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Generations come and generations go, but the earth remains forever. The sun 
rises and the sun sets, and hurries back to where it rises. The wind blows to the 
south and turns to the north; round and round it goes, ever returning on its 
course. All streams flow into the sea, yet the sea is never full. To the place the 
streams come from, there they return again. All things are wearisome, more 
than one can say. The eye never has enough of seeing, nor the ear its fill of 
hearing. What has been will be again, what has been done will be done again; 
there is nothing new under the sun. Is there anything of which one can say, 
“Look! This is something new”? It was here already, long ago; it was here be-
fore our time. No one remembers the former generations, and even those yet 
to come will not be remembered by those who follow them.
— Ecclesiastes 1: 4 – 11 (New International Version)
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Preface

During the week of 24 May 2010, members of the police force 
and the army entered the West Kingston community of Tivoli Gardens to 
apprehend Christopher “Dudus” Coke, who had been ordered for extradi-
tion to stand trial in the United States on gun-  and drug- running charges. In 
August 2009 when the United States issued the extradition request for Coke, 
Bruce Golding, then Prime Minister, leader of the Jamaica Labour Party and 
member of Parliament for Tivoli Gardens, argued against the extradition on 
the procedural grounds that the evidence against Coke was obtained by wire-
tapping, which is illegal under Jamaican law. But by the third week in May 
2010, under pressure from Parliament and the U.S. government, Golding an-
nounced to the nation on television that he had authorized the attorney- 
general to sign the extradition order. This led to a standoff between the se-
curity forces that had to find Coke, and many of Coke’s supporters who were 
bent on protecting him at any cost. By the end of the week, Coke had not 
yet been found and at least seventy- five civilians were officially recognized 
as having been killed (the number community members give is closer to two 
hundred). The government established a curfew for Tivoli Gardens, and resi-
dents were forced to show passes when leaving or entering. Most movement 
in or out of the community was effectively stopped, which meant that many 
people were unable to work, to go to school, to shop for food, or to go about 
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the ordinary routines of their lives. This continued until 22 June, when Coke 
was detained and subsequently extradited.1

Despite the immediate activities of various civil society organizations, it 
took almost three years for the Office of the Public Defender to submit an in-
terim report to Parliament regarding the conduct of the security forces. The  
Commission of Enquiry that was called for by the Public Defender’s Report 
of April 2014 finally got under way in December of that year and submitted 
its report to Parliament in June 2016, but the full scope of political violence 
in Jamaica has not been publicly aired or accounted for.

These are the events that were the impulse for this book. 
Yet this project did not begin as a book. This project began as a sort of visual 
ethnography, an attempt to bear witness, with all its attendant complexities 
and complications.2 Deanne Bell, a Jamaican psychologist now teaching at 
Nottingham Trent University, had attended a screening at New York Uni-
versity (nyu) of the film that John Jackson, Junior “Gabu” Wedderburn, and 
I directed called Bad Friday: Rastafari after Coral Gardens (2011). That film 
documented the 1963 Coral Gardens “incident” — members of the Rastafari 
community call it a massacre — a moment just after independence when the Ja-
maican government rounded up, jailed and tortured hundreds of Rastafarians 
as the result of a land dispute. This “incident” was largely forgotten by most 
Jamaicans outside of a handful of Rastafari activists in western Jamaica who 
worked tirelessly to bring it into public consciousness. Despite these efforts, 
Coral Gardens was not reliably remembered even among Rastafari, especially 
the youth. This was partly because the events at Coral Gardens would have 
been difficult to assimilate within a triumphalist nationalist narrative of ever 
increasing freedoms and respect for black political activism. To create the film, 
therefore, we worked with members of the community to track down elders 
who had experienced that persecution, and we contextualized their narratives 
within the broader dynamics of the political and social hegemonies of the 
time, such as a visceral fear of Rastafari and other forms of black consciousness.

Our first screening of Bad Friday was on Friday, 21 April 2011, at the an-
nual commemoration of the events, to a rapt audience of Rastafari and fel-
low travelers. After that, the documentary had its official premiere at the Bob 
Marley Museum in Kingston, and it screened at film festivals internationally, 
on college campuses across North America and the Caribbean, and on pub-
lic television in Jamaica.3 The Public Defender’s Office in Jamaica pursued a 
reparations case based on the “incident,” and the western extension campus of 
the University of the West Indies in Montego Bay developed a digital archive 
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of Coral Gardens that includes our interviews as well as testimonies from ad-
ditional police and civilians who were part of or witnessed the events of that 
week. Bad Friday now runs on a constant loop in the National Gallery of Ja-
maica and Institute of Jamaica’s western branch in the Rastafari exhibit, and 
on 4 April 2017, Prime Minister Andrew Holness officially apologized to the 
Rastafari community and outlined a number of reparative benefits for those 
who were affected, including land and a trust fund (Cross 2017). An event 
that was all but lost to public consciousness has within the past five years be-
come part of the national historical terrain.

This has been possible because the position of Rastafari vis- à- vis the Jamai-
can state is much changed since the early 1960s. In the early years Rastafari 
marked the limits of citizenship in independent Jamaica. They were seen as 
a threat to the consolidation of the new nation because they did not accept 
the authority of the Jamaican political leadership (instead seeing Africa as 
“home”); they did not subscribe to capitalist economic and social develop-
ment models; and they attempted to turn the normalized hierarchies of color 
and class on their heads through both linguistic and ideological reconstruc-
tion. Now, Jamaica is known all over the world because of Rastafari and reggae 
music, and though some Rastafari maintain an opposition to political par-
ticipation, newer organized groups have sought to create relationships with 
the state in order to advocate for their interests within the Jamaican polity 
via both local and transnational institutional fora. Consequently, the scale 
of Rastafari’s impact and critical intervention, both locally and transnation-
ally, has intensified to the extent that elements of the community’s language, 
worldview, and day- to- day practice have become part of the nation’s perfor-
mance of itself. It is Rastafari, in other words, that is largely responsible for the 
growth of black pride and consciousness in Jamaica, and that has put Jamaica 
on the map globally, and particularly throughout the postcolonial world.

Coral Gardens has also been able to capture sympathetic public attention 
because we are now more than fifty years on from the incident — most of the 
police who were directly involved have either passed on or “repented” in one 
way or another, and while some of the families who were influential in the 
persecution of Rastafari in that area at that time are still active in the commu-
nity, the general will of the population has changed. It was possible to create 
this archive in the first decade of the twenty- first century, therefore, because 
while the question of racial equality remains open- ended, significant trans-
formations had occurred globally that no longer render Rastafari a threat to 
citizenship and nationalist integrity. This is not as obviously the case when 
we turn our lens to the extradition of Christopher Coke from Tivoli Gardens, 
for reasons that should become clearer in these pages.
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After the Bad Friday screening at nyu, Deanne approached me and Junior 
about creating something similar addressing the state of emergency in 2010, a 
film or other visual work that would provide a platform for people in Tivoli 
Gardens and surrounding communities to talk about their experiences dur-
ing the week of 24 May and to publicly name and memorialize loved ones 
they lost. Initially, I resisted. Bad Friday, I argued, was possible because of the 
long- standing ties we had to the community and the relationships we were 
able to create with individuals who had already been attempting to document 
the elders’ stories. It was also possible because the situation was no longer 
“hot,” as it were, not part of the overarching and ongoing oppositions that 
have characterized political life in independent Jamaica. Not having any ties 
to, or contacts within, Tivoli, and the sense of being in the thick of things  
regarding the still unresolved events of 2010 seemed to mitigate against do-
ing anything there. Deanne persisted, however, and with the help of a few key 
figures including the American journalist Mattathias Schwartz, who gener-
ously connected us with the people with whom he had worked most closely 
in order to write his New Yorker article “A Massacre in Jamaica” (2011), we 
began our project together in early 2012.

