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ABSTRACT

Criminal Alienation: Arizona Prison Expansion 1993 -
2003 argues that border militarization and the
criminalization of Latino immigrants has increasingly
driven Arizona prison expansion between 1993 and 2003. It
identifies four policy shifts that have reversed
decarceration trends in the state’s prison growth over this
ten year period, resulting in the emergence of an expanding
“border-prison system”.

The project both enacts and argues in favor of a
politically participatory cultural studies methodology,
guided by a post-structuralist Marxist theoretical approach
stressing interdependencies between political economic
processes and subject formation. Criminal Alienation
offers an intervention in the field of cultural studies,
arguing for the foregrounding of state repression in the
study of capital and social power relations. It also
contributes to the field of prison studies with an analysis
of the role of U.S. immigration policy, narratives of
immigration, and the social production of “criminal alien”
and “consenting citizen” identities in the expansion of the

contemporary prison industrial complex.
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The case studies in Criminal Alienation center on
narratives and practices surrounding the emergence of
immigrant-only prisons, both state and federal, in Arizona.
The project analyzes a variety of repressive state
practices and narratives, identifying the ways in which the
effects of state coercion are manifested in the social
reproduction and reiteration of the border-prison system as
well as the ways that these effects shape networked
abolitionists struggles in and beyond the region.

Finally, Criminal Alienation identifies the Arizona-
Sonora border region as a significant front in the struggle.
for prison abolition by delineating historical and
contemporary linkages between abolitionist resistance
strategies and practices and the emergence of
collaborative, socially transformative visions of
community-based development, led by the communities most

adversely affected by coercive state practices.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
“Philosophers have only interpreted the
world, in various ways,; the point,
however, is to change it.”

--Karl Marx, Theses on Feuerbach
“Fighting the PIC means fighting
mainstream ideas of public safety and
challenging the idea that prisons make

people who are not in power safer.”
-- Critical Resistance website, 2004

The Project

Criminal Alienation maps and analyzes key conditions
of prison expansion and prison abolition in southern
Arizona and between 1993 and 2003. The goal of the
participatory research that culminates in this dissertation
is to support efforts to oppose contemporary practices of
repressive social control, particularly criminalization and
incarceration. Such carceral practices, my own and other
critical analyses suggest, function to exacerbate the dire
social inequalities that they are commonly understood to
ameliorate.

Building from the insight that rural towns are a
crucial front for fighting contempcrary prison expansion in

the United States (discussed further below), Criminal



Alienation analyzes the conditions of social relations in
rural Arizona where practices are enacted that constitute
and oppose the ongoilng reproduction of a border/prison

system.

The Problem

Prison Expansion

With 5% of the world's population and 25% of its
prisoners, the United States has the planet’s highest rate
of incarceration (BJS). A 30-year prison building frenzy,
accompanied by waves of regressive criminal legislation,
vast increases in the numbers, surveillance capacities, and
interpenetrating functions of police, border patrol, and
other paramilitary-style law-enforcement units keep this
rate of incarceration growing (Parenti, 2000). The
contemporary U.S. prison boom is the effect of political
economic crises, uneven development, the disproportionate
political influence of corporate interests, and mass
consent born of a national history of racist violence.

=

One thing the prison boom is not a result of is
increasing crime rates. U.S. crime rates have not gone
significantly up or down since the early 1970s (BJS).
Policy shifts intentionally engineered to fill more prisons

have done just that. Such policy shifts include: the

increasing criminalization of everyday behaviors and of
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whole segments of the U.S. population, as well as a radical
increase in the duration of prison sentences wrought by
mandatory minimums; the abolition of parole; and other
"tough on crime” measures such as the infamous 3 and even 2
strikes laws (BJS).

A combination of racial profiling practices, racially
and politically targetedvsurveillance, and the practice of
"sweeping" which occurs primarily in communities of color,
along with incredible racial disparities in sentencing (70%
of arrests are white, 70% of prisoners are people of color)
(BJS) means that U.S. incarceration practices are not only
clearly racist, but that they are also racializing.

The fact that almost 90% of U.S. prisoners lived in
poverty for at least one year prior to their incarceration
(BJS) suggests that U.S. prisons function as a form of
poverty management, also known as labor control (Currie,
1994, Gilmore, 1998/1999; Parenti, 2000). The children of
people who have served time are 8 times more likely to go
to prison than other kids (BJS). This escalation of prison
expansion threatens to create what Mike Davis has called,

"a permanently incarcerated class" (Davis, 1995).
In the year 2004, there are greater numbers of heavily
armed police and border patrol agents, as well as domestic

paramilitary units in the U.S. than there have been during
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any previous era. Although many Arizonans and other U.S.
citizens continue to vote in favor of anti-crime
legislation, widespread popular support for ever-increasing
spending on the apparatus of state repression is recently

starting to dissolve in the face of organized opposition.

Representations of Crime

Over the past 30 years of corporate media ownership
consolidation, profit-driven reporting increasingly sells
“news” in the form of racist images of a dangerous society,
saturated with anti-social violence. Since the onset of 9-
11 and the subsequent invasions of Afghanistan and Iragq,
this tradition of popular representation has added
“terrorists” to the growing roster of “enemies” that, these
images encourage us to believe, require repressive control.

Popular entertainment genres compliment such stories
with images of violence as entertainment and stories of
heroic police officers, fighting to keep the streets of
America safe for law abiders. At the same time, public
affirmation for the importance of policing is encouraged
through ceremonies and shrines to fallen law enforcement

officers and through the rallying of mass consent for the
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public funding of law enforcement labor, technology, and

infrastructure.

Prison as the Sclution to All Problems

in practice, incarceration has become the primary
national strategy for managing what we are encouraged to
see as an endemic social crisis of violence and disorder.
The contemporary invasions of Afghanistan and Irag and the
concomitant stripping away of domestic civil liberties
reiterate the repressive logics of prison expansion, with
racist images of “savage dark others” who “threaten women”;
most-wanted lists; justifications for ever expanding modes
of surveillance; racial profiling; and significantly, the
highly visible imprisonment of newly invented “enemy
combatants” at Guantanamo Bay, where the prison is built in
accordance with the specifications of U.S. supermax
facilities for the purpose of torturing people {as young as
13 years old); people designated as so dangerous that
following domestic and international laws regarding
imprisonment (including charging the prisoners with
specific crimes!) would, we are told, “endanger national

security.”



The foremost effect of these strategies 1is that,
today, roughly 2 million people live in cages in the U.S.,
and almost 6.5 million live under the direct control of the
criminal justice system. As the state becomes increasingly
dangerous to poor people of color in the U.S. and around
the world, government, media, and popular discourses of
safety and security continue to assert that more wars and
more prisons are the answer to all of our problems. At the
same time, an organized and growing prison abolition
movement has risen up and insists that prison creates and
exacerbates the problems it purports toc solve. This
dissertation asks questions about prison expansion in
Arizona with the explicit aim of participating in that

movement.

In Order to Change This Problem, It Must Be Understood
Criminal Alienation aims to be part of the larger
project of analyzing the prison industrial complex (PIC)
with the explicit intention of abolishing it; an analytical
project that is an integral part of the larger social

movement known as “prison abolition.”
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Contemporary abolitionist scholars have made a number
of important arguments problematizing prison expansion, and

the social practice of incarceration more generally.

Contemporary U.S. Prison Studies

Ruth Gilmore argues that contemporary U.S. prison
expansion functions as a crisis management strategy; a
response to post-Fordist surpluses of land, labor, finance
capital, and state capacity.

This economic strategy is organized by the state as a
repressive political response to social upheaval and
rebellion in the 1960s and ‘70s (Gilmore, 1998/199%99).

The flattening of U.S. corpcrate profits in the early
1970s stimulated capital flight and left the country with
surpluses c¢f land and labor. A wave of corporate tax
rebellions, followed by home-owner tax revolts (such as
proposition 13 in California) and the subsequent
dismantling of the welfare state left public finance
capitalists without the avenues of public investment that
had sustained the growth of public capital during the
Fordist era. At the same time, state governments were

still able to collect tax revenues, but no longer able to
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use them for the same services they had during the era of
the welfare state.

These political economic shifts created surplus crises
in which the state and the society were no longer able to
reproduce themselves in the manner to which they were
accustomed. Building many new prisons would provide a way
to absorb all of these surpluses and enable the production
of a reorganized, reproducible society. But many other
substantially less violent practices could have absorbed
the same surpluses. How is it that we chose prison?

Gilmore goes on to argue that the political upheavals
of the Civil Rights and Black Power movements, the women’s
movement, and the rising power of labor unions in the 1960s
and 1970s created a social crisis in which the ability to
reproduce social hierarchies of domination and
subordination were substantively challenged. She argues
that, starting with Nixon in the 1970s, concerted elite
political effort was put into associating political
rebellion with social disorder and crime, and associating
this new form of threatening “criminality” with poor people
of color, especially African Americans. Escalating
strategies of criminalization, sold to the public using a

racist rhetoric of fear (with deeply historical U.S.
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roots), designated poor people of color as the surplused
laborers of choice, and delivered them to new prisons.

Gilmore’s analysis of the prison boom in the U.S.
allows an understanding of the ways in which prison
expansion is implicated in social and political-economic
reproduction; of how we have built ourselves into human
history’s foremost prison nation without any escalation in
“crime”; how crime is socially constructed to serve the
needs of the powerful at the expense of the vulnerable; the
ways in which prison expansion relies on, reproduces, and
escalates U.S. practices of white supremacy. This analysis
allcows critical insights into how people might organize to
oppose prison expansion, and incarceration in general by
envisioning and enacting different ways to reorganize and
reproduce our society.

Many contemporary scholars and activists poilnt out
that prison is an accumulation strategy: an industrial
complex, that creates and involves clusters of capitalist
enterprises that capture the state as a lucrative consumer
market, thus developing vested interests in the continued
expansion of prison (Davis, 1995; Evans & Goldberg, 1997;
George, 1999). The prison boom has substantially expanded

the reach of profit-driven enterprises into the “business
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of corrections.” New prison construction creates business
opportunities for: the architecture and construction
industries and their suppliers; building maintenance firms;
weaponry, surveillance, and other carceral technology
manufacturers; telephone companies (who charge prisoners
and their families cruelly high rates for phone service);
food service industries; investment banks; television,
radio and hygiene supply companies; and many more.

A U.S.-based transnational private prison industry is
now part of the PIC, with a powerful lobbying arm in
Washington, D.C. that operates in the fifty states and a
numpber of foreign countries.

And importantly, the PIC is increasingly tightly
linked with other public “services”, such as schools,
public assistance agencies, and the health care system.
Public schools in poorer communities are run like mini-
prisons with random searches, metal detectors, and police
officers patrolling the halls. “Zero tolerance” policies
around issues like attendance deliver poor children of
color directly to the juvenile justice system. Public
assistance recipients and poor people in hospitals are
surveilled and routinely delivered to the criminal justice

system, as well. The same private companies that finance
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and sell commodities to the PIC finance and sell
commodities to schools and hospitals.

BEnalysis of the PIC as an accumulation strategy allows
an understanding of how far the reach of prisons extends
into our economic and social lives. This enables the
understanding that new conceptions of community development
and new understandings of needs, danger, and safety are
required if prisons are to be replaced as the catch-all
answer to social problems.

A number of scholars recognize the rise of the PIC as
a reconfiguration of the welfare state--transmogrified into
the crimefare state~-in which federal funds are withdrawn
from social services for the poor and redirected to the
expansion of various forms of repressive domestic social
control of the poor, such as prison, police, and border
enforcement (Gilmore, 1998/1999; Goldberg, 2000; Marable,
2000; Negri, 1980). This critique allows an understanding
of exactly what has happened to cur disappeared social
services, and provides a new understanding of “the success”
of eliminating “debilitating” welfare programs, since
prisoners are not counted in unemployment statistics.

In addition, rehabilitative programs once offered in

U.S. prisons, especially educational opportunities have
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been eliminated. Even outside of prison, former prisoners
are now unable to receive federal grants to attend colleges
and universities upon release. As welfare has become
crimefare, rehabilitation has become dehabilitation, aimed
explicitly at creating “disposable people.”

Scholars and activists recognize prison as a “racial
project” which ties the meaning of race in a racial state
to the practices of incarcerating poor people of color
(Curtin, 2000; Davis, 2000, 2003; Fierce, 1994; Hirsh,
1892; Mead, 2000). Individual understandings of this
process depend on different scholar’s interpretations of
the relationship between meaning and practice, but
abolitionists agree that the extremely disproportionate
incarceration rates among African Americans, Latina/o’s,
and Native Americans exacerbate all the problems cof U.S.
racism, and carry on historical traditions of slavery,
conquest, and colonialism.

Historically informed analysis allows the
understanding that anti-prison work must necessarily
involve a critique of white supremacy, and that anti-prison
work i1s anti-racist work.

Abolitionists understand prison as a strategy for

“disappearing” social problems; displacing accountability
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for social inequity and injustice onto the bodies of
“criminals” (Davis & Shaylor, 2001; Kupers, 2000). Instead
of the effect of structural and historical ineqgualities,
“criminals” come to be seen as the “cause” of social
inequality and are understood and treated as “enemies of
the state” and “outsiders to the community.” Hence,
imprisonment becomes understandable as the {(sole) solution
to the very social inequalities it both mystifies and
exacerbates.

Abolitionist strategies thus involve the refusal to
identify “enemies of the state” or to figure the
disempowered and subordinated as community outsiders.
Quite the opposite, abolitionists put the people most
affected by the PIC, the most subordinated members of
society and their needs, at the center of visions of
community.

