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Synopsis of
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1 AFFECTIVE STATES
Ann Laura Stoler

In this essay, Stoler challenges the assumption that the mastery of reason, rationality,
and the exaggerated claims made for Enlightenment principles have been at the
political foundation of nineteenth- and early twentieth-century colonial regimes
and should be at the center of critical histories of them. Colonial states and their
architects were focused instead on the racially appropriate distribution of sentiments,
on racialized assessments of affective dispositions, and their beneficent and dangerous
political effects. Analyzing the staging and aftermath of a demonstration of Dutch-
born and creole Europeans in Java in May 1848, she examines the strain between
parental feelings and political allegiance and what urgent efforts Dutch authorities
made to educate the affective habits of both.

2 AFTER SOCIALISM
Katherine Verdery

A defining characteristic of former socialist societies was their property order, dis-
tinctive from that of capitalist societies. This chapter discusses how socialist property
was organized, with examples drawn from agriculture, and explores the implications
for post-1989 transformations toward private ownership in Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union.

3 AIDS
Brooke Grundfest Schoepf

Political and economic interests have shaped response to the AIDS pandemic from
the outset. Struggles over meanings and resources, and their effects on prevention
and treatment policy, are analyzed with special reference to Africa, where the author
has conducted AIDS prevention research since 1985. The results of these struggles
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have implications for the rest of the world, wherever poverty, violence, and inequality
create HIV risk that cannot be overcome by individual actions.

4 CITIZENSHIP
Aibwa Ong

Against the background of debates that globalization has led to claims for mutlicul-
tural citizenship, this chapter considers how neoliberal techniques are remaking the
spatial, social, and moral borders of the nation. The capacity of entrepreneurial figures
to manipulate and transform borders into values of trade and production has restruc-
tured the value of capital and labor across transnational space, leading to a “‘splinter-
ing”” of citizenship. Two alternative interventions to the proliferation of transborder
assemblages of human needs are suggested. Strategies can be informed by an ethics of
corporate reciprocity on the one hand, or by an informal moral economy on the
other, requiring many agents to distribute different kinds of material, technical, and
social goods in the interest of achieving a kind of complex equality across the spaces of
global capital.

5 COSMOPOLITANISM
Ulf Hannerz

There is a cosmopolitanism of culture and a cosmopolitanism in politics — is there a
connection between them? This chapter explores that issue, and several other ques-
tions relating to this complex concept and its place in an interconnected world. Are
cosmopolitans always members of the elite, or are the social bases of cosmopolitanism
now changing? Can cosmopolitans have roots? Does cosmopolitanism in politics aim
at a world government, or are there other alternatives in building an acceptable world
order? What are bottom-up and top-down cosmopolitanisms? What is the place of
cosmopolitanism in an unequal world?

6 DEVELOPMENT
Mare Edelman and Angelique Haugernd

“Development” is a slippery concept that has attracted attention from an astonishing
array of scholars. This essay explores the Enlightenment roots of debates about
development; the clash of radical and mainstream paradigms such as twentieth-
century theories of imperialism, modernization, and dependency; and the rise of
economic neoliberalism. Anthropology absorbed the seismic changes of the new
free-market regime partly by culturalizing and dehistoricizing globalization, and by
downplaying its political-economic and legal dimensions.

7 DISPLACEMENT
Elizabeth Colson

The political implications of the massive population displacements characteristic of
the current world are a challenge to those concerned with how people engage with
one another in political action. Political anthropologists who study displacement deal
with questions of identity, processes of estrangement and stigmatization, definitions
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of boundaries and citizenship, the strategic resources of diasporas, and how all of this
impacts upon evolving definitions of an international political order.

8 FEMINISM
Mualathi de Alwis

This chapter revisits the Strathernian formulation of an awkward relationship between
anthropology and feminism. It explores the category of the “‘political” through an
ethnography of a Sinhalese women’s protest movement, but seen from the perspec-
tive of the anthropologist as feminist, who struggles with the contradictions inherent
in participant observation.

9 GENDER, RACE, AND CLASS
Micaela di Leonardo

Feminist scholarship on gender, class, and race politics has matured over the last
quarter-century. But globalizing neoliberal capitalism and the growth of purblind
idealist postmodern scholarship have conjoined to deflect attention from progressive
scholarly and popular analyses. An historical and ethnographic consideration of
“home”” in America illustrates the productiveness of a feminist ‘‘culture and political
economy”’ epistemic frame in political analysis.

10 GEeNETIC CITIZENSHIP
Deboral Heath, Rayna Rapp, and Karen-Sue Taussig

This chapter examines the dispersed power relations and cultural-technical alliances
that characterize the geneticization of contemporary science and social life. Illustrated
with examples from our multi-site fieldwork on genetic knowledge production,
our analysis draws on insights from science studies, feminist scholarship and queer
theory, disability studies, and ongoing discussions of emergent forms of citizenship.
Within a technically mediated public sphere, identities and alliances are transformed,
calling into question the distinction between the subjects and objects of scientific
inquiry.

11 THE GrLOoBAL CITY
Saskin Sassen

The organizing theme of this chapter is that a focus on cities allows us to see a variety
of processes as part of globalization in a way that the typical focus on macrolevel
cross-border processes does not. What are often barely visible or recognizable loca-
lizations of the global assume presence in cities. The global city in particular enables
global corporate capital, by providing specialized capabilities and world-class supplies
of professional workers. But it also can function as a space of empowerment for
disadvantaged groups because it enables forms of politics and types of political actors
excluded from the formal national political system.
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12 GLOBALIZATION
Jonathan Fricdman

This chapter focuses on the relation between class formation and the dynamics of
global process. It suggests that class is an extremely important parameter of analysis
that has been overlooked by most of the anthropological literature on globalization.
After arguing that class relations have a definite cultural content and are susceptible to
ethnographic scrutiny, the chapter locates class as a process in relation to larger global
processes, suggesting that class structure in European states represents something of a
“structure of the long run.” The chapter continues with a comparative historical
analysis of the discourses of global elites, and argues that current multicultural /
hybrid discourses about globalization are a rerun of earlier elite discourses. This
implies that many of the contemporary assumptions concerning globalization are
socially positioned ideological products rather than examples of scientific analysis.

13 GOVERNING STATES
David Nugent

This chapter develops a critical commentary on Weberian and post-Weberian ap-
proaches to the state. Drawing on ethnographic material from the northern Peruvian
Andes, it shows the importance of distinguishing state (in the Weberian sense) from
governmentality (in the Foucauldian sense). Most scholars have treated the govern-
mental states of Western Europe as normative, and in the process have obscured the
broad range of forces that have sought to order national societies in relation to the
extraction of wealth and the accumulation of capital.

14 HEGEMONY
Gavin Smith

A term made important in social science and the humanities by Antonio Gramsci,
hegemony refers to the complex way in which power infuses the various levels of the
social world: social reproduction, social practices, and the constituting of the social
person. Beginning with an understanding of how the term emerges from the histor-
ical context and epistemology of Gramsci’s writings, the essay then explores the
possible usefulness and limitations of the term for current social and political analysis.

15 HuMAN RIGHTS
Richard Ashby Wilson

Cultural relativism in the Boasian tradition obstructed the anthropological study of
human rights in the years immediately after World War II, but the rise of Marxism and
opposition to the Vietnam war raised the profile of social justice issues in the
discipline. This focus became more explicitly rights-oriented in the 1990s with the
rise of globalization literature and global justice institutions such as the UN Inter-
national Criminal Courts. Anthropological studies during this time have enhanced
debates about globalization by emphasizing social agency, context, and history, and
the plurality of the global order.
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16 IDENTITY
Arturo Escobar

Identity has become a major topic in the battlefields of theory and of politics. When
connected to the study of social movements, identities can be shown to be central to
the contestation over meanings and practices of world-making. This chapter features
the novel ethnic identities of black groups in the Colombian Pacific rainforest region,
showing their contribution to alternative forms of understanding nature, develop-
ment, globalization, and modernity itself.

17 IMAGINING NATIONS
Akbil Gupta

This essay revisits theories of nationalism by focusing on questions of time and
temporality, in particular, the question of whether the ideas of time central to
Anderson’s influential work on nationalism may not be usefully rethought from the
perspective of Third World nationalism. Accordingly, notions of homogeneous,
empty time, the modularity of the nation form, the seriality of the contingent,
contested effort to forge a hegemonic nationalism, and the impact of late capitalism
on national sovereignty are questioned.

18 INFRAPOLITICS
Steven Gregory

This chapter examines the impact of neoliberal economic reforms associated with
“globalization” on two communities on the southeast coast of the Dominican
Republic. It is argued that an ethnographic perspective is critical to understanding
how global processes are differentially materialized within the political and historical
context of specific nation-states.

19 “MAFI1AS”
Jane C. and Peter T. Schneider

Attempts to analyze “mafias” in general rely on a market model that pays scant
attention to differences among groups, or to their respective political and cultural
contexts. This approach makes it easy to imagine the coalescence of many organized
crime formations into a global criminal network — the underside of capitalist global-
ization. Anthropological analyses of organized crime point rather to significant
differences among criminal traditions, and to the importance of specific processes
through which mafios: ““condition” and ““provision” their respective environments.

20 MILITARIZATION
Catherine Lutz

This chapter suggests a theoretical account of militarization and its relationship to
broader social changes, from the emergence of nation-states to the course of raciali-
zation and other inequalities to the convergence of interests in military spending. It
gives a terse account of the twentieth-century history of the militarization process and
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of the distinct modes of warfare that have developed over that time, and suggests how
we can connect these global and national histories with specific ethnographically
understood places and people.

21 NEOLIBERALISM
Johm Gledhill

Starting from debates about whether neoliberalism as originally understood is now
behind us, this analysis demonstrates that the neoliberal model of a market society is
far more radical than that of classical liberalism and continues to play an important
role in shaping the logic of political processes. The chapter concludes with examples
of contemporary challenges to this “‘deep neoliberalization.”

22 POPULAR JUSTICE
Robert Gordon

Increasing disorder in many parts of the world has led to the rise of vigilantism, a
phenomenon that raises questions about academic and popular conceptualizations of
the state and law. Vigilantism is non-state-sponsored activity that mimics formal
judicial processes. Focusing on vigilantism in South Africa, this chapter emphasizes
the public spectacularity of its punishments and argues that vigilantes are double
agents of law and order: In seeking to create it they undermine it.

23 POSTCOLONIALISM
K. Stvarvamakrishnan

This chapter develops a commentary on the postcolonial condition in India
through an analysis of representations of wildness, nature, and civility, and the
practices of nature conservation. It also suggests new directions for postcolonial
theory grounded in a political anthropology that simultaneously examines
questions of interest and identity. It recommends multi-scale analyses of situations
like the politics of nature conservation, where colonial oppositions between the wild
and the civilized are reinvented in contemporary struggles over recognition and
resources.

24 POWER TOPOGRAPHIES
James Ferguson

“Nation-building” and “state and society”” approaches to African politics, while
apparently opposed, in fact operate with an identical “‘topography of power” that
imagines the national and the local as distinct “‘levels,” one ‘“‘above” and the
other “below.” By questioning this topography, and exploring the role of trans-
national institutions and processes in constituting and empowering both the
national (“‘state”) and the local (“‘civil society”’), it is possible to obtain a different
perspective on a range of theoretical and practical issues in the politics of contempo-
rary Africa.
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25 RACE TECHNOLOGIES
Thomas Biolsi

This chapter disaggregates ““Race” into the dispersed and strategic practices that
produce racial identity and alterity in local settings. Drawing on the examples of
White, Black, and Indian race-lines in the United States, four technologies of race are
described: Making differentiating statements about the racial self and others, tech-
niques of racial classifying, practices of racial mixing, and regimes of racial spacing,
which together produce the apparently stable “‘races” we live both within and against.

26 SOVEREIGNTY
Caroline Humphrey

Most theories of sovereignty operate at the level of states and nations. This chapter
interrogates these theories by investigating the everyday foundations of sovereign
rule in a post-Soviet, Siberian city. The emphasis is on how spontaneous and ad hoc -
almost molecular — accretions form into new structures of power, which can be
recognized as ‘‘sovereign.” An ethnography of a non-legal, “Mafia”-run urban
domain is used to explore the relation between everyday and state sovereignty.

27 TRANSNATIONAL CIVIL SOCIETY
June Nash

Indigenous peoples throughout the Western hemisphere are seeking a new relation-
ship with the nations within which they are encompassed. They are calling for full
participation in civil society as autonomous subjects. This expansion of civil society is
the culmination of earlier challenges to the seventeenth-century vision of a citizens’
monitoring body by women and pluriethnic constituents. Indigenous struggles for
autonomy thus extend the libertarian values that animated civil society of the eight-
eenth century to embrace collectivist principles derived from distinct traditions that
reject the patriarchal premises of modern nations.

28 TRANSNATIONALITY
Nina Glick Schiller

Past scholarship that normalized and naturalized the nation-state hindered the emer-
gence of transnational studies and distorted the study of migration. Stimulated by
contemporary globalization, a transnational perspective on migration has emerged.
The new perspective highlights the significance of transnational social fields, differen-
tiating between ways of being and ways of becoming. However, the emergence of
transnational studies may impede analysis of new global concentrations of imperial
power.



Preface

In the course of completing this book we have accumulated many debts, personal and
professional. It is impossible to thank everyone who has helped us, but certain people
stand out. First and foremost, we would like to thank our contributors, whose
stunningly original and insightful scholarship fills these pages. We have learned a
great deal from them, and trust that readers will enjoy and benefit from their work as
much as we have.

We would also like to express our gratitude to Blackwell’s Jane Huber — the most
human of editors. It was she who solicited the volume as a Companion to Blackwell’s
Reader in the Anthropology of Politics: Theory, Ethnography, and Critique, which
appeared in November 2002. Jane’s warmth, care, and inspiration have been indis-
pensable throughout the long months we have worked on this project, and we will
miss her humor and grace. May all authors be so fortunate as to have an editor as
concerned and understanding as she. We also thank Jane’s assistant editors, Sarah
Coleman and Annie Lenth, for their contribution to the volume’s final appearance.

Finally, we would like to thank family and friends, whose support and encourage-
ment have been essential to the completion of this book.

The editors would like to dedicate this volume to Elizabeth Colson, in gratitude
for her incomparable scholarship and a career of critical engagement with “‘things
political.”

David Nugent
Waterville, Maine

Joan Vincent
New York
21 June 2003
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Introduction

Joan Vincent

Certain attributes of anthropology make its research into politics an exhilarating if, at
times, a dangerous project. Anthropology has its beginnings not, as many suppose, in
European colonialism but in the observation and study of the problematic nature of
political relations among marginalized populations in the home territory: in the
United States, among Native Americans; in Britain along the Celtic fringe of Scotland
and Ireland; in continental Europe among the ““folk’ or “‘peasant” peoples; and in
Asia among minorities, some ‘‘enclaved,” some religious converts. All had in
common rapid, even cataclysmic, change. For some this accompanied conquest or
territorial expansion and the uprooting that modernity demanded. For some it meant
isolation, assimilation, or under-development. Characteristic of all such peoples
among whom anthropologists worked was change in place, change of fortunes,
change in their human condition. These are the worldwide conditions that shaped
anthropology in its beginnings and continue to do so today.

The anthropology of politics has certain specific characteristics that distinguish it
from other disciplines in the social sciences and humanities that study the political
realm. First and fundamentally, it is grounded in its practitioners’ field research and
analyses and syntheses derived from the fieldwork of others. Equally important to the
anthropology of politics (as, perhaps, this Companion documents too profusely) is
reading. Anthropologists read in the vernacular language of their respondents and in
the language of their discipline. They read the ethnographies and analyses of other
anthropologists utilizing iconic comparative frameworks that contribute to, but do
not delimit, their own findings — or, better — constructions. And they read politics as
written by political scientists and historians, sociologists and literary critics, philoso-
phers, theologians, and medical scientists that project concerns and concepts that
cross disciplines and languages. Our Companion readers will find all these practition-
ers within its pages — and veterinarians, police officers, and protesters besides.

And, as anthropologists read, so, surely, do they write. For this dimension of their
craft they have retained the somewhat old-fashioned (and not always apt) term
“ethnography”® (ethnos, Greek for nation, used in Aristotle’s sense as “‘public,” as
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in “public domain” or ““public health). It is because anthropology’s sense of self is
rooted in ethnography that, in this Companion, not simply reading but field experi-
ence — formative of what is perceived as awareness and knowledge for transmission to
others — figures large in some of the chapters that follow. This is not an anecdotal
ploy, a colorful interlude in the exegesis; it is a device to empower the reader. God —
or the Devil —is in the detail. Ethnography is the anthropologists’ pride and joy, the
discipline’s life-blood on which all else in their craft depends. It empowers the reader
and it empowers the critic. It is detailed but principled. It permits the comparisons
and contrasts — some, perhaps, unexpected — that move the discipline along to engage
with changed forms of political activity, new ideologies. It expands anthropology’s
horizons. As Richard Fardon has observed, “Anthropologists are at their best when
spotting what other commentators have missed, underplayed, or simply not been
willing to do. They go wherve other vesearvchers do not go, and for longer.”” And, as this
quotation indicates, they are awm courant. That remark (with emphasis added)
appeared in the Times Literary Supplement on 9 May 2003!

In the most abstract terms, the political anthropologist’s goal is to understand,
interpret, and transmit the ideologies and circumstances of political structure, polit-
ical organization, and political action. These relate to each other as choreography
does to dance, and as dance does to performance. They may address issues of
temporality in discerning political systems and political processes. And, having read
across these parallel tracks in the study of politics, placing a new light or providing a
new insight, here or there, the palimpsest of “deep politics” is enriched and the
nature of universal human politics made less obscure.

There is nothing quite like this in primarily Western-oriented textbooks and
training manuals in political science, political sociology, or political philosophy.
Political anthropology’s depth of field research underpins its critiques of stereotypes
and misinterpretations of political systems of oppressed and abused populations
from the Colonial to the Cold War era and, alas, today — in the twenty-first millen-
nium’s newly flaunted Age of Empire. But anthropology’s contribution to political
knowledge is necessarily dyadic: the power-full, as well as the power-less, Western
corporate capitalist as well as subaltern Third Worlders are integral parts of the
fieldwork milieu, although the one may be more spectral, the other more embodied.
For anthropologists, irrespective of where they are working in the world, in
Silicon Valley or South African township, in post Cold War Russia or postcolonial
Dominican Republic, a particularly valued contribution lies in discerning and laying
bare the politics below the surface realities they seek to understand — in a word,
infrapolitics.

THE COMPANION

The readers’ Companion is rich fare. In the pages that follow, you will find that the
anthropology of politics is, like anthropology itself, always in crisis. It is poised on
thresholds or cusps: postcolonialism; after socialism. Some chapters address what are
increasingly seen as global crises: AIDS, refugees, displaced persons, the disappeared,
the spread of corporate capitalism, lack of access to neoliberal (purportedly) ““free”
trade, environmental ““disasters.”” They contribute knowledge of what really happens
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on the ground, in places often far away from those who are politically responsible.
They discuss remedies: human rights tribunals, condom distribution programs. They
bring a sense of political structures ““disturbed,” displaced, or disrupted. They report
indigenous forms’ spread, globally in some cases: ‘‘mafias,” protection rackets,
vigilantes, trade in drugs and arms, refugees, aspiring citizens, body parts.

Other chapters report on changing phenomena, new wine in old bottles: civil
society, flexible citizenship, genetic citizenship, the global city, emergent forms of
sovereignty, in some cases pushing the old concepts to the limits on ethnographic
proving grounds for their earlier adequacy. Many reflect — and reflect on — conceptu-
alizations and theory that have traveled across the humanities and social sciences:
governing states, identity, imagined nations. Some adopt new frameworks: power
topographies; race technologies. Some make use of the archives in the field and in the
metropole, in bureaucratic and medical records, reading other people’s correspond-
ence, past and present.

The ethnographic coverage is broad: in time from colonial Java to post 9/11 Fort
Bragg; in space from Latin America to the Caribbean; within the United States of
America from Silicon Valley, California, to a South Dakota Indian reservation, to New
Haven, Connecticut; in Europe from Sicily, through Romania to Russia; from Africa
to South Asia (India and Sri Lanka) and thence to China and across the Pacific rim
back to Canada and California. No wonder cosmopolitanism, transnationality, and
globalization provide political anthropology’s contemporary world-views as they do
for many of the people among whom they work. And, as if to satisfy the most
voracious of this Companion’s readers, the index is geared to providing even more
“exotic” (from the Greek exo, meaning “‘outside”) commonalities and contrasts in
the human political condition.



1 Affective States

CHAPTER

Ann Laura Stoler

Much of colonial studies over the last decade has worked from the shared assump-
tion that the mastery of reason, rationality, and the exaggerated claims made for
Enlightenment principles have been at the political foundation of nineteenth- and
carly twentieth-century colonial regimes and should be at the center of critical
histories of them. We have looked at what colonial authorities took to be indices of
reasoned judgment and the political effects of policies that defined rationality in
culturally narrow and prescribed ways — at the epistemological foundations of
received categories as much as the content of them. Students of the colonial consist-
ently have argued that the authority to designate what would count as reason and
reasonable was colonialism’s most insidious and effective technology of rule — one
that, in turn, would profoundly affect the style and strategies of anticolonial, nation-
alist politics.

