Rejoinder to Stein Tennesson

Olle Tornquist

PRIO’s director Stein Tennesson supports my conclusions but dis-
approves of the basic arguments that question his campaign for
globalisation studies' as well as of my polemic style of writing.
Such disagreements arc only to be expected between those who
manage the system and those who are employed to do critical analy-
ses of the same. We could simply set aside the differences and
focus on the changes we agree on. But dispute over clear-cut ar-
guments is basic to research-based learning (Bjorklund, 1991). So
it is also important to brave the Scandinavian storm of conflicts and
see where we can benefit from disagreements.

First, readers should note that what Tennesson suggests that they
should ignore as ‘a long-winded argument n the style of a political
pamphlet” is in fact based on a fairly conventional academic analysis
of ideas to identify and review the basic positions, their consistency
and the hidden agendas and power relations. A major conclusion 18
that the latter are largely related to political and administrative fash-
ions and to the ‘guiding’ of research — a result that has not been
questioned so far. Hence, it is also part of my job to contribute to
the defence of academic freedom in general and, n particular, to
the integrity of the sub-discipline of which Tam a professor (just as
a judge has to be both impartial and protective of an independent
judiciary). This adds some flavour of concern to the presentation,

but the level of polemic is surely mild as compared to the prior un-

substantiated, indiscriminate and derogatory critique of development
researchers in general.
ns that 1 have distorted his own and

Second, Tennesson maintai
Helland’s writings: “Neither Helland not I wanted to replace re-
h on globalisation.” However, I

search on development with researc
never said that of Helland, who wants to broaden development stud-

ies to general research of the South and to subordinate it to the

conventional academic disciplines.
Let us focus here on Tonnesson and his globalisation campaign.

He claims that I have constructed a false dichotomy between stud-

1 Including marginalisation, see below.
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ies of globalisation and problems of development by inserting ‘mis-
leading parenthescs’ when quoting him. This is also wrong, with
regard to both the parenthescs and the dichotomy. The first paren-
thesis was to remind the reader of the obvious: that Tennesson’s
NFR programme was within the field of development, given that it
was financed through the development aid budget. My second pa-
renthesis was to save space by excluding his elaboration of studies
of globalisation: ‘the interlinked processes of globalisation and mar-
ginalisation, and how they affect poor countries and regions world-
wide.” Given Tonnesson’s level of scholarship, this was taken for
granted, as any scrious studies of globalisation must also involve
something on marginalisation and poor countries. Even more obvi-
ous, 1 already stated in my article that we certainly agree that all
students of problems of development must consider globalisation. I
even asked who was natrow cnough not to do that already (a point
that Tennesson has not responded to). The real disagreement, how-
ever — and one which Tennesson naturally finds to be unimportant
_ is that he wants to introduce globalisation (and the marginalisa-
tion involved) as the hegemonic approach to the study of various
kinds of issues around the world, including development. By con-
trast, T am among those who focus on the poor and oppressed peo-
ple’s contexiual problems of devclopment, and then relate these
problems to various obstacles and options involved, including glo-
balisation, among other factors. This is an important difference. In
the latter view it does not suffice to study poor people’s problems
of development from the angle of imperialism, international depend-
ency, world systems or (now) globalisation. No, we have to subor-
dinate these important but yet incomplete aspects to concrete
analyses of concrete situations where people themselves live and
work — if we do not think that we can solve the problems for them.
This is also why 1 consider it vital to stress the academically judged
relevance of the research in rclation to what the aid money is meant
for — support to downtrodden people’s own struggles against pov-
erty and oppression. If and when important studies of globalisation
do not really focus on this, the researchers should look for other
funding. It has always been attractive for entreprencurial groups to
get hold of parts of the aid budget for more or less related purpos-
¢s. As development researchers, we should feel called to resist this >
Third, 1 certainly agree with Tennesson that it would be mis-
leading to call non-development scholars ‘mainstream’ — but Thave

2 For those interested in the Swedish debute, see Tornquist (1983).
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not done that without qualification! And T have definitcly never said
that wcll-reputcd discipline development researchers are not solidly
anchored W.lqli.n their academic disciplines. Quite the contrary: T havf:
opposed critics who fail to recognise that such qualified réécarch-
ers actual}y' exist (but rarcly have basic resources to do their job)
Worse: this omission of the best existing capacity also cnablechrit;
ics to generalise from the often poor quality of commissioned de-
velopment rescarch to the field as a whole, and to go on to argue
Lh.at it is necessary to invite noted generalists from the core disguci-
plines even if they lack the appropriatc theoretical and empirical
knowledge! How Tenncsson (with some previous knowledge of
Marx) can relate this to class struggle is a mystery. The strugglc is
rather against dominance a la Bourdieu and for the best possible
academically judged quality with regard to ]ﬁroblems of devel
ment! OP-
) While we move ahead with the conclusions and recommenda-
ilonsI dﬂ;?t I];DH?CSS:‘? and I would seem to agree on, 1 feel that it
would also be fruitful if we - i
et it them Ou:.oulcl be open about our points of disa-
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