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the prism of Petén, Guatemala

Abstract

In this paper, | consider the analytical purchasa fmcus on ‘failure’ for
the analysis of globalising processes in Peténtgbuaa. | locate my
interest in ‘failure’ at the point of intersectiobetween theoretical
reflection and ethnographic experience, and proptuseframe my
interrogation of the nexus between globalisatiod &mlure specifically
in terms of governmentality. The emphasis on gawemtality unsettles
simplistic assumptions concerning the meanings ghbbalisation’ to
suggest the importance of a link between globajismmocesses and
specific ‘projects of governance’. A consideratafrthe relation between
globalising processes, governmentality and failtheough the ‘local
prism’ of Petén focuses the analysis on situatederstandings of
contemporary processes of social transformationpoat which is
illustrated with reference to declarations of fesluof the large
conservation project Maya Biosphere Reserve. In,ttailure through
this global/local prism brings into focus the kneddie practices,
analytical operations, scalar assumptions and imadige figurations
inherent in thinking through global/local ‘context§he paper concludes
that ‘'failure’ constitutes a concept-metaphor khke a plurality of
local/global interpretative strategies through whpeople make sense of
globalising processes and their histories. Thiggesaty a broader point
concerning the role of concept-metaphors for etheqaigy.



Globalisation, Governmentality and Failure throughthe
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Silvia Posocco

Introduction

In this paper, | draw on questions thrown up indbarse of ethnographic
research in Petén, northern Guatemala, to exatnéeartalytical purchase
of a focus on ‘failure’ for the analysis of gloksifig processes in this
region. | locate my interest in ‘failure’ at theipbof intersection between
theoretical reflection and ethnographic experieace propose to frame
my interrogation of globalisation and failure speailly in terms of
governmentality. The emphasis on governmentalitgetttes simplistic
assumptions concerning the meanings of ‘globatisgtito suggest the
importance of an analysis of the link between dlisbay processes and
specific ‘projects of governance’ (Valverde 1996,368 cited in Perry
and Maurer 2003, p. xiv). Further, a consideratibthe relation between
globalising processes, governmentality and failthreough the ‘local
prism’ of Petén aims to focus the analysis on s#tlainderstandings of
contemporary processes of social, cultural, ecoaoamd political
transformation. Evoking historical specificity asellvas social and
cultural location, this prism draws attention t@ tknowledge practices,
analytical operations, scalar assumptions and imadige figurations
inherent in thinking through global/local ‘contex{d/iller et al 1995;
Strathern 1995). The global/local prism therefoederences both a
historical and socio-cultural context for the nexetween globalisation
and failure, and a set of analytical strategiesif®rapprehension and

contextualisation.



The first key aspect here is that ‘failure’ evokesy directly vernacular
understandings of, and responses to, forms of oukr territory and
populations in contemporary Petén. Failure maisaal in everyday
conversations and in people’s own preoccupatiodsaigments. Whilst
its specific locations and manifestations may véstre | am concerned
with instances when failure is ascribed in the farfma verb,cumplir,
conjugated in the negative. In its positive infleas, cumplir refers to
successful execution and implementation, while thegative form
references non-compliance and a failure in theisa&#n of an
obligation, a duty, a legal prescription, or a pigem Failure is, in these
vernacular inflections associated specifically wikie verbcumplir, a
failure to realise or accomplish a rule, in thisudie sense of a
stipulation, agreement, or prescription, and a fofrgoverning. In 1999,
as Petén emerged from a thirty-six year long cohfthe overwhelming
majority of my interlocutors in the field — all ovhom had been
politically active in the insurgency - invested rhudiope in the
Guatemalan Peace Accords. Hope, however, was aecoedp by the
recurring invocation of a foreboding sense of f&luLos Acuerdos no se
estan cumpliendp ‘the Peace Accords are not being implemented’, |
would be told repeatedly by ex-guerrilla combatamd sympathisers, as
if the impending failure of the Peace Accords wekim to a promise that
would not, in the end, be kept. In 2005, with theaée Accords almost
entirely absent from everyday conversations, datitars of failure and
cynicism were directed to the Maya Biosphere Resdivenceforth
MBR), the large conservation scheme in the north Paftén first
established in 1990 in the late counter-insurgetitipal climate which
preceded by six years the signing of the Peaceehgeats between the
Guatemalan government and the insurgents of théeGadan National

Revolutionary Unity (URNG). Vernacular declaratioofsfailure of the



MBR reveal the fraying of this global/local regirmé governing Petén,
whilst also heralding new contemporary modaliti€sute. They expose
vernacular understandings of, and engagements tigkgrically dense

forms of governmentality in Petén.

In addition to showing how the relation between e®df governing and
failure can be invoked so vividly in the dense etimaphic historicity of
Petén, in this paper | am concerned with a secegdkpect, that is, | am
equally interested in determining and reconstitutan place for failure
within theories of governmentality. Specificallyain concerned with an
exploration of how a focus on failure may be tieckhowledge practices
which provide important strategies for the analysis globalising
processes in the ‘forms, practices and effectsosEgmentality’ (Perry
and Maurer, 2003, p. xii). The operation of tyiegether from the outset
globalising processes and forms of governmentalitysettles the
‘globalist epistemic field’ (Perry and Maurelpjd) which often takes ‘the
global’ as a given, to demand instead that an &nalyaccount of the
emergence of the global is offered, with referetacsituated knowledge
practices and experiences. With this in mind, m fihst section, | aim to
write failure back into theories of governmentalityriefly illustrate how
a focus on failure has been progressively and @#plieschewed from
the analysis and argue that reclaiming its cemyralables us to account
analytically for vernacular experiences of conterapp globalising
processes through global/local prisms. In the s@@d third sections, |
focus on selected ethnographic encounters to dingt workings of
‘failure’ in their vernacular inflections. Failureflects local responses to
shifts in forms and practices of governmentalitythe region, as well as
experiences of globalising processes in their hgtg. The focus on

failure | am advocating here is, therefore, palitked to the task of



accounting for global/local experiences and verfacduaterpretations of
globalising processes, and partly directed to nkihg the place of
failure in theories of governmentality. The traggt of the argument is
dual. It alternates convergence and divergencedstythe empirical and
the imaginative, the theoretical and the vernacularillustrate how
ethnographic reflections on ‘failure’ may have aemsences for
theoretical pronouncements as well as for the arsabnd understanding
of situated experiences. When ethnography is refajaccordingly, as a
theoretical field which is inter-subjectively stalgand activated, the
analytical effort is to work at, and through, théuse where domains of
knowledge and experience emerge and connect. Tligescan be
figured as anémpirical conjuncture’ (Comaroff and Comaroff, 2003, p.
151, their emphasis) which realigns ethnographya asethodology at
once ‘inductive and deductive, empirical and imagire’ (Comaroff and
Comaroff, 2003, p. 147). Whilst being respectful ‘die empirical
without being empiricist’ (Comaroff and Comaroff0@3, p. 158),
ethnography is at once an inter-subjective encousmtel a scene for
theory. | consider this point more closely in theaf section, where |
argue that ‘failure’ should be understood spediffcas a concept-
metaphor and explain further what concept-metaphayg be said to do
for ethnography figured as an ensemble of sociatioms and knowledge

practices.