Viewed in this frame, colonial states would seem to conform to a Weberian model
of rationally minded, bureaucratically driven states, outfitted with a permanent and
assured income to maintain them, buttressed by accredited knowledge and scientific
persuasion, and backed by a monopoly of weaponed force. Similarly, they have been
treated as contained if not containable experimental terrain for efficient scientific
management and rational social policy, “‘laboratories of modernity,” information-
hungry machines that neither emergent European states nor capitalist enterprises in
Europe could yet realize or afford. In either account, it is the conceit of reason and
the celebration of rationality on which imperial authority has been seen to rest — and
eventually to fail and fall.

It is precisely confidence in this model and the genealogy of that claim that
I question here. If a homage to reason was a hallmark of the colonial, it was neither
pervasive, persuasive, nor empire’s sole guiding force. As striking in the nineteenth-
century Dutch archives of colonial Indonesia — in its more public as well as its
secret documents, official and private correspondence, commissioned reports, guides
to good health, economic reform, household management, primary education,
and Dbelles-lettres — is not the rule of reason but what might be (mis)construed
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as its very opposite: namely, a discursive density around issues of sentiments
and their subversive tendencies, around ““private” feelings, “public moods,” and
their political consequences, around the racial distribution of sensibilities, around
assessments of affective dispositions and their beneficent and dangerous political
effects.

Dutch colonial authorities were troubled by the déstribution of sentiment, by both
its excessive expression and the absence of it; of European fathers too attached to
their mixed-blood offspring, of Indies-born European children devoid of attachment
to their (Dutch) cultural origins, of European-educated children who, upon return to
the Indies, held sympathies and sensibilities out of order and out of place. Adminis-
trative debates over social policy were strained over the extent to which the affective
attachments colonial agents and subjects held for family, language, and homeland
were at odds and whether they should — and could ever — be under the state’s control.
What states of mind and sentiment might be considered concerns of state were
questions revisited by those who governed from up close and afar. It pitted
governor-generals against ministers of colonies, local officials against their superiors,
and city police charged with enforcing state directives against the colony’s most
prominent European city fathers. Here, I argue that the ““political rationalities” of
Dutch colonial authority — that strategically reasoned, administrative common sense
that informed policy and practice — were grounded in the management of such
affective states, in assessing appropriate sentiments and in fashioning techniques
of affective control.

The formal and formulaic styling of the official archives of the nineteenth-century
Dutch East Indies may be read as discourses devoted to the supremacy of reason, but
in the first part of this essay, I suggest they yield a different sense of the colonial when
read for the sensibilities to which they were attuned, through impassioned as well as
disinterested stories, through a fuzzier set of conceptual distinctions, through a
blurred rather than a sharp Cartesian lens. I outline how sentiment has been situated
in colonial studies and why it has been treated as an embellishment to, rather than the
substance of, governing projects.

The second part offers a challenge to that analytic convention. It looks at an
unprecedented protest on Java, in Batavia — the seat of Dutch authority in the Indies
— in May 1848 (not coincidentally a cataclysmic revolutionary moment in European
history), a protest remarkably organized and attended by both European-born and
creole whites — many of whom were themselves agents of the state. The demonstra-
tion, its staging, its aftermath, and the arresting accounts of it that circulated in the
colony, the Netherlands, and among empire-watchers beyond opens a set of broader
questions: how colonial authorities imagined a shrinking world with global reson-
ance, in which riots in Paris could unseat Dutch rule in Java; what they saw as the
relationship between the parental and political sensibilities of their agents and poten-
tial adversaries and what urgent efforts they made to educate the affective habits of
both. The demonstration and subsequent analyses of it pitted parental sentiments
against the security of rule, and in so doing forced civil servants to choose between
loyalty to Dutch metropolitan authority and a close-knit family — and ultimately to
choose a Netherlands fatherland or an Indies homeland with which they would ally
themselves.
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SENSE AND SENSIBILITY IN COLONIAL STUDIES

If a discourse that both speaks of, and expresses, sentiment is everywhere in the
colonial archives, why then has that relationship between its management and colo-
nial governance been so easily side-stepped and so awkward to pose? At one level the
answer may seem obvious. Critical analyses of colonial authority have often treated
the affective as a smokescreen of rule, as a ruse masking the dispassionate calculations
that preoccupy states, persuasive histrionics rather than the substance of politics, the
moralizing self-presentation of the state as itself a genre of political authority.

One view has described an age of empire in which imperial states and their
bourgeois subjects celebrated the story that humanitarian social reform was empire’s
raison d’étre and driving force. In empires at home and abroad, ‘“‘compassion,”
“pity,” and “‘empathy” — imposed and unsolicited — motivated reformist zealots
who swarmed in the underworlds of Amsterdam, London, Paris, and their colonial
“Other Worlds” overseas. Echoing Bernard Shaw in his 1907 play Major Barbara,
students of colonialism have waged a political assault on such moralizing missions and
their ““do good’ bourgeoisies, mocking ‘‘uplift”” projects and their redemption-
seeking advocates. Impatient with benevolent, sentimental imperialisms and their
self-serving justifications, we have looked more at the “‘rational” categories behind
panics and the strategic disciplinary social reforms that followed.

Others have turned away from a focus on sentiment altogether, dismissing both the
denigrating irrationalities and charged passions attributed to colonized peoples as
transparent features of colonialism’s reductive racist ideologies. In this view, a more
rational actor better captures the nature of agency across the colonial divide: attach-
ments and affections — tender, veiled, violent, or otherwise — get cast as compelling
flourishes to historical narratives, but as distractions from the “‘realpolitik’” of empire,
its underlying agenda, and its true plot.

Some might (rightly) argue that this caricatures or, at least, overstates the case. Early
students of colonialism who have identified the psychic injuries of empire, what Frantz
Fanon and Homi Bhabha, following him, referred to as the ‘“‘weeping wounds”
imposed on the colonized. Aimé Cesaire, Albert Memmi, and George Orwell have
singled out the anxieties and insecurities of those taught to rule and the violence that
followed from the prescriptions imposed on and weakly or fiercely embraced by them.
Still, how sentiments figured in and mattered to statecraft remains marginal, and what
habits of the heart and what redistribution of sentiments were produced by colonial
states (as distinct from the trauma of postcolonial conditions) and what dissensions
existed between the order of families and that of states is barely addressed.

Again colonial print culture points in a different direction: official archives, novels,
the press, and epistolary history register “‘structures of feeling” of political import —
emergent critique, inchoate common and unarticulated expectations, what Raymond
Williams (in his influential work Marxism and Literature) describes as interpretive
labor barely within the semantic and political reach of their authors. We might even
ask whether affect versus reason, feeling versus thinking, were familiar and current
distinctions to which administrative expertise could then be addressed. The categories
may have been available and relevant but, as we shall see, confidence in their clarity
and content was not.
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It is not just that private passions had public consequences, a point that has been
made often and well. Nor is it that the metaphors of feeling culled from other
intimate, trusted, and well-established communities of sentiments shored up the
ties between ruler and ruled, as Lynn Hunt cogently argues in her analysis of
the “family romance” of the French Revolution (see her classic work, The Family
Romance of the French Revolution). Nor is it, as US historian Melvin Yazawa con-
tended, to account for the model of governance in the early American Republic, that
“the conception of a polity that combined restraint with affection...[drew on]
the traditional familial paradigm of patriarchal authority’” (Yazawa 1985:19). These
analyses focus on the practical power of paternalistic metaphor and familial analogy,
less on the sorts of governing practices that directed and reworked those family
affections.

My argument is rather that the Dutch colonial state’s concern over sentiment, the
state’s assessment of the intensity of “‘feelings,” ‘‘attachments,” and senses of
belonging — that prompted loyalties to race over family, or family over state — were
not metaphors for something else but instrumental as ‘“‘dense transfer points
of power”” in themselves (a term Michel Foucault uses to describe, not “‘structures of
feeling,” but the power inherent in discourses of sexuality). Such concerns informed
virtually every aspect of social policy, political calibrations, and the tone and tenor
of the archives produced about them. The philosopher William Connolly’s claim that
public reason depends on ““a visceral register,” ““on culturally formed moods, affects,
sensibilities,” begins to address the issue: management of the agents and subjects of
colonial rule depended on reformatting the visceral and mediating the ties that bound
families as well (1999:27).

Debates in the Dutch East Indies over educational reform, orphanages for aban-
doned ‘“‘mixed-blood” children, citizenship requirements, marriage laws, and the
entrance requirements for civil servants were charged with a common tension. Each
was riveted on what sorts of institutions, policies, and environment would produce
sensibilities that were fitting, aspirations that were appropriate, dispositions that would
confirm the explicit and implicit entailments of social membership and the truth-
claims that distinguished ruler from ruled.

While evidence of rationality, reason, and progress were invoked to confirm privil-
ege and station, European colonials policed their borders by other criteria, attended
to with equal and studied care. As I have long argued, access to European legal status
for the Indies born of mixed parentage was accorded on the display of a familiarity
and proficiency with European cultural styles that required proofs of estrangement of
other kinds — evidence of feeling “‘distanced’” from that “‘native part of one’s being’ —
of “feeling no longer at home” in a native milieu. That racial membership was as
much about the cultivation of cultural competencies, moral virtues, and character as it
was about the hue of skin produced a quest for measures of those competencies and
how they might be obtained.

Investment in the distribution of sentiment showed up in other registers of
governance as well, in the “‘emotional standards’® that policy-makers imagined were
needed to rule. Evaluations of internal comportment — evidence of integrity, reserve,
and trustworthiness — generated and motivated the density of the colonial state’s
archival production and bureaucratic labors. In A Social History of Truth (1994),
Steven Shapin argues that ““good character’” measured one’s degree of civility and

2 ¢
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respectability in the world of seventeenth-century science — precisely because it
appraised one’s claims to be convincing and worthy of trust. It economically signaled
whether one could speak the truth — and therefore whether one was competent to
assess the character and truth statements of others. In the nineteenth-century Indies,
assessments of sentiment similarly determined how truth-claims were made and
whose accounts were reliable. Appeals to sacrifice, social empathy, family honor,
and parental affections guided the rhetorical strategies of bureaucratic reports, both
their credibility and the future advancement of their authors.

Entrance exams for the Indies civil service, like those for the British in India,
measured character as much as bookkeeping skills — ““self-denial, diligence, temper-
ance, and self-control” were coveted bureaucratic traits. Sympathy and compassion
may have defined ‘“‘masculine sensibility”” in the eighteenth century, as students of
that period argue, but it extended to nineteenth-century political life as well. Thomas
Haskell’s subtle argument that the market gave rise to “‘new habits of causal attribu-
tion that set the stage for humanitarianism” by making trust and breach of promise
central to the character of social relations on which capitalism would rest suggests
another (Haskell 1985); namely, that racialized categories of colonial rule depended
on an implicit causal argument that affective states (rather than physiology alone) so
well measured reliability, morality, and the habituated ““ invisible bonds” of race, that
they could serve as the basis for citizenship as well. “Men of character” were by
definition men of reasoned feeling — qualities that both indexed social origins and
were built into racial grammars. As Amat Rai contends, ““the rule of sympathy”’ both
marked and created colonial inequalities of the British empire in India (Rai 2002).
But one could go further: it also produced structures of feeling, comportment, and
taste that distinguished the quality of citizens from subjects and their disparate
entitlements.

Nor were emotional excess and its inappropriate display imagined as confined to
the colonized side of the imperial divide, with reason and rational action on other. If
sentiments may be taken as “‘settled dispositions,” and reason as ‘‘the internalization
of public procedure,” as various students of the social history of emotions suggest,
then both shared a coveted space of governance — for it was through these settled
dispositions and practices of European officials and their families that colonial
regimes reordered relations within those families themselves.

Historian of South Asia, Christopher Bayly, in a thoughtful study of British India’s
information order, argues that the mastery of ‘‘affective knowledge’ was an early
concern of the colonial state that diminished throughout the nineteenth century as
that state became more hierarchical and governing became a matter of routine
(1996). Here, I argue the very opposite: that affective knowledge was at the core of
political rationality in its /ate colonial form.

The accumulation of affective knowledge was not then a stage out of which
colonial states were eventually to pass. Key terms of the debates on how best to
support poor whites and alter their child-rearing practices through the 1930s (just
before the overthrow of Dutch rule in the 1940s) make that point again and again.
When architects of colonial social policy argued against “‘care by the state” (staats-
zory) for support of abandoned mixed-blood children and for “mother care” (moe-
derzory) instead, they were putting responsibility for the formative production of
sentiment at the heart of their political agendas. When these same high officials
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disputed how best to secure ‘“‘strong attachments’ to a Dutch homeland among a
disaffected and expanding European Indies population, “‘feeling’ was the word that
cropped up again. Deliberations over the quality of upbringing and rearing were
disquieted reflections on what it took to make someone moved by one set of sensory
regimes — of sounds, smells, tastes, and touch — and estranged from another. Dutch
authorities never agreed on how to cultivate European sensibilities in their young,
nor just how early in a child’s development they imagined they needed to do so. But
as a broader view of the history of child-rearing would show, these were not idiosyn-
cratic colonial concerns. They were shared by a range of macropolities as well as
seventeenth-century philosophers, eighteenth-century medical experts, and
nineteenth-century purveyors of domestic science who harped on similar questions:
whether affective dispositions were transmitted through a wet nurse’s milk, in the
moral ecology of an infant’s home, through playmates, or in the social comportment
of one’s mother. In the mid-nineteenth century Indies too, enormous administrative
time and energy were expended on devising education and social policy that would
provide European-born children and those of their creole counterparts with proper
“feelings” and ‘‘attachments” to things Dutch and with a ““disaffection” for that
which was native — or preferably a disinterested sympathy for it.

Preoccupation with the making of virtuous selves prompted recurrent debates over
where it should take place and who should be charged with responsibility for it: state
institutions or families — isolated rural reformatories or carefully cordoned urban
orphanages, European parents (however impoverished or ill-educated) or rather
surrogate providers, those in the colonies or instead in Europe, in proximity to
parents or removed from the home. Social planners, parents, doctors, and teachers
stumbled repeatedly over the same question: whether what it took to be European
required the instilling of specific formal knowledge or less tangible ways of being and
feeling in the world. For nearly a century, between the 1830s and 1930s, Dutch
authorities called on experienced counsel and expert knowledge to determine how
to provide European children in the Indies with a sense of national and racial
affiliation and to gauge how much an education of the sentiments was critical to
both. They understood what anthropologist Janis Jenkins has underscored in a
different context: that states do more than control emotional discourse, they attempt
to ““culturally standardize the organization of feeling’” and produce as well as harness
emotional discourse within it (1991:139-165).

Such a focus opens another possible premise: that the role of the state is not only as
Antonio Gramsci defined it, in the business of “‘educating consent.” More basically,
such consent is made possible, not through some abstract process of “‘internaliza-
tion,”” but by shaping appropriate and reasoned affect, by directing affective judg-
ments, by severing some affective bonds and establishing others, by adjudicating what
constituted moral sentiments — in short, by educating the proper distribution of
sentiments and desires. As a starting point, such a premise anticipates questions
that much current literature on state formation dissuades one from exploring. What
makes it easier to imagine that millions of people willingly die for nations but not for
states (as Benedict Anderson asks in his classic work, Imagined Communities)? How is
it that a citizenry can accrue virtue by sacrificing their lives for nations, but people are
killed not by nations but by states? How is it that states are commonly viewed as
institutional machines that squelch and counter passions, while nations are envisaged
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as culturally rich producers of them. Why does the pairing of “‘state” and “‘senti-
ment”’ read as an oxymoron?

It is certainly not because the dissonance of that pairing has always been the case.
Attending to the relationships between affective disposition and political control,
between the art of governance and the passions, between politics and sentiment were
defining concerns of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century statecraft, and of those
moral and political philosophers of the “long’ eighteenth century, so deeply intent
on identifying the relationship between the two. The relationship between ““private
vices” and “‘public benefits,”” between affective life and political life, between individ-
ual passions and social welfare was central to the philosophical queries and concrete
agendas of the most familiar figures — Bacon, Spinoza, Locke, and Hume — and
lesser luminaries such as Mandeville, Hutcheson, and Shaftesbury. As students of
seventeenth-century philosophy such as Susan James are increasingly prepared to
argue, not only have the passions been systematically ignored as “‘a central topic in
the heartland of early modern philosophy” (1997:2). It is precisely the fact that the
passions were seen as directed in the interests of political power that captures a critical
impulse of European society in that period.

It was Francis Bacon (philosopher cum civil servant) who argued with such clarity
that the governance of states should be conceived of as something not dissimilar to
“the government within.”” Both, he claimed, required knowing ‘‘how affections are
kindled and incited; how pacified and refrained .. . how they disclose themselves, how
they work, how they vary, how they gather and fortify, how they are enwrapped one
within another” (quoted in Hirschman 1977:16). For Bacon, the role of the state was
clear: namely, to curtail the dangerous and combustible passions of ordinary men.
Statecraft was not opposed to the affective, but about its mastery. Like Foucault’s
notion of governmentality — statecraft joined the care and governing of the polity to
the care and governing of the affective self.

These earlier philosophers debated not only the state’s responsibility to check
unruly passions but to harness them in the interests of the public good. Albert
Hirschman’s observation that the nineteenth-century modern state would later be
“called upon to perform this feat...as a civilizing medium” alerts us to a crucial
point: that what is now taken as intuitively incompatible in the heyday of colonialism
— namely, a state devoted to reason and defined by its efficacy in dealing with senti-
ment and affective knowledge — was once not so. We may credit Foucault with
reminding us that all sentiments have their histories, but it was Hirschman’s unique
insight that a sentiment’s history is an inspired way to trace the changing form and
content of what constitutes the subject and terrain of politics. The seventeenth-
century notion that states should be called upon to harness individual passions, to
transform and civilize the sentiments of their subjects, as Hirschman recognized, was
““to prosper as a major tenet of 19th-century liberalism” (1977:16).

Hirschman’s compelling history of the passions suggests another historical frame
for understanding what made up colonial rule; not one that starts with the supremacy
of reason in the nineteenth century and then traces it back to the roots of rationality
in the Enlightenment. Rather one that sets out another genealogy of equal force —
and of as long a duree. Such a genealogy might register the incessant flux in political
theory in the seventeenth and eighteenth century over what morality was (either a
“natural sense” or a “‘cultivated taste” as it was for Shaftesbury). It would look to
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that eighteenth-century ““culture of sensibility’” that tied material power and moral
weight to the taste and character of cultivated men. It would register that sustained
oscillation between reason and sentiment rather than the final dominance of the one
and their definitive severance. It might take up William Reddy’s case (in The Naviga-
tion of Feeling) that modernity’s early moments in the ‘““age of reason” could as
accurately be characterized as an ‘““age of sentiment.”” It would register the recurrent
attack on what constituted reason in the eighteenth century. Nor would such a
genealogy track a rule of reason (veering on or off course) with an undercurrent of
emotional strain. Rather it might resituate the art of governance as one modeled after
an earlier genre that took as its project the art of knowing oneself as part of the ““art
of knowing men” (James 1997:2-3). As Alasdair Maclntyre (1984:149) writes,
“Virtues are dispositions not only to act in particular ways, but also to fee/ in
particular ways. To act virtuously is not to act against inclination; it is to act from
inclination formed by the cultivation of the virtues. Moral education is an ‘éducation
sentimentale’.”’

Indies’ colonial authorities would have agreed. Placing colonial governance in such
a frame makes more sense. A joint commitment to reason and to affective knowledge
was central to nineteenth-century imperial polities and a basic tension within them.
Gary Wilder refers to “‘colonial humanism™ as a new way of exercising political
authority in the early twentieth-century Greater France (1999:33-55). But in the
Indies, the fact that men of force were men of feeling intervenes earlier: by the 1830s
and 1840s in debates over social projects, public welfare, and in concerns over the
viability of Dutch authority.

Thus to return to an earlier question: Why can students of colonialism declare with
such conviction that ““colonialism became the mode of universalizing the rule of
reason” in the nineteenth century? Why have those who study colonial authority and
its representations ignored Hirschman’s observation? As we shall see, it is not official
archives that bracketed sentiment from their cultures of evidence and documentation,
but our preemptive readings of them.

