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Consider the Lilies of the Field

Sophie Day, Evthymios Papataxiarchis,
and Michael Stewart

“Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow; they toil not, neither do they
spin: And yet I say unto you, that even Solomon in all his glory was not arrayed
like one of these. . . . Take therefore no thought for the morrow: for the morrow
shall take thought for the things of itself. . . .”

—Matthew 6:28-29, 34

The Present

The original impulse for this book came from a sense that the ways of life of Lon-
don prostitutes, Hungarian Gypsies, and Aegean Greek peasants—among whom
we, the editors, carried out research—could be interestingly compared. These
people live more or less in poverty at the margins of society, where they are often
treated with contempt. Instead of adopting mainstream notions of work, pro-
ductivity, and long-term economic planning, they appear to take a “natural”
abundance for granted and to forage for their subsistence. Sex workers gather
what they need from obliging markets, as Aegean Greek peasants and Rom Gyp-
sies “harvest” money from state banks and the non-Gypsy world, respectively. In
these cases foraging depends upon an idea of plenty; it is taken for granted that
whatever you need is available more or less whenever you want it—there is no
need to store, or to do without so as to hoard for the future.

This “anti-economic” stance is part and parcel of a specific set of attitudes to-
wards time, person, and community, as indicated in this Introduction. This
abundant world is celebrated in rituals that create a community of equal and au-
tonomous individuals. Greek men drink and gamble themselves free from the
mundane and oppressive world around them rather as the Gypsies drink and
sing themselves into a brotherhood of equals. While London prostitutes do not
create a corresponding community, they too achieve a satisfying individuality in
their personal lives. In such ways, all three groups invert their socially marginal
positions and claim a significant personal autonomy. Since these achievements
are explicitly and systematically contrasted to the longer term orientation of their
neighbors, it seems ethnographically accurate to say that they live in opposition
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to the mainstream. Certainly,
spectable” ways of life,

This book deals with a much broader range of social groups and individuals
than the European comparison that we had in mind originally. But the other
people presented in this volume share the effort to live in the present, with litte
thought for the future and little interest in the past. Some chapters describe what
are commonly known as “cultures.” others deal with stages of the Jife cycle, and
still others present individuals who are exceptional in their own settings. Some of
these people work as wage laborers, some forage in the forest or on the sea, and
still others trade or till the land. In the midst of this almost bewilderin

at times, they are perceived as a threat to other, “re-

g diversity,
more striking.
»and, in privileged mo-
ments, they transform this short term into a transcendent escape from time itself,

In what follows, this quasi-ritual status outside durational time is called “the
present.” This term is intended to refer very generally both to the short term-—to
processes of foraging for example—and to a ritual transcendental moment out-
side durational time altogether (Bloch 1977). But, where relevant, the “short
term” (durational time) is distinguished from “the present” (ritual time),

The achievement of a permanent, timeless present involves an exceptional in-

version of mainstream practice, in which the present is seen as the location of
suffering and deprivation that may-—with luck, prayer, and effort—be overcome
in the future. This view of the present can be found in nostalgic
turn to a previous golden age as well as in utopian theories or millenarian vi-
sions. The quote from Matthew’s Gospel that opens this Introduction concludes,
“Take therefore no thought for the morrow: for the morrow shall take thought
for the things of itselfs sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof” For the early
Christians, and for most of us, the ills of the world belong to the present, By con-
trast, the people found in this book imagine the presentas other people imagine
the future or the past: It is a source of joy and satisfaction. Through their funda-
mental commitment 1o living each day as it comes, these people invert their mar-
ginal status and put themselyes at the center of their own moral universe. They
also achieve a remarkable voluntarism in their sense of identity: the less you are
concerned with past and future, the more true it is to say, “you are what you do.”
This particular form of transcendence is achieved through activities that cele-
brate the evanescent nature of accomplishments. Freedom and autonomy, then,
are defined precisely by their momentary characteristics—which refuse to be
caught in any framework outside their fleeting performance. Freedom and au-
tonomy stand in opposition to transcendental values associated with a variety of
institutions that organize long-term social reproduction and, simultaneously,
produce hierarchica) relationships. Institutions associated with the long term
come to be tainted by their associations with the st
neighbors, and with processes of social control,

attempts to re-

ate, with more powerful
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1In response, people who live in the present try to disengage themselves fro{n
such institutions. Some of the people represented below have found that their
sense of time or, indeed, timelessness constitutes a powerful tool of resistance
and opposition to surrounding neighbors and institutions. In the mainstream,
institutions such as the household—uwith its hierarchies and mechanisms of so-
cial control—appear to enable social reproduction through time and to connote
a solid permanence. The people described in this book are prepared to try to do
without such arrangements rather than enmesh themselves in a politically coer-
cive world where they can find a place only as dependents.

Yet, the achievements discussed below are colored through and through by a
sense of loss. In refusing to build a long term through conventional households,
for example, some of these people find that they cannot reproduce themselves at
all, nor easily pass on their values and achievementAs to a new g.eneratf(on. Hun;
garian Rom see themselves as “orphans” who live. in homes without “parents.
London prostitutes find themselves conceiving ch.nldren only to lose them, and
Japanese day laborers discover they will grow old w1Fl?out the prospect ofb.ecom~
ing incorporated into the shrines of their natal families as ancestors, and so they
will wander through the rest of time as rootless ghosts.

Plan of the Volume

In the course of this Introduction, the ethnographic material found in tf‘le book
as a whole will be framed by various theoretical debates. We, discuss the.‘ culture
of poverty” and the “encapsulation” of huntin.g-'and.—gathermg populations, We
then address briefly the ideological aspects of living in the presen't;. and,vthrough
the single example of the household, we offer an example of th.e difficulties expe-
rienced by people who attempt to live in the here and now. Finally, we consider
briefly the multiple political uses to which these cultural attitudes have been put,
both by the people immediately concerned and also by more powerfgl others.
The book itself is divided into four parts, each prefaced by an introductory
comment that locates the chapters with reference to our developing argument.
Part One establishes the geographical and social diversity.amoqg cases in this vol-
ume, and the next two parts describe various strategies for.livn.lg in t_hc present.
The final part raises questions about the academic and official dlscussw.)n.of mar-
ginality. This organization of the volume does not reflect any determinist argu-
ment about “living in the present.” Rather, it represents one of the many ways a
comparison could be made across our sample so as to highlight a common etho.sA
Part One moves from Michael Stewart’s account of Rpm (Gypsy) horse dealers in
socialist Hungary to Frances Pine’s chaptenr on Polish peasants al?d concludes
with an essay by Laura Rival on Amazonian tgrest forgge@. At first sight, n?fthree
groups could be farther apart in terms ofso;ml organization. Rpm even se'k~c0;1%
;ciouslv contrast themselves to peasants, including mountain people like the
Gorale. And the social/ecological setting of both these groups could not be more
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different from that of the Huaorani. And yet, we believe, it is possible to observe
fundamental similarities that derive from a common orientation to the present
moment. For instance, Stewart argues that the Rom representation of their sub-
sistence activities is very similar to the Huaorani notion of gathering from a gen-
erous forest.' “Gypsy activity,” romani butji, is described as scavenging, gathering,
trading, begging, fortune telling. Such activities are united by an attempt to reap
without sowing. Rom revel in the idea that it is possible to live without labor and
Production and to exist instead through the market and especially through trade
in horses. As with the Huaorani and many of the examples presented subse-
quently, personal autonomy is achieved through gathering or tapping into abun-
dant wealth, through sharing on demand, and through the immediate use of
goods and resources.

The Gérale constitute a limiting case. It would be perverse to suggest that these
peasants in the Carpathian Mountains represent themselves as foragers. Like
other peasants of the region, they reproduce themselves mostly in and through
the medium of households—in the sense of a named building with associated
land and a group of co-inheritors attached by descent, marriage, adoption, and
joint labor on the family farm. In what sense, then, can-the Gérale be compared
with the Gypsies and the Huaorani? The answer lies in their relationship with the
outside world. Their houses symbolize “the inside” of the Gorale community,
which is pitted against all the various forces of “the outside” world that the
Gérale have confronted over the past few hundred years. And these apparently
autonomous and self-sufficient households are sustained through activities in
that outside world—through markets and migration— where the Gorale do not
behave like “proper peasants” at all. Inside their homes the Gorale seem very dif-
ferent from the Huaorani or the Rom, but outside they become “tricksters” who
behave in ways remarkably like the “Gypsies.” And in these brief moments, the
Gérale see their own households in a Jess positive light, for they look more like
other institutions of social control and hierarchy in that outside world.