Over the intervening years, we recorded about thirty oral histories in a 
friend’s music studio, and we amassed a variety of additional materials, in-
cluding the footage from the U.S. drone that was overhead during the opera-
tion (again, due to Schwartz’s generosity), archival film and stills of the com-
munity itself, photography (both portraits of our interviewees and pictures 
taken by community youth during a workshop we ran with students from the 
University of Pennsylvania in August 2013), additional video from a guided 
walk through the community in January 2014, and emails and cables between 
personnel within the U.S. Consulate in Kingston and their counterparts in 
Washington, DC. And on several occasions, we convened the people who 
shared their experiences with us to show them drafts of our work in order to 
receive feedback, and to make sure we were walking the fine line they asked 
us to when we began working with them, a line that reflects their negotia-
tion of dual power structures — that of the state and that of the Coke family. 
There was an immediacy to our work with residents in West Kingston, one 
that operated quite differently from the temporal frame that contextualized 
Bad Friday.

Both projects, however, stand as attempts to witness and to archive state 
violence, and to give some sense of how the practices and performances of 
state sovereignty — and the attempts to create life alongside, through, and in 
opposition to them — have changed over time. The sphere of the visual of-
fers different affordances than academic prose. In visual work, we are able to 
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proximately juxtapose divergent scales, perspectives, and times. And the af-
fective engagements we have sought to reflect and generate through the pro-
duction and editing decisions that we have made, as well as the dynamics of 
the present that condition these decisions, are sometimes difficult to capture 
or represent through language.4

Moreover, these engagements are stubbornly both unpredictable and as-
pirational, and our visual work seeks willfully to accept this indeterminacy, 
while also attempting to awaken some sort of recognition of the domains in 
which we, as producers and consumers of events and their representations, 
are complicit. This textual account extends and engages our visual process, 
and the complexities of archiving violence through this process, via the sort 
of transmediation Christine Walley has written about. For Walley (2015: 
624), using multiple media in ethnographic practice can offer new and po-
tentially more diverse spaces for engagement as well as “possibilities for ex-
panded dialogue in an increasingly unequal era.” Here, the term “transmedia” 
is coined not to evoke the use of multiple media platforms in research and 
dissemination, nor to highlight processes of adaptation from one medium 
to another, but to extend “ethnographic narratives across media forms, with 
each component making a unique contribution to the whole” (Walley 2015: 
624) in ways that might encourage more robust conversations about ethnog-
raphy as process, relationship, and representation.

Following this, our visual, sonic, and textual work ideally would be “read” 
together, with each speaking to the gaps in the other without necessarily seek-
ing to resolve them into one seamless story. This kind of transmedial read-
ing might ultimately also do more justice to the media worlds and digital 
nonlinearities linking us to our interlocutors (Ginsburg et al. 2002; Jackson 
2004), helping us to rethink the social relations of ethnographic time and 
space in our research, writing, and extratextual practice. Ultimately, for me, 
the story I relate in these pages about making life in and through violence — 
 institutionalized and imagined, past and present — spans multiple temporal 
and spatial frames, and requires attention to both embodied and cognitive 
modes of analysis. The archives that can generate these modes of apprehen-
sion and analysis, however, are different for different periods, and thus the 
process of evidence gathering requires another way of looking, the kind of 
“parallax effect” Faye Ginsburg (1995) advocated for many years ago, the dif-
ferent vision enabled by a change of position. My ultimate hope is that these 
changes of position might also allow us to understand revolution in a differ-
ent register, one in which archiving and repair are allied projects.



This page intentionally left blank



Introduction

Humanness in the  
Wake of the Plantation

What does it mean to be human — politically — in the wake  
of the plantation? How have people confronted the unpredictable afterlives 
of colonialism and slavery, nationalism and state formation in ways that per-
form not only a material but also an affective transformation? What forms 
of community and expectation are produced in and through violence? What 
does modern sovereignty feel like? These questions have been haunting me 
over the past twelve years during which I have been developing archives of 
the relationships between sovereignty and violence in Jamaica.1 My specific 
obsessions have had to do with the temporal regimes to which postcolonial 
sovereignty projects have been tethered. I have wanted to know how these 
regimes have conditioned the affective states through which sovereignty proj-
ects are enacted and experienced and how they have shaped the complex pro-
cesses of subjectivity within a modernity whose foundational infrastructures 
were imperialism, colonization, and plantation- based slavery. I have been in-
terested in what Sylvia Wynter identified as a constitutive tension between 
the dominant logic of the plantation — a logic that undergirds all modern 
sovereignty projects — and its internal threat, the (often millennial) spaces 
within which enslaved people maintained a conception of themselves as hu-
man rather than as property.2 It is this tension that would ultimately shape 
the relationship between the national and the popular in struggles over sov-
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ereignty, and it is this tension that becomes legible by ethnographically at-
tending both to moments of exceptional violence and to the realm of every-
day practice.

My aim throughout this text is to bear witness to these dynamics in the 
kind of quiet and quotidian way Tina Campt (2017: 32) has identified as a 
modality of refusal, the “nimble and strategic practices that undermine the 
categories of the dominant.” Witnessing, as implied here, is neither straight-
forward nor unmediated; rather, it is ambivalent and relationally complex.3 
My agenda in these pages will be to juxtapose assemblages of archives —  
visual, oral- historical, colonial, and postcolonial — in order to think through 
the relations they bring into being among the psychic, material, prophetic, 
and political dimensions of sovereignty; the broader historical and geopoliti-
cal entanglements they make visible; and the possibilities they generate for a 
redefinition of human recognition.

The form of witnessing that interests me — one I am calling Witnessing 
2.0 — is not the witnessing of human rights organizations or of public tribu-
nals such as Truth and Reconciliation Commissions (trcs), which are lim-
ited in and through their relationships to the categories through which they 
are mobilized, such as human rights and reconciliation.4 Witnessing 2.0 is, 
instead, an embodied practice. It is the kind of “co- performative witnessing” 
for which Dwight Conquergood consistently advocated — a commitment to 
“shared temporality, bodies on the line, soundscapes of power, dialogic inter- 
animation, political action, and matters of the heart” (quoted in Madison 
2007: 827).5 It makes visible the ways affects operate in multiple temporalities 
and across levels of consciousness, and is thus closer to the form of witnessing 
described by Barbie Zelizer (1998, 2002), in which it is a moral practice that 
involves assuming responsibility for contemporary events. This is what Sue 
Tait (2011) has referred to as “bearing witness,” distinguishing it from “eye- 
witnessing” by emphasizing its affective dimensions beyond visuality, thereby 
destabilizing the ocular- centrism that has facilitated imperialism.6 Tait (2011: 
1221) argues that “bearing witness exceeds seeing, and this excess lies in what 
it means to perform responsibility,” what Avery Gordon (2008) has elaborated 
as response- ability.

