so do |
hold that behind a variety of occupations therarisindispensable sameness
also of occupation.

(Gandhi 1925, quoted in Bhattacharya 20@3) 1

d.iv. “Indigenous Technology”

Does that involve a separation from the world,safationist discourse? Perhaps not ... for

the message of Non-cooperation, Non-violence aratisshi, is a message to
the world ...[through] Non-cooperation [which] is metirement within
ourselves ... [for ijln my humble opinion, rejectiaas much an ideal as the
acceptance of a thing. It is as necessary to rajactith as it is to accept truth.

... | make bold to say thatukti (emancipation) is as much a negative state as
nirvana ... | therefore, think that the Poet has beerenassarily alarmed at
the negative aspect of Non-cooperation. We hadlespower of saying 'no'.

(Gandhi 1921, quoted in Bhattacharya 2005766

As to the rest of the world, “I want the culturdsab the lands to be blown about my house as
freely as possible. But | refuse to be blown off fagt by any ... Mine is not the religion of
the prison house. It has room for the least amond’'sGcreation. But it is proof against
insolence, pride of race, religion or colour” (ib&#).

Elsewhere, in response to alternative positiorss tiilat of Bankim Chandra Chattopadhyaya,
who believed the absence of cultural attributes tesdilted in India’s subjugation by the
British, Gandhi spoke, rather, of the disjunctuetween the prevailing politics and the
morality of the community that had resulted in #ane. Chatterjee presents the moment of
Gandhi in nationalist politics as the moment of o&uvre, proposing that Gandhi’s critique
of civil society and representative democracy emerghrough his reworking of the
relationship between the moral and the politicalithdut going in to the merits of
Chatterjee’s formulation here, we could try to uistknd this separation that Gandhi makes,
in order to better understand his accompanying t@kenly on the value of science, but on a
necessary relationship between its use and thelitgaybthe community.

Again and again, in response to industrialisationyesponse to the work of doctors of
medicine, in response to “much that goes unden#me of modern civilisation” (quoted in
Chatterjee 1986: 80), Gandhi reacts. “I overehgJe indigestion, | go to the doctor, he gives
me medicine, | am cured. | overeat again, | takepilis again. Had | not taken the pills in the
first instance, | would have suffered the punishireserved by me and | would not have
overeaten again. The doctor intervened and helpetonmdulge myself” (ibid: 84). And so
with history, and so with the law, all of which aree record of visible iliness rather than of
the truth. In Gandhi’'s world, it would seem that]fie knowledge [which] gives a moral
standing and moral strength” (ibid: 119), can kedhly basis for any politics. To that extent,
Non-cooperation or satyagraha, as “intense padliicivity” rather than passive resistance,
but in the form of a negation of the existing poat frameworks, was born. The
“disobedience” here was not only of the British @&uistration, but of existing modalities of
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resistance. The positive content of the programms that of rural construction through
khadi and thecharkha programme, which for Gandhi would be the true métlof non-
violent swaraj This too, however, needed the abdication of taedrom responsibility. The
collectivity that Tagore found so suspect in tlégard was for Gandhi an experiment in the
modalities of non-violent mass resistance. And &gadre’'s eloquent argument against the
charkhaon account of its staticity, what more eloquensvaer than this — “It is a charge
against India that her people are so uncivilizgdprant and stolid, that it is not possible to
induce them to adopt any changes. It is a chamgly r@gainst our merit. What we have tested
and found true on the anvil of experience, we datechange” (ibid: 96).

Section Map

How does this otherwise rich polemic help us to arathnd positions on science and
technology? Is Gandhi a pastoral philosopher oeasant intellectual proposing a separate
epistemic realm from that of the West? Can he bellked a Luddite? Is he caught, like the
European Romantics were, in the dilemma betweesoreand morality? Or is he making a
fundamental distinction between truth and the keolgk encompassed in disciplines like
science and history, suggesting that truth canabstike elsewhere from knowledge? While
the answers to each of these may be difficult, evimdividual examples for each of these
arguments may be found in Gandhi if not seen asgfahe integral picture, and while any
attempt to intellectualise his thought in isolatfoem his politics, or indeed his moral stances
may be doomed from the start, | might perhaps gitemsay that there is, here, a critique of
existing knowledge systems, of which scientific wedge is one, that calls for a
fundamentally new theory of knowledge, a theoryknbwledge inextricably linked with
morality, rather than a choice of alternate systiermm the ‘West’ or any other.

And in the tensions between these two thinkersh lodt whom had strong reactions to
technology, may be seen an unpacking of the natidachnology itself. Tagore may be read
mostly as decrying the ruthlessness, the demonigeyahe lack of soul, in other words the
anti-humanness of technology, thus going backabrbtion of technology as instrument that
Heidegger demonstrated to be peculiar to Westevagtit. For Gandhi, on the other hand,
the charkhais a symbol of laboufiumanlabour, thus challenging modern formulations of
technology, including Marxist definitions of tecHogy as means of production. The
spinning of thecharkha then, might well signify a potential recognitiof the individual.
And this might explain why theharkha— what could clearly be a metaphor for material
practice, or a living example of the same, in Ganighin near-obstinate fashion resisted as
insignificant material by Tagore, in an otherwisecamprehensible misunderstanding
between the two minds.

This debate in itself did not assume great propostion the Indian political landscape, nor
did it have a profound impact on nationalist agenda-a-vis technology policy before or
after independence, remaining, perhaps, at thd leiva moral insight that had its own
faithful band of followers. Gandhi’'s own thoughtpwever, was to prove influential in
offering to postcolonial scholarship the impulsedsist technology, in a particular conflation
of his materiality, Tagore’s instrumentalism, ahd Marxist cultural turn, as we have already
seen.
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SECTION II: MAPPING TRANSITIONS

De-framing: Where are the women? Responses to Teablogy in
Feminist and Gender work in India

| have, in the preceding section, attempted toetrde trajectory of the critiques of
technology standing in for sciengethe Indian context. In so doing, | have alsedtrto trace
the methodology of critique itself that animates political in India. | have shown the ways
in which these critiques access anterior differettoe ways in which they posit resistance as
providing the crisis to closure of hegemonic Wastecience (through the appropriation of
the language of resistance of Subaltern Studiestiv@ hybridity framework), and the ways
in which this resistance fails to meet the pronaterisis (the crisis being a reference to the
Kuhnian understanding of crisis that might sigrne fall of a paradigm). It follows that the
sometimes implicit claim for the rise of alternatestems of knowledge also fails since the
criteria for paradigm shifts is not met.

This section involves, in the attempt to exploresth themes, a shift in register from
technology and science as institution with theilapse at various times, to science as
knowledge. The present discussion thus turns oraes. One is that of the political, within
which | place the various arguments within feminiamd gender work that examine and
explain science as a political institution, and ¢dipgons available to negotiate with its power.
These arguments understand the political as cadama discussion about power; they also
chart shifts from the responses to power as cohesemgular and monolithic, to a more
disaggregated notion of power itself that also tla@parently demands a disaggregated
response. This shift makes sense if we also folguarallel shift in the twenty-first century
from a politics based on ideology to one that pegsoan attention to micro-negotiations that
proposes a thick description of these negotiateghe alternative. It is such an alternative
that pays attention also to context or situati@alao to experience. Along my second axis in
this discussion — that of the epistemological xdmeine the case for situated knowledges, for
experience as the situation of knowledge-makingl, e possible movement from here to
the articulation of a standpoint epistemology. ¢adions in this direction | will lay down in
the section following this one.

Let us, to begin with, examine some of the shiftshie turn to experience that took up the
cause of the ‘local’, the ‘third world’, ‘women’,isra-vis science and technology in India.
These shifts have happened in the context of plostied theorizations, Marxist shifts from
the vanguard to the mass, and feminism’s own mowuéfnem the structural to the micro, as
| have suggested in the preceding section.

a. Presence
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(The ‘typical’ breast-feeding mother as depicte€mmunity Health postef¥)

Feminist political philosophy has frequently beecemical of universal
normative approaches. | shall argue that it is ipess$o describe a framework
for such a feminist practice of philosophy that ssongly universalist,
committed to cross-cultural norms of justice, eduabnd rights, and at the
same time sensitive to local particularity, and ttee ways in which
circumstances shape not only options but alsofeedied preferences.

(Nussbaum 2000: 7)

The first day of the typical SEWA education progréon future union and
bank leaders is occupied by getting each womandk $traight at the group
leader and say her name. The process is videotapedl, women grow
accustomed to looking at themselves. Eventuallgugh with considerable
difficulty, they are all able to overcome normsnobdesty and deference and
to state their names publicly.

(17, fn. 20)

Vasanti and Jayamrffaentered the development literature when the intjverao attend to
the local gained legitimacy, as quintessential es@ntatives of poor, “illiterate” women
caught up “in particular caste and regional circtamses in India” (Nussbaum 2000: 21);
women situated, especially, on the lower rung ofuak hierarchies, and yet “trying to
flourish” (15).

Despite all these reversals (and others), Jayamartugh, defiant, and healthy. She
doesn’'t seem interested in talking, but she shavsisitors around, and makes sure
that they are offered lime juice and water.

(19)

7 As is evident from the poster, breastfeeding ig pthe exercise of third-worlding that is promdtby
development agendas and globalist feminist rhetliie. Shorn of any talk of natural birthing or thering
that such a move would be accompanied by in thetVitds nevertheless promoted — ideologically liedry,
and pragmatically in practice, as the battle agaims bottle and artificial feeds, as the alterratio global
Capital making the third world mother self-sufficigprovider of nutrition, and as the metaphor fesponsible
motherhood.
% Stories of “two women trying to flourish” as penged and told by Martha Nussbaum. “Unlike Vasanti,
Jayamma has been examined previously in the dewelopeconomics literature ... | am very grateful &ela
Gulati for introducing me to Jayamma and her faraifg for translating.” (Nussbaum 2000: 17, fn. 2Bela
Gulati, known for having brought anthropologicatgmectives to bear for the first time on seemiregignomic
issues, was the first to discuss widow and bridk-kiiorker Jayamma in her work on widows in India
(appearing in 1998, in Martha A. Chen, editéddows in India: social neglect and public actipaipd also in
other work on women'’s studies perspectives.
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Persistent take-off points, they, or their nameargtrate, have gained iconic currency as the
‘real’ local women who can now speak of the suffgs they endured till they moved from
the ‘informal sector’ or a place “marginal to ecamo activity” (15, fn. 14) to the avowedly
different and more agential category of ‘self-enygld. Of Vasanti it is said, “She now earns
Rs. 500 a month, a decent living” (17, contrastedhie text with the Rs. 180 per month
allotted to destitute women under the Indian CrahiRrocedure Code in 1986). In a world
where “letting the women speak for themselves” (57)he task at hand, and one that is
entirely possible, they speak. They break sanctitorsn political allianceslearn to name
themselves. And it is as a first step toward malpogsible this movemetritom the local
particularity to the universal valu¢ghat Nussbaum works hard to prepare the ground for
herself as justified observer of Vasanti’'s and daya’s struggles. Such a universal will
render possible for these women choice, the capalbd make that choice, the right to
demand political rights according to needs. Fordbasm, detachment coupled with concern
and familiarity is the ideal (and achievable) pdiom which this is possible.

Speaking to the local

Nussbaum, therefore, begins her discussion on olevent, women and social justice by
stating and grounding her primary focus on “theecas India, a nation in which women
suffer great inequalities despite a promising dtutsinal tradition” (9). It is also a country
she is familiar with, and this, she says, helps‘theite on the basis of personal observation
and familiarity, as well as study” (9):

...  went to India to look at women’s developmenjpcts, because | wanted
to write a book that would be real and concretdeathan abstract, and
because | knew too little to talk about the proldeshpoor working women in

a country other than my owhhad to hear about the problems from them

(ix, italics mine)

Drawing on Jawaharlal Nehru's concept of “One WadHdt can no longer be split into
isolated fragments” to host her project, she alsmyever, describes being “both a
foreigner and a middle-class person”, and thus Bpan outsider vis-a-vis the places
about which” she writes. Nonetheless, a certaintumeof “curiosity and determination”

helps “surmount these hurdles — especially if aseends to what people say”. As a
foreigner, Nussbaum believes she possesses auhsjipé of neutrality amid the cultural,

religious, and political debates” that a local dahavould not be free from. “In a situation
of entrenched inequality”, she feels, “being a hbmur can be an epistemological
problem” (10).

Speaking of tradition, Nussbaum finds it “impossilbb deny that traditions, both Western
and non-Western, perpetrate injustice against woéntguat though traditions — “local” or
otherwise — cannot be denounced as “morally redadsjr through “hasty judgement”, it is
important not “[tjo avoid the whole issue” and ‘tstiharound in the vestibule” refusing to
“take a definite stand on any moral or politicalegtion” (1999: 30), because “there are
universal obligations to protect human functiongugd its dignity, and ... the dignity of
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women is equal to that of men.” Referring to wha salls Western tradition, an example of
sexual harassment at the workplace shows thateddjl our own societgtill appeals to
tradition in its own way to justify women’s unequaetatment’(1999: 30, italics mine). But
although “there is no country that treats its wonanwell as its men ... [d]eveloping
countries ... preserdgspecially urgent probleh$2-3, italics mine). In such a situation, the
need for a cross-cultural universal becomes imperads a possibility, it is already in place.

The urgency mounts with paragraph upon paragragtimdi the “uneven achievements” of
developing nations with respect to areas considessgssary to women’s quality of life —
female employment statistics, rape statistics, wlaite harassment statistics, literacy, health,
nutrition. One must of course be careful, says Naigs, even where favourable statistics are
concerned, for “local governments tend to be bahstf

And through the increased magnitude of the problesn$y vestiges of which apparently
“still” contaminate the West, does one glimpse gpectre of the white woman who takes on
the onerous responsibility of saving the brown worfram her traditions? Of course, armed
with curiosity and the determination to satisfythe “neutral” foreigner, the disinterested
observer who is not embroiled critic, can servepaaently, as trusted confidante for the
‘innocent’ subaltern — a sensitive alliance, asete, between the concerned intellectual and
the yet-to-be-capable-agent — the moment notrgelized in representatiof The brown
woman “scholar”, despite her however tenuous conafities with Jayamma or Vasanti,
might here be, by very virtue of her “enmeshed’nesgre suspect than the “unimplicated”
foreigner.

It is at this secure subject who is sought to bvedt at or revived on the premise that she
exists somewhere before context, and must be atatstor given voice, that Nussbaum’s
capabilities approach is directed.

b. Access

The “capabilities approach” has been proposed bgshaum in basic agreement with
Amartya Sen. Nussbaum talks of the capabilities@ggh as a “foundation for basic political
principles that should underwrite constitutionahantees” (70-1), and draws on “Aristotle’s
ideas of human functioning and Marx’s use of thdi®0). It is proposed as a universal and
ethical approach that must nevertheless “focusagpiately on women'’s lives” (71) in order
to be relevant, that is, it must “examine real divie their material and social settings” (71).
Premised on the “intuitively powerful”, “core idea of the human being as a dignified free
being who shapes his or her own life in co-operaiad reciprocity with others” (72), an
“awe-inspiring something” that is “above the medhah workings of nature” (73), the
capabilities approach moves primarily in the ditof looking at each individual as and

% 1t would be important to note here that the ‘stéral is another space of contestation. Is the lsetraa
person with a pre-given identity? Does there existibaltern consciousness? Can the subaltern lvenRnGan
the subaltern be ‘developed’? The answers to eldiguestions within development discourse, andcesly
in Nussbaum'’s version of critique, would be yes.
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in her own right, and endeavours towards promdtuegtral human functional capabilities”,
that is, capabilities that deliver readiness to en@dertain) choices regarding functioning in
‘multiply realizable’ ways that are “truly human7Z), and living “a life that is shaped
throughout by these human powers of practical reaand sociability” (72). These
capabilities are to be promoted, and social andigall institutions so structured, so that at
least a threshold level, a “social minimum?”, of $becapabilities may be attained. It is the
idea of this threshold that Nussbaum concentratestating that “we may reasonably defer
guestions about what we shall do when all citizares above the threshold, given that this
already imposes a taxing and nowheralzedstandard” (12, italics mine).

Based on an approximation of “what seems to be gfaahy life we will count as a human
life” (Nussbaum 1995: 75), Nussbaum lists, prowvisity, what are “basic functional human
capabilities ...