PARENTAL FEELINGS AND TORN HEARTS

Education is used to train members of a class and to divide them from other men as
surely as from their own passions.
(Williams 1977:137)

On May 23, on a Monday evening in 1848 when most members of Batavia’s Euro-
pean community would otherwise have been just stirring from their late afternoon
naps, there was an extraordinary meeting of an extraordinary mix of society, unpre-
cedented in the history of the Dutch Netherlands Indies. From 500 to 600 people
(that authorities later identified as ‘“European,” “Creoles,” and “Colored,”)
gathered on the steps of the exclusive European Harmonie Club, to register their
dissatisfaction with a specific set of government policies and to make a specific set of
demands. At the top of their strategic list was growing resentment at a decree of 1842,
that produced a monopoly on senior posts in the colonial civil service, exclusively for
those who would pass their exams at the Delft Academy in the Netherlands. The
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many who could not afford to send their sons to Delft (those with too many children
to support or who chose not to do so) were barred from the higher administration
and confined to minor posts with meager salaries and 50 percent lower pensions.

In practice the ruling sent a confused message about privilege and race for while it
blatantly discriminated against the middling Indo-Europeans whose sons were con-
fined to the lowliest civil service jobs, it was also perceived as an unjust assault on
those Dutch-born and creole Dutch who were unwilling to send their sons oft to
Europe for a decade of their lives. Those gathered at the Harmoniehof charged the
government with discriminatory pension allocations to civil servants trained in the
Indies, and condemned an educational policy that forced estrangement from their
sons. Among those gathered were several hundred ““colored”” who were “‘well-to-
do,” but equal numbers of senior Dutch civil servants, high-placed administrators of
justice, finance, and religion, and respected ““city fathers.”

It was an extraordinary event but not a spontancous one. Not only was the
Governor-General informed several days earlier when, why, and where the gathering
would take place — after negotiation he grudgingly granted permission for it, in part
because the organizers (among whom was the influential, high-placed, religious
leader Baron van Hoevell and Vice-President of the High Court Ardesch) persuaded
him that “parental feelings” were really “‘social’” rather than political matters, unlike
their other shelved demands for parliamentary representation, a reduction of the
autocratic power of the Minister of Colonies, and freedom of the press — which he
thought were decidedly not.

Still the 15-page petition addressed to the king in the name of the Indies’ inboor-
lingen (natives) was uncompromisingly bold in its claim. Inboorlingen for them did
not refer to the native population but those of European descent with attachments to
the Indies, whether or not they were Indies born. The petition called for the dismissal
of a virulently anti-creole member of the Indies Advisory Council, abolition of the
existing civil service exam (the Radikaal) and improved higher education in Java for
those of European descent. The gathering took place without incident, ended a few
hours later, and was never to be repeated again. In Dutch colonial historiography
(that so shies from evidence of white sedition) it has rarely received more than a
paragraph.

On the face of it, this was neither a radical nor a particularly revolutionary event.
But if the gathering was tempered and contained, the events that surrounded it, the
interpretations of what it represented, and the sentiments that motivated and were
attributed to those who took part were not. Reports were filed of liplaps (those of
mixed blood) in the crowd, armed with hidden daggers and walking sticks concealing
their swords. Over 1,300 artillery and infantry troops were ordered by the Governor-
General to wait on the outskirts of Batavia ready with arms, on the ostensible fear of
what such a gathering might encourage among the wider Javanese and Chinese
population. The Minister of Colonies Baud urged that the gathering’s organizers
immediately be dismissed from their posts and banned from ever returning to Java. In
subsequent months, thousands of pages of government reports assessed the social
make-up of the Indies’ European community and its liberal political currents —
identifying those already affiliated and which others might potentially join. By
the time news of the event reached Minister Baud in The Hague some seven weeks
later (the Suez Canal had not yet been opened), secret government missives were
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steeped in talk of treason, the dangerous threat to peace and order that this backhand
stab at metropolitan rule inspired. What was at issue was the sustainability of Java as a
Dutch colony — and the jewel of its empire.

But who and what was the threat was not clear, certainly not to Governor-General
Rochussen in his letter to Baud four days after the gathering: Was it subversion (led
by such liberal “‘hotheads” as van Hoevell and his cronies) among the European-
born, well-to-do city fathers? A creole revolt among the Europeans who were Indies
born and bred? Or a bid for total rupture from the Netherlands among the impover-
ished ““coloreds” with nothing to lose? Rochussen reported an “‘extremely agitated”
public mood and his outrage at Van Hoevell’s betrayal and audacity in publishing a
“disobligingly rude’ article from confidential government documents in the most
widely read Indies European press. And interspersed with these comments, he would
circle back to the rumors in white Batavia, to the stir among educated people in
the literate city about revolution in Europe and what the Marseille mailboats
would bring to Java.

Why did the gathering generate the fervor it did and what were the stakes? Was it,
as some authorities thought, the prelude to a revolutionary overthrow among liberal-
minded colonials with a communist bent, influenced by the events in Paris two
months earlier, or a refusal to accept the racialized terms of educational policy? Or
was the threat more local, immediate, and more threatening still, generated not by an
impassioned outburst but by a critique lodged in the sustained distress of parents who
refused to allow their sons’ careers to be contingent on an education in Europe, on
4,000 miles of distance and at least eight years of separation from their mothers and
fathers? Whatever the answer (and it was partly bow to frame the question that the
administrative alarm was about), on the line was the Dutch regime’s ability to assess
sentiment — to predict and manage its visceral — and what Hume understood so well as
its “‘contagious” quality.

In May 1848 Victor Hugo (2002:552) was to write from Paris, ‘“‘From February to
May, during these four months of anarchy in which the collapse was felt on all sides,
the situation of the civilized world has been unparalleled /impossible. Europe feared a
people, France; this nation feared a part of'it, the Republic; and this part feared a man,
[Auguste] Blanqui. The ultimate word for everyone has been fear of something or
someone.” The revolutionary fervor that swept through France in February 1848
resonated throughout Europe, but as Victor Hugo observed, what was at risk and
under attack was not always the same. Demonstrations, petitions, and pamphlets
in Vienna, Prague, Milan, in Berlin, Frankfurt, and Dresden, among Italians and
Czechs, were about civil rights, representation in parliament, workers’ councils,
and workers’ benefits. What motivated disenfranchised middle classes in February
was not what made the working classes take to the streets in May. People
talked of revolution and the abolition of slavery in Guadalupe in late April, but
at the very proclamation there was, as Hugo snidely observed, a white proclaiming
it, a mulatto holding his parasol, and a man of color carrying his hat (Hugo
2002:551).

And what did this have to do with Batavia? Some authorities thought everything ;
some saw the Harmoniehof demonstration as local and localized with little to do with
events in Europe at all. Authorities scemed to have feared less a revolution in the
making, inspired by the vibrant and violent French and German models, but rather
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one of another sort — a creole revolt against a metropolitan hold on power, against
what one petition called ““the Russian autocracy” of colonial rule, against a bureau-
cratic system that made advancement contingent on prolonged absence from family;
and not least, protest among the respected and “‘respectable’ against a system that
assured loyalty to the Dutch state rather than the Indies through a careful design that
valorized and required for promotion competence in a removed, Netherlands-filtered
knowledge of Java.

If students of the colonial are now more ready to accept the argument that
metropole and colony should be treated as one analytic field, there is less consensus
on what those contingencies looked like on any specific historical ground. We remain
confounded by the direct and indirect ways in which metropolitan practices shaped
the face of empire and the other way around. But the conundrum is not ours alone:
working out those contingencies of comparison and scale, what made up a ““commu-
nity of sentiment” and what did not, were the very dilemmas of rule and what the
tools of statecraft were designed to assess.

Authorities in Batavia spent the next weeks and months after the May demonstra-
tion trying to work out whether it was a home-grown colonial liberalism that had
seized white Java, parental sentiment that was turning the state’s very agents against
it, ripples of constitutional reform in the Netherlands reverberating in the archipelago,
or revolutionary fervor that traveled with the mailboat from Marseille. Rochussen’s
report to Baud was confused about what was a risk, and what and who was to blame.
When February’s overland post arrived in Java on March 23, he reported no mention
of the “new popular revolution and the fall of the crown.”” But by mid-April private
French tradesmen came laden with news of increased ‘‘communist thinking”” spread-
ing among Europe’s working poor. Still, that news was almost two months out of
synch with the quick-fire shift in political direction in France, where what had
been accomplished in February and March “‘evaporated” by May. By June the
workers’ national councils were abolished, thousands were killed or arrested,
the bourgeoisie was in the ascendancy, and the workers’ movement was a shambles.
Radicals did sing the Marseillaise in Amsterdam like they did in Paris, but revolution
in the Netherlands was quickly turned into constitutional reform, the King abdicated,
ministers resigned, and although the burgerij — the stolid bourgeoisie — came into
partial power, over the next 25 years, 80 of the 100 government ministers were still of
patrician origin.

Events in Java were clearly part of a global historical moment but the public mood
was on a track of its own. In the narrative offered to the Minister of Colonies by the
Governor General, generalized disquiet among the European population was evident
in early May. By the 14th of the month — only nine days before the demonstration,
hundreds of people gathered at the old city’s customs house to await the ship from
Singapore carrying their subscriptions to the European press. The scene described is
so dissonant with current historiography on Java, that it is almost hard to imagine
what the Governor-General described as an alarming outburst on the dock, of people
cheering, ‘‘the boom has fallen, the day of freedom has arrived for the colonies’
inhabitants to air their grievances and have their desires heard.”” Police reports from
the night before described something stranger still, a charivaresque cacophony in the
colored quarters of the old city, where small groups were heard shouting, ““Samoanja
radicanl,”’ accompanied by music on copper kettles and rowdy groups throwing
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stones at the house of that high official they labeled ““an enemy of the people,’” while
calling for his deportation from Java.

But what was this outcry, “Samoanja radicanl,” which seems to capture a bilingual
Jeu de mots, a Dutch Malay play on words, embedded in the phrase? The Malay word
samoanja [semuanja] literally means “‘they’re all,”” or “‘everything is,”” which is clear
enough. But radicanlin mid-nineteenth-century Indies Dutch had two very different
referents: one to “‘radical,” in the more familiar political sense that we know, and
second to the ‘“Radicaal /Radikaal,”” the name for the despised diploma for entry into
the elite ranks of the civil service, which spoke of metropolitan privilege and could be
granted only if one passed through the academy in Delft. It was, of course, abolition
of this very diploma that was the principal demand of the demonstration the next day.
Whether “Samoanja radicanl,”” on the streets of Batavia in 1848 meant ““‘everything is
about the diploma,” or “‘everyone should be able to get the diploma,” or ““they’re all
radical’ is impossible to say without more context. But there was no further mention
of the phrase. It disappears from the archive as does its rich ambiguity and bivalence
from Indonesia’s historiography. Nor did the Governor-General bother to explain it
to Baud, an ex-colonial himself, who (was it assumed?) knew what it meant.

It is not clear that the Governor-General himself did. His narrative moved from
concerns over high officials ““liberally expressing themselves in an unseemly manner,”
to an understanding that more was at issue than a ““momentary outburst of feeling.”
His story jumped from Batavia to Paris and back again, lingering on a thumbnail
sketch of the Indies population, so negative in its appraisal that it would suggest that
the colony was already on the road to revolt and would not await the independence
movement that would come in such a different guise and composition a hundred
years later. In his breakdown were “‘the Javanese without any attachment to us,” the
Arabs who “‘hate us,” “‘the Chinese who cherish money and sensual pleasures,”” and a
European population with increasing numbers of liberal thinkers, made up of “‘the
most energetic but not the most moral part of the nation.”

But more disturbing to him still were increasing numbers of “‘coloreds” so reduced
to poverty they could only hope for a change and had nothing to lose. Here was a
population, he argued, growing in proportion to the number of Europeans, more
dangerous in relation to the increased scientific knowledge that had filtered to them,
and more discontented with regard to the low-ranking civil-service posts which they
had long occupied, considered their own, and now saw threatened by more Dutch
youths descending from Java. These ““‘colored,” he insisted, were despised by natives
and Europeans, but what most marked them, he held, was that they had been devoid
in their youth of the language of parental love (ounderliefide) and were either nameless
or with names that branded them as illegitimate by birth, and with souls full of hate
for Europeans, among them those who were accounted their fathers.

Parental love, cither too much of it, as among Creole whites, or not enough, as
among mixed-bloods, seems to come up at every turn. Parliamentary representation
in Holland was a problem, but the ‘“more dangerous grievances’ were those per-
ceived as widely shared and broadly spread among Europeans, old-timers and new-
comers, Creoles, and the Colored: what they all wanted was an end to the privileges
of the Delft monopoly and the Radical certificate denied their offspring.

Worse still was this forced separation, what feelings it engendered, and what it did
to people’s lives. Rochussen punctuates his narrative with three searing tales that were
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plastered across the local European press: the case of a Dutch mother who went into
shock and then was senseless or mad for several months after her small son’s depart-
ure for Europe, knowing she would not recognize him, nor he her, upon his return a
decade later; a father ruined by debt and broken by his efforts to send his son to
school in Holland; and perhaps most poignant of all, the story of a well-groomed
young man returning to Java after ten years’ leave, poised on the dock as his ship
landed, asking, ““which of these ladies is my mother?”’

Rochussen’s defense of his actions, that he had granted permission for the
gathering because these ““fatherly hearts” (vaderbart) were bleeding too badly to
be restrained or refused — was not as convincing to the king, who questioned his
judgment and took the political bite of those parental sentiments to be what they
were — directed against the metropolitan monarchy and the emergent colonial state.

Historians of the Indies have alluded to the ‘“‘demonstration,” but the machin-
ations that surrounded it have been of little interest, and the political threat envi-
sioned at the time is perhaps so unthinkable that it has been rendered irrelevant,
minor, and erased. The prominent Dutch historian Cees Fasseur, one of the few to
write about it, makes passing mention of the newspaper coverage of the maddened
mother and ruined father as evidence that “pathos” was played upon and running
high (1993:121). But government authorities at the time took more seriously the
political force of affect and undoubtedly dismissed his dismissal and questioned his
claim. For debates prompted by the event stayed focused for literally decades on two
things: what sorts of domestic and pedagogic environments could instill loyalty to
Dutch rule, and what sorts would nurture affective attachments dangerous to it?

In subsequent months, the Dutch administration hardened its conviction that a
European education was critical to “‘the necessity for close ties between the mother-
land and the colony’” and to counter a prevailing trend: namely, ‘“‘that with European
children raised in the Indies those ties had come unbound and European parents too
had estranged themselves from the motherland.” Family rearing was important but
only if mediated by other sorts of apprenticeship defined by the interests of the state.
While some proposals were made to establish secondary schools ““in healthy highland
areas of Java. . . separated from the Indies world” (on a ‘“‘European footing’ and with
only European servants), more powerful voices did not agree. The latter argued that
the neglectful and indulgent mothering styles of native and Indo-European women
were turning their mixed-blood children toward native sensibilities rather than
“cultivating” in them the energetic self-discipline that emerged in an authentic
Dutch milieu. In the end, European higher education in the Indies was extended to
Java but always limited on two foundational grounds: that Indies mothers were
incompetent to rear their young as true Europeans; and that prolonged residence
in the Netherlands would ‘“awaken love of the fatherland” for those Indies-born
children so sorely deprived of it. The Minister of Colonies succinctly made the latter
case (AR/KV 1848/ no. 389, 22 September 1848):

Raising and educating Europeans in the Indies will stand in the way of a desirable
civilizing of the native and this upbringing will have the result that these children so
frequently suckled with the breast milk of Javanese wet nurses along with their own
native children, at a more advanced age, will lack any sense of unity with Europeans.
They become haughty, imperious, lazy and lascivious. They will learn from their youth to
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mistreat and denigrate servants. They become, in male adulthood, still greater despots
than now is the case with the native rulers themselves.

At issue was not the insubordinate sentiments of the colonized but rather the
inappropriately expressed aspirations of those ‘“‘out of character’ and ‘“‘out of
place”: “haughty” referred to those mixed-bloods who refused to do manual labor:
“imperious” to those creoles who claimed their right to the status of ““full-blooded”
Europeans: “lascivious” to those whose sexual interests were seen as misdirected
toward those above their racialized standing and class. At issue was an ‘‘emotional
economy” that not only “mirrored controversies about social status,” but tied
affective expression to the worth of human kinds.

This fear of contagious emotions prompted another fear: that those who remained
too attached to the Indies would see themselves more as ““world citizens” (the first
time the term appears) than as partisans of Dutch rule. Over the next 70 years, Dutch
authorities continued to battle over when and how to intervene in the education of
school-age children and in the formative rearing of the very young. Crucial to this
understanding was that local knowledge should never be too local and that familial
attachments were to be mediated and reworked through concerns of state, filtered
through a fine sieve, through the ears of Dutch categories, distilled into a typology,
reconfigured as qualified knowledge in a usable form. While that could conceivably be
done in Indies schools run on European principles by Europeans, success was easier
to assure from a distance in the Netherlands — where racialized categories could be
reduced to a number of traits, assuring that the colonial lens would color a world in
which family ties between parents and their young would be reconstituted, where
moral virtue would be defined by a muted attachment to one’s offspring, and
where local knowledge would be digested through institutions of learning in Europe
and re-served as qualified knowledge that was no longer local at all.

AFFECTIVE REGISTERS IN THE PUBLIC SPHERE

Colonial scripts prompt us, their distant readers, to imagine that concern with the
affective was centered on unbridled passions, irrational outbursts, or at least the
unpremeditated affective states their bearers embraced. They make it plausible
to imagine that European authorities feared most what the Dutch novelist Louis
Couperus referred to in 1900 as the “‘hidden force” to which the colonized had access
and colonials unknowingly could be subject, to a display of sentiments that showed
more powerful mystic and mental states. But, as the May 23 demonstration suggests,
this may not have been the case. Stronger than extemporaneous passions was the fear
of sustained sensibilities, and the political standards they called into question. Mo-
mentary outbursts were manageable. It was those sentiments — such as those of
parental distress — that expressed tacit judgment, “‘settled dispositions,’” and expect-
ations with high political stakes. Sentiment mattered not because it was in conflict
with reason but because it demanded specific sorts of reason that indicated social
knowledge of expectations and a rich evaluative vocabulary of social critique.

What colonial officials feared was not the economic costs of educating Europeans in
the Indies (undoubtedly cheaper for the state), but the disparate cultural, economic,
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and political investments of those families that sought to bring up their children in
the Indies and dared to think of the Indies as their “‘fatherland’ and make it their
home. If postcolonialism produces a fax nationalism as Ben Anderson suggests,
colonialism produces its own distorted long-distance variant. Colonialism remains
viable as long as the longings are for a European elsewhere, if colonial pleasures were
seen as the hardship allowance but never a home. The colonial difference was key: in
the colonies freedom of speech, press, and representation were inappropriate, and
those Europeans that wanted them were advised to just go home.

Immanuel Kant’s reason-based account of moral thinking and practice may have
informed imperial policy, but so did John Locke’s, that moral thinking was embodied
in the dispositions of the everyday, in the habits of comportment that had to be
learned. Like Locke, colonial experts debated the sensibilities that endowed certain
individuals with the “‘capabilities” to exercise freedom, to be responsible as citizens
capable of progress, to be deemed actors who were “‘rational men.”” Those city
fathers, government officers, men of class and character who gathered on the streets
of Batavia in 1848 were deemed ‘“‘unseemly,” unreasonable, and therefore unsuitable
colonial men. To be reasonable was to master one’s passions, command one’s
sensibilities, and abide by proper invocation and dispersal of them.

George Orwell’s futuristic fantasy, /984, of a thought-police staked out in an
interior family space, was undoubtedly based on the specter of totalitarian European
states, but it may have been equally motivated by another state Orwell knew more
intimately and at least as well, the British imperial one. The colonial state could only
be selectively panoptic; directed less on the internal dynamics in domestic space of the
colonized than on the minute movements and psychological perturbations of their
white and not quite white agents — in their clubs, offices, with their children and at
home. Reading Orwell’s ““‘Shooting an Elephant’ up against /984 suggests a colonial
order of things in which sentiments (nostalgia, humiliation, and rage) were produced
by political systems. They were not metaphors for them.

Sentiment is the ground against which the figure of reason is measured and
drawn. Colonial documents carve out “‘structures of feeling’ across dry reports that
state agents passed among themselves. “Unseemly”” sentiments indexed mismanage-
ment of the polity and mismanagement of the self. A genealogy of colonial morality
would not be a search for what is moral and what is not but rather a history that would
address its changing vocabulary and political coordinates. It might look at imperial
interventions in the emotional economy of the everyday, but also at why colonial
authorities knew what we are only beginning to grasp, that the viability of colonial
regimes depended on middling masters predicting and prescribing what sentiments, in
whose hands, would be contagious — and which would not.

NOTE

Part II of this chapter is based on documents collected at the General State Archives (Algemeen
Rijksarchief [AR]) in The Hague, the primary archive for nineteenth-century Dutch colonial
state records. This account is based on the following: KV no. 317 (5 August 1848); KV no.158
(25 May 1848); KV no. 391 (8 September 1848), and the documents filed therein. Following
the publisher’s format, I have not noted each of the specific documents throughout the text.