. The contrast between the Rom and the Gérale introduces the volume because
it indicates the extremes of a continuum that runs through the volume: whereas
Fhe Rom try and live exclusively in the present, these Polish peasants qualify for
inclusion in the book only because they mark the limits of this orientation to the
present. Resembling the example of other peasants in so many ways, the Gorale
example makes it clear that a commitment to the here and now can belong to
mainstream values and behavior as well as to the margins; the difference is one of
degree. This book is not, therefore, simply about other and more exotic folk, but
about an aspect of many peoples’ lives.? .
The chapters in Part Two present strategies for living in the present on the part
of two individuals: Rita Astuti describes a Vezo wormnan in Madagascar who sells
fish in the market, and Yasushi Uchiyamada evokes an untouchable woman in
South India who engages in quasi-marital, cross-caste relationships. The analysis
of such strategies is developed in the context of social groups and “minorities” in
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the third part to the volume. These are single-sex groups. Tom Gill’s study of day
laborers segregated at the margins of big Japanese cities, Sophie Day’s study of fe-
male prostitutes in London, and Evythmios Papataxiarchis’s study of chronically
indebted Aegean Greek peasants provide us with examples of an explicit politics
of the present and of the self.

The fourth and final part juxtaposes Mark Harriss ethnographically based chap-
ter on the caboclos of Brazil with Stephen Nugent's theoretical discussion, based on
the same ethnographic casc, of the misuses to which terms such as “marginal” can
be put by anthropologists. Most of the people described in this book might be said
to suffer marginality and what an earlier generation would have called “a culture of
poverty.” Nugent asks how best to present this kind of case imaterial. An interview
with an Egyptian doctor concludes the book with a life story in which an orienta-
tion to the present makes s€nse only in terms of the doctor’s own perspective On
place and history- Fanny Colonna’s choice of an interview format was made specif-
ically to avoid the reductionism inherent in explanation, and in this sense it pro-
vides a response to the anxieties Nugent articulates.

Accounting for the Present: The Issue of Marginality

t has not been always easy to persuade an audience that what is ethnographically
recorded in this book actually exists. Yet, we are hardly the first to try to put this
phenomenon on the ethnographic map and, more particularly, to point out con-
nections between social disadvantage and a cultural commitment to the present.’
In particular, this book will remind many of an earlier literature that implied that
the very poor at the edges of capitalist expansion had a culture of their own: the
culture of poverty as described by Oscar Lewis and others in the 1960s.

The Culture of Poverty

For Lewis, a culture of poverty emerged at points of proto-proletarianization,
when already wretched peasants made the first moves into modernity. The main
features of this “culture” were: gregarious behavior, informal credit among neigh-
bors, alcoholism, the use of violence to settle quarrels, consensual unions, male
desertion, a tendency to live in matrifocal families, and an abiding interest in
short-term achievements Over and above the long term.

Lewis’s work was almost immediately attacked, and it is easy to see why. One
problem, as UIf Hannerz pointed out, was the addition of structural relationships
to a list of cultural traits sO that unemployment, for instance, became part of a
learned culture (1969:180). This confusion rendered the model implausib\e, and
offensive. Additionally, 2 methodological focus on the family divorced processes
of socialization from the broader social and political context. Another problem
was that the “marginal” was constructed as an object and reified so that it was not
possible to appreciate the central role that these poot and disadvantaged people
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played in the reproduction of local and global capital (see Chapter 10). Lewis ap-
peared to imply that the poor of Puerto Rico were “marginal” because their “de-
viant” culture made them so, thus reproducing the very ideology that sustained
their oppression.

However, for all its limitations, Lewis’s work did contain important insights
into a widespread cultural syndrome. In a descriptive, non-theorized way, Lewis
observed an important contrast between the people he was discussing and classic
proletarians. In his foreword to the second edition of La Vida, in which he tried
to elaborate the notion of a culture of poverty, he stated baldly that “when the
poor become class conscious, or active members of trade union organizations, or
when they adopt an internationalist outlook on the world, they are no longer
part of the culture of poverty, although they may still be desperately poor”
(1968:xliv). This particular insight has been lost in later writing because authors
have mistakenly conflated Lewis’ observations with studies of more traditional
working-class communities.* They were helped in this confusion because Lewis
himself considered ideas and ideologies to be mechanistic reflections of eco-
nomic positions, such as poverty. His critics merely had to show that some poor
people did not try to live in the present in order to undermine the correlation as a
whole® In reality, a range of identities may be found “at the margins,” just as
Hannerz found in a ghetto of Washington D.C. a number of overlapping and, in
part, opposed lifestyles—"“mainstream,” “swinger,” “street-corner”(1969:38-56).

Leo Howe's material on the long-term unemployed in Northern Ireland illus-
trates this point beautifully (1990, 1998). Howe describes communities where
work is the foundation of most other statuses that married men hold. These were
lost with long-term unemployment. In the face of an official discourse that aims
to distinguish the “scrounger” and “cheat” from “real job-seekers,” most unem-
ployed men represent themselves as would-be and willing workers. Their depen-
dence on welfare payments was presented as a means to sustain them in their
search for productive activity. Howe worked in both Protestant and a Catholic
communities; and he shows how unemployment among the latter is more readily
seen as a structural feature of the system than as a failure of individuals. More
Catholics than Protestants adopt an ambitious stance vis-a-vis potential pay-
ments from the social security office. Rather like the Polish and Greek peasants,
the Catholics are less afraid to appear as “scroungers” before representatives of a
state to which they have little attachment. In the Protestant community, better in-
corporated materially and ideologically within the British state, the rhetoric of
the “deserving” and “undeserving” poor is more effective at preventing any activ-
ity that could be represented as “scrounging.” Howe’s data demonstrate clearly
that historical relationships with the state (and thereby also with work providers)
decisively differentiate activities among communities of the long-term unem-
ployed that are similar in formal, structural terms.*

Another insight of Lewis’s was to show that the very behaviors that enabled
survival in a hostile world could have unintended effects, which themselves
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helped reproduce the relationships through which these people were disadvan-
taged. Paul Willis later provided an ethnography, better grounded in theoretical
terms, showing “how working class kids get working class jobs” as a result of the
very defensive strategies that they developed to cope with a school system from
which they were excluded (Willis 1977),

Despite the very real problems in Lewis’s approach, we have tried to recover
these insights into the ethnographic phenomenon of “living in the present.”
However, a more recent debate on the distinctive traits of hunters and gatherers,
and on the historical origins of this cultural adaptation, provides a broader theo-
retical framework.

Foraging: For Food, Wages, and Other Goods

Two links between the hunter-gatherer ethnography and the chapters in this
book suggest themselves. First, there are similarities in cultural forms, including a
common stress on mobility, gathering, sharing, and notions of affluence (see next
section). Second, questions about the historical origin of these representations
and practices are strangely similar. In both the hunter-gatherer debates and our
own, a central question concerns whether living in the present is 2 phenomenon
sui generis, a sort of cosmological choice, or whether it is a response to encapsula-
tion. Encapsulation refers to a process of incorporation or domination within
pre-modern, colonial, and, now, nation states, where hunter-gatherers live in en-
claves because they do not participate in the ways of life practiced by more pow-
erful neighbors—they do not till the land, breed animals, pay taxes, honor the
dead, build houses, and so on (Woodburn 1988).

The ethnography included in this book throws light on processes of encapsula-
tion in very different situations. It shows that living in the present is an active, not
passive, response to conditions of marginalization and social exclusion, and that
at times it constitutes an effective cultural and political critique. In this broader
context, a comparison can be made between the strategies of avoidance that are
classically associated with African foragers and the processes of confrontation
and negotiation that are described by contributors to this book.