Finally, abolitionists see the rise of the PIC as a
powerful impetus to organize for social change that has
galvanized and transformed prison reform activism into a
growing movement for prison abolition (CR Publications

Collective, 2000; Davis, 2003).
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Contemporary U.S. Prison Abolition

Criminal Alienation is grounded in and seeks to expand
these contemporary analyses of prison expansion by
accounting for some of the local particularities of new
prison construction in the Mexico-U.S. border region of the
southwest U.5.

A diffuse movement opposing the border/prison system,
led by poor Mexican migrants and Latina/o U.S. border
community residents, has been going on in southern Arizona
since the border was imposed in 1848 (before there was an
“Arizona”). However, the abclition movement that informs
this dissertation is the contemporary U.S.-based movement
organized primarily through loose coalitions of
abolitionists connected via multiple networks enacted and
extended through relationships among people working in
progressive community and religious organizations, NGO’s,
educational and social service institutions, and especially
by people surviving the effects of U.S. prison expansion.

My participatory research for this project began in
several sites. Since 1999, I have developed continuing
relationships with two abolitionist organizations based in
California: the California Prison Moratorium Project (CPMP)

and Critical Resistance (CR). In addition, I have worked
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locally in southern Arizona with the American Friends
Service Committee’s Criminal Justice Program (AFSC) and the
with the Border Action Network (BAN). My involvement as a
volunteer with these organizations has shaped my
understanding of prison expansion in many ways, and my own
relationship to each group has played a role in creating
links among the California- and Arizona-based
organizations. Through these experiences, it has become
clear to me that relationships among abolitionists
throughout and beyond the boundaries of the United States
create the linkages that allow the continuing emergence of
an abolitionist movement, as people share strategies,
insights, and labor (as well as engage in fierce debates
and compete over scarce resources) whenever we meet (on-
line, or in person).

In contrast to traditional ethnographic research, I
did not “study” these organizations or conceptualize their
activities as “sites” of “fields” to be subjected to my
systematic academic analysis. My aim, instead, was to
learn and participate in activist modes of analysis and
practice. I worked for, listened to, and talked with the
people involved in each organization, and learned their

approaches to analyzing power relations, defining social



justice, and strategizing social transformation. At the
same time that I was a graduate student in the academy,
becoming indoctrinated by trying to develop competency in
scholarly analysis and methods as I worked for the
university, I was alsco a student within these
organizations, using my labor to further theilr agendas
while striving to develop competency in their modes of
analysis and action. While these educational sites are
organized very differently, both simultaneously encourage
reflexive critique at the same time that they produce
disciplined subjects. This dissertation is an attempt, not
to analyze either the academy or activist organizations,
but rather, to set these differently disciplined
subjectivities into a constructive dialog.

CPMP came into being in 1997-98 when California
abolitionists entered into dialog with activists from New
York City’s Prison Moratorium Project (PMP). PMP uses
urban-based strateglies to organize prisoner and prisoner
families against prison expansion, seeing them as the
communities most affected by prison expansion. PMP
developed the idea of trying to impose a moratorium on new
prison construction as a strategy for reversing the

juggernaut of the exploding U.S. prison system. Combining
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PMP’s moratorium strategy with Ruth Gilmore’s analysis of
prison expansion in rural California, CPMP emerged in
California with a new strategy of opposition, identifying
rural towns sited for new prison construction as a second
front in the fight against expansion, identifying poor
people (most often of color) in rural communities as
another group that is highly negatively impacted by prison
expansion. CPMP works to forge abolitionist coalitions
among diverse rural and urban communities who then work
together to oppose new prison construction. In 2001, AFSC
and BAN entered a CPMP-inspired urban-rural coalition in
southern Arizona to fight the construction of a federal
“criminal alien” prison at one of nine sites in the state
(discussed at length in Chapter 5).

The identification of the rural as a significant front
in the fight against prison expansion allows the insight
that small scuthern Arizona border towns like Douglas and
Benson are as important a site of prison expansion and
abolition as the huge urban centers from which the majority
of priscners are captured, such as New York City, Los
Angeles, or Phoenix, Arizona. CPMP’'s commitment to forging
urban-rural abolitionist coalitions makes their analysis

and tactics especially useful for urban and rural -based



community organizers in southern Arizona, such as BAN and
AFSC who work with Latina/o migrants and border community
residents and with prisoner families (respectively) in
southern Arizona.

In 1998, the University of California at Berkeley
hosted the first Critical Resistance conference which
brought together over 5,000 prisoners, former prisoners,
prisoner families, abolitionist academics, and justice
system related activist organizations. This innovative
conference launched the CR organization, and forged
multiple relationships among participants that continue to
invigorate a growing international network of
abolitionists. Following the conference, CR entered a
coalition with CPMP and launched an innovative campaign to
fight the construction of a maximum security state prison
in Delanco, California. The Delano campaign, (which
continues to this day) effectively mobilizes urban and
rural communities most affected by prison expansion to
oppose the construction of the new Delano prison using a
variety of strategies. One of the most innovative
abolitionist strategies the campaign initiated involves
using an environmental justice framework to fight the

construction of the new prison, arguing that prisons are
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socio-environmental hazards for inmates as well as the
communities that host prisons, and that the environmental
costs of prison expansion are disproportionately imposed on
poor people of color in both urban and rural settings.

AFSC and BAN used this same argument in our campaign to
oppose the construction of the “criminal alien” prison in

Arizona.

Summary of Chapters

Criminal Alienation

The first purpose of Criminal Alienation is to call
further attention to prison expansion in Arizona and to the
militarized border as one (0of many rural) fronts for
fighting prison expansion, and to analyze some of the
particular dynamics of expansion in this region, as a way
to participate in the project of abolition. This document
combines the insights and analysis of many different groups
of people, working on the ground, participating in and
opposing the reproduction of the border/prison system.

In addition to identifying Arizona and the militarized
Mexico-U.S. border as important contemporary geographic
sites of critical analysis and struggle, Criminal

Alienation identifies historical and contemporary



repressive state practices in general as crucial sites of
interrogation in the study of culture and capitalism. This
project takes a cultural studies approach to analyzing
prison expansion that emphasizes the centrality of identity
production and narrative in the reproduction of the
border/prison system. Rather than analyzing narrative and
identity as distinct from public policy, state violence,
and political-economy, my approach understands each of
these inter-related sets of processes as inextricably
interlinked, historically produced, mutually enabling and
constraining, and interdependent. I argue, ultimately,
that repressive state practices determine the conditions of
the production of the narratives that in turn establish the
conditions under which criminalized identities can be
produced. In addition, narratives that interpret
repressive state practices also determine the conditions
under which consenting identities can be produced -
identities literally defined through the performance of
consent for uneven social practices of criminalization,
exploitation, and punishment. Hence, repressive state
practices, such as incarceration, policing, and border
militarization, are crucial sites of intervention for

social justice struggles.
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The Border/Prison System

In Chapter 2, I lay out the complex, interwoven set of
recent policy shifts that have enabled the emergence of
what I call the “border/prison system.” By delineating
these policy changes and the social relations they promote,
I am able to explain the shift that occurred between 1993
and 2003 in which Mexican national prisoners in state and
federal prisons in Arizona, once viewed as an economic
burden, came to be recognized and utilized as a key
resource for accumulating capital and for transforming the
rural Arizona landscape into a prime site for prison
expansion. These shifts include: the implementation of
NAFTA and the concomitant ramped up militarization of the
Arizona-Sonora border; the dramatic increase, during this
period, of the federal subsidies for immigrant detention
and incarceration flowing into the state; the federal
government’s 1999 emergency corporate bail-out of the
failing private prison industry; and the implementation of
what is known as “the new penology” in Arizona state
prisons which led to the segregation of all Mexican
national prisoners incarcerated in the state.

This chapter provides an analysis of the conditions of

contemporary prison expansion in Arizona and provides the
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information necessary to understand the practices I analyze

in subsequent chapters.

Repression Matters

In Chapter 3, based on my identification of the
border/prison system in Arizona, I argue for a cultural
studies approach to the analysis of repressive state
practices that accounts for the role of narrative in the
production of identity, and, at the same time, for the
centrality of repressive state practices in the
reproduction of cultural, identitarian, and capitalist
social power relations. I identify a cultural studies
canon that offers a precedent for the approach I recommend
and develop. Included in the canon are select scholars
whose work is paradigmatic in cultural studies, as well as
scholars whose work adds crucial dimensions to cultural
studies scholarship, further enabling understandings of the
relationship between identity production and capital.

This chapter establishes the activist/theoretical
tradition and approach to analyzing identity, culture, and

capital that Criminal Alienation participates in.
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Border/Prison Narratives

Chapter 4 begins with an explanation of the
theoretical terms and assumptions I use to analyze national
and local Arizona conditions of identity production in the
second part of the chapter and global conditions of
identity production and local practices of identity
performance in Chapter 5.

I distinguish face-to-face repressive state practices
from the repressive state narratives that interpret those
practices and render them meaningful. I argue that
repressive state practices organize repressive narratives,
and that repressive narratives constitute the necessary
conditions of production for performances of identities
that reproduce or oppose the conditions of state coercion.
Repressive state narratives thus link coercive practices
organized by the state to practices of subject formation.

Using this analytical framework, I analyze three
repressive state narratives of immigration that I identify
as border/prison narratives. These narratives are produced
and circulated nationally, but their effects are
concentrated in the border/prison system. The narratives
function to organize the conditions of identity production

for the pecple who will imagine migrants as both disposable



37

workers and criminals. This work of imagining others
produces the identities of the people who will consent to
or oppose the reproduction of the border/prison system in

Arizona.

Struggling For and Against Criminal Alien Prisons in
Willcox, AZ

Chapter 5 turns its attention to very local conditions
and practices of identity production, by looking at
specific identity performances in the context of a Cochise
County Board of Supervisor’s meeting in which Supervisors
voted to approve a zoning change to allow the construction
of an immigrant prison in the town of Willcox. 1In addition
to the border/prison narratives I identify in Chapter Four
which play a significant role in manufacturing general
consent for prison expansion, global discourses of
citizenship shape the practices of the people who directly
facilitate and oppose the construction of new prisons. The
identity performances I discuss in this chapter are thus
circumscribed and enabled simultaneously by multiple
repressive state narratives, organized by multiple coercive

regimes of production.
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Conclusion

In the conclusion, I argue that organizing alliances
to oppose repressive state practiceé begins to create
alternatives to repressive methods of social control by
starting to enact the work necessary to envision the
development of communities without priscons. At the rural
front of border/prison system expansion, I argue that
visions of development are necessary to projects seeking
social transformation, and that abolition demands creative
re-visions of community development.

Abolition strategies also make clear that abolitionist
visions of development must center the needs of people most
affected by the PIC. My project has looked at the
challenges that coercive practices of social reproduction
pose to the project of abolition, and some of the
unintended opportunities for opposition that the same
practices engender. It has also mapped the emergence of an
internationally networked abolition movement in Arizona.

In the epilogue, I identify what this project has
enabled me to understand as an abolition movement, led by
poor Mexican migrants and Latina/o U.S. border community
residents, that has been going on in southern Arizona since

the border was imposed in 1848. And I argue, finally, that
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an alliance between this older, more local movement and the
nascent abolition coalition might be the next productive
move 1in the ongoing project of radically reorganizing the

work of social reproduction.
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CHAPTER 2
PRISON EXPANSION IN ARTZONA, 1993-2002:
CONVERGING STATE PRACTICES AND THE PRODUCTION OF FLEXIBLE
PRISONER MARKETS

1993: “Returning 400 inmates to Mexico
‘will amount to saving the Arizona
taxpayers the cost of building and
operating one entire prison.” --Arizona
Governor Fife Symington (Arizona Daily
Star, RAugust 29, 1993)

2003: “Arizona i1s the most solid market
around for new prisons; what with the
border and all, you can count on filling
beds; you can convert beds from state
prisoners, like DUI, to criminal aliens,
to INS detainees . . . it’s a solid
bet.” --CEO, Management Training
Corporation, a business that builds and
operates private prisons (Personal
interview, January 10, 2003)

Chapter Overview

This chapter argues that the development of Mexican
nationals as a specific prisoner market has produced Arizona
as a target site for prison expansion between 1993 and 2003.
It identifies and describes the convergence of significant
state practices that have facilitated and enabled the mass
imprisonment of Mexican nationals in the state since the
early 1990s. First, in conjunction with NAFTA, the ramped

up criminalization of immigration in the early 1990s and the



intensifying militarization of the Sonora/Arizona border
supplies a reliable flow of foreign national prisoners and
detainees, especially concentrated in this state. Second,
the relatively large number of incarcerated foreign
nationals in Arizona has drawn increasing levels of federal
subsidy for immigrant detention and incarceration. Third,
the federal government’s emergency corporate bail-out of the
failing private prison industry in 1999 led to the still-
pending CAR-3 proposal to build a 4,500-bed immigrant-only
private federal prison at one of nine sites in Arizona. And
finally, following the federal government’s development of
“criminal aliens” as the “most privatizable” priscner
population, the relationship between Arizona’s Director of
Corrections and the private prison industry led the ADOC to
isolate Mexican national prisoners by institution within the
Arizona state prison system--a practice that encouraged the
construction of private spec prisons in the state.

Together, these multiscalar state practices, making flesh
the exceptional legal status and social and political
vulnerability of Mexican national prisoners and detainees,
have played a significant role in producing Arizona as a
particularly “flexible market” for the expanded

incarceration of all prisoner populations in the state.



Introduction

In 1993, Governor Fife Symington, with the support of
the US Department of Justice, worked to expel 400 Mexican
national prisoners from the Arizona state prison system
prior to the completion of their sentences (Symington,

1993). Taking place during a national wave of anti-
immigrant sentiment', this highly politicized maneuver was
grounded in claims that the costs of warehousing Mexicans
exacted an unfair drain on the stressed Arizona economy of
the early 1990s.

