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In recent years development and security have come to be conceived in the words of the former British Secretary of State for International Development, Hilary Benn, as something of a "shared challenge". Development is said to make "a critical contribution to global security by reducing poverty, inequality and the root causes of conflict" while "global prosperity, everyone’s prosperity, depends on security against threats to human development". "The truth is", as Benn declared in a now classic speech, that "development without security is not possible; security without development is only temporary". 

At least three different axioms can be found embedded in Hilary Benn’s formulation of the interrelation between development and security, or what is now named as the "development-security nexus". 
· Firstly, the development of the developing world is now said to depend on its security; security is conceived as a prerequisite of development.

· Secondly, development of the developing world is conceptualized as by itself a means towards the security of developing societies; security conceived also, therefore, as the end towards which development is aimed.

· And thirdly no security of the developed world is said to be possible without increasing the development of undeveloped states and societies; thus the ultimate subject of both development and security is not the developing world, but the developed. 
This trinity of axioms underlies not just British development policy, but those of most of the national governments of developed countries as well as international organizations concerned with development, significantly the United Nations, as well as a wide range of NGOs, and their academic proxies. In the United States, Senator John Kerry, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, recently called for development to "rank alongside defense at the heart of America's foreign policy". While the development-security nexus is becoming only more tightly woven in international relations, semantic shifts in the conceptualization of both development and security are occurring.
Demands for development are increasingly tied not simply to demands for "‘security" but to a discursively new phenomenon or object of "resilience". This has two consequences:
· First, this new object of resilience is sought to be defined in terms of the presence of the unruly population groups, who have to be subject of an "order of development", represented by aid-regime, developmental blue-prints and loans, fiscal plans, etc. This thus combines development ironically not with "freedom", but with "order", "discipline" and "control". Democracy thus has to be ordered, an order.
· Second, since security is now tied with development (which will be realized as freedom, which is freedom, etc.), and development is now conceived as a national agenda (not a particularistic one), and therefore an inter-national agenda, we have an unusual combination of what can be called as the "macro structure of security" with molecular insecurities. In simpler language we can say, the more development provokes rallying claims and claim makings, and requires a macro structure of security, the more the society takes on the image of a civil war with the overwhelming presence of molecular insecurities. The problematic of security is now transformed to one of resilience.
This shift from security to resilience is tied likewise to a re-conceptualization of development as "sustainable development". The axioms that flow from this shift in the development-security nexus obey the same structure of trinity as those noted above. Also in this displacement the discursive object of resilience undergoes a discursive shift:
· Firstly the sustainable development of the developing world is said to depend on the developing world achieving resilience; resilience conceived thus as a prerequisite of sustainable development.

· Secondly sustainable development must be aimed, it is said, at increasing the resilience of the developing world; resilience conceived thus as the end to which sustainable development is driven.

· And thirdly the resilience of the developed world is said to be inextricably intertwined with the task of making developing peoples into resilient ones. 

We can already note the different connotations of resilience. For example, a particular population group may consider itself to be resilient, and thus impervious to the prescribed ways of development. Or, uncertain fiscal and monetarist regimes in the West may be advised to achieve resilience, and thus stability, and sustainability. Are these shifts of meanings then more semantic ones, or do they signify changes in the rationalities that have shaped both development and security policies during the post-Cold War period? Are the rationalities that distinguish resilience different to those underpinning demands for security? And are those of "sustainable development" different to what was once known simply as "development"? Does the weaving of a nexus of relations between "sustainable development" and ‘resilience’ represent a departure from the "development-security nexus" in some way?  And, if so, what explains that shift and what are its political implications, particularly for democratic theory? Also, if the structure of trinity indicates relation of deep links between security-development-sustainability of the developed and the developing world, what are the implications for what can be called as the "global post-colonial predicament"? And by broader terms for a "politics of life", which now seeks to define itself in the framework of development and resilience?
This symposium seeks to explore a range of responses to these questions. It invites papers from across the disciplines and from a variety of theoretical perspectives that address any aspect of the bio-politics of development. This will be a two-day symposium with about 20-25 participants marked by presentation of views, papers, roundtable discussions, and question-answer sessions.
For any clarification please write to Sutirtha Bedajna at sutirtha@mcrg.ac.in and Ishita Dey at ishita@mcrg.ac.in.