1. Being able to live to the end of a human lifenofmal length ...

2. Being able to have good health; to be adequatalyished ...

3. Being able to avoid unnecessary and non-beaéfiain ...

4. Being able to use the senses; being able toimatp think, and to reason ...

5. Being able to have attachments to things ansbpesroutside ourselves ...

6. Being able to form a conception of the good mdngage in critical reflection about the
planning of one’s own life. ...

7. Being able to live for and to others, to recagrand show concern for other human beings

8. Being able to live with concern for and in reatto animals, plants, and the world of
nature ...

9. Being able to laugh, to play ... 10. Being abléwe one’s own life and nobody else’s ...
10a. Being able to live one’s own life in one’s osurroundings and context.” (Nussbaum
95: 83-85). Each of these are, stresses Nussbaaparatecomponentgsuch that] [w]e
cannot satisfy the need for one of them by gividgrger amount of another one” (81).

“On the other hand,” says Nussbaum, “... [one is} poshing individuals into the
function; once the stage is set, the choice ioupem.”

There is a distinction drawn, and stressed, betwesgmability and functioning. The
concept of capability is generally discussed injaoction with rights, and the State is
seen here as guarantor of these rights, not arrcemfof discipline. The presence of
capability, then, is taken as reflection of a depell State, and the presence of functioning
flowing from this capability as reflection of a gbdtate that encourages citizens to
express the choices they have been initiated Nussbaum says, “Thus, we want soldiers
who will notsimplyobey, when an order is given....”

But in cases where functioning is considered ingurtlike casting one’s vote once the
capability has been given, citizens might be foriceed exercising their given capabilities
— that is, into functioning. This argument is exted to innumerable situations, including
children who need to function in a particular mante make for capable adults, the
spheres of health, maintenance of environmentsgraliy, nutrition, citizens’

responsibilities like the paying of taxes, and athéeln general, the more crucial a
function is to attaining and maintaining other dapies, the more entitled we may be to
promote actual functioning in some cases, withimits set by an appropriate respect for
citizens’ choices” (92). “Even compulsory voting wd not be ruled out, if we were
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convinced that requiring functioning is the onlyywta ensure the presence of a particular
capability” (93).

In attempting to arrive at a normative theory ofiabjustice, Nussbaum considers state
policies and principles of development in the TAlVorld as faulty not in as much as they
do not take into account the perspectivegamen in an essential senbat in as much as
they neglect women “as people who suffer pervagifreim acute capability failure” (6).
A focus on “women’s problems ... will help compenséte the earlier neglect of sex
equality in development economics and in the irg@omal human rights movement” (6-
7). Her approach to development, therefore, is fitve point of view of asking for
recognition and inclusion in the category of theit human”, and towards producing the
ability to deserve it. Capability building and aggrare, to this end, essential components,
as is also the taking into account of the livedrgday experiences of women in the third
world that reflects on the absence of this capgbili

Before addressing the several questions beggingpetcasked on universalist values
endorsed by Nussbaum, | will briefly go into whaiplications such a position might have
for a response to science. Nussbaum sees in Himglisf “central human functional

capabilities” the potential to suggest a normatiseal of bodily health, as well as a
principle that has been applied in definitionsegnoductive health:

The 1994 International Conference on Population Redelopment (ICPD)
adopted a definition of reproductive health tht Well with the intuitive idea
of truly human functioning that guides this lisRéproductive health is a state
of complete physical, mental and social well-beamg not merely an absence
of disease or infirmity, in all matters relatingthe reproductive system and its
processes. Reproductive health therefore impliasglople are able to have a
satisfying and safe sex life and that they havectmability to reproduce and
the freedom to decide if, when, and how often tesdd The definition goes
on to say that it also implies information and a&scéo family planning
methods of their choice. A brief summary of the BC$recommendations ...
“1. Every sex act should be free of coercion arddton. 2. Every pregnancy
should be intended. 3. Every birth should be hgalth

(Nussbaum 2000: 78 n. 83)

Following from the general notion of capabilityjghapproach has a critique of modern
medicine and development with regard to inclustiaking as neutral and commonsensical
the definitions of health or illness; the key qumstthen is one of building the capability
to make informed choices on contraception, for edam For women vis-a-vis
development programmes, the question would nobbetahe resources available at their
command, or their satisfaction with those resouftes Rawlsian account), but of what
part of those resources — medical facilities — tlaeg capable of using — “what her
opportunities and liberties are” (71). The argumidnan is one for access and inclusion
into an apparently universal(ly understood) framew/

® There is also, of course, an elision between sexraproduction in the third world here; how itléat's from
the ICPD recommendations that a satisfying sexdifeeing talked about is a mystery.
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c. Inclusion
In this framework, then, advocacy for inclusionlvagbncentrate on raising questions about

contraceptive side effects, ethics of populationtc programmes, the campaign against
hormonal contraceptives; prescriptions will advigghose who implement [progressive
health policies and] programmes [on the] need tckwath potential allies such as women's
groups, development groups ... programmes that p@mat only health but also rights and
the empowerment of women” (Datta and Misra 200Q: The very shift in language from
family planning to reproductive health — and tha@semuent shift from population control to
rights — is seen as part of this inclusion, with 1994 International Conference on Population
and Development serving as the watershed prinddg@roductive technology continues, in
this frame, to be the one space where women as@ert constituency are most ‘naturally’
defined and the technology accordingly modifiedectied towards women. A case in point is
The Assisted Reproductive Technologies (Regulati®h010 which was prepared in order
to supervise the functioning of infertility clinieand related organisations like semen banks
not only to protect the legitimate rights of indluals involved, but to make sure that the
recipient constituency, women, received maximumeliena National Advisory Board for
Assisted Reproductive Technology was set up wittea to, among other things like ethical
practice, encouraging and regulating embryo rekediite Board requires having at least six
women among its member experts. This can of cobesdone, rather, can be done only,
when the naturalised connection between women artdity is kept alive. It is also the
classic example of a coming together of impulsedath presence and inclusion — the
presence of more women experts purporting to makedchnology more women-friendly,
and such modifications then allowing more womenmetceive their benefits. While a lot of
the ‘right to health’ campaigns have been ‘advocagginst’ bad policy, at least some of
these have been in the spirit of ‘advocacy for'rogpictive rights and better policy geared
towards women’s needs, as Datta and Misra p(t @f course, such a ‘special-needs’
approach often translates also into a ‘soft’ issoegupying space lower down in the
hierarchy.

From Knowledge to Experience

a. Orthodox Marxism to Subaltern Studies — From thevanguard to the Mass
| have already discussed, in 1.1.b, the turn imh& takes on the nationalist question. This

turn is important for my purposes because it hdeadt an associative link with the turn to
experience in later feminist theorizing in the bndicontext. Once the twentieth century
introduced the question of context into the pdditichat difficult or too-easy question of
context was answered in various ways. One of thgeswr a self-reflexive turn in a Left

attempting to move out of vanguardist politics, wassay what would have immediate

" “Organisations such as Health Watch are activabykimg with the government to ensure the inclusidn
RTls, training and community needs assessmentanndw Reproductive Child Health (RCH) programme”
(Datta and Misra 2000: 26)

Page | 49



intelligibility to all other members of the commimni Anything that seems to say something
else, therefore, is seen, at worst, as obsceraevant,irreverent so that the questions
allowed/ formed within the hegemony of context tHmtome a truth-in-itself. At best, it
must wait for its time. This has become for usriee truth of the political — moving away
from a politics of vanguardism to a politics of locatiofihe object of reverence here has
changed from Marx to culture, so that there isesgure to shift loyalties to a cultural past
that is imagined embodied in the ‘mass’ today. féaninism, this has meant a shift from the
ideological proposal to the ‘women-in-their-matetiges’. If this has multiple connotations,
not the least of which is the relevance questianféminism, feminist scholars themselves
have responded with powerful formulations influengcithe postmodern turn in Marxism
(Gibson-Graham [2001]), the resurgence of matstidkeminist questions (Landry and
MacLean 1993, Wicke 1994), and more relevant tqomposes — the analyses of marginality
from the perspectives of women’s lives — in fentisindpoint theory, among others. | will
go into a more detailed discussion of the lattethim last section, but to dwell a bit on the
relevance question, let us look at the next turn.

b. History to Anthropology
There is another kind of scholarship now in curyetitat negotiates meanings of gender

differently. Global gender work disdaining the uwmsalist approach takes on the
hybridization argument and works towards identifyocontingent moments of resistance. This
scholarship is in alignment with postcolonial agiees. Anthropological investigations into
midwifery and childbirth practices exemplify thisgtion. This is what | call the space of not-
feminist gender analysis. | take up, in this suttiea, a particular text that is fairly
representative of such analysis, and that, to begih, marks its separations from post-
development positions like Escobaf’s,concentrating instead on the heterogeneity of
experiences as well as the disaggregated natunmestifutional apparatuses that apparently
make a description of hegemony difficit,and further, on the impossibility of even
identifying such a hegemonic role for Western suiein the Indian contexf. Of course,
having made this argument against the hegemoniorenatf Western science, in this case
Western medical frameworks, this kind of global dgnanalysis also carries with it the

"2 «Arturo Escobar has proposed that developmeritss dnd foremost a discourse, a coherent system
of representation that creates the “reality” of dlsjects and exerts control over them. ... This
Foucauldian approach accomplishes a radical redatien of development discourse by showing it to
be a distinctively modern and Western formulatibrsuggests, as well, that the logic of development
discourse is fundamentally cohesive. Ethnograpb&earch, however, highlights the gaps in what
appears to be a totalizing development discourke.perspectives and experiences of both the people
who are constituted as the “objects” of developmasmtwell as the people in the institutions that
implement development locally point to a much messnd often contradictory experience of
development. Akhil Gupta describes this experieasethe “complex border zone of hybridity and
impurity.” In short, we cannot assume that the dogfi development discourse as produced by official
reports, studies, and programmatic statements setigsstructures the way that development is used
and experienced at the local level” (Van Hollen 20068).

3« .. anthropologists have begun to examine the divexnd uneven ways ... [in which] childbirth is being

biomedicalized throughout the world” (ibid: 15).
" “Unlike the situation in the United States and m@arts of Europe, the biomedical establishmentistrol
over childbirth in India can by no means be viewaschegemonic” (ibid: 55).
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imperative to separate itself from universalistiposs, both in justifying the impulse of
choosing subjects of reseafttas well as in declaring an attached commitmenstioh
researcH® This work also, in suggesting the difficulty ofeiutifying Western science and its
technologies as hegemonic, speaks of the multipte measured negotiations women make
with reproductive technologies, rather than beingimidated by them, completely
appropriated into them, or hostile to them. Theasajon, then, from an earlier anti-
technology position, where women are seen as st&tahaving no agency with respect to
technologies and policies that perform the actnébrimation-retrieval and include them in
data bases but do not see them as agential, is clea

Cecilia Van Hollen — who is fairly representativeabody of work in anthropology (see
Rozario 1998 Ram 1998, 1994, 2001, and a large number of athéirropologists working
especially on reproductive health issues in Indidegins her argument at the site of a shift
she identifies as useful in anthropological workni a reading of practices as reflection of a
culture, to a reading of culture as “in-the-makirtbtough everyday practices. Using this
“processural view of culture-in-the-making”, shardies that her anthropological approach
does not seek to imply “one monolithic thing thae wan call “modern birth” in the
contemporary world order” (5). For her, it is im@ort “to stay within the specific
ethnographic field of [her] own research and to aradore [her] point that biomedicine
always takes on a unique form at the local lev8): At the very moment of her refusal to
call it monolithic or by a common name, howeveg sghspeaking of the re-interpretations of
the global project of biomedical knowledge at tha@crophysical level by individual actors,
collectivities, and institutions”, and it is in thire-interpretation and the possibilities of
hybridisation and reconfiguring along caste, clasgl gender axes through it that she is
interested. In her case, she finds it importariview[ing] reproduction itself as a key site for
understanding the ways in which peomeconceptualize ance-organize the world in which
they live” (5). She has a similar approach to gendeologies, hierarchies, or practices, and
is at pains to demonstrate the impossibility ofssroultural assertions that do not take into
account these practices and their different sediatien of meanings.

Such a disciplinary move is accompanied, perfolpe,the need to challenge the clear
separation of biomedical technological systems iadijenous practices of healing that has
characterized earlier analyses of Western medi@nd by extension, science. It is
accompanied by a challenge to the notion of devetop as totalizing discourse
philosophically anchored in the geographical Wast(hence the separation from Escobar).
It is accompanied by a challenge to the need tatiigeresistance in a straightforward
rejection of Western medicine or technology. Inndpthis, then, it is also avowedly a move

" The impulse being an avowedly a personal one — iflitial decision to carry out this research in Taladu
... had more to do with my own personal history ia #tate than with a purely scholarly interest iingj a
lacuna in academic research” (ibid: 18).

8 “My intent is not to criticize from afar the wod¢ so many hardworking and dedicated health caveigers
and policymakers. In fact, | am keenly aware oftiigorical legacy of the damning depiction of mag and
child health care in India by colonial discoursdegitimise colonial rule. So | present these cistins with a
certain amount of discomfort about my role in péupéng this discourse in the postcolonial erapieshe fact
that | strive to show how international and globialy forces are intricately implicated in womenig#tiques”
(ibid: 9).

" 'Who, during case studies dhis in Bangladesh, finds unpardonable the luxury ofytmlogizing and
romanticizing the process of ‘natural childbirtiicaof projecting this image on to a Third World tex where
it is not always appropriate” (Rozario 1998: 144).
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away from those feminist readings of the agencythaid world women as sited in the
‘natural’, the ‘cultural’, or the ‘indigenous’, andf Western biomedical practices as
controlling of women (15). This means a re-cognitiof the ‘local’ as itself multiply
constituted and constantly in flux. And it is acqmanied by the mandatory recognition, akin
to Nussbaum'’s, of the problem of being the Wesfeminist and intellectual who must
constantly strain towards transparency. Here, afsm the anthropologist’s new requirement
of self-reflexivity has manifested as an expressibnear-guilt — a moral problem.

The agency question gets taken up differently fidmssbaum in such an analysis that
invokes the ‘local’ but at a more avowedly involviedel. There is a pattern to this kind of
scholarship that affirms the burden of a femingstnvocation of experience while needing to
disavow existing feminist modes. Van Hollen has, dgample, attempted to speak of the
marginalization of women’s labour within modern noadl systems. So “ethnographic

stud[ies] of how modernity was impacting the expeces of poor women during childbirth

in the South Indian state of Tamil Nadu at the ehthe twentieth century” become a part of
the attempt to understand “how the relationshipwbeh maternity and modernity is

experienced, understood, and represented” (4).

While feminist activism and scholarship has doneclmto point to “medicalization” in
Western medicine — “the process by which medicaketise “becomes the relevant basis of
decision making in more and more settings” ... th@cpss whereby the medical
establishment ... incorporates birth in the categufrylisease and requires that a medical
professional oversee the birth process and deterrtveatment” (11), anthropology has
avowedly contributed to a disaggregation of bioroed itself as it is practised in the
‘Western world’, through descriptions of how itastively redefined in the ‘third world’. Van
Hollen states that such disaggregations challetigesé feminist studies that view all the
controlling aspects of biomedicalized births aswaet from a Western historical legacy of
the Enlightenment and Industrial Revolution and grasent a romanticized vision of holistic
“indigenous” birth, or “ethno-obstetrics”, as e¢@lian, “woman-centered”, and non-
interventionist” (15). As she proceeds to unratel thistorical and cultural specificity of the
transformations in the experience of childbirthb)lit is clear that she sees resistance as
embodied in these specificities; moreover, shes s#sistance in the bricoleur-like response
to various biomedical allopathic procedures ratt@n in a soliloquous ‘natural therapy’
movement. And this difference between, say, thdcafr home birth movement and the
individuated responses in Tamil Nadu, signals vehatcalls cultural specificity.