However, by 2002, the political urge to release or
return prisoners to Mexico in order to “save the taxpayers
money” has disappeared. Mexican national prisoners and INS
detainees have become a coveted commodity for prison-related
industries, whose incentive to expand has squeezed them into
Arizona, where the militarized border, the concentration of
undocumented immigration, a conservative political “law and

order” climate, and hefty federal subsidies for immigrant

! The transfer of Mexican prisoners back to Mexico took place in several
states, including New York, Florida, and Arizona, on the heels of
California’s Proposition 187. Proposition 187, though declared illegal
almost immediately, both reflected and stimulated a surge of anti-
immigrant--particularly anti-Mexican--sentiment in the US--especially in
border states. Prop 187 attempted to deny all social services to non-
citizens in California, based on the incorrect insistence that
immigrants exacted an unfair drain on stateresources and on the racist
view that non-citizens do not deserve to be included as fully entitled
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incarceration provide fertile ground for new prison
construction. On December 14, 2003, in the midst of tense
negotiations over how to manage a state budget deficit
crisis, the Arizona legislature overwhelmingly passed a
bipartisan plan allotting $51 million to install 2,000 new
state prison beds and transfer an additional 2,100 inmates
out of state. And it is rumored by legislators that there
are five new state prisons “in the political pipe-line”?.

This chapter poses the questions: how has it come to
pass that 10 years ago, Arizona legislators wanted Mexican
national prisoners out of the country, blaming them for
“draining state coffers,” when today, the same prisoners are
seen as a resource for attracting investment to the state?
How has the fiscally conservative urge to avoid the costs of
building and filling new prisons been replaced by the
socially conservative view that expanding Arizona’s prison
system is a necessary expense?

Addressing this question requires an accounting of the
conditions, policies, and practices that have produced this

shift.

members of US society. The racist logic and national influence of
Proposition 187 is discussed at length in chapter 4

2 T. Downing (Arizona State Representative), personal communication,
June, 12, 2003.



It is important to emphasize that my analysis is not
premised on the suggestion that 1t 1is more’unjust to
incarcerate Mexican nationals than it 1s to imprison US
citizens, nor is it predicated on the argument that private
prisons are worse than public prisons. This study poses
guestions about immigrant incarceration in a way that
problematizes incarceration generally, recognizing mass
incarceration as an oppressive state practice that manages
political economic crises and that fails to achieve the
purported goal of keeping communities safe. (See Chapter 1
for a thorough discussion of prison abolition as an
analytical lens.)

I argue that Mexican national prisoconers in Arizona have
been produced as a population, politically positioned, and
manipulated as a category and as a “resource” in ways that
drive general prison expansion in the state. Contemporary
corporate strategies that promote the ongoing construction
of new prisons in Arizona explicitly rely on the
criminalization of immigration, openly celebrating Mexican
national prisoners as a “guaranteed” population of
“offenders.” The availability of so-called “criminal
aliens” 1s viewed as a safety net for the corporations that
require full prisons and continual expansion to turn

profits. In 2004, profiling, detaining, and incarcerating
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foreign nationals 1s increasingly defined politically
(through the pernicious conflation of the dehumanizing terms

!

“glien,” “criminal,” and “terrorist’”) as a “security
issue.” Contemporary U.S. prison expansion has been enabled
by racist narratives of public safety (see previous chapter)
and post 9-11 political rhetoric internationalizes the

7/

figure of the “dark-skinned menacing criminal,” casting
“national security” as vastly more important than either
progressive social justice issues or politically
conservative concerns about extravagant expenditures of
public resources.

Since I began this research in 1998, plans to build two
new immigrant prisons (in 1992 and 2001) and the world’s
largest women’s prison (in 2002) in the state have fallen
through due to budgetary crises, opposition from lawmakers,
and the organized efforts of a coalition of prisoners and
prisoner advocates, rural residents, environmentalists, and
immigrant and human rights groups. Yet in 2003, the state
opened a new 1,400-bed DUI-only prison in Kingman, Arizona,
housed 1n a set of buildings constructed in 2000 as a
possible site for the Federal “Criminal Alien” facility that
was accepting bids from prison corporations at that time.

As mentioned above, emergency appropriations were approved

in December 2003 to expand the state prison system by 4,100



beds, and legislators tell us that there are proposals for
the construction of five additional state prisons
circulating among lawmakers, behind closed doors. Today,
(2004), despite massive political resistance and huge
economic obstacles, Arizona has become one of the
potentially fastest growing sites of prison expansion in the

United States?’.

The Border: Militarization and the Criminalization
of Immigrants--The Expansion of Repressive State Capacities
In Immigration Enforcement in an Age of Globalization',
Joseph Nevins writes,

There is nothing novel about . . . boundary
enforcement. What is new is the state’s enhanced
ability to police its boundaries and to formalize its
rules and practices governing boundary enforcement. A
host of laws regulating immigration, customs and
immigration checkpoints at airports, ports of entry at
the land boundaries of the United States, and the sheer
numbers of police-type personnel in the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS)~--today the largest law
enforcement agency of the federal government--are Jjust
some of the more obvious manifestations of this
development. (Nevins, 2001, p. 133)

3 Indeed, since 2003, prison expansion has slowed nationally as a
response to organized resistance as well as widespread state budget
crises. Some states, such as Michigan ana Illinois, are even releasing
prisoners early and seeking alternatives to incarceration. (See
Yardley, 2003).

i See Yardley, 2003.



Nevin’s comments emphasize the enhanced repressive
abilities of the state in the contemporary era. In Lockdown
America: Police and Prisons in the Age of Crisis, Christian
Parentil argues that the border serves as a “testing ground”
for “militarized systems of social control” and discipline
(Parenti, 1999, p. 154). His book documents the growth and
the increased interpenetration and coordination of policing
practices in the U.S. that, he argues, began in earnest in
the early 1980s as “law and order” responses to social
upheaval became politically ascendant. Since the 1980s, law
enforcement agencies have grown exponentially, proliferated,
and become more coordinated in ways that enable officers,
using high tech surveillance equipment and ever-increasing
arsenals, to arrest greater numbers of people, primarily
poor people of color. Concomitant legal trends (“Zero
Tolerance,” “Three Strikes,” “Truth in Sentencing, etc.), as
well as a radical roll-back of judicial oversight by means
of mandatory minimums) keep prisoners locked up for longer
and longer periods of time. In combination with these
regressive legal trends, and agaln, without any significant
shifts in crime rates, expanded policing capacities have

been key to the explosion of the U.S. prison population’.

’New and expanded policing practices have thus also been key to the
explosion of criminology departments and correctional officer training
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Nowhere is the intensification of policing practices
more obvious than on the U.S.-Mexico border. Undocumented
immigrants have become ensnared in an expanding web of state
repression. Like poor people of color born in the U.S. who
are routinely racially profiled, geographically positioned
and targeted for arrest, and sentenced more harshly than
their white and middle class counterparts (whose risk of
arrest is far lower to start with), undocumented immigrants
have been categorized as “illegal,” in and of themselves.

In fact, undocumented immigrants are often simply referred
to as “illegals” in media, legal, political, and face-to-
face discourse. Just as the collectively imagined “face of
crime” has been constructed as black in the U.S. via these
and other discursive practices (see Lubiano, 1992), the
“illegal alien” has been constructed as brown {see Santa
Ana, 2002; Sloop, 2002). (Racialization and criminalization
processes are discussed in the context of Arizona at greater
length in chapters that follow.) The selective geographic
and demographic application of state force delivers poor
brown and black people to U.S5. prisons in massive numbers.
Most significantly for undocumented Mexican immigrants, the

“Comprehensive Southwest Border Enforcement Strategy” (U.S.

programs in U.S. community colleges, not to menticn the field of “prison
studies” to which this dissertation hopes to contribute.
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INS, 1996) has launched what Timothy Dunn identifies as an
ongeing, militaristic “low-intensity conflict” (Dunn, 2001,
p. 23); an ongoing, military-style war along the U.S.-Mexico
boundary with the sole aim of capturing migrants {as opposed
to territory). Dunn writes, “The border 1s a contemporary
proving ground for the militarization of law enforcement”
(2001, p. 23)

All of these practices mean that migrants who cross the
U.5.-Mexico border run tremendous risk of arrest, detention,
and long-term incarceration. In 1998, a study conducted by
legal scholar Peter H. Schuck found that while immigrants
(documented and undocumented combined) make up 9.3% of the
U.S. population, they make up a vastly disproportionate 29%
of the federal prison population (cited by Greene, 2001).
Yet, violent crime rates among immigrants are among the
lowest in the nation (Bureau of Justice Statistics).
Schuck’s study does not explain the disparity, but it is
commonly understood to result from a combination of
immigrants’ increased risk of arrest, the fact that
immigration crimes are federal crimes, and “Drug War” and
“Rorder War” legislation mandating longer sentences for
federal drug-related crimes and for offenses committed by

foreign nationals.
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IRAIRA
The harsh 1986 drug sentencing laws passed by Congress
inaugurating the “War on Drugs” are commonly understood to
have created a huge boom in federal prison populations.
(Today, almost 60% of federal prisoners are serving lengthy
drug-related sentences, up from 30% in 1984 [Bureau of
Justice Statistics].) Similarly, the controversial 1996
Immigration Reform Act (IRAIRA) created the new legal
category “aggravated felony” which applies solely to
offenses committed by non-citizens. Judith Greene notes
that this category “includes many offenses that are neither
aggravated, nor even, in many other jurisdictions, felonies”
(Greene, 2001, p. 5). She goes on to argue that,
together, the statute {IRAIRA} and the political
pressure {that congress began putting on federal
officials to find and deport troublesome immigrants}
have fueled an all-out law enforcement campaign to find
crime-committing immigrants--even relatively small time
offenders and those whose only “crime” is attempting to
re-enter the country--and with that has come an
explosion in the number of non-U.S. citizens in federal
orison, the so-called “criminal alien” population.”
(Greene, 2001, p. 5)
Among the more controversial aspects of IRAIRA 1is that
it allows non-citizens convicted of crimes in the past, now
re-categorized as “aggravated feloniles,” to be incarcerated

and deported for those crimes. Combined with the common

racial profiling practices of police and border patrol
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agents, this makes resident immigrants of color incredibly
vulnerable to arrest and deportation. Combined with IRAIRA,
the interpenetration of law enforcement data bases also
means that non-citizens pulled over for, say, minor traffic
violations are cross-checked via computer and hence more
likely to be arrested for outstanding warrants, immlgration
violations, or even past criminal offenses for which they

have already paid their “debt to scociety” (Greene, 2001, p.

5).

Gatekeeper, Hold-the-Line, and Safeguard

In 1994, the U.S. federal government extensively ramped
up militarization processes along the U.S.-Mexico boundary,
launching Operation Gatekeeper in California, Operation
Hold~the-Line in Texas, and Operation Safeguard in Arizona.
These measures, known officially as the “Comprehensive

i

Southwest Border Enforcement Strategy,” are generally
understood as a response to an increase in illegal border
crossings. According to official government accounts, these
combined operations deter entry into the U.S. from Mexico by
forcing migrants into increasingly remote and dangerous

areas of the borderlands. Today, the stretches of the

Sonoran Desert known as the Douglas/Naco, Nogales, and
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Tucson Corridors are the primary routes through which
migrants without immigration documents enter the U.S.

It is not incidental that this inhumane (and frankly
homicidal) deterrence strategy was developed during (one of
many) virulent episodes of anti-immigrant sentiment in U.S.
history®. In 1993 and 94, California’s Proposition 187 was
leading the nation in casting Mexican immigrants as social
and economic parasites during a moment of increased economic
anxiety as the North American Free Trade Agreement went into
effect (more on these issues below.)

Gatekeeper, Hold-the-Line, and Safeguard have brought
ever increasing numbers of Border Patrol agents, other
special police and military forces, thousands of miles of
corrugated steel wall, computers linked to data bases cross
referenced with police and immigration data across the
country, biometric and high-tech surveillance technology,
and tremendous amounts of military weaponry and egqulpment to
the border. These operations have succeeded in redirecting
undocumented immigration into the Sonoran Desert so that,
today, literally hundreds of migrants walk through southern
Arizona border towns and communities every day. The most

brutal effect of these deterrence policies has been the

® There is plenty of competition for the title, “MOST VIRULENT EPISCDE”
of anti-immigrant sentiment in U.S. history.



grizzly deaths--from thirst and exposure--of thousands of
migrants attempting to cross the desert. The actual death
toll is impossible to calculate, since only the bodies that

are found can be counted.

Intended Effects: Deterrence or Image Control?

In Border Games: Policing the U.S.-Mexico Divide,
political scientist Peter Andreas analyzes the political
motivations driving the contemporary escalation of border
militarization. He argues that the actual intended outcome
of squeezing undocumented immigrants into remote and
treacherous terrain was to push migration away from the eyes
of the U.S8. public in order to construct the image of a more
secure and orderly border.’ Andreas points to the fact that
the Southwest Strategy intentionally concentrates resources
in the most urban and populated areas of the border. 1In
contrast to the experience of people who live in San Diego
or El1 Paso, people who spend time in rural southern Arizona
are daily witnesses to the fact that militarization has not
effectively deterred immigration. According to Tucson

Sector Border Patrol agent Michael Agundez, “We’'re supposed

" For a detailed analysis of the political functions of border
militarization, see Andreas (2000).
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to be deterring them, but we just detour them” (“Border
Enforcement,” 2003, Alj}.

