We Are Playing Football






We Are Playing Football:
Sport and Postcolonial Subjectivity,
Panapompom, Papua New Guinea

By

Will Rollason

CAMBRIDGE
SCHOLARS

PUBLISHING



We Are Playing Football:
Sport and Postcolonial Subjectivity, PanapomporpuBaNew Guinea,
by Will Rollason
This book first published 2011
Cambridge Scholars Publishing
12 Back Chapman Street, Newcastle upon Tyne, NBEG, 2)XK

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available fritra British Library

Copyright © 2011 by Will Rollason

All rights for this book reserved. No part of thisok may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval syste
or transmitted, in any form or by any means, etettr, mechanical, photocopying, recording or
otherwise, without the prior permission of the aogiyt owner.

ISBN (10): 1-4438-2589-1, ISBN (13): 978-1-4438-258



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWIEAGMENLS ...ttt povi
NOLE ON LANQUAGE....cceiiiieiaeaeaeeiie e e eeeeeeaend iX.
Part One: The Context of Football

(0] oo [ 1= T 3
Researching Panapompom Football

(O g =1 (=] S © 1 - PR 21
Football and Obviousness

ChAaPLEr TWO ..ceeiieiieieee et ettt e e eee e 43
Football and Images

Part Two: The Project of Football
Preamble ... 67

(O g = 11T B 1 ] (=TSP 73
The Colonial Negotiation of Racial Difference

(01 0= T o1 (=] g o 11 | TP PPPPPPRURRTRR 95
Natives, White People and their Work

Chapter FIVE ... e 133
Fighting, and Some Preliminary Conclusions

Part Three: Playing Football
PreambIe ... ..o 159

(O 0= 101 (=] B R 161
Playing Football



Vi Table of Contents

Chapter SEVEN.....c.i it s seen
Team Spirit: Constructing a Footballing Subjectivity

Chapter EIght......cceceeeeeerere et nnens
Conclusion: The Subject of Football



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

My doctoral research was funded by the Economic &utial
Research Council, under a Postgraduate Studemnishippered PTA-030-
2003-00496.

| wish thank my wife, llva, without whose patienseipport, care and
love, my research would have been a very differexperience, and
certainly unhappier. She supported my work unswagtyi both ‘in the
field’ and ‘at home'.

‘In the field’, | received help from many peoplewish to thank Her
Excellency Ms Rose Kekedo, Jim Robbins, Linus Digima, and
Wilfred Leleka who facilitated my visa and researphrmission. In
Alotau, Bena Seta and Milia Losane offered helpifiNice and facilitated
our transport to Panapompom. Conservation Inteynatistaff, especially
Kapwadi, Noel, Jimmy and Gilbert made our firsipttio the islands
possible. Bill and Sandra Callister shared muchthafir accumulated
wisdom. Jeff Kinch was generous enough to allowtonmake use of his
household surveys. Nick, Rebecca, Don, Lynn and,Stane and Cam
provided a true home from home in Alotau, which wakvays
appreciated.

On Panapompom, Kenes and Dorkas and their famiigredf us a
home. The Unit Komitis and the Kaunsil, as welltlas members of the
Ward Development Committee, were always helpful aughportive.
Special thanks are due to Noel and Banyan, whoebelpe to learn
Panapanaeati. Damasiko and Nigu, worked tireldssfyrovide us with a
house; along with their families, especially Dothey offered friendship,
food and information. Otto, Nancy and their relaivmade this thesis
what it is and it is hard for me to express thetdéht | owe them in
kindness, acceptance and dedication to my works Ti$ti cannot exhaust
the people who ought to be thanked, from Panapomguanbeyond, for
their patience and kindness and generosity.

‘At home’, my supervisor, Karen Sykes offered valigainsights on
many matters, and a calming hand in my frequent emdsnof crisis. Other



viii Acknowledgments

colleagues at the University of Manchester, esfigdigeir Martin, read
parts of the text and offered helpful suggestiombe Postgraduate
Research Seminar at Manchester was also a hotbé&tkad, and | am
especially thankful to Marina Simic, Tiffany McCoeaysand Sarah Green
for being insightful and encouraging. The partiaisaof the Melanesian
Research Seminar at the British Museum were edpetielpful in the
formulation of Chapters 6 and 7 and | am grateful their sympathetic
engagement with my hotheadedness. Data used int&h&agomes from
the Don Tuzin Archive at the University of Califée@nSan Diego, where |
received invaluable assistance and support fromt Bobbins, Kathy
Kreely and Ryan Schram.

All of the images in the texts are mine, as arent@s and diagrams.



NOTE ONLANGUAGE

Panapanaeati consonants are pronounced as in HEnglith the
exception of I, which sounds halfway between Englishand r.
Occasionally, where there is a conventional spgltiha word, or where it
makes pronunciation clearer, | have usethstead ofl. B differs from
English slightly in being pronounced very closdte front of the mouth,
and is occasionally indistinguishable frsriVowels are as in Spanish.

Panapanaeati makes great use of suffixes and esefiwhich
occasionally build up into very long words or exgsiens. | use hyphens
to separate grammatical components in some longlsyan order to
facilitate reading. Hyphens also separate vowelgtwiare pronounced
separately, for example imulolu-agiwa. In other contexts, vowels are
combined.