What happens to the agency question in this exetdcearly, empowerment here is through
frames other than the modified inclusions suggebtetiussbaum. Any use of the modern,
states Van Hollen, is bound to refigure it in wdliat bear back on the definition of the
modern. Anthropological exercises such as Van Hdlsee themselves as different from
‘postcolonial’ studies that focus on rural aread #mat, like feminist work, tend “to depict
childbirth practices as relatively untouched bypdlthic institutions” (8). By locating her
own investigation in metropolitan Madras (now Chaiprfor instance, Van Hollen prefers to
home in on more central locations for allopathyniag to look at “the central role which
allopathy plays in women’s decisions regardingditiith and ... how women choose from
among different allopathic options as well as nbopathic practices.” In other words, the
hybrid, mixed bag of tradition-and-modernity, alsdag that is being negotiated in a way
that avoids “falling into the trap of representwipers simply as victims” (10).
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With such a frame in place, Van Hollen proceed®td at the various negotiations made by
women in Tamil Nadu vis-a-vis allopathy.

c. Hegemony to Hybridity

Postcolonial work looking at colonial science atgdimstitutions, moved from the reading of
colonialism as triumphant and economic narrativechart a fascinating journey of the
progress of Western science as hegemonic but ogrrgsistance as its constitutive core — a
condition of ambivalence that it defined as hybhddoing so, it read hegemony as fractured
rather than monolithic — a useful rendition — bisbaas structured and all pervasive. While
this has been explored thoroughly in the glossheypoint here is to see the manner in which
this psychoanalytic concept is treated, time andimagin the gender work and other
anthropological work | refer to, to give a name dao empirical reality, namely, the
negotiations on the ground that women are making knowledge apparatuses like modern
western medicine, choosing what they wish, addmgheir cultural processes, and thus
negotiating with power. Because there is both gmverful’ and the resistant, this is seen as
evidence of a weaker hegemony than feminism, ftaimce, may have identified.

In the shift from a notion of strong hegemony tdescription of disaggregated discourses —
which is actually a different exercise from suggeshybridity as anodel- Van Hollen acts,
then, as representative of a position that detexdiynembeds itself in the local, in the
category “women”, in experience, to propose weatt diversely articulated structures of
power rather than a singular monolith. Rather tbgpress these as ‘binaries’, Van Hollen
finds it a more fruitful exercise to concentratetba processes of modernization that, for the
purposes of her study, “impact childbirth in Tamiadu: 1) the professionalization and
institutionalisation of obstetrics, 2) transfornoats in the relationship between consumption
patterns and reproductive rituals, 3) the emergeiceew technologies for managing the
pain of birth, 4) the international mandate to i@population in India, and 5) development
agencies’ agenda to spread biomedical conceptibmepooductive health for mothers and
children. These processes she contends, “takenthirgehave transformed cultural
constructions of reproduction and social relatiohseproduction in myriad ways” (6). She is
also interested in “assess[ing] how the five preessof modernity mentioned above, in
relation to other factors, influence the “choicggior women and their families make about
the kind of care to seek for childbirth-related a&é In referring to choice, she clarifies that
“the decision-making process is never a mattehefftee will of rational, value-maximizing
individuals but rather, it is always enacted inifcdl-economic contexts and shaped by
socio-cultural factors such as gender, class, casteage” (7).

How exactly does Van Hollen undertake this projeét¢? conversations with the women she
meets in her two primary field-sites in Tamil Ngolhwduce for her a vast collection of words

that are in common conversational usage in termsegbtiations (between modernity and

shaktj for instance), are also part of the canon of Hiswh, and the subject of much critique.

For Van Hollen, the feature to be noted is the wayshich these words travel and acquire a
rich concatenation of meaningswhich concatenation, she will contend, is what actually
constitutes culture — an act of bricold§e.

8 Levi-Strauss has used the word ‘bricolage’ to gsgghe origin of myths from tales put togetherab@ndon
“all reference to aenter to asubject to a privilegedreferencé (Derrida 1978: 286), and to separate method
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What, then, does such an anthropological exerabewee? Is it, in also shifting from the
earlier ethnographic impulse, talking about thediege that constitutes culture? Van Hollen
is definitely building up a glossary of wordsvali, maruttavaci shakti and so on, but these
are words that she refers to as trginals in the analyses she makes. It may be that the
particular word referred to in translation may #bto the reader of her text against the grain
as well, as alternative interpretations of the wsostle has heard and put down. In the act of
simply putting down vis-a-vis western concepts aihpetc., however, there is no suggestion
towards such a move, and the glossary seems toaetas evidence of fidelity to the ‘object
of knowledge’, namely the “poor women of Tamil N&dike Nussbaum, a way of “listening

to what they are saying”. Reflexive anthropology, this case, makes the claim to
transparency as much as the earlier ethnographbiciseg, with the difference that it wants to
do this through the insertion of the researchey the frame, as against earlier forms which
unapologetically museumized the cultures beingistuds exotic, other, and as object of
knowledge separate from the anthropologist.

What does such a position offer in terms of furitigethe understanding of hegemony, or, as
Van Hollen herself puts it, of “how modernity waspacting the experiences of poor women
during childbirth in the South Indian state of TaiNadu at the end of the twentieth century”
(4)? What does the shift from a notion of strongdrmaony to a description of disaggregated
discourses mean for conceptual strategies to teagdame? The disaggregated picture that
Van Hollen describes, the hidden corners it uncgvall mark ways in which childbirth is
viewed differently, as also ways in which seemirgtees of power — institutions and policies
— are negotiated. In her invocation of the différeiationship to labour pain amli — for
instance the idea that “poor women in Tamil Nadzera to have a relationship of attachment
to, practically a summoning of, suffering as a 13seey constituent of childbirth, as against
standard mainstream moves and feminist calls forlgss labour — she also wishes to point
to different ways in which both culture and gendey be constituted as dynamic practices,
rather than as an identity or reserve that is drapon, or astructuresof domination and
resistance. In any useful extension of her projbemn, it would be necessary to say that the
categories of domination and resistance are theeséifficult to define. Why? Is it because
of their contradictory nature? Their ambivalenceén\Hollen, as indeed more and more
anthropologists, performs the task of descriptiati fidelity and often with ingenuity. This
task of description is expected to offer a critigoe macro-analyses, as also of rigid,
monolithic descriptions. In what often turns outb® a misunderstanding of macro-analyses
with generalization, of structural understandingg&hwrigidity, however, the task of
description does not, as Van Hollen would have elgewe, offer a model of hybridity as a
framework of hegemony. The engagement | set updmtwlohanty and Nussbaum in 2.lll.a
shows us the same slippage.

There is something else happening here. While ValteH strains to clarify that she does not
wish to refer to an authentic and fixed notion ofwudture, or a cultural past, her use and
interpretation of her glossary terms falls backelating conversational usage to the canon in
some form. Such a method might well, as postcolahieorists have attempted, recall an
accessing of the past as repetition rather thaginorVan Hollen’s stress is on difference,

however, and in articulating this difference, iistable notion of culture that she falls back
on, still associating with cultural essentialismisiles always disavowing them. As such, the

from truth. In French, a bricoleur is a jack-of-alides. Derrida, critical of the value of the tistion between
the bricoleur and the engineer, sees in the etlapbiz impulse the pressure to interpret, arriviaatuth or an
origin which escapes play and the order of the'4ig82).
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easy transposition of dichotomies like public-ptevéhat make sense in Western intellectual
contexts, to conversations Van Hollen has witheéh@smen is in itself a simulation of the
local that hardly workg’

In the notion of a ‘gap’ or a ‘failure’ to underath or hegemonize the local, this kind of
anthropological analysis aligns with the framewark hybridity put forward by the
postcolonial school. It does not, however, do @i®e work in even attempting a conceptual
strategy, merely ranging itself alongside instead.

d. Structure to Micronegotiations

In the influential and important 1991 World Banpoet onGender and Poverty in India
principal author Lynn Bennett announces:

. how, researchers, women’s activists, and govenbnadepartments are
reaching a new consensus. ... [W]Jomen must be seecasmic actors —
actors with a particularly important role to playafforts to reduce poverty.

(John 1999: 105)

There is another difference from other anthropaalgiwvork that Van Hollen asserts, and
offers as a more strident critique of globalisatitban isolated cultural analyses. This she
does by bringing in questions of consumer practiaed globalisation, and the various
changes in birth practices in the light of chanigethe economic scenario; in so doing, she
re-configures third world women as important ecoitoactors.

‘Third world poverty’ is here a significant allegorFor Nussbaum it is a condition to be
resisted along with sexual hierarchies; for Vanlétgl economic disparities and changing
forms of the economy create different conditions pafssibility for changing cultural
practices. In both, there is a sense that econaenieing brought back into the discussion,
after a period of much-vaunted culture as the ilestince of difference. In both, then, the
‘economic’ becomes a metaphor for connection (Nagsbwill say that the lives of poor
women are the same everywhere; Van Hollen willrredethe ‘politics of globalization’) as
well as difference, in some sense actually regginmportance, as it were, in causal
frameworks.

The World Bank report itself drew entirely on thedings of the 198&hramshaktreport on
the condition of women in the informal sector, cdeg after extensive field surveys in
different parts of the country. Tt&hramshaktreport, states Mary E. John, “was intended to
show women’s extremely vulnerable working condisicacross diverse occupations under
high levels of discrimination, as well as the ramfédealth hazards women were exposed to
on an everyday basis. The recommendations of p@traddressed to various ministries ...
included enlarging the definition of work to encaasp all women engaged in production and
reproduction, recognizing women’s position as majather than supplementary wage
earners, and finding strategies to enhance wontamol over and ownership of resources”

" The analysis ofigcal (translated as doorway), for instance, as metagltyiseparating the private and the
public. Why is it not simply a description? At thery least, what are the disciplinary methodolodgigsneans
of which anthropology, for instance, seeks to appiy semantic construction?
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(John 1999: 112). This is a finding that is set impthe World Bank report, to actually say
that these are women who are more efficient resounanagers, and therefore better
negotiators of povertythan their menin that turn, in the shift frorexploitation to efficiency
(as John points out), in the shift in focus frone tbrmal to the informal sectpand in the
examinationof poor third world women in this space as a givather than as a problem (94
per cent of the informal sector is constituted bgnwen, but this is not considered the
problem, as is not the conditions of employment gravail in this sector), a fresh image of
the “third world woman” is constituted — enmeshed bot mired in her cultural practices,
poor but a survivor, and an important economic ra@s a glance at the literature on social
capital or new Communitarianism will also sh&iw.

What does a moment when such a report was appealongside a vast literature on the
micro-politics of negotiation by women of third idrcountries, ask to be read as? Clearly,
negotiation as a strategy of power and economiouress, encouraging a re-inscription of
the ‘third world’ as agential, sits in a not uncaméble alignment with a concentration on
the problem of development as a ‘third world prafile something mainstream development
language has always done. Further, the move fr@woladical critique to description, finds
another parallel, in an apparent move from politicself-help.

Section Map: And After Feminism

We have seen, in Van Hollen’s text, the impulsentave away from feminist articulations.
Feminism here is, of course, seen as the ideologitzmce that is both epistemically
unreliable in its monolithic description of socanditions, and vanguardist in not taking into
account women’s spontaneous consciousness/ negosiaGiven such an understanding of
feminism, the only alternative would be to move gdram feminism to women, sometimes
positioning women as ex-officio knowers, sometimsslearning through living, never as a
coherent community, and never as subjects of famniApart from being the new and
acceptable micro-politics in the new globalised reray, this could also be read as a
response to rigid ideological stances in feminidrat treadboth women and sciende
homogenous frames. It is also, in other words, ¥em®nt from ‘difference’ — both the
hierarchical difference that was promoted in Marpisrspectives on gender and the feminist
call to a different perspective to break free ofrkist methodologies — to differenc&swe
would do well, | believe, not to simply label thie backlash against feminism, for it has not
merely resulted in an antagonistic positioningeshinist and other kinds of gender work vis-

8 Also referred to as progressive conservatism, phiposes a political economy embedded within local
communities, as a buffer to the continuing collatelamage of capitalist economies. Needless totkayrelies
on community networks already in place, includirgriarchal ones.
8| have examined, elsewhere, how legacies of Lrititjae worked for those ‘growing up feminist in kst
spaces’ in Bengal in the ‘80s. My hypothesis id this legacy actually shaped the methodologiefewfinist
work on science and development, including thet $tafn ‘access’ to ‘terms of access’, as a para#ealding of
the shift in Left approaches to science and tedgyfrom the nationalist to the postcolonial monsemwbuld
suggest. This is not to suggest a relationshippohbmie or emulation between feminist and Marxisctice in
Bengal, but rather a fraught and largely unackndgédel relationship of antagonism. In Left spaceBéngal,
the positioning of the ‘feminine’ as inchoate aratgpectival, agxperienced but non-knowledgeatsdbhores up
Marxist discourse, rather, is necessary to thewdiion of a Marxist standpoint, and it is fromrdéhat |
propose that, in our contexts, feminist method@edoo have at least partly been fraught with #edrto retain
the element of ‘perspective’ as a particular, sermes limited ‘way of looking’, an experience addred to and
contained withinthe hegemonic — here masculinist Marxist practiceather than an interpretative tool that
could provide both a knowledge of dominant systeassyell as a better account of the world.
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a-vis development; there are significant overldaps, in the two movements. The turn to
autobiographical/ ethnographic narrative as expedge for example, has driven much
feminist analysis that struggled to shed rigid Idgees, as we have seen at least in part
above. The most significant overlap here with nemifist gender work would be the need to
build anarrative of experiencagainst that of reason, or culture, or the contamty named
hegemonic entity. In this sense, the task in batérlfeminism and gender analysis has been
to turn to experience, as it were, and describathfully, in its diversity and heterogeneity.

How does this exploration of feminist and genderkaaffer an understanding of technology
or its critiques? We have seen the framework obtiations with the hegemonic set up in
postcolonial scholarship; we have also seen theswaywhich Marxist metaphors of
revolution get recuperated into this work. Both feist and gender work, embedded as they
are in these contexts, also present a criticalomespto science, often science as technology,
and these critical responses move from the idecédgo the everyday, from the structural to
the microcosm, from the neutral to the situated exjokriential, while continuing to look at
Western science as a powerful institutional apparaan apparatus of which technology is a
visible manifestation. | will say that the conterfswomen'’s lives’ provide perhaps the most
powerful site for the playing out of these critigu&he point is to show how these responses
continue to retain the same notions of technolagydiscrete, as separate, as instrument, and
| suggest that such a notion of ‘powerful technglag what shores up the possibility of
politics — in the shape of ‘ism®r as individual negotiations — as a critique of hmageic
knowledge systems, the Western scientific amongnth8uch an understanding of the
political serves not to unpack the philosophy dafsen systems, concentrating only on the
hierarchies and exclusions evident in their insbnal manifestations. To unpack the
conventional understanding of the hegemonic, ia tiaise the technological, requires a form
of critique that might well begin from experienes, feminist and gender work has done, but
inserts that experience into the hegemonic to ohahgt picture, rather than valorizing
experience per se as always already resistanthoddogy. Such an inversion of the dialectic
might well constitute revolution — a revolutionunderstandings of technology, and to make
a primary suggestion in this direction has beertdkk of this project.

The next section will examine a set of possileitfor feminist responses to science that
contain such a suggestion, but before that, | kayl down the questions from context and
location that have attempted to raise the stakéseiepistemological debate.
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Knowledge Production
a. Context

By women as a category of analysis, | am referttmthe crucial assumption that
all of us of the same gender, across classes dhdes) are somehow socially
constituted as a homogeneous group identified gdothe process of analysis.
This is an assumption which characterizes much rfsiidiscourse. The
homogeneity of women as a group is produced nothenbasis of biological
essentials but rather on the basis of secondarplegical and anthropological
universals. Thus, for instance, in any given piecéeminist analysis, women are
characterized as a singular group on the basissbfieed oppression. What binds
women together is a sociological notion of the “saess” of their oppression. It
is at this point that an elision takes place betw&gomen” as a discursively
constructed group and “women” as material subjecteeir own history.