By focusing on the extent to which one recognizes the various ways we 
are implicated in the processes we address, Witnessing 2.0 both produces in-
timacies through the development of affective archives and reveals the ways 
we maintain the conjunctures of power within which we live. Because the 
technologies through which we witness potentially exceed these conjunc-
tures, however, Witnessing 2.0 offers us windows into what Walter Benja-
min (2005: 510) called the “tiny spark of contingency,” that spark that might 
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produce something unexpected and that might reformulate the ground of 
the human outside of modernist binaries.7 It is a practice of recognition and 
love that destabilizes the boundaries between self and other, knowing and 
feeling, complicity and accountability. Witnessing 2.0 can therefore ulti-
mately produce the internal shifts in consciousness that radiate from one to 
another in unexpected and necessarily nonlinear ways, and that lead to last-
ing, world- changing transformations. What I argue throughout this text is 
that we must cultivate archives through attentive embodied care in order to 
recognize and respond to the psychic and sociopolitical dynamics in which 
we are complicit, and therefore to generate the ability to be response- able, to 
ourselves and to others.

New World plantations, it has been extensively argued, pro- 
vided the basis for modern social and economic arrangements, not only in 
the Western Hemisphere but everywhere.8 Contemporary claims and com-
plaints regarding humanness in the Caribbean are therefore being made 
within a modernity generated through the movement of Europe (with Af-
rica, conscripted) toward the Americas and the establishment of new forms 
of genocidal violence as the basis of a changing transnational capitalist politi-
cal economy. Fifteenth-  and sixteenth- century mercantilism inaugurated ma-
terial, religious, political- philosophical, scientific, and ideological processes 
that indelibly linked the “New World” and the “Old” in a common project of 
defining modern humanity in racial terms. The “settling” of the New World 
saw the delineation of racial hierarchy in the language of the potentiality for 
Christian conversion, a delineation that then became institutionalized dur-
ing the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries by Inquisition tribunals (see, e.g., 
Silverblatt 2004; Wynter 2003). It also saw the twin transformative processes 
of racial fixing (of diverse African peoples into negros and diverse indige-
nous New World populations into indios) and racial flexibility (the various 
configurations of creolization, transculturation, and hybridity that emerged 
[see Whitten 2007]). These were processes that became institutionalized 
through particular extractive labor regimes and constellations of citizenship 
and subjectivity that excluded non- European groups from the category hu-
man (Buck- Morss 2000, 2009; Fischer 2015; Mbembe 2003; Wynter 2003). 
The initial racialized elaborations of what it means to be human would be 
subsequently mobilized to serve late nineteenth- century projects of indirect 
imperial rule throughout Africa and South Asia, as well as the emergent im-
perialist project of the United States.9 Modern, liberal democratic political 
arrangements have been designed to hide these ontological processes; they 
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have disguised the dehumanization of foundational racism through the con-
ceptual framework of perfectibility.

Anticolonial and nationalist projects sought to interrogate, critique, and 
ultimately revise these originary delineations of the relationships among 
personhood, value, and political legibility through the development of new 
forms of community cultural consciousness, if not always substantially new 
economic arrangements. Indeed, the elaboration of continuities between im-
perial and nationalist modalities of governance has been a critical focus for 
these scholars, including attention — in the case of New World societies — to 
the ongoing forms of violence that have been enacted against black bodies.10 
While many anthropologists have offered brilliant and trenchant critiques 
of the diverse vectors of nationalist governance and subject formation, I have 
also felt we have sometimes stopped just short of the more sensory dimen-
sions of sovereignty, leaving us largely unable to answer other, also pertinent 
questions.11 This is, in part, because much of this work — inspired by Michel 
Foucault and Giorgio Agamben — has often failed to take into account the 
ways what Alex Weheliye (2014: 4) has called “racializing assemblages” are 
foundational, rather than incidental, to modern delineations of humans, not- 
quite- humans, and nonhumans. As Wynter (2003) reminds us, the making 
of the figure of “the poor” and the figure of “the black” are not different pro-
cesses (as is commonly articulated through assertions such as, “In Jamaica 
it’s not like in the United States; for us the problem is class, not race”). Both 
these makings, instead, are really one and the same, the recognition (and 
overrepresentation) of the European as “Man” and therefore human.

What analyses of “bare life” seem to disavow is exactly this: that race al-
ways prefigures notions of what it means to be a human — and, potentially, a 
citizen — and thus also what it feels like to be a problem, especially once po-
litical normativity is marked by liberal rights- oriented participatory democ-
racy (Ramos- Zayas 2012). If we do not account for the ways Afro- descended 
people find themselves as objects in the midst of other objects, ontologically 
impossible without violence and exiled from the human relation, then we 
cannot fully account for subjectivity’s discursive entanglements. And if black-
ness cannot stand on its own as humanity, but must always be recognized 
through, by, or vis- à- vis whiteness, then liberal governance can only ever per-
petuate affective “double consciousness,” the need to see oneself through the 
lens of imperial binaries.12

This would be the Afro- pessimist line, and it is a theoretically powerful 
one, moving beyond political economy and engaging the psychic founda-
tions of the modern world as antiblack (Hartman 1997; Sexton 2007, 2011; 
Spillers 1987; Wilderson 2008, 2010). This mode of theorizing importantly 
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points to the limitations of both our analytics and our strategies, as it offers a 
logic whereby the slave relation transcends time and space, perpetuating the 
impossibility of Black Presence in a context where “whiteness is not only al-
ways Presence, but also absolute perspectivity” (Wilderson 2008: 98). Like 
all logics, Afro- pessimism is (as Claude Lévi- Strauss would have said) “good 
to think with,” but, of course, logics must be understood as contingent. They 
can exist in the world only as engagements, always in motion, always enter-
taining the possibility of human action.

This forces a return to my original question: Within this context, what has 
it meant to be a human capable of acting politically in and on the world? And 
how do we bear witness to these enactments? If we agree that sovereignty is 
best understood as dynamic practice, and that therefore there is no static 
constellation to which “it” refers, then we must think of it as performed and 
thus embodied (Biehl 2005; Fassin 2008, 2012; Fassin and Rechtman 2009; 
Hansen and Stepputat 2006; Stevenson 2014; Ticktin 2006, 2011), as con-
stituted both from “below,” as it were, and from “above.”13 As performance, 
sovereignty is also a mode of address and thus requires acknowledgment from 
an audience for whom the performance must be legible (Masco 2014; Ruth-
erford 2012a).14 If all social projects that are not forcefully imposed “must be 
affective in order to be effective,” as William Mazzarella (2009: 299) has ar-
gued, then our ethnographic attention must be attuned to the production, 
reception, and circulation of these affective fields.