AFFECTIVE STATES 19

For detailed references to these documents see my forthcoming book, Along the Archival
Grain: Colonial Arvchives and their Affective States (Princeton University Press).
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2 After Socialism

CHAPTER

Katherine Verdery

The socialist economies of Eastern Europe did not have any property system . .. govern-
ing their productive activities.
(Frydman and Rapaczynski 1994:11)

Ownership is the back-bone of the economic system of Socialist countries.
(Knapp 1975:64)

Anthropological study of “‘actually existing”” socialism was just gathering momentum
when the events of 1989 effectively ended its existence in Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union. Over 20 years of research had produced a variety of writing on
processes of socialist planning, rural political economy, kinship, gender, ritual,
and ethnic and national identity; collectively, these works were beginning to reveal
the lineaments of how socialist societies operated and how they differed from
cach other. Summarizing one clear result, Ernest Gellner observed that socialism’s
defining trait was the exhaustive invasion of the economic by the political.
Perhaps nowhere else was the phrase “‘political economy’” so apt a description. In
this sense, “‘politics,”” although manifest in most anthropological writing on social-
ism, had not been the focus of scholarly argument: rather, it simply permeated that
work. To grasp the intertwining of the political with the economic (and with every-
thing else) would prove essential to comprehending trajectories out of socialism after
1989.

One area of which this was particularly true was the transformation of property, in a
process usually referred to as “‘privatization.” Because the destruction of private
property had been so central an imperative in building up socialism — recall Marx
and Engels’s dictum in the Communist Manifesto, ““The distinguishing feature of
communism is the abolition of bourgeois property”” — the destruction of socialism
after 1989 meant almost everywhere the recreation of private property. That process
was soon to reveal, however — to scholars, at least — the necessity of better understand-
ing how property functioned in socialism. Not surprisingly, its operation proved
quintessentially political.
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My task in this essay is to outline the politics of socialist property and to indicate
what that meant for property after socialism. This is not a topic with a wide anthro-
pological literature. To be sure, anthropologists have long occupied themselves with
describing property forms in various settings. Beginning in the 1990s, a number
participated in the resurgence of anthropological interest in property, investigating
new property phenomena such as indigenous land claims, cultural and intellectual
property, property in body parts, and the property implications of new reproductive
technologies. Some of this work raises questions about how we should understand
property and whether it is even useful as an analytic concept. But anthropologists had
not much investigated property in socialist contexts, merely writing about life within
socialist property organizations such as collective farms, without investigating them as
property forms per se. Most of what we know about socialist property has come from
legal scholars (e.g., Knapp 1975 and Butler 1988) and economists (e.g., Kornai
1980, 1992).

The same has been true since 1989: anthropologists have described property
transformation, especially the dismantling of socialist agriculture, without systematic-
ally exploring the property forms of the period before. Debate (such as that evident in
my two epigraphs) comes primarily from lawyers, political scientists, and economists.
Unlike many other topics in this volume, then, mine is relatively unencumbered by
scholarly debates within anthropology. Instead, we have argued against the simplistic
treatment of privatization in those other fields — objecting, for instance, to the
cthnocentric assumptions of the “‘bundle of rights” conception so widely used in
economics and legal studies, or to neo-institutionalist analyses aimed at designing
market-based property regimes from the top down. A particular target of my own
work on the privatization of land (Verdery 2004) is the idea that socialism was a
“property vacuum,” having no property order, and that as a result its collapse left a
tabula rasa upon which new forms could be written unproblematically. I hold the
view that socialism had a distinctive property order, though its categories and oper-
ation differed fundamentally from those of market economies.

To write of “property in socialism” reifies and homogenizes a reality that was
much more complex, with variations occurring both across the region and through
time. In the space available to me, however, I can offer only a schematic, condensed
account, aimed at clarifying the problems of making “‘private property” from the
property relations of socialism in the former Soviet bloc (the literature upon which I
draw). In analyzing socialist property, I follow Bronislaw Malinowski’s dictum and
ask not just about ownership but about how socialism’s resources were used. This
strategy enables me to examine socialist property in something like its own terms,
instead of as a failed form of Western property.

I should begin by stating how I understand the notion of property. I think of it as a
set of political, economic, cultural, and social constructs and relationships through
which persons are related to one another by means of things or values. Central to it
are cultural idioms by which persons are defined and linked through social relations to
one another and to values. Property is about boundary-making: it sets up inclusions
and exclusions, “‘belongings,” such as what “‘belongs’” to whom, and who belongs to
or has affinities with some larger entity that occupies a relation to specific values or
things. Along with this boundary-making, property is about appropriation, and thus
about power. Power affects which actors and relations are recognized or privileged in a



AFTER SOCIALISM 23

given understanding of property, as well as permeating the wider field of social
relations in which persons and values are linked. Moreover, the ways of linking
persons and values often require adjudication — a power-laden process. The social
relations of property, like all social institutions, are rule-bound; power is inherent in
setting and contesting those rules. In short, I see property as simultaneously a cultural
system, a set of social relations, and an organization of power, all coming together in
social processes.

Using this framework, I shall organize my discussion as follows. First, I look at
socialist property as a cultural system: what kinds of categories did socialist systems
create for property? Here I emphasize the categories as formally constituted in law; I
discuss later on how they functioned in practice. Second, I consider it as a system of
power and social relations: how did these categories become real, and what kinds of
property relations were constituted thereby? How did a system based on ownership
by “‘the whole people’ break that entity down into smaller ones interacting with one
another to make property rights effective? I examine how resources were transacted
within the ““unitary fund” of socialist property and explore some of the stratagems by
which actors strove to make its rigid constructs workable; my examples come mainly
from socialist agriculture. I conclude by discussing some implications of this way of
organizing property for its transformation after 1989.

TYPES OF PROPERTY AND OWNERS UNDER SOCIALISM

The outlines of socialist property as a cultural system emerge from inspecting its
legal categories, as evident in legal texts. We should exercise care in reading them,
for law did not occupy the same place in socialist societies as in Western ones,
and property was no exception. Under socialism it was less a /egal and more an
administrative matter; it was governed not by legal procedures aimed at creating
regularity and certainty but by administrative measures, regarded as having the force
of law though not created through a legislative process backed by courts. This said,
however, it is worth inspecting the law because the categories employed in a society’s
laws help to reveal its conceptual foundations, giving a sense of its universe of both
power and meaning, as well as of how these differ from those of other property
regimes.

Michael Heller observes that whereas the categories of market-based economic and
legal systems focus on the scope of individual rights for each of several types
of property — such as ““real”” and “‘personal” property, “tangible” and “‘intangible”
property, or state, common, and private property — socialist legal categories empha-
sized, rather, the identity of the owners, the property types associated with each, and
the social relations characterizing them (Heller 1998:628). Socialist law recognized
three principal kinds of owner: the state, socialist cooperatives, and individual persons
or households. These related to four property types: state property, cooperative
property, personal property, and private property. ‘““The state’ owned state property
(though, technically speaking, the owner was not the state but another abstract entity,
“the whole people”); “cooperatives” owned cooperative property (technically, the
owner was the collective membership of that cooperative, not a larger socialist entity);
and ““individual” households owned personal and private property, the two types
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being distinguished from each other in that personal property consisted of items of
consumption, private property of means of production (see note on p. 34).

State property/ownership was the most important of these types of property and
owners; all other forms were subordinated to it. For example, in agriculture there
were two main organizational forms, state and collective farms. In all countries the
cooperative property held jointly by members of a collective farm was ostensibly
separate from state property. If a state farm were being expanded into the lands of
that collective farm, however, state planners had no qualms about annexing the
collective’s land without acknowledging the joint rights of the farm members over
it. Although for both cooperative and state property the property right was absolute,
exclusive, inalienable, indivisible, and immune from attachment for debts, nonethe-
less ““the state property right is more absolute than other property rights and than
all other real rights” in civil law, and also more exclusive (Lupan and Reghini
1977:54-55). In the words of a Romanian judge with whom I spoke, ““Socialist
state property was more inalienable, more exclusive, more property than any other
form, and judicial practice was to shore it up, buttressing its status over that of
other kinds.” This superiority of state property was reflected in the much greater
material endowment of state enterprises than of the ““lower” cooperative form, which
was accorded many fewer resources.

“Cooperative property” consisted of means of production ‘““donated” or pooled by
individuals who had formed a cooperative. It most commonly included means of
production in various trades’ cooperatives, the means of cultivation in collective
farms, and land that people were compelled to give them (except that in Albania
and the Soviet Union, where all land belonged to the state; collective farm members
jointly owned only the means of cultivation). Unlike state property, which belonged
to “‘the whole people,” cooperative property belonged on/y to those who had pooled
it; their property rights resembled those of shareholders in a capitalist firm. State
property coexisted uneasily with this form and was always meant to absorb it.
Together, the categories of state and cooperative property made up the super-
category of socialist property, which included nearly all society’s major means of
production. Socialist law linked socialist property closely with a third type — personal
property, which (according to plan) was to increase continually as part of projected
improvements in the standard of living. This category consisted primarily of objects
of consumption — houses, furnishings, automobiles, and so on. Laws constrained
their use to keep people from turning them into means of production. For instance,
one could own one’s car but was prohibited from using it as a taxi to generate
revenue, and one could not own more than one house lest the others be used for
rental income.

In contrast to personal property, the fourth type — private property — concerned not
consumption but means of production owned and used by petty-commodity produ-
cers such as uncollectivized peasants and trades-people (e.g., tailors, cobblers, or
carpenters); such property was likely to be organized in households rather than in
socialist organizations. Seen as a residue of the bourgeois order, private property was
slated for eventual elimination and was of minimal importance in all but Poland and
Yugoslavia (where private property-owning cultivators formed the large majority of
the rural population). This long-term plan to eliminate cooperative and private
property underlay the hierarchical relations of property forms: state property was
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prior to all others and enjoyed the fullest legal protection, followed (in order) by
cooperative, personal, and private property.

The three types of owners (the “whole people,” cooperatives, and households)
were distinguished from other possible actors in that they alone were empowered to
own and thus to appropriate. It is important to note that these actors were defined as
Jural subjects precisely by their property status. As Butler puts it for the Soviet Union,
“Juridical persons are those organizations which possess separate property, [and ] may
acquire property and personal non-property rights and bear duties in their own
name”’ (1988:179). Thus, jural personhood was a function of property status, and
to be a jural person automatically entailed having certain property rights.

b

ADMINISTRATIVE RIGHTS AND EXCHANGES OF GOODS

Defined as a jural person, an entity could further allocate rights to specific subunits —
for instance, ‘“‘the state” could parcel out rights to use state property, both
to cooperatives and to other lower-level actors, such as state firms, socialist organiza-
tions (e.g., the trade unions or the Councils of National Minorities), or lower-level
territorial units. Understanding this is crucial to understanding how state
ownership worked. To do so requires that we stop asking about ownership and
look at the distribution of various kinds of rights and relations, as well as at patterns
of actual use.

The state held the dominant property rights, as I noted above. In order for it to be
an effective actor, state property was said to form a unitary fund, inalienable and
indivisible. It contained all means of production, including raw materials and circu-
lating capital. But how did this arrangement work in practice — how could “‘the state”
create production with its ““unitary fund”’? The most important relationship after the
state’s ownership prerogatives was based in the so-called »ight of direct (or oper-
ational) administration — what I will refer to as ““administrative rights” — organized
in what I will call; following Max Gluckman, a hierarchy of administrative estates
(Gluckman 1943; Humphrey 1983). These rights were not exercised only at the top,
but were allocated downward to actors at lower levels; some of their recipients were
empowered to allocate them further. Here is Heller’s account of how it worked
(1998:629):

Instead of assigning an owner to each object, socialist law created a complex hierarchy of
divided and coordinated rights in the objects it defined . . . The law integrated ownership
of physical assets within overlapping state structures, often linking upward from a state
enterprise, to a group of similar enterprises, to the local and then central offices of a
ministry responsible for that branch of industry.

That is, the Communist Party planning mechanism granted administrative rights to
ministries, state-owned enterprises, and local authorities, who might further allocate
their administrative rights downward, in the name of both the Party and their
bureaucratic segment or firm. The same idea appears in a statement by Romanian
legal specialists Lupan and Reghini: “In order that the state’s property have product-
ive effect, the socialist state institutes with respect to the goods belonging to it a right



26 KATHERINE VERDERY

of direct administration, for its subunits, and a right of use, for cooperative organiza-
tions and physical individuals” (1977:54).

Through granting administrative rights, then, the party-state retained its claim to
supreme ownership but exercised that ownership by allocating use and administrative
rights to lower-level entities, assigning parts of the property of “‘the whole people” to
inferior levels in the bureaucratic hierarchy. Crucially, this system of multiple and
overlapping administrative rights permitted myriad transactions to occur without the
institutions and forms associated in capitalism with changes in ownership, such as
mortgages or sale contracts (Feldbrugge 1993:231). For instance, if one state enter-
prise made a contract with another to deliver its product — say, a piece of machinery —
the machinery was at all times state property. Its owner did not change; all that
changed was who held the power of administrative rights over it. Thus, the director of
the first firm held the power to dispose of the product to the second firm — a power
common to ownership relations — but ownership did not change thereby.

An important result of the patterns I have been describing was that because the
units that received administrative rights thus entered as jural persons into direct
relation with means of production, their managers could come dangerously close to
infringing on the state’s property right, even treating the firm and materials as their
fief and some of the revenue as their own. The “underground factories” reported in
the Soviet Union, for instance, involved managers’ employing entire sections of the
workforce and the infrastructure of the factory for production entirely on their own,
and then keeping the proceeds. Indeed, the inability of the political center to keep
these actors in check, and their gradually increased autonomy in consequence, were
critical elements in socialism’s transformation (e.g., Staniszkis 1989). Especially once
central control began to weaken in the mid to late 1980s, these managers arrogated
state powers, even selling off state assets — often to themselves. By the time privatiza-
tion officially commenced, many of socialism’s erstwhile directors were well on their
way to being private owners, a process that socialism’s hierarchy of administrative
estates had facilitated. For this reason, it would be inadvisable to see administrative
rights as an insignificant form of property relation. Their exercise in practice consti-
tuted state firms — particularly their directors — as powerful actors.

Socialist managers would exercise their administrative rights within socialist prop-
erty in several different ways. One set involved moving around large-scale means of
production — such as the machinery mentioned above. In agriculture this took the
form of moving control over land among state farms, collectives, and individual
households. These practices would have consequences decades later when those
farms were disbanded. For example, because the early collectives had to show good
results so as to ““‘attract’ more members, farm heads consolidated the pieces already
donated to make compact fields of good quality that they could cultivate “‘rationally.”
That both state and collective farm heads were able to allocate rights to land at will,
enjoying priority over private property rights, enabled them to reorganize the land-
scape for their convenience through numerous land exchanges. These were of three
kinds: between collective /state farms and individuals, between collective and state
farms, and among collectives or among state farms. That is, the exchanges occurred
across three of the four main property types and all three kinds of owners.

In Romania, for example, Decree 151 (1950) enabled collectives in formation to
create contiguous parcels by exchanging land with individual private owners who had
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not yet joined the collectives. Often, the land of villagers who had joined the
collective or its precursor did not form contiguous blocks; officials had the right
to create these by compelling nonmembers with land in the middle of a good field to
exchange it for parcels at the edge. State farms seeking to consolidate their fields had
the same prerogative. Individuals could not refuse these exchanges, having to accept
parcels much inferior to those they had been compelled to turn over. Indeed, the
decree stated that the contracts for such exchanges were valid even without the
signatures of the owners thus displaced, as long as the local authorities invoked
Decree 151 in their records. Technically speaking, farm officials were supposed to
make and archive such contracts, but often — from haste, or carelessness, or confi-
dence in the supremacy of their own property form — they did not. Their cavalier
treatment of land enabled farm members after 1989 to challenge the jural status of
such earlier exchanges so as to recover their better-quality parcels.

In the same spirit of rational cultivation, state and collective farms often exchanged
their donated or confiscated lands with each other. Because farm directors adminis-
tered the property rights to the land (albeit via different mechanisms), they could
dispose of it as necessary to pursue their objectives; the wishes of the former owners
had no place in such exchanges. Leaders could even enforce exchanges on private
owners living in uncollectivized areas, whose private property lay at the bottom of the
hierarchy of property forms.

All these exchanges altered the landscape fundamentally, creating large, undivided
fields from the intricate patchwork of tiny parcels owned by persons from multiple
places. Farm managers could do this, moving parcels formerly owned by myriad
individuals like so many pieces on a chessboard, precisely because they enjoyed far-
reaching rights to acquire and dispose of landed property, indifferent to the possible
rights of the former private owners (and even to whether the land was legally state or
cooperative property). Treating all collective lands as a single fund, farm managers
could trade them with other units, without having to record a “property transfer’” in
the land registry books. After 1989, these deedless exchanges would create havoc for
reconstituting private ownership.

APPROPRIATION AND COUNTER-APPROPRIATION

Another way in which socialist managers exercised their administrative rights involved
moving around items of smaller scale — not land, for example, but bags of fertilizer or
apples. These items might either be allocated to them as raw materials for production
(fertilizer) or come from the production process itself (apples), destined for con-
sumption. Managers’ right to move these items around at will contributed to one of
the hallmarks of socialist political economies: widespread barter and trading of goods,
practices necessary for production in socialism’s “‘economies of shortage” (see Kornai
1980; Verdery 1996, chapter 1). Managers’ behavior could aggravate this shortage,
for they operated within soft rather than hard budget constraints and also within
plans, which assigned them production targets; therefore enterprises hoarded their
materials. In all types of firms, managers struggled to secure extra resources and to
hide them from state agents who came expressly to squeeze them back out into the
state property funds. Because glitches in socialist planning and distribution could
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prevent managers from mobilizing the necessary raw materials for the level of pro-
duction expected of them, they not only demanded more inputs than they needed
but held onto any excess they received or were able to produce themselves. Technic-
ally speaking, it was only the managers holding administrative rights to state property
who could do this with one another, but in practice they were linked in giant trading
networks with the managers of cooperative enterprises (like collective farms) as well.

If enterprise managers helped to generate shortage by hoarding, however, they also
strove to reduce its effects by widespread barter. They traded with other managers
whatever they might have in excess supply in exchange for inputs they needed.
Although these practices did not fully alleviate the problem of obtaining resources
for production, since one could not always count on covering all one’s needs through
one’s network at the necessary times, they became an integral and time-consuming
part of socialist production in both agricultural and industrial settings. Reforms
introduced in each East European country during the 1960s and 1970s modified
economic organization and sought to make managers more accountable for their
production costs, without, however, eliminating these horizontal trading networks.
After 1989, those networks would prove to be sources of ““social capital”” — and they
would be an effect of the exercise of administrative rights within socialist property.

This far-flung system of exchange rested on the personal relations of enterprise
directors. It involved both items necessary for production and also the exchange of
favors and gifts that might enable a director to obtain needed goods at a later time.
Such exchanges of gifts and favors oiled the joints of the socialist economy and
justifies our seeing socialism as a complex form of “‘gift economy.” The gifts often
came from the production process itself — especially in agriculture, where directors
appropriated immense quantities of apples, vegetables, or grain to send to their
cronies and party superiors. The return on such gifts might be looser plan targets,
special bonuses, access to raw materials otherwise hard to obtain, or generalized
goodwill. Moreover, as Caroline Humphrey has brilliantly shown (1983), participa-
tion in such exchanges might be crucial to obtaining effort from those in one’s
workforce. What made the exchanges possible to begin with, however, was the
granting of administrative rights, which entailed managerial discretion over the use
of various kinds of socialist property.

Such personalization of items from the socialist property fund was rampant
throughout socialist economies. As Martha Lampland has argued (1995:262-266),
even to call it ““personalization” may misrepresent the reality, for the line separating
personal gain from the pursuit of advantage for one’s unit was often difficult to draw.
Moreover, officials who engaged in such behavior were not protecting only them-
selves: they were creating an umbrella for whole retinues of their own — virtually the
entire leadership group of the collective, for example, or at least the director’s faction
within it. And they were helping to make similar umbrellas for their superiors, in vast
pyramids of patronage that reached to the top of the system.

A major consequence of these practices was that the boundaries within the unitary
fund of property became blurred, and objects might move among numerous persons
exercising with respect to them rights that were akin to ownership rights but were not
consecrated as such. For example, two firms that regularly traded raw materials for
production, such as a shoe factory and a factory that made leather coats, might not
have clear boundaries around their ““inventory,” since the goods in any firm’s fund of
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circulating capital were fungible, enabling timely substitution of materials from other
enterprises. Distinctions between state and cooperative property were irrelevant in
this huge “unitary fund” of socialist property; means of production and product as
well belonged to “‘everyone,” but particularly to those who managed social re-
sources. The “fuzziness” of boundaries around socialist property makes determining
both the ownership and the assets of either firm a complex process.

My discussion so far has shown how socialist managers used the official system of
administrative rights to accomplish their goals while oiling it with unofficial ex-
changes so that it would work. I also observed that these exchanges might entail
removing from circulation large portions of the goods their units produced. What
about the members of these enterprises, the people whose land and labor made
everything possible? How did they feel about socialist property and all that manager-
ial maneuvering? At the bottom level of the hierarchy of estates, the struggle over
conflicting forms of appropriation came to a head. It was here that managers’
strategies for making their enterprises produce might set them at odds with their
direct producers. We see this especially well with something that occurred in all types
of socialist firms: “theft.”” I will illustrate this with theft from collective farms.