(Mohanty 1991: 56)

Nussbaum's position that | have delineated abowe immediately, as she is well aware, into
charges of colonialist, imperialist and univerdaftitudes, and this is where it might be
useful, as a first step, to recall a critique Keandra Mohanty’s, on “third world women and
the politics of feminism”. In her innumerable parg to the “Western eye”, Mohafityhas
pointed to the construction of the archetypal aadetage” third world woman in Western
feminist work, as also in other kinds of feminisgsaburse sited in the universalist frame.
Such an archetype, in her argument, is the cotiggtulifference that makes possible the
image of the Western feminist herself. This arcpetys constructed through a slippage
between the analytic and descriptive categories i’ and “women” respectively. “The
relationship between “Woman” — a cultural and idgodal composite ‘other’ constructed
through diverse representational discourses (stentliterary, juridical, linguistic,
cinematic, etc.) — and “women” — real, materialjeats of their collective histories”, states
Mohanty, “is one of the central connections thecfica of feminist scholarship seeks to
address ... [and is] not a relation of ... correspoodeor simple implication” (53). The
feminist writings of the Zed Press that she analyddohanty suggests, “discursively
colonize the material and historical heterogensitiethe lives of women in the Third World,
thereby producing/ re-presenting a composite, $angtthird world woman” — an image
which appears arbitrarily constructed, but nevéegee carries with it the authorizing
signature of Western humanist discourse.” (53) Ag pf this effect, Mohanty traces “the

8 Although the arguments quoted here are from Mohsmext (1991) published well before Nussbaumtsl a
although Mohanty's critique is specifically based the Zed Press ‘Women in the Third World’ serids o
publications (as being “the only contemporary serie which assumes that “women in the third world® a
legitimate and separate subject of study and resefr5, endnote 5]), Nussbhaum has already beereszmg
her position vis-a-vis the capabilities questioonirthe 1990s itself, drawing on Aristotle as a vese for an
account of human functioning. Further, Mohanty'srkveeems to read directly, critically, and powdsfuhto
some of the concerns in Nussbaum'’s self-avowed ristpolitical philosophy, particularly her writingn
women in the third world that largely follows theomen-in-development approach. Mohanty has beerobne
the more vociferous and visible critiques of firgdrid feminism, and as such, it is necessary tcagadgher
critique at this point. There are also significamtys in which Nussbaum’s text shows up shifts inkimg in
first world feminisms themselves, and it is witlesle in mind that | juxtapose the two.
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similar effects of various textual strategies usgdwriters which codify ‘others’ as non-
Western and hence themselves as (implicitly) Wastiernis in this sense”, she says, “that |
use the ternWesternfeminist (Mohanty 1991: 52), thus clarifying both her segigon from

the geographical sense, and the ways in which ineadiculations, positioned alongside
others, acquire a particular sedimentation of nregmthat constitute Eurocentrism. Mohanty
traces some of these discourses — colonial antlugisal®® western feminist,
developmental, multinational capital — as address¢ke Zed Press publications to make her
point, and following her argument, it is possilbealso trace the continuities between these
discourses.

Such an archetype, Mohanty points out, rests onptesumption of sexual difference as
primary to the oppression that women in the thirdrlds might suffer — “that stable,
ahistorical something that apparently oppresseg mhost all the women in these countries”
(53-4). For one, it takes as stable and beforeetlemt ‘third world women’ as a sociological
category, an “automatic unitary group”, (7) builgiron this then to show up their
‘victimization’ under “underdevelopment, oppressitraditions, high illiteracy, rural and
urban poverty, religious fanaticism, and “overp@pigin” of particular Asian, African,
Middle Eastern, and Latin American countries” (Motya1991: 5-6). In doing so, it irons out
the absolute heterogeneity of the lived experient®gomen in the Third World.

So there is a “third world difference” too thatiaturalised in and through this archetype, and
thereafter, an easy connection made between “thirttt women” and feminisrfi* Mohanty
herself, following Dorothy Smith (1987), points & more productive way of looking at
colonialism asprocesses of rulingnstead of as a fixed entity, and suggests wayshith
multiple contexts for the emergence of contempothing world feminist struggles may be
traced. These include the configurations of colisn® class and gender, the state,
citizenship and racial formation, multinational guation and social agency, anthropology
and the third world woman as “native”, and conssiwss, identity, writin§® Mohanty
would therefore, ask for the delineation of a mowenplexrelation between strugglesither
than sexual difference as a primary origin for ¢téegory of third world women, if at all it
can be deployed — and that deployment she is niselgnagainst. “What seems to constitute
“women of colour” or “third world women” as a viabbppositional alliance”, she says, “is a
common context of struggtather than colour or racial identifications ... st third world
women’s oppositionalpolitical relation to sexist, racist, and imperialist struetu that
constitutes our potential commonality” (7). The Wammwomen connection, then, as she sees
it, needs to be adequately historicized, set inteodn And the category of Third World

8 With its nativization of the “third world woman3g).
8 «First, there are the questions of definition ... xrd world women make up any kind of constituehcy.
Can we assume that third world women'’s politicaliggles are necessarily “feminist”? How do we/ tefine
feminism? ... Which/ whose history does we draw omhart this map of third world women’s engagement
with feminism? How do questions of gender, racel maation intersect in determining feminisms in thad
world?” (2-3). Needless to say, these questiondrmow commonplace in any discussion of feminiand the
guestion of ‘how’ may perhaps be a more usefultoretempt to answer.
8 Where, for Mohanty, the writing of testimonials @msblic record, rather than autobiographies, besothe
space not merely for recording and recovery, burhédion of subjectivities of resistance (34).
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Woman has to be seen, in order to be useful, asaegs of subject formation through these
multiple conjunctures rather than as a pre-existingm category*®

In pointing to the absolute heterogeneity of thpeziences of third world woméh Mohanty
does not, however, give up on the idea of dominato hegemony. What she suggests,
instead, is that in understanding the “compigationality that shapes our social and political
lives ... it is possible to retain the idea of mukipfluid structures of domination which
intersect to locate women differently at particutéstorical conjunctures, while at the same
time insisting on the dynamic oppositional agentyndividuals and collectives and their
engagement in “daily life” (13). The parallels witlbomi Bhabha’s notion of hybridity are
here apparent, and indeed Mohanty herself pointisegarallel (75, n. 3), both in promoting
a more complex notion of hegemony than that offdsgdeasy binaries of colonizer and
colonized, and in identifying the ways in which tile negotiations in “daily life” can
constitute resistances that are intimately imbeidatith the hegemonic.

Mohanty’s critique of such a difference as suggebtethe naming of a ‘third world woman’
is then, in sum, a reference to the hierarchizatiomvhich it stands; in a more useful sense, it
is part of an attempt to define “context” in a ceptual manner, and it is this attempt that |
will take up in greater detail in the last section.

Let us, however, also examine Nussbaum’s own ad¢afusuch charges and her subsequent
defence of the universal. Nussbaum considers thrgaments generally offered against
universalist values — “the argument from cultuté& “argument from the good of diversity”,
and the “argument from paternalism”. The argumeomf culture apparently presents a
different set of norms as constitutive of Indianitute — norms of “female modesty,
deference, obedience, and self-sacrifice that kda@i@ed women'’s lives for centuries” (41);
norms that need not definitionally be bad, nornet thork, presumably, for Indian women,
and norms that may actually be preferable to Westerms that promote individualism for
women. Nussbaum responds to her reading of thareudirgument in several ways. For one,
she talks of the cultural diversity of India, bdadmporal and spatial, that hardly allows for
reference to such homogeneity of norms — theravareen who resist tradition, for instance.
Therefore, “[c]ultures are dynamic ... and [c]rititidoo is profoundly indigenous ... to the
culture of India, that extremely argumentative oati(48). Further, such norms would be
acceptable if women had choices about adheringr teejecting them, which women like
Vasanti or Jayamma do not, in her opinion. Theydbeven endorse the norms they adhere
to, and this strengthens her argument against giangatepting a relativist thesis on norms.
After all, “[wlhy should we follow the local ideasather than the best ideas we can find?”
(49) And a position of moral relativism also farden one realises that a relativist position,
conceptually, is not one that is tolerant of diutgrer of other cultures.

% | have mentioned the Marxist trajectories that @me of the contexts underlying development créigand
this would include the experience of becoming fastiin Marxist spaces. This experience includetgrahe
first enabling encounter with Western feminist gexthe recognition of that qualifier — Western -d any
contention would be that it was the peculiar cospnee of postcolonial Marxist discourses rathen tihiaect
experiences of oppression or marginalization thatlenpossible the primary recognition of this qimdjfas
against others. | am, then, somewhat in disagreeméth Mohanty’s argument on colonialism as a
straightforward condition of possibility for thindorld feminisms.
87| would like to clarify that throughout this disssion | am referring to third world women as refeed by
Mohanty.
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Regarding the argument from the good of diverdilyssbaum feels that cultural values that
are different from the ones we know still demanpgidggement of and decision-making on
which ones to endorse and which to reject. “And tieiquires a set of values that gives us a
critical purchase on cultural particulars ... it dogst undermine and even supports our
search for a general universal framework of critassessment” (51).

As for the argument from paternalism, which woulgeat to any effort at “telling people
what is good for them” (51), Nussbaum respondsdayyng that “a commitment to respecting
people’s choices hardly seems incompatible with éhdorsement of universal values ...
[specially] the value of having the opportunityttink and choose for oneself” (51). Further,
she says that every law or bill does this, “tellpgpple that they cannot behave in some way
that they have traditionally behaved and want tbhabe” (53), which is “hardly a good
argument against the rule of law” (51), particitasihen it is required to protect some from
the behaviour of others. Also, in order to builé thmaterial preconditions” of choice, “in
whose absence there is merely a simulacrum of eh¢idl), law notwithstanding, it might
indeed be necessary to “tell people what to dahething that obviously requires a universal
normative account — what Nussbaum will call ‘pchdi rather than ‘comprehensive
liberalism’.

Does the build-up of Nussbaum's argument for imetion in “the particularly urgent
problems of developing nations” then indeed, afeading her defence, seem to constitute
West-centrism? Is she, as postcolonial critics piversalism and third world feminist
engagements would have it, and as | have also teeepted to flag in her text, marking an
archetypal third world woman who needs rescuing® ar ‘universal values’ constituted by
such an archetyp&?Although her conversations are with women who tgpécally poor,
tradition-bound, victimized, yet defiant and spe®airthy, for a philosopher like Nussbaum,
the archetype is markexb as to be transcendeshed, saving the brown woman from those
of her traditions that are constricting, transfargiiher, through an accurate application of
universal principles, into ideal human and citiz&. this end, Nussbaum also needs to
demonstrate that victimhood is not the essenc&ofman’, just as difference in any form is
not. Indeed, essence or difference will find nocplan her philosophy, and her painstaking
description of cultural particularity is merely aepmble to then argue for commonality —
these are features of “women’s lives everywherelien® the seeming oddities are only
differences in manifestation of stereotypes of worard men, rather than being signs of an
“alien consciousness” (23). She also quotes ‘losahiolars to endorse their views on the
undeliverability of “a representative, authenticdhworld woman ... [e]ven in India, there is
no such thing athe Indian woman — there are only Indian women. Anal itidividuals are
far more interesting than any assumed stories thfeaticity” (Indira Karamcheti, quoted in
Nussbaum 2000: 47). However, “the body that getddeis in a sense the same all over the
world, concrete though the circumstances of domestience are in each society” (23). In
that sense, India, with its extent of poverty ariffiecence, merely offers the model ‘case
study’.

Nussbaum sees herself, then, in a peculiar reltipnwith these women. Her primary
interlocutor is not so much the feminist sitedhe third world, who has attempted to offer an
interpretative edge to the naming itself. The pugub conversation is, instead, directly with

8 | et me clarify that rather than being a digressiothe debate on possible feminist critiques ofel@pment,
these questions are relevant to where the positjonf such a possible critique could be.
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the poor, tradition-bound, victimized, yet defiamd speech-worthy third world women, each
different from the other, at the most mediated bgla Gulati, the anthropologist in the field.
There is no absence of commonality between womea &ed women elsewhere; there is,
however, a value to the ‘local’ that the feministifical philosopher needs to acknowledge, a
specificity to the problems that, though identifab “women’s lives everywhere”, asks for
the exercise of anon-imperialistuniversal recognition of the particulabefore it can be
representedlt is this impulse that produces the insistentl@i@tion that her proposals are
based on and grew out of her experience of workiitly poor women in India. The ghost of
colonialism, once it is shaken off, can produceNassbaum the reality of the ‘third world’.
It is this “defence of universal values” that cam ddequately represented by her (34), and
that is enacted here.

What rests on this exercise of delineating Nussbapasition and challenges to it? | would
suggest that the problem, at least in so far a®etglobal feminist analyses identify it, lies
elsewhere than economo-centrism and the non-aitemdi difference. For Nussbaum, the
chief interlocutor is in fact the field of developnt economics that does take into account
various non-economic indicators. Victimhood is wader the critical discourse, if it ever
was. Nor is homogeneity of experience assertetpadth commonality indeed is. In fact,
both Nussbaum and Mohanty are aware of and attegi@b nuance binaries here —
Nussbaum to challenge the ‘West as evil’ imagedelopment as a totalizing discourse by
pointing to the problem as one of bad practitionensl Mohanty working on the other arm of
the binary, to point to the impossibility of “thidorlding” in any simple sense. Mohanty’s
critique of universalism is accurate in as muchshs points to the binariness of certain
existing critiques. It fails, however, in her irtsisce on historical and socio-political
heterogeneity as the necessary context of categamation; any category, no matter how
minutely contextualized, is by definition nominalisinintended to capture the entirety of
experiences, and to that extent, presence of lgeeeity per secan hardly constitute a
critigue of category formation. Nussbaum’s categmriare, by her own admission,
provisional, nominaliststable and hence not philosophically subject to thigipalar charge

of rigidity.

But ... the charges of the “Western eye” are not Iyarkearges about faulty practitioners, as
Nussbaum would have it, nor, surely, can proof esffistance to norms be proof of their
absence? Further, the “third world” that Nussbauames in the plural and as a non-
essentialist category, yet needs delineation inaaner that pointing t@ractices of bias
cannot begin to get close to. It is in the assuomgtiof the unimplicated foreigner, then, that
Nussbaum’s universalism lies, as in her completiffarence to the anchoring “sample
populations” on which the ideal citizen, or the tnaudefinitions of reproductive health, for
example, have been built. Herein lies the validifyMohanty’'s charge of “ethnocentric
universality” (53). While Nussbaum’s arguments atifuclarify for us that universalism in
its ideal description is hardly the problem, thex@ double move in the delineations of the
universaland the particular in her writing, and in other work this frame. Vasanti and
Jayamma are clearly not, in Nussbaum’s lexicortjraie of the mute kind. They have been,
despite the unavailability of infrastructure andchmnisms that could reverse hardship,
negotiators and survivors. They are ‘lacking’ agpdy only in the capabilities that would
allow them to access legal and economic structuked. yet, embedded as they are in their
“particular caste and regional circumstances”,rthegotiations with those circumstances are
tied to their bodies in ways that seem to emboeyr tery specificity. A putting together of
body-situation-circumstance that makes up ‘thirdddimess’ as a category of description for
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Nussbaum and her fellow-universalists, be it thé@ied images of ‘mothers of colour’
breastfeeding their newborn, or the detailed playsiescriptions of Vasanti and Jayamma
and their surroundings, then, is not incidentalttie narrative of their flourishingt is,
singularly, the narrative of the particularin a frame of lack of capability, Vasanti or
Jayamma can hardly be expecteat to have a bodyand they can hardly be expected to
produce analytic statements. As a “political exptaon”, therefore, when Jayamma says that
“[a]s a [domestic] servant, your alliance is witltlass that is your enemy”, her “use of the
Marxist language of class struggle” must be takéh & pinch of bemusement — “whether
one endorses it or not” [19]. It is after this pautarity has been described in its entire nuance
that Nussbaum can set out to draw her comparis@hs'eiforts common to women in many
parts of the world”.