In almost all respects, | follow Bill and SandrallSger's (2005)
spelling and orthography. Occasional differenceffect differences in
pronunciation and usage between Panapompom and BHmapanaeati
speaking areas, notably Siagara, where their Igtiguwork was based. It
should also be kept in mind that Panapanaeati spgakxpress
grammatical distinctions and phonetics in a wideietg of ways when
they write: the spelling grammar that | employ happears arbitrary from
that perspective.



Panapompom, showing some of the places mentioned in the text

Alotau is off the map to the west, Sudest to the east.



PART ONE

THE CONTEXT OF FOOTBALL






PROLOGUE

RESEARCHINGPANAPOMPOM FOOTBALL

This book is about football played by people frdme small island of
Panapompom in the Louisiade Archipelago, a paMitiie Bay Province,
Papua New Guinea (PNG). The question it asks is: Hoes football
make these people who they are? That is, | ask fomiball subjects
Panapompom people to ideas and images that place ith the world
relative to others. The purpose of this preamblerisfly to take stock of
the fieldwork on which this book is based and tokenaa broad
justification of why | have written it as | have.dvk detailed theoretical
and ethnographic positioning is internal to theuangnt as it proceeds.

Most of Milne Bay Province’s area is covered by;sbe Louisiade
archipelago is in many respects typical. Its inteatis dwell on islands of
varying sizes, spread out, by and large, in a s@fehains running north-
west to south-east. Panapompom lies at the norsewe end of the
Louisiades, where that archipelago gives way to dhep sea Jomard
Passage and the Engineer Group beyond. Panaponipessa lagoon
with Panaeati, forming the Deboyne GroupQdalu in local parlance.

Louisiade people are gardeners and fishermen,glifiom shifting
yam horticulture and the produce of the coral lagothat surround their
islands. This way of life causes them to be calRsagalele island
people. However, they have also long since beerligatpd in more
extensive money-based economies, until recentipnded on copra and
coconut products, which have given way in the tagnty or thirty years
to marine produce, especially edible sea cucunteéerred to as béche-
de-mer; with the supplement of other cash crops, espgciitoa and
vanilla, which was still a most speculative ventir@004-06. Until 2006,

! Marine products were always part of the coloniahey economy, witlirochus
and pearl-shells, used in the manufacture of battparticularly important. It has
only been since the 1980s, however, that marinelym®, and béch-de-mer
especially, have become the principle commoditylpoed by local people.
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some people were also employed in the gold minerated by Misima
Mines on the large island of Misima to the nortlistéa

The population of Milne Bay Province is relativébw, although, as
with most areas of PNG, it is increasing rapidlgn®pompom, with her
larger neighbour, Panaeati, Misima, and the islaridhe lower Calvados
to the south-east share a language, Panapanabah has an estimated
14,000 speakers (Callister and Callister 2005)apampom itself has an
estimated population of 600 or so people all talthough this fluctuates
greatly as people in this sea-going community &bl mobile.

Panapompom has not been treated ethnographickigugh Panaeati
was host to Stuart Berde, an American researchet9v1-72 (his main
results are in Berde, 1974). Sandra Callister heszméed funeral
practices at Siagara, a large village on the neatt- coast of Misima
(Callister, 2000), while Jeff Kinch has made a gtod marine resource
use based on Brooker Island to the south (Kincl®22@003; Kinch &
Smaalders, 2003). Julia Byford has studied womealsicipation in the
Misima mine, with an emphasis on health issuesqi@lf1999; Byford &
Veenstra, 2004). In general, however, the regiom dtiracted relatively
little anthropological attention.

That, with some exceptions (Battaglia, 1990; M.Lapowsky, 1993),
anthropological efforts have been focused more iheawn the
communities of the north and west of the provireénteresting in itself.
Malinowski was, of course, the first ‘great antholggist’ to study the
people of what is now Mine Bay Province (Malinowski922),
popularising the regional term ‘Massim’, the raisiakerm used for the
people and region by Seligman, perhaps a corruptfodisima (Beran,
1988 p. 6). The anthropology that he established aréented towards
understanding exchange and the rationality of \®lnesocial life — how
and why things came to be valued, and in whattinginal circumstances
(Malinowski, 1935 dwells on these concerns). Maliski was committed
to a vision of the rational native, making the most of his institutional
environment (see especially Malinowski, 1928Yylore recent scholars

2 Informal questioning revealed that few Panapompguenple were regularly
employed during the operation of the mine. Ratherenfound work there during
the construction phase, but few worked for veryglon

% His studies of sexuality and childhood (Malinowski927, 1987), although
seemingly very distinct, actually fit into this dapatory scheme rather well: the
emphasis being on how one became a savage ofieufartype. Even in his later
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have questioned this view, but Milne Bay Provinces hemained the
setting for ‘Massim Studies’, which is at root abthe ‘form and function
of exchange’ and its effects on the way anthropetegconceive of
natives.

Postcolonial subjects

In this book, | am not pursuing this ‘traditionalenue of research, but
seeking spacaround it. | am aiming for an analysis of Panapompom
people’s experience of themselves in terms of falbthatdoes away with
the position of the ‘native'This is implicit in the notion of subjectivity
and, as we shall see in the Chapter One, bound theiconcept of post-
coloniality as well. Here | situate myself by longiinto the theory of the
subject. However, this is not a theoretical bookit ethnography.
Although ideas of the subject shape the theoretiedins that | make here,
| have deliberately not committed myself heavilyp@rticular notions of
subjectivity or power; | was worried that these tadsl narratives had too
much capacity to overcome the specificity of whatdnted to say and
make it into something else. Therefore, as oftepassible, | avoid jargon
of this type and refer to ‘peopl@’.