The total product of a collective farm was finite and could support only so many
destinations. If farm directors gave priority to delivering on their contracts and to the
gift economy, there could be little left for paying members. Indeed, the chronic
complaint of collective farm members in nearly every country was that their work
was woefully underpaid. This fact led them to leave agriculture for industry, if they
could, and, in a “natural” form of counter-appropriation, to take things from the
collective. Inspiring this was the example of their superiors, whose behavior made it
fairly easy to see the collective product as ““ours” for the taking. Although theft of
socialist property was punishable by much heavier penalties than theft of personal
property, villagers never saw their farm president sanctioned for the uses he made of
their collective product. How could one distinguish ““theft” from “gifts” in such
circumstances?

In this way, when the heads of socialist firms unofficially moved goods into the
socialist gift economy, they further blurred the boundaries within socialist property.
Their self-interested notion of collective ownership, or at least collective entitlement,
generalized downward from those who were not prosecuted for it to those who were,
for collective farmers might be prosecuted for stealing just a few potatoes or a sack of
corn from their places of work. Even if laws to this effect were rarely applied,
abundant anecdotes attest to a climate of constant vigilance by farm officials and to
the constant concern of members about being caught. Villagers who engaged in these
practices generally presented themselves as having a 7244t to take from the collective —
indeed, some claimed that it was inappropriate to use the word “‘theft” for such
behavior (e.g., Humphrey 1983:136). They saw their collective property as produ-
cing goods that belonged to them and to which they had a right, even if they
sometimes had to appropriate those goods on their own. In this respect, theft of
CF products was a defense of their personal property right against what they saw as
illegitimate appropriation by farm officials.

When villagers were prosecuted for theft of collective farm produce, two funda-
mentally different conceptions of ownership came into conflict, conceptions rooted
in one’s place in the political hierarchy. ““Theft” as a construct presupposes a system
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of clearly defined persons, objects, and boundaries that separate them; theft is a
violation of those boundaries, as one agent takes something from a bounded fund
of objects to which another agent lays claim. In the official organization of socialist
property, the system of boundaries was three-tiered. The strongest boundary separ-
ated the “‘patrimony”” of “‘the whole people” (the entire country) from that of other
countries. Inside that boundary was another one separating socialist from private
property; for purposes of this discussion, that boundary was the most consequential.
Within socialist property there was yet another boundary, very weak and rarely
observed in practice, separating state from cooperative property. Actors could appro-
priate the socialist product by moving things upward (across the boundaries between
private and socialist, or collective and state) or laterally within a given category. What
was unacceptable to the authorities was any movement of goods downward across the
boundary between socialist property and lower types. That was theft. Party officials
did plenty of it, but those appropriations often disappeared into the much larger flow
of gifts and tribute upward. In equating their own appropriations with those of
officials, collective farmers made the mistake of not realizing that what mattered
was the direction in which their appropriations moved.

IMPLICATIONS

I have been arguing that contrary to Frydman and Rapaczynski’s claim (see the
epigraph above) about socialism’s “‘not having any property system,” it had a very
complex one. To grasp that system has required setting aside questions about owner-
ship and looking at patterns of use, administrative rights, and social networks of
appropriation, exchange, and reciprocity. Laws and administrative measures defined a
specifically socialist property regime encompassing both agricultural and industrial
production, in both state and cooperative enterprises. To solve the problem of
producing within a system of centralized appropriation, communist parties estab-
lished hierarchies of administrative and productive estates, held together by delegat-
ing administrative rights. These rights (the most important form of property right in
socialism) were intended to link the different legal property types and to establish
specific relations for values and goods. Translated into practice, however, these ceased
to serve as rights over things but entered into social relations that privileged rights
over people. Extended networks of reciprocity moved products upwards, laterally, and
downwards, all in the service of collecting people whose goodwill, trades of raw
material, protection, patronage, and effort would put socialism’s productive means
into motion. Those patterns, however, placed multiple demands on the social prod-
uct and generated an ongoing struggle — more intense in countries such as Romania
and Albania than in others — around appropriation at the bottom. Here the politics
of appropriation within the hierarchy of estates in socialism’s property regime came
full circle.

This organization of property had major implications for the post-socialist property
order that would take shape after 1989, particularly in agriculture. The policies of
decollectivization initiated then aimed to undo the system I have described and to
create or recreate private property, the form most disdained in socialist planning.
How does my discussion here prepare us for the problems this transformation would
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encounter? I will suggest three general points that I believe are applicable to some
extent for all post-socialist countries. They concern the evaluation of socialist assets,
the hierarchy of property types, and the relation of administrative to legal regulation.

As a property regime, socialist property instituted an entirely new set of values,
based in an ideological opposition between “‘socialism” and “‘capitalism.”” The values
I have noted here were (1) administrative rights (rather than market forces) as the
basis for moving goods and assessing their worth; (2) a hierarchy of actors and
statuses, with the state at the top managing the patrimony of ‘“‘the whole people,”
smaller cooperative entities holding common resources, and private property in
households at the bottom; and (3) the priority of an administrative over a juridical
definition of property. Each of these sets of values would have consequences for post-
socialist property transformation.

I begin with the movement of goods by administrative means. Socialism’s property
regime established among people and goods a set of relations that did not rest mainly
on a commodity basis. One goal, of course, was to erect a bulwark between the
socialist and capitalist worlds, to protect local resources from being sucked into
external capitalist markets. Serving that end were the strictures against any form of
alienating socialist property, even by the party-state itself, and the insistence on the
integrity of the unitary fund belonging to the whole people and administered by
cadres. Thus protected from the market, the resources controlled and appropriated
within socialist property relations were subject to evaluative criteria driven not by the
market but by politics (e.g., what one’s patron wanted, what kinds of production
would best fortify the Party’s power — rather than how profitable an activity might
be). Under these arrangements, it was exceedingly difficult to assess the ‘‘book
value” of firms being privatized, since the state, as the ultimate holder of financial
obligation, had absorbed most of the liabilities of its subordinate firms, and the
materials a given firm utilized in production were so often not those the state had
allocated to it. After 1989, the problems of evaluating the assets of socialist enterprise,
including both state and collective farms, would defeat even the smartest economists.
Questions of value, from the most basic (what kind of life do people want to live) to
the niggling details of a firm’s purchase price, joined with questions of morality
to dominate public consciousness. Who ought or ought not to be profiting
from the wealth accumulated under socialism — the former managers of state firms,
or foreigners, or the general public?

Some answers to these questions came from a second aspect of the socialist
property regime: its creation of a ranked hierarchy of forms, with those of the state
at the top, cooperative /collective forms second, and individuals/households (espe-
cially those with private property) at the bottom. This hierarchy produced a very
powerful class of state-enterprise directors benefiting maximally from state resources
and from their control of administrative rights over these. Even before 1989 they had
begun using these rights to decompose state property from within, thereby
weakening the political center (see Staniszkis 1989). As that center grew weaker,
the power of these directorial networks intensified. In short, socialism’s property
regime gave a decisive edge in the post-socialist era to a specific group of actors: state
enterprise directors. They were used to manipulating the fuzzy boundaries of socialist
property, to moving resources around to maximum advantage. They disposed of large
funds of social capital, in the form of their networks, and of cultural capital, in the
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form of their higher education and more extensive experience with the most modern
technology their national economies could support. In agriculture specifically, we see
the advantage of state over collective property in the greater cultural and social capital
of state than of collective farm heads. State farm directors had wider circles of
connections, more complex managerial experience, greater familiarity with new
farming technology, better-endowed farms from which to strategize their exit, and
so on, all owing to the higher position of state over cooperative property forms.
Although international blueprints called for privatizing ownership rights, these social-
ist managers began by privatizing only their administrative rights, enabling them to
avoid the liabilities of ownership by shucking those off onto the state, while still
drawing upon central investments.

In this they were aided by socialism’s overlapping estates of administration, which
had socialized responsibility so thoroughly that the buck never stopped anywhere but
continued to circulate in ““‘gifts.”” They were aided, as well, by the alliances these
circulating gifts entailed. Networks of directors, as Stark (1996) has shown, could use
their administrative advantage to resist competitive privatizations — quite successfully,
in places like Romania and Ukraine, where local actors worked to keep foreigners out.
Indeed, Stark suggests, the unit for privatization ought never to have been made the
individual firm but, rather, the inter-firm network. In some countries these networks
would generate viable capitalist firms; in others, they would obstruct the privatization
process, even using it to fortify their power by continuing to surround themselves with
retinues of petitioners. This resistance would make it difficult to create the property
“bundle’ so dear to the advocates of private property and would perpetuate use-right
arrangements similar to those of the hierarchy of administrative estates. Although it is
not surprising that state enterprise directors tended to fare well in the post-socialist
period, my purpose here has been to show how their future success was already
inscribed in the property regime of socialism, as was the disadvantage of certain others.

Finally, I turn to the party-state’s preference for politico-administrative over legal
procedures. This preference entailed making decrees and administrative decisions
about the use of resources but not necessarily ratifying these decisions by the legal
procedures that had governed property transformation in pre-communist times.
Across the whole region, 1989 initiated a process of reversing this set of priorities,
attempting to create the “law-governed state.” The logistical nightmares encoun-
tered in that process were legion. To illustrate these, I will discuss an example
involving the ownership status of the land held in collective farms (which, as I noted,
was not state-owned in most countries but belonged to the members jointly).

During the socialist period, land was administratively moved around more or less at
will among collectives, state farms, and households; because who “owned” it was
rarely an issue; officials generally did not record the changes by inscription in the land
registers when they exchanged parcels or modified land use. But after 1989, owner-
ship suddenly mattered very much. Had the members relinquished ownership rights
altogether upon joining the collective, or did those rights maintain some kind of
shadow existence throughout? What did the joint ownership of cooperatives actually
mean, from a legal point of view? Did membership mean transferring actual title to
physical land or, rather, transmuting that into ownership of shares, comparable to the
rights of membership in a corporation, as suggested by Linda Miller (personal
communication)?
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Post-1989 legislators argued these questions at length, and the answers differed by
country, as did the ownership status of collective farm land (see Knapp 1975). For
Romania, lawyers with whom I discussed the issue gave contradictory accounts, as do
Romanian law books. Writing about the status of cooperative land as part of their
discussion of decollectivization, two Ministry of Agriculture legal specialists state
both that “‘the cooperative appeared as the titulary of the property right and thus
exercised possession, use, and alienation over lands of any kind in its patrimony”” and
that “‘the land continued to remain the property of the cooperative member”
(Scrieciu and Chercea 1996:524, 534). The matter was crucial, for the answer to it
would affect the policy options for property reform. If farm members had in fact
retained some ownership rights, then after 1989 a new “‘law-governed state’ could
only confirm their ownership, rather than (re)create it. That is, collectives would have
to be unmade by restituting or reconstituting prior ownership rights, rather than by
impropriating owners or distributing the land exclusively to people who lived in
villages, or by some other kind of land reform. Indeed, restitution would require
no separate law, merely the members’ joint declaration to dissolve the collective, at
which point everything would revert to the status quo ante. — Never mind the
complexities of discovering what that was, after so many years of exchanging land,
erasing boundaries, and transforming the landscape (see Verdery 1996, chapter 6).

The more significant underlying issue, however, is this: from the vantage point of
what mode of regulation — legal or politico-administrative — should the question be
answered? Although law did have its place in the socialist system (increasingly so, as
time went on), “legality”” simply did not have the same status or legitimating function
in the socialist property system that it has in market democracies. Property /aw was a
supplement to the more active principle, property administration. Moving from such
a regime to one supposedly grounded in law and judicial process raised innumerable
difficulties concerning whether and how to translate administrative decrees into the
language of the law in order to formulate policy. Can we select out the “law-
governed”” aspects of the socialist system and build a new one upon those? Or must
we retroactively legalize that system — even though the premise of the 1989 events
was its illegitimacy — in order to proceed?

For those who regard the entire communist period as illegitimate, none ofits acts has
legal status. Hence, trying to determine and reverse the legal effects of an adminis-
trative decree is pointless; one need only make new laws. The weaknesses of this
position include the following. To declare the acts of the socialist period illegal ignores
the judicial maxim of tempus regit actum, which posits that the status of an action in its
original context should govern how it is regarded now. If an administrative decree
“acquired the force of law,”” as we might translate it, then those effects should be taken
seriously in disposing of present ownership claims. Moreover, dismissing the entire
socialist period as illegal wreaks havoc on a notion of law-governed practice rooted in
predictability and continuity. How can one simply hop over the intervening “illegal”
45 years and assert new ownership, without compromising the principle ofa just claim?

The alternative is to recast the acts of that period in terms that permit continuity,
even if to do so is to legitimize the system one seeks to displace. That is, restitution
builds political legitimacy paradoxically: instead of playing up the ilegitimacy of the
old regime, it may require first legalizing the status of property under socialism so as to
return rights to previous owners. The status of land in Hungary, Transylvania, and
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Slovakia offers a particularly clear example. There, the Habsburg-derived system of
land registration meant that no transaction could be performed except on the basis of
a previous legal transaction recorded in the land register. For me to receive back a
parcel of land upon which the collective farm built a structure, I must first have the
structure and the parcel it stands on written into the register as belonging to the
collective farm and then re-register it in my name. This procedure effectively legalizes
the seizure of my parcel and the new use to which it was then put — that is, the
procedure runs directly counter to the premise of umlawful seizure upon which
restitution is based!

The work involved in retroactively legalizing 45 years of transactions, however,
would be unmanageable. The complexities relate not only to the legal status of
different kinds of resources but also to the weak or fuzzy boundaries that character-
ized socialist property. Lacking clear edges, it was held together by social relations
that were reticular and rhizomatic, that worked across property types. Those uncertain
edges could be advantageous, as David Stark (1996) has argued for ‘‘recombinant
property.” In agriculture, they could also produce chaos. All the moving around of
resources, the exchanges of parcels, the hiding of land, the erasure of field boundaries;
all the uncertainties about the ownership status of collective and state farm land; all
the failures to write land transactions into the land register — these would make it
extremely difficult to reestablish ownership rights once socialism was ended.

In this essay I have presented property in and after socialism as a quintessentially
political matter — as part of a political economy. The politics of property resided at
many levels: in the new mechanisms of appropriation that socialist property forms
enabled; in the political relations of subordination and the administrative rights
accompanying them; in the political values determining the hierarchy of owners and
of property types; in the appropriations of productive resources by socialist managers
helping their allies and currying favor with patrons; and in the counter-appropriations
by various kinds of workers. These forms of politics in property shaped the trajectory
of ownership that would emerge after 1989, as managers attempted to retain certain
features of socialist property so as to drain state subsidies into their newly private
firms; as persons well situated in the hierarchy of property types would often find
themselves well situated to move into new forms of ownership, at the expense of
others less favored; as local officials would manipulate the uncertainty about prior
ownership to deny some people’s claims in favor of their clients and friends (see
Verdery 2004). The extent to which property transformation would be politicized
and the means of doing so varied from one country to another. In all, however, its
politicization under socialism would shape the outcome, affecting as well the legitim-
acy of a post-socialist property regime.

NOTE

I use the term ““cooperative” in referring to the category that includes both agricultural and
non-agricultural enterprises of non-state type. When I wish to speak of non-state agricultural
enterprises, I use the term collective, as in ““collective farm,” rather than speaking of “‘coopera-
tive farms,”” since the term ““collective farm” is the more widely used in English and bears more
appropriate connotations.
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3 AIDS

CHAPTER

Brooke Grundfest Schoepf

The dawn of the twenty-first century finds the world beset by the most devastating
pandemic known to history. The slow-acting Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV)
spread silently in the 1970s, and was recognized in the US and Africa in the early
1980s. By the end of 2002 an estimated 25 million people had died of AIDS and
more than 42 million people were estimated to be infected worldwide. An estimated
95 percent of new infections occur in the Third World, the majority in young people.
Most will die within the next five to ten years because they do not have access to life-
extending drugs. The rate of new infections, now occurring at 5 million per year, is
expected to accelerate each year.

Anthropologists study disease epidemics as social processes, charting ways that the
spread of infection is shaped by history, political economy, and culture. While infec-
tion with the HIV virus causes the immune system damage that leads to AIDS,
sociocultural processes, including sexual strategies adopted for survival, enhance the
vulnerability of the poor and powerless to infection. Anthropological research on
AIDS contributes to understanding complex, multi-layered relations between cul-
ture, social relations, political economy, and disease. It yields new evidence confirm-
ing the importance of quality biomedical health services, and of participatory
interventions with respect to condom use among people at risk of sexually transmit-
ted infections (STIs) and HIV.

AIDS research by anthropologists is ever more closely linked to the politics and
ethics of social practice, including effective HIV prevention and treatment. Findings
on changing popular representations, sexuality, and sexual relationships can help
make prevention strategies more “‘culturally appropriate,” and avoid treatment fail-
ures. There is still little evidence, however, that public health research and practice
make use of ethnographic findings. Most international prevention policy and fore-
casting continues to focus on individual behavior change rather than on social
changes that address the causes of risk. At the same time that sophisticated epidemi-
ology is critical to understanding the course of the epidemic, ethnography is essential
to its interpretation. In addition, ethnography reveals the changes that communities
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need to envision and learn from people struggling with AIDS in order to consider
how they might be brought about. New research is needed to understand how people
respond to treatment when it becomes available to the 30 million people across the
planet who now lack access to it.

This chapter examines the politics of AIDS in Africa. It begins in the mid-1980s
and continues into the present. My understanding is grounded in participation in the
struggle to discover and reshape meanings of AIDS in Africa and the West. In 1985 1
proposed ways to use culturally informed community-based empowerment methods
to complement mass-media campaigns. I joined with colleagues to form the trans-
disciplinary CONNAISSIDA Project in what was then Zaire (now the Democratic
Republic of Congo, or DRC). Formed from the French words connaissance (know-
ledge) and Sida (AIDS), CONNAISSIDA means “knowledge of AIDS.” All of us
were already experienced field researchers with several ongoing ethnographic pro-
jects. Dr. Rukarangira and Mme. Walu conducted studies of the informal economy
and long-distance trade in Kinshasa and southeastern Zaire. Claude Schoepf and
I were writing up earlier fieldwork; Professor Ntsomo Payanzo, later to become
Minister of Higher Education and Scientific Research, was a participant-observer of
the political system. We investigated popular representations of and responses to
AIDS and compared these with what was known in the biomedical research commu-
nity. Centered on medical and economic anthropology, the project conducted ethno-
graphic action-research in Kinshasa, incorporating understandings from social
psychology, public health, and development studies. We acted on the understanding
that prevention would require new community-based approaches to empower people
with knowledge cast in terms that they could work into their daily lives (Schoepfet al.
1991; Schoepf 1993). In 1991, at the request of anthropologists from other African
countries, we trained them in the method. Funding agencies remained unconvinced.
A number told us that the method was too labor-intensive, hence too costly.
Others believed it unscientific and the results “merely anecdotal.”” From the outset
we feared that AIDS would burgeon into a pandemic of enormous magnitude and
far-reaching social impact. Without amelioration of the harsh social inequalities,
we foresaw that even imaginative public education would fail to prevent widespread
HIV infection.

SociAL EPIDEMIOLOGY

In the US, AIDS was first detected among white, middle-class men having sex with
men, and among wealthy heterosexual Africans secking treatment in Europe. Once
informed about the causes and prevention of HIV infection, persons not yet infected
could protect themselves and their partners. Although no one has ever been cured of
AIDS, when anti-retroviral drugs became available from the mid-1900s, it no longer
signified impending death. The vast majority of those infected have not had the good
fortune to benefit from these drugs.

This chapter explores why this is so. It situates risk of HIV in the material condi-
tions of existence of much of the world, in the meanings of disease, and in the
power relations expressed in sex and gender. Structural violence, a term used
to encompass the concatenation of adverse social, economic, and political conditions
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in which the world’s poor live out their lives, contributes decisively to the dissemin-
ation of the Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV). AIDS has struck with particular
severity in poor communities beset by grinding poverty, drought, hunger, genocide,
and war.

Sub-Saharan Africa is the world’s poorest region and the most affected by AIDS
to date. Half its more than 700 million people live in what the World Bank
terms ““‘absolute poverty,”” on less than one dollar per day. By the end of 2002, an
estimated 29.4 million Africans, 70 percent of the world total, lived with HIV/
AIDS; another 25 million are believed to have died since the epidemic began. In
2002, some 2 million Africans died of AIDS and 3.5 million acquired HIV infection,
the vast majority through heterosexual intercourse. The highest levels are in southern
Africa, with 39 percent of adults infected in Botswana. Prevalence in three other
countries exceeds 30 percent of adults, while South Africa, with 20 percent of adults
infected, has nearly 5 million people living with HIV and AIDS. Nigeria has even
more, with infection prevalence estimated at just below 6 percent of its more than
165 million population. Ninety percent of AIDS deaths occur in adults aged 20 to
49, the prime working years. In the 16 most affected countries — located chiefly in
southern and eastern Africa — AIDS now is the leading cause of adult deaths. AIDS
has increased mortality in young children by two to three times. More children now
die from AIDS than from either malaria or measles, which formerly were the major
killers. Life expectancy has declined by ten or more years, wiping out any gains made
since independence.