A useful critique of universalism would mean, ashdnty begins to suggest, an attention to
context, a beginning of knowledgand of categoriesfrom enmeshment rather than
outsideness, although it would require a movememn fthat enmeshment to a form of
objectivity — the movement from perspective to wttirat Lorraine Code speaks of, in her
work on feminist epistemolodf. It would also require, and here Mohanty’s and pthe
critiques of first world feminism fall short, a @gnition thatrelationality between struggles
in what | continue to provisionally call the Thivdorld will also mean a space between them
that is hardly evecommonin the sense of a happy relation. It will, thenyadlve the
recognition that such struggles are sited in déifikwvorlds, and will, in their cohesion, also
mean a movement away from each other. It is onlpénattempt to interpret this movement
that a discursive space of negotiation with thestfivorld’ can perhaps be forged.

b. Knowing from Location

To universalist positions like Nussbaum’s, eco-feists have replied with a soliloquy of the
local — ‘I know mine, you know yours, there cannwedialogue’. The ‘third world woman’ as
perspectiveto speak fromhas perhaps not been articulated as clearly amgwbise as in
Maria Mies and Vandana Shiva’s writing on eco-feisim and this work is also evidence of
the ways in which development becomes a powerfgamrzing metaphor for ‘third world
feminism’. Building on the notions of organicity,haleness, and connectedness as the
primary postulates of eco-feminism, Mies and Shikiareafter take up certain cultural
characteristics associated with the Third Worldbtier a picture of third world women as
already in convergence with nature, as upholdeth@®fsubsistence economy as against the
“capitalist patriarchal” system, and as offeringgpectives for resistance to such an economy
of the same. Critiquing both Western science angeldpment, they endeavour to
demonstrate the reductionist and universalist panagl that the former occupies. For these
critics, the mechanicity that Western science sabie, the ways in which it dominates nature-
women-third world, treating and re-producing each these as a dead object, are
symptomatic of a subject-object dualism that igiedrover into development philosophies
too. Western science, says Shiva, is philosoplyicathbedded in dualisrtfsof subject-

8 | will elaborate on the possibilities inherent this formulation, in my suggestion towards a ferstini
methodological critique of development, and scient¢he last section.
% There are strong eco-feminist positions on dualitywever, that this approach fails to take up. See
Plumwood, 1993.
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object, which allow for such a possibility only sdsvis nature or any researched object. The
neutrality that this apparently guarantees theareber is however, a false one, since the
universal position from which it emanates is itsgifchored in Western paradigms. Mies
traces continuities here from Francis Bacon onwartiientists since Bacon, Descartes and
Max Weber have constantly concealed the impuretioaship between knowledge and
violence or force (in the form of state and mikt@ower, for example) by defining science as
the sphere of a pure search for truth ... [thusnbftiit out of the sphere of politics ... [a
separation] which we feminists attack [as] basedadie” (46). This scientific principle,
constructed through *“violently disrupting the orgamvhole called Mother Nature” (46),
became then the route to knowledge, creating thed&m scientist [as] the man who
presumably creates nature as well as himself ohtsobrain power ... [after] a disruption of
the symbiosis between the human being, Mother Maamnd the human mother ... [and this
is] the link between the new scientific method, tiew capitalist economy, and the new
democratic politics” (47). Similar to this, asselises, is Immanuel Kant's evolution of a
concept of knowledge and rationality through ameston of emotion.

The masculine character of Western science, cateditthrough such an extrusion of
emotion, such a “subjection of nature and womerds @wiso associated with a violence that is
evident in all technologically advanced societities and Shiva cite the examples of
military, new reproductive and biotechnologies thatompany new globalized economies,
pointing out that such technology is never neuta functions through the “principle of
selection and elimination” that provides the “manmethod of conquest and control” over
what will survive and what will not be allowed tb95).

Development, Shiva asserts, has in its overallogbphy followed the principles of Western
science. It would follow that development has tladmays been about ‘catching up’ with a
universal model that has apparently worked in Wasteuntries to provide a good quality of
life, freedom from poverty, hunger, illness, andoso The socialist states were the first to set
up the model, and despite strong evidence contragdiits effectiveness even in those states,
it has remained the model in dominance today.

But Shiva has more than the ineffectivity of thed®mloto offer as critique. The accumulation
model, she asserts, is built on the premises afnialism and capitalist patriarchy, that
“interpret[s] difference as hierarchical and unifay as a prerequisite for equality” (Mies

and Shiva 1993: 2). “This system emerged, is upibn and maintains itself through the
colonization of women, of ‘foreign’ peoples and ithlands; and of nature, which it is

gradually destroying” (2). Technology is one of thels of such colonization. Technological
advancement is accompanied by externalization @tscoso that workers in colonized

peripheries are treated differently and paid lesantworkers in the metropole. The
“colonization of women” involves the unpaid labooir women — the “free economy” of

mainstream economics — that shores up the markebety’ The “hidden costs generated
by destructive development ... [include] the new lemslcreated by ecological devastation,
costs that are invariably heavier for women, irhidbe North and South” (75).

! For more work on this, see Fraad, Resnick, andfy\&94.

Page | 64



Although this eco-feminist approach, like the otkerds of gender work | have highlighted
that negotiate science or development, speakseafi¢ld for “a creative transcendence of ...
differences” between women the world over in orteoffer resistances little or large, it is
also in dissonance with them in proposing a farerfoted position — a philosophy already
embedded in ‘the people’, here the women by vidiibeingwoman The intensification of
the local provided in Mies and Shiva's eco-feminigiproach” then, separates itself
somewhat from other approaches to the local asitmjum of development. Such an
intensification is not in the frame of stark cuéildifference that would, in Mies and Shiva’'s
opinion, produce a cultural relativism, nor isntarested in distilled essences of the local or
the “romanticization of the savage” (150) that appm globalized market discourse, but
rather in a connection between the spiritual arel rifaterial — a relation of soil-nature-
subsistence that is somehow to be found in thetipes; intuitions, and indeed protest
movements of third world women. In so doing, ecmifésm of course exposes itself to the
standard critique of essentialiSthWhat is important for our purposes here is thedrnee
recognize that eco-feminism is far closer to okebidgical positions in the spectrum between
these and the new dynamic local or hybrid, andxpeaed, discredited for the same reasons
in the current climate. The understandings of dalsm and capitalism that animate Mies
and Shiva’s version of the eco-feminist project ameso far as they are spelt out, inadequate
as provisional arguments. Further, the manner irclwtihe category of ‘third world women’

is activated through a reference to the organiaity wholeness of their practices, fails to
give an adequate account of how this may happesycs it continues to fall into the trap of
romanticization that it seeks to avoid. A philospghat is intuitive and already in place,
along with the interpretative ability to put it anfpractice through various movements of
resistance, fails to provide any evidence of itedsons.

c. Critique

The consultation

Tumi ki roj tablet khao®o you have the pill everyday?
Do You (the doctor and authority) have the pill everyday?
Do you have to have the péleryday?
Do youreally have to ...

Aamake niye katha hocche na. Its notme we’re talking of ...

92 There are ways in which the third world as losald-produced in this discourse, even in the “zanding of
differences” among women the world over that itquees.

% This is a critique that eco-feminists counter witle view that it stems from a dualistic thinking the
historical-materialist Left that considers thaturatis also socially constructed, and that anyngiteto say
“body” is automatically reverting to biology andmse form of naturalism. On the other hand, “[flenmass is
and was always a human relation to our organic Hadsgl] [o]nly under capitalist patriarchy did the&vidion

between spirit and matter, the natural and theasdead to the total devaluation of the so-calledural ... a
necessary integration of both [eco-feminist andiadaecologist] views ... would not be possible [thsgy,
following Mary Mellor] ‘without reconstructing theshole socialist project™ (160).
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| am not objectified bodyou are.
| am separate from you, elsewhere.
Actually, I'm the one who should be asking you testion*

The conversation

In April 2002, | attended, as a medical doctoryaning programme for ‘traditional birth
attendants’ -dais— who had come from various parts of the islandttend an intensive 6-
day training programme organized by a non-govertah@mnganization. This was a group of
women who had varying degrees of experience witthdiat which they had assisted. They
had been divided into two groups, with one doatained in western medicine to conduct the
training schedule in each of them. The group | lbeeh assigned consisted of 46 women. The
youngest member was 28, the oldest around 60. fdgrgamme had the stated objective of
imparting up-to-date and accurate scientific megh@aptable to the field) of attending to
pregnant women going into labour, that should leduced into the village so as to help
women with limited access to hospital facilitiesrural areas. Local traditional practices
could also be taken into account and legitimatetorporated where useful. In the event, it
also sought to draw the line between right and grpractice so that theai could decide
when and in which case to seek the help of thd loeath centre.

“To fill in gaps in manpower at village levels”, #e National Population Policy draft (2000)
says. Thedai, in her own words thenukkhu sukkhu maanuy$has yet uninitiated into
‘method’, has the key to a vast field of experiematebirths, a field waiting to be tapped
usefully in development. Her know-how, which isdptical’ rather than ‘propositional’,
means that she has no value in existing framepiatemological agent; hers is the voice of
experience that with a degree of training and mcalibn can apparently be made useful to
the task in hand.

In the time and frame within which | had insertegseif into the picture, | was able to
concentrate largely on the level of the gradientspower operating, mostly at the
general/macro level, between th#ai (the “subject[s] of enunciation that subtend
epistemology”) the “development expert”, the NGO, the local malaak doctor. The NGO
had targets to meet — so many women over so mdlages covered this year. | was doing
‘research’, and this was one of the ways | coudtieh in. | was there, however, as the
‘doctor’, the authority. Thealais knew there was something in this for them. The kiat
would be distributed at the end of session, thititegtion of their knowledge by thearkar®

| will come back to this vignette from the famipfanning clinic of a state referral hospital, faw only
wishing to draw attention, through the emphaseavietplaced in the conversation, to the putting éokwnot
only of institutional and knowledge hierarchiest liso constitutive elements of the propositionaldeis of
knowledge that are hosted here. For each parteo€dinversation, therefore, | have set down thesstitotive
elements in the indented paragraphs — those unspek&emingly bizarre, yet constitutive elementsilll also
say, in continuation of this point, that the somatubizarre turn this conversation takes, and theish to point
to, is not entirely attributable to the apathy onspersonalized nature of care-giving that is tetifre of most
large state hospitals.
% The unlearned people.
% Government. It is a case in point that for the, the analytic separation between government amd no
governmental organization does not exist. The spdagvil society that the NGO conceptually occupias
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— they were now trainedais not justdais — the meanings this would hopefully carry in
trying times when the local (male) quack, armechwifie ‘injection®” and assorted other
drugs, in short with a sometimes more than fairkivay knowledge of allopathic medicine
under his belt, had all but edged them out of thegady meagre income.

Prior to introductions, thelais were asked to give a written test, where, with tiosv
standard multiple choice questionnaire, they wesieed to respond to problems generally
faced during the delivery of a child. Later, thrbugctures, models, role-playing, and video
films, the ‘new’, scientific methods were introddcand explained.

The schedule had been planned by the non-goverahmngianisation and thaais informed
accordingly. We started the programme with a sliistussion on the availability and
advancement of scientific knowledge in the cursaiting, and the consequent responsibility
incumbent on those responsible for health issuesvéil of this knowledge. Parallely, the
dangers of succumbing to uninformed traditionacpcas were also touched upon. A format
had been prepared by the organisation for our gaglan conducting the training; further,
members of staff were available around the clocketp us communicate with thdais
many of whom spoke local dialects completely défearfrom urban Bengali.

Each class day started at around nine in the mgiafiter breakfast. We generally started the
day with a new topic, discussing it from both entigt of Western Science as well as the
perspective of the local traditional knowledges apptly employed by thelais the
problems they faced therein, their interactionshwical ‘quack doctors’ at the time of a
birth, the increasing presence and authority of toup, and so on. | would generally
guestion them as to why they employed a partiquiactice, explain — in logical terms — why
the scientific method was better, and then go aetaonstrate the functioning of the female
body, as understood in (Western) medical literatwiéh a ritual of endless repetitions — |
even had a wooden duster to bang the table witmwihe humming got too loud — for the
women were hardly used to the attention spans deéedaof them. In the event, it did happen
that practices or understandings forwarded bydthie afforded me glimpses of knowledges
that did not conform to (or compare with, sometijritbe® western episteme | was working
with; but such difficulties | (had to) set aside tbe purposes of my work. And following me,
so did thedais

While planning on ways to communicate with the wamieoth of us (health professionals
working with the two groups) had come to the cosidn that visual models, role-playing
etc., would be good methods, since a large numbéneoparticipants were not only non-
literate in the conventional sense, but unusediwentional methods of classroom learning.
The “students” indeed took to these with enthusjalsaving overcome initial inhibitions,

separate from the state is unavailable to her; teghesent the call of legitimate authority thaténdrought her
here. And yet, does her turn to authority have lement of the conscious? Puti di (Puti Jana, on¢hef
economically more disadvantaged of the group, als® of the most attentive and eager to imbibe #w)n
approached me the day after the video film showitigiineddai at work in Rajasthan. She had watcheddhie
in the film fill up her register with the detail$ each birth she attended, and report to the mpalicffice, and
had come with a request for us to arrange sometsimgar for this group. So that, as she understdbey
could make an honest (and just) living, for in siachase payment to tliai would presumably be fixed and
commensurate to her efforts.
97 Oxytocin, used (under strict monitoring in hospé#ettings) to induce uterine contractions, andiuseely by
these practitioners when called in to assist ahyal labour, with effects ranging from the magitalthe
disastrous.
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they enthusiastically took on the roles of womanahour, dai, mother-in-law, husband,
doctor at the local health centre, to enact th@exeas they should from now on be played
out, as | watched in satisfaction — tted had come of age.

The first question that theais asked me when | arrived in their midst was whetheas
married. If so, how many children | had. As | reall that | was alone in a room full of
mothers, | felt the beginnings of an unbridgeald@;d might pick up the local tongue, |
might sit down with them and attempt to erase aitfhdout | did not share what they shared
with most other women, the kind of experience thalued (or considered necessary for
authority). As the classes wore on, this becanii#e jbke amongst us — every now and then,
one of the older women would stop proceedings ko-asccha, tomaar to nei, tumi eto jano
ki kore?”® And | would counter sagelyAaro jaani®® Finally they settled for Aare eto rugi
dekheche, ekta abhigyata hoy?fif An experiential referent had been found, however
clinical, and that was something!

The Turn to Experience — From Consultations to Congrsations

| have no names (of protected confidentiality dreptvise) to offer for the women in both the
episodes | report above; neither was part of anagftaphic study, and both are offered more
as plausible accounts of a situation, and contethin which feminist approaches to
experience have materialized, than as specific cigdies. | also try to articulate a
methodology that is not entirely anthropologicabtigh this exercise.

The consultation was with a recalcitrant mother vilad been put on the contraceptive pill
following abortion of an unplanned pregnancy andl maturned for follow-up with a
continuing carelessness regarding its use. Theeentinsultation, as is evident from the
report, lasted two sentences, leaving the femaysipian irritated, and the patient engaged in
a certain conversational response — the kind qforese that comes the way of the physician
every day, but is nevertheless the kind of respdingeis illegitimate, aporetic. Enough has
been said about power-knowledge nexuses that peowmd knowledge — in this case the
Western medical — as high, as singular. This iskihd of response that, through its own
aporeticity — neither appropriate, nor oppositiopmadr even alternate — makes visible, and
bizarre, the positioning of medical knowledge agciive, unanchored to experience, and on
that count authoritativelt is also the kind of response that does now&li with liberal
feminist approaches that would wish to mediate @utth through information, choice, or
consent.

Feminist politics in India, in response to this haritative stance, initially took a ‘more
women-in-science’ position; it asked focreasedoresencef womenas professionals the
scientific enterprise, foincreased acced®r womento the fruits of science and technology,
as also to information. It was hoped that changegender composition at the professional
level would both bring in women’s perspectives, améo doing transform the disciplines
through such inclusiof’* The entire gamut of women'’s right to health camgpsiarticulated
this position. This is a route that has been takeater state development agendas as well,
where, after the World Bank clauses requiring cleammitments to gender appeared in

% How do you know, having none of your own?
9| know that much and more.
10 she’s seen so many patients, surely she must koawvething.
101 As suggested in the manifesto of The School of \WomStudies, Jadavpur University, 1988.
Page | 68



1987, states put in place protocols to include womperspectives in developméfit. This
was a position that stayed with one-knowledge tlkespwanting, along with one knowledge
adequatelisseminatiorof the products of such knowledge.

The 90s saw a clearer shift to a politics of ‘thivdrld women’s experience’, a shift from
authoritarianism to alternatives. This shift talkezbut bringing back ‘low’ knowledge, of re-
reading marginality as a place for knowledge-makiagd of making the ‘third world’ —
geographically understood — an empirical site figr ame. Eco-feminist moves like those of
Vandana Shiva are a case in point. There are deofithings that might be pointed to here.
On the one hand, this shift was not so much a dbogical as perhaps an ideological shift,
and populated more of the rhetorical than the ateatheoretical articulations of the turn to
experience. It was a turn that allowed re-making of the third world for post-
developmentalists, from the WID (women-in-developthanitiatives that exercised only
inclusion rhetoric. It was also a shift that infedha politics of the time — a politics of
location, a politics that allowed a community t@ak for and in itself on account of being in
a marginal relation to what was perceived as heganthat is, the West. This was a politics
of oppositional difference, a politics of resistana politics that was born out of and needed,
for its continuation, hierarchical difference, alippcs that said, “I know mine, you know
yours, there can be no dialogue”. But it was alsoove that populated rhetoric more than
theory or practice, at least in Indian contextd, always enjoying full status alongside ‘one
knowledge’ theories, so that “empowerment alongspmgspective” became the more
acceptable motto. Such an attempt has perhaps destrarticulated philosophically in the
work of Martha C. Nussbaum, who talks at the samm tof a uniqueness to women’s
perspectivesaind of the need to raise them to the common level ‘@nimDifference — either
cultural or sexual — was not the motive force irs thttempt; rather, it was something that
needed to be marked in order to be transcendedlingina commonality to women’s
experiences and raising them therefore to the usavdevel was the task. Knowledge was
still one and singular, but @emocratization in modes of arrivat such knowledge was the
important goal. “We all know, together” — such wibskeem to be the motto.