In the paper, | draw on multi-sited ethnographieldivork in Petén
undertaken over a period of eleven months in 19982 and on a
subsequent stretch of research in August 2005. dengtand multi-
sitedness to stand for a reflexive awareness otpeeific ethnographic
and theoretical strategies through which anthragod knowledge

comes into being (Marcus, 1998). Multi-sitednessliscafor a



reconfiguration of the ‘field’ in and through whi&thnographic practice
Is undertaken, so | take multi-sitedness to reddodth an itinerant form
of fieldwork and a research practice that ‘followee people’ (Marcus,
1998), and a theoretical practice that traces sotiteough vernacular
discourses, thus ‘following metaphors’ (Marcus, 8P9 More
specifically, for the purpose of the present arguimé aim to follow

‘concept-metaphors’ (Moore, 2004), chief among therat of ‘failure’.

In Theory, In Medias Res

Analyses of ‘governmentalit§’have become increasingly influential and
commonplace in recent years (Ferguson, 1994; Fengasd Gupta,
2002; Inda, 2005; Pels, 1997; Rose-Redwood, 20Q&ig&s, 2006;
Trigo, 2004; Watts, 2004), as developments and addwgs of
Foucauldian concepts such as ‘discipline’, ‘biopovead ‘technologies
of the self become the subject of progressivelyrentheoretically
sophisticated and ethnographically imaginative oplents (Ong and
Collier, 2005). Critical assessments of the field Boucauldian
scholarship can be noted (for instance, Rossi, 2084 on the whole,
Foucauldian analytiéscontinue to provide a rich terrain for the study o
contemporary forms of power. This is apparent ine tlhwvays
governmentality is invoked to describe an approsxhthe study of
government that focuses on the relation betweenandl ethical conduct
(Barry et al, 1996), is concerned with ‘rationalities’ or ‘nialities’ of
rule (Dean, 1996), and refers to ‘a power dispetbedugh the social
body’ (Pels, 1997, p. 176).

Foucault’s interest in governmentality and theteslaanalytical focus on
the ‘how-to-govern’ problem (Burche#it al, 1991, p. 7) suggests the



importance of analyses that focus on practicesodises and forms of
knowledge in and through which institutions and jsats come into
being. Further, this approach is specifically caned with ‘biopolitics’,
that is, with a form of power articulated ‘at treél of living individuals
and populations’ (Dean, 1996, p. 20; Foucault, 81910994). The subtle
imbrications of ‘life’, ‘knowledge’ and mentalitiesf rule has led to
suggestions that emergent objects of analysis nmghide ‘ecologies of
expertise’ (Ong, 2005), in what Poblete (2001, §8)1lhas persuasively
argued are multiple and overlapping macro- and epitcysical domains
of power/knowledge (Poblete, 2001, p. 138).

Analyses of governmentality generally stress thacBaldian emphasis
on the productivity of power in its manifold perratibns (Li, 1999;
Ferguson, 1996; Mosse, 2005). In a refutation @itt&c(1998) damning
analysis of high modernist schemes for the ‘improget of life’ and
drawing on Ferguson (1994), Li (2005), for instgnstresses the
importance of shifting, if not reversing, the emgbaof inquiries
concerned with failure. Contrary to Scott, Li (20GFgues that salient
research questions for an analysis of governméntahould be
concerned with positive objectives. In other wortte task is not to
ascertain whether schemes succeed or fail, butnatie analysis ought
to centre on what schemes do, how they operatevaatisocial relations
might be established in and through them, notabhemwschemes are
deemed to fail. Li's emphasis on the productiatyower (Li, 2005) sits
well with Foucault's own work and might be read as invitation to
produce more precise deployments of Foucaldianyaosl Whilst |
concur with Li (2005) that the questions posed lrgbson (1994)
through Foucault ([1978] 2004) are decisive for analysis of

governmentality, | suggest that this need not lieromnous with a move



‘beyond failure’ (Li, 2005, p. 391). Rather, vero&r understandings of
failure constitute rich and varied interventionsattihrequire dedicated
analysis. Further, whether understood through tleenacular, the
theoretical, the imaginative or the empirical, Ifiae¢’ constitutes a
‘concept-metaphor{Moore, 2004) that is central to figuring processes

contemporary social change. In Moore’s definition,

concept-metaphors like global, gender, the selftaerdbody are a kind of
conceptual shorthand, both for anthropologists famdothers. They are
domain terms that orient us towards areas of shaxetlange, which is
sometimes academically based. Concept-metaphorsexaenples of
catachresis, i.e. they are metaphors that havedequate referent. Their
exact meaning can never be specified in advandéeugh they can be
defined in practice and in context — and thereaid pf them that remains

outside or exceeds representation (Moore, 20043).

Riles and Miyazaki (2005), exemplify this point Wwdbrawing on their
research in the Japanese financial markets and #mhropological
fieldwork with market participants and derivativaders, they argue that
‘failure’ is a key figuration through which the nkat is currently
apprehended. They note that contemporary engagemtnthe market
requires individuals to develop not only theoridstlee market, that is,
theoretical pronouncements about the operationsnarfkets. Equally
important for these derivatives traders are theooé the failure of
markets, and of the failure of theory in representconomic realities.
Riles and Miyazaki (2005) point to the complexand it might be added,
the reflexivity that vernacular theories of failuentail. For those
engaging with markets, either as market particgpatraders, and or
knowledge workers, failure is an everyday occureerfeurther, as the

failure of financial markets is so commonplace drefjuent, people’s



theories concerning the workings, operations ardrés of markets are
equally mundane. To the extent that this is the cByazaki and Riles
(2005, p. 4) argue that ‘an ethnographic enquity market participants’
apprehension of the failure of economic knowledgggests that failure
Is apprehended not as a series of limits or gagsamomic theory to be
filled in, as is assumed in the social studiesimdrfce’. Rather, for the
financial traders who are Miyazaki and Riles’ itdeutors in the field,

failure is figured as ‘an endpoint’, that is, anpkeit retreat from

knowledge. In short, failure in the form of an eonfpp does not entail
attempts at supplementing existing, and failingywdedge, but rather, it

corresponds to a retreat from knowledge.