Africa has endured a quarter-century of profound, multiplex crises with roots in the
soil of colonial conquest, harsh exploitation, and authoritarian rule. Many in the
“international community’” have been loath to acknowledge the external forces that
contribute to the crisis, focusing instead on mismanagement and corruption. Most
economies remain distorted, dependent on the export of a few tropical products or
minerals to world markets. In the mid-1970s increased fuel prices and declining terms
of trade for major mineral exports sent shock waves across the continent. Govern-
ments borrowed heavily to finance infrastructure development and support social
programs. Leaders of authoritarian states, supported by the major Western powers,
took the opportunity to create a class base for themselves by transforming public
resources into private wealth.

These processes continued in the 1980s, while Structural Adjustment Programs
(SAPs) imposed by the institutions of international finance, sacrificed health, educa-
tion, and social programs to debt reimbursement and the creation of a more favorable
climate for foreign investment. Coupled with the collapse of world markets for
tropical produce and open markets for imports, SAP policies led to deindustrializa-
tion and exacerbated poverty. The results included mass unemployment, decline in
the viability of peasant farming systems, increased migration in search of cash, and the
break-up of families. In the 1980s and 1990s low-intensity wars, genocide, and
military occupation brought civilian deaths and flight into forced migration, with
rape and other forms of gender violence used to terrorize populations. These dis-
locations set the stage for sex with multiple partners and the widespread dissemin-
ation of classic STIs through communities with deteriorating health infrastructure
(Schoepf, Schoepf, and Millen 2000).
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GLOBAL SPREAD SINCE 1980

As economic crisis spread across the continent in the late 1970s, the HIV virus silently
spread as well. Seemingly unrelated, the two are in fact intimately entwined. The
effects of poverty accelerated the spread of STIs, and the increased risk of acquiring
HIV; in some regions the new virus was well established by the mid-1980s. By the
1990s deaths from AIDS in turn plunged afflicted regions deeper into economic crisis
as the virus spread into new communities. Today, public health and social infrastruc-
tures, weakened by two decades of economic crisis and SAPs, are unable to cope with
heavy burdens of infectious and parasitic disease. Vaccination programs and other
preventive measures have been allowed to lapse. Mass poverty, combined with user
fees and privatization of health care, means that millions cannot afford treatment,
even for readily curable diseases. The pandemic is more than a series of personal and
family tragedies. AIDS deaths, having depleted the workforce and raised dependency
ratios, are likely to shred the already torn social fabric of numerous countries. Despite
anumber of successes registered in slowing the epidemic, infection rates are still rising
in most countries across the continent, where the virus spreads at an accelerating
pace, posing a threat to many millions of people.

Africa is not the only region to experience high rates of infection. In the urban
ghettos of the US, beset by a form of poverty made intractable by racism, deindus-
trialization, and social policies that increase inequality, AIDS rapidly became the
leading cause of death from disease in the 1980s. In Southeast Asia, India, and
China, large poverty-stricken populations have swelled the numbers of HIV-infected
people, fueled by drugs and traffic in women. The same elements now spread HIV in
Eastern Europe and Central Asia, where the collapse of the former Soviet Union
demolished public health systems and left millions at the mercy of a ““free” market
economy in which most are powerless to compete. As in the US and elsewhere, many,
especially young people, destitute and without hope for the future, have turned to
alcohol, intravenous drugs, and prostitution. AIDS battens on profitable illicit enter-
prises with global interconnections. Russian gangsters supply drugs and sex workers
to Western European markets and arms to Africa. Arms from Eastern Europe are used
to control the diggings where young men labor for a pittance to produce diamonds,
gold, and coltan sold to US markets. In such conditions, in cities teeming with
unemployed, and in rural areas that are home to landless and migrant farm workers,
the numbers of persons with HIV are expected to multiply rapidly in coming years.
The threat of collapse in these societies is finally drawing attention to AIDS as a global
security issue.

HEALTH KNOWLEDGES: EPISTEMOLOGY AND POWER

AIDS is particularly difficult for lay people, including political leaders, to understand.
Relatively few in Africa have had secondary education, let alone training in contem-
porary biology. With a lengthy and variable period between infection and the onset of
disease symptoms, AIDS appears to strike arbitrarily. The multiple disease processes
offer a broad cultural field for reinterpretation in keeping with other widespread
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concepts of disease causation. As a sexually transmitted infection, complex cultural
and psychological meanings intervene. Not surprisingly, across the continent, many
men think of AIDS as “‘a disease of women.”

As there is neither cure nor vaccine for AIDS, prevention and treatment of HIV are
the only means of controlling the pandemic. Yet both prevention and treatment are
exceedingly complex. They require considerable resources in money, trained person-
nel, and imagination. Above all, they require political commitment to provide public
services, and willingness to embark upon sociocultural change, especially to institute
changes in power relations that determine how individuals interact with one another
sexually and socially. Not least among the power relations that must be changed are
inequalities of class, gender, generation, and ethnicity in local, national, and inter-
national arenas. The histoire immediate of AIDS and of policies elaborated in the
effort to contain it are of more than just scholarly importance. Though it is now
described as a “‘disaster,”” a ‘“‘humanitarian catastrophe,” even a ‘‘holocaust,” the
international community was slow to recognize the epidemic’s potential and slow also
to respond to it. The remainder of this chapter will show why this is the case, and
examine policy successes and failures.

Public health action takes place on a terrain of unequal power, where different
forms of knowledge struggle for control. In the case of AIDS, the defining power lies
in the international biomedical arena, but these definitions have encountered endur-
ing disease representations and practices from other knowledge systems, especially
with respect to contagion and “‘disordered” sexuality in afflicted societies. Inter-
nationally, AIDS is “an epidemic of signification.”” Response to AIDS is political
everywhere, in Africa no less than in the West. Many responses have been moralizing
and stigmatizing. Initially recognized among elites in many countries, HIV rapidly
spread along the ““fault-lines of society” to the poor and disinherited. The contradic-
tions between need and response have been particularly sharp.

Knowledge is socially situated and contested, with competing groups claiming the
power to define how we know, and to determine what facts shall be considered
“real.” This can be explained, at least in part, by discourses surrounding the appear-
ance and spread of the new virus. As I suggested more than 15 years ago, “AIDS
brings forth representations that support and reproduce already constituted gender,
color, class, and national hierarchies. Societal responses to AIDS, including disease
control policies, are propelled by cultural politics forged in the history of relations
between Africa and the West.”

The World Health Organization (WHO) began to grapple with AIDS in 1986. The
blueprint it followed across the world shunted AIDS control into a new program in
which separate bureaucracies were established in WHO and in each participating
member country. The new structures were intended to sharpen governments’ aware-
ness and provide new resources that could not be turned down by health departments
perennially short of funds. This had several unintended consequences. Not least,
AIDS was viewed as a strictly medical problem to be met by health action, narrowly
defined. In many countries AIDS has yet to be appropriated by governments and
communities as a general problem to be addressed across the society.

Many policy-makers in the biomedical units of international development funding
agencies were also slow to react. They failed to understand how difficult it would be
to slow the spread of HIV through a general population of youth and young adults.
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Attention focused instead on ““prostitutes as a reservoir of infection” and for the rest
of the decade policy-makers ignored the tragic fact that by the time HIV was widely
recognized in Africa, it had already spread beyond categories of people identified as
“risk groups.” By 1985, surveys in several Central African cities found that more than
5 percent of the population was seropositive.

International agencies’ failure to acknowledge AIDS was not simply a failure of the
imagination. It required class and gender blindness of a peculiar sort. Concerned
chiefly with birth spacing and reducing mortality in young children, one program
officer of a major foundation wrote in response to my request for funds in 1986 that
his organization provided funds only for research on women and children, not on
AIDS. Yet by 1986, 30 percent of women delivering babies at Kigali’s main hospital
were seropositive. Most (68 percent) reported a single lifetime partner.

Several spokesmen for donor agencies with dwindling budgets noted that there
were more people dying of malaria and measles than of AIDS. This was true enough
in 1988, but with an average ten-year period between infection and disease, death
rates then current were a misleading gauge of future impact. At the time, major
donors were unwilling to allocate more funds to health in Africa. “Cost recovery”
was the watchword for public health, and privatization was encouraged, despite
deepening poverty that left many unable to pay for health care.

In the US, AIDS appeared to be ““an urban disease.”” Some policy-makers argued
that since Africa is overwhelmingly rural, and rural peoples are “‘traditional,” most of
the population would not be affected. They held a utopian vision of “merrie Africa,”
where people lived harmoniously in villages isolated from the wider world — a view
long challenged by anthropologists and historians. Social scientists warned against
this complacency. They pointed to a century of widespread change in rural social and
sexual relations, to trade and labor migration that separated families and led to
multiple sex partners, making many vulnerable to infection with STIs and AIDS.

By 1982, highway truck stops and trading towns serving farming and fishing
communities in Uganda were reporting “‘slim disease,’” the wasting that characterizes
the AIDS syndrome in Africa, where gastro-intestinal infections are common. In
1986, studies in trading towns in the Lower Congo and on the Congo-Uganda
frontier found traders’ wives infected with the virus. CONNAISSIDA co-director
Dr. Rukarangira observed that long-distance traders and transporters based in south-
eastern Congo had wives and girlfriends at each of their stopovers who facilitated
their business (Schoepfet al. 1991). Later studies in other countries produced similar
findings (Haour-Knipe, Leshabari, and Lwihula 1997). The inexorable spread of HIV
with migrant workers across the continent to southern Africa, and from the West
African coast northwards to the Sahel, is testimony to the correctness of the earlier
predictions. Historian Shula Marks (in Delius and Walker 2002) observes that in
retrospect, AIDS was ““an epidemic waiting to happen.” So it was, but sociologist
Charles Hunt (1989 [1987-88]) warned of the danger in 1987. It gives social
scientists no satisfaction to see such predictions come true.

As late as 1991, some development agency physicians continued to assert that the
heterosexual epidemic could be contained by modern public health information and
condom campaigns directed to “‘high risk groups.” These are sex workers and their
clients, and working-class men, such as long-distance truck drivers, fishermen, and
migrant workers, who spend long periods away from their families. Designated as
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“‘core transmitters’ because many have multiple sex partners, they were targeted for
education stressing condom protection with casual partners. The economic condi-
tions driving sex work, migrancy, and family separation were not addressed. Nor was
it recognized that people tend to redefine their relationships as they come to know
one another, so that the categories of “‘prostitute’” and “‘casual partner” might not
apply, even when gifts of cash and goods were made. The responsibility of men who
enjoyed the “‘triptych of masculinity” in full measure, their wealth, power, and
renown affording them access to many women, was ignored, while working men
and women and the poor were stigmatized as ““promiscuous.”

Gender inequalities that make many women and girls unable to refuse unsafe sex
were officially recognized as a cause of AIDS only in 1990, but remained a given,
rather than something to be addressed as an urgent priority. It took much longer for
officials to recognize the role of economic crisis in the form of debt and SAPs, while
the cawmses of crisis they still avoid. Some acknowledged (or paid lip service to)
economic and cultural constraints that prevent many from protecting themselves
and their children from AIDS. Most continued to focus on changing the behavior
of individuals in special “‘risk groups,’” rather than seeking the critical processes of
economic empowerment and sociocultural change. Yet those Africans who reflected
critically on the issues recognized that the changes required to control the epidemic
would affect all levels of social life. The result of this official blindness is now
recognized: the effects of AIDS in Africa are in some countries already, and in still
others will soon be, nothing short of catastrophic.

Why did it take so long for the potential of the AIDS pandemic to be recognized in
the international community? Part of the answer lies in the distribution of power
between knowledges. Problems of public concern must be posed by institutions and
actors socially authorized to do so. Only members of the research establishment are
socially authorized to produce policy knowledge. In the domain of epidemic disease,
the principal institution is the World Health Organization (WHO) and its contribu-
tors, primarily the US, Japanese, and Western European governments. The actors are
the epidemiologists and specialists in public health that the WHO employs and funds.
These are generally not social scientists, and above all, not ethnographers, who use
qualitative methods to understand culture: social relations, meanings, and their
contexts. Merrill Singer (1998) has suggested that anthropologists were left out of
the loop because by the time they began to analyze data from their long-term
fieldwork, the social and behavioral sciences already dominated the field.

The experience of the CONNAISSIDA Project suggests a more complex, political
answer. In Kinshasa in 1984, the government authorized Project SIDA, biomedical
rescarch on AIDS, jointly funded by the US and Belgium. In 1985, when I broached
the idea of broadening our ongoing ethnographic research to include AIDS preven-
tion, Dr. Jonathan Mann, then Director of Project SIDA, had the US government
send me home from Kinshasa (I was a consultant to the Peace Corps’ African Food
Systems Initiative at the time). I was told that he feared that encouraging people in
Kinshasa to talk about AIDS would create difficulties for the biomedical research
project. The following year, Dr. Mann departed from Kinshasa for Geneva to organ-
ize the WHO Global Program on AIDS (GPA). I returned on another short-term
contract and stayed on to write the project paper with colleagues. The Zaire govern-
ment authorized CONNAISSIDA without difficulty, with its National Security
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Agency to keep a weather eye on our activities. The new US director of the biomed-
ical project, however, continued to decline cooperation.

That was 17 years ago, but the public health model that incorporates capitalist
microeconomic assumptions about health resulting from individuals’ rationally
chosen lifestyles still remains dominant. Its focus on individual motivation leaves little
scope for understanding how behaviors are related to social conditions, or how
communities shape the lives of their members. Responsibility for this particular public
health discursive model and the resulting social demobilization cannot be laid solely
at the feet of biomedical policy-makers. Its assumptions are embedded in the public
culture of late twentieth-century Western societies. But the focus on individual sexual
behavior, the claim to exclusive value-neutral objectivity, and the commitment to the
survey as the sole method of “‘science” is very much their responsibility. Given the
conservative political climate, they made politically convenient choices (Schoepf
2001).

The political roots of this epistemological failure are underscored by critical trad-
itions in epidemiology and social medicine, which have situated the primary origins of
epidemic diseases in economic misery since the nineteenth century. Rudolph Virchow
developed a concept of health as what economists today call a ““public good.” He
maintained that governments have a responsibility to preserve the public’s health, and
conversely, that medicine must intervene in social and political affairs to prevent
epidemics.

It took another century for health to be considered a human right, enshrined in the
Universal Declaration, although still honored more by rhetorical flourishes than by
actual resource allocation. Thus by the mid-1980s, entitlement was no longer part of
mainstream discourse in Western development institutions. Donors’ health alloca-
tions favored population control over primary health care programs. Training in
demography was funded in preference to ethnography. Privatization of health care
became the watchword in the West, as in SAPs mandated in the South.

Soon, however, struggles over meaning were international and interdisciplinary.
Although many African and Western researchers contested the narrow paradigm and
its implications, they were ignored. Epidemiologists and health planners joined
critical social scientists in recognizing the social forces propelling the HIV epidemic
in Africa. These were mainly academics, not employees of governments or the WHO
but public health specialists committed to social medicine and community health.
They sought to read social patterns from seroprevalence numbers, rather than simply
seeing individual “‘risk factors.”” They also sought to dispel the racist assumptions and
moralizing that accompanied constructions of “‘African sexuality”” and AIDS.

CULTURAL PoLITICS

Several authors note that African governments ‘“‘under-reacted” to the threat posed
by AIDS in the mid-1980s, attributing this to a series of internal cultural factors.
They overlook international factors such as the funding “‘crunch” associated with
structural adjustment, and the racism and stigma that accompanied the discovery of
heterosexual transmission in Africa. On all sides, African leaders, the US, and inter-
national institutions were unwilling to act on the scale and in the ways required.
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There were several reasons for this. First, African mistrust at high levels of govern-
ment was fueled by Western cultural politics that stigmatized Africans, backed by a
long history of “missionary medicine’” that viewed STTs as shameful. In addition, in
Congo and elsewhere, men’s validation of their power and masculinity was linked to
sex with many women. Some leaders feared that they were infected themselves. Both
factors contributed to rejection and disbelief. This made the US and other Western
governments leery of getting involved in the prevention of sexual transmission. Fear
of losing foreign tourist revenues and desire to attract new investments also contrib-
uted to reticence on the part of African government officials who were the major
beneficiaries of such ventures (Charles Nzokia, cited in Schoepf 2001). International
pressure on African governments to trim their budgets, downsize personnel, and
require cost reimbursements or privatize government services exacerbated the
“under-reaction.” This was not the moment to commit substantial new funds to
public health (Schoepf, Schoepf, and Millen 2000).

African leaders were not the only ones to reject the construction of “‘heterosexual
AIDS” as a uniquely African epidemic. In 1980s Kinshasa, popular slogans also
reflected an understanding of the racism inherent in such constructions, and ex-
pressed resistance to the stigma it entailed. For example, in Kinshasa, SIDA was
termed the Syndrome Imaginaive pour Deconrager les Amourenx, an imaginary syn-
drome to discourage lovers. Which lovers were being discouraged? African lovers, of
course. By whom? By Europeans, of course. Really, they are jealous, people said. One
of the first AIDS control campaigns in Africa was launched after a song by Franco
(Luambo Makiadi), a widely known popular musician, led people to talk more openly
about AIDS. Public information and the experience of numerous deaths ““from a long
and painful illness” among friends, acquaintances, and celebrities got people’s atten-
tion. Urban popular knowledge grew rapidly.

In Kinshasa, denial lasted longer among government officials than among city-
dwellers reeling under the impact of AIDS deaths. AIDS became known as the
syndrome of Salairves Insuffisants Depuis des Années [ “too little salary for too many
years’’], reflecting a broad understanding of the ways that AIDS is driven by poverty.
People in Cameroon a few years later expressed this as the “Acquired Income
Deficiency Syndrome” (Paul Nchoji Nkwi, personal communication). In other coun-
tries where AIDS deaths came later and governments were not trusted (and particu-
larly in apartheid South Africa) AIDS messages were rejected as ““an American
Invention to Discourage Sex.” Many viewed condom campaigns as instruments of
Western-inspired population control.

This legacy continues to fuel conspiracy theories that hamper the prevention of
HIV and other diseases. Periodically, rumors that condoms (and vaccines against
tetanus or polio) will lead to female sterility cause panics across the continent.
Women in Kinshasa explained, ‘““We have heard that condoms can slip oft the man,
lodge inside the woman, travel up and cause infection.” Trusted health workers can
dispel such fears with a gesture that mimes removal of the errant condom. But many
government health workers are not trusted, for they engage in the same corrupt,
exploitative, and oppressive practices as others in authority. Budget reductions and
SAPs have made a bad situation worse, as declining wages and a dearth of supplies
have created widespread alienation from the service goals of health care (Schoepf,
Schoepf, and Millen 2000). Rumors embody mistrust of all governments.
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Anthropologist Amy Kaler was puzzled to find that rural Muslim men in the
President’s home region in Malawi were mistrustful of government condom advice,
despite their favored regional and religious status close to the seat of power and
patronage. Most had yet to see or know a person with AIDS. To them, condoms
signified population control. They linked government population policy, low-key
though it was, to economic decline and growing hunger. They reasoned that Malawi
could not afford to feed its growing population in the face of drought and reduced
international support. The role of SAPS in creating mistrust of Malawi’s new elected
government seems clear. The World Bank pressured officials to remove fertilizer
subsidies on which small farmers depended, but Parliament was understandably
reluctant. It held off until immediately after the 1994 elections, then complied.
Privatization and liberalization have enabled officials to grow wealthy, while poor
farmers are marginalized, impoverished, and mistrustful of those in power.

Elsewhere, intellectuals mistrustful of the international agencies on account of their
role in promoting structural adjustment and other repressive policies, view their
neglect of effective HIV prevention and treatment as a means of ridding the continent
of “surplus people.”” They reason that a large African labor force is not required in
modern capital-intensive extractive industries such as oil and mining, which receive
the bulk of new foreign investment. This view also competes with biomedical author-
ity. Both views hamper social mobilization against HIV and thus contribute to the
demise of the very people intellectuals seek to defend.

The power and influence of conservative religious leaders, who view AIDS as “‘the
devil’s work” or as ““divine punishment for sin”” also hampers prevention. Some teach
that faithful wives will be spared and oppose condom campaigns as encouragement of
“immorality.”> Charismatic evangelical pastor-prophets, not a few of them former
politicians, lead ‘‘healing churches.”” Like many “traditional healers,”” they have
gained new adherents in response to social and economic crises. Some actually
claim to cure AIDS. Since opportunistic infections may come and go while HIV
continues to destroy the immune system, such claims may seem plausible to sufferers,
at least for a time. The next sickness may be interpreted as a new attack, or a failure to
conform to prescribed rituals. Such “‘demedicalization” makes it difficult to conduct
effective prevention campaigns that stress condom use and changes in gender rela-
tions.