Such a democratization did not obviously requienldgical buttressing, and anthropological
work that began in the 90s, calling itself genderkabut spurning feminist stances, drawing
upon women’s practices, critiquing trends in glatzation but not naming capitalism, marked

192 \world Bank operations evaluation study reportsgemder issues in World Bank lending’ have dividad
period from 1967 to the 1990s into the reactiveryeal967 to 1985, and the pro-active years — 168he
1990s. The reactive years, says the document,agispla consistent failure to draft clear directiyés
borrower nations), to have separate chapters odegerand generally include gender perspectivesolityp
formulation. No separate department had been etlddr ‘Women in Development’ (hereafter WID) 1987,
the existing WID advisor had few powers and fewands, and it was as late as 1980 that higher-rgnkin
officials in the Bank first used the phrase ‘wonierlevelopment’. But voices, within the Bank andside, had
begun to speak, since the early 1970s, of the absehthe perspective of women in development pteje
around the world. While the single most landmarkextk in development literature in this directionsHaeen
that of Ester Boseruploman’s Role in Economic Developmedbcuments titled “Recognizing the ‘Invisible’
Woman in Development: The World Bank's experien¢®975) or statements extolling the “immensely
beneficial impact ... from educating girls” (McNamak&orld Bank president, 1980) have been making thei
appearance since 1975.

Page | 69



a new shift in the turn to experience. | will gaarthese in greater detail in a later section, on
the “disaggregated third world”.

It is in the context of these shifts that | seettira to experience in feminist and gender work.
In using the allegory of the two reports | provitl@lso wish to mark my own shift — a shift
that | call a re-turn to experience. The particudationship between thiai and the doctor
could be and has been read as a case of “I knowdgty where thelai, in her own words
the “mukkhu sukkhu manush the unlearned person — is brought in as expeeé but non-
knowledgeable, as probable representative of “@rlgis health systems” that fit, makeshift,
into the overcrowded field of reproductive healdre; with the distinction alive at all times
between Western medicine and such systems thatedifeer standardized nor adequately
tested for efficacy and safety (NPP 2000). Thishis orthodox ‘high knowledge’ position
that works well with simple policies of inclusiom response, both feminism and gender
work have attempted to chart a politics of thirdridovomen’s experience, to present an
alternative picture.
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SECTION IlI: WORKING TOWARDS AN
ALTERNATIVE

The previous section explored, in detail, resportsescience and technology in
feminist and gender work in India. The idea wasyanihan anything else, to present an
‘attitude' to technology, whether manifested in slasn obstetric technologies, which sees
technology as a handmaiden of development, asumsint - good or evil, and as discrete
from 'man’. Feminist and gender work in India Haeyeafter articulated approximately four
responses to technology across state and civiégopbositions - presence, access, inclusion,
resistance. The demand fpresenceof women as agents of technological change, the
demand for improvedccesgor women to the fruits of technology, the demémdnclusion
of women as a constituency that must be specialigviged for by technological
amendments, a need for recognition of technologissparticularly for women and the
consequent need faesistanceto technology on the same count. Bearing in mimat t
women’s lived experiences have served as the vargamt for all four of the responses to
technology in the Indian context, | will now suggéise need to revisit the idea of such
experience itself, and the ways in which it mightrbade critical, rather than valorizing it as
an official counterpoint to scientific knowledgedaby extension to technology. This section,
while not addressing the ‘technology question' idiract sense, is an effort to make that
exploration.

On Critique: Resistance to Revolution

In attempting to ask the question of criteria obwhedge through the allegory of what | have
called women’s lived experience, | adopt in somdwhnatated form the strategy of the
‘outside’ consciousness, something that has redemach attention, in different ways, in
orthodox Marxist and subaltern literature, as anpiepnal ‘something’, a socialist
consciousness that can or cannot bring to revelatip consciousness the ‘mass’; also in
feminist literature, at times as the empirical exleld, at others as the sign of the ‘outsider
within’ who may challenge dominant formatiotfs.At all points in the history of these
formations, the translation of formulations of tbatside has been at the level of the
empirical. A link possibly exists here between tkiad of translation and the apparent
difficulty of attaching the political with the epé&mnological in any useful way. Politics, in
such a translation, has either been about chamrmgahie entry of the empirical outside, or
about championing the knowledge attached, ex-offitm the situation of outsideness. | will,
in the formulation | am about to offer, work witim anderstanding of exclusion to which
inclusion in this sense is not the answer. In otdeto so, | would also then, beginning with a
formulation akin to that of the ‘outsider withirdftempt an allegorical description of the way
in which such an outsider(’s) perspective (I bracke apostrophe in an attentiveness to the
difference between the abstract and the empiriee¢)hmight offer a response to the act of
exclusion.

| am aware as | say this that the first task iprtwvide a theory of the exclusion itself; in the
case of science, to ‘prove’ that it is constitubgdexclusionary acts. Further, it is important to
show the operations of technology and its parallth the operations of science. | have
given exhaustive accounts of the work that has mwiocgingly done this. For more

convincing accounts, | rely partly, and in somewbatepentant fashion, on certain clues

193 The idea of the ‘outsider within’ was first mooteyg Dorothy Smith (1987).
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available in the work of ‘western’ feminist epistelogical thinkers — those ‘global’ feminist
accounts that for the first time enabled a posgibdf thinking gender analytics outside
Marxist frames in Bengal, while remaining hegemanithe field of feminism; and partly on
the allegory of thedai, whose engagements with the reproductive healttesys India |
explore in some detail, and partly on a differesgecfor the ‘outside’ made in the work of a
Marxian thinker in Bengal.

On Experience

First, the question of experience. This one stat¢rmgbsumes several questions, on politics,
on knowledge, that | have been trying to raisehia investigation. What | have been calling
the old ideological model of critique — the podsipiof critique from the vantage point of a
coherent set of material interests — was alsottiedmodel of knowledge, a model that said —
| know, you doThis constituted the rationale for the vangué#ris, constituted the knowledge
of oppression. For a feminism having drawn from Rfrlegacies of politics, this then was
the model to be adopted, and the politics arounch&vros lives that gave birth to this entity,
feminism, and has nurtured it ever since, defingity became that benevolent umbrella, that
liberatory tool, that protects those lives and iitsséself into them (the personal must be
politicized). Having identified the problems of warardism during the post-nationalist,
subaltern turn, however, a portion of the rethigkireft and a global, universalist feminism
may consider that what remains for us to do orkthgna turn to experience. The slogan
changed; it becamewe all know, togetheBoth these moves were, however, hyphenated in
the premise of ‘one knowledge'.

There were several moves critical of ‘one knowledd@ose that took the ‘Third World’
route either proposed a ‘different reason’, a d#ffé canon, an alternative system (as
postcolonial scholars sometimes did), or articulagepolitics of complete heterogeneity that
held knowledge as necessarily provisional and sé@drom a rationale for politics (as did
those that took on the name ‘third world feminisnA) third position here was df know
mine, you know yours, there can be no dialogker this school of knowledge, the
experience of oppression was necessary, and sufficlhe consciousness of oppression,
which was ex-officio, offered knowledge. The comntyrof knowers here was a closed
community. Asserting that the ‘one knowledge’ clamsted on the active exclusion of other
knowledges, it suggested a remaking of ‘low knowgkdthrough theexperience of
oppression This is the impulse that starts, and ends, vwhth émbodied insider, speaking
with[in] and for itself, a complete closed commuynithis impulse we have seen with respect
to sexual minorities, women, the subaltern — anuilsgalso tied to the organic or pastoral as
opposed to the technological, an impulse sometinaesg direct connections with a cultural
past, and often offering a choibetween systems of knowled@ee above mentioned third
worldist positions sometimes tied up with this dhrosition, proposing a politics of coalition
while keeping knowledge bases separate (as in wardd feminisms), or realizing implicit
connections between ‘low knowledge’ practices addfarent system.

While | have made no attempt here to directly exenthe complex of phenomena often
referred to by the short-hand ‘globalization’, Illmnow refer back to my first mention of
development as a practice and to the gender wak itivolves itself with disaggregated
description as part of this phenomenon. The readiothe ideological has meant, in this
frame, a shift from politics to self-help, from theeological to the intuitive, where the
intuitive is taken as a flat description of immediaeality as experience. While it might be
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tempting to read this immediate everyday realitpagnic, whole, feminine, and often able
to escape an over-determination by patriarchal sd*the new gender analyses do not
necessarily rely on organicity. Rather, politicstlee politics of representation, have shifted,
as Haraway notes with deadly precision, to a gamsiroulation in what she calls the
“informatics of domination” and the new gender gsak are as much part of it as any other
(recall Van Hollen’s terms — culture-in-the-makirigrocessural”, etc). While none of this
new critical scholarship addressing developmertechnology actually denies domination or
power, it has contributed to making it so incregiirdifficult to define or identify, as to
make counter-hegemonic attempts appear very naadghronistic.

What, then, of alternatives? After a rejection lodde feminist strands that seek to build a
common, sometimes homogenmerative offeminine experienceand of gender analysis
that thrives on the heterogeneitywbmen’s experiencebut yet agreeing with the need to
“speak from somewhere”, as against older modelenaf knowledge that offered a “view
from nowhere”, a neutral view, what could be thaureof this critique?

| would suggest that it will have to bereturn to experiencea re-cognitionyather than a
turn. That we pay attention not only, or not even so maehhe fractured narrative offered
by the wide variety or heterogeneity of experienas, to its possibl@poreticity® in
dominant frames, so as to enact such a re-turningeéhe perspective of the excluded,
aporetic experience as momentary resource — ndiematit, fixed, or originary, but
appropriaté® Drawing on Haraway’s suggestion of a gift of visi@f situation as a visual
tool, this would mean a momentary cognizance, a emtamy gift of ab-normal vision —
abnormal by way of not making sense in dominamhé&s — that could describe the dominant
in terms different than its own, as also point theo possibilities. This would mean, most
importantly for a notion of the political, a shiffom marginality to aporeticity as a vantage
point for critique.

1% There is a wealth of theorizations on the feminimet going for such a simplistic reading of expade or

the everyday. Feminist work in India that looksaatobiographies, for example, has taken on thenaif the
everyday as a fraught space, but also a liberatimg following on the re-reading of the personalttzes
political. Parallels with theorizing in western femsm may be found where the spectrum has, inrgliaf
women’s experience, included a valorizing, as imiéwhe Rich’s description of the experience of redtiood

in the Anglo-American second wave of feminism (1986 also a speaking of the body, of corporeatify,
embodiment, and of subjectivity as a foil to idgn{as in the French feminist school, where notiohtuch as
against vision [Luce lIrigaray], of ‘there being ptace for woman’ in the patriarchal Symbolic’ andmen
needing a different Symbolic to ‘be’[Irigaray], labeen suggested. The subjectivity-identity thedion also
recalls thesati debates). This has proceeded to either pit expegiagainst ‘abstract reason’, or to demonstrate,
more interestingly, how reasonableness is itsééfctied by bias, in some cases a ‘male sexualiZaf®rosz
1994). Other powerful analyses could be made, viollg on Judith Butler's concept of the ‘constitetiv
outside’, to show how Reason enacts its hegemorgugih a continuous production of experience as the
constitutive outside to discourse. (This need retcbnstrued as a structural model, as a detailedimg of
Butler’'s theorization of ‘politically salient exdions’ will show (Butler 1993). Parallely, ‘expenige’ has been
articulated, in the work of Joan Scott, among ath@ot as an ‘out there’ but a historical product{&cott
1992).

1951 have referred to the way in which | use apairiathe introduction to the thesis. To recapitulateoria is
referred to as a logical impasse or contradictibat which is impassable, especially “a radicaltcdiction in
the import of a text or theory that is seen in aestaiction as inevitable’™Merriam-Webster Dictionary Online
198 A clarification here. | am not saying that expedeis always aporetic to a narrative, but | am askingafo
attention to a particular perspective that mighsb@ositioned as to be aporetic.
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In what might perhaps be an unwarranted disseadioevents, but one useful for our
purposes nonetheless, let us go back therefotegetai training programme, mapping onto
my narrative of it the paleonymies and possibldialifties of such a narrative. | have
refrained from relating to this exercise as eitparticipant observation (in anthropological
mode) or as case study (the qualitative approacimedical parlance). Both of these,
positioned at the same end of the methodologiadtspm, were efforts that came up to serve
a need for ‘qualitative’ analysis — the latter fromithin the scientific establishment, the
former from within the social sciences. In its agtout, however, there is an effort to capture
the microcosm that is a stepping away from easdtenctural analyses; and a meshing of
‘observer’ and ‘observed’, a moving away from coetelobjectivity, that all self-respecting
gualitative analyses undertake. These analyseslswean attempt to either expand or critique
complete objectivity. This is what | have in mindhewn | refer to that time as ‘conversation’
rather than ‘consultation’. What | am attemptingenes a furthetbracketing of that efforta
bringing to bear, on the conversations, the weajhny identification of the problems with
existing frames of critique that | have identifiedthe thesis. This is so that what | have been
laying down as a different contour of critique, dinits possibility. To perform such a
bracketing, | use the narrative of my experiencth whe dais as a template within which |
identify moments of the anthropological narratiaed from which | move towards a different
possibility.

This exercise will involve, therefore, as | havatstl, through a re-turn to experience, a re-
examination both of dominant discourse and of titegory of resistance within which it has
been named. Such a re-turn will mean an attentia@xperience — not as narrative, resistant
or otherwise, nor as fractured and unpredictablg,ds aporetic — as affording a fantastic
perspective on the dominant that had hitherto apgeas normal. An attention to the
fantastic perspective will result in a turn fromthun (a community) outward — a different
notion of the political from that of either orgaational, organic, or individual responses. It
is, however, a notion that is hardly structurahation of the political as interpretation, but
one that will have to be done each time. With thetegraphic steps in order, let us proceed.
We had started the classes from dlags’ voices — what they had written or what they had to
say regarding their experiences with the birthy thed attended. The attendant presumption
on both sides was that these voices were constituayeexperience, the only prerogative of
those uninitiated intanethod— mukkhu sukkhu manugthe unlearned people). | then set
about introducing a gentle reworking of the bouretaof this category “experience” — till its
guarrels with “method” had diminished to negligitdeels.

How did | rework these boundaries? What were thetecds in which this was made
possible? What were the terms of reference foretkhehange between “experience” and
“scientific method” that placed each, firmly, orparticular side of the divide between the
untraineddai and the development expert, the body and the ntimel,sensible and the
transcendental? Several notions of the feministipal are at work here, working vis-a-vis
dominant and other responses to the experiencdigue¥he responses may be charted in
the following way. In the turn to experience asraswe, feminism has addressed the
representation of the female body. The “female bBodye have seen, is the site for the
understandings as well as operations of sciencen (& invisible qualifier Western). In its
project of defining the form and delineating therkings of the female body, this body of
knowledge enjoys the status of a value-neutrakailye method that purportedly bases itself
on solid empirical evidence to produce impartiabktedge. In the case of the female body,
it would then appear that science fasndit exclusively and powerfully fashioned bwature
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to bear and nourish children; in the event, aikidoing is putting the facts before 135.
Feminist engagements have sought to detect sedeehimers to the purported value-
neutrality of science. For one, the standard bedkat of the male, by which the female body
is judged small, inferior, or deviant; and throufls a subtle process of othering or exclusion
of the woman is institutedithin science Further, accounts of the workings of the body, it
organs, its reproductive processes, are strewn getidered metaphors that privilege the
male as decisive, strong, productive, and the fejred complementarily passive, wasteful,
unreasoning®® In the event, this part of the feminist projecs Heeen to make explicit the
hidden cultural weight of scientific knowledge. thar, in addressing the methods of science
itself, feminism has pointed to the homogenizatioherent in the manner in which the
scientific concept of the “female body” is derivdtdis somewhat against this authoritative,
homogenising strain that women’s bodily experienees positet!® in feminism — as
something that is not only missed in science’s guopf objectivity but something that is
excluded from or unable to articulate itself in dhobugh science’s abstractions. In the event,
the experience of the “woman” within science isns@s that which, through the explicit
introduction of an apparently inassimilable, preedirsive subjectivity, questions the
explanatorypotential of science, while also offering possiia@s for agency.