In this view, ‘failure’ is a common-place form ofomtemporary
experiences, as well as a way of making senseadfaiing processes.
As Miyazaki and Riles make clear (2005), being edaleel in globalising
processes often entails having to grapple withufail not only
experientially, but also theoretically. While theancial traders in this
study resolved to understand failure as the linfitknowledge, the
analysis proposed by Riles and Miyazakid) points to the salience of
an ethnographic focus on vernacular theories dfiraimore generally.
The task seems to lie in understanding the diftexemnacular forms,
inflections, rationales and implications of failuyees this is imagined and
experienced in global/local contexts to figure gliding processes. At
stake in this account is therefore a specificatidnexactly what the
vernacular understandings of failure and relateni\fedge practices may
be when failure is variously figured and mobiliseg people and
knowledge communities as disconnections, stoppagélsws, cuts in

networks and knowledge endpoints.



In addition to this, the analysis of vernacular emstiindings of failure as
a concept-metaphor which is mobilised to make searfsglobalising
processes can be connected specifically to govertatity. Analyses of
contemporary forms of governmentality point to céemp systematic and
discontinuous power-laden operations, arrangemamds ‘assemblages’
(Ong and Collier, 2005) that are often linked lte emergence of specific
regimes, notably those of neoliberal governmentafltarner, 2000;
O'Malley, 1998; O'Malley et al, 1997; Rose, 1996). Neoliberal
governmentality refers to forms of operation of pown late twentieth
century Western liberal democracies and encompassessses such as
the ‘de-statization’ of the state (Rose, 1996) @nadrise to prominence of
non-state institutions in domains of governance matiagement of life.
As summed up by Ferguson and Gupta (2002, p. 8#89)de-statization
of the state’ is not strictly coterminous with auwetion of governmental
intervention as such, and marks instead ‘a new higdd government’
which tends to operate through seemingly semi-autmus non-state
agencies (see also, Rudnyckyj, 2004). Furtherrgsed by Rose (1996),
the ‘de-statization of the state’ entails the ameaif ‘docile subjects’
whose moral outlook is increasingly directed towgasitonomy, self-
reliance and self-discipline. These are importamérventions that in
conjunction with recent calls for process-basedyaea of local forms of
neoliberal governmentality (Ferguson and Gupta,22d0rther refine,
and perhaps complicate, ideas put forth by Foudauthe 1979 lecture
held at the College de France on the subject oflibemlism and the
Chicago School (Lemke, 2001). In the lecture, Falicaentifies two
key elements that are specific to neoliberalismil@none hand, Foucault
notes an inversion of the relation between theesaatl the economy. In
neoliberalism, ‘it is the market form which servas the organizing

principles for the state and society’ (Lemke, 2001200). The second



important trait is the systematic extension of @it rationality to the
field of the social, the correspondent withdrawéltle state and the
reconfiguration of ethics of ‘self-care’ for ‘pruatesubjects whose moral
qguality is based in the fact that they rationalgsess the costs and
benefits’ of their acts (Lemke, 2001, p. 201).

Ferguson and Gupta (2002, p. 996) add that dismssiof
governmentality generally, and neoliberal governtaily in particular,
tend to be ethnocentric, but ought not to be cedfito Western contexts
(see also Pitcher, 2002; Rankin, 2004). Throughetaileéd analysis of
maternal health projects in India, they demonstitzdé governmentality’s
operations are often marked by ‘spatial and scaasumptions’
concerning the state. Specifically, they note hoawvegnmentality’s
operations relating to the welfare of the populatfonction through
‘verticality’ and ‘encompassment’. Whilst ‘verticgf refers to the
rationalites and practices that posit the stateovab society,
‘encompassment’ stresses the capacities of the staencompass its
localities (Ferguson and Gupta, 2002). In additibm vertical
encompassment of rationalities and practices atldtel of the state,
Ferguson and Gupt#(d) note the increasing relevance of ‘transnational
governmentality’ for an understanding of neolibegalvernmentality’s
globalising impetus. These forms of governmentdlibpble imaginings
and practices of vertical encompassment and assurmspatoncerning, for
instance, the centrality of the state in neolibgmlernmentality. At stake
here is not strictly the disappearance of the staterather, a change or
shift in the form the state takes, as states -nabh@nly nations — become
Imagined constructs (Ferguson and Gupta, 2002;CGefpta, 2001;
Stepputat, 2001). More generally, the task liesegonnecting vernacular

mobilisations of failure in their dense historicignd unfolding, with
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governmentality’s specific operations.

In view of the possible connections between themed interventions,
the analytical purchase of ‘failure’ is two-foldirst, ‘failure’ seems to
capture very effectively multiple dimensions of tamporary globalising
processes, in their varied forms and from the \gmtaoint of the

vernacular. Second, failure as a concept-metapbonects globalising
processes to specific ‘projects of governance’ y\¥ale 1996, p. 358
cited in Perry and Maurer 2003, p. xiv), in effegtconstituting the place
of failure within Foucauldian analyses of governtaéty. These are
particularly salient questions in northern Guateamalhere the region of
Petén is undergoing a renewed wave of increasatectedness to global
flows, as it lies within the boundaries of the PIBaebla Panama
(henceforth, PPP), a new large scale multi-stateeldpment project
supported by national and supra-national instititio The primary
objectives of the PPP are to improve the chanrfetermmunication and
flow of resources between the USA and Central AcaerA further aim

Is to increase the levels of economic growth in tégion, while also
seeking to protect the biodiversity of Central Aroar Developments
associated with PPP projects and initiatives haselted in conflict and
territorialised and deterritorialised struggles movihe meanings of
globalising processes linked to the PPP as an iextipform of

globalising governmentality.

