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The Politics of Dispossession,
Belonging, and Hope:

Remembering Edward W. Said

Claire Heristchi*

This article develops a critical appreciation of the work of Edward
Said. It seeks to disentangle some of the most important themes
in his work in relation to the dilemmas and contradictions of his
life, and to assess their political implications. KEYWORDS: Orien-
talism, dislocation, representation, self-determination, political
intellectual.

To celebrate the life, work, and legacy of a prominent scholar is not
an unproblematic endeavor since there is great temptation in
selecting only the positive, the complimentary, perhaps even the
mundane at the expense of a rigorous analysis of the real contribu-
tion the scholar made to our ways of looking at the world. This can
be seen in the many flattering obituaries published since Edward W.
Said died on September 25, 2003, after a twelve-year battle with
leukaemia. While all have rightly paid tribute to his importance as a
critical thinker of global stature,1 too many who eulogized him
never recognized the importance of his ideas enough to take them
seriously in their own work when he was still alive.2

More widely, Edward Said made many enemies in his life, some
academic, some political: in the United States, where his fight for
the Palestinian cause earned him vicious intellectual and character
attacks, in some circles in Israel of course, but also among some
Palestinians as a consequence of his disenchantment with the lead-
ership of Yassir Arafat. By eschewing advocacy for a particular side,
he effectively antagonized all those who had a stake in the blind
acceptance of the idea of “sides.”

Politically, Said functioned in a triple paradox: he was a US cit-
izen criticizing US foreign policy, a Palestinian criticizing Arab
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Arms over AIDS in South Africa: 
Why the Boys Had to Have Their Toys

Janis van der Westhuizen*

This article attempts to find a rationale for South Africa’s multi-
billion-dollar arms deal given the absence of any conventional
military threat and despite the overwhelming need to manage
the HIV/AIDS pandemic as a far more salient threat to both South
African and regional security. Culture, identity, and norms help
to illustrate the compulsion to acquire weapons as a demonstra-
tion of a state’s symbolic power, and as an important pursuit of
foreign policy. In as much as Pretoria sought to gain status and
prestige from the arms deal, the strategy is disappointingly con-
ventional and therefore with limited ultimate effect. KEYWORDS:
South African foreign policy, symbolic power, AIDS, weapons as
status symbols, gender and warfare

It has been said that, “Technology is never just technology: every
machine has a socially constructed meaning and a socially oriented
objective, and the incidence and significance of technological
developments can never be fully understood or predicted inde-
pendently of their social context.”1 At the dawn of postapartheid
South Africa’s tenth anniversary, the politics of HIV/AIDS and the
adoption of a massive arms-procurement package have become the
most controversial, polemic, and protracted issues the Mbeki gov-
ernment has had to face.

Despite Pretoria’s considerable macroeconomic successes, multi-
lateral diplomatic initiatives, and consistent efforts at national rec-
onciliation, these achievements were often dwarfed by the bad press
generated by the government’s (and purportedly Mbeki’s personal)
idiosyncratic position on the causes of AIDS infection. It was not
until late November 2003 that the government finally made a com-
plete volte-face from its earlier position regarding making anti-
retrovirals accessible to all South Africans and finally agreed to do
so at an estimated rising cost of R4.5 billion annually by 2008.2
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Power/Knowledge in International
Peacebuilding: The Case of the 

EU Police Mission in Bosnia

Michael Merlingen
and Rasa Ostrauskaite*

This article develops the argument that peacebuilding brings into
play microphysical and nonsovereign forms of power that circu-
late through opaque capillaries that link foreign peacebuilders
and indigenous populations. It examines the governmentality of
liberal peacebuilding and the practices of “unfreedom” it licenses;
brings into focus the constellation of social control that is
effected by the EU’s efforts, in the context of its security and
defense policy, to promote democratic policing in Bosnia; and
shows how a normatively committed form of governmentality the-
ory can be employed to limit the inevitable political pastorate in
the international construction of liberal peace in posthostility
societies. KEYWORDS: Bosnia, European Security and Defence Pol-
icy, Foucault, governmentality, peacebuilding, policing.