The trend in the anthropology of Melanesia in the Iseventies and
eighties was for a problematisation of notions led individual, and a
move towards concepts of tierson® It makes sense to conceive of the
distinction between theories of the person andhefindividual in terms of
the relationship between people and what makes thensort of people
that they are. Theories of the individual, as ezpee by the likes of
Malinowski (especially 1922; 1926), depend on tbsuanption that people

work on cultural change in Africa (Malinowski, 194®Malinowski regarded the
management of colonised peoples as a question wdgirey their relationships to
their institutional environment.

4 It is unfortunate that the singular of peopledsson. | always endeavour to make
it clear where | am using ‘person’ as a theoretieain, and where it appears
merely in the singular.

5 The notion of the person in the sense that | tbere was developed by Mauss
(1954; 1985) between the wars. In his original falation, the person refers to a
concept of the human in which the distinctions leetw people, and between
people and things or symbols, are not as develagethey are under capitalism.
He treats this as an evolutionary issue wherebylenes’ become more capable of
individual ethical action. His position is disputdy Latour (1993), amongst
others.
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possess a native agency and will which is contaimpdsome form of
‘social control’ (Marilyn Strathern, 1985). Thewsief the person, on the
other hand, presume that the different (culturahnfs in which people
appear are the product of the relations that predbem: people embody
their distinctive modes of acting, rather than Qgeimeformed’ or
‘reshaped’ through control (J. Leach, 2003; Maril@trathern, 1975,
1992b). This implies a diversification of the wagswhich it is possible to
be human which in turn questions the universaliswplicit in theories of
the individual. Emphasising the cultural or histafi specificity of
persons, Annette Weiner writes:

...my premise is that ‘norms of reciprocity’ must éealysed as part of a
larger system — a reproductive system — in whieh rdgproduction and
regeneration of persons, objects, and relationshigs integrated and
encapsulated (A. B. Weiner, 1980, p. 71).

The grounds for this move towards the person wéee dreater
capacity of notions of personhood — of the relaliy and cultural
groundedness of people in social life — to acconat®do an intellectual
environment that was insisting more and more on wtipticity of
histories and the genius of cultures. Theoriedefihdividual were being
criticised for their ethnocentrism — their capadayoffer only one history:
that of modernity.

However, the drive to multiply histories and waysbeing in time
comes at a price, which is that uncommon historeggsidly become
discontinuous and external from one another (Go@Q12 Narrative
moves of this sort rapidly end up with the samédlifties as theories of
the individual: the differences between historieskenothers aliens in need
of coercive re-interpellation into systems of megnin the same way as
individuals find themselves dominated by exterialtures and societies.
Thus what seems to be an impasse — between indlgideho are all the
same, but disconnected from meaning, and cultieedgns who are all
different but fully integrated into meaning — turmst to come to more or
less the same thing from an analyst's perspedtieee are people who are
hard to accommodate &mother(or an other) perspective than their own.

Into this problematic bind, it is fruitful to ingethe notion of the
subject. Here | make a deployment of ideas thateaculled from Hegel,
Nietzsche or Althusser, but whose most obviouswsgdul proponents for
anthropologists have been Michel Foucault, Juditlitle8 and Homi
Bhabha. The reason for dealing in subjects atpbiist is to get away from
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the situation in which otherness is in some serE®blem — here because
it represents the difference between people anddhmas in which we
would seek to describe them. Rather the notiorhefdubject takes that
difference agonstitutive

The subject seems to occupy a middle ground betres individual
and the person. Responding to a debate that octugggain feminist
thinkers in the 1990s (Benhabib, Butler, Fraserrn€lh, & Nicholson,
1995), David Stern (2000) has characterised theooi agency that
correspond well to the distinction between persodhand individuality
that | drew earlier:

The assumption in these debates has been thatevéaeed with two
fundamental alternatives ... either causal forceglauniversal reach, in
which case there is no place in the world for d aiilsubject to act freely,
and hence there is no free will, no locus of agefnoyn which actions
originate; or, on the other hand, the reach of @lafmces is restricted,
leaving a space for the will or subject to actotiginate actions in the
world that inaugurate something new, and are ndiigible to the effects
of forces constituting the situation in which thetian occurred (Stern
2000 pp. 109-110).

What good theories of the subject seek to do is to get atotlnis
problem — by positing a situation in which therenis universal, prior
locus of agency, but then the reach of causal $oiseinsufficient to
determine absolutely what sorts of people we becttet these theories
become are theories similarity: they show how people becoraimilar
(but not identical) to the systems of meaning iriclwhithey exist (Zizek,
1999a); they show how people can be conceived airasar (different
but clearly comparable) to one another throughreatyais of the historical
processes that cause them to recognise themsahde®ree another as
people of particular kinds. The point is the preessthat make people
recognise themselves who they are are no different to the way inclwhi
they become recognisable in the meaningful act&liscourses' of the
people who seek to describe th&ihus the observer and the observed,

5 These discourses often take the form of ‘powewthich is clearly a legitimate
formulation. | avoid it here because of the haesteption that the notion of power
has received in Pacific studies (e.g. Sahlins 2p0&fd the culture-heavy brands
of anthropology that | seek to critique. There dsneed to speak in these terms (as
though power were obvious) in order to make thdyaisawork. Power appears
throughout this book as a question to be answered.
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subject and object, are agents in one anotherterfgigwhich turns out to
be thesame historfrom different points of view).