A striking consequence of such struggles over teammgs of PPP-
associated reforms is a perceived crisis of legitynand a failure of
governing of the large conservation scheme the#tadVIBR. This failure
in medias regdirects knowledge practices specifically towardaking

sense of contemporary modalities of rule in thipidly globalising
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region. The failure of global/local forms of goverentality is figured
through vernacular discourses concerned with theepesd failure of the
MBR. In effect, these declarations of failure algoachallenges to the
MBR as a global/local form of rule over territorgdapopulations that is
embedded in the histories of conflict, insurgenag atate repression that
engulfed Guatemala, and the region of Petén incpdat, in the mid- to
late twentieth century.Such declarations of failure therefore expose the
MBR as a form of rule over territory and populasarharacteristic of late
counter-insurgent and immediate post-Peace Accgoi®rnmentality.
Late counter-insurgent governmentality was, asas iounded, already

fraying at the edges.
Transversing the Vernacular, Retracing Historicity

For most of the twentieth century, the region oféRevas considered to
be a remote and vast extension of primary foregt aisparse population
connected to global flows mainly through tbkicle industry, i.e. the
extractive economy of the sap of ttieico zapotdree (Schwartz, 1990).
More detailed analysis has portrayed Petén as @sitepy of Ancient
Maya archaeological treasures, a peripheral anrdi®utpost of the
Guatemalan state (Schwartz, 1990), an ‘agricultinositier’ (Daryet al.,
1998), a refuge from war (van der Vaeren, 200@)gfdom under direct
control of the Guatemalan Army, a site of insurgeaed state repression
(Posocco, 2004; Steglen, 2007), and since the oreatf the Maya
Biosphere Reserve in 1990, a conservation arealfeug, 2003). During
the mid- to late-twentieth century, landless migsaand war-displaced
populations converged and moved across the nortmegion of
Guatemala, often joining multicultural and itinerauerrillas (Posocco,
2004). Following the Peace Accords between thergeus of the

12



Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (URNG) ahd Guatemalan
Government signed in 1996, Petén has become a dénahanifold
resettlements, dwelling and transit for multi-ethrand multi-lingual
populations (van der Vaeren, 2000; Posocco, 20t#els 2007). Recent
arrivals include tourists and increasingly sinc®@,9ersonnel of multi-
lateral and non-governmental agencies (Posoccal; Zihdberg, 2003),
first engaged in post-conflict reconstruction ates, and later
undertaking either conservation or developmeniaitivtes. An intensified
form of involvement in global flows has occurre@@sely through flows
of foreign aid, to the extent that aid flows linked conservation
strategies have outlived and by far surpassed dthhatting streams,
notably those post-conflict-related, in terms ofthbaontinuity and
magnitud€. Petén is also increasingly a site of intense hutraffic and
transit between Central and South America to th&t§@nd Mexico and
the United States to the North, with indicationattthe trials experienced
by migrants seeking to enter the United Stategallg is gradually
resulting in increasing numbers of migrants sejtiin Petén and other

departamentosf Guatemala (Prensa Libre, 2006a).

Complex configurations of social life in the regibave been the subject
of further social change in the wake of Plan Pué&daama (PPP). First
publicized by Mexican President Vincente Fox in @@hd as purported
by its architects (IADB, 2003), Plan Puebla Panamasists of varied
short, medium and long-term initiatives aimed dtasting ‘integration’,
‘social and economic development’, and ‘well-being’ the region
between the South-Southwest of Mexico and the @kermimerican
Isthmus (IADB, 2003). Eight Central American cougdrare involved in

PPP initiatives geared to addressing issues ohisastie development,
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human development, prevention of natural disasteygrism, trade,
transport  infrastructure, electrical grid infrastwre  and

telecommunications. The realisation of large irtftagure projects such
as roads, dams and electricity grids is financethbygovernments of the
countries involved, the private sector, bilatergeracies and through
loans from multilateral financial institutions. $#al state-sponsored
developments are planned for Petén (IADB, 2003)hwatgnificant

implications for local populations.

From their very inception, Plan Puebla Panamaedlanitiatives and
reforms have been the subjects of academic andlgroppposition and
criticism (cf. Perrons, 2004, p. 286). This hadipalarly been the case in
Petén, where a renewed wave of civil society msdiiion has sought to
intervene in decision making processes, often sgeki halt reforms and
initiatives. For instance, local activist netwotksk to the streets in 2005
to protest against what they perceived to be fofcefcursions on
resources such as land, water and maize. Facingspnead protests and
popular mobilisation nation-wide, the Guatemalarnv&oment delayed
the implementation of the DR-CAFTA Free Trade Agneat, a key
aspect of PPP reforms, and only ratified it on Iy 2006 (Prensa Libre,
2006Db).

Plan Puebla Panama-related reforms and infrasteugiojects, notably
the proposed construction of a system of dams Her groduction of
electricity on the Usumacinta River recently rewibkand the planned
increase in transport infrastructure through theatton of new roads,
have proved controversial and unpopular with segsneh the local

population. From outright opposition to the reformas expression of
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diffidence, suspicion and mistrust, the significarof these responses is
multiple and complex. On the one hand, it is cldsat PPP-related
reforms in contemporary Petén entail rapid incréasterconnectedness
to global flows, that is, the PPP represents aiderable globalising
impetus. On the other hand, vernacular responsgieltalising processes
unfolding in the region reveal that contemporarfomas are tied to
complex and plural local histories of governmetyalPopular opposition
to PPP-reforms has unfolded alongside institutiapadstionings of the
legitimacy of established local institutions, maaagnt and governance
of the area. From the perspective of Petén, whatieasingly seen to be
failing, and is therefore the object of multiplectieations of failure, is
governmentality associated with the managemenhefMBR. This is

increasingly singled out as inefficacious and obisol

The MBR covers 21,000 square kilometers, equivaten68% of the
overall surface of Petén (Grinberg, 2001), tharasghly 21% of the
surface area of Guatemala. Established in 1990 rutinde auspices of
global environmentalist agendas, The MBR is paradiic of a late
counter-insurgent and post-Peace Accords goverratitgnn the region.
The establishment of the MBR was spearheaded byiiieed Nations
Scientific Educational and Cultural Organisationaivland the Biosphere
Program’ and sustained throughout the years by USAID fuahdsineled
through the Maya Biosphere Reserve Project (MAYARENSchwartz,
2005). The 21,000 square kilometers of MBR tenea®rfall into three
categories, namely ‘core areas’, ‘multiple use sba@d ‘buffer zones'.
Each category corresponds to different conditimrshiman settlement,
human activity and, crucially, land use. Overdie MBR includes eight
core areas known asonas nucleo where no human settlement is

permitted. Among these are the archaeologicalo$itékal, the National
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Park Laguna del Tigre and the National Park SidelaLacandon. In the
buffer zones and multiple use zones human settleraed human
activities such as agriculture and controlled loggare permitted, but
they are subject to stringent regulation and moimito