In addition to Andreas’ (2002) findings, there are many
indications that border militarization was never intended to
deter immigration. For example, the Border Patrol measures
the success of its deterrence strategies by recording the
number of apprehensions it enacts. If the INS had chosen
instead to measure undocumented immigration using
demographic data available from U.S. and Mexican
demographers®, it would be clear that apprehension
statistics are irrelevant. It seems likely that Border
Patrol officials are aware of this. In 1997, the Military
Analysis Network (1998) reports that:

In June of 1996, Members of the Border Patrol union

publicly alleged that the Border Patrol supervisors

were 1lmproperly manipulating data to create the false
impression that the Gatekeeper initiative had
successfully deterred illegal border crossings at the

San Diego border. The agents claimed they were being

instructed not to apprehend aliens so that the level of

apprehensions would appear to have dropped, thereby
implying that fewer aliens were coming across the
border and illegal crossings had been deterred and

Gatekeeper was a resounding success.

If the Southwest Strategy is, in fact, primarily a

public relations event intended to create the general

impression that the U.S. government is competently



contrelling immigration, it is not clear whether it has
worked. In July 2001, for example, The New York Times
(known as the “paper of record” with a nation-wide
circulation) reported that, “The strategy of building up
federal law enforcement along the border has brought
increases in drug selzures and in the arrests of illegal
immigrants, but the flow of both is continuing” (Yardley,
2000) .

On March 8, 2003, the Government Reform Committee’s
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human
Resources held a public hearing on the Tohono O'odham
reservation in southern Arizona. The southern boundary of
the reservation borders Mexico, but has not yet been
included in the military build-up of Operation Safeguard.

The first group of people to testify were all in
uniform, including members of the Border Patrol, local
police, and Forest Service management. Each person in the
first round of testimony declared that Operation Safeguard
has been a resounding success, describing a set of orderly,
accountable processes reéulting in the capture and
deterrence of thousands of migrants, and the apprehension

and arrest of huge numbers of “smugglers.”

® Such as Peter Brownell in the U.S. and Jorge Bustamante in Mexico,
both of whom study Mexico to U.S. immigration trends.



The second group invited to testify was made up of
civilian community representatives, including two
reservation residents, a Cocchise County rancher representing
border vigilante groups, a community organizer and border
rights activist, and the leader of one of the religious,
humanitarian groups who set up water stations in the desert
in the hope of saving the lives of border crossers.

Although no two members of this group shared the same
political perspective, each testified passionately,
describing daily border life under Operation Safeguard as
chaotic, lawless, and conflict-ridden.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Congressmen
sitting on the committee concluded the event by repeating
what they felt they had heard. Each of them re-counted
their experience c¢f the testimony with outpourings of
congratulatiocns to the uniformed officers who clearly, in
their collective opinion, ‘had the situation under control’.

After attending this hearing, I was struck by the
lawmakers’ ability to “hear” through the filter of their own
political agendas. They were each delighted to recommend
more resources for border enforcement activities.

Though it is impossible to measure the success of the
Southwest Strategy in shaping public opinion regarding the

effectiveness of U.S. border enforcement practices, it is
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clear that it effectively convinces the people making the

policies that they are successful.

Lived Effects: More War, More Crime

Arizona border community organizer and director of the
Border Action Network, Jennifer Allen characterized the
effects of border militarization in her testimony before the
Government Reform Committee’s Subcommittee on Criminal
Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources on March 8, 2003.
Rllen testified that:

The INS’s Southwest Strategy has resulted in nothing

more than funneling the trafficking of humans and drugs

from cone part of the region to another, and more

recently into the most deadly and remote areas along

the border. The goal of deterrence has failed. 1In

fact, this approach has served to further sophisticate

and professionalize smuggling networks.’” (Allen, 2003)
Allen’s comments, based on years of experience in border
communities, describe a region under siege. Her testimony
suggests direct links between border policies and prison
expansion.

The markets for drug and human trafficking have been

enabled and expanded by border practices that create new

opportunities to combine these entrepreneurial endeavors.

’ Testimony for the Government Reform Committee’s Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources, March 8, 2003.
Jennifer Allen, Director, Border Action Network.



Crossing the border has become so dangerous that migrants
are forced to contract with professional smugglers to make
it into the U.S. Organized crime in the border region has
become professionalized at the expense of migrants and
border residents, and to the advantage of companies who
derive profit from mass incarceration. Trafficked migrants
are routinely used, primarily without their knowledge and/or
against their will, to transport profitable illegal drugs
across the border. These “mules” are far more vulnerable to
arrest than the people who organize and profit from their
exploitation”. Every drug arrest on the border fuels calls
for increased border enforcement--the very practice that
increases the profitability aﬁd the demand for trafficking.
As the resources poured into border enforcement
increase {(as they have every vyear since 1994--border
enforcement appropriations are discussed in detail below) so
do the numbers of drug and immigration indictments that have
been swamping federal dockets with unmanageable caseloads in
the five federal judicial districts that line the border
from Texas to California. Under the headline, “Expanded
Border Policing Clogs Courts and Jails,” New York Times
correspeondent Jim Yardley reported in July of 2000 that

these five judicial districts “now handle 26 percent of all
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federal criminal filings in the United States. The
remaining 74 percent is spread among the country’s 89 other
district courts.” This overload results in more and more
federal cases being handed over to state district attorneys,
and more and more immigrant prisoners ending up in state
prisons. (It has also resulted in more and more federal
resources being funneled into border states. Arizona’s
slice of the militarization subsidy 1s discussed below.)

Combined, these “Border War” practices, laws, and
policies shed some light on why the Arizona state prison
system incarcerates foreign nationals--primarily Mexicans--
at 1.5 times the national average. Most states’ incarcerate
rate for foreign nationals is 7%, where Arizona’s topped 13%
in 2003. Recall as well that foreign nationals make up 9%
of the U.S. population, and 23% of federal prison
populations.

It is clear, then, that the most direct and obvious way
that the Southwest Strategy fuels prison expansion in
Arizona is to reliably generate large numbers of foreign
national prisoners and detainees who are and who will be,
overwhelmingly, incarcerated within the territorial borders

of this state.

% 5ee Julia Sudbury on “mules” and international prison expansion.
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However, there are certainly states with higher
incarceration rates and larger overall numbers of prisoners
than Arizona, and industries that profit from prison
expansion are already concentrated there’. Yet, organized
opposition to mass incarceration in these states as well as
the looming state and federal budget shortfalls that
characterize the U.S. in the early 21lst century have already
started, 1in 2003, to erode the legitimacy of the harsh
sentencing laws and the private prison lobby that have
fueled expansion domestically. Today, when the market for
new prisons is threatening to shrink nationally, Arizona 1is
seen by prison industry managers as a relatively stable
venue for expansion due to the availability of “criminal

alien” prisoners".

Border Militarization and Capital
In “Border Militarization and the Reproduction of
Mexican Migrant Labor,” Brownell argues that U.S. border

policy since 1994 has sought to address the economic

! prison expansion 1s especially rampant in the scutheast, where
incarceration rates can be higher than the rate of any nation, and
African Americans are locked up at rates that rival the immediate post-
Civil War south. It is also concentrated on the west coast,
particularly California, which has led the nation in expansion (although
Arizona was the first state to begin passing mandatory minimum and truth
in sentencing laws and looks to be the last to consider repealing them).



concerns of the segments of the U.S. electorate who
“perceive themselves to be harmed by the unhindered
operation of capital” (Brownell, 2001, pp. 79~80). While
Brownell’s analysis is limited by failing to question this
particular economic perception and by ignoring the
profoundly racial, gendered, and nationalist overtones of
such protectionist economic narratives, his argument reveals
key ways the Border War functions to serve the interests of
capital. His analysis opens the space for analyzing the
relationship between criminalization and the interests of
capital, and thus pointing to unexpected ways that capital
is served by prison expansion--a practice that is dependent
on ongoing processes of criminalization and upon which the

processes of criminalization are dependent.

Migrant Settliement and the Value of Labor

Brownell’s analysis is grounded 1in a combination of
demographic research and Marxian analysis of shifts in the
value of undocumented Mexican migrant labor in the U.S.
since the 1993 implementation of NAFTA.

The North American Free Trade Agreement, Implemented in

1993, made it easier for goods and capital to cross the

2 See Julia Sudbury for discussion of the PIC going international to

solve the crisis of shrinking U.S. market for expansion.
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U.S./Mexico border. Ramped up policies c¢f border
militarization and the intensified criminalization of
immigration (discussed above) followed closely behind,
making it harder and more dangerous to cross from Mexico
into the U.S. than ever before. Neoliberal trade agreements
have the effect of increasing economic instability and
insecurity**--~both as perception and reality--albeit
unevenly, within partner nations. Brownell argues that
border militarization is a political response to popular
anxieties about NAFTA in the United States; anxieties that,
he speculates, centered on fears about increased economic
instability for already suffering American workers. His
research reveals an ironic contrast between this peclitical
response to economic fears and 1ts economic effects.

Brownell argues that the Southwest Strategy focuses
voter attention on the issue of competition from Mexican
laborers within the US and away from the issue of U.S. jobs
moving overseas™. He argues that Federal government claims
that NAFTA-era border policies are designed to reduce the

number of undocumented immigrants are what he calls

¥ For a solid introduction to the vast literature dealing with the
human effects of globalization, see Sassen (1998).

(Where Andreas’ exclusively political analysis finds the Scuthwest
Strategy cynical at best, Brownell’s economic approach relies on a more
critical approach to analyzing state practices, and is primarily
concerned with the effects of border militarization.)
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“functionally symbolic.” His claim is based on his own and
other scholars’ findings that the volume of undocumented
migrants crossing the Mexican border and entering the U.S.
has not significantly decreased (and may even have
increased) since 1994. What has significantly changed since
1994, Brownell’s research shows, 1s patterns of migrant
settlement. Because 1t 1s now far more dangerous Lo Cross
the border, (with radically increased risks of death, sexual
assault?, and arrest) border crossers have become
predominantly young and middle aged males.®®

Since 1994, the Southwest Strategy has influenced
patterns of migrant settlement, with increasing numbers of
migrant laborers leaving their families in Mexico and
sending wages home, where the cost of living is
significantly less expensive than it is in the United States
(Brownell, 2001). Brownell offers a Marxian analysis of
this shift, pointing out that the average social value of
labor under capitalism necessarily includes the costs of
reproducing labor power, as well as bearing and raising
children to replace retiring workers. Citing Wilson,

Brownell writes:

PFor a thorough discussion of the increased and systematic use of rape
to control women migrants crossing the border, see Falcon (2001).




Only the costs of reconstitution of Mexican

temporary labor migration must be paid in the U.S.

All of the replacement costs, and much or all of

the maintenance costs are paid in the cheaper

Mexican economy. (Wilson, 2000, in Brownell, 2001,

p. 82)
This means that the flow of undocumented migrant labor from
Mexico, reconfigured by the Southwest Strategy in ways that
discourage settlement in the U.S., enables a structural
difference in what Marx calls “the minimum limit in the
value of labour-power” (Marx, 1970, p. 173) between workers
residing permanently in the U.S. and workers who's families
reside in Mexico. Capitalist entrepreneurs organize and
reorganize the production of commodities in ways that
continually lower the costs of production, thus increasing
rates of profit; this is typically achieved through
increasing efficiency, through innovations in technology and
work routines, and through minimizing the costs of labor
power. Just as productive machines require routine
maintenance and replacement, so does the labor force'. This
means that the minimum limit in the value of labor power has

to include the expense of reconstituting (feeding, clothing,

housing, and caring for the health of) labor, as well as

% For a broader account of the ways that this unintended shift in the
general age and gender of migrant workers has aided the U.S. economy,
see Huspek (2001).

7 3ee Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital, for a thorough explanation
of the value of labor.
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reproducing it (bearing and raising children). Since these
costs are cheaper in Mexico, workers whose families live in
Mexico, and who return to Mexico routinely, are always going
to be able to afford to work for lower wages than workers
who reside permanently in the U.S. And since the minimum
limit in the value of labor power 1is greater in the U.S.
than 1t 1s in Mexico, where, 1n addition, work does not
guarantee the ability to feed ones family, workers are
willing to risk death and prison to seek wages that weouldn’t
support a family residing in the U.S.

Hence, today, the criminalization of immigration means
that the minimum limit of the value of migrant labor-power
stays necessarily and reliably lower than the minimum limit
of the value of resident labor-power (whether the worker
whose family resides in the U.S. is a citizen or not). It
is the criminalization of the immigrant that creates and
enables this disparity in the value of the labor power of
this constructed category of people of color, "illegal

F

aliens,” who are also positioned for an increased risk of
arrest and imprisonment. In fact, it is this increased risk
that deters settlement, thus driving down the minimum value
of migrant labor. Hence, The Border War, a practice that

produces a demand for prison expansion, makes Mexican

immigrants available as the cheapest labor for U.S.



businesses at the same time that it makes them reliably

available as a raw material for prison expansion in Arizona.