Thus Foucault refutes the notion of a native irdlial agency:

Hence there is no single locus of great Refusakaud of revolt, source of
all rebellions or pure law of the revolutionarystead, there is a plurality
of resistances, each of them a special case... (Eiut890 p. 96).

He goes on to deny, however, that the lack of al‘ebrevolt’ implies
a simple reduction of agency to culture:

We must make allowances for the complex and urestatzicess whereby
discourse can be both an instrument and an effepbwer, but also a
hindrance, a stumbling block, a point of resistaacd a starting point for
an opposing strategy (Foucault 1990 p. 101).

Taken together, these two statements lay out aiguing position
between the extremes of the separation of the ishai from meaning and
the reduction of the person to it. On one handrethis noa priori
individual, the locus of agency, who rubs up adaioslture and
undermines it. On the other, the very operationsuiture on the person
do not ‘reproduce’ that person (in Weiner's terrasgording to its own
script, rather they furnish the tools whereby oae act to undermine them
and make them into their own reflex motion (Butl@®97b p. 97). A
subject is one who is only evsimilar to the demands placed upon her by
the symbolic, and in that partial constitution (vexl as an historical
process of signing, delimiting and marking) shedmeessimilar to other
subjects, whose means of production are comparabtbat historical
frame orcontext

The upshot of this is doing away with natives. Theividual has a
native agencyhat constitutes him as an individual. By contréds person
substitutes the (universal) individual for someear® isnative to culture
It is the location of nativeness that is at stakéhis dispute. Compare the
post-structuralist subject as it is written by Fawit and deployed by the
likes of Butler. Butler writes of the subject angwer (or culture):

Power is both external to the subject and the wernue of the subject.
This apparent contradiction makes sense when werstathd that no
subject comes into being without power, but thatdbming into being
involves the dissimulation of power, a metalepgwarsal in which the
subject produced by power becomes heralded asuttjecs who founds
power (Butler 1997 pp. 15-16).



Researching Panapompom Football 9

Here Butler argues thaboth theories of the person and of the
individual are correct about meaning, but wrong wboativeness.
Proponents of the person are right to suggest gshbjects exist only
through the powerful operations of culture, whidtablish them as the
provisional occupiers of particular historical (akig) positions.
However, the theory of the individual correctly hiights the capacity of a
subject to exceed the power by which he is conetitand make some
space for himself. Where they are both mistakennigaking either
necessary dimension of the constitution of the exttlgs théoundationof
that constitution and the native location of rgalRather the subject exists
in the paradoxical middle ground in which it is ther determined nor
determining of the meanings and relationships ¢bastitute it and which
it operates. The subjecttize point of reflexivity itself.

Ethnographic experience

The appropriateness of theories of subjectivityaee apparent to me
as my field research went on. Here | show how thplication of my
informants in my activities, and mine in theirs, daafor a situation in
which nativeness was hard to define. Rather ounogftaphic encounter
seemed to be made up of the slippages and appriboimeaf a situation
of provisionally negotiated and heavily invesgailarity.

In May 2005, the Sports Association was foundedsky, the teacher
in charge of the elementary school of Panapompora. dtd his
colleagues, Elsie and Brudo, hoped that the Assoniaby levying fees,
would do something to help the disastrous statth@fschool’s finances.
However, the church, which controlled the only abi¢ sports field and
the political leaders of the community engineereattenrs in such a way
that the Panapompom Mini Sports Association, agais christened, was
not a school project at all, but something that wmsnded as a resource
for everyone in the community.

I do not want to go into detail on the ins and aftshe politics of the
Association in this book. My concern is with morengral implications
and questions about social life, to which a disiussf who said or did
what would add little. Suffice it to say that gam#snine-a-side were
played almost every Saturday between early Junesarig November of
2005. The political leadership of the Associatitnifted quite rapidly in
the early part of the season, as the teachersdmstol in favour, first of
all of the school-board, and then of completelyeipehdent officials. The
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occasion for this politics, as it was throughowt life of the Association,
was violence. Fighting broke out on more than ooeasion, causing first
the school board to relinquish control of the Asatien and pass it to the
Councillor, who also rejected the running of thegamisation, which

eventually settled on Mokoli and Double, his uneldo had run a then
defunct Panaeati Association. Fighting and how dal dvith it were the

ongoing problems for the leadership of the Assamiatas well as for

many of the players.

When the Association was formed, my wife, llva, dnldad already
been on Panapompom for six months. We had friemdggmi-permanent
place to live in the Community Hall, and our ownube, seemingly
perpetually under construction. Neither of us wapeeting a sports
association to be founded — indeed we were in togipcial capital of
Alotau when it was. Nor was football supposed to ebgart of my
research. My fieldwork had been planned as a stfdthe politics of
identity in ‘the community’ of Panapompom. | waseirested in the ways
in which rhetorical images of social organisatiorould create
‘community’ out of what | saw as the inherently té@ngal motion of
matrilineal politics (McKinley, 1971; J. B. Thomak980; A. B. Weiner,
1985; Williamson, 1980).