The creation of the Maya Biosphere Reserve in 1888 promoted by
images of the World Heritage site of Tikal, alscnt@ined within the
Biosphere boundaries. The complex administratioanagement and
surveillance of the newly ‘protected’ territoriesen® assigned to a
government institution, the National Council for ofeicted Areas
(Consejo de Areas Protegida§ONAP), especially created for that
purpose. From the onset, CONAP’s operations werdedai by
organisations global in scope, e.g. local and magonal non-
governmental organisations (cf. Sundberg, 1998¢ dstablishment and
subsequent functioning of the Biosphere was supdoand enabled by
organisations such as The Nature Conservancy andseBation
International. Very influential, especially in tesrof providing funds and
technical expertise was the nominally ‘cooperatilit mostly USAID-
sponsored Maya Biosphere Project, known as MAYAREMA
MAYAREMA provided much of the financial assistancetical to the
establishment of the Biosphere and funded the @pes of the
Guatemalan National Council of Protected Areas, @®Nor over a
decade. With reference to this, Schwartz (2005pesgthat the Maya
Biosphere Reserve might have been an impositionth® local
populations, but that ‘integrated projects' suchttes MAYAREMA
initiative were at the time perceived to be papttory and therefore
preferable to strict environmental protection/comagon strategies. In
this view, the environmentalism espoused in MAYARKMbrojects

between 1991 and 1996 sought to realise a modebmdervation that
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combined the promotion of social and economic dgwakent for
communities located within the boundaries of thesphere, especially
through activities such as eco-tourism, commun#égda enterprises and
controlled agriculture. According to Schwartz (2POthese aims were
pursued alongside institutional capacity buildinghe form of financial
and technical support to the institutions involvedhe management of
Biosphere territories. Funding for scientific rasdgh geared towards
understanding time-series forest and land-use ehaogplemented the
MAYAREMA project.

Sundberg (1998) offers a rather different charaa@on of the
operations of MAYAREMA, arguing that the establiggmh of the MBR
coincided with a policy shift in global conservati@agendas in Latin
America and specifically with a move from conseimat strategies
centered on the realisation of ‘natural parks’nore multifaceted and
complex models that could, at least in principcanmodate global and
local concerns for conservation and environmentatiggtion. This was to
be achieved in conjunction with the pursuit of emorc development
viewed to constitute a pre-requisite for the redims of poverty
reduction initiatives. Sundbergpid) further notes how the convergence
of environmentalist and aid organisations’ stragegexerted ominous
pressure on the Guatemalan Government of the tion&he effect that
President Marco Vinicio Cerezo Arévalo finally toatarge of the
realisation of the project. In short, as arguedsbhydberg, ‘in supporting
the reserve, the Guatemalan government demonsttatedlingness to
follow a global environmental agenda increasinginfoeced by

multilateral institutions’ (Sundberg, 1998, p. 1).
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These accounts make important contributions toraterstanding of the
processes leading to the establishment of the MBRvever, they leave
unaddressed the broader political trajectory ofdbentry in the 1990s,
notably in relation to the history of violence atahflict that nominally
came to an end with the signing of the Guatemalkaac® Accords in
December 1996 (CEH, 1999). Over the thirty-six yieag conflict, the
region of Petén was the site of clashes betweeGtiaemalan Army and
the Rebel Armed Forces/Guatemalan National Rewrlaty Unity
(CEH, 1999; Posocco, 2004), as the insurgent pegatd sought cover
in the forest, notably at times of severe Army esgion. The
establishment of the Biosphere in 1990 offereddpportunity to exert
control over territory and populations of areasofthern Petén that were
at the time sites of intense activity for the irgants of the FAR-URNG
(CEH, 1999; Posocco, 2004), as the guerrillas éskeddl camps of
strategic importance in the relatively inaccessibleea around the
archaeological site of Piedras Negras. This enathledinsurgents, and
later internally displaced populations (Posoccd)&0Staler, 2007), to
engage in intense traffic with the Mexican shor¢hef Usumacinta River,
whilst maintaining distance from rural military gosts and the heavily

militarised urban centers of central Petén.

The establishment of the Maya Biosphere Reservéntnilierefore be
understood directly in relation to the operations a late-counter
insurgent rationality of rule in their sovereignncern with territory and
biopolitical interest in populations, which sought intervene in
territories beyond the control of the state in tlogic of ‘verticality and
encompassment’ noted by Ferguson and Gupta (2008. counter-
insurgent rationality of the MBR was still evidantthe thick historicity

of the aftermath of the Peace Accords, when mylitaichniques were
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deployed to police the boundaries of the Resemwel999-2000, in the
course of multi-sited anthropological researchha tegion and whilst
relatively uninterested in matters of environmergahservation, | was
routinely reminded of how technologies of repressibaracteristic of the
conflict were being restaged in and around the MER1 one occasion, |
received reports that three communities had bemteelvfrom a core area
of the MBR. Moved to a ‘temporary’ site, the mupai authorities had
promised that sufficient water would be suppliedhwa water-carrier,
until an agreement was reached as to a satisfactegftiement. When |
first visited, the representatives of the commaesitexplained that they
had been evicted from core areas, where, as thagrstood it, no human
activity was permitted under the law. | was tolé@ tihree communities
had been settled there for four years. They had fied their villages
following a massacre and since then, they had magedss the land,
looking for a place where they could plant and katymaize, seeking to
avert Army repression. As we talked, it emerged thany of the men
had been guerrilla combatants, active in the fdéthe Rebel Armed
Forces/Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity. &tep of

communities being evicted from the Maya Biospheegeanot unusual in
1999-2000, as ‘invaders’ multiplied through the emdification of

Q’eqgchi’ migration from the highlands of Alta Vein the direction of
the lowlands of Petén. From the perspective ofeghsmmmunities of
migrants, many of whom Q’eqchi’ speakers, it wdfdalilt to distinguish

between late-counter insurgent and post-Peace dsgmvernmentalities
In a core area of the MBR communities found thaltbould be at the
receiving end of violence and displacement theyeustdod to be

analogous to what they had endured during the ictnfl
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With qualifications that apply to what | call the ayh Biosphere
Reserve’s counter-insurgent rationality, desigmatiof Biosphere
territories to specific zoning regimes seemed targe extent to have
been arbitrary, as the Association of Forest Comiasnof Petén
(ACOFOP) were keen to point out. Furthermore, tbandlaries of the
MBR, the criteria deployed in attributing core, tauf or multiple use
status to different zones, and the conditions thlased on social life
were very directly questioned since the inceptidnthe scheme: the
Guatemalan state increasingly struggled to enfomendaries — and in
the process — led different constituencies to caender access to
‘protected’ land (Sundberg, 1998, 2003). Ambiguitgrbitrariness
(FLACSO, 2005; Schwartz, 2005; Sundberg, 1998, @0l violence

were determinants in the practices and processesmhg’ of the MBR.