The Contradictions of Deterrence

Brownell’s study reveals the contradictory role of a
set of laws and criminalization practices that claim and/or
appear to solve problems that they actually exacerbate. The
logic of the Border War (a term that encompasses the laws,
the guns, and the walls) 1is a logic of deterrence; a logic
that represents coercive, repressive practices as after-the-
fact responses to pre-given problems. The discourse of
“deterrence” contends that the Border War is a response to
undocumented migrants threatening American job security,
when really, as Brownell shows, the militarization of the
border further entrenches the structural disparity between
the costs to capital of Mexican vs. U.S. labor; the
discourse of deterrence contends that border militarization
is a response to lawless immigration, when, as migrants,
border residents and Arizona prison wardens explain, the
Southwest Strategy has increased the reach and power of
organized crime over the lives and futures of migrants and
border communities; and the discourse of deterrence contends

that harsh sentencing laws are a response to increases in
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the danger to communities that criminal activity poses, when
actually, such laws keep as many poor people of color in
cages for as long as possible, creating great obstacles and
dangers to communities that must contend with the
devastating social and economic consequences of mass
imprisonment. In fact, immigrants contribute far more value
to the national eccnomy than they receilve in return for
their contributions'; border militarization has slowed
neither the rate nor the volume of undocumented immigration
(see Brownell, 2001); and crime rates in the U.S. have
remained steady throughout the prison building explosion
that has increased our national prisoner population 10-fold
(Bureau of Justice Statistics), locking millions into
poverty.

As a strategy of deterrence, border militarization does
not secure the economic and personal safety of communities
in the U.S. What it does secure is a reliable flow of cheap
labor for the U.S. economy and of immigrant prisoners for

state and federal prisons in Arizona.

* A December 2002 study conducted by the Center for Labor Market
Studies at Northeastern University finds: The US economy would have
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Arizona: The Crimefare State (State Repression and
Neoliberal Globalization)

As discussed at length in the first chapter, Gilmore
(1993) argues that prison expansion in the U.S. is, in part,
a response to economic reproduction crises linked to
processes of necliberal globalization, particularly post-
Keynesian processes of state restructuring. Nevins explains
that boundary enforcement as well is an effect of neoliberal
globalization. His study points to larger political-
economic trends that have supported the political and social
ascendance of the logic of deterrence. He argues that the
Border War is part and parcel of state practices of
nationalism that accompany the economic developments of
neoliberal globalization (some of which are discussed more
specifically above). He writes:

The creation of boundaries between national and

alien is one of the principal practices associated

with nationalism. Maintaining and policing these

social and territorial boundaries--especially

those between rich and poor--is a task of security

provision against real and imagined forces. This

task can become more necessary due to the effects

of a neoliberal form of globalization that

intensifies competition between localities,

weakens soclal safety nets, and generally

increases socio-economic instability (see Peck &

Tickell, 1994)". A central component of the
contemporary process of globalization is the

stumbled in the past decade without the new arriwvals, and most
immigrants contribute more in taxes than they use in services
Y Nevins is citing Peck & Tickell (1994).



disciplining or restraining of the state “by money
capital and finance” to an unprecedented degree
(Harvey, 1995, p. 10)* As an ideological tool,
globalization has become a useful weapon against
those arguing for national-based alternatives such
as socialism or welfare state (Ibid). Rather than
fight the national-based sources of sociceconomic
instability (largely corporate and financial
interests that the state disproportionately
represents), the state in this increasingly
neoliberal world casts its gaze beyond the
nation’s social and territorial boundaries,
focusing on the alien as a principal source of its
social problems. The alien takes the form of the
criminal, the poor, and the foreigner, who are
often one and the same. It is thus not surprising
that an important feature of the neoliberal state,
especially in the contemporary United States, is
the destruction of the state’s social welfare
functions and an increasing emphasis on
“crimefare”~-whether in the form of more prisons
to incarcerate domestic criminals or a significant
increase in state resources dedicated to boundary
and Immigration enforcement. (Nevins, 2001, p.
140)

In Arizona, more resources for boundary enforcement go hand
in hand with building more prisons. These “important
features of the neoliberal state” are especially
concentrated here, as federal resources are poured into the

border region to support both prisons and border

enforcement.

0 Nevins is citing Harvey (1995).
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The Border as Magnet for Federal Crimefare Dollars

Eighth District Arizona Congressman Jim Kolbe, a
Republican and a senior member of the House Appropriations
Committee, posts a detalled listing of federal funding for
border enforcement from 1999 to the present on his
congressional website. The following 1s a list of border
militarization funding, reproduced from Kolbe’s
Congressional website?, that highlights the escalating sums
allotted for the incarceration of Mexican nationals in

Arizona.

Fiscal Year 1999 Emergency Funding ($90 million)

Fiscal Year 2000 ($642.5 Million)

e $585 Million for State Criminal Alien Assistance
Program (SCAAP), which reimburses state and local
governments for the costs of incarcerating undocumented
aliens $85 Million more than the President’s request.

Fiscal Year 2001 ($678.63 Million)

e S$2 Million for the state of Arizona in fiscal year
2001, to reimburse county and municipal governments
only for Federal costs associated with the handling and
processing of illegal immigration and drug and alien
smuggling cases.

e $585 Million for the State Criminal Alien Assistance
Program (SCAAP) which reimburses state and local
governments for the costs of incarcerating undocumented
aliens

Fiscal Year 2002 ($1.74 Billion)

e 550 Million for assistance to state and local
prosecutors located along the Southwest Border,

I Quoted from Representative Jim Kolbe’s Congressional website:
http://www.house.gov/kolbe/issue immigration.htm
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including the integration and automation of court
management systems

e $565 Millicon is provided for state and localities to
pay prison costs of undocumented aliens that cannot be
held in federal detention centers due to overcapacity.
The federal government must assist local law
enforcement absorb the costs of incarcerating illegal
immigrants.

On December 16, 2003, Congressman Kolbe posted an Issue
Position statement titled “Illegal Immigration” on his
website. He explains the increases in border enforcement
appropriations that he has worked to bring to Arizona, as
well as offering descriptions of possible appropriations he
hopes to secure. Below, I site portions of his essay
directly®:

Other important border funding in last
vear’s final appropriations bill includes $40
million for the Southwest Border prosecutor
Initiative to reimburse state, county, tribal, or
municipal governments for federal costs associated
with the prosecution of criminal cases declined by
local U.S. Attorney’s offices and $250 million for
the State Criminal Alien Assistance Program
(SCAAP) for state and localities to pay for prison
costs of undocumented aliens that can not be held
in federal detention centers due to lack of
capacity. The Administration tried to eliminate
this program and I am pleased Congress did not
agree. In order to strengthen the SCAAP program,
I have introduced a bill (HR 933) this year with
strong bipartisan support to reauthorize the
program at $750 million for fiscal year 2004, $850
million for fiscal year 2005, and $950 million for
each of the fiscal years 2006-2010. (pp. 2-3)



-1

[\

So today, hundreds of millions of Crimefare dollars have
provided the socially conservative solution to Governor
Symington’s 1993 fiscally conservative problem -with prison

expansion.

Crimefare as Corporate Keynesianism: Criminal Alien
Requirement 3 - Corporate Bail-Out

On the federal side, there’s an unprecedented new
market--to the tune of approximately 20,000 beds that
are expected to be set out for people to bid on over
the next 24 months. --Steven Logan, CEQ of Cornell
Corrections (Greene, 2001)

Private prison corporations capture public monies and
transform them into profit by reducing expenditures on
prison facilities, prisoner programs, and labor costs. They
also boost profits with full prisons by sub-contracting to
warehouse out-of-state prisoners for states with
overcrowding problems. This trend further exacerbates
national dynamics of racialized displacement, creating
bizarre demographic situations such as the hundreds of
Native and Samoan Hawaiians and Alaskan Native Americans who
live in cages in the Corrections Corpocration of America's
private facility in Florence, Arizona.

The private corporations that profit from the

construction and management of new prisons and tnose who

¥ guoted directly from Representative Jim Kolbe’s Congressional
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contract to supply prisons with goods and services--a
cluster of businesses that prison abolitionists often refer
to as “punishment profiteers”--rely on an ever-increasing
pool of prisoners to keep their profits growing and their
investors happy.

Corrections Corporation of America (CCA) 1is the largest
private prison corporation in the world. (Their corporate
motto is "If we build them, they will come."?) CCA and a
corporation called Wachenhut, together, control over 75% of
the U.S. private prison market. Like Halliburton today,
these companies enjoy intimate connections with state and
federal policy makers, contributing large sums of money
yearly to the conservative lobbying consortium, ALEC, which
has successfully promoted a range of conservative issues
including the privatization of public services and tough-on-
crime legislation for the past two decades. Michael J.
Quinlan, the CEO of CCA, Was the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons during the first Bush Administration.
Norman Carlson, who held the same position during the Reagan
administration, sits on the Wackenhut Board of Directors.

Though many public prisons have achlieved the nations

highest rates of violence, abuse, and medical neglect for a

website: http://www.house.gov/kolbe/issue immigration.htm
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variety of reasons, anti-privatization campaigns have made
private prisons internationally notorious, over the past 10
years, as particularly hazardous work and living
environments due to industry-wide patterns of poorly paid,
barely trained guards, high labor turnover rates, chronic
understaffing, and negligible healthcare.* Most of these
problems can be directly attributed to cost-cutting measures
intended to boost profits.

In the “tough-on-crime” and fiscally conservative days
of the early and mid 1990s, private prison construction and
management companies had success selling their services to
state governments by claiming to save taxpayer money by
lowering costs. However, as Greene (2001) explains:

It’s unlikely that the states will save

much, if any, money by contracting with the

private (prison) companies. Private prison cost-

cutting primarily serves to boost company profits.

As early as 1996, a report of the U.S. General

Accounting office thoroughly reviewed a series of

academic and state studies and concluded that

there was no clear evidence about cost savings.

Greene goes on to explain that this privatization boom came
to an abrupt slow down, not only because private prisons

turned out not to significantly lower costs, but also

because the private facilities were plagued with

?3 This appears on CCA’s promotional brochures and web pages aimed at
potential investors.



extraordinary tragedies (including record high numbers of
murders and escapes) resulting from poor management. She
writes:

Moreover, the financial advantage that may have
been most attractive to state legislators--the
private companies’ ability to construct prisons
unhindered by public debt limits or by the need to
get voter approval for bonds—--has turned out to be
the industry’s downfall. From 1991 to 1998,

the growth in private adult prison beds averaged
36 percent per year. But with the states pulling
back from the trouble-plagued facilities and Wall
Street reacting even more strongly to deaths and
scandals, the companies have found themselves
overleveraged and undercapitalized--CCA in
particular. It built new prisons “on spec,”
assuming that contracts to f£ill them would follow,
and by my estimate the company now has more than
8,500 prison beds standing empty. The firm last
year came close to a financial meltdown: Its stock
lost 93 percent of its value in 2000, and its
accountants reported a fourth-quarter loss of more
than a third of a billion dollars.

The Bailout
In November, 2000, the Federal Bureau of Prisons

proposed the construction of three, private, 1,500-bed
"criminal alien® prisons--for a total of 4500 new federal
prison beds--to be built in 3 of 12 proposed locations in
Arizona and Southern California. Each new prison would
warehouse foreign nationals exclusively, the majority of
which are expected to be Mexican. Nine of the proposed

sites are small, depressed, rural towns in Arizona.

75
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Known as “Criminal Alien Requirement,” or “CAR”-3, this
is only one of four private, "criminal alien" proposals
around the United States. Two CAR-1 contracts were signed
by Corrections Corporation of American (CCA) in June 2000;
one to fill CCA's 2304-bed spec prison in California City,
California, and the other for 1,012 available beds at CCA’s
Cibola facility in Milan, New Mexico. The 3-year contracts
each include 7 one-year renewal options. Combined, the two
CAR-1 contracts are worth $760 million over 10 years.
(Greene, 2001) According to prison research specialist
Judith Greene, “For CCAR, which carried more than a $1
billion in outstanding indebtedness last year (2000) and was
in violation of its credit agreements, the two (CAR-1)
contracts are providing a virtual bailout.”®* (Greene,

2001, p. 6).

Why Immigrants?
It is significant that the Federal Government handed
out this massive corporate bail-out in the form contracts to
warehouse immigrants, considered within the industry to be

the "lowest maintenance"” prisoner population, with

CCA and Wackenhut are the two largest private prison corporations in
the United States {(both also operate overseas). Combined, they control
over 70% of the market for private prisons in the country.
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relatively low rates of violent crime and few of the (very
minimal) education and rehabilitation entitlements of
citizens. AS discussed above, under IRA-IRA, and now the
USA PATRIOT Act, foreign nationals also tend to serve very
lengthy sentences, even for minor offenses. In addition, as
noted above, the militarization of the US/Mexico border, the
war on drugs and immigrants being waged along that border,
and NAFTA’s continual displacement of poor Mexicans to the
border region means that Mexican national prisoners and
detainees are a low-risk option for the private prison
industry with it’s vested interest in keeping prison beds
filled. Finally, without family able to wvisit and advocate
for them and without voting rights, foreign national
prisoners have very little political clout inside the United
States.

It is not accidental that the federal criminal alien
prisons that bailed out the private prison industry are
located primarily in border states. It probably is
accidental (as well as tragic and ironic) that the industry
that may have gained the most from the dismantling of the
welfare state has become such a direct and obvious recipient

of corporate welfare--specifically, crimefare.
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The “New Penclogy’’: Arizona State Prisons,
Privatization, Segregation, and the Interchangeability of
Mexican National Prisoners
Welch (2000) explains criminologists Feeley and Simon’s

analysis of the emergence of a “new penology.” He writes:

Traditional penclogy emphasized punishing
and correcting individual offenders . . . the new
penology assesses the risks of specific criminal
subpopulations, and recommends strategies that
attempt to control these aggregates . . . the new
penology concentrates on maximizing social control
and utilizing prediction tables and population
predictions to streamline the criminal justice
system. Because the new penology takes an
actuarial approach, it emphasizes efficiency,
management, and control rather than individualized
justice and attempts at reform. Simply put, the
criminal justice system recycles human beings from
one form of custodial management to another
it pushes corrections even further toward a self-
understanding based on the imperative of herding a
specific population that cannot be disaggregated
and transformed, but only maintained--a kind of
waste management function. (p. 75)

The following account of collaborative corporate and
ADC strategies for incarcerating Mexican nationals
illustrates how this “new penology” drives expansion in the
state. This approach takes groups, rather than individuals
as its units of analysis, and emphasizes efficiency; it

functions as a penoclogical Taylorism® that enables private

"* See Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital for a thorough discussion
of the necessityof the interchangeability of labor and raw materials to
the efficient production of commodities.
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prison corporations to streamline their production processes
by carefully defining, measuring, choosing, and controlling
prisoner groups--the raw materials that they demand.