The French anthropologist, Claude Meillassoux extended Woodburn’s descrip-
tion of the temporal orientation of African hunters and gatherers (Woodburn
1968). He described their economy as “tied to the present, without any duration
or continuity” and hence as characterized by an “almost complete lack of concern
for the past as for the future” (Meillassoux 1973:194, italics in the original). Meil-
lassoux argued that this “offers opportunities for individual freedom which is re-
vealed by the sexual attitudes, the weakness of marital ties, individual mobility,
the fragility and instability of social institutions both within the band and the
nuclear family” (1973:195). These general observations hold good not only for
many foraging societies but also for many of the cases presented below and, in-

deed, for Lewis’s poor.
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As Bloch has pointed out, the problem with Meillassoux’s technological deter-
minism was that it ignored the variety among hunter-gatherers and failed to ad-
dress the case of Australian Aborigines who combine foraging with an elaborate
interest in a mythical past (1989:16-17). Woodburn’s work among the Hadza of
Tanzania contributed to a shift of emphasis (1979, 1982). He introduced the con-
cept of “immediate return,” which corresponds closely to what we are calling in
this volume an “orientation to the present.” He described Australian Aboriginal
sociality in terms of a contrasting “delayed return.”” Woodburn showed how im-
mediate return was based on notions of an abundant natural world in which in-
dividuals could move freely and had independent access to resources as well as to
the means of coercion. In this militantly egalitarian world, all forms of depen-
dency and binding ties were avoided. Returns on labor were immediate, and there
was little or no investment in either goods or particular social relations. In ensu-
ing debates, the problem arose as to whether immediate return was constructed
sui generis and produced through the foraging way of life or was a reaction to en-
capsulation by surrounding and more powerful social groups. In Woodburn's
view, encapsulation may have encouraged immediate return by way of political
opposition to outsiders, but it was equally intelligible as a choice of lifestyle that
others would make if only they knew its benefits. In other words, “the present
orientation” could be generated by opposition to authority and dependence
within a society as much as in opposition to outsiders (1988:62-64).

Gibson’s important study of the Philippine Buid (1986) brought these issues
into focus, since the mountain Buid practice swidden farming and yet live in
many ways like immediate return hunters and gatherers. Gibson attributed the
egalitarian qualities of Buid social life, which involved a radical avoidance of all
forms of dependency, to political relations with their predatory Christian neigh-
bors.* These latter constantly tried to place the Buid in their debt, or to forge
other long-term relationships in order to bind them into the political and eco-
nomic hierarchies of the lowlands. Gibson’s argument is rendered all the more
powerful through the ethnographic demonstration of the revolutionary conse-
quences of one Buid man's attempts to lead his followers into “conventional” pol-
itics (1986:101-21). Property relations began to emerge in kin groups, and shar-
ing practices between Buid changed. As household ties came to mediate the
relations between individual and group, a political leader representing the whole
community emerged for the first time. The sense of Buid identity itself was radi-
cally challenged (1986:115).

The chapters on the Huaorani and the Vezo of Madagascar both illustrate that
debates about origins may be misplaced in the absence of historical evidence. But
Rival and Astuti also both argue that this should not preclude consideration of
the current political uses and implications of living in the present. Rival argues
that Huaorani culture is best understood as a social form sui generis, which arose
in conditions as obscure as those that generated other cultures and societies
within the Amazonian area. Huaorani lead their lives without past or future in an
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ever unfolding present because of a cosmological preference. At the same time,
Rival shows how their way of life today constitutes an effective form of resistance
to their neighbors and a strategy for dealing with encapsulation. Elsewhere, Rival
has described how Huaorani children were kidnapped by Zaparo Indian rubber
tappers, who turned them into bonded labor during the nineteenth century rub-
ber boom (1992). In this book, she describes a sense of “absolute victimization”
among the Huaorani, who live in constant flight from predatory outsidcrs,‘ralwa)_ls
under threat. The Huaorani consider that they are the only true humans in their
environment, and they imagine all others as cannibals. These cannibals might
snatch the vitality of the Huaorani to reproduce themselves.

Much the same historical uncertainty surrounds Vezo social forms. The Vezo,
poor fisher people on the west coast of Madagascar, say that they were never sub-
ject to the Sakalava kings of the early modern era because they were alway§ able
to run away. If the king came to the coast, the Vezo would take to sea. By taking to
their canoes, refusing to pay tribute and to be questioned about their past,.the
Vezo avoided incorporation within the kingdom. Astuti suggests that ‘fby fleeing,
the Vezo seem to have opted for an alternative mode of defining identity, a mode
in which people are what they do in the present, rather than being determined by
their own or someone else’s past™ (below, Chapter 4). ‘ '

The encapsulation thesis also provides insight into relationships with thc. state
in very different contexts. Gill shows how an identity fostered by the state is de-
velopéd into a positive value in its own right. The Japanese state has historica.lly
marked out the category of day laborer as a particular type of person. In most in-
dustrial systems, day laboring is widespread, but it is just a type of work? even if it
has a low status and is often associated with particular regional or ethnic groups.
Partly as a result of state control, it seems that the categorical ascription i§ perma-
nent in Japan: once a day laborer, always a day laborer. The return to (hClr ho.nje-
towns and to mainstream employment is more or less impossible. In big cities,
day laborers provide a flexible workforce te the construction industry and are
congregated into lodging houses (doya) that form large urban quarters arou‘nd
the yoseba, or labor markets, which are totally separate from the 'rest of thc_aty‘
The conscious rejection of the bondage and long-term commitments of the
white-collar worker, as well as the exclusive commitment to the present, can
surely be seen as a response on the part of yoseba dwellgrs to this encapsulation.

Day discusses an analogous process among commercial sex vxforker.s who oper-
ate in a repressive environment, where they have to work in isolation through

personal networks. London prostitutes find that their personal names are a
means of state record keeping and legal control. Making a virtue of necessny,‘tflley
adopt a variety of identities and, in general, possess at least two legal ident.ltxes,
using one as a private citizen and another for work. Some women develop dxff«?r—
ent iaentities for different clients. This maneuver also enables them to sever ties
temporarily with family and previous friends or colleagues. In these and othe.r
ways, prostitutes remove themselves from ascribed statuses, such as those associ-
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ated with kinship, during the periods when they work, stressing that for the time
being they are who they make themselves and no more.

Papataxiarchis discusses peasants of northern Lesbos and refates their experi-
ences of political and economic dependency to late integration into the Greek
state. These peasants often imagine themselves as a corporate unity of house-
holds aligned with the state. But experience of marginalization has also provoked
them to construct an alternative social identity: chorio, “village, ” is an imagined,
egalitarian community of shared moods that in some way inheres in the place it-
self and exists outside time. The peasants of North Lesbos—particularly the
more marginal ones, such as bachelors—have politicized this alternative identity
in the form of protest against the state.

Although processes of exclusion and marginalization differ in these examples,
ranging from continuous and extensive surveillance on the part of the British
and Japanese states to occasional and minimal contact among Malagasy and
Ecuadorian neighbors, the enclave reaction is similar. Before turning to the activ-
ities that anchor these people in the present moment, it is worth reiterating that
this orientation to the present does not derive exclusively from social marginality
or disadvantage. Note, for example, the Egyptian doctor who combines an active
detachment from the world with an intellectual commitment and secular passion
for his relatively high status and rewarding work. As noted earlier with reference
to the Gérale, most people live some of their lives in the here and now, but the
chapters in this volume focus on a thoroughgoing marginality, where the difficul-
ties of reproducing through time and the more or less self-conscious, explicit op-
position to dominant groups and institutions are particularly clear.

Ideological Aspects of Living in the Present

The ethnographic study of hunter-gatherers has shown that a repertoire of prac-
tices exist through which durational time is transcended. These include gather-
ing, sharing, and immediate consumption. In addition, obligations to other indi-
viduals—such as kin, as opposed to the wider social group—are denied.
Irrespective of ecological and other differences, such practices construct a time-
less present in conjunction with a sense of abundance. We consider that this in-
volves an ideological commitment in the sense that these images of abundance
and timelessness are a “representation of imaginary relations to the real condj-
tions of existence” (Althusser 1971: 152).