The establishment of the Biosphere in 1990 heratiedformation of
specific subjects deemed to possess, or indeed ktkironmental
knowledge (Sundberg, 2003). The creation of thesjihere can therefore
be understood to be related to forms of Ilate-courdgergent
governmentality aiming to exert control over temyt and populations in
remote areas where insurgent groups operated argees sought refuge
from Army incursions (see Posocco 2008). With tbanfling of the
MBR, insurgent subjects, ehemigos internos (internal enemies),
guerrillas and refugees were slowly replaced angerseded by the
fabrication of other subjects construed to be iednef intervention:
campesinosto be technocratically trained into the new craenf
environmental knowledge, management and expeds&undberg notes
(2003) orinvasores the newly fashioned illegitimate occupier of MBR.
Popular and institutional discourses increasindgntified this regime of

governmentality with failure during my fieldwork R005. Attributions of
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failure of the MBR may said to herald a shift awiagm the late-
counterinsurgent regime of governmentality linkedthe establishment
of the MBR, and possibly both a re-entrenchment radnfiguration of

governmentality’s operations in the region.

Vernacular Paradoxes of Failure

During a research visit in Petén in 2005 many eda@yyconversations
seemed to be concerned with problems relating écattministration of
the MBR expressed through negative articulationthefverbcumplir. A
multiplicity of declaration of failures appearedaomments regarding the
vulnerability of MBR boundaries to illegal migrantsrugs traffickers,
grave diggers, antiquities smugglers and land#thinagrants, the detail
depending on the unequivocal sense of distancecthddl be established
between these figures of contraband and illegigmapropriation and
whoever happened to be my interlocutors. Among ethesrnacular
declarations in their contrasting forms, some &tnme as directly tied to
knowledge practices with the potential to engenttethe very moment
of utterance, an epistemic break. In other wordspes declarations of
failure seemed to have the potential to lead todbkblishment - or
consolidation - of the conditions of possibilityr fa restructuring of the
system of governing of the MBR. This was particlylahe case when
failure emerged in governmental and non-governnhemistitutional
contexts and was seemingly geared to establish dpearent
unmanageability of the Biosphere. Suggestions degmeed to re-zone
Biosphere territories (e.g. Schwartz, 2005) prodo#eat acting upon
failure was a matter of necessity. In environmeptaicy discourse, ‘to
rezone’ means to effect a change in the terms,itonsl and practices of

land use, but the emergence of the powerful thegz®nificacionliterally
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introduced flexibility into what institutions ha@bored — and regularly
failed - to figure and enforce as irrevocable ageanents and unmovable

boundaries over more than a decade.

Biosphere boundaries were clearly implicated inoagér history of
contestation of the environmental conservation ehand histories of
practices and imaginings that hde factoengaged in continuous re-
zoning of the MBR since its inception. Among thananous re-zoning
Imaginings that contested the boundaries of zone® \the insurgents
operating in the newly established core areas duiie mid-1990s up
until the signing of the Peace Accords in 1996, ititernally displaced
populations and landless migrants settling in, i/ crossing, MBR
territories illegally (Posocco, 2008; Stglen 200Mese practices afe
facto rezoning repeatedly called into question the legwity of the
system of governmentality of the Maya Biospheredres and global
environmentalist agendas advocating its realisatiblowever, the
declarations of failure of the Biosphere, motivabgdhe apparent sudden
realisation of its unmanageability, had a doubfeatf On the one hand,
institutional calls for re-zoning of Biosphere tries seemed to obscure
and limit, rather than enable, the projects of ipldtand discontinuous
constituencies of subjects involved in periodic faleto re-zoning
practices, seeking to ensure that any re-zoningldvdae carefully
managed through the formation of institutional zaiing mentalities’.
On the other hand, the attribution of failure te tBiosphere clearly
heralded a shift towards the realisation of PP&teél projects, which the
strict zoning regime of the Biosphere would hindedeter outright. This
was a first paradox of vernacular inflections oilui@ of the MBR,
namely that the rationalities of rule dedicateth forceful realisation of

the MBR should now be at once signalling and cangurup the
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emergence of the conditions of possibility for ao®ation of MBR
boundaries, a re-zoning which might be understaodelation to the

realisation of PPP-related reforms.

Other conversations in the field focused on thesskatcontroversy,
tactfully broached through indirect references andeliberately vague
terms, regardingoncesionesConcesionesechnically referred to lawful
exceptions such as those granted to the commeacialities of two
controlled logging enterprises located within MBBuhdaries, but the
meanings of the term now extended to cover, invidreacular, othead
hoc dispensations perceived to amount to illegitimatieate contracts.
Discourses of failure linked to calls for re-zoninf§ MBR territories
could therefore be contrasted with this distincliection of failure
attributed to the system of governmentality of M8R that focused
specifically on the issue of private contractsalsvalerted to this by Maya
Q’eqchi’ activists in the run up to th& Rugust 2005, the date in which
local indigenous rights associations acting with slupport of numerous
civil society groups, issued the ‘Yaxha Declaratiohhe declaration
denounced the failings of the MBR, and specificalig presence of a
television crew filming the reality shoviurvivor for a US/global
television network in the archaeological site ofx\a, in a core area of
the Biospher&.The activists vocally objected to a number of ficas
adopted by the television crew, notably the assag#lof casas
canadiensesthat is, chalet-style prefabricated buildingscezd to house
television crew and reality show contestants. A¢ theart of their
objections, however, were the general restrictionsaccess to the site
placed on local population and the specific difies they had
experience when seeking to enter the site to parfoayejak the ritual

offering central to Q’eqchi’ religious practice. iFthese activists, the
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failure of the Maya Biosphere was linked primatythe undermining of
MBR boundaries associated with granting private tremts,
‘concesionésto private interests groups such as the medmglomerate,
and to the simultaneous sustained denial of adcessre areas of the
Biosphere to local populations. Further, their destion of failure of the
MBR was tied to the request for enforcement of éhésundaries.
Interestingly, the text of the ‘Yaxha Declaratiomobilised numerous
instances wereumplir was articulated in the negative and included not
only MBR regulations, but also the national Consitin, the Peace
Accords, and the ILO Convention No. 169 concernimgigenous and
Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries for thisppse. The paradox
here then refers to the manner in which, populatissmo had in the
recent past contested the forceful imposition ofBoundaries, found

themselves in the position of advocates for MBRralauy enforcement.