The new penology measures prisoner groups in terms of
risk, and prison producers use this measurement in
conjunction with other economic measurements (such as
minimum prisoner maintenance costs vs. federal or state
rates of remuneration) to compare prisoner populations and
make decisions about which populations can be warehoused
most profitably. Wﬁere federally sentenced “criminal
aliens” are among the most coveted of “resources,” federal
reimbursement for state incarceration of immigrants makes
immigrant prisoners in state prisons prizes, as well.
Additionally, the reliability of the flow of immigrant
prisoners is secured by immigration enforcement practices.
However, there are profits to be made from caging other
prisoner populations as well, most reliably if they are “low
security” (requiring fewer guards/less labor-power), and
expected, like Mexican nationals, to continue increasing

thelr rates of incarceration.

Fin de Siecle Arizona
In 2001, in the midst of organized efforts to oppose

the construction of the CAR-3 in Arizona or California
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(discussed at length in later chapters) the proposal was
officially postponed®. However, the role that it played in
identifying the privatization of immigrant incarceration as
a means to stimulate further prison expansion has taken hold
in the state of Arizona. Private prison corporations who
were initially bidding on the CAR-3 contract (including:
CCA, Wackenhut, Dominion, CSC, and Management Training
Corporation {MTC}) have not given up hope of winning either
the CAR-3 or some other contract. CCA and MTC have built
spec prisons in the state, assuming that growing rates of
immigrant incarceration will drive expansion sufficiently
that they will eventually be able to capture some available,
displaced prisoner population to warehouse. Corporations
originally looking to build federal immigrant prisons are
also continuing to negotiate with small towns, originally
sited for the CAR-3, attempting to sell prison‘construction
as economic development, and encouraging town residents to
lobby for new prisons.

At the same time, former Arizona Department of

Corrections Director, Terry Stewart spent 2001 and 2002

(before resigning and going to work for the private prison

*® CAR-1 alone, according to Judith Greene, provided a bail-out for CCA,
immediately reviving their credit.
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industry) lobbying intensively for the construction of
private, Arizona state population-specific prisons.

Stewart understood that carefully categorizing and
segregating prisoner populations and defining them as
distinct, mobile, and instituticnally interchangeable was an
effective method for expanding the prison system. Stewart
has a vested interest in expansion; he worked as a defacto
lobbyist for the private prison industry when he was the
Director of Corrections for the state, and then went to work

for the industry after resigning, first in Texas, and later

in Iraqg.

Arizona Private Prisoner Population Overview

During Stewart’s tenure as ADOC Director, he oversaw
the four private prisons in the state that house Arizona
state inmates. These include: The Coconino County Jail in
Flagstaff, AZ, a low security facility operated by the
Cococino County Sheriff’s Office which warehouses adult male
prisoners with one year or less to serve; the Marana
Community Correctional Treatment Facility in Marana, AZ, a
low security substance abuse treatment prison, operated and
managed by the Management Training Corporation (based in
Ogden, Utah); Arizona State Prison-Phoenix West in Phoenix,

AZ, a low security DUI-only prison, operated by Correctional
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Services Corporation (based in Sarasota, Florida): and
Arizona State Prison-~Florence West in Florence, AZ, operated
by Correctional Services Corporation, a low security prison
which warehouses 500 DUI offenders and 250 parole wviolators.
The Cococino County Jjaill in Flagstaff warehouses only U.S.
citizens. However the other three facilities collectively
average Mexican national prisoner populations of 15%: Marana
has 10%, Florence West has 15%, and Phoenix West tops the
list with 19%%.

Corrections Corporation of America (the largest private
prison corporation in the world--Crimefare recipient of most
of the CAR contracts, discussed above) operates three
private prisons in Arizona that all contract with the US
Marshall’s Service, the Federal Bureau of Prisons, and the
INS (now the DHS). (One also contracts with the state of
Hawaii.) Statistics regarding the ethnic distribution of
their prisoner populations are not available, however, it is
likely that they warehouse substantially larger percentages
of Mexican Nationals than the private state prisons, since

Q

their populations are federal offenders (nationally, 29% of

7 Note that this facility is run by CSC: Sociologist Michael Welch
reports that, "“Correctional Services Corporation . . . has emerged as a
dominant vendor in the detention of undocumented immigrants” (2000, p.
81) .



83

federal prisoners are foreign national, over 60% of whom are

Mexican) as well as INS/DHS detainees.

Stewart’s Progress

In her article entitled “Terry’s Dream” (2002), Arizona
anti-prison organizer, Caroline Isaacs, Director of the
American Friends Service Committee Criminal Justice Program
in Tucson, Arizona, argues that Terry Stewart circulated
largely trumped up stories about an “explesion of violence”
between Mexican national and Mexican American prisoners in
the state prisocn system in order to: (a) justify his
institutional segregation of Mexican national prisoners (for
“security reasons”); (b) use this story about “security
needs” to promote the construction of a private, immigrant-
only state prison in Tucson; and (c¢) that, when his proposal
was rejected, Stewart developed another “population suitable
for privatization”--DUI offenders--and successfully argued
for the construction of the new DUI-only private state
prison (that now houses 1,400 inmates in Kingman, Arizona).

Although Stewart wielded the tried and true tactic of
alarming the public to the “dangers of violent, dark-skinned
poor people” in order to justify any expense to control

them, he also, at the same time, used the rhetoric of the
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new penology to make his case for expansion. As it turned
out, the latter tactic was more effective.
Isaacs cites Stewart in ways that make it absolutely

AN

clear that he intended to use the strategies of the “new
penclogy” to gain new prison contracts for the private
corporations for whom he subsequently went to work. She
guctes an ADC press release that states:
The Department intended this facility to incarcerate a
‘one-way population’, meaning inmates would be
initially sent to, serve their time at, and be released
from this private facility. . . . Compartmentalizing
and privatizing this continually growing population
would allow for greater efficiency and cost
effectiveness in the management of the population by
the Department and by all relevant governmental
entities.”® (Italics mine.)
Isaacs uses this guote to point out that Stewart’s proposal
is an exact replica of the CAR-3 proposal. She writes,
“. . . A one-stop shop for incarcerating, processing, and
deporting immigrants” (2002, p. 1) The “one-stop” mocdel not
only imitates the CAR-3 model, both mcdels emphasize
streamlining the management of a prisoner group. Stewart’s
arguments for the institutional segregation of immigrant
prisconers is openly based on “new penoclogy” goals of

“greater efficiency and cost effectiveness” in “managing”

prisoner “populations.”

*® ADC Press Release cited by Isaacs, 2002. “Director Cancels 1000 Bed
Request for Proposal,” May 25, 2001. www.adc.state.az.us



Isaacs quotes Stewart’s Deputy Director testifying

AN

before the state legislature that a separate facility

may help Arizona increase its federal reimbursement for

7£29

incarcerating foreign inmates This makes it clear that
the plan for the efficient, private immigrant prison is
intended to boost private prison profits, since
reimbursements would, of course, go to the entity operating
and managing the prison.

Stewart’s proposal was ultimately gquashed by the state
legislature who approved funding for the facility with the
caveat that no more than 50% of the prisoners in the
facility could come from the same country. Since Mexican
nationals constitute over 90% of the foreign national
prisoner population, this would have proved impossible.

Opposition to the prison proposal was led by Mexican
American state Senator Pete Rios. Isaacs guotes Rios’
comments that, “Hispanics don’t warrant their own college or
university--anything that’s positive--but we do warrant a

730 gStewart’s racist tactics

prison for Mexican nationals.
backfired when Rios exposed them.
Isaacs characterizes and explains Stewart’s response,

writing, “Director Stewart was clearly ticked off. The

*® Tsaacs, citing “Legal Opinion,” 2000.
3 1ggacs citing “Legal Opinion,” 2000.



corporate executives he had been courting would most
certainly be disappointed.” In an ADC press release
following the Legislature’s rejection, Stewart was gquoted as
saying,
I am concerned and I regret that the private prison
companies have invested a great deal of time and money
into this venture. . . . I will make a concerted effort
to identify a new specialized population that will be
appropriate for privatization.” (Italics mine.)
Stewart made explicit the direct connection between the
categorization of prison populations, the measuring of their

relative interchangeability, and the practices of priscn

profiteering.

The More or Less "Solid Bet”: Capturing DUI, Losing Women
As Isaacs points out, Stewart did, in fact, identify
two additional “populations appropriate for privatization,”
DUI offenders and women. Drunk drivers, 1t seems, have no
uncloseted representation in the state legislature. The
private DUI prison opened 1n Kingman, Arizona in 2003 in an
MTC facility that was (as mentioned above) originally built
in the attempt to win the CAR-3 federal contract. Plans to
privately build and run the largest women’s prison in the

world in Marana, Arizona, however, fell through in late 2003



when Ms. Isaacs organized prisoner families, community
residents, social justice activists, former prisoners, and

several legislators to oppose its construction.

Repression for Profit

To reiterate the guote that opened this chapter, the
CEO of Management Training Corporation, the company that
built the new prison that became the Kingman DUI facility,
explained to me over the phone: “Arizona 1s the most solid
market around for new prisons; what with the border and all,
you can count on filling beds; you can convert beds from
state prisoners, like DUI, to criminal aliens, to INS
detainees . . . it’s a solid bet.” He was confident, at the
time, that his empty prison in Kingman, built originally to
compete for the CAR-3 contract, would have 1,400 bodies to
fill its beds by the end of the year. And it did. (He
built it, and they came.)

The abstract measurements offered by the new penology
are comparable to the calculations that go into any profit-
driven industry regarding its materials. Welch makes the
point, above, that this approach to managing incarceration

practices treats prisconers as a form of social “waste.” For

% Tsaacs citing ADC Press release. “Director Cancels 1000 Bed Request
for proposal”. May 25, 2001. www.adc.state.az.us
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prison corporations, the social “wasting” of these human
beings is necessary to the establishment of incarceration as
a business; an organized process of commodity production.
The people who are soclally defined and treated as waste are
their “recyclable resources,” “raw materials” of profit.

Hence, the new penology in conjuncticon with the
privatization of prisons has played a role in marking
Arizona as a desirable site for prison expansion, and public
prisons generate corporate profits, as well, for the
companies that supply goods and services to their “captive”
markets.

Still, the apparatus of legitimate force belongs to the
state. Private prisons have come and gone and come again,
and may well go again, in the United States, without
replacing the legitimacy of state-controlled policing,
militarization, and incarceration practices. Certainly this
wave of privatization has and will continue to effect social
relations. Yet, the larger-scale social and political-
economic effects of the mass incarceration of poor people of
color cannot be reduced to providing raw materials for a

select cluster of politically privileged corporations
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Conclusion

This analysis of the border/prison system in
contemporary Arizcna suggests that linked processes of
border militarization and prison expansion in the context of
the social relations of production produces more prisoners
of every category. Looking at the mass imprisonment of
Mexican national immigrants in 1990s Arizona underscores the
synergy between regionally specific and broader national and
transnational conditions and processes in the expansion of
the border/prison system. It delineates the technologies
through which Mexican migrants are produced and compelled to
produce themselves (to survive, or not survive) among
complimentary demands for waste and for value. The
contradictions of repressive state practices of deterrence,
articulated by the social relations of capitalism, produce
poor people of color as multivalent resources for the
extraction of surplus value at sites of exploitation
(commodity production) as well as domination (state
repression) .

The social relations of repression, the organized
capture and bureaucratic waste-management of millions of
people’s lives via incarceration is taking place on a scale
unrivaled in human history. This analysis of the

border/prison system suggests, simply, that state repression
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breeds more state repression. While it might seem like
common sense, it 1s important to recognize that the top-down
organizers of and bottom-up consenters to repressive state
practices are assured that state repression protects us from

r

“our enemies,” and that the more repression we impose on

ALY 144

“them, ” the safer “we” will indeed become.

So, the rather simple answer to the guestion posed at
the beginning of this chapter is this: The shift that
occured between 1893, when the governor of Arizona proposed
the deportation of immigrant prisoners for the purpose of
saving money and 2003, when the state, in full-blown budget
crisis, can’t wait to build more and more prisons faster and
faster, was an incredible escalation of repressive state
practices along the Arizona-Sonora border.

Today in Arizona, I will argue, we all work hard every
day to make prison expansion and border militarization
happen. The rest of this dissertation explores some of the
ways 1n which people are compelled to continue producing
this escalation. How are we forced to name names? How do
we identify “us” and “them”? Why don’t we feel safe enocugh
yet? Who 1s “"we”?