The problem that | was facing in May 2005, and withich | had been
grappling since our arrival in early December 2004s methodological. |
had come to the field with a mistrust of the apphes to ethnography and
theory represented by the ‘interpretive turn’ irtheopology (Marcus &
Fischer, 1986), sometimes crudely termed ‘post-mudm’. | was
concerned that what | saw at that time as a ‘s#ff-referential approach
lacked validity’ This attitude on my part was motivated very mughah
engagement with Marilyn StrathernThe Gender of the Gitind other
attempts tode-modernise ethnography withopbstmodernising it in the
sense in which the term was used of experimenthtaifexive texts in the
1970s and 80s. However, | was not convinced That Gender of the Gift
avoided the complaints raised by the interpretiva.t Particularly, | was
concerned that it made too many claims to too maudority and as a
result served to reduce Melanesians to anthropmdbghalyses of them. |
could see the difficulties of Strathern’s authorifigims in terms of the
interpretive turn, but | was unwilling to accept tiexperimental’ approaches
that such authors recommended.

" This was probably an error, as Marcus (1998) males.
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My solution to this impasse had been to proposetigpatory
research’, which, in my ignorance and arrogan@@agined would provide
an antidote to what | saw as a double bind in cotiwral, Malinowskian
ethnographic research: namely that the witnessimigfessing ethnographer
seemed over-prone to devolve into a disembodiedennodoice (Latour,
1993), or to turn on himself and become onkeH-witness. What | hoped
to do was to canvass what Malinowski had begun, dearly never
completed in the Trobriands —carpus scriptorium Panapompomensas
body of ‘documents’ upon which the analytic opemasi of ethnography
could be performed over and over again from differstarting points,
breaking up the singular, witnessing ethnographresgnce, while
producing hard data that could be used to build an authoritatvel
falsifiable account (Malinowski, 1922; 1935; Robias 2004). | was drawn
to the various versions of Participatory Researcipupar within the
development community (Brocklesby & Holland, 1998prnwall &
Fleming, 1995; Freire, 2000; Majid, 1992; Richard995; Strachan &
Peters, 1997; Turner, 1992; Whyte, 1991).

It was an elegant idea in its way, but utterly iawgtical. | was faced
with a number of obstacles from the outset, nostleaf which was
language. If | was to have meetings that wouldtereacounts of things,
we would need a common language. | had held faghd¢overy high
English literacy statistics for the province in thepe that Panapompom
people would all be fluent English speakers, big thas not the case.
Moreover, the people who did speak useful Engligreannot prepared
merely to use it passively to facilitate what | viagng to do; rather they
used it to try, more or less openly, to make maddlifator of the schemes
that they had in hand. Our relationship was difficult alrgadnd it was
also quite clear that other people who didn’t speaglish wanted things
of us that they were clearly not getting through sklect English-speaking
community. My efforts at democratising the reseguobcess in order to
avoid the othering effects of ethnography werea@wail.

| was not the only one who had problems with alyetiowever. The
leaders of the Association, the players, as welbtaer people with little
connection to the Association except as periodigctgiors on Saturday
afternoons, all more or less explicitly hoped osumsed that playing
football would make Panapompom people ibtetter more developed
people. This attempt to become better was brougtetar from various
political angles on the question of the role antleaf violence in the
Association. The operation of becoming developedpfee was tied up
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with enacting certain forms of action that seemedoffer an identity
between Panapompom people and white peaitedims which referred
back to the problem of violence.

Dimdim is unusual in being what appears to be a locahascular
word, which is nevertheless used throughout theipce (although not, as
far as | am aware, beyond it) to refer to a whiéespn such as mysélf.
The relation between white people and black pespfendamentally tied
up with a differential in (geopolitical?) power thadds up to give
blackness a humiliating twist, as | shall elaboiat€hapters 3 and 4. In
trying to enact football and other forms of develdpwhite?) life, local
people aim get around the inequalities inherettisrelationship.

This racial orientation in football was sharpened Panapompom
people by my joining the Association and my loearh, Kools, for which
| played as goalkeeper throughout the season. 1 twaamphasise my role
in the team, not as a claim to authority, but tggast how | was able —
and indeed required — to enter into productive ti@mighips with
Panapompom people. It was never the case that measly a spectator at
football matches, in the way that at the buildifigaaanoe or at a funeral
feast | could not seriously take part and was reduto observation.
Football was something that | participated in afid, engaging as an
embodied self, a subject. So whatever my pretession understand
Panapompom people, or their worries about howladado white people,
those relationships found tactile and concrete esgion in our playing
football together. My participation was not, howgvan unalloyed ‘good
thing’ for local people, as my friends both caneaksand seemed to dread
the judgement that | would be able to bring upoenthfrom my
authoritative (white) position on football. WheretAssociation turned to
violence, my friends expressed frank dread of ticggments | might pass
on them. Despite — indeed through — these misgivimge can discern a
relationship of similarity in football, one that rads of common
judgement from the positions of all parties.