Focusing ethnographically on the relation between affect and sovereignty 
offers a number of important affordances, the first of which has to do with 
the emergence of the body on the stage of critical thinking, not just as the 
raw material of management, but also as a way of knowing, both publicly 
and intimately. This body is not private but is instead social, relational, and 
historical, and its unconscious is therefore also fully historically and cultur-
ally situated.15 Exploring the constitution of the political subject not primar-
ily through nationalism or through state-  (and extra- state- )driven processes 
of subjectification, but through the cultivation of embodied affects that are 
shaped by the particular temporal conjunctures in which they emerge, en-
ables us to interrogate the ways political affects can transcend the context of 
their emergence, allowing them to appear and resurface unpredictably. It can 
thus unbind sovereignty not only from territory, and therefore from the po-
litical centrality of the independent nation- state, but also from the teleologies 
of linear, progressive time.16 What an affective approach to sovereignty gives 
us, then, is a better sense of what Danilyn Rutherford (2016: 287) has called 
“the embodied experience of a world in motion, the atmospherics of an age.” 
These embodied atmospherics are the nonideological dimensions of hailing 
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and the aspects of relation that arrive without always explicitly calling atten-
tion to themselves, creating a sensibility of community that disturbs both 
the spatial and the temporal dimensions of the nation- state through the par-
ticular forms of mediation that bring them into being.17 They are grounded 
in particular historical materialities; they are generated through particular 
technologies; and they produce temporally specific expressions, with differ-
ent effects in different periods.

In thinking through how the “Tivoli Incursion” came to be possible, I 
have been interested in cultivating an “archive of affect.” This is Gayle Wald’s 
phrase, one she mobilizes to understand the late 1960s and early 1970s televi-
sion variety show Soul! as both a reflection of contemporary realities and an 
embodiment of dreams for a “black is beautiful” future (Wald 2015: 8). Ar-
chiving, here, is not oriented toward the past and its preservation or toward 
creating sites of pure memory or history. As Michel- Rolph Trouillot (1995) 
has taught us, archiving produces absences and forgetting as New World 
knowledge formations as often as it suggests new possibilities for social and 
political relations.18 In the case Wald investigates, these relations are generated 
through popular cultural expression, but in our case they emerge through our 
collection of images, sounds, and narratives of state violence (see also Iton 
2008). Nadia Ellis (2016) has called the elaboration of possibility generated 
by this kind of archival practice “improvisation,” an embodied affective regis-
ter through which African diasporic people enact survival under conditions 
of unpredictability and multiple forms of sovereign violence.

An archive of affect is not quite a counter- archive — or, perhaps, it would 
be more accurate to suggest that an archive of affect is not beholden to the na-
tionalist and masculinist discursive frames that often contextualize counter- 
archives (Ellis 2015). Those documentation practices and social movements 
that have taken the space of the nation- state as their primary mobilizing ru-
bric have accomplished many critical goals, but they ultimately have failed to 
complexly historicize our conceptualization of social and political processes 
and therefore have enabled the perpetuation of the “culture of violence” and 
“culture of poverty” tropes, as well as the patterns of exclusion that charac-
terized the colonial period.19 An archive of affect, however, opens a space 
of potentiality, one that might catalyze new possibilities for seeing connec-
tions previously unexamined and for reordering our ontological taken- for- 
granteds, such as time and space, politics and justice, and the very terrain of 
humanism itself (Reid- Pharr 2016; Wynter 2003). In making this argument, 
I am not suggesting there is some romantic and miraculous sphere of political 
action outside significatory processes and machineries. Instead, I am suggest-
ing that the unpredictability of affect, and subsequently its power, lies in its 
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simultaneous operation at the cognitive, mediated level and at a more visceral 
level (Mazzarella 2009). We constitute ourselves through political activity in 
the everyday, both at the level of consciousness and at the level of embodi-
ment. Assembling archives of affect thus should tell us something about how 
the sphere of the political has been imagined and felt at various junctures and 
about the kinds of politics that are possible at these junctures.

Archives of affect, because they are nonlinear and thus unobligated to 
the teleologies of liberalism, can also shift the politics of reparations away 
from discretely local and legally verifiable events and toward the long and 
slow processes undermining our ability to forge social and political commu-
nity together. They can urge us to be more skeptical about nationalist narra-
tives of perfectibility whereby we triumph over past prejudices and injustices 
through a force of will and commitment to moral right, instead encouraging 
us to train our vision more pointedly to transnational geopolitical and socio-
cultural spheres and to the messiness of sovereignty at different moments. 
They address an audience that extends beyond the juridical limitations of 
the nation- state, thereby encouraging demands for a more comprehensive 
form of justice. At the same time, by inspiring us to see and hear differently, 
archives of affect can help us to focus on the everyday ways people innovate 
life without constantly projecting today’s struggle into a future redemption. 
And because they are, in the end, technologies of deep recognition, they can 
cultivate a sense of mutuality that not only exposes complicity but also de-
mands collective accountability.

My launching pad for these investigations is the Caribbean, 
and specifically Jamaica, where the pressing questions always seem to come 
back, in one way or another, to how the society came to be so saturated with 
violence, and how to end it. In the Caribbean, the history of plantation de-
velopment and the transatlantic slave trade has meant that there has been no 
straightforward relationship among territoriality, nativeness, and nationalist 
governance. Moreover, in Jamaica, as elsewhere in the British West Indies, 
the reckoning of land rights, norms regarding the organization of political 
authority, and conflicts among subgroups developed in relation not to origi-
nary land rights but to a context, at least prior to the nineteenth century, in 
which the planter class wielded considerable political influence within Parlia-
ment and absolute authority locally, and in which indigenous peoples have 
been conceptually disappeared (S. Jackson 2012).

In his classic The Sociology of Slavery, Orlando Patterson argued that the 
primary characteristic of Jamaican slave society was absenteeism. “This ele-
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ment was central to the whole social order,” he wrote, “and was in some way 
related to almost every other aspect of the society” (Patterson 1967: 33). For 
Patterson, the consequences of absenteeism were legion: it evacuated Jamai-
can society of potential leaders within all sectors of society and therefore 
resulted in a Legislative Council populated by individuals whose “poverty 
and inefficiency [was] a matter of public notoriety”; who had “no respect” 
and “no influence”; and who therefore severely diminished the character and  
efficacy of public office (Governor Marquis de Sligo, quoted in Patterson 
1967: 38). It prevented the development of a proper educational system, 
which meant that even planters and their children — save the wealthiest —  
remained semiliterate, and it “led to a complete breakdown of religion and 
morality among the resident whites” (Patterson 1967: 40), with clergymen 
themselves among the most profligate; this occasioned a breakdown of the 
institutions of marriage and the family. Most of all, absenteeism meant that 
the majority of estate profits were repatriated to England rather than rein-
vested locally, which “was disastrous for an economy so heavily dependent on 
foreign supplies” (Patterson 1967: 44). Absenteeism thus produced a “loosely 
integrated” society within which there were no significant institutions to cre-
ate or reinforce laws.

Furthermore, Patterson points out, for more than 125 years after initial 
British colonization of the island in 1655, there were no comprehensive slave 
codes, and despite the passage of a Slave Act in 1696, the relationships be-
tween masters and slaves were governed by customs rather than laws. This 
meant that while masters typically enjoyed absolute legal power, slaves also 
were able to extract certain rights — most importantly, in relation to the cul-
tivation of provision grounds, which became a much more expansive practice 
than what had originally been legislated by Slave Acts in both 1696 and 1788. 
While these grounds have typically been understood as essential to the pro-
duction of foodstuffs to sell in the market (and therefore to the attainment 
of cash), and while they were crucial for the development and maintenance 
of religious and social practices outside the reach of the plantation, custom-
ary stewardship of provision grounds also “weakened slave resistance to white 
power,” as Trevor Burnard (2004: 169) has reminded us:

On the one hand, the tendency of slaves to engage in capitalist market- oriented 
activity worked, in the long run, against the logic of plantation slavery because 
it reduced slaves’ dependence on the bounty of the master and thus reduced his 
control over him. On the other hand, private property and market exchange 
fractured slave communities. Disputes over property and property- related 
crimes opened fissures within slave ranks. Confronting attacks on slave prop-
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erty rights from outside often healed these fissures, but it also often weakened 
the black community as a whole.