The sense of ideology we employ is similar to the one Maurice Bloch devel-
oped in discussions of the representation of the life cycle and, particularly, of
birth and death (1989, 1992a). Bloch is interested in images of the world created
during rituals and the processes by which they are made to appear convincing.
These deny or ignore durational time and the embedded processes of growth and
decay, picturing instead a world outside that of daily experience—a world in
which order is permanent and inscribed in the nature of things. In brief, Bloch
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argues that the formalization of communication found in ritual, but absent in
everyday encounters, helps establish the truth of this view. One of the effects of
formalization is to make each ritual communication seem identical to previous
ones and thus to collapse the everyday experience of durational time into a spe-
cial experience of transcendental, unchanging continuity, a kind of “non-dura-
tional time.” Bloch links the amount of ritual found in a society with the degree
of institutionalized hierarchy. It is through ritual that traditional authority, in
Weber’s sense, is constituted. This authority then appears to guarantee the long-
term reproduction of the social order.’

It should be stressed at once that few of the people described in this book carry
out much ritual, in the traditional sense of the term. However, ritual and secular
activities may not be strongly demarcated. In these cases, the processes qf forag-
ing, sharing, and immediate consumption appear to be rooted in ideological rep-
resentations that share qualities with Bloch’s sense of ritual/ideclogy: They are
symbolically marked; they constitute transformations of surround.ing practices;
and they deny the importance of durational time. It is therefore in a modified
sense that we use the term ritual to describe such actions, which are performed
often in a self-conscious style of explicit opposition to the rest of the world.®

A second point of contrast should also be clarified. Although we make exten-
sive use of Bloch’s insights, we are using his ideas on very different ethnographic
material. Like the cases in the Pacific discussed by Brenneis and Myers, where for-
malized and ritualized speech acts appear to create a social space for egalit'arian
relationships (1984), in the chapters that follow, our authprs show that a ‘rltvual-
ized present can be thoroughly and self-consciously emptied of any assocnatlgns
with the past and with authority. And though we use the term “transcen‘dence to
characterize this state, our use of the term refers to a very different relation to the
world than that described by Bloch. ‘ ‘

To talk of production as “gathering” implies the short term, since production
thought of in this way negates notions of material transformation and Qf plan-
ning—ideas that are so characteristic of production processes t}}at take time a.nd
that depend for their efficacy on the passage of time." Gthermg and gleaning
provide a favorable context for the elision and transformation _Of the short term
into a timeless present. Representations of foraging and associated concepts of
natural abundance are antithetical to the very idea of economy, which relies on
notions of scarcity, saving, delayed consumption, and plan.ning‘ To speak of
“economy” is to speak of a model of behavior according to W.hlch present actions
should provide for the future. Gathering provides the opposite model, according
to which there is no need for present action to provide for the future: The future
is guaranteed instead by a generous, affluent, physigal environment.

The denial of labor and effort in all these cases is exaggerated and buttressed
by ideological means. The Vezo talk of fishing as a.form of “gathering” and con-
trast it with agriculture.” They also forage in the market much as the‘l-.{uaoram
forage in the forest, or day laborers forage on the streets of Japanese cities. They
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treat'the market as another resource like the sea, to be used each day without at-
tel)dlxlg to seasonal fluctuations. But their rhetoric of market wealth is belied by
the'xr continuing poverty and dependence on the Masikuru agriculturalists for
their staple food of rice. Likewise, the Hungarian Rom claim to be “boys of the
market” but, in fact, subsidize their horse trading with money earned in factories.

Even the Huaorani could be said to put effort into appearing effortless. It is true
that they make the Garden-of-Eden claim that the monkeys they hunt hand them-
se.lves over voluntarily. And they regard the gardening activities of their neighbors
with ridicule, mocking the manioc drink that these people work so hard to pro-
dl_ice. The Huaorani value huentey above all and in explicit opposition to the values
(?t their neighbors. During these productive moments, you lie in complete tranquil-
.hty ina hammock, doing nothing at all. This is described as “an almost awe-inspir-
ing state of grace by which a person feels so good that s/he does not feel any drive to
spend energy or become restlessly active” (Rival 1992:161). Missionaries translated
huentey as laziness; but this is a “creative laziness,” for the Huaorani assert that the
production of their own, prized, sweet manioc drink depends upon this huentey,
Nonetheless, to the outsider it scems clear that this Huaorani drink is but a poor
man’s version of the beer their horticulturist neighbors make.

This process of reimagining the world is particularly apparent in the creation
of images of abundance. Abundance “out there” is not simply a precondition for
gathering; it is equally a symbolic product of such activities. Among Aegean
Greeks, the Rom, and Japanese laborers—and even, though perhaps to a lesser
extent, in London and Amazonia—a generous environment seems to be pro-
duced through ritualized activities that create a frame through which its prior
and independent existence can be taken for granted.

Like gathering, sharing, too, can take activities out of time and relocate them
in a timeless present. It is opposed in this way to reciprocity, which, as Bourdieu
has demonstrated in his critique of Levi-Strauss’s theory of exchange, is a tempo-
ral process governed by interested calculations (Bourdieu 1977)." Different
forms of sharing can be distinguished. Woodburn, like Gibson, considered de-
mand sharing to be particularly characteristic of a defensive reaction to encapsu-
lation (see Woodburn 1998; Gibson 1986). Among the people described in this
book, another type of sharing is elaborated even more extensively. In fact, it blurs
the distinction between “exchange” and “use,” for it involves the immediate con-
sumption of goods in activities such as drinking, gambling, or singing. People
share what they have in an expansive hospitality and sociality that bypasses recip-
rocal exchange. As Papataxiarchis has shown, in an analysis of the ritual etiquette
that governs coffee shop hospitality, members of a drinking circle stop applying
the code of reciprocity at a certain stage and come to treat drinking together asan
expression of the heart, clearly demarcated from interested calculation (1991,
1992). Shared drinks make it possible to come together in true communion. This
context is set apart by the etiquette and turned into a “ritual” where duration is
transformed into a present without beginning or end.
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In this book, Papataxiarchis describes an equally dramatic form of consump-
tion that involves money. Men gamble away their wages and the European Union
loans that pour into the local community through the Agricultural Bank; thereby
they display their disdain of the obligations and self-interest associated with
money and with working for bosses or answering to state officials. What is crucial
in gambling is not skill but style. This is not a contest with another player but
with money, whose standard meaning as a symbol of economic dependence is in-
verted and defeated. ‘

The transcendental present insulates the ritualized space of the drinking or
gambling table from the surrounding world of “dark” dependencies and “heavy”
obligations that emerge in production and reproduction. Greek men, and partic-
ularly those who identify closely with the coffee shop, are momentarily able to re-
capture a “true” and “authentic” self that is governed from within by natural
emotions and reach kefi—a state of lightness and good mood (Papataxiarchis
1994). Likewise, Huaorani men and women turn into playful children during
their intensely gregarious feasts. As when Gypsy men sing together, the here and
now becomes the only point in space and time that guarantees a sense of comple-
tion, of satisfaction, and, in this sense, of autonomy.

The ritualized, ideological nature of abundance based in sharing comes over
particularly strongly in the case of the Japanese day laborers discussed by Gill.
These men “come about as close as one can in an industrialized society to prac-
ticing ‘immediate return™ for they consider their wages to be “present money”
and quote a proverbial saying from the Edo period: Yoigoshi no kane wa
motanai—“Money is not something you keep overnight.” Many men do not
work again until they have spent all their earnings gambling and drinking, with-
out any thought to the future. In a comically futile gesture, the Japanese state en-
courages a saving mentality in the yoseba by opening banks in which laborers can
deposit their daily wages. But these banks are hardly used, and Gill observed that
deposits made in the afternoon were frequently withdrawn by the end of business
on the same day.