The seemingly contradictory responses apparentrassgoots groups
calling for the enforcement of what have histoticdleen repressive
zoning practices, on the one hand, and institutiagants calling for an
overhaul of the zoning system due to its percetluadhanageability’ on
the other, reveal differences and discontinuitieshe perception and
conceptualization of failure attributed to the Magesphere Reserve,
and in vernacular discourses concerning how sustamees of failures
might in turn seen to be connected to contempagkmtyalising processes.
Far from a univocal and consistent concept-metgplalure’ as a
negative form of the verbumplir, with its diverse points of reference,
therefore conjures up a multiplicity of perspecsivend experiences of
globalising processes in contemporary Petén. Whattly is being
produced and how, however, is a matter of debat within frames of

analyses that drawn on the analytics of Foucaulg@arernmentality. On
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the face of it, vernacular discourses of failuraldde taken to refer very
simply to the failure of the Maya Biosphere as asawvation project.
Failure, in this sense, is coterminous with ‘proj&lure’, that is, the
failure of the project to realise its stated aims abjectives. However,
as argued by Mosse (2005) in his critical analgéia DfID development
project, ‘projects do no fail; they are failed byder networks of support
and validation’ (Mosse, 2005, p. 18). In this vieWailure in not the
failure to implement the plan, but a failuoé interpretation (Mosse,
2005, p. 18, emphasis in the original). Mosse'dyamalinks failure of a
development project in Western India to rapid clsngh policy and
donor priority and related ‘instances of disartatidn between practices’
(2005, p. 18). Mosse notes that ‘the response itoréa... is the re-
articulation of project practice in favor of newlipg models’ {bid). This
might suggest that the attribution of failure te tMBR heralds very
simply a shift in the rationality of governing ihe region, as territories
and populations are engulfed by changes in globlatyppriorities. Yet,
whilst Mosse concludes that “success” and “faituaee policy oriented
judgments that obscure project effects’ (2005, 9) this critique of
instrumentalism grapples only superficially withildee understood as

exceeding a focus on policy narrowly conceived.

Failure as Concept-metaphor

As the ethnographic analysis of the place of failun globalising
processes reveals, ‘failure’ is not strictly contarous with a shift in
policy or in the rationalities of governing in th@omplex their effects,
though it might to some extent coincide with thisailure does not
exclusively refer to vernacular interpretations afhifts in

governmentality’s operations and rationalities,ttig failure is not,
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strictly speaking, merely a local interpretation global processes.
Rather, failure constitutes a rich concept-metapth@t exceeds the
narrow description of changes in policy rationadesl interpretations in
context, and refers more broadly to an ensemblexpkriences and
knowledge practices that far exceed the realms dfcyy project

management or ‘local’ interpretations, narrowlyidedl.

Vernacular declarations of failure reflect and aefrthe dense historicity
of the global/local context as this emerges in pEsmwn accounts. In
this view, 'failure' is better accounted for whezedhed to constitute a
‘domain term’ (Moore, 2004, p.73) to which therearespond a plurality
of discrepant interpretative strategies mobilisgdilbjects to make sense
of globalising processes, their histories, and ith&ances of failure
produced in and through them. As with concept-nietep more
generally, the exact meanings of failure ‘can neler specified in
advance — although they can be defined in praetnckin context — and
there is part of them that remains outside or edxa®presentation’
(Moore, 2004, p. 73).

Legitimating discourses underpinning the establesthinand maintenance
of the MBR have resulted in the extrication of teservation project
from historicity. They exhibit some of key charaitcs of what
Gayatry Chakravorty Spivak (1999) has termed ‘wioddnarratives’,
that is, colonial and postcolonial inscriptions @hi far from merely
describing a referent, instantiate the referenthiwitspecific colonial
logics and figurations, typically through makingetheferent appear to
originate ex nihlo within determinate temporal and spatialising Isgic
which instantiate it, whilst simultaneously conaegl its history of

provenance and making. The analytical labor otifailis therefore partly
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to bring into view the historicity of the MBR. Fbsdr, as a concept-
metaphor, failure re-orients knowledge and expegehis framing of
failure as a ‘concept-metaphor’ through which plurgernacular
experiences and understandings of globalising psEs emerge is
consistent with — though not exhausted in - a Falgcan understanding
of ‘governmentality’ that sees techniques of ridepaoductive (Foucault,
[1978] 2004), as well as with those theorists ofegomentality that see
failure specifically as constitutive of rule (seeMalley et al, 1997;
O'Malley, 1998)? From this perspective, failure appears as fully

constitutive of governmentality and of modernitgfguson, 1999).

Declarations of failure of the MBR give a form tantemporary
globalising processes and PPP-related reformsritengporary Petén, as
these seem to proceed through instances of fasluch as the perceived
collapse of the MBR, a system embedded in the regmlate-counter
insurgent governmentality to begin with, and or@easingly engulfed in
processes of globalising failure such as those Wwhemgaged the
institutional perspectives as much as the Maya €iecctivists who
released the ‘Yaxha Declaration’. Riles (1997, @.8)3 following
Rabinow, argues that ‘rather than uncover the ndatest in the forms
...anthropologists might instead seek to visualize fbrms latent in the
norms’. Here | have argued that failure is one docm of contemporary
governmentality in Petén. Failure, as the formh&f horm, is internally
differentiated and plural and it is this internélnality and diversity, this
potential of the concept-metaphor to have no speferent which has
consequences for ethnography as both inter-subge@xperience and

theoretical reflection.
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The analytical advantage of an approach to ‘glshibn’,
‘governmentality’ and ‘failure’ as concept metaphas the explicit
guestioning of accounts which, in their epistemalah reliance on
representationalism, assume a direct, stable ang@roblematic
relationship between these terms and their referdite analytical work
of concept metaphors is to eschew representatssnalnd, invite instead
analyses which consider concept-metaphors’ perfivenavalence and
re-articulatory effects. From this perspective, aapt-metaphors do the
work of jolting domain terms, re-directing knowledgnd reconfiguring
experience in unexpected directions in the analtand experiential

practice that is ethnography.

How might such difference be understood? Felman032®. 57),

drawing on the work of philosopher J. L. Austingaes that ‘[t|he act of
failing ... opens up the space of referentiality -obrmpossible reality —
not becaussomething is missindut becaussomething else is done

the [Austinian] term ‘misfire’ does not refer to afsence, but to the
enactment of a difference’. In this view, paradoxésfailure are not

exhausted in representationalist logics, but mayrimkerstood to evade it
and hence correspond to the enactment of a diferdn Moore’s terms
(2004), the open-ended character of failure asnaequ-metaphor might
be due to its status as catachresis (see alsodPrak®6; Spivak 1999).
The limits of referentiality and the place of exx@®d incompleteness in
the concept-metaphor constitute the grounds for gheduction of

difference at stake in failure, as do the vernaduistorical trajectories of
articulation of modalities of rule that make up tleeal operations of
neoliberal governmentality as failure, in its plufarms in the dense
historicity of this locale. Complex sets of difftems generated in and

through local prisms are revealed herein, as etlapbic encounters
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become axes along which analysis develops, asioosaf®r mobilising
the apparatus of vernacular experienaed theoretical reflection.
Ethnography is also reconfigured as a result dsearetical field that is
inter-subjectively staged and activated. Ethnogyapkrefore operates at
the point the intersection where domains of knogtednd experience

emerge and connect.