Making this relation between autonomy and cooptation even more complex 
is Burnard’s assertion that whites (as estate owners, managers, and overseers) 
were slaves’ only protection against the praedial larceny of other slaves. As a 
result, potential solidarities were further strained: “When a thief was from 
within a slave community, slaves could humiliate or ostracize the violator of 
group norms. But when a thief came from outside the closed society of the 
plantation, slaves had little option other than to turn to their masters, who 
alone had recourse to the law and the authority to apprehend and punish 
slaves, wherever they came from” (Burnard 2004: 165). Whites, here, embod-
ied the law, and slaves, as property, had no inherent rights unto themselves; 
therefore, any legal action on their behalf had to be undertaken by their mas-
ters. Nevertheless, the customary agreements masters entered into with slaves 
ensured the smooth functioning of the plantation system. Moreover, after 
1717, masters were also able to protect their more “valuable slaves” from pros-
ecution for crimes as outlined by an act “ ‘for the more effectual Punishment 
of Crime by Slaves.’ ”20 Slaves, by contrast, entered into competitive arrange-
ments with other slaves as custodians of property, and though they developed 
collective interests in the preservation of their economic and, arguably, so-
ciocultural resources, this “communal solidarity was limited and territorially 
defined” (Burnard 2004: 170).

I have argued elsewhere that we could read in these dynamics the begin-
nings of a system of patronage and clientelism, albeit an unstable one, in 
which political authority was not only racialized but also tied to territorially 
rooted patterns of protection that ultimately encouraged alliances between 
the powerful and those they exploited and undermined alliances among the 
exploited themselves (Thomas 2011). In an interview with David Scott, Or-
lando Patterson made a similar claim, arguing that “there’s a clear pattern of 
continuity between the instability of slavery and the plantation belt that . . .  
sometimes permeated the peasant area, and then fed right into the urban 
slums” (Scott 2013: 161). Indeed, patron- clientelism would become the de-
fining characteristic of a political system that features what have come to be 
known in the contemporary period as “garrison” communities. In Jamaica, 
thus, a nexus of customary rights related to land use and heritability, and 
forms of patronage and clientelistic loyalty, forged the ground on which and 
mechanisms through which nationalist citizenship claims developed in the 
twentieth century.21 What I want to highlight here is that just as the planta-
tion was foundational to modern economic production and labor organiza-
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tion, it was this phenomenon that also shaped the infrastructures, practices, 
and processes of politics during the post- Emancipation period and within 
postcolonial New World nation-states.22

In Jamaica, the political economy of modern citizenship was, by the mid- 
twentieth century, defined through participation in the trade union move-
ment. This broad movement ultimately became politicized via the formation 
of oppositional political parties: the People’s National Party (pnp) in 1938 and 
the Jamaica Labour Party (jlp) in 1941, each connected to a union — initially  
the Trades Union Congress (after 1943) and ultimately the National Work-
ers’ Union (after 1952) and the Bustamante Industrial Trade Union (bitu), 
respectively. From the earliest moments, conflicts between unions were also 
partisan conflicts over territory, especially in downtown Kingston, and these 
conflicts were often violent. In response to a question from the political sci-
entist, activist, and politician Trevor Munroe regarding street fighting dur-
ing union conflicts in the 1940s, Richard Hart, whom we will come to know 
better in chapter 3, remembered that “whole streets changed the composi-
tion of tenants living in a particular area, because if you were a pnp man you 
couldn’t live in certain areas.” He explained, “You had pnp yards and jlp 
yards; and you had pnp streets and jlp streets developing. And only then, 
when the forces had reached that level . . . did the state — in classic Engelsian 
terms — intervene to preserve peace between the contending factions and did 
the police begin coming out” (Munroe 1990: 120).

Since power in this context was personalized, ultimately grounded within 
the charisma and patronage of one or another leader (Munroe 1972; Sives 
2010), allegiances to union leaders — and therefore to political parties — were 
generally understood to be transmitted through the family, the community, 
and the workplace. Clientelistic networks, however, were not limited to those 
operating within the domains of organized political party activism with 
working- class Jamaicans; they also included those within the fields of educa-
tion, business, journalism, and community development who could trade in-
formation, skills, and contacts with their counterparts in politics (Edie 1994; 
Stone 1980). This solidified divisions within the working class, and the he-
gemony of colonial class relations and patterns of leadership was secured in 
such a way that working- class Jamaicans would “continue support of a basi-
cally middle- class political order long after this support would have appeared 
unjustified on any calculation of social returns” (Munroe 1972: 92; see also 
Gonsalves 1977; Sives 2010; Thame 2011).

Beginning with universal suffrage in 1944 and culminating in indepen-
dence in 1962, as government power grew it became more centralized, which 
further eroded the ability of working- class people to make decisions that 
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would improve their political, economic, and social circumstances, even at 
the level of local government (Senior 1972). This situation was exacerbated by 
an intensification of partisanship in the distribution of state resources. While 
this became a feature of politics in the 1940s, it had become institutionalized 
with respect to labor by the 1950s and housing by the 1960s. The distribution 
of seasonal farm work tickets, for example, was by 1955 known to operate on 
a partisan basis. Consider the example, documented by Munroe, of a woman 
who registered for a job with the Government Employment Bureau and was 
asked what constituency she lived in: “I was told that I would have to be a 
member of some pnp group before they would help me to find a job. To make 
sure I wouldn’t lie to them they told me to get a note from the Chairman of 
whatever Group I Joined” (letter in The Star, cited in Munroe 1972: 92). That 
this was party policy is evident from the 1959 pnp Group Leaders Training 
Course pamphlet Munroe cites, which laid out the following policy: “See that 
pnp people get work. . . . [O]f every ten, make it six pnp and four jlp,” and 
“pnp hard core workers should be provided for” (Munroe 1972: 92).

By 1966, when the jlp was in power and some factions of organized U.S. 
labor were pressuring the American government to shut down the Farm La-
bour Programme, this kind of partisanship related to employment continued 
in the guise of assisting farm workers vis- à- vis U.S. unions. In a letter to his 
father, Norman Manley, who was then the leader of the opposition, Michael 
Manley, the island supervisor and first vice- president of the National Work-
ers Union (nwu), explained that their “great friend in the American Labour 
Movement called Nick Zonarich” had advised him that he convinced the 
U.S. unions to organize West Indian farm workers rather than advocate for 
their removal. As a result, the younger Manley proposed that representatives 
from the nwu meet recommended farm workers from the pnp before they 
departed for the United States in order to “put them in a frame of mind to ex-
pect to be organized by representatives of the American Trade Union Move-
ment.” He added that the nwu and the pnp leadership agreed that their 
policy was to cooperate with the afl- cio, and that they did not “wish to 
include the Ministry of Labour and the bitu in such an exercise, but would 
prefer to help through the efforts of the nwu.”23 The full significance of this 
request will become clear in chapter 3, but I relate this correspondence here 
in order to show how political partisanship in Jamaica also took on a trans-
national dimension and was entangled with foreign institutional bodies. Of 
course, this has been true not only in relation to labor organizing, but also 
with respect to Jamaica’s involvement in the international trades in drugs and 
arms, which, though a feature of political struggles during the 1960s, emerged 
more strongly in the 1970s and 1980s.24
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By the 1967 elections, patronage (in terms of housing and jobs) was ex-