In the next chapter, I argue that the struggle to

understand the dynamics of this violent escalation requires

a wider—~angle theoretical lens; a lens that can see the



socially organizing force of commodity production and
simultaneously capture the historical and spatial discursive

practices that are organized to support those relations.
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CHAPTER 3
“REPRESSION MATTERS”

“Capitalism is a white supremacist mode of
production. We can say it. We can prove it.”
-~Ruth Gilmore, Opening comments for the panel
entitled “Putting the ‘Industrial’ in Prison
Industrial Complex” at the Critical Resistance
South Conference, February 2003

Chapter Overview

Where Chapter 2 offers a description of the state
practices implicated in contemporary Arizona prison
expansion, Chapter 3 offers a map of the theoretical threads
and the political commitments (implicit in my theoretical
orientation) that inform my analysis of those practices in
Chapters 4 and 5; essentially an analytical description of
the canon within which I situate my work. The first part of
this chapter discusses theoretical approaches to Studying
the state, some of which are paradigmatic in cultural
studies, emphasizing insights that are central to the ways
in which cultural studies scholars study the relationship
between the state and subjectivity, and identifying key ways
that this approach has been brocadened to include a
multiplicity of histories, geographies, and subject
positions. Section two considers contemporary trends and

arguments against studying the state, and based on my
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readings in section one, argues for the foregrounding of
practices of state repression in the study of culture and
capital. The third section develops my theoretical approach
to analyzing state repression through readings of critical
theorists who offer key questions, sites of study, and
useful terms of analysis for understanding dynamic
relationships between capitalism and identity. In the
fourth section, I analyze the work of scholar’s whose
methodological approach informs my own; Marxian and post-
structuralist cultural studies work that make sense of
identity in the context of the social relations of
capitalism, that analyzes meaning from a materialist
standpeoint, and that expands the terms of Marxist analysis
by applying them to the historical experiences of groups
other than (and including) free wage laborers. I use the
theoretical approaches and methodologies I identify in these
critical readings to argue for an understanding of the
border/prison system that is at once, Marxist, post-
structuralist, historical, and spatial and that insists on
accounting for the relationship between state repression and

production.



Introduction

Chapter 2 describes and analyzes the border/prison
system. The use of repressive practices to define and
position certain human beings as the raw materials for this
system has powerful social, economic, political, and
cultural effects; effects that have serious implications for
the organization of social relations of power and control.
Such effects, examined further throughout this dissertation,
suggest that practices of state repression demand greater
attention from radical social theorists seeking to
critically understand relations of identity and processes of
exploitation and domination; culture and capital.

Having constructed a reading of these processes as a
“system”--a patterned set of practices that partially, vet
powerfully organize the contemporary social relations of
captivity in this region--it is necessary to identify the
most useful analytic approach for understanding the large
and small-scale effects of repressive practices, and
specifically, these regionally and historically distinct
system of repression.

In the previous chapter, I introduced Criminal
Alienation as part of the prison abolition movement; in this

chapter I situate it as part of a particular intellectual
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history within the loosely defined field of cultural

studies.

Section 1: Why Study State Repression?

This section maps and critiques a tendency in Marxian
thought to view repressive state practices as an “early”
necessity for capitalist development that “fades into the
background” once the relations of private property are
firmly established. This narrative framework: (a)
privileges the state in isolation as a unit of analysis; (b)
encourages the notion that capitalist development repeats
itself in a series of necessary stages that have or will
occur 1in each territorial nation-state; and (c¢) allows
social theorists to discount practices that, according to
this developmentalist narrative, “do not belong” in the
stage within which they are taking place, and therefore must
be historical “remnants”; such ghosts, the logic goes, are
no longer significant to the reproduction of society. It
also encourages the belief that people who are subjected to
historically unimportant processes are themselves
historically unimportant, and merit no critical attention.
This chapter identifies ways that a particular tradition in
Marxian cultural studies has reversed this problematic trend

by taking specificities of culture and history into account,



O
N

studying states in the context of global power relations,
and accounting for the ways that different kinds of

identities are socially organized.

Marxist Cultural Studies and the State
A great deal of Marxian scholarship in the field of
cultural studies emphasizes the non-repressive (“hegemonic,”

4

“ideological,” “representational,” “cultural,”
“imaginative”) practices of the state, analyzing the
usefulness of such practices for the reproduction of uneven
social power relations, and for possibilities of resistance
to the relations of exploitation and domination. Gramsci,
Althusser, Hall, and Spivak, all influential in the field of
Marxist cultural studies, offer analyses that are especially
useful for understanding the social production and
mobilization of consciousness. In line with this tradition
of looking at the state and identity in relation to capital,
Gililmore (1993) offers a model for putting practices of state

repression at the center of the analysis of webs of social

relations of domination and subordination.

Marx: “"Primitive Accumulation”
This development narrative goes back to Marx himself,

who argues that practices of state repression imposed the
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necessary conditions for capital accumulation in pre-
capitalist England. Based on his reading of the bloody era
of “primitive accumulation,” Marx argues that, once private
property becomes dominant, state repression becomes
secondary to “the natural laws of production” (Marx, 1977,
p. 899).

At the same time that Marx’s narrative of primitive
accumulation discounts state repression as an object of
study in the present, it takes very seriously the historical
effects of state repression during a distinct time period;
the period during which these practices were being imposed
on the groups of people Marx cares about studying; poor
FEuropeans. He argues that it is through practices of state
repression that European peasants were transformed into the
FEuropean proletariat; a transmutation of identity imposed
through terror, massacre, and theft.

Marx’s historical account reveals that contemporary
state practices of social cleansing, re-territorialization,
criminalization, incarceration, deportation, and execution,
share a pre-capitalist European history. According to
Marx’s narration of “primitive accumulation” in Capital,
Volume 1, the modern (liberal/capitalist) state of England
emerged (during a 400 year period) as a monopoly on the

power to deport, incarcerate, enslave, criminalize and
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execute pecople through successive waves of legislation and
“terrorism” (Marx’s term). These practices were used to
control the peasantry who were “cleared from the land” in a
series of bourgeois land grabs that included the
appropriation of Catholic lands during the Glorious
Revolution, the transformation of agrarian northern Scotland
into “deer parks” through the forcible relocation of the
peasantry to the coast (which, once they developed as a
fishing economy, was taken away from them as well), and the
Enclosure Acts, which usurped the feudal commons,
transforming them into private estates.

Such brutal practices both “freed” the feudal peasantry
from their land and from control over the means of agrarian
production, and it alsoc absorbed the surplus of human
productive capacity that it produced. It was thus organized
practices of state repression that created the conditions
that forced people to work for wages and transformed the
English peasantry into a class of wage-laborers; the British
state itself, was (and, I would argue, is) produced, in
part, through these practices.

Marx, like Gramsci and Althusser after him, makes the
claim that such repression was only necessary during the
“rise cf the bourgeoisie” (Marx, 1977, p. 899), and that,

once the state-wide conditions of private property are
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established, that repression becomes a secondary practice of
social control. He writes:

The silent compulsion of economic relations sets

the seal on the domination of the capitalist

over the worker. Direct extra-economic force 1s

still of course used, but only in exceptional

cases. In the ordinary run of things, the

worker can be left to the ‘natural laws of

production’, i.e. it is possible to rely on his

dependence on capital, which springs from the

conditions of production themselves, and is

guaranteed in perpetuity by them. (p. 899)

{Italics mine.}

Here he defines the use of force as both “exceptional” and
“extra-economic,” theoretically rendering both “force” and
the “forced” historically inert under the conditions of
private property; not worth studying in the present. In
contrast, the compliant relationship between the worker and
the laws of production becomes a crucial site of analysis,
defined in contradistinction to the non-worker and the laws
of force.

As a site of analysis, the border/prison system
significantly complicates these classical Marxian
theoretical distinctions, and the historical development
narrative that supports them. The transnational work of
migration and the repressive control of migrants are clearly
historical, as it literally shapes social relationships, the

economy and the landscape of Arizona (among other places).

Repressive state practices not only persist they continue to



escalate and are clearly implicated in “the natural law of
production.”

The United States has a bloody capitalist origin story
of its own--including race-based practices of massacre,
genocide, slavery, land-seizure--that is linked to an
ongoing tradition of the unexceptional use of force to
control the poor and especially poor people of color™.

Racial categories are partially historically produced
via repressive state practices, and racial categorization is
broadly integral to the production of the racially
stratified social relations of labor in the U.S. 1In Racial
Oppression in America, Blauner writes:

Like European overseas colonialism, America has

used African, Mexican, and to a lesser degree

Indian workers for the cheapest labor,

concentrating people of color in the most

unskilled jobs, the least advanced sectors of the

economy, and the most industrially backward

regions of the nation. In an historical sense,

people of color provided much of the hard labor
and the technical skills that built up the

ooy example, following the U.S. Civil War, the state reorganized the
institution of slavery as former slaves were criminalized and
incarcerated in massive numbers, and then put to work in a convict-lease
system that was even more violent than plantation slavery, since the
risks and costs of ownership were parlayed to the state. (See One Dies,
Get Another) Thus, this history of U.S. imprisonment, the convict-lease
system--organized via cultural (white supremacist), capitalist (U.S.
southern plantation capitalism), and state (incarceration) technologies-
~is a particularly racialized history, implicit in the historical
development of world systemic capitalism, as well as the social
production of race. And the radically disproportionate incarceration
rate of African Americans today is a manifestation of that history; a
history that, via human practice, is produced in the present and
constrains and enables the future.



agriculitural base and the mineral-transport-

communication infrastructure necessary for

industrialization and modernization , whereas the

European worked primarily within the

industrialized sectors. (1972, p. 62)

Today in the U.S., repressive state practices are not
“pre-capitalist”; the practices of social cleansing,
criminalization, incarceration, deportation and execution
are not “clearing peasants from the land,” not denying
entire classes of people control over the means of
production; but importantly, these practices are part of the
social production of race, and racial categorization that,
as Woods and Robinson demonstrate (below), 1s an historical
condition of production in the ongoing expansion of racial
capitalism. In the contemporary routines of the prison
industrial complex, and more locally, the border/prison

system, state repression is not exceptional; it 1s not

secondary.

Gramsci and Althusser: State-Educated Subjects and the
Reproduction of the Conditions of Production

Gramsci and Althusser theorize the role of the state in
producing the subjects who will reproduce the conditions of

capitalist production.
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Gramsci: The State as Educator

In The Prison Notebooks, Gramsci (1971) develops his
analysis of the role of the state in reproducing the
conditions of capitalist production, which, he notes,
importantly includes the reproduction of a ‘civil society’
that promotes bourgeois class interests, while appearing to
be a politically neutral site offering opportunities for
everyone to negotiate on their own behalf. His theory of
hegemony emphasizes the “educative” function of the state, a
function that extends broadly beyond schooling. 1In the note
entitled “State and Civil Society” Gramsci states:

The revolution which the bourgeois class has
brought into the conception of law, and hence into
the function of the State, consists especially in
the will to conform {(hence ethnicity of the law
and of the State). The previous ruling classes
were essentially conservative in the sense that
they did not tend to construct an organic passage
from the other classes into their own, i.e. to
enlarge their class sphere “technically” and
ideologically: their conception was that of a
closed caste. The bourgecis class poses itself as
an organism in continuous movement, capable of
absorbing the entire society, assimilating 1t to
its own cultural and economic level. The entire
function of the State has been transformed: the
State has become an ‘educator.’ (Gramsci, 1971, p.
260) {Italics mine.}

This passage emphasizes that the “function of the state

consists especially in the will to conform” or “assimilate,”’

and that the state educates its subjects in this
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assimilation process. Here, Gramsci (1971) links the will,
or desire to belong to the community of the state with the
sense that this belonging makes possible ‘absorbtion into
the bourgecis class’; this modern ruling class “poses
itself” as capable of absorbing everyone, hiding the fact
that 1t requires a working class in order to exist. Hence,
the state participates in this “hiding.” Gramsci also
points out that such ‘belonging’, such ‘assimilation’, is
cultural, as well as economic, so the state is, among other
things, a cultural educator.

Though Gramsci emphasizes the role of negotiation and
consent in the educative process, the insight that the state
is a cultural educator 1is important to the project of
analyzing the border/prison system, which, as a set of
practices, could be considered culturally educative. Rather
than extending a sense of belonging as a path to bourgeois
social status, repressive practices define subjects,
culturally, as unabsorbable and unassimilatable. A recent
historical term names this abstract category of identity:
“the underclass.” This term interprets the poverty of poor
Rlack and Latino people as a cultural characteristic that
determines social immobility. The notion of “the
underclass” defines poor people of color as “culturailly

inadequate” for absorption; the same groups of people
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targeted for state repression. Representations of
repressive state practices provide a cultural education for
everyone; teaching all state subjects who 1s assimilabkle and
who is not.

Gramsci's development of the concept of hegemony brings
culture to the forefront in the struggle against capitalism.
Critiquing the liberal distinction between political and
civil society, he suggests that laissez-faire liberalism,
which pretends to be a policy in which the state stays out
of the "natural" operations of economic "law," 1is actually a
form of economic, social and cultural regulation. Gramsci's
notion of hegemony links cultural, social, and political
practices and institutions through their collaborative rcles
in promoting the reproduction of unegqual social relations.
He argues that industrialized liberal states maintain power,
grounded in capitalist social relations, not simply through
their monopoly on the means of coercion, but primarily
through their ability to secure and reproduce mass consent
for an overall system of inequality and subordination.

But is the reproduction of mass consent divisible from
the state’s monopoly on coercion? Might repressive
practices as well as the culturally targeted threat of
repressive force also be considered forms of “economic,

soclial, and cultural regulation”? Do repressive state



practices regulate a racial hierarchy of the economically
disempowered?

Looking at state repression and the cultural divisions
between who is routinely targeted for repression and who is
not suggests that state coercion plays an educative role in
assigning economic meanings to cultural identities.
Considering the millions of people subjected to these
practices and the educative role of dominant representations
of repression implies that repressive practices are not
necessarily secondary, and also that the state’s role as a
cultural educator involves, not only the circulation of the
fantasy that the bourgeios class can absorb everyone, but
also, at the same time, the circulation of the idea that not
everyone will be assimilated. Those who will not be
assimilated can be identified by their state-assigned

cultural characteristics.