8 Actually, it usually or archetypically refers tonrdnite man (Bashkow, 2006, p. 6);
white women are referred to by the Police Msitnebada big woman, when their
female gender needs to be stressed.
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Globalisation

In this book | am interested in the negotiatiorid#ntity, alterity and
similarity as it took place in the context of thasiciation. This is not a
book that dwells in alteritgxceptas it appears as a feature of social life.
Using the notion of subjectivity as a guide, | atpe to avoid the use of
tropes of nativeness (alterity) as foundations ref argument: I'm not
talking culture or society. That is a large clalmattneeds demonstration.

The basis of this claim is that the contemporaagesbf the political
economy of the world at large not only does naiwlfor ‘hard’ alterity —
for systems of ‘incommensurate difference’ (Gewe&tErrington, 1991
p. 56) that beggar understanding and demand ttamsla but that it
invites playful (Taussig, 1993), strategic (Battagll995b; 1999), poetic
(Abu-Lughod, 1991), or fantasy (Navaro-Yashin, 20@2ntificationsof
and with others who are not necessarily preserhénplaces and times
that the people who inhabit particular spots onflamet experience. This
is the state of the world that social scientistmtéglobalisation’ (Moore,
2004). This is a contested notion, and it is nearys® lay out some of the
dimensions of globalisation theory.

In the first place, globalisation is clearly a dims@®n of contemporary
political economy(Harvey, 1989; Tsing, 2000), one that has, essgnti
developed since the mid 1970s. The image here ecafiomies that are
dominated by Wall Street finance capital whichaagsult of enormously
increased communicative capacity, is able to exemtrol over the
minutiae of economic policies all over the worldo(F2005). The idea that
relations of production might be organised in systehat are sensibly
conceived of as national or local economies, whilis not obsolete, is
necessarily qualified by the implication of thosdations in systems that
are longer-ranged, and which have very real andsprg effects on them
(Gill, 2000).

The second dimension of globalisation, historicdihked with the
first, is that capital is motivated by a particulpolitics, termed neo-
liberalism (Harvey, 2005). Neo-liberalism is a ceudppellation because
there is no doubt that there are in fact ‘neo-hisms’ enacted by
different centres of capital management (Ho, 2088},the general lines
of this philosophy are clear. Neo-liberalism is abareating capital
growth without direct regard for issues of humareal@pment or quality
of life (Sen, 1999). Indeed, in essentially ne@id models of development
as they are applied in the developing world, itassumed that rising
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quality of life is a result of capital growth expsed as GDP (AusAID,
2003; Sachs, 2005; World Bank, 1991).

The third dimension of globalisation is linked teetcommunications
capacity that we noted under the first head. Prizdand images, as well
as information and ideas, are enormously mobile Bcreasingly so
(Appadurai, 1991; 1996). The result of this is thaire ways of eating,
praying, having sex, dressing, doing politics orking money, are
available to the imaginations of more people, inrenplaces than they
were before. People are able to consume or othermvigploy denser and
more diverse ranges of potential signs, images lgects than were
available to them during previous periods.

Fourthly, and as a result of a combination of thgewspread of linked
economic experiences and the possibility for comoation that both
supports and results from this, new opportuniteessblidarity, discussion,
and critique are available for the creation of sofft political consciousness
that are both less coherent (having more dimensiadsattending to more
issues) and longer ranged and more eclectic (imguchore people) than
was possible in the period before the expansioglalfal finance capital.
Good examples of this trend include the environ@emhovement,
movements for human rights, and indigenous movesr@dising, 2000).

This situation seems to undermine alterity conaditteough society
or culture because it makes it less and less filusd argue that persons
exist as natives of integrated cultural worlds. tdger, this cannot simply
be an argument about the erosion of cultural difiee through the
commodification of everything as a result of thepaxsion of global
capitalist markets; if we subscribe to the notiércwdture as a ‘life-world’
then there is no sense in which the hypostatisatfaulture, the creation
of ‘invented traditions’, or the commodification dapurchase of cultural
forms, can displace the inherent meaningfulnessyofbolic systems that
are assumed to be worlds unto themselves (Greenwb@d7; 1982;
Hobsbawm & Ranger, 1983; MacCannell, 1973). Capitaisn’t enough
to trump culture, and that is not my argument here.

What is both more interesting, and a better wayh@gotiating the
problem of alterity is, as Henrietta Moore has axdjuo avoid it altogether
by following the social and imaginary networks thate implicit in
globalised markets and networks of communicatiorolider to look at
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how the people that we, as anthropologists, studyttemselves engaged
in making moves on other people in terms of a mudimailarity (Donham,
1998; Jackson, 1999; Moore, 1999b; 2004). This iguastion of the
metaphoric or contextualising possibilities for isbaelations that are
afforded by the global situation. In this situati@md as a product of the
ways in which communications, commodity markets dimeand social
relations are organised, people are able to coacefvcommunities in
media that do not necessarily belong to them inathg that culture might.
People find themselves ‘partially connected’ (MarilStrathern, 1991b) —
metaphorically linked — to other people who are netessarily literal
consociates, and who do not even necessarily gh#ine sameneaningful
system; rather they are linked in the same metégdioimage. In this
book, football appears as one such medium: a wayinaging a
relationship to other people shaped but not detexchby the form of the
imagery and ideas in which those relationshipgparased.