There are certain collusions in the goals of thtegeprojects, however, that bear looking at.
Both are moving toward a single truth, whether\detifrom scientific theory or subjective
experience, which they alone can represent. Toeihis both homogenize and both declare
the undisputed presence of this ‘reality out thénat can be represented without mediations.
And from here also flows a claim to objectivity. d€ience posits a naturalized universal
female body, experience would posit the “woman”versalized through socialization. No
experience can exist here outside narrative historiess as aporia — the seemingly insoluble
logical difficulty. One would then derive that i€ientific theories are built on exclusions, so
is the category “experience”. If science claimsueaheutrality, a simple valorization of
experience ignores the “historical processes ftiabugh discourse, position subjects and
produce their experience”. In the process, boter&a and experience in turn achieve status
as categories, homogenous and uniform in themsdBath become discourses that have the
right to regulate entry, so that what counts asre@ or experience becomes the qualifying
guestion.

If we then conclude that there is in this separmaticcertain essentializing of categories that
ignores their very constitutions by the other, & aheir constructions through cultural
intelligibility, several questions arise. Can expece be that essential outside of Science that
can grant agency? Or would it be also explicableetisctive of hegemonic norms that grant
the sensible body as “women’s generic identityh@ $ymbolic” while retaining a masculine
topology for Science? This brings us to another ifé&h cognition of experience as
constituted by history, circumstance, astircumscribed by the norm as outside it.

197 This would be stressing the empirical foundatiofiscience, but human sciences have always beear¢ae
where the subjective is most easily detected —é¢ine name ‘soft sciences’. Things are changingieker,
with the biological sciences rooting themselveshia ‘knowable’ gene — their accession to hard dbijieg is
now a reality.

198 As would be evident in the models of sexual irterse in the medical texts with the masculine/féngn
metaphors for sperm/ovum — a model we used in thsscas well, with a lively response, for it spdke
traditional languages of patriarchy as well. Thas been discussed in some detail by Emily Mar@9®1).

19Where experience is separate from the empirical.
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But, caught as | was between the conventional texgisof science and feminism, | kept
falling backwards into the question of results, dmeir reflection on validity. Experience, it
would seem, was faulty by virtue of its very conaivity, while science continued to look
rigorous and unbiased. As critical courier of stifenknowledge, | thought | was trying to
weave myself into the discourse of th@swith minimum damage to their framework, and to
that end | had decided to keep the question mdnks #taroughout, directing them towards
science as well. But as | sat down to look at #s=asment sheets on the afternoon of the first
day’s session, ‘I’ was fairly stunned. Of the tarestions put to the dais, one was worded as
follows —

If the child does not cry soon after birth, we must
a] say prayers over the baby

b] perform mouth-to-mouth resuscitation

c] rush the baby to the nearest health centre

d] warm the placenta in a separate vessel.

Almost all 46 of the dais had affirmed the lastvamis | remembered the asphyxiated babies
that used to be rushed to the nursery in medid&gm from the labour room that was on
another floor. | remembered the bitter debate® aghty the nursery was not stationed nearer
the labour ward so that we could lose less timesuscitating them. | decided this could not
be allowed to pass. And | conducted the classesrdiogly. When we repeated the written
examination at the end, none had ticked the lastvan and | was both relieved and
vindicated. Until | had come away, still thinkingnd then | realised that | had succeeded
only because | had adopted a more positivist, aiién@an approach — right and wrong — to
get across. And why had | done that? | realizedimaghat with all my criticality, | was very
much a scientific subject, and not merely becadsayodisciplinary training. | had retained
reflexivity and criticality for as long as there svaon-contradiction. Beyond that, | stayed put
— well within Science. | too had my experiences eoluld look at them as inseparably
constituted by my production as scientific subj@&eit | had been trained to look otherwise —
at experience as empirical evidence of theory. thede | was.

In current development policy, though, there is sotmuch the suppression of subaltern
voice as its making visible in extensions of sdfentdiscourse. It has become part of
development policy to include women’s voices inittevn development; the ‘third world
woman’ is no longer considered to have no voice.tl@ncontrary, she hasspecificvoice
that is apparently being heard now in developmeofepts in the third world. In order to
articulate this voice, however, she must have thpability to streamline it, make it
universally understood as well as reasonable, hisdig the cornerstone of the ‘capabilities
approach’. Here thdai, once named as dependable repository of traditiomalvledge, can
now be appropriated by notions of development flgnvirom liberal theories, for she also
represents, in this frame, the rigid face of pathal traditions that have not given the woman
voice. Development here is taken to mean empowdrmargranting, or rather restoration, of
voice to the woman hitherto suffocated by tradittoand it is to this end that the efficient
model of scientific method may be adopted. Theootter will indeed change, for thiais ...
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Aage ek rakam chhilo ... ebar anya rakam korte H8bebut that is hardly an exchange of
tradition for modernity, or of experience for saenit is an accommodation of one by the
other. In the pluralism of current development digse, thelai is a figure who exists before
context, occupies an underprivileged class positeod has a voice that may be heard or
streamlined into the mainstream.

And in feminism, despite, or after, the recognitairiwomen’s experience’ as constitutive of
hegemonic norms, there is a renewed positing okmspce as resistant, as the natural
habitat, perhaps, of the woman ...

This is of course clearly in evidence in what | éaalled the global feminist undertaking,
which is most well argued for philosophically in $ébbaum’s work, and most tellingly
represented in her examination and insertion oyadana-the-brick-kiln-worker — who

cannotnot have a body that speaks — into the lexicbrdevelopment literature. As ‘third

world women’s practices’ that contribute to cultimethe-making, it is visible in the gender
work that | have talked about.

What of my ‘conversations’ with thelai? As medical-professional-feminist-addressing-
gendered-subaltern, | recognized and tried to siear of the various precipitations of such a
binary; | ended, however, looking for a connectihmough experiencebetween the
‘professional’ and the ‘unlearned’; for an essetwehe feminine, perhaps, or to woman in
the Symbolic. The earlier legacy of experiencentheheres here; in asking questions of an
epistemic status for experience, in the anxietgaifbeing able to accord it equal validity, in
looking for a separation between feminist critipabjects and dominant discourse through a
recourse to a feminine difference which will befeliént from the place accorded to women
in the patriarchal Symboli¢! Most telling, perhaps, it inheres in the anxietem the
similarity or otherwise of perspective between (feminist) professional and the (woman)
dai ... one that presumed that the origins of an orgeomectedness was to be found in the
unspoiltdai who talked ofmeyeder meyeder katf&.So the first attempt that thiais made

to connect with me was througlbhigyata— experienceAnd the overwhelming feeling at the
end of those six days amongst thas, and in me, was of a solidarity that had perhagenb
established. A solidarity across boundaries of @itth (though not disruptive of it in any
way), across science, across different experieri®etss... where then are feminist projects
going to differ from development initiatives? Whaa third world women want, if one may
ask the blasphemous question, a question thatrgatimmentum, nevertheless, in the context
of first world vanguardism. Can the solution bet tiva must give up on capability altogether

10 Things were different before ... they will have ® done differently now ...

M1 The place of women — in patriarchy, in a languagtside patriarchy, has been a recurrent theméen t
thought of Luce Irigaray. Interpreting Plato’s myshe draws a picture of the analogies with theigrahal
arrangement, and proposes another topology. Plédea she designates as the realm of the Samee- “th
homosexual economy of men, in which women are girapjects of exchange. ... The world is describethas
‘other of the same’, i.e. otherness, but ... moréess adequate copy ... woman is the material substrér
men’s theories, their language, and their transasti.. the ‘other of the same’ ... [or] women in patchy ...
[tlhe ‘other of the other’ ... is an as yet non-eaigtfemale homosexual economy, women-amongst-tHeasse
... [lln so far as she exists already, woman asdkieetr of the other’ exists in the interstices af tkalm of the
[Same]. Her accession to language, to the imagiaag/ symbolic processes of culture and societyhes
condition for the coming-to-be of sexual differericeee ‘The same, the semblance, and the othéWhitford
(1991: 104).

M2 This is between us women — a common saying in Bettwat carries connotations both of an exclugivita
woman’s domain — as well as insignificance — thigist something between us women.
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as a universal? While accessing a connectednesw/dlodd not mean the place accorded to
women in the patriarchal Symbolic would definitthe a move, where would this
connectedness be situated? If not in family oriti@thl community, would it be in some
other sense of being together? Will we seek toicoatits residence in women? Will we
travel from an erasure of experience, the feminine,subjective, to an essentialising of the
same? Will women be the “embodied others, who ataliowednotto have a body, a finite
point of view"? If so, are we still going to stayitivthe biological body as pre-discursive
resource of experience? And if science is to rantae ultimate arbiter, is experiential
agency then to be only the aporia, showing up sistesces through gaps in policy, that must
let be, or can there be a feminist policy-framiigatt can work on the aporeticity of
experience?

What of collaboration? Caught between the conveatioegisters of science and feminism,
where science is about knowledge and feminism alpalitics, not only is thedai’'s
experience waiting to be rehabilitated within scerbut also within feminism. While the
mainstream policy dialogues with science remaintheg level of “filling in gaps in
manpower”, the philosophies of science attemptatk about whether “midwives’ tales”
might be justified — questions of validity. The pick of inclusion have operated to bring
‘low knowledges’ into circulation, and feminism nlee the natural host to these politics in a
frame where feminism is about politics and aboutm&n. Hence, the whole debate about
representation — institutional science versusdtiethedai as gendered subaltern versus the
third world feminist, that populate the space odfique of knowledge by politics, of science
by feminism. The questions therefore continue te-te frames where thaai as “gendered
subaltern” has been appropriated into governmeayglaratuses, anchade to speakhat
language, are conscious tools of collaboration whh master’s discourse available to her?
Or is this the tool lying there for thieministto pick up, to create a discursive space of
negotiation for ‘third world feminisms’? Is thishdn, yet a battle for representation, a
vanguardism, a speaking for that continues to isliip a speaking of, where third world
feminists freeze their examinations of their ownmeshedness or location in their
negotiations with global feminism and global deypahent? Is such a freezing inevitable? Or
is thedai as gendered subaltern as much outside third viosidworld feminist negotiations
as outside empire-nation exchanges?

But there is also a question here of the continsgpgaration of experience and knowledge. If
these attempts to rehabilitate experience seene tat lthe level of according it equivalent
status to knowledge, thus actually keeping alive litmaries feminism has been straining to
step out of, what of experience as condition of vidledge-making? The aporeticity of
experience | speak of might be a beginning.

On Context

Perspective, here, would therefore take on thel thirthree meanings? as the fantastic
spur within the dominant, as a moment of seeingpo$session’that can be lost in the

13 Three meanings of the word ‘perspective’ providgdthe Oxford English Dictionary include — 1. The
relation or proportion in which the parts of a ®dbjare viewed by the mind; the aspect of a matte@bject of
thought, as perceived from a particular mentalipaif view’ ... [h]ence the point of view itself; aay of
regarding (something). 2. A picture so contrivecg@smingly to enlarge or extend the actual spaci a stage
scene, or to give the effect of distance. 3. Aysetor figure constructed so as to produce sontadta effect;
e.g. appearing distorted or confused except from marticular point of view, or presenting totallifferent
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looking. In this sense, it is also not possiblartap perspective onto identity or individual
taste. Perspective as that moment of possessioonhogives a completely different picture
of things, it also gives a picture not availablenfr anywhere else — that makes visible the
dominant as such, as that which had rendered thwdher possibilities. This invalidation,
this exclusion, could then be understood diffesefritim a removal from circulation of that
which is disobedient — “At my heel, or outside”, lass Doueff puts it; it is better understood
as a constitutive or primary exclusion with an enater on the dominant’s terms. As Le
Doueff puts it again, “Outside, or at my he&{*Here | find useful, as a beginning, the model
of the excluded available within feminist standpotheory, of the woman as ‘outsider
within’.*** While this formulation evokes a degree of unealseut whether this social
location can be enough as a starting point (whett@mnen then always have to be the
outsiders within to be able to speak from this gpait offers, | think, valuable clues for
working toward a possible model of feminist critquTo understand this, we need to
understand, also, that the issue here is not dalydf recognizing hierarchies, nor is it about
building a stand-alone alternative system of knolyée that may be called feminist. The
example | gave in 2.lll.c, of the clinical constilba that turned into a conversation, tries to
demonstrate this.

The very notion of a feminist standpoint would hert the act of interpretation that puts this
positioning, this transient possession, to worki aoplace already defined, as earlier
understandings of standpoint would have; this meadevolves the production of an attached
model of knowledge that begins from perspectiveg dhat requires a speaking from
somewhere.

Such a speaking from somewhere obviously requirescoaceptualization of this
‘somewhere’; in other words, a fidelity to contektere context, | would suggest, is not
(only) about date-time-place, such that a concéfire knowledge’ can be critiqued from a
situation. It is most importantly about relatiomylithe space between you and me, both intra-
community and inter-community. Once we take cogmizaof this, we realize that that space

aspects from different points.The meaning thattlvate here is of a perspective that appears faotas
absurd, except from a particular point of view.

14 «Exclusion in principle seems to function as anfatable method of forcing dependence. And it isei a
choice between “being on the outside or perhapsyateel,” conveying first an exclusion in principnd then
conditions for secondary entry, rather than therss, “at my heel or on the outside,” which wouldicate first
a frank authoritarianism and then punishment feubordination.” (Le Doueff 2003: 25)

115 Feminist Standpoint theory talks of the possipilif a situated, perspectival form of knowing, otk a

knowing as necessarily a communal project, andisf knowing as one where the community of knowsrs i
necessarily shifting and overlapping with other cmmities. While Haraway would speak of ‘situated
knowledges’ as against the ‘God trick’, as shesdallof seeing from nowhere — a neutral perspedtilaraway
1992), Sandra Hardingould go on, however, to propose a version of gfraljectivity — a less false rather than
a more true view; this, Harding would suggest, came only from the viewpoint of particular commigst
sometimes the marginalized, sometimes women. Bhighere Harding’s version of standpoint epistemplisg
still grappling with the question of whether thepexence of oppression is a necessary route to lecps.
(Harding deals with this with this by treating wamglives as resource to maximise objectivity, heast by
treating these women as ironic subjects and sefeimg below as only a visual tool). A related questis
whether the very notion of standpoint epistemologguires a version, albeit a more robust one thapldce
now, of systems of domination, and it is here tharoductive dialogue could be begun between Harawa
more experimental version of “seeing from belowt &tarding’s notion of strong objectivity.
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does many things — it induces a porosity of bouedaftbody, community), it creates
attachment, it also creates separation. With thisiind, we then have to talk of building a
story from perspective, where it is tharning from within outward(from attachment to
separation) that does the work of building the yst@uch a standpoint ‘is’ only in the
constant interrogatioof both dominant discourse — masculinist Marxistdurseand of the
category of resistance feminism — within which it may be named.

What we may have to gain from an attention to eittle®sultations or conversations, then, is
not so much the shift in form that we have madenwving from one to another, but the
recognition of the fantastic perspective as a Vispal. Perspectives are made fantastic by
their positioning in an imbrication of powand meaning; and unless the position is required
to be static through any counter-hegemonic exerdisey cannot be the source of a
permanent identity, nor an alternative system. dspnt my report on thdai training
programme, then, in a different detail and fromiiedent perspective than as a look at
indigenous systems of health or as a lesson tedratlfrom women’s experiences, or indeed
as an essentially feminine perspective. What | tbelallegory of women’s lived experience
serves, for me, as a test case, an example otitastic perspective that both helps provide a
different picture of the dominant, and a glimpseotifer possible worlds. | will attempt to
delineate this in more detail now, but would likegut in a statutory warning prior to the
attempt.

Politics: From Marginality to Aporeticity

Does this re-turn to experience that | have talikdeout show up in individualai experience?
Is this a concrete turn, something that can beieghph straightforward ways? We turn to the
Bengali Marxist who tried to find a subaltern Lerin

The concept of the outside as a theoretical cayegaooted in the concept of
abstract labour as opposed to concrete labour. r€@nlabour, located within
particular industries, is within the sphere of proiibn; abstract labour is not.
... It is situated where, as Lenin puts it, all cessmeet — outside the sphere of
production.