In singing, drinking, and gambling, men “become” themselves. This explo-
ration of the nature of “becoming” is taken in a different direction in the last
chapter of the volume, where Fanny Colonna records a conversation with a mid-
dle-class medical practitioner in Upper Egypt, Dr. Nisseem. In one sense, this is a
chapter about the history of Egypt since the 1950s. But, from another perspec-
tive, the conversation reveals the ways in which Dr. Nisseem strips away time and
place. His form of individuality is explored over a whole adult life rather than in
ritual moments such as those found in the Greek coffee shop. And, even though
the story is a historical narrative, Dr. Nisseem plays down both past and future in
favor of his commitment to the present moment and to the setting in which his
individuality unfolds.

In his account of untouchables in Kerala, Uchiyamada shows how a similar
process of becoming takes on specific meanings at the margins. He argues that
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cross-caste bandham relationships—which are conjugal as well as sexual unions
but 'nelther fully marital nor commercial—create a particular sense of self.’
Ud?lyamada’s heroine is a split person who remains divided throughout her life
unl‘xke upper caste women who gradually resolve the divisions between their se‘(:
uality (as single women) and fertility (as married women). Indian women are né[
supposed to enjoy erotic love outside the family or to cross caste boundaries.
Thus t}'\e actions of untouchable women threaten the religious, dharmic order of
the universe that keeps them subjugated, as Uchiyamada shows in the intensely
moving concluding section to his chapter, where the reader is led to understand
how one woman’s anti-clockwise walk around a temple at midday “engulfed and
erased the dharmic order”

Many of the people described below find themselves irredeemably divided be-
tween life in the present and the possibility of reproducing through time—build-
ing }'10.uses or tombs, tending family land, marrying and bringing up children. To
participate in social reproduction is to compromise that present-oriented self, to
b‘ecome caught up in the long term and restricted by dominant, hierarchical rela-
tionships.

The Household, a World Divided

Few people manage to live wholly within the present and, for the majority, some
aspect of the long term is reincorporated through the back door. Many of the
pegp]e described in this book consequently experience a double identity, or even
a lei(;[&d world. Households provide settings in which this sense of divi’sion, of-
t?n a juggling act between the short and the long term, is commonly located."
The household is readily reified as a badge of identity, emphatically distinguished
from the surrounding world. Yet, its very permanence can be a source of mis-
trust. The household may look like an outpost of the state or of more powerful
neighbors because of its hierarchies, explicitly recognized by many as a site—of-
ten the primary site——of commitments, responsibilities, and obligations in the
lf)r}g term: in brief, a trap."” For people who are so fundamentally committed to
living in the present, it is difficult to reproduce in households, even when these
are radically separated from the wider society. Indeed, taken to the extreme, an
om“ntation to the present would preclude all social reproduction. A less extreme
variant involves the construction of alternative models of the household. The ef-
fort to recuperate houses for people who live in the present is variously achieved
b}f associating the long term with the other gender, with married as opposed to
single people, with the dead rather than the living, and so forth.

Tbe opposition between a male, public world and a female, domestic world is
particularly familiar. It is true that women are associated with the household
more often than men are and, in comparison with a ritualized present, they are
oft.en caught up more extensively in long-term processes of social reproduction
It is all the more striking then to come across the examples of Neny, Géralé
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traders, and London prostitutes, all of whom contest the values with which they

are (symbolically) associated.”* The material in the book shows that women as

well as men distrust the “household”~insofar as it stands for onerous duties and

responsibilities-and can step outside it. Individual dealers in Poland or Madagas-

car as well as in London appear to become “themselves” when they leave home.

These women lose themselves in the “magic of the market” and, even if they work
alongside many others in bustling noisy marketplaces, they may act as though
they were on their own. In Neny’s case in Madagascar, her pleasure in dealing is
so great that she can barely drag herself away from the chance to broker a deal in
order to fulfill social obligations to other Vezo and their guests. For her, the em-
phasis is as much on her own skill and risk-taking as upon the collective nature of
the market. Among the Grale, the equivalent moment, when women forget their
ties and responsibilities to other people, appears to be so transitory that its
poignancy is tangible. Pine shows how women hawk their wares in the market-
place with a distinctive, “trickster” manner, reminiscent of the way that Rom
playfully dominate gaZos on the horse markets of Hungary. While working on the
land in cooperative teams, for instance, personal autonomy and equality are will-
ingly limited, but a different, more individualist perspective emerges when deal-
ing with outsiders.” From the perspective of the trickster, the house-based order
is similar to the wider society, to which it is normally opposed, if only because
both the household and state subsume the individual equally within a larger and
long-term project of social reproduction and inequality."”

Single-sex celebrations of men have been discussed above in terms of a vision
of the self where men harmonize their moods and their voices. In such contexts,
these men consider themselves to have achieved an enhanced individuality; their
identities are neither blurred nor merged. This state of being is similar to that
achieved by some of the women as they cross various thresholds and shed their
mundane obligations and commitments in favor of a heightened individuality.
Therefore, this vision of the self cannot be tied exclusively to the realm of osten-
tatious consumption, and the settings in which autonomy is achieved appear to
differ according to a number of characteristics, including gender. In this way, by
moving beyond the standard opposition between a public male and a private fe-
male realm continuitics between concepts of the self and living for the moment
become more evident. This is not to suggest that the male and female selves are
equivalent, nor, conversely, that they are invariably associated with alternative
and oppositional models of the household.” Rather, the household provides an
important example of the apparently inevitable contradictions inherent in an
orientation to the present.

The material in this book also shows that multiple visions of the household
can coexist. The communist state in Hungary saw in Rom houses a potent setting

through which to encourage assimilation and a settled, sedentary life. “Success-

ful” Gypsy households, led by respectable parents wisely accumulating resources
to hand on to their children, were encouraged to abandon their fellow Rom and
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join mainstream, non-Gypsy society. State policy—organized around Hungarian
officials’ ideas of civilized, petty bourgeois domesticity—played upon a tension
inherent in Rom life between the demands of reproduction in the household and
an ideology of brotherhood that sustained Rom communities. The brotherhood
was celebrated in a sphere of large-scale unisex celebrations in which women ap-
peared to be relegated to the socially divisive and self-interested household. A
similar opposition is described for Aegean Greeks. Yet, here an additional tension
between men who identify with the value of kefi and houscholders is recorded
(Papataxiarchis 1994). In both cases, women are represented at times as though
they are compromised by their dealings with the outside world, by their commit-
ment to saving for the long term and to planning, and by their opposition to
some forms of conspicuous generosity and consumption.

However, as suggested above, this apparent association of a wholesale orienta-
tion to the present with “brotherly” men—who live for the moment (male/pub-
lic), in opposition to “wifely” women in households wholly involved in reproduc-
tion (female/private)—is misleading both in ethnographic and theoretical terms,
if taken as the whole picture. Stewart shows how this model coexists with another
in which the Rom are “orphans.” Rom counteract gaZo (that is, non-Gypsy) no-
tions of the household by presenting themselves as though they were all children
who perforce must depend upon the wider Rom community, the household writ
large, for their nurture. Within this anti-authoritarian family, Rom grow up free
to move from one house to another, to eat where they please, and to ignore de-
mands made upon them by kin and non-Gypsies alike. This constitutes a partic-
ularly effective political method for dissolving standard connections between the
long term and relationships of authority that were outlined above with reference
to Bloch’s approach to ritual. Rom, in other words, recuperate a notion of tran-
scendent permanence without its associated hierarchies. The Hungarian state was
therefore unable to delegate authority to household heads, who could govern the
Rom on the state’s behalf.

The difficulties in these efforts to redefine the household are particularly ap-
parent in Day’s chapter, where two perspectives emerge. The one is associated
with acute divisions between work and home, or public and private, that can be-
come highly problematic. For many of these women, the home is seen as a haven
from the world of work, at least for some future time when they will have their
own children and join mainstream society once more. However, most find it hard
to build that future as they find themselves “addicted” to spending their money
on trivia in the process of rejecting a “straight” lifestyle associated with the
drudgery of ordinary jobs. Although freely spending earnings might seem similar
to the practices of Gypsy or Greek men, to these women, it also appears lonely
and restrictive. They feel coerced into a solitary and isolated existence where they
experience little choice in what to do with their money.