The strength of this theory is evident from the wawhich neo-liberal
capitalism itself re-conceptualises people as qaei sorts of ethical
agent. In the mid to late 1970s, neo-liberalismaggolitical philosophy
was a replacement for the essentially liberal distipost-war consensus,
which was a general agreement on the roles of tdte and the market:
states were to stabilise the market along Keynédgias in order to limit
the shocks suffered by the system as a whole esudt of speculation and
fluctuating prices (Harvey, 2005). The commitmérgttthis system made
to the people under the jurisdiction of states weaprovide them with
employment as far as possible, and support andcssrwhere necessary.
Neo-liberal economics, on the other hand, does awily the state’s
active role in the market, assuming that wealtprisduced more rapidly
and efficiently when entrepreneurs are free to martheir own risks in a
marketplace that, although its security and opeaieguaranteed by the
state, is otherwise free. In the process, peoplelstionship to states
change, on the whole, as state services withdrafaviaur of privatised
markets. Hence, people are expected more and maet tin the role of
consumers rather than citizens, people who areonsdge for taking and
managing the risks inherent in the investment ofieyo

Getting people to act in market oriented ways isrdfore a key
objective of development conceived of in a neorblbenould. The World
Bank, and other major funding institutions retredatdmost completely
from standing grants to governments for developmentk at the
beginning of the 1990s (World Bank, 1991). In plafgiving money for
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development, grants are given to improve the itfuatures of the market,
through transport and communications and instihgti@f governance
(World Bank, 1999). For countries such as PNG, Wisigntinue to require
large amounts of financial support, grants are miver ‘structural

adjustment’ — that is essentially processes of rigateon — and further
grants may be tied to liberalising markets and guoigeing their security
through rooting out corruption, for example (Woidnk, 2007). In the
processes of these changes, citizens are conveotedpeople who have
very many or very intense relations to states, ipgople who are
essentially self-reliant and ever-more dependerthersale of their labour-
power in unregulated ways (Firth, 2007; World BatR91). As such,
people, for example in Melanesia, or elsewherehim Pacific, whom
anthropologists have becoming used to conceptoglish terms of

alternate cultures, come under pressure to at Egstar to conform to
liberal capitalist norms of behaviour, at leastantain contexts (Rollason,
2010, Li, 2007,

What this means is that there are both many oppitida and
powerful forces in play that prompt people to beeento actively make
themselves -into people who are similar to other people, irm® not
necessarily of their own making (Laidlaw, 2002; ydo 1999). This is not
to say that people do not resist, or that theie tak football, or feminism,
or what have you, is unproblematic, but merely $seat that there is a
project afoot in these situations that at leastddp on an assumption that
people across the world as@milar enoughto be able to treat them as
participants in the sanmaetaphoricalsociality. Following Moore (2004), |
take this operation of metaphor to be fundamentalthe nature of
globalisation. It allows us to work througélative alterity in the terms our
subjects themselves use..

Gender

An interlude here — | am speaking about alterityt bll of the
information that | will present here is, by andgeyr sourced to men and
the social relations that | had with men.

Issues of gender are of great importance to schaéarMilne Bay
Province and other areas of PNG (e.g. Weiner 1B@ion 1989; Lepowsky

® Key examples would be the liberalisation of theiff@sugar industry (Firth
2007), or efforts to privatise land in PNG.
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1993; Kahn 1994; Demian 2000), a trend that emedgestly out of the
ethnographic material from all areas of the coyrdnd was made a plank
of ‘Melanesian’ theory by Strathern'she Gender of the Gif1988).
However, this book does not deal heavily with genslsues.

Why am | dealing only with men? Several things, hbah my
fieldwork, and in Panapompom politics and sportsspired to make this
an anthropology based on men’s accounts. Primahilg, is because the
discourses and social dynamics | deal with hereawestricted to men.
Football, development and questions of morality amdare dominated by
men. Especially in the areas of activity in whictwvds most interested —
development in the form of béche-de-mer diving &matball — gender
forms a largely impermeable barrier. Developmentindeed almost
everything concerned with money — is men'’s affaif. Kuehling 2005 pp.
173-174). In the Association, a division betweenmeo’s netball and
men’s football created a gendered split that watasned in meetings and
other political arenas. Indeed, an abortive attetm@dd volleyball to the
Association — a sport that was to be played mixesvas met with
downright hostility, on the basis that it was inegypiate to have men and
women play together; physical strength and sexuapnety were the
reasons most often given. Women do participate ébates about the
proper way to behave, but mainly through the orgfatine church, an area
of social life that is beyond the scope of thiskhoo

In terms of the activity of fieldwork, my focus anen was prompted
in part by the sort of gendered relationships | ttaBanapompom people.
Most anthropologists to the region have, as fat asn aware, worked
alone, whereas for the first two thirds of my figtwtk time, | was
accompanied by my wife, Illva. Concerned not to dtant as a ‘white
woman’, sinebada standing on her dignity, llva moved heaven andhea
to keep our household running, our guests fed, aathes clean, and
scores of children amused, while dealing with wisit and attending
Women’s Fellowship on Wednesdays. These are typiwamen’s
activities. While llva was at work at home, | spénte walking between
hamlets visiting, going fishing, diving or (not Hga helping with
whatever other work the men were doing. This dbrisdf labour between
the two of us was a deliberate attempt to confarmour hosts’ norms, and
in general we were very successful. Both in workl am politics or
religion, men and women are rigorously separated.
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What this meant was that our relationships wenectired along the
same gendered lines that local people’s frienddoisved: llva’s friends
were almost all women, mine almost all men. Youngemen might have
become accessible to me as lovers, as they wegreuttger men, but this
was not a relationship that | wanted to enter intovas able to have
excellent relationships with older women, but thegre rarely forthcoming
with things that | could note down, preferring tasp me over to their
husbands. Similarly, llva’s friends were mostly wemrand old men.