International peacebuilding is in vogue. Many Western govern-
ments and their citizens sympathize with the idea and practice of
aiding countries transiting from civil war to better themselves by
strengthening fundamental freedoms, the rule of law, and other
elements out of which a peaceful polity is assembled. This framing
of peacebuilding as an uplifting and civilizing mission rests on an
assumption that, since the end of the Cold War, has become so nat-
uralized in Western political discourse and mainline academic trea-
tises on security governance as to be nearly invisible.

The entrenchment of liberal peace in postconflict societies
requires that the freedom of individuals is fostered and their polit-
ical voice is strengthened. The developments since 9/11 have only
reinforced this “truth.” In this article, we provide a different read-
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Recasting Neoliberal Dominance 
in the Global South? A Critique of 

the Monterrey Consensus

Susanne Soederberg*

The UN Financing for Development conference (FfD) was held
in Monterrey, Mexico, in March 2002 to gain international finan-
cial and political support for the Millennium Development Goals.
Various multilevel consultations were held with “equal stakehold-
ers” ranging from the IMF and WTO to civil society organizations
in order to forge a consensus-based framework for substantially
reducing world poverty. However, despite the FfD’s seemingly
novel attempts at inclusionary and multilateral forms of negotia-
tion, this article suggests that the Monterrey consensus is, in the
first instance, concerned with reproducing and thus legitimating
the growing power of transnational capital. The consensus is not
so much about reducing poverty as it is about managing the ever-
increasing polarization of capitalist social relations in the South.
KEYWORDS: Monterrey consensus; Millennium Development Goals;
development finance; IFIs; poverty

Global economic governance is said to be about “steering or con-
trol mechanisms” initiated at multiple spaces of political organiza-
tion with no single center of global economic governance.1 Echo-
ing this position, the Commission on Global Governance has
promoted the following definition: “[T]he sum of many ways indi-
viduals and institutions, public and private, manage their common
affairs. It is the continuing process through which conflicting or
diverse interests may be accommodated and cooperative action
may be taken. It includes formal institutions . . . as well as informal
arrangements that people and institutions have either agreed to or
perceived to be in their interests.”2 While laudable in spirit, these
definitions of global governance fail to acknowledge the existence
of inherent contradictions and class-based power relations that
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Theory and Society 
in the Shadow of Terror

Paul James*

Contemporary social theory has reached an impasse that ex-
presses the contradictions of our time. The retreat from Grand
Theory may have been necessary but there is need now to go
back to basic questions about ontology, epistemology, and ethics.
This article presents an alternative approach to method—an
approach that allows us to map the tensions between tribalism,
traditionalism, modernism, and postmodernism in this age of
globalization, multiplying crises, and increasing insecurities. KEY-
WORDS: theory, methodology, crisis, abstraction, inquiry.

Across the globe, we face a general and slow crisis. The generality
of the crisis is peculiar because, apart from environmentalists talk-
ing about the slow degradation of the planet through processes
such as global warming, generalized doomsaying has tended to
retreat to the margins of social discourse. The crisis is marked,
paradoxically, both by fast, localized episodes and by a “slow” gen-
erality that seems to elude social theoretical explanation. The dual
metaphor of immediacy and slowness helps us, at least provision-
ally, to evoke the continuous momentum of transformation over
the last century and, at the same time, to encapsulate the various
and immediate moments of upheaval.

It is a crisis about which we now tend to talk in the plural:
crises of meaning, crises of structural adjustment, and crises of
international organization. It is as if the multifarious and particu-
lar crises are not part of an explicable and interconnected pattern
of change, a pattern that is fundamentally disrupting prior forms
of social life. At best, it seems that all we can do in describing that
uneven pattern is to point to the speed of change or the globaliza-
tion of effect.
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