Conclusion

In this paper, | have argued that an analysis ofa®ilar understandings
of globalising processes through the prism of Pedéeals that ‘failure’
constitutes a central domain term that engagearaljy of interpretative
strategies deployed by people and knowledge contresrio make sense
of, and give form to, processes of rapid sociahglesand their impact on
complex forms of social life in the region. In aodance with Foucault’s
analysis, governmentality may be seen to produffereince as failure,
and do so in plural forms. In this view, failureagnodality of operation
of rule fully within the scope of neoliberal gloiswhg governmentality.
Failure has to do with the articulation of globig mentalities of rule
such as those linked to the realisation of the FHRRher, | have argued
that, through the prism of Petén, ‘failure’ may $&e&d to constitute a
‘concept-metaphor’ (Moore, 2004) through which deomake sense of
globalising processes. Conceptualizations of ‘failuinherent in
globalising processes are multiple, discrepanttradictory and, in many
respects, context-specific. But as Miyazaki ancefkipoint out (2005),
being embedded in globalising processes entail;gae grapple with
failure experientially and epistemologically. Whitkeir interlocutors in
the field resolved to deal with the failure of eocomc knowledge to

produce accurate predictions through a retreat gpatialist knowledge
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and thus defining failure as an epistemic endp(@#iyazaki and Riles
2005), perspectives from Petén reconfigure faihgean explicitly plural
and internally differentiated form of contemporante, redirecting the
flow of knowledge. Not an endpoint, then, but dipg which disconcerts

more familiar ‘rhetorics of scale’ (Tsing, 2000edtin Perry and Maurer,
2003).
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Notes

1 Acknowledgements:A version of this paper was presented at the Royal
Geographical Society—Institute of British Geograghaternational Conference 2006,
in the session Globalising Failures sponsored ByEbtonomic Geography Research
Group. | am grateful to the participants for thigiedback and to Rebecca Lawrence
and Diane Perrons for their comments on early gessiof this paper. The paper
draws on anthropological fieldwork in Petén, nonth&uatemala, over a period of
eleven months in 1999-2000, and on further reseamdertaken in August 2005. The
author is grateful to the Society for Latin Amenc8tudies, University of London
Central Research Fund and the London School of &oas for their support at
different stages of the research.

% In Michel Foucault's own definition, an analysis governmentality is concerned
with ‘the ensemble formed by the institutions, @tares, analyses, and reflections,
the calculations and tactics that allow the exera@s this very specific albeit very
complex form of power, which has as its target pagon, as its principal form of
knowledge political economy, and as its essengahiiical means apparatuses of
security’ (Foucault, [1978] 1994, p. 219). Accomlito Foucault, governmentality
developed in the West during the course of a ttansirom the ‘state of justice’ of
the Middle Ages to the ‘administrative state’ iretfifteen and sixteen centuries
(Foucault, ibid). This resulted in the rise to pmemce of governmentality’s peculiar
exercise of power in the form of sovereignty andciiline. From this point on,
according to Foucault, ‘government’ increasinglpeleds on the formation of a range
of government apparatuses intimately linked tog$tablishment of ‘a whole complex
of knowledgesgavoir§’ (Foucault [1978] 1994, p. 219-220).

3 With reference to the ‘analytics of governancegab (1996, p. 20, author's own
emphasis) points out that ‘@malyticsis a type of study concerned with an analysis
of the specific conditions under which particulatiges emerge’.

* It should be noted that Dean (1996, p.174, notsutjgests a distinction between
neo-liberalism and advanced liberalism. The laiéers specifically to Rose’s (1993)
formulation of ‘advanced liberalism’ understood melation to the ‘advanced

psychiatric society’.

® For a full chronology and analysis of the Guatematonflict, from its inception in
1954 with the CIA-sponsored overthrow of the dermabcrgovernment of Jacopo
Arbenz, through the years of violent state repogsaind episodes of genocide in the
early 1980s, to the signing of the Guatemalan PAacerds between the Guatemalan
Government and the insurgents of the GuatemalaioMNdtRevolutionary Unity in
December 1996, see CEH (1999). For a discussiorthef conflict from the
perspective of Petén , see Posocco (2004).

® Such a sense of intensification in global conrdess depends on a view of the
region as remote and disconnected from national teantsnational processes and
dynamics. Popular and academic accounts of theriisf Petén have contributed to
such a view (Schwartz 1990, Soza 1970), and inpioeess, have led to the
consolidation of heroic narratives of colonizatiminthe region. Despite the ubiquity
and resonance of these accounts reinforcing a sehdsbe exceptionality and
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peculiarity of Petén vis-a-vis the national conteitte subaltern histories and

experiences of transient populations, for instance, discussion of the strategic place
occupied by Petén in the history of the Guatematanflict (Posocco 2004) suggest

that far from being isolated and disconnected, iP&s been intensely connected to
national, regional, transnational and global cisuiAs one of the anonymous

reviewers of this paper has rightly pointed outéRevas in fact connected to global
trade in natural resources since the nineteenttugeand probably before that, given

that colonial and imperial relations have been & p& Petén since the Spanish

conquest. In the 1960s, Petén was shaped by Wari#t Bnding to expand the cattle

industry; foreign investment in timber; and US s®ses in the quotas for beef from
Central America. Furthermore, in the 1970s Petémassed renewed Word Bank

investment in the form of funds for the constructaf the airport in Santa Elena. In

view of this, conservation and development may lbeenadequately characterised as
a consolidation and not, strictly speaking, asm@nsification in global flows.

” The UNESCO program aimed to promote a model ofsenmtion seeking to

combine the preservation of biodiversity, econodegelopment and respect for local
cultures. The appeal to nature, culture and econdenvelopment, made of the Maya
Biosphere a complex project that pursued the segynimn-reconcilable goals of

preserving the tropical humid forest and the imgairtarchaeological remains
scattered across it, in accordance with the cultprascriptions of a multi-lingual and

multi-ethnic population encompassing numerous Ladind indigenous identities as
well as other migrants with multiple histories ofignation and conflict-related

displacements.

8 For further analysis of this incident, see Posq@€98).
% | owe this insight to Rebecca Lawrence. Note, h@rethat O’Malleyet al. (1997)

see failure as coinciding with resistance, whilstehl argue failure coincides fully
with rule.
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