Althusser:Interpellation

Althusser (1971) argues that the workings of
“ideological state apparatuses” are implicit in the
formation of state subjects. Beginning with the observation
that capitalism depends on the reproduction of the social
relaticns of production, in “Ideology and the State,”

Althusser develops the analytic category "Ideological State



Apparatus.” Distinguished from "Repressive State
Apparatuses,” such as prisons, the police, and the military
which are centrally controlled directly by the state and
function primarily by direct repression (violence) and
secondarily by ideology, Ideclogical State Apparatuses, such
as the family, religion, education and the media, are not
centrally organized, are distinct from one another, are
heterogeneous and relatively autonomous, and they function
primarily through ideology and only secondarily by force.

He argues that practices pre-exist individuals (in the
form of Ideological Apparatuses) who become subjects through
the social process of “interpellation”; of coming into
subjectivity within a dense web of ideoclogical practices
that activate subjects, or bring them into being, by naming,
or “hailing” them. Once brought into subjectivity,
individuals continually reenact these practices which appear
to be spontaneous.” State subjects are thus ideoclogical
effects of the state that appear to have been organically

grown. This appearance, Althusser suggests, 1s itself an

335 A%

Althusser defines ideology as, a representation of the
imaginary relationship of individuals to their real conditions of
existence” {(p. 162). Rejecting idealist notions of ideology as a false,
enpty, deluded representation of reality, Althusser suggests that
ideology has a material existence within Ideological Apparatuses and the
practices they compel. Subjectivity is the experience of having one's
own, individual, conscious, speaking, self. Where modern human
experience suggests that ideas arise from within individual
consciousnesses and thus inspire action, the actual situation is just
the reverse.
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idecleogical effect. "Interpellation" is the process through
which individuals become centered, speaking subjects who
"work on their own" to reproduce the social relations of
production.

Thus, “. . . the category of the subject is the
constituitive category of all ideology" (Althusser, 1971,
pp. 170-171). Ideology, the ultimate manifestation of
selfhood, becomes so obvious that 1t is unrecognizable.

In what he calls "mature capitalist social formations,”
Althusser argues that Ideclogical State Apparatuses become
the dominant tools of social control in the project of
reproducing the social relations of production.

Althusser’s explanation of interpellation is very
useful for thinking about the role of subject formation in
reproducing existing power relations through processes that
make socially constructed hierarchies appear natural and
pre-given. Yet, in insisting that Ideological State
Apparatuses (ISA’s), as opposed to Repressive State
Apparatuses (RSA’s), become the dominant tools of social
control once the capitalist mode of production comes to
dominate a given state, Althusser posits people 1living in
“mature capitalist social formations” who are routinely
subjected to RSA’s as historically and socially irrelevant.

The idea that RSA’s “get the ball rolling” in imposing the
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conditions of capitalism and then “fade into the distance”
suggests that RSA’s are no longer a significant part of
social reproduction.

Again, this cannot account for the historical
persistence of RSA’s and the groups of people they target.
It also cannot account for the work that targeted
populations do in reproducing the conditions of production.
Within the context of the border/prison system, people
directly subjected to RSA’s are central to the circulaticn
of value. So, the idea that RSA’s become secondary as
IDA’s, backed by the seldom-used power of RSA’s, become the
dominant form of social reproduction is grounded in
implicitly race-based assumptions about whose reproductive
work matters. This is not to suggest that IDA’s and RSA’s
should not be understocod as different technologies of social
control, but rather that the dialectical relationship
between them should not be understood as “primary” and

“secondary.”

Spivak, Hall, and Gilmore: Shifting the Analytical Lens
to “Other” Subjects, "Other” Places

Spivak, Hall and Gilmore carry on and extend Gramsci
and Althusser’s project of analyzing the role of nation

states in producing the subjects who reproduce the
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conditions of capitalist production. Each of their bodies
of work (still in progress) are exemplary of key shifts in
the field of Marxist cultural studies; an emphasis on the
centrality of race, gender, sexuality, and ethnicity in the
reproduction of power relations. By casting their analytic
gazes onto the identity politics of subject formation and
representations of identity, these theorists demonstrate the
need to stretch beyond both the white working class and the
nation-state as singular units of analysis in the study of
capital and subjectivity.

Moving away from the idea that all nation states share
a uniform trajectory of capitalist development, Hall (1987)
and Spivak (1988) foreground the history of colonialism and
post~coloniality in the world historical development of
capital and the implication of that history in the
production of subjects. Gilmore (1993, 1998, 2004) looks at
identity divisions within the state, situating the U.S.
globally and historically in the context of the
international dynamics of contemporary structural
adjustment.

Though Hall and Spivak both emphasize subjectivity and
discursive practice in much of their work, their analysis
always necessarily rests within an acknowledged history of

colonialism, and so leans toward practices of state
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repression, specifically colonial conguest, but also,
especially Hall, the role of racialization and
criminalization in the strategic management of political
economic reproduction crises. (Hall, 1878) Hall writes
extensively about representational practices around wars,
and around racializing strategies of criminalization and
policing in contemporary Britain. Gilmore makes
representations of state terror the center of her analysis,
offering a map for analyzing representations of the
border/prison system, as well as the role of state
repression in organizing multiple state subjectivities.
Where many scholars who embrace the shift in cultural
studies, from an exclusive emphasis on class analysis to the
study of race/gender/sexuality/ethnicity, drop either the
state, or Marxism, or both out of their critical
methodologies, Spivak, Hall and Gilmore bridge this gap,
offering methodological and analytical approaches that
account for the key role of the nation-state in Marxist

cultural studies of identity and capital.

Spivak: Subjects and Non-Subjects
Spivak's (1988a) essay, "Can the Subaltern Speak?”
shifts the target of analysis from the “global north” to the

“global south,” while keeping both sites in view.



Foregrounding post-structuralist critiques of centered
subjectivity in the context of the international division of
labor, she poses the questions: What counts as subjectivity?
What work does subaltern subjectivity do?

Applying the critical methodology of deconstruction to
feminist and postcolonial questions of representation and
power, she analyzes the discursive processes through which
poor Indian women come to be positioned within language,
experience, and society as "non-subjects" in that they
become the projected other of British imperial, Indian
patriarchal, and bourgeois assertions of centered

r

subjectivity. This "becoming cother,” according to Spivak,
includes the ways in which women perceive themselves as
subjects as well as the ways in which they are and are not
allowed to speak or be heard socially. Negotiating among
these positivities, according to Spivak, poor Indian women
can only speak defensively, strategically inserting their
negative subject positions in relation to whichever
positivity offers them the greater chance for survival.
Spivak’s insights about subject formation are grounded
in identities that are the effects of state repression--
outwardly directed in the form of colonial conguest--and her

analysis of the terms of subjectivity are relevant to the

relationship between the border/prison system and subject
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formation: looking beyond the “north” allows the
understanding that the border/prison system has a vampiric
relationship with Mexican migrants. This relationship is a
condition under which the centered subject position of “free
American whiteness” can be constructed against negative
subject positions of “criminal foreign darkness.”

Grounded in her critique of Foucault and Deleuze's
erasure of production and of the subject, moves which
implicitly reinscribe or "hold open the place of" the
universal, centered subject, Spivak makes an argument for a
theoretical approach to "the other as subject” based on her
reading of class in Marx's (1914) The Eighteenth Brumaire of
Louis Bonaparte and Gramsci's (1971) work on the subaltern
classes and the political responsibility of the
intellectual. Marx argues that, under capitalism, the
bourgeois class is the only class that has a "consciousness"
which is the recognition that their interests are served by
the political economic system. Other classes are related to
one another only through the situation that their interests
are not served by the dominant system. To fetishize
subaltern class consciousness as fixed and authentic is to
obfuscate its constituitive contradictions, to fail to
understand that all acts of categorical unification (whether

positive or negative) are consolidations of power and thus,
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in this context, serve the interests of the international
division of labor.

Hence, the categorical unification of “dark foreign
criminals” and the concomitant, implicit construction of
“free white Americans” that the border/prison system enables
consolidates, or “centers” dominant subjectivity in ways
that serve the interests of capital. My analysis of the
border/prison system in Chapter 2 reveals the flows of
money, guns, and labor that support such categorical
unifications. In Chapter 4, I analyze narratives of
identity, community,qand work that reproduce the conditions
necessary to the ongoing, creative consolidation of centered
“free white American” subjectivity.

Hall offers an analysis of contemporary
reconfigurations of subjectivity, grounded in global
political economic shifts, from “centered positive universal
subjectivity” constructed against a multiplicity of
contradictory negative strategies of survival (that Spivak
identifies) to “placed ethnic subjectivities” constructed
against a universalizing figure of a transethnic identity of

boundless mobility.
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Hall: Narratives and Subjectivities of Globalization

Taking ethnic identity into account, Stuart Hall
(1997a, 1997b) in "The Local and the Global: Globalization .
and Ethnicity” and "0ld and New Identities, 0ld and New
Ethnicities” that the conditions for nation-state-based
natural cultural identity are shifting as the core-periphery
model of global capital accumulation becomes increasingly
decentralized. He points to additional global shifts that
he suggests are intensifying this transformation of global
space: enormous, continuing migrations of labor; increasing
international dependencies; and an acceleration of global
ecological interdependence. He analyzes the confluence of
interests involved in the seemingly opposed but actually
quite mutually supportive rhetoric of "global cultural
homogenization" and "the multicultural buffet"” narrative in
which the production, exchange, and consumption of ethnic
difference is constructed as always, already pleasurable.

Against this backdrop of "post-national™ (Hall’s term)
capitalist restructuring, he considers its implications for
ethnic identity and subjectivity, defining ethnicity as "the
necessary place from which people speak.” The "unplaced
identity that places its others,” Hall argues, was once the
basis for a universalizing "Englishness"” which is now

gradually becoming "placed" as England's global power has
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receded and English people have become able to see
themselves as ethnically particular.

He suggests that one surprising effect of modernity has
been the production of the conditions that have enabled what
he calls "the profound revolution of the margins coming into
representation.” Brought about, in part, through processes
of colonial nationalism, this revolution has meant that
marginal voices are not only placed by dominant discourses
in the global public sphere, but that "the placed™ have
become able to set some of the terms of their own dominant
representation through collective projects of recovering
lost histories. Mentioning the rise in the fundamentalisms
that modernity sought (and seeks) to quell, Hall notes that
some of the new inability of dominant discourse to silence
the marginal has been brought about through the powerful
force of these movements.

Pointing out that, in fact, all speech is "placed,”
Hall suggests that the mark of privileged positionality is
having the choice not to understand that your speech is
placed. The contradictory nature of such privilege is that
it leads to a form of unremitting monologue that mistakes
itself for a universal language because it can only

recognize or hear difference when it becomes translated into
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its own dominant terms. Postmodern metaphors of
unobstructed mobility have inherited this mode of
privileged, sclipsistic, compulsive talking-without-
listening, (consuming without cooking), from Imperial
Englishness. The universalizing image of England as the
center of the world with its centrally placed subjectivity
has been re-placed by the notion of a universalizing subject
of unlimited mobility.

Thus, Hall's view of marginal speech as revolutionary
in its challenges to monologue is complicated, both newly
limited and newly enabled, by a changing set of global
conditions. Dialogue between differently placed ({(and thus
explicitly "ethnic") subjects requires the active
acknowledgment of place, and thus, of history.

He closes with the question of whether or not, under
the contradictory and contingent conditions of the
globalizing present, speaking from an acknowledged place
positions subjects as vulnerable to containment; makes them
available for translation, absorption, and domination by the
abstract, disembodied practices of monologue, which, most
prominently include the commodification and exploitation of

difference.
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Gilmore considers the implications of “placed speech”
in the context of the “Warrior State””. Her analysis
foregrounds practices and representations of state
repression, (discussed below).

Hall’s understanding of the relationship between the
shifting global conditions of capital accumulation and
subject formation historicizes ethnic identities at the same
time that it identifies the force of dehistoricizing
identity categories (universal: Englishness, whiteness,
mobility) to organize power relations. Such identity
categories are implicated in the reproduction of the
conditions of capitalist production, so that challenging
them, Hall contends, by historicizing, ethnicizing, or
“placing” these universalizing categories poses a challenge
to the ability of capital to organize and reproduce global
racial hierarchies. His closing gquestion asks: What work
does “placed” ethnic subject formation do in reproducing

and/or shifting the power of the state to control ethnic

hierarchies?

3 Hall’s worries about the commodification of ethnicity, about it’s
“absorbtion” by capital recalls Gramsci’s explanation of state-organized
representations of the bourgeois class that promise “absorbtion” into
the ruling class. If the cholce is between opportunities for
“absorbtion” Vs. being cast as an “enemy of the state,” campaigns for
“absorbtion,” like the lgbt struggle for “the right to be advertised to”
that Joseph identifies, can be understood as survival strategies.
Bowever, when exploitation is taken into account, it becomes clear that
they are survival strategies that rely on access to the power to
dominate others.
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This critical guestion allows an entry point for the
analysis of state repression: Hall takes the relationship
between subject formation and the conditions of capitalist
production to be dialectical; accounting for this dialectic,
I want to know how repressive state practices are implicated
in the control of identity hierarchies. In Chapter 4, I
pose the question, What work does state repression do in the
service of subject formation? If challenging the
universalizing monologue of whiteness/mobility by recovering
lost histories poses a threat to capitalism’s ability to
reproduce racial hierarchy, might not challenging the
universalizing monologue of repressive state practices also
challenge capital? And finally, what needs to be recovered
historically to pose this challenge?

The analytical approaches