plicitly wielded as a political weapon, as government- constructed property 
by then constituted 40 percent or more of housing stock in downtown con-
stituencies (Clarke 2006b). With continued patronage dependent on con-
tinued loyalty, the partisan system’s most explicit manifestation was through 
the construction of housing schemes that were made available to people on 
the basis of party membership. While the colonial government had been in-
volved in the construction of housing developments that solidified partic-
ular political allegiances in the aftermath of hurricanes and other disasters 
(Robotham 2003), and while the pnp had proposed a project of slum clear-
ance and housing construction in 1961, it was the removal of squatters from 
Western Kingston and the subsequent construction of Tivoli Gardens that 
solidified the links among housing, territory, and political party. In 1963, 932 
families comprising 3,658 people were removed from the Foreshore Road 
area in Western Kingston, and the destruction of their dwellings began on 
2 October to enable Phase I of the Tivoli Gardens scheme (Sives 2010: 65). 
Additional evictions beginning in mid- February and continuing until mid- 
July 1966, displacing about two thousand people, led to the replacement of 
left- leaning “Back O’Wall” with Phases II and III of Tivoli Gardens. By mid- 
August, political gang warfare had surged, and in October, the jlp had de-
clared a state of emergency that lasted until after the 1967 elections (Gray 
1991). Following the completion of Tivoli Gardens, which remains (with 
Denham Town) the jlp’s stronghold in downtown Kingston, the pnp gov-
ernment constructed additional housing for its supporters. The garrisoniza-
tion of downtown Kingston was further reinforced by the abandonment of 
downtown spaces by Jamaican elites and middle- class professionals (Carnegie 
2014; Robotham 2003).

Contemporary garrisons — of which Tivoli Gardens is considered the per-
fect example — are thus territorially rooted homogeneous voting communi-
ties in which political support is exchanged for contracts and other social 
welfare benefits.25 As in the past, these exchanges have been institutional-
ized, and even codified as part of general procedures for the distribution of 
paid work and social services among constituencies downtown, with the 
vote- benefits nexus mediated through the relationship between the politi-
cian and a local “don.” This relationship, however, has not been static (Sives 
2010). It became part of a more general ideological struggle during the 1970s, 
and it subsequently transformed as the elaboration of the transnational trades 
in cocaine and weapons supplanted a previously smaller- scale trafficking in 
ganja. This has strengthened the role of dons vis- à- vis politicians, as dons’ 
increasing involvement in both illicit and legitimate businesses has provided 
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politicians with financial support, in addition to the military support offered 
during election periods (Harriott 2004; Samuels 2011). This is also what has 
perpetuated a kind of permanent war in which Kingston figures centrally 
as a spatially, racially, and politically polarized place, both discursively and 
symbolically, and it is what has brought garrison dons to the attention of the 
U.S. government.

What were thus made legible in 2010 were the various scales at which and 
through which the garrison operates. In other words, the garrison doesn’t 
merely denote a physical space — one that is simultaneously local, national, 
and global — but also evokes an affective disposition encompassing the re-
quirement of submission to a set of dictating norms and forms of violence 
that include the suspension of critical consciousness, the simultaneous deni-
gration of blackness and its celebration in popular culture, the violent polic-
ing of movement, and the need to appeal to a “leader” for the provision of ba-
sic requirements. This is why other modalities of organizing political life and 
social development — such as Rastafari, the People’s Freedom Movement, or 
the Black Power movement, all of which are discussed in these pages — are 
seen and subdued as threats, not only to Jamaican sovereignty and U.S. he-
gemony, but also to the worldview that positions black bodies as the instru-
ments of profit, both economic and political, for others.

Again, what undergirds my arguments throughout this text is the assertion 
that these contemporary manifestations of garrison politics are grounded in 
a system of political authority on sugar estates oriented toward loyalty to a 
powerful figure and reliance on that figure for work, benefits, and protection. 
There is, in other words, a certain kind of global historical priorness that we 
should attribute to political organization in postcolonial New World soci-
eties, one that has to do with the infrastructures, practices, and processes of 
politics in which the plantation- based racialized categories of human, not 
quite human, and nonhuman remain foundational to nationalist sovereignty, 
despite material transformations in the position of black, “brown,” and white 
Jamaicans (Hanchard 1999).26

We would also do well to remember that in Jamaica and elsewhere, the 
consolidation of plantation- based, rather than peasant- based, agriculture 
only deepened with the intensified penetration of the United States in the 
late nineteenth century. While in Puerto Rico, Cuba, and the Dominican 
Republic plantations heralded an intensified investment in sugar, in Jamaica 
it was banana production that became more vertically integrated into an 
export- oriented plantation system monopolized by the Boston Fruit Com-
pany (later to become the United Fruit Company), despite the origins of this 
industry in small- scale peasant production by black Jamaicans (Holt 1992). 
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Tensions regarding a deepening U.S. influence over the Jamaican economy 
extended to the political realm after the 1907 earthquake in Kingston, in 
the wake of which then Governor James Alexander Swettenham was recalled 
to Britain because he refused the assistance of a contingent of U.S. Marines 
who had arrived on a rescue mission. By World War II (with the Destroyers 
for Bases Agreement), and in its aftermath (with the establishment of the 
Anglo- Caribbean Commission), the United States had a significant foothold 
in Jamaican economic, political, and sociocultural life, and this foothold only 
deepened throughout the twentieth century and into the twenty- first with 
the militarization of drug policy (see Tate 2015). The United States was there-
fore fundamental to the reorganization of sovereignty in Jamaica after World 
War II, and intelligence gathering and labor mobilizing were the critical insti-
tutional spheres of this reorganization. I have much more to say about these 
processes throughout this book, but I outline them here in order to lay the 
groundwork for apprehending the multiplicity of sovereignties in which Ja-
maicans are imbricated and to which Jamaicans have responded in different 
ways at different times. In Tivoli Gardens, certainly, there have been multiple 
sovereignties at play, and the different scales at which they have operated —  
sometimes in collaboration and sometimes not — give us windows into the 
affective sociopolitical fields in which people attempt to make life.