GENDER, SEX, AND POWER: RISK AND PREVENTION

Similarities in cultural constructions of masculinity and femininity across the African
continent are underlain by similar patriarchal ideologies of male dominance and
female subordination. As in many parts of the world, men’s status among peers is
enhanced by claims to numerous sexual partners. Yet, conceptually “‘patriarchy”
conflates too many dimensions of women’s status relative to men. Research on
AIDS must examine, rather, the ways that gender differences are related to other
types of social differentiation, using insights from a quarter-century of research on
patriarchy and class, and adding age to the equation.

AIDS research physicians in Kinshasa told us that ““‘African men won’t use
condoms.” Indeed, we found that condoms were not popular among men, many
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of whom enjoyed a double standard with numerous, often younger, sex partners,
while wives’ sexuality might be strictly controlled. For them, health officials’ advice to
“avoid prostitutes” (a term with multiple meanings) and to use condoms in “‘risky”’
encounters was impractical. Condoms, linked to STDs and prostitution, symbolized
mistrust. Men also found condoms difficult to introduce in a stable relationship or a
friendly encounter. Women who had multiple partners but did not consider them-
selves prostitutes rejected condom protection. Even if they suspected that a partner
might be infected, few women, married or single, proposed condoms or refused sex
with a steady partner without fear of reprisal. As campaigns became more culturally
sophisticated and awareness of AIDS deaths grew, these constraints eased. An effect-
ive social marketing campaign in Kinshasa even made condoms stylish and popular.
Packaged with a picture of a leaping leopard, symbol of the ruler and the national
football team, they promoted the brand ““Prudence — For the man sure of himself”
(Rukarangira and Schoepf 1989).

Problems remain. Condoms are unacceptable to those who adhere to widespread
African beliefs about sex and reproduction, since they interfere with procreation and
the health benefits believed to accrue from semen. Educated women who earn their
own incomes may be able to discuss sexual relations, contraception, and HIV protec-
tion with regular partners, but if they reject condoms, women who want to stay
married may be powerless to insist. For women with little or no schooling, income
rarely brings empowerment in marital relations. In rural Tanzania, for example, where
the conservative Protestant ideology of “‘the Christian family’” upholds male domin-
ance, only single women can insist on condom use (Baylies and Bujra 2000). Eco-
nomic empowerment does not extend to sexual politics in the home, and young
women are particularly vulnerable.

Preventing AIDS requires eliminating barriers that deny most women control over
sexual decisions, and the impoverished — men, women, and youth — control over their
lives. The well-documented role of formal education in sociocultural change renders
recent declines in school attendance, consequent upon SAPs, poverty, and AIDS
orphan-hood, extremely dangerous, especially for girls. Most of these economic
and cultural obstacles were delineated by CONNAISSIDA as early as 1986, and
reported in its publications from 1988. Although public health officials dismissed
them as ““anecdotal,” numerous recent studies have replicated the findings in other
settings. Yet few replicate CONNAISSIDA’s critical problem-solving action research
(Schoepf et al. 1991; Schoept 1993). Instead, they state that their research will
contribute to the elaboration of prevention programs. Is this delay ethical or might
researchers and others learn better by doing?

The concept of vulnerability is much debated. Are women passive victims or can
they act to protect themselves? Reality seldom yields either/or answers. For example,
poor prostitutes who have knowledge of AIDS and condoms are not entirely power-
less. Their need for income, however, places them at risk when clients offer higher
prices for unprotected sex. Most women sex workers are unschooled rural migrants
lacking marketable skills, unable to find other employment. Others have fled abusive
marriages and drudge labor to go into a hand-to-mouth existence filled with vio-
lence, fear, and police harassment. Some are urban women abandoned, widowed, or
divorced, with children to support. Clients who reject condoms may threaten to go
elsewhere or threaten violence. Those who acquiesce may pay less than the going rate.
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Institutional changes can support changes in individual behavior. For example, hotel
and brothel owners in some Nigerian towns have been induced to maintain a
“condoms only” policy, removing the responsibility from individual women. Broad
non-judgmental concern is needed to promote acceptance of sex workers as people
whose lives should be protected.

Not all sex is entered into for pleasure; young women are especially subject to
coercion and harassment. Historians Delius and Glaser (see Delius and Walker 2002)
situate the violence of youth in contemporary South Africa, including sexual violence,
within the context of a developing masculinist culture of rebellion against both the
apartheid state and the authority of elders. As in the US, gang cultures of un-
employed, out-of-school youths enforce demands for sex from young women by
threats and beatings. Some researchers adopt varieties of frustration—aggression
hypotheses and social learning theory to situate male dominance and violence at
the individual level, but fieldwork among survivors of extreme violence in Rwanda
and Sierra Leone underscores the evidence that contextual political and cultural
explanations are required. Rape and sexual torture were not merely condoned by
military commanders, but used by them as instruments of policy to instill terror in
civilian populations. Although international agencies are finally recognizing the role
violence plays in spreading HIV, they lack the necessary sharp focus on gender and
power relations. They issue instead bland statements such as ““the presence of soldiers
with cash spreads HIV.”

Complex and ever-changing relations of power and powerlessness in sexual rela-
tionships require ongoing study. Women’s agency sometimes leads to increased
vulnerability, as when women use multiple partners to obtain cash for survival or
for increased consumption, and when men meet requests to use condoms with
violence or abandonment. In the presence of HIV and male dominance, women’s
survival strategies turn into death strategies. In other words, to paraphrase Marx,
women may make their own history, but they do so under conditions inherited from
the past. The gender discourses of most national and local leaders, and the gendered
power relations operating across African societies, have changed little in response to
the AIDS pandemic. Irrespective of whether leaders draw on ‘‘traditional” or
“modern” authority, pervasive male dominance and moralizing hamper HIV/
AIDS prevention. Their values, social status, and didactic approach combine with
young people’s own constructions of masculinity and femininity to undermine any
likelihood of practicing safer sex.

Success STORIES: GOOD NEWS FROM AFRICA

In Uganda, Tanzania, and Senegal, many religious leaders and community elders
resisted condom promotion as “‘immoral.” Even as they emphasized sex only
within faithful marriages, alarmed governments also instituted strong safer sex
educational campaigns, and some made free STD treatment and condoms widely
available. Researchers in Uganda report a decade of declining incidence of new
HIV infections in the trading towns of Masaka, Rakai, and other districts, and
recent decline in the capital, Kampala. While the magnitude and scope of change
in Uganda are unique, declining prevalence has been registered in parts of



AIDS 49

Kenya, Zambia, Tanzania, and South Africa, and low and stable prevalence in
Senegal. Prevalence in Kinshasa is reported to have remained low (about 5 percent)
and stable for more than a decade, despite extremely harsh economic conditions. The
good news there is tempered by bad, however. A number of skeptics point to the
dearth of surveillance data from 1991, when violence prompted international
researchers to flee. In the eastern Congo, a decade of ethnic cleansing and low-
intensity warfare is certain to have raised HIV prevalence, as did genocide in
Rwanda in 1994, and in the camps on the border controlled by perpetrators of
genocide.

Uganda’s high-level political commitment and a diverse spectrum of community-
based initiatives constituted a broad-based social mobilization that appears to have
generated significant behavior change among those at risk of HIV. Institutional and
interpersonal supports for regarding AIDS prevention as a political imperative, one of
national and cultural survival, were created from the late 1980s. The government has
promoted the empowerment of women and youth in government and civil society.
One third of Parliament is female by law and four MPs represent youth. Free public
primary education is provided for four children per household, and must include at
least one girl.

Multiple communication channels and news of deaths supported a climate in
which people talked about AIDS. The non-governmental AIDS Support Organiza-
tion (TASO) linked support for people with AIDS to prevention. Women’s
groups emphasized the need to protect young girls from older men, and stiff penalties
against rape were debated. Openness and involvement by multiple sectors of govern-
ment and by national and local-level organizations of civil society appear to have
reduced stigma and generated significant behavior change. Thus youth began to put
off having sex; delayed sexual debut raised the age of exposure in girls. Other changes
include reduced numbers of partners, reduced visits by men to sex workers, and
markedly increased condom use in casual sex. Sex workers in Kampala reported
nearly 100 percent condom use, while use by truckers, traders, and the military
was statistically significant. In one study, nearly 60 percent of men and 38 percent
of women with ‘“‘non-regular partners” reported using a condom with their
last contact. Changes resulted not only from mass and targeted campaigns that
increased knowledge and public discussion. High mortality increased community
and personal perception of risks, creating a climate that encouraged action. The
challenge worldwide is to achieve similar gains before mortality reaches devastating
proportions.

All these changes indicate that Africans are neither locked into risky sexual behav-
iors nor unable to change their culture. Nevertheless, the epidemic has not ended.
Tensions between structure and agency must be confronted in creative ways where
young people continue at risk. Girls may delay their sexual debut, but may be married
to older men, of whom more than a few may be infected. Thus marriage is likely to
pose a continuing source of HIV risk, especially for women, until the condom
question within marriage and low-risk reproduction can be addressed by ‘“Voluntary
Testing and Counseling” (VTC) or by other means to minimize exposure when
children are desired. Keeping all children in school, and teaching the biology of sex
and reproduction, are crucial, yet AIDS and economic crisis have taken a heavy toll on
educational systems.
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Poricy DEBATES OF THE THIRD AIDS DECADE

The most cost-effective prevention measure would undoubtedly be a therapeutic
vaccine. Neither cure nor vaccines, however, are likely to emerge in the near future.
Should they become available, access will be limited by the inability of most patients
to pay, and by the dilapidated condition of public health systems. In the mid-1990s,
effective life-prolonging drugs (highly active retroviral therapies, or HAART) became
available in the developed countries. Their high cost has prohibited access in all but a
limited number of Third World settings. Official agencies and many mainstream
biomedical researchers argued that treatment was too complex and too costly to be
applied widely in Third World countries. The argument was based, in part, on cost-
benefit analysis calculated per years of healthy life-years saved. Because most Africans
carn very little, their lives calculated in terms of economic return are considered
cheap.

Health and human rights activists argue that this view is untenable, especially since
costs have plummeted in recent years, due to the increased effectiveness and reduced
prices of new drugs. They call on pharmaceutical companies to reduce prices still
further, and governments to provide access to all those in need of treatment. Drugs
that keep the viral load to low levels can limit HIV transmission. In addition to
considerations of equity, human rights, and social justice, the relationship between
therapy and prevention constitutes a good reason for instituting anti-retroviral ther-
apies as widely as possible.

Dr. Paul Farmer (2001), a physician and medical anthropologist, conducted a
demonstration project in a relatively resource-poor setting in Haiti. His rural hospital
provides free HAART treatment to 300 poor patients. In the absence of sophisticated
laboratory analyses, diagnosis and monitoring are done on the basis of symptoms. An
effective primary care system with community outreach workers ensures patients’
adherence to difficult treatment regimens. The experiment provides evidence of links
between treatment and prevention. The hope of leading healthy lives with the virus
reduces stigma and fosters an incentive to protect others.

Drug costs nevertheless remain out of reach of Africa’s poor majority. Unless drug
companies’ patent monopolies can be broken, current inequalities will be magnified,
as only those who can afford it are able to obtain treatment. Public health systems
must be rebuilt, and extended into rural areas, for without general access to health
care, importation of anti-retroviral drugs, even at reduced prices, would block over-
stretched health systems from providing even minimal services to people sick with
curable diseases.

The International AIDS Conference held in Durban in 2000 marked a sea-change
in the views expressed by the international biomedical community, tantamount to a
paradigm shift. For the first time, establishment scientists joined Third World re-
searchers and activists to call for universal access to new anti-retroviral therapies,
increasingly shown to be feasible in resource-poor environments, for everyone in
need.

A new storm gathered when South African President Mbeki asserted that poverty,
not a virus, is the cause of AIDS, and that anti-retroviral drugs harm patients, rather
than help to prolong their lives. His stance, based on the arguments of a maverick
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biologist, touched off an international protest by some 15,000 AIDS researchers
attending the Durban conference. Mbeki retracted his opposition, and although the
South African government won a lawsuit enabling it to import generic low-cost
drugs, it declared even these too expensive to be distributed free in the public health
system.

Dr. Helen Schneider, who heads the Health Policy Institute at Witwatersrand
University in Johannesburg, uses AIDS as a lens through which to view politics in
the post-apartheid state, where the struggle for democratic rights is at issue. Activists
who helped shape AIDS policy in the Mass Democratic Movement of the 1980s and
1990s have been sidelined as the new state attempts to centralize power. Yet the
state’s power is not monolithic and its reach is limited, leaving political space for the
mobilization of various civil constituencies, including labor unions, HIV/AIDS
sufferers and their support groups, gay rights activists, AIDS researchers, health
workers, political parties, and even some state officials. Calls upon government to
provide jobs, housing, and income support for the poor have become linked to HIV/
AIDS issues, as a statement by African women at the Durban Conference clearly
shows.

This rich brew of concerned citizenry is unusual, not only in Africa but in the
world. There is nothing automatic about the coordination of agency with social
change. Contestation is fierce and its outcome is far from predetermined. Schneider
(in Delius and Walker 2002) suggests that calling on leaders to take primary responsi-
bility for shaping AIDS policy is unwise. Their political agendas do not always support
the most effective policies, nor is their power unchallenged. She refers to the South
African situation, but her insight applies to other countries too. In some African
countries — as in the US — conservative forces that oppose condom protection have
been allowed to set policy, while elsewhere, government leaders willing to promote
condoms have faced stiff opposition from religious and self-styled ‘“moralist” groups.
The Planned Parenthood Federation recently warned that conservative Christian
advisors to President Bush seek to place restrictions on AIDS funds by mandating
an abstinence-only policy in international as well as domestic AIDS prevention.

Placing too much responsibility (and external funding) in the hands of politicians
serves to increase their political popularity and power, which also may be unwise. At
the same time, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) offer no panacea. Unless
political mobilization for equality and social justice continues, local actors may be co-
opted into self-serving NGO strategies that fail to promote community conscious-
ness-raising (Baylies and Bujra 2000).

Nevertheless, complex dynamics of governmental, donors, and local-level actors’
agendas have led to development business as usual, to the detriment of HIV preven-
tion. The bodies of youth and women continue to be sites of struggle. The World
Bank, which in 1999 declared AIDS its top health priority in Africa, has yet to
acknowledge the role of SAP policies. Conditionalities surrounding Structural Ad-
justment Programs mandate privatization, export-led growth, user fees, and an
end to worker protection. Compliance is the precondition for debt relief. Despite
rhetoric and promises by the institutions of international finance and Western heads
of state, debt forgiveness has not taken place on a significant scale. Moreover,
proposed “‘poverty alleviation measures’ are unlikely to lead to the broadly based
development needed to place Africa on the road to recovery. The new United
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Nations’ Global Fund for Malaria, Tuberculosis, and AIDS is sorely under-funded,
and cannot meet the challenge of building health systems.

President Bush announced his intention to act: he will ask Congress for 10 billion
dollars to fund US AIDS treatment and prevention in 14 countries of Africa and the
Caribbean over the next five years. This money would not go to the UN’s Global
Fund. What funds will be forthcoming and how they will be earmarked will surely
lead to new controversies. They may serve primarily to subsidize pharmaceutical
companies that use the World Trade Agreement to protect their patents.

Human rights and governance issues loom large across the continent, but AIDS
policy for the most part remains donor-driven. Exceptions are noteworthy. Access to
free anti-retroviral therapies is not only a matter of social justice. It is also a way to
protect African societies from the increasing devastation wrought by the global
pandemic, combined with economic crisis and exacerbated by debt service payments.
In 1999, medical anthropologist Dr. Katele Kalumba, Zambian Finance Minister at
the time, proposed a plan to link debt relief to AIDS in what became “‘the Lusaka
Declaration,” signed by 50 African Health Ministers.

CONCLUSION

Despite some notable successes in limiting transmission, the virus continues to
spread, not only in cities where the epidemic is well-established, but in rural areas
and in countries apparently free of HIV in the 1980s. The understandings on which
the political economy and culture perspective that informs this critique are based, and
the conclusions with respect to the need for global redistribution of power and wealth
that follow, have not been readily accepted by policy-makers. Instead, there is a
tendency to seek panaceas, limited interventions that appear to offer hope of inter-
rupting the epidemic without threatening vested interests. The epistemological
choice is political, for it allows policy-makers to avoid economic and social changes
that address causes of risk. Anthropological studies from across the planet link
macrolevel political economy to microlevel sociocultural analysis. They situate
AIDS within histories of colonialism, under-development, and worsening inequality.
Studies of high politics and fine-grained ethnography show how poverty, inequality,
ideologies of male dominance, and moralist discourses about sex contribute to
HIV risk.

The socioeconomic conditions that drive the pandemic cannot change without
international commitment to development to end Africa’s deep crisis. At the same time,
however, national leaders and civil society must face up to the cultural power politics
involved at all levels, “‘from the boardrooms to the bedrooms,” as the saying goes.
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4 Citizenship

CHAPTER

Aibwa Ong

BEYOND THE MULTICULTURALISM DEBATE?

For some time now, American citizenship has been a subject of intense debate. Great
waves of migrations from Latin America and Asia, circulations of business travelers
and students, and the ever growing number of individuals with dual citizenship all
add to a society of astonishing flux and diversity. More and more people — migrants,
refugees, expatriates, and global managers consider themselves part of transnational
networks that diffuse the sense of citizenship as a watertight category. Scholars have
moved beyond citizenship as a set of legal rights — either you have it or you don’t — to
an unavoidable consideration of membership that encompasses a range of subjects
who include non-citizens. Culture wars since the 1970s have broadened discussion
beyond the juridico-legal meanings to the symbolic and social meanings of American
citizenship.

Discussion of the changing experience of citizenship has been enriched by anthro-
pological approaches and insights. First, there is the distinguished history of
anthropologists grappling with the everyday meaning — the marrow, the soul, and
the ethics — of American citizenship. In particular, African American anthropologists
have considered their scholarship inseparable from a critique and rumination on the
spiritual substance of citizenship in America. Indeed, the African American Civil
Rights movement in the 1960s inspired struggles for more democratic inclusion
among other minorities and immigrant groupings. As the idea of adherence to a
single cultural nation wanes, anthropologists turn their attention to the ways every-
day behavior and thinking define the norms of belonging that operate as informal
modes of inclusion and exclusion. For instance, many authors note that in daily life,
middle-class Americans seek to maintain their “comfort level’” by drawing up social
rules against those perceived to be culturally deviant. Renato Rosaldo (1997)
observes that the enduring exclusions of the color line often deny full citizenship to
Latinos and other “‘persons of color.”” Rosaldo uses the term cultural citizenship
to mean “‘the right to be different. . . without compromising one’s right to belong, in
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the sense of participating in the nation-state’s democratic processes.” In the struggle
to enfranchise themselves, the demands of poor migrants can range from legal,
political, and economic issues to matters of human dignity, well-being, and respect.
Ethnographic studies of disciplining regimes, including the use of the labels of
immigrant and refugee, have been deployed both to reform poor newcomers and
to defer indefinitely the integration of Asian immigrants.

The influx of a wide variety of immigrants and their claims for inclusion have
influenced Western political theories. Will Kymlicka (1995) maintains that in Canada
liberalism must include the recognition of “‘multicultural citizenship,”” since the
claims of ethnocultural groups must be protected in order to promote justice be-
tween groups, something which is a matter of both justice and self-interest in
advanced liberal democracies. Charles Taylor (1994) argues that equal rights are
realized only when there is mutual respect for cultural difference, merely putting
into practice the promise of liberalism for nurturing of the modern, authentic self.

A later trend in anthropological research, spearheaded by Akhil Gupta and James
Ferguson (1992), has questioned the spatial dimensions that long shaped our think-
ing about culture and citizenship. Anthropologists point out that increased migra-
tions across national borders have ruptured old categories that assumed a homology
between nation-states, populations, and cultures. The study of transnationalism
initiated by Basch, Glick Schiller, and Blanc (1993) opened up the question of how
citizenship may be constructed from abroad by expatriates seeking to remake their
homelands. Some anthropologists claim that diasporic communities relocated in new
differentiated and mobile spaces now negotiate their positions in the setting of what
Arjun Appaduriai (1996) calls ““post-national” orders. My own (1999) focus on Asian
business emigrants’ new transnational practices suggests an emerging ““flexible citi-
zenship,” a strategy that combines the security of citizenship in a new country with
business opportunities in the homeland. At the same time, anthropologists working
with displaced populations in their homeland have studied social movements that
seek to claim citizenship — basic social rights — in places as far apart as Sao Paulo and
Beijing. These studies show that spaces of citizenship formation have changed radic-
ally from the national territory to transnational spaces and globalizing cities.