This sense of coercion applied to other aspects of life as well. Reassuring them-
selves of their own fertility, which their work calls into question, many women

Consider the Lilies of the Field 17
repeatedly became pregnant. However, these pregnancies were often terminated
not ready to step into the mainstream future associated

because women were L ) .
action to the problems of this divided self in a di-

with childrearing. Partly in re : bler ‘
vided world, a minority of the women tried to live in a unitary here and now. Do-

ing away with a putative, respectable, bourgeo.is futgre of children, home, and
thstand, they remained oriented to a present in whxcb they Cf)nstantly- rcmade
themselves through dealings with money and other forms of enterprise in all
facets of their lives, including motherhood. In a sense, thesg wom‘en gradua.lly
achieved an individuality that was also a basis for social {ela.nons with other, like
individuals, as they reintegrated different aspects of their lives and turned con-
sumption into a constant source of pleasure and profit. The household was real-
ized as an aspect of the here and now, rather than .as a potential future. Tf.us' Per—
manent present seems to provide one radical solution to the problerr.l of 41v.15\0n.
Given the association between social reproduction and pro§re.at10n., it is not
surprising to find that single-sex gatherings recur again zfnd again in this volume,
since the business of social reproduction and procreation as a whole hasmbeen
captured by the dominant ideologies to which these people are oppos.ed. Few
people represented in this volume go so far as to abandgn reProductxon alto-
gether, but some members of the single-sex groups described in l')art.Three do
without households and without children. Japanese day laborers living in hoste'ls,
Greek bachelors, and many prostitutes do not have children. Others, like Dr. Nis-
seern, make use of other peoples” houses and enjoy “family” vicariously. _
Although not necessarily images from inside the household, otlher examples in
the book also describe split images of the world—images associated with mar-
riage, parenting, or death—. Rival shows that a tension bgtyeen dependenc'y and
autonomy emerges at the time of marriage. Although individual autonomy is cel-
ebrated in most matters from an early age among the Huaorani, couples are often
forced into marriage. It is only in the context of cultivating a particular type of
manioc for the marriage feast that Huaorani complain of having to do hard
work. Once married, and for as long as they have dependent children, the couple
lives out various forms of stylized mutual dependence that are not found .in any
other relationship in this society. In all these ways, marriage is a locus of binding
ties and dependence that Huaorani life is otherwise organized to deny. Or.x Fhe
other side of the world, Astuti shows that the Vezo dead impinge upon the living
by demanding long-term plans and economies. Substantial sums are s.aved and
then invested in tombs or are consumed by the living during death rites. Vezo
“short-termism” is what differentiates the living from the dead, and yet the Vezo
have to engage with a long term. The lightness and pleasure associated with mar-
ket trade is incompatible with looking after the interests of the willful dead and
of ancestors, who would like to dominate the living just as aggressive kings anfi
royalty wished to do in the past. Vezo attempt to achieve a balance: They submit
as little as possible to the long term by devoting themselves as much as they can
to the freedoms of the present.
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Cartoon representation of “Kamayan,” an archetypal day
laborer, with nothing in his bag but freedom. The artist,
Arimura Sen, works at the Labour Welfare Center in
Karmagasaki, Osaka. {Originally published in Hotel New
Kamagasaki by Arimura Sen. Tokyo: Akita Shoten, 1992.)

The Politics of the Present

Ft is possible to look at how people use a present orientation without assuming that
It came into existence for and can be explained historically with reference to it
curent uses. The ritual construction of a present is not just an escape from the real
world but also changes the world. However, in the existing literature, the implica-
tions of this sort of action have not been adequately delineated because political
anthropology has focused on instrumental action oriented to the long term.”
Though the literature on hunter-gatherers and the culture of poverty address
these issues, from our perspective each of these traditions has its own problems.
Hunter and gatherer ethnographies are commonly too romantic in their celebra-
tion of the tenacity of this distinctive way of life and rarely sufficiently attuned to
"the hardship and exploitation that follow from encapsulation, Conversely, the
culture of poverty model is too pessimistic since it implies a passive adaptation
by people who “can’t help themselves”
Concepts of resistance have recently given an impetus to the anthropological
studies of politics.” In particular, they have encouraged the study of politics from
“below” and in the context of everyday life, an analytical strategy that is shared by
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the contributors to this volume. Further, as they were inspired by a Gramscian in-
terest in the contestation of hegemony, these concepts of resistance have put the
processes of legitimation and consent into question.? Yet, many studies of resis-
tance have suffered from essentialism and romanticism, particularly when it
comes to describing the intentions of the poor (see Abu-Lughod 1990, Stoler
1986). The most serious limitation, however, has been aptly described in terms of
an “ethnographic refusal,” that is, the refusal of thick description: “Resistance
studies are thin because they are ethnographically thin: thin on the internal poli-
tics of dominated groups, thin on the cultural richness of those groups, thin on
the subjectivity—the intentions, desires, fears, projects—of the actors engaged in
those dramas” (Ortner 1995: 190). A focus on resistance to domination has in-
volved a curious assumption of internal homogeneity and even the backwardness
of “culture” (with regard, for example, to religious beliefs), as well as a somewhat
instrumental view of politics.”*

The studies included in this volume display a willingness to engage with the
ethnography and to confront unfamiliar forms of political practice, including its
aesthetic dimensions. Terms like “pleasure” and “happiness” characterize these
activities, which may have few points of contact with more mainstream, instru-
mental, planned action. Despite a lack of fit with conventional expectations—
and in contrast to a view of resistance as “passive,” “implicit,” and “destructive”—
the politics of the present is often constructive, politically effective, and in some
cases obviously rewarding. The cases in this book illustrate, in varying degrees,
combinations of all these three positive qualities.

In some we find a defensive stance of nonengagement, which aims to define an
autonomous space through reducing contact with the dominant order to a mini-
mum. It is interesting that the examples illustrating this form of politics most
clearly belong to the two extremes of the world system: the Amazonian frontier
and Japanese late capitalism. The Huaorani imagine themselves as the prey of
their neighbors and therefore have to keep as far away as possible, and some of
the yoseba dwellers reject attempts by the state and the unions to extend al-
lowances that would implicate them in the state welfare system because this
would compromise their masculine autonomy. This stance can be a politically ef-
fective position even though it is not aimed at transforming the overall context.
At one time, it may have looked as though the Huaorani could be forced off their
land, but Rival argues that they have managed to convert the oil companies into
another feature of the ever-providing forest, since these companies now provide
an endless supply of desired goods for the Huaorani.

A second form of resistant action seems to produce more conventional sym-
bolic capital. The political success of Greek peasants in renegotiating their debts
depended on the degree to which the government was attuned to the logic of
their demands. In the course of the 1980s, when the socialist party (PASOK)
came to power, the government became more responsive to peasant claims. In its
populist practice, the PASOK government participated in a long-standing tradi-

ey




20

;Ophlé’ Da viaymsi {f ¢
) Evi} Papataxiarchis, and ichael Stewart
)i 05 D 5, M
€

tion of clienti
. ntism, but it
. ) also
;stzd at village level. It adoptz:jlrsue-d a cultural logic of anti i
tnd powerful patron who w adiscourse that personiﬁedf}iatm protest that ex-
ude, of the ki as expected e state .
> ind that i . ed, for exampl as a very rich
requi s adm : ple, to sh
OeQulred to model its Telatiolred in the coffee shop. In thi ow a spendthrift atti-
ti']bthe coffee shop, somewh ns with economic partne . C}Ontem the state was
ribute its resource at to their b artners in the Eu -
ources to i emusement ropean Unio
In a thi its own di : ,and then to ge n
rd type of politi senfranchised citi o0 generousl :
. citizen sly redis-
person in th political use, an op S
e present penly aestheti .
combinat; nmomet . . ic politics construc
mg‘]bmf‘“o“ of emotion and " ylmbe active individu,ll'tS constructs a “whole”
Tth-lcal individualism, and p5€1f~m(erest. Day dtscribeA tlhy ?t’sts on a balanced
is too can A apataxiarchi Co s this lack of divisi
. 8 rovide . is describes i 1vision as
Nissee P an effective : ibes it as k a
m, too, re ive and pleasur: efi fundamentali
bri 0, represents a re .L\urablc form . alism.
ings to mind all those Whom;rkable achievemnent. A squ}f.Pohncal action. Dr.
ave gone to “share the 1; lsftorlcal comparison
ves of the rure
ral poor” i
n