(Chaudhury 1987: 248)

Chaudhury is using the concept to gently remind Skbaltern School of the difficulty of
positing a ‘subaltern consciousness’ as a sepdoat®in, or the equal difficulty of speaking
of inversion, in other words revolution, from thiantage point. For my purposes, the turn
from within outward faces the same difficulty. & & turn that has to be mined for its
possibility, not one that offers, straightforwaraiy empirically, the description of a different
world.

On Knowledge and Politics: Towards a Standpoint

Having identified these existing trajectories feminist critiques of science in the Indian
context, therefore, | pick up on the gaps in thanigssentially anthropological narrative, to
bring back the question of aporeticity. We havekspoextensively of the fractured narrative
— in anthropology, in feminism. Rather than thetwaednarrative, however, it might be the

fracture we need to speak of now. And rather than look amen as being essentially
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capable ofmimetismg*® and therefore, as the essential content of fractumight be useful

to access the moment of fracture, using as allegaiynarrative resource, the responses of
the dais to the reproductive health apparatus, or the k@za@onsultation between the
recalcitrant mother and the female physician. ghhinot be the connectedness between me
and thedai as women, then, that will serve as my resourcé,obw very asymmetry of
dialogue, our seeming separation. This might bdahtastic perspective that must be worked
on, in feminism, to create the discursive spacaiired to articulate the inversion — an
overturning of the dialectic of one knowledge —ttldaudhury (2000) speaks of. Such a
concentration on momentary fractures, disallowiagtaloes a final and fixed concentration
on ‘woman’, or a continuing separation of registeetween politics and knowledge on
account of the ‘fantastic’ perspective opening upeah vantage point both of knowing and
critigue of possible worlds, | submit, would consttt a useful feminist standpoint
epistemology.

The relevance of such a re-cognition of experidioceour purposes? | started this section,
and this exploration, with Haraway’s explorationtbé ‘informatics of domination’, which
today relies on simulation strategies rather thderarepresentative networks. If technology,
and its problems, needs to be addressed, my simyésthat this needs to be understood as
a first step. Technology needs to be understoo@sat discrete and inadequate extension of
‘man’, but as existing in an inalienable relatiorthathe category we are calling ‘human’.
Consciously or otherwise, such an understandingamaady permeated all methodologies of
research in the natural sciences, with fieldworkgpeeplaced with codes, so that science is
no longer an explanation of nature ‘out there’, &wimulator. In such a condition, women’s
experience of technology is a part of the technplagelf, rather than being empirically
outside of it. Any theory of exclusion, therefood,such experience, will have to re-cognized
if the ‘problems of technology’ are to be made geofs and it is the groundwork for this that

| hope to have laid in this project.

CONCLUSION

Methodological Possibilities in a Digital World

In this exercise of tracing a genealogy of respsrngetechnology in the Indian
context, digitization and its many manifestatiomsdr not been dealt with explicitly. It must
be said, however, that the visible character ofitaliggechnologies has forced on the
imagination of technology in general a re-visionings also a re-articulation of its
relationships to various constituencies of userghSa re-visioning, carried to its logical
limits in this exercise, has helped strengtherhtypothesis that technology per se needs to be
understood differently from its classical definit®as instrument, means of production, or

18 To travel from ‘mimesis imposed’ (Irigaray’s terdfor the mimesis imposed on woman as mirror of the
phallic model) to ‘mimetisme’ — “an act of delibe&zasubmission to phallic-symbolic categories inevrtb
expose them”, where “[t]o play with mimesis is ...ttg to recover the place of ... exploitation by discse,
without ... simply [being] reduced to it ... to resulbmi. so as to make ‘visible’, by an effect of plalyfu
repetition [mimicry, mimetisme] what was supposeddmain invisible ...” is the Irigarayan projectigray
1991, quoted in Diamond 1997: 173).
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product of science. Each of these understandings been at the centre of various
philosophies including classical economics and Néanxin their theories of technology’s
relationships. Both policies on technology andauieés have built on these theories.

What, then, might be the contours of an alternativagination? Methodologies of research
in the natural sciences have already shifted freefdwork to simulating systems in the
laboratory. Despite the philosophy of representabeing adhered to, at least the form has
been altered, so that the task of explaining whdhatural’ or ‘out there’ is no longer the
simple task of science. What of technology? Havegs changed, to repeat the cliché, in
technology too with the arrival of digital techngles that seem to be enveloping, un-ending,
and at the same time precise? An initial examinatibtwo kinds of digital technologies, or
rather two kinds of uses that digital technologes visibly put to, might help unravel this
guestion. Data bases, in use in medical institgtiam governance, in outreach programmes,
are seen to categorize to the last digit, and ingleo, attempt to account for every natural
phenomenon as it were, as statistic, as factocateggory. In doing so, they are the new
dream for policy makers; and more so for critiques)o find in their attempts at
categorization fodder for fresh critique. This atpt at information-retrieval, say the
critiques, or this attempt at inclusion throughegatries, is doomed from the start. But what
of imaging technologies? Such technologies, thatthmir very nature need to reveal
themselves in form to the end-user, seem to funatiat in hostility towards, or through a
panopticon-like gaze on, the patient/ client/ u¥éhile absolute surveillance can be read into
the precision of their ‘results’, and cold metateted in their arms-held-out-to the user,
there is yet a something, an association, a ladepération between one and the other that
suggests an interdependence, where results mayenobtained without association. Is this
different from earlier, other, technologies? Orsisch a reading of other technologies
possible, and possibly more accurate? Is the tligi@ifferent world or does it allow for a
different reading of the world? These are questthissinvestigation has, | hope, helped pose
to the critical analyses of technology.

Some of the detours through feminist and gendekwus investigation has undertaken have
been exemplars for the different methodology otisg’ that helped pose these questions.
Such a different methodology adopts a meaning fpaetive that is not ‘limited’, local, or
partial, in the senses in which we have undersibsed far, but as bizarre, or fantastic, with
respect to the given picture of the world — whhave been calling aporetic. My return to the
engagements with traditional midwives,dais in the preceding section, was also an attempt
to re-examine methodologies that seek to invokdueed perspectives — like ethnography,
for instance. In an attempt to find what would litaie such a sense of perspective as
aporetic (not aporetic perspectives which give msseof empirical fixity), | also therefore
attempt a reworking of classical ethnographic mesho

There are a couple of clarifications that | woulllel to reiterate at the end of this

investigation. One is the relationship betweenrsmeand technology. | have clarified, at the
outset, that | treat technology as part of theqsaphy of modern western science, being
wary of the impulse of treating technology as thebfem with science, as several critiques
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have done. | have attempted to expand on thiseifitst two sections, pointing to the images
of technology that the critiques themselves workhwand particularly to the connections
between science and technology that avowedly yustiir positions. To engage more fully
with the philosophy itself, or more precisely witte model of knowledge, however, | have
had to focus particularly on the epistemic entemrthat is science. This is a partial
explanation of why the last section moves from tedbgy to the question of modern western
science as a model of knowledge.

The other is the relationship between technology lazdies. | have suggested that this is the
more obvious relationship upon which the formulasiaof human-technology relationships
are built. Critiques of the objectification and hogenization of bodies by technology have,
in their associated critique of value-neutralitydasbjectivity in science, shifted to a more
phenomenological approach. Notions of touch and celinfbent have tried to address
guestions of this relationship through porositycklaf separation, and so on, and deserve
greater attention than this investigation has ke#a to bring to the exercise. It is with the
hope of such an approach contributing further te thfferent interpretation of lived
experience as laid out in the last section, tltddde this discussion.
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GLOSSARY

Lived experience— The notion of lived experience was first mooitegpphenomenology by
Merleau-Ponty; it has been used subsequently, istljn@ loose sense, in postcolonial,
anthropological, and feminist literature, to denstemething like day-to-day experience,
personal experience, and so on, and often sulestifior by the word ‘practice’ — meaning
knowledge as practice. Practice, in this usagealise-laden, in the anti-theoretical stances of
early Positivism, in the determinedly empirical egach of Sociology of Scientific
Knowledge, and, for our purposes, in the perspaktvitiques of science that have come
from anti-developmentalism, feminism, and postc@btheory in Indian contexts — where
particular meanings of the perspectival have beepl@yed. In the field created by these
discourses, various combinations of pragmatismtimgancy, learning and resistance have
been at work to denote and inhabit practice. Rrads therefore the keyword for critiques of
normative science today. This investigation tak#e account these usages, but in order to
return to the phenomenological definition, primafibr the potential it offers for a different
view of the world than that available either in thigectivist account or in the reversal i.e. in
the turn to a complete subjectivity of experiendde phenomenological account itself
defines lived experience. Following the rich regdiri Simone de Beauvoir available in Toril
Moi’s “What is a Woman”?, the body is a situati@md part of what might be called lived
experience — a situation that affords a view ornvibdd that views the body.

Aporia — The French wordporie is ultimately derived from the Greek aporia, megni
difficulty, that which is impassable, especiallyradical contradiction in the import of a text
or theory that is seen in deconstruction as inbleta(Merriam-Webster Dictionary Online).
| use the word aporetic here and throughout theami@ph to speak of the logically insoluble
theoretical difficulty, the impasse.

Perspective— Three meanings of the word ‘perspective’ progidey the Oxford English
Dictionary include — 1. The relation or proportion in whid¢tetparts of a subject are viewed
by the mind; the aspect of a matter or object otight, as perceived from a particular mental
‘point of view’ ... [h]ence the point of view itsela way of regarding (something). 2. A
picture so contrived as seemingly to enlarge cerexthe actual space, as in a stage scene, or
to give the effect of distance. 3. A picture orufig constructed so as to produce some
fantastic effect; e.g. appearing distorted or ceatlexcept from one particular point of view,
or presenting totally different aspects from difiet points. | use the third of these meanings
in the effort to articulate a use of lived expecderthat is not a faithful record, or testimony,
but a place from which to produce a different pietaf the world.

Hybridity and the postcolonial- One of the major pillars on which present cuég of
science and technology, and by extension, developnme the Indian context rest, is the
concept of hybridity and its commitment to what htidpe called cultural difference. The
framework of hybridity has been used in postcolbmiacuits to describe the object of
critigue — Western science — as fragmented, asni@gie but not completely successful in its
dominance, as containing within its dominant sk# seeds of resistance. Externalist and

Page | 84



‘outside’ histories of science are used to vindicatich an approach. They have been
focussed on the travel and reception of what is sseWestern science in a resistant space.
Under the metanarrative of Marxism, historiographaé science and postcolonial historians
of science in India have variously proposed notiohgither the success or failure of this
enterprise, resulting in the production, in aneanflon through Indian forms of knowing, of a
hybrid or mutated knowledge. To make this cleamaone like Gyan Prakash, for example,
uses the notion of hybridity to refer to “the imglon of identities, to the dispersal of their
cultural wholeness into liminality and undecidalyili Such a notion of a hybrid, non-
originary mode of authority is profoundly agonisaad must be distinguished from the
concept and celebration of hybridity as culturaingetism, mixture, and pluralism.
Hybridity, in the sense in which | have used it efers to the undoing of dominance that is
entailed in dominance’s very establishment. It hgitts cracks and fissures as necessary
features of the image of authority and identifiaemh as effects of the disturbance in the
discourse that the “native” causes. ... Hybridizatma translation addressed the relationship
between languages and subjects positioned unetjy84y. This, for Prakash and others
working at postcolonial reconstructions, constidutbe primary critique of modernity as
residing entirely in the West.

There is a disjunct between the claim to hybridiyd the practice of these histories
themselves. In attempting to produce an accuratditren of the hegemonic in order to be
able to move towards a counter-hegemonic positiba, problem is that hybridity sees
hegemony as fractured rather than monolithic —edulisendition — but also as structured and
all pervasive. In this framework logically extendedny counter-hegemonic exercise,
however fraught, is problematic, because it isuglocontingent negotiations, rather than an
ideological positioning vis-a-vis power, that thailbin response to hegemony comes. In
fact, following Bhabha, hybridity is a thorough awdgoing description of reality that
actually refrains from formulating a theory of hegmny, and this shows up in Prakash’s own
difficulty in understanding the process itself asrenthan “an unequal positioning” — a
consideration of power that hybridity is bound tisatlow. Prakash of course sets up a
meaning-power coalition in order to insert hybsditto hegemony, talking as he does about
the cultural authority of science as his primarypearn, but even so, he fails to make clear
how the arbitrariness that must necessarily bectfaacter of hybridity finds closure; how
the “native” becomes, each time, the discordan¢ mdtdominant discourse. In such a case,
the multiple dislocations it shows up fails the Imjp promise of thepostcolonialthat it sets
up, of being able to offer a theory of the workirgdpowerthat can suggest a response and
an after to it commonly named resistance.

Let us see what would have been necessary for yhedity framework to succeed as an
enterprise in science studies in India. Put telggcally, the hybridity framework brings in
certain attitudes — ambivalence, negotiation, cgancy, difference. Ambivalence is the split
at the heart of domination. Negotiation is the guathrough positioning, of resistance by the
“native”. Contingency refers to the arbitrarine$she closures offered by this negotiation (so
it is not a simple notion of ‘interest’), which wehy hybridity is posed as process rather than
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structure. Difference is, or should be, the in&pilio be captured within structures of
sameness. The postcolonial, in robust definitiooyld be the epistemo-political act of
resisting the hegemonic — here the concatenatiogoatexts and meanings created by
colonial domination, imperialism, or in other wordke act of making active difference.
Mine is a thin challenge to the hybridity framewankas much as the latter claims to provide
a substrate for understanding hegemony that welh froduce a critique of the hegemaonic
For one, the descriptive framework of never-endang arbitrary negotiations that each of
these interlocutors sets up does not offer, oriregpossibilities for critique. And the claim
to difference that is made in this challenge todbminant does not work. As Bhabha himself
puts it:

... the site of cultural difference can become thaemghantom of a dire
disciplinary struggle in which it has no space owpr. Montesquieu's Turkish
Despot, Barthes’ Japan, Kristeva's China, DerridNgsnbikwara Indians,

Lyotard’s Cashinahua pagans are part of this gfyaté containment where
the Other text is forever the exegetical horizorifference, never the active
agent of articulation. The Other is cited, quoteamed, illuminated, encased
in the shot/reverse-shot strategy of a serial Bitdigment. Narrative and the
cultural politics of difference become the closed circlergérpretation. The

Other loses its power to signify, to negate, tdiate its historic desire, to
establish its own institutional and oppositionalsadiurse. However
impeccably the content of an ‘other' culture maykhewn, however anti-

ethnocentrically it is represented, it is Itecation as the closure of grand
theories, the demand that, in analytic terms, ialveays the good object of
knowledge, the docile body of difference, that oeluces a relation of
domination and is the most serious indictment ef itistitutional powers of

critical theory.

(Bhabha 1994: 31)

But the “active agent of articulation” is not sotmag the hybridity framework needs to
support; the difference it supportsdigferance— comprising both difference and deferral — to
talk of a constant deferral of meaning, an impabtibof fixed signifieds allotted to a
signifier. Nor is that “active agent” likely to apar in the contingent negotiations that
hybridity promotes. In that sense, it is hardlyfeliénce but indifference. For hegemony to be
countered, or for the “active agent” to appear,rfent postcolonial studies” must make
possible the postcolonial promise, that is, it ndeftne better than it has done to date what it
means by each of the terms ‘colonial’, ‘postcoltni@nd the overdetermined space of ‘the
third’ which it marks as the site of contestatidihe historicist rendition currently available
in postcolonial studies is hardly likely to offdpsures to that conteSt’ nor will a discovery

of the “active agent” as resistant empirical enitityesponse to science or technology.

H7«Current postcolonial studies ... are overtly higtist ... The ‘post’ of the postcolonial studies tihs sense
of a simple succession, a diachronic sequencerafdsein which each one of them is clearly ideatfe. It has
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a historical referent (the concrete of the colodipast) and indicates a rupture with the latter.ahgays a
thousand schools of thought contend in postcolostiadies. But their differences count for littlexhéo this
abiding unanimity. The business of postcoloniatss is to deal with the legacy of the colonialaparom
this legacy the postcolonial space breaks awaynascomprised by a sovereign nation” (Chaudhury, &ras
Chakrabarti 2000: 171). | have also, in Chap 4ereff a further account of why hybridity cannot expl
hegemony).
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