In the absence of women, this is a book about &dbthnd | focus very
much on the playing of the game, taking a subjectivith the attendant
implications of intimacy) rather than a sociolodiparspective.

Summary of the book

The central question that this book deals with'tiew does football
make Panapompom people who they are?’ We can nplrase this as,
‘how does football make Panapompom people appeasuasects in
particular ways?’ In my use of ‘subject’ and ‘pastonial’ | wish to
highlight the lack of unproblematic nativeness iitiplin Papua New
Guinean people playing football, and with it, it#ical potential: subjects
are notwhat they areand as a result offer the possibility of becoming
something elseThe subject is the product of a founditugn (Althusser,
1971, p. 178) in which the subject becomes not Ineitself, but
conscientiously othera split being that interrogates itself througle th
continuous tropic application of some other persbhat other here is
occupied by the white persodimdim | use ‘subject’ to destabilise the
notion of the ‘person’, as something thatwhat it isin a culturally or
intellectually determined wa.

| seek to answer the question of the book in twgswéirst, | look at
football itself and ask what sort of ‘thing’ this,iand what sorts of
impositions it might make on people; second, | exenthe historical
conditions under which people have enacted foothall made themselves
its subjects. Putting these two efforts togetherghte an image of football
that embeds its own inherent power relations, dsaseaccounting for the
way in which the game becomes actualised in andugir its own

19 The individual has already been so thoroughly sumttessfully made the object
of critique that | do not extend the remarks | halready made. Note however,
that almost all of the criticisms that | level hetperson could apply equally well to
the individual.
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investment with powerful knowledges, politics, agtthical demands in a
more general context of capitalist expansion anst-polonial poverty.
These general trends in the book correspond tthtiee Parts into which |
have divided it. Articulating these trains of thbitigs the central trope of
the white person, th@imdim who is tropic both from my authorial
perspective as the figure who holds the text tagrethrough his function
as the master of the plot, and from the perspectiéanapompom people
as a way of envisaging (giving a face to) coloraald post-colonial
oppression and inequality.

In the first Part, which consists of Chapters 1 &d demonstrate
more fully the case about the metaphorical idesgtithat people create in
globalisation by looking at the way in which theoguction (or
reproduction) of football in the Association madéard if not impossible
to conceive of an unproblematic line of differetsween myself and the
people with whom | was working. Football is not lauttic to the people
who play it, but produces relative connections,apbbrs of identity.

Part 2 is concerned with the production and histidfrthis apparently
inauthentic social life, especially in terms of ttelationships between
Panapompom people and white people. In Chapteofsed an analysis of
the ways in which this relationship alludes todtdonial history, which
continues to exercise a strong hold over Panapompeople and their
self-images.

In Chapter 4, | describe the dimensions of thisatiehship as
Panapompom people today understand it. In this hawhich forms the
analytic heart of the book, | analyse kinship tiela, both to ground the
discussion of the politics of the Association, amdemonstrate further the
claim that | make in Part 1: that football is notd&ect result of the
relations of Panapompom (re)production, but anl@geal or metaphorical
overlay or modification to Panapompom life. By sayithis | mean to
highlight the lack of anecessaryconnection between development and
Panapompom life, rather than to assert that fobibahot really part’ of
Panapompom life at all. Rather, the cross-purpoéé&mship and football
suggest a life in which the inauthentic (in the sgerf ‘not native or
proper’) might in fact be central to what it meanade alive in a particular
historical moment. This argument gains force from examination of
what Panapompom people say they are trying to denwthey play
football: achieve ‘development’. In this Chaptegl$o describe the white
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other in Panapompom terms, and show how ‘developrtedes shape as
a project of becomingore likewhite people, seeking an identity in them.

Chapter 5 concludes this central section of thé lvdth an examination
of what this ‘project of similarity’ does to Panappom people. | show
that when fighting breaks out during football matsh players and
spectators alike feel that they have failed, nostandards that they have
set themselves, but on the basis of value judgntbatsthey locate with
white people. This chapter marks the abasemenamdfompom people in
the service of their own (?) ethical project. Thiad demonstrates the
detachment of people from their native places.

In Part 3, | examine an alternative sort of conssi®ss; one that |
suggest is the product of the footballing contdgelf. In Chapter 6, |
examine the nature of the football game as a sp#feging to unlink
people from the shared knowledge and compassianniaak them as
natives of particular cultural-historical locations favour of a relocation
of people in a ‘global’ domain defined by footbalExtending this
argument into Chapter 7, | describe the procesgeshich this sort of
subject and experience is rhetorically and praltyicaroduced in the
process of the production of football. Finally, @hapter 8, which serves
as a conclusion to the book, | examine the devedmtrand implications
of this subjectivity. | suggest that football markhe detachment of
Panapompom people from any simply ascribed ‘natidehtity and their
movement into a spadeetweenthe positions of white people and natives
that they remark upon in their discourse: thisumtinaugurates football
as an indigenous critique (ironically) of Panapomsmocial life.