I:umpe,l ] 1% P Y
u mg t]le I ian po ists a d ¢] a o] helS €nga ed in IUla! de
nc d Russ Ul sts and so man t
g g

Vel()plllellt. IIIES d
€ ICVOIUUOIIE’J 1€5 dlld lef()[ mers ()f
ten t']l e(l t
(o]

cal and social
achieve the politi-

. goals for whi
an . ich t .
N y future-oriented project the)' set out. Nisseem, in ¢
W?Shperhaps genuinely found reforming and transtrm(?mmS[’ by abandoning
ith those he helps. As beco a way of integrating the life ing the lives of others,
mes clear in the interview—;;,(:rbld of an intellectual

y way of any boas

ast

or even an explicit cla;
. plicit claim, but si
today in Egypt—this Pr0je:tt;;r:p1]y by evocation of the conditi
also been politically SUCCCSSfS]lO-nS of existence
in allowing the

docto ;
rtolive asan“
an “outsider,”
e : i 1der, .
h‘i(SClUde him. Nisseem’s franséea C?Opt, in a place from which
own making is, in this sens ndence of other forms of pol.t.many would like to
e, awe.inspi : itics into
rng. a present of

Finall ;
y, Harris sh
; . ows ho
AVgldance is possible in [rav(;’-tbese stances can be combi
io -parenthood. Through a‘t‘Onfal spheres of dominati;neg among the caboclos
ormal conse performativ n by outsid '
e sen iders—such
form of ¢ quences of perma : se of self, cabocl, as
walkabout” Yet i nent migratio 1, cavocios also evad
broker ut.” Yet in oth n to the city and " e the
s or the exch er spheres, such y and treat it simpl
Ca . change of v res, suc as the marketi plyasa
boclo politics stress both otes for gifts, a strategy of rketing of fish through
separation and integration Econnectlon is preferred
. Evasio :
ver time. n, truculence, aes-

Thes :

e marginal

. roups .

nor i : & ps recogniz

th 1 society but constitut snize that permanence is ascri

e buil es an ima scribed neither in nat
ure

thetic and i
Instrumental politics all coexist
o

ding bl nscri
ocks and instituti ge inscribed b
S nsti . y mor
“r(‘)turce of empowerment and :;‘tlons of their societies The powerful people into
o autonomy, Thus the denia of cs pcn vhich d - They use the present as
manent, of that e denial of time in fay ependence can be tran l‘ )
table, remai most fleeting moment i or of the ver slated
Ins to some extent sel 1t in the marketpl

y opposite of the per-

bling a f . ace
spect to the politi ~CONSCious or at the ga :
I the politics of the pres . By way of conclusi gambling
this Introduction, we h present needs to be add sion, a more trou
in . , we have ; addres -
(in a sense that excludes the :/e grgued that the politics of?(b)sed:
eciprocal obligations associat Criagmg and of sharing
ed with gift e
xchange)

Consider the Lilies of the Field

n, or the short term, into a transcendent value through a sleight of
f the markets in Hungary, Madagascarn London, and Poland,
Brazil, the elevated spirit of Greek and Gypsy

¢ Huaorani siesta are all existential properties

ends on displacing the present from its or-
al time. Through disconnecting the

turn duratio
hand. The pleasure 0
and of moving ¢hrough the town in
conviviahty, and the happiness of th
of the present. This achievement dep
ganic link t0 past and future within duration
short from the long term, an “atemporal” present is €O
When the people described in this book deny duration
into 3 transcendenml present in the many ritualistic and performat

described, they attempt to put themselves (with rmixed success) beyond social in-
neept of permanence locates authority beyond human

hard to contest (Bloch 1989). Itis, quite simplys outside

nd all those relationships of duration on which the authority relations in-
herent to states are built into the daily lives of their citizens. But this liberation is
not complete since living in the present makes people, as emblems abstracted
from all historical context and relations, peculiarly vulnerable to appropriation

by others.
Living in the present often denies these people what

badges of success” by which mainstreamt society judges P
erers who “are all too easily identified with the incompetent and impoverished

within their own societies,” many of the people in this volume can seem feckless

the eyes of their neighbors (1997:352)- But there is another

the present offers hostages t© fortune. The alternative form

of social life that is the present can be used by other people, including powerful

elites, to build ideologies of society or nation- At best, these uses escape the atten-
rects, but having your image, Y’

the interest of marginal sub) our art, of
d used by others Over whom you have little or no con-

domination. During Grewart’s stay in Hungary erotic, soft-
nces”—a form of operetta with opera singers dressed up as
nally transmitted on state television.
en by a man whom the Rom thought
lar offense with its portrayal
tup in a libertarian sexual

nstructed.
al time and transform it
jve contexts

tervention. Just as a €O
will, so, too, the present is

time a

Woodburn has called “the
eople. Like hunter-gath-

or irresponsible in
way in which living in

tion or even

your Kknowledge taken an

trol is also a form of
focused, “Gypsy roma
Gypsies in the main
These were loathed by the Rom- One, writt
of asan assimilated Hungarian Gypsy: caused particu
of Gypsies as free of all bourgeois cares and caugh
morality. (In fact, in sexual matters the Rom are studiedly puritan'\cal.) A sense of

dornination was tangible t0 the ethnographer- The next day at work in factories,
or shopping in the town, non-Gypsies who now saw

the Rom moved alongside

them through the images of television fantasy: and there was little or nothing the
Rom could do t0 correct this false impression-

The ease with which cultural representations an

reduced to objects—’Cultures, subcultures, marginal

d, accounts for many of the problems in wor

f East Harlem street culture, some thirty years aft

rvival—of—the—ﬁttcst, blame-the—victim theories O

parts—Wwere occasio

d social relationships were, and
s—in anthropology, @5
K like Oscar Lewis's. In
er La Vida,
f individ-

stll are,
in the wider worl
his recent account O
Bourgols is aware that su




G611

A[[eWI0 10 1ys1py23 Pa{[Ed SI1INIDAL 1aU100-122.1s q Ajwiojut 1ayna ‘Suruiow
U Ut A28 124 Pa1dESURI) SI YIOAA "19IRLU 10QE] [ENSED UBGIN UE ‘vqasod v 1B
j10m Suipuy s[rejus uonejuaLIo [euompen siy [ uswifojdwaun 313438 woyy Su
-1ajns A3ua1Ind aie oym pue a]41s31] Surioqej-Aep [EUOTIIPEI} 31 UTEIUIRW OYm
—{e10} U1 000001 sdeyiad—asoy) Uo pasnd0J Sey Yd1easal UMO AW U2AIMOH
. ‘Awou033 asauedef a3 Ul UOK[IW B J3A0 [[am 18 Pasdquinu 3q Aewr £oy3 ‘sdojdwa
3uo uonuyyap Yoiym uo Surpuadap pue ‘shem snotrea ui ajesado siazoqe| Ae(]
"s1210qe| Aep uo Junyey 4q ao10pp10m Teyy Judwa(ddns [im Layy ‘Buole swod soen
-uod 81q uaypy ‘sea4ojdwia Jendar uazop e J[ey UEY} JIOW OU JAey ABWU UlRYD
34) JO Wo30q 3y} piemo) sajuedwiod jjews 3y "SuLId) a|qeroacjun Ajduiseaioul
18 1o passed sIIOM WIOYM O] ‘S10}2BIIUOIQNS-GNS-QNS PUE ‘S10}0e1IU0IqNS-qns
‘s1030e13u00qns jo Futns uo] e unemdivew doy ay je s101e1U0D [RIGUE JUR
-13 maf E y3m Anisnpul jedrydiesary AjySiy e st 3] 1ayieam ays pue ‘sawomno 3ut
-13pUa) ‘SUCHIPUOD dIUOU023 Ul sadueyd 0} 3[qerauna A[jer>adsa s1 yoiym A1snp
-Ul uonINIISU0d 3y) st 1a4ojdwia Jaryd may ], "pannbai jou ji Aep 1xau 9y} Jj0 pie]
aq ued pue Aep a3y Aq pany A[eord4) are sy ‘s15988ns stueu aY1 SY "adI0P{IOM
teaaydinad oy Jo Wi Js0WILIN0 2Yi U0 A1k (pysopos 101p4A1y) s1310qe] Ae(
“SUOIHIPUOD d1wOUEdd Fuidueyd Yilm auny
Ul 2210[10M 34} Kiea 0} papasu Apiqixay a3 Jadojdws oy 52413 S1310M SSIW
-s1p-01-4sea A[Buisearnut jo £1ayduad e seazoym ‘spoenuod wial-guol jo Ljuns
-35 2} sAo(u2 $13310m 313 JO 2100 Y adueidaode uiured Ajipeais usaq aaey (6861
s1awieyD) ppotu A1eyduiad pue 3103, 341 UO P212JUD SISINOISIP SIRAA JUadaI
ur pue ‘s1ay1om asouedef Jo LjLI0UI € UBL) SI0W 10) INII 122U SEM [POWL 3Y ],
ooejduowriod uasq aaey sway [erjnuey pue ousijeusared ur Auedwod jesrdAy
-0a1915 a3y Suiqudsap stoyderaw pue aajiom pue 1adojdwa usamiaq sdiysuone]
-1 W131-3U0] 950]2 YiIm PIIBIDOSSE U33q Buo| 3ABY SUONE[AI [ELISNPUT asauede|