If we concede that seizing state power is both an act of self-  
determination and an act of sovereign violence, then we are able to grasp 
the inherently contradictory nature of revolution, and we are in a position 
to take seriously Maziki Thame’s (2011: 76) argument that “the postcolo-
nial experience produces violence that in and of itself is related to processes 
of liberation.” Drawing from Anglophone Caribbean scholarship attending 
to the relevance of Fanonian views of revolution to formerly British West 
Indian countries, Thame explores the gendered, racialized, and class dimen-
sions of Caribbean nationalisms. Her argument is that within a configuration 
in which “middle class and professional men came to assume power over the 
nation and have maintained their dominance over other, weaker men and 
over women in general,” the Caribbean state became an agent of this subject 
position (Thame 2011: 77). The relationships among gendered class, kinship 
norms, and nationalist respectability have been discussed elsewhere at length, 
but what is important here is Thame’s contention that where full person-
hood and citizenship remain in question for black working- class Jamaicans, 
working- class men are criminalized, singled out for exceptional treatment by 
the state.27 Violence against poor Jamaicans thus became normalized “as a 
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feature of elite consensus around the establishment of a social order that ren-
dered poor Blacks also demeaned” (Thame 2011: 79). The violence Thame 
is pinpointing is not only the violence of party politics and the racialized 
patterns of structural violence that have become normative throughout the 
Americas; it is also an everyday violence that permeates encounters with 
middle- class people, agents of the state, and each other. The garrison, for 
Thame (2011: 81), is the extension of this violence and is “a symbol of con-
quest and specifically of middle class dominance over the poor through the 
party mechanism,” one that seeps into every other dimension of social orga-
nization and interaction, locally and transnationally.28

Frantz Fanon’s point about revolutionary violence is that it turns the 
norms of society on their head; it purges colonial degradation and allows for 
the reclamation of personhood and the realization of meaningful social and 
economic transformation. But what kind of liberation could Fanon’s cleans-
ing and humanizing violence bring within this context, one in which the re-
sponse to alienation from the nationalist state has been “violence, disorder 
and indiscipline though not necessarily of a revolutionary nature” (Thame 
2011: 84)? Thame points out that for scholars such as Anthony Bogues, Obika 
Gray, Anthony Harriott, and Brian Meeks, violence in postcolonial Jamaica 
has been an “act of empowerment” and a “means to visibility” (Thame 2011: 
84 ). “Through their competition and collaboration with the state in the use 
of violence,” Thame (2011: 86) writes, “segments of the urban poor become 
empowered.” Violence, in this frame, is a route to recognition, but one that 
has primarily been expressed and received (or rejected) through the very mas-
culinism that undergirds the postcolonial order. I come back to questions of 
visibility in chapter 1, and I have much more to say about recognition in the 
coda, but the important question here is that if violence in postcolonial Ja-
maica has at its base “a masculinist understanding of empowerment — the im-
position upon another as the basis for establishing one’s humanity” (Thame 
2011: 88) — does this allow for the development of new political, social, eco-
nomic, and ethical logics? For Thame (2011: 89), what is required is “a new 
focus on the meaning of liberation, which seeks to deconstruct a decoloni-
zation steeped in men’s desire for power,” and to simultaneously transform 
the “institutions of alienation and domination that became features of the 
postcolonial state.”

Here is the crux of an important insight into why earlier models of po-
litical liberation have been exhausted. If we must confront what David Scott 
(1999: 14) has argued over the past two decades is a crisis in the “coherence 
of the secular- modern project,” then in what new ways might we rethink the 
limits of postcolonial sovereignty and its flawed models for sociopolitical 
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change? How might we expose the incompatibility of decoloniality and lib-
eralism without falling into what Wynter has called “simplistic easy radical-
isms” (Scott 2000: 158)?

Within anthropology, the critique of liberalism has tended to center on the 
liberalism of Locke, Kant, and other framers of the Enlightenment- oriented 
modern state institutions that ultimately would come to operate through a 
focus on private property, market relations, and developmentalism.29 It has 
not typically turned its critical lens toward the Romanticist strands of liberal-
ism, in part — perhaps — because these are the strands that are more common 
fodder for anthropological research, the “cargo cults” and millennial move-
ments critical of abstract rationalism and capitalist modernity we have striven 
to make legible, even inevitable, given configurations of inequality. While 
we have deconstructed the utopias envisioned through these movements, we 
have respected them, even sometimes rescuing them from the sense that Ro-
manticism tends inescapably toward fascism, totalitarianism, and similarly 
reactionary programs. A Weberian tradition of anti- Enlightenment roman-
ticism, however, is one that has been central to many successful social trans-
formation projects, not just extremely conservative ones, in large measure due 
to the affective (as opposed to secular- rational) force of its movements, a force 
that is often circulated through the figure of a charismatic leader.30

Michael Löwy and Robert Sayre have advocated for a reconsideration of 
Romanticism. In Romanticism against the Tide of Modernity (2001), they ar-
gue that the critical force and clarity of Romanticism lies in its exposure of 
“the blindness of the ideologies of progress . . . the unthought of bourgeois 
thought” (Löwy and Sayre 2001: 250). Their argument is that Romanticism 
can be both revolutionary and counterrevolutionary, undergirding move-
ments with vastly discrepant ends. What is common to all, however, is a 
“value on life, love, hope, freedom and joy, as well as creativity” (Löwy and 
Sayre 2001: 8), and a rejection of the Enlightenment’s abstract rationalism, 
as well as the stultifying reification — defined here as “the dehumanization of 
human life, the transforming of human relations into relations among things, 
inert objects” (Löwy and Sayre 2001: 20) — accompanying the move to global 
capitalism. Where most locate Romanticism as emerging in the wake of the 
French Revolution as the result of disillusionment with the bourgeoisie that 
seized power, Löwy and Sayre (2001:20) track it back to the early eighteenth 
century and an emergent disillusionment with the spread of capitalism. They 
argue that in pushing a critique of capitalist modernity, “the Romantic view 
constitutes modernity’s self- criticism.”

Throughout their text, Löwy and Sayre chart a typology of Romanti-
cisms, differentiating among Restitutionist, Conservative, Fascistic, Resigned, 
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Reformist, and Revolutionary or Utopian Romanticisms (which for them 
would include Jacobin- Democratic Romanticism), and distinguishing fur-
ther among the English, French, and German varieties of each. It is that 
last category of Romanticism that contains some interesting bedfellows. 
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels appear among the Utopian Romanticists, 
as do Nikolai Bukharin and Joseph Stalin, E. P. Thompson, and the Frank-
furt School. Löwy and Sayre (2001: 214) also argue that surrealism was the 
twentieth- century movement that most “brought the Romantic aspiration 
to reenchant the world to the peak of its expression and that most radically 
embodied romanticism’s revolutionary dimension.” And, of course, it was 
surrealism, and later situationism, that inspired Aimé Césaire and Fanon, in 
part because it was a way to rethink form, but also because it reimagined the 
relationships among past, present, and future and eschewed the binary dual-
isms of self and other, mind and body, and so on.

While Löwy and Sayre do not tether their grounding of Romanticism in 
anticapitalism to imperialism and the colonization of the Americas at all, 
if we understand modernity as the ground upon which our degradation as 
non-  or not- quite- humans is realized, then we should be able to see the appeal 
and purchase of an anti- modern critique of reification within settings char-
acterized by colonization and plantation slavery. It is true, in other words, 
that aspects of Romanticism have been central to the contemporary right-
ward shifts throughout the Americas and Europe. But it is also true that they 
have undergirded powerful social movements — such as Rastafari — that have 
gone the furthest to critique the liberal, capitalist status quo and the progres-
sive teleologies of developmentalism. I want to suggest, therefore, that we re-
formulate the “problem” of postcolonial sovereignty in terms of an ongoing 
struggle between two versions of liberal social change: secular- rational versus 
Romanticist, or, in other language, pragmatists versus poets. In this reformu-
lation, the power of institutional transformation would probably rest in the 
modern secular liberal revolutionary framework, and the power of affective 
attachment would probably stay with the Germanic framework, in both its 
exclusionary and inclusive guises.