A convergence of anthropological and political approaches has shaped current
discussions of citizenship, highlighting the political significance of cultural difference
in liberal democracies, and a rethinking of the spatialities of the making of citizenship.
For many, an insistence on cultural difference and a critique of cultural hegemony are
the key elements in recasting the substance of citizenship today. Yet an even more
radical transformation is being wrought by flows of network capital that unravel the
symbols and spaces of citizenship. That is the subject of this chapter. I shall relate how
certain space-making technologies of neoliberalism are shattering a legacy of moral
gains in splintering citizenship claims in the United States.

“LATITUDES OF CITIZENSHIP”
Silicon Valley in California is the hub of supply chains that link multiple sites of

production and government across the world. Circulations increasingly shaped and
dominated by the rationalities of neoliberal capitalism have effectively disembedded
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rationalities from their local milieus (a process Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari
(1994) call ““deterritorialization””) and re-embedded them in new economic spaces.
Those people who are technically citizens of the United States and those who are not
are intertwined in these entangled flows and yet experience very different rights and
privileges. The processes that distribute disparate forms of legal and labor conditions
in new geographies of production constitute, in effect, “latitudes of citizenship.”
Latitude, first of all, defines the division of the global North from the South, of the
rich from the poor, of those who have gained from global capital flows from those
enchained by them. Latitude also describes transversal flows of capital that cut into
the vertical entities of nation-states, as well as the conjunctural intersection of global
forces in the articulation of strategic zones such as Silicon Valley. Because the space of
production shaped by transnational networks is distinct from the space of adminis-
tration, this partial disembeddedness from the nation-state allows a variety of norms
and forms governing social relations. Thus latitudes of citizenship also imply freedom
from narrow limits (of nation-states and legal regimes), and the scope and flexibility
to combine disparate combinations of rights, privileges, and labor conditions in a
geography of production. Such ensembles of unequal life chances are shaped by
processes that are at one and the same time both trans-border and highly site-specific
in constituting particular positions of subjection.

By thus lateralizing and lowering labor value in production along with the flow of
network capital, the space-making techniques of neoliberalism are splintering citizen-
ship claims. Lines of differentiation by skill and occupation that are continuous across
national borders assign managers, techno-migrants, and low-paid migrant workers to
different kinds of political fate, depending on their specific locations in geographies of
production and of administration. This layering of the conditions of achieving
citizenship, and of the possibilities of citizenship claims, underlies the processes of
stratification that structure ethno-racial differentiation. Thus, alongside preexisting
ethno-racial forms, a lateralization of corporate and labor values across national
borders poses the question of what is at stake for Americans as United States citizens?
And moreover, it does this in a global ethical way that transcends immediate differ-
ences of culture, race, and nation.

TRAVERSING SPHERES OF VALUE

The growth of the American nation has always depended on the image and actuality
of the pioneer, a figure celebrated as much for his sense of adventure in taming virgin
or savage territories as for his capacity to generate wealth out of his territorial claims.
California is a space where the American frontier once ground to a stop, where the
Westerner saw an end to his dreams of self-realization. Nevertheless, throughout the
twentieth century, the United States (hereafter American) economy has always
exceeded the limits of the continent, attracting Asian immigrants for whom Califor-
nia was the Old World’s New World, the West of the East, a place where the Pacific
ended and hyper-modernity (leap-frogging over the older modernities of Europe and
the American eastern seaboard) began. Through hard work and social mobility, these
immigrants sought ways to sustain and transform their entanglements across the
Pacific. Early twentieth-century Asian immigrants became plantation workers, truck
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farmers, railroad workers, laundrymen, grocers, garment workers, houseboys, and
restaurant operators, and many dreamed or schemed that their children would
become middle-class.

By the 1980s many new arrivals from Asia were already middle-class, bearing
financial, intellectual, and cultural capital that put them in a position to extend the
American frontier to the far corners of that continent. These new Westerners
deployed and reproduced the logics and asset specificities of the neoliberalism that
underpins American economic territorialization in the Asian Pacific region. The
strategies they employed in the process have important implications for how we
understand the process of globalization.

Much of the literature of globalization assumes a direct internationalization of
production and finance, relying on a pure flow of capital, products, and peoples
through networks, without giving any attention to how particular kinds of activities
make such movements possible and configure them in specific shapes at different
scales. I use the term flexible citizenship to point to the limitations of this approach —
to refer to the assemblage of transnational practices for gaining access to different
global sites (for business advantages, real estate deals, enrollment in top universities,
or security for the family) as well as for the versatile mobilization of business, legal,
and social assets that facilitate a high degree of mobility. I have identified the cultural
logics that underpin such accumulation strategies of ethnic Chinese managers as they
seek to deploy themselves, their family businesses, and their families in different sites
of the Asian Pacific. Such flexible citizenship strategies mesh with the neoliberal
dynamic of interactions between capital, markets, and labor that have been spread
in new ways. For instance, the Enron Corporation was a spectacular example of
neoliberal maneuverings, growing as it did from a Texan pipeline company to a trader
of energy across different market zones. Neoliberal entrepreneurialism adds value to
commodities by shifting capital among multiple zones of exchange. New assemblages
of the state and private actors have come into play in diverse arenas of market
competition.

In California, the growth of Silicon Valley industries has fueled a relentless demand
for foreign economic and intellectual capital. Asian actors have come to play a crucial
role because they possess not only economic and intellectual capital, but also the
specific assets — practices and relationships — that shape firm-to-market relations across
heterogeneous zones between Asia and America. David Stark has argued that this new
entrepreneurial figure is an individual who possesses “‘asset ambiguity,”” by which he
means the kind of talent that can exploit the blurring of borders between countries,
races, skills, and cultural signs. The Asian Pacific is a region where techniques for
converting value across various spheres are very challenging, especially for mainstream
Americans. But it is also a region where overseas Chinese from different countries
have region-specific assets that sustain relations of trust that permit the manipulation
of borders between cultures, languages, and nations. They can open doors to new
places, translate instructions and values from low to high-end labor markets, and
build the institutional bridges necessary for circulating information, capital, goods,
and people.

For instance, Asian entrepreneurs are the creators and operators of many kinds of
transnational networks central to making regional hubs in Silicon Valley, Vancouver,
and Los Angeles. Asian American companies benefit in the high-tech field from
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cultural practices and rituals that forge links with Taiwanese venture capitalists, thus
generating ethnic-specific strands in the industrial-capital circuit. Through these
connections, Dell Computer, the world’s largest manufacturer of desktop monitors,
relies on hundreds of component manufacturers in Taiwan and China. Besides
building these global assembly chains, Asian capital is frequently handled by account-
ing firms that immigrant Chinese have set up in cities like Los Angeles. These firms
“baby-sit” newly arrived money through the regulatory channels of the American
system. Trans-Pacific connections also circulate Taiwanese capital in the aerospace
industry. Because Taiwan is interested in developing its own aerospace industry,
Taiwanese venture capitalists have bankrolled ethnic Chinese, formerly employed by
Boeing and other aircraft companies, to set up workshops that manufacture avionics
components for their previous employers. Thus intra-ethnic ideas and practices
bridge transnational zones, reproducing in new spaces the hidden force behind
economic territorialization. Many multinational companies throughout the region
depend on Asian managers as much as Asian workers to translate across political,
social, and cultural lines. Thus ethnic Chinese communities can be found all over the
Asian Pacific, having developed over time templates for doing business in different
places. Their bilingualism or multilingualism is central to all these maneuvers and
border crossings. Many ethnic Chinese activities are carried on entirely in Mandarin
or Cantonese, or in local native languages such as Malay, Tagalog, or Vietnamese,
with English used only as a technical language and for communicating with main-
stream Americans. Asians thus came to personify the twenty-first-century entrepre-
neur not simply by virtue of their intellectual or financial capital, but also for their
capacity to keep in play multiple orders of worth in heterogeneous spheres of
production, and for extending their strategic horizons into ever more remote Asian
market landscapes.

An Asian circulating managerial class now shapes labor and immigrant policies in
the national space of the United States because of its centrality to the growth of the
computer industry that dominates Northern California’s economy. Santa Clara
County, at the heart of Silicon Valley, has a population that is half white, and a
quarter each Asian and Hispanic. In 1999, one quarter of the Valley’s businesses
were run by Asian Americans, accounting for some 17 billion dollars in gross revenue
each year. By the end of the century, almost a third of the chief executive officers in
Silicon Valley were Asian-born. Many of them, US-educated and formerly employed
by the big corporations, have become crucial to the supply chain of the informational
industry. Immigrants mainly from Taiwan and Hong Kong operate small companies
that constitute the local manufacturing base of the globally oriented corporations. In
a similar fashion, South Asian entrepreneurs from the republic of India form trans-
Pacific network economies that not only lead to mutual industrial upgrading, but also
become supply chains for high-tech professionals recruited by Silicon Valley firms
through Indian universities and cyber-cities.

These transnational corporate networks have also brought into being high-tech
spaces of labor under the control of an Asian expatriate managerial elite. The infor-
mation economy is dependent upon a regime of production in which the outsourcing
of most mass-production processes to sites in Southeast Asia has been synchronized
with manufacturing activities in Silicon Valley, leading to unequal working conditions
at both the global and local levels. Boy Luthje (1998) has called this post-Fordist
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reorganization of global production ‘“‘systematic rationalization,” a mode of labor
management in highly flexible and segmented regional production networks that
stabilizes working conditions and wages below those established in accordance with
union-represented, Fordist norms. Corporate giants such as Intel, Hewlett-Packard,
and Sun Microsystems depend on local contract manufacturers to assemble the
elements and parts that make up ““hot” products (such as personal computers and
cell-phones) faster and more conveniently than by offshore manufacturing. Solectron
of Milpitas, founded by two IBM engineers originally from Hong Kong, is the largest
contract manufacturing business in Silicon Valley. The company has grown to become
a manufacturing and design partner to their corporate customers. Manufacturing
work is contracted out to smaller companies operated by Asian immigrants, who use
their local ethnic networks mainly to employ non-unionized Southeast Asian women
and girls as temporary workers hired for 90 days. At the end of that time these
workers can be hired back with no improvement in wages, no contract security, and
no grievance procedures. The United States is the only liberal democratic country in
which employers are not required by law to demonstrate “‘cause” if they wish to fire
an employee (Colker 1998). To meet stepped-up production schedules contract
manufacturers turn to smaller subcontractors and even to their own employees,
putting out non-automated work to their own shop-floor workers to be assembled
at piece rates in their homes.

Most piece-workers are Southeast Asian women working at their kitchen tables. It
has been estimated that at any one time, more than a third of the 120,000 Southeast
Asian immigrant population in Northern California is hired to assemble printed wire
boards. Most are home workers who recruit stay-at-home relatives, even children, to
assemble circuit boards and other components. Home workers make 4-5 dollars an
hour, or 40-50 dollars per board, at work that involves fusing (often toxic) compon-
ents and wiring boards. The work is sometimes paid by the piece (a penny a transistor
is the going rate) and even with overtime, workers barely earn the state’s legally
recognized minimum wage. Piecework itself is not illegal, but it is subject to min-
imum wage and overtime laws. In many cases, workers are already employed by a
company at hourly wages and are then sent home and paid as piecework to do
assembly work there. In many of these subcontracting take-home arrangements,
the labor practices violate industrial laws. A mid-1999 exposé by reporters at the
San Jose Mercury News triggered an investigation by the Department of Labor of
the contract manufacturers who pay Vietnamese women piece-rate wages for work
in the home. In another case, Asian lawyers filed suit against Asian-owned companies
for owing back wages and overtime compensation to a Cambodian worker, who took
home work and assembled components, earning a piece rate of 1-5 dollars. Almost a
third of all workers in high-tech manufacturing are now employed on ambiguous
terms of contract and contingency.

Local Asian network production systems deploy cultural authority, kinship, per-
sonal relations, and language to take advantage of employees working in substandard
conditions. Two nonprofit organizations that focus on the plight of Southeast Asian
workers in Santa Clara County have tried unsuccessfully to organize unions
among workers in electronics workshops and supermarket chains. Their main obs-
tacle was the fact that the immigrant workers viewed their Asian employers (even
those of a different ethnicity) as their patrons and protectors from the larger society.
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The workers were afraid to complain against their employers for fear of losing their
jobs or having their wages reduced. The Santa Clara Center for Occupational Safety
and Health (SCCOSH) has used skits and radio dramas to warn workers about the
hazards of the chemicals they handle and to instruct them in their legal rights against
arbitrary dismissal. One organizer from the United Food and Commercial Workers’
Union attributed the problem to Chinese culture. “Employers have the same kind of
authority as teachers and parents. If that’s the case, you can’t get workers to challenge
them. Confrontation and conflict are not highly valued.”” More practically, perhaps, a
worker explained that, being in a new country, they did not want to start problems.

The deployment of personal relationships engendered a sense of loyalty among
immigrant Southeast Asian workers who, lacking language and skills, were afraid that
they would not be able to obtain jobs outside local ethnic networks. At the mercy of
volatile market conditions, they shuttle in and out of the electronics, garment, and
food industries, their hourly wage less than the cost of a cup of coffee, and are
invisible to the cappuccino-sipping internet employee higher up the labor commodity
chain. The capacity of transnational managers to move among different sites of
production, moving rapidly among different streams of low-skilled workers at home
and overseas, has severely degraded work conditions in the United States. Ethno-
racial affiliations, once the firm grounding for American labor organization in ‘‘com-
munities of adversity”” such as these, are here manipulated by employers to control,
isolate, and weaken workers, inflicting a symbolic violence that blurs the moral
distinction between loyalty and exploitation.

The restructuring occasioned by the high-tech boom is merely the most striking
case of globalism and nepotism opening up opportunities for Asian immigrants in
United States society either to grow wealthy as expatriate entrepreneurs and techno-
migrants at the top, or for migrant piece-workers to make low wages at the bottom.
Each stratum has become distinctly gendered and ethnicized: the male Chinese
contract manufacturer at the top; the male Indian engineer in the middle; and the
Southeast Asian female piece-worker at the bottom. This ethnic ranking is almost
identical with that I observed in runaway electronics factories established in Southeast
Asia in the 1980s. It is eerily familiar yet temporally disconcerting that the racially
segmented industrial system spawned in Asian postcolonial developing countries has
been recycled in the United States, becoming a centerpiece of its high-tech economy.
The key to the process of Asian immigrant integration into the top and bottom tiers
of the transnational networks lies, first, in the increasing number of people having to
do piecework or homework rather than being employed in secure jobs, and second,
their employment in footloose factories that can slither in and out of national spaces
of production, whether in the United States or elsewhere. American law in the age of
hyper-capitalism has always opted for undercutting labor rights in favor of flexibility
and profitability. But, in recent years, there has also been back-pedaling on union-
protected workers’ rights and on race-based rights. The narrow space of civil rights
that remains is focused on individual freedom, including that of the Asian immigrant
entrepreneur, whose flexible business practices promise the greatest profits. It is,
perhaps, not surprising that worker-abuse cases exposed by the San Jose Mercury
News drew angry letters to its website. What is more surprising, perhaps — or not,
depending upon one’s analytical realism — is that most anger was expressed by long-
resident United States citizens. They argued that the main issue was not the legality of
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uncompensated piecework assembly for the workers, but rather, the opportunities
provided to the employers for entreprencurial opportunity, advancement through
hard work, and individual choice. These were the values that lay at the heart of Silicon
Valley production. Flexible transnational production systems thus carry in their wake
a distinctive moral capital that is unequally distributed — one that plays an important
role in shaping actual working conditions on the ground.

CONTINUITIES AND DISCONTINUITIES IN AMERICAN
CITIZENSHIP

The question is thus posed: in what ways have new circulations of labor associated
with hyper-capitalism affected American citizenship? Do these new actors — Asian
entrepreneurs and low-skilled workers — represent a break with the symbols of
American citizenship? What are the implications of the new demographics of entre-
preneurship and widespread piece-labor for the substance and meaning of citizenship
in the United States? What kind of idealism remains in a moral project of citizen-
ship increasingly governed by mobile, flexible, and supranational forms of capitalism?

From its inception, the American nation was imagined as a racial, class, and gender
formation governed by an Anglo-Saxon hegemony that projected (white) racial and
class interests as universal for the entire nation. The concept of the American nation as
one specific, homogeneous, racial identity has been and continues to be the ideal
against which all potential citizens are weighed as being either within or marginal to
the nation. Michael Omi and Howard Winant (1986) assert that race is the nation’s
key organizing principle for social action at the macrolevel of economics, politics, and
ideological practices, as well as at the microlevel of individual action. An intertwining
of race and economic performance has shaped the ways different immigrant groups
have attained status and dignity within a national ideology that projects worthy
citizens as inherently ““white.” Historically, newcomers have been situated along a
continuum from black to white and the framing of immigrants in terms of a bipolar
racial order persists to this day, as I demonstrate in my forthcoming book, Buddha is
Hiding: Refugees, Citizenship, the New America.

Racial categories are fundamentally about degrees of deserving and undeserving
citizenship. Such relative positioning in the national moral order is part of the
political unconscious that variously informs official and unofficial perception and
action. As Brackette Williams (1995) has pointed out, there is a black—=white con-
tinuum of status and dignity, and the relative positioning of a group determines its
moral claims to certain areas of privilege and advantage, and conditions fear or threats
to these prerogatives from subordinated races. These processes of relative positioning,
group status competition, and race envy thus transform cultures into race-based
traditions.

Racial bipolarity has historically contributed to a classificatory system that differen-
tiates among successive waves of immigrants, assigning them to different racial way
stations along the path to whiteness. By the late nineteenth century, English and
German (and a small number of Presbyterian Scots and northern Italians) forged
patterns of financial and kinship networks within and beyond the United States.
The consolidation of this white American elite with transnational connections is
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celebrated in the novels of Henry James and Edith Wharton. At the same time, there
was a structure of expectation for how things ought to work out, in a just and moral
world, of citizenship acquisition for less fortunate immigrants. The original racial
bipolarity of that time was of White Anglo-Saxon Protestants (WASPS) vis-a-vis
Poles, Italians, Germans, and Slavs (PIGS) who happened to be Roman Catholics.
Not until the mid-twentieth century did later non-Christian European immigrants,
such as the Jews, ascend to white status through the euphemized process of ethnic
succession (Sacks 1994).

The ethnic succession model of European immigrant groups emerged within a
nineteenth-century American society in which the most fundamental labor relations
were grounded in a legacy of white—black relations under slavery. Emancipation
“naturalized” the social order, as Copeland put it (1993), “‘the Negro’ becoming
a “‘contrast conception” or ‘‘counter-race” to free labor. The free workingman came
to embody republican citizenship, and any immigrant who failed to gain an independ-
ent livelihood was in danger of sinking into wage slavery, the antithesis of the
independent citizen. In the nineteenth century, this racial classificatory logic situated
poor Irish immigrants on the east coast and Chinese immigrants on the west coast
near the black end of the continuum, their working conditions being similar to those
of unfree black labor (Roediger 1991; Takaki 1990 [1979]). Early Chinese immi-
grants were subjected to this process of ‘““Negroization” and were also considered
heathens and thus a threat to God-and-Country Republicanism. Chinese “‘coolies,”
like black slaves, were considered antagonistic to free labor. An image grew of Chinese
immigrants as ‘“‘new barbarians’ or as ‘‘a depraved class,”” as money-grubbing, and as
a threat to white women, altogether having a cancerous effect on American civil
society. In this way American orientalism cast Asians outside the pale of white
civilization within the bipolar racial formation, assimilating “‘primitive’” Asians to
the ““black” half of the model on the side of unfree labor, lacking public status, clearly
outside the nation. Only after their gradual attainment of middle-class norms in the
period after World War II did the slow whitening of Asian immigrants earn them the
label ““model minority”” as a contrasting category to the now black “‘underclass.”

Currently, in an age of globalized capitalism, the process of conferring honorary
whiteness continues, and Asians for the first time attain the status of ideal American
citizens who embody qualities such as economic and intellectual capital, as well as the
transnational networks and skills so critical to American expansion. Yet, as the new
representatives of moral worthiness, Asian entrepreneurs strive not so much to be
accepted as whites as to participate more fully in a national space through that
combination of nepotism and globalism so necessary to producing wealth and
power in the decentralized and dispersed systems of capitalism. When he was asked
about being at the top of the ethnic hierarchy in Silicon Valley, a Berkeley-educated
Taiwanese owner of an electronic company answered, “We carry our weight. Why
shouldn’t we be represented at the top?”” He is considered a cyber-hero, like Jerry
Yang of Yahoo.

The notion of citizenship being tied to work and earnings gains in geometric value
when humanity is more and more measured against mobile capital. In Heaven’s Door:
Immigration Policy and the American Economy, Harvard economist George J. Borjas
recommends more restrictive immigration policies against poor Hispanic immigrants,
while laying out the welcome mat for the possessors of ““human capital.”” In a number
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of other advanced liberal democracies, immigration laws have already been adjusted
to ease the flow of professional and ““investor immigrants.”” The new citizen hero is
the Homo economicus of high-tech and high finance, a versatile figure that possesses
many kinds of capital, redefines the norms of work routines, and transgr