o wof

uede( ueqin jo surdiepy ay)
1e 3ununy a3ep

9

(FE1-781661
191N 239) /(lﬂnpos Jo sye gy e uauoﬂjo.; AABY Oym pue 931’,|d 1;“; a4

ur dsuow Juiuies ate Layy Aym ua10810} aaey oym «Spieiseq pasie-ydn ‘uraw

33 01 Jotadns dej styey) op1f jo Aem e Sunuasaidar SIAJISWIAY) 335 210y aidoad 2 1
Jo Aueyy ~way Suop ays ur gy uey (ssautddey jo sansnpoid) 2[qeId0s pue ‘3 (q{?
-Inseapd ajqedofus azow sty 1BYI ISUIS I U1 SYI0M UOIIBIUIIO )L.IGSDJd e ‘SLIU]I]
U3 JO UINL 104 "$I3JU0D 11 SWOPad) [ea1 134 Ay Jo;.Jo!,\u.qaq Uuqlpuads‘

10 faqusuodsaiir ‘ssapay, gty A1edqapan Aew sjdoad wuuSJufu ‘suonm:
-Us swos up Aypewmdiew pasodwn Ajjeinyongs e 31eqladexs Aewl saimusmd 10513
-1oqe| dep ‘33210 ueafay jo a1 Jo dem Ay ey 28pajmonde 03 umrl;}tp 11 sayew
WIS DRI 3T U0 JY) se swiajqord swes 121 pinom aanadsiad sﬁp mng
'$3ssa501d eqor3 o3 djaarsnpxa Anpuidrew | sinqune pue Jlxoiaql [uuoul.m,\uoa
1H2Aut 0y parduwiay aq 3yBiw sssydesGouyis WIS s1Y3 03 asuodsas uj ﬁonmms‘
o) 103 100d 3y paweiq 31 jey) sem 2anye1aly “/(ual\bd Jo amymo, oy Jolapm'u
sanbnin ysadreys sy jo auQ "UOISTOX? DILIOU0D3 PUE (21505 O su;)m ut se fjom
Se duattadxa A3y aanseard sanisod 3y Jo suLa) u poo;sbpuﬁ 2q 0) seq;sl)loq

SPIAOAL Xa$-m3u1¢
7 AN/EETN Qe

ot

04

L9

£




beud

e
(]

24 Sophie Day, Evthymios Papataxiarchis, and Michael Stewart

17. This is quite unlike some other peasants of the region who adopt a bored, phleg-
matic air when engaged in market trades.

18. On the de-naturalization of the household and the anthropological study of cul-
tural models of domestic life see also, among others, Yanagisako (1979, 1987) and Netting,
Wilk, and Arnould (1984). See also Okely for an early discussion of the conflicting models
of English Gypsy women's behavior (1975).

19. Whereas Gypsy men’s devotion to their performances (and their subsequent obliv-
ion to household obligations) is celebrated, Neny’s neighbors among the Vezo note that
she cannot “keep” a husband. Neny, the Gérale, and the London women are not typically
associated with large scale, single-sex celebrations and their transcendence of the world in
a timeless present seems to be heavily qualified.

20. As Loizos and Papataxiarchis have noted, same-sex relatedness provides a context
that favors the construction of alternatives to dominant models (1991:23-5).

21. In one sense, this whole volume could be read as a commentary on Marx’s hugely
influential description of the so-called “lumpen-proletariat” as “heterogeneous clusters of
individuals who stand on the margins of the class system because they are not fully inte-
grated into the division of labour, people who live on the crumbs of society, people with-
out a definite trade, vagabonds, people without a hearth or home” (Marx and Engels
1958:55). While this may formally describe the position of these people within the social
division of labor, we do not agree that the so-called “lumpen proletariat” cannot conceive
of or embody the seed of an alternative social order.

22. See, for example, Scott (1985, 1990); Comaroff (1985); Ong (1987); Guha (1983).

23. The contemporary interest in resistance has been historically an aspect of a wider
paradigmatic transition from structure to agency. Previous work on accommodation and
reproduction tended to assume that actors are passive (for example, see Turner’s (1974)
treatment of marginals as actors mystified in the protective shield of the sacred).

24. A contrast may be found in Herzfeld whose description of the “contest between am-
biguity and order” that emerges as “everyday usage continually subverts the official code”
suggests that ambiguity is inherent to “discourse” and destabilizes it. This fact creates the
possibility of what one might call an internal critique (1987:133).

25. As Bourgois notes: the “street culture of resistance is not a coherent, conscious uni-
verse of political opposition but, rather, a spontaneous set of rebellious practices that in
the long term have emerged as an oppositional style. Ironically, mainstream society
through fashion, music, film and television eventually recuperates and commercializes
many of these oppositional street styles, recycling them as pop culture” (1995:8).

PART ONE

Life Without Thought
for the Morrow

These first three chapters establish the ethnographic focus of this volume by jux-
taposing very diverse groups of people: “proletarian” Hungarian Rom, “hunting
and gathering” Huaorani in Ecuadorian Amazonia, and Polish Gérale farmers. As
might be expected from discussions of the original affluent society (Sahlins
1968), the Huaorani assume an abundant world. What is surprising are the simi-
larities between their outlook and the views of Central Europeans. All three
groups assume that they can easily find what they need, indeed, even more than
they need.

Clearly, this notion of abundance is as much an ideological construct as the
more common view that there is not enough to go round: the vision of limited
good. And, as with other ideologies, it fails to become all-encompassing; so, al-
though the Huaorani make much of “natural abundance” in everyday life, this
view is heavily qualified during preparations for their marriage feasts. At this
time, they cultivate sweet manioc, and the work is said to be arduous and painful.
It has to be planned several months in advance. Later success in making drinks
for the feast depends on a sexual division of labor, the absence of sexual relations
between spouses, and fasting—in great contrast to other social relationships of
Huaorani “extraction” (Rival 1992:185). However, when they come to feast, the
Huaorani symbolically assimilate the manioc to other features of the abundant
forest on which the guests can feed, such as birds in a tree. Although prepared by
gardening techniques, the manioc is now called a “fruit,” as if it grew sponta-
neously on trees.

Rival and the other contributors show that an abundant world is associated
both with life in the present and with autonomy. The independence daily dis-
played by Huaorani in gathering food is elaborated into extremnely egalitarian re-
lations of consumption, based on a mutual surrender of identical products
within the longhouse. Autonomy seems to be based on individual self-sufficiency.

Among the Gérale, in contrast, domestic relationships involve mutual depen-
dencies. Households are prized precisely insofar as they are constituted through
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