In Jamaica, this would look like a struggle for revolutionary social change 
between the progressive left — a formation I would take to include the various 
Marxist and Black Power groups that came to occupy the political landscape 
after universal suffrage in 1944, but perhaps most stridently in the late 1960s 
and early 1970s — and the prophetic left, a formation that would encompass 
Rastafari, but also Ethiopianism and earlier redemptive religious movements 
such as Bedwardism, as well as secular- prophetic hybrid movements such as 
Garveyism. Of course, these two formations, especially during the late 1960s 
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and early 1970s, did not exist within a nationalist vacuum and were not nec-
essarily mutually exclusive. At particular moments and within particular con-
texts, there were significant points of overlap, and sometimes collaboration. 
At other times, there were significant disconnects. These formations, as well, 
have existed within a broader political economy in which the region is in-
creasingly dominated by U.S. economic interest, and it is this broader context 
that shapes the breaking of old regimes, the institutionalizing of new ones, 
and the devastation attending their collapse.31

For the progressive left, the bourgeois rights achieved through liberal 
revolutions are important, meaningful, and deserving of more profound 
elaboration through the “strong and slow boring of hard boards,” as Max 
Weber (1946) famously defined politics. This is an approach that “criticizes 
the present in the name of certain modern values . . . while calling on mo-
dernity to surpass itself, to accomplish its own evolution” (Löwy and Sayre 
2001: 28). And it is one that works from the messy and difficult here and 
now rather than envisioning a utopian past or future. It attempts to forge 
alliances among the positions of actually existing people, with all their ac-
tually existing flaws, in order to produce actually existing change through 
control of the state. For them, Romanticist movements are important but 
cannot ultimately play a leading role on the stage of revolutionary change. 
However, within our actually existing contexts, I would argue that it is Ro-
manticist movements that have consistently produced meaningful and last-
ing transformations in people’s understanding of the world and their place 
in it, and therefore of their internal worlds and intersubjective relations, 
in part because they do not respect the boundaries of the territorial state. 
Theorizing sovereignty in relation to questions of affect, therefore, forces 
us to generate more complex accounts of the historical and social relations 
through which notions of sovereignty are produced, experienced, and circu-
lated across time and space. And it encourages us to more fully appreciate 
the complexity of how visions of the present, the future, and social change 
are inhabited and expressed in extremely complex and often contradictory 
ways by people who are operating in networks that encompass many scales  
simultaneously.

Let me return to Thame’s claim that corruption, middle- class dominance, 
and the criminalization of black, working- class men and women in Jamaica 
can be dismantled only by displacing men’s desire for power from the center 
of political thought and action. While Weberian conceptualizations of poli-
tics and revolution do much to help us take seriously the affective states that 
constitute notions of politics and community, it is true that they do not nec-
essarily move us outside the broader frame of masculinism. However, neither, 
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as we have seen, does the secular rationalism of the progressive left. What 
Thame is proposing is a kind of feminist solution, one that makes visible 
other kinds of struggle and action, typically led by women. This is a solution 
that doesn’t rely on charismatic leadership and that involves collaboration 
among diverse stakeholders. This is, indeed, her own program of research, 
and it is a critically important one.

What I want to propose is another kind of feminist solution, not as an al-
ternative but as a way to walk alongside Thame. It is a solution grounded in 
Witnessing 2.0, a quotidian practice of watching, listening, and feeling that is 
relational and profoundly intersubjective.32 This solution is geared toward (1) 
taking seriously embodied ways of knowing and understanding in an effort 
to (2) track the long- term entanglements that have produced and sustained 
the binaries structuring our modern world so that we find ways to (3) undo 
dualistic modalities of thinking and acting in order to (4) generate meaning-
ful forms of repair. In the coda, I argue that this repair must be generated 
through the “real love” ( J. Jackson 2005) of deep recognition.

While this book begins with a discussion of the events of  
May 2010 in Tivoli Gardens, it travels successively back in time in order to 
flesh out some of the ways we might understand the various entanglements 
that helped us arrive at that moment, and the affects that might be under-
stood to characterize it, as well as the other moments I explore. I argue that 
the worlds of West Kingston in 2010, of southern Clarendon during the late 
1960s and early 1970s, and of Jamaica as a whole through the long 1950s are 
characterized by different affective sociopolitical fields. By this, I mean to 
explore affect in much the same way that some scholars of migration in the 
1980s and 1990s understood the movement across territorial boundaries 
as generating a transnational sociocultural field (see, e.g., Basch et al. 1994; 
Glick Schiller et al. 1992; Sutton and Chaney 1987). The original proponents 
of transnationalism within anthropology were attuned to the importance of 
history, not merely in terms of how the past appeared in the present, but as a 
circulating discursive field that made evident the long- term geopolitical and 
economic entanglements that shaped migratory streams and the specific so-
ciocultural patterns and processes that emerged in relation to these streams 
at particular moments. Affective sociopolitical fields, like transnational so-
ciocultural fields, circulate. And because they raise questions about the sense 
of temporality that undergirds the broader geopolitical and epistemological 
dimensions of their production, I suggest that identifying them not only re-
sponds to the forms of racism that produced the ideological terrain of the 
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post- contact New World but also encourages us to renew, revive, reconstruct, 
and represent our histories in order to rethink our present.

My discussion of the narratives we collected from residents of Tivoli Gar-
dens, and of the forms of evidence given at the West Kingston Commission 
of Enquiry, suggests that the dominant affective register of neoliberalism is 
doubt; my treatment of Claudius Henry and his International Peacemak-
ers’ Association as it flourished and then declined between 1966 and 1986 
leads to an exegesis of an affective field of expectancy; and my discussion of 
the ways Rastafari and communism became conjoined during the height of  
the Cold War, and of U.S. intervention into the trade union movement af-
ter the expulsion of the radical wing of the People’s National Party in 1952, 
is shot through with paranoia. I show that doubt and paranoia are “kissing 
cousins,” but where doubt references a diffuse sense of uncertainty, paranoia 
has a clear, if unpredictable, object. Expectancy, however, emerges as a mo-
ment of rapprochement between the secular- rational vision and the pro-
phetic vision, one that is produced within a context in which an increasingly 
leftist pnp, active within the Non- Aligned Movement internationally, con-
trolled the state. This moment was subsequently dismantled when the pnp 
was removed from power.

If archives of affect are produced in and through particular sociopolitical 
affective fields, then they also generate particular technologies through which 
we experience, confront, and interpret these fields.33 These technologies also 
sediment over time and in relation to fields that have come before, thereby 
generating our contemporary landscape of the political. For the context I am 
describing here, doubt produces technologies of misrecognition, the result of 
obfuscation, denial, and the maintenance of public secrets. Expectancy pro-
duces technologies of prophetic waiting, a waiting in which the end is never 
the end because it was foretold from the beginning.34 Paranoia, finally, pro-
duces technologies of surveillance and conspiracy; friends turn against friends, 
and what you see is never what you get.35 Where doubt and paranoia short- 
circuit the future, focus on the present, and evacuate the past, expectancy 
generates new worlds for the future. Each of these affective sociopolitical 
fields is therefore tied not only to the temporal materialities that contextu-
alize it, but also to different versions of social and political change. In other 
words, the fields are shared across social and political boundaries, but their 
experience is particular as a result of these boundaries. Moreover, the genera-
tional sedimentation of these fields and the time maps they index is key to 
reflecting not only on what sovereignty has felt like during the moments un-
der consideration, but also on the ways the affective fields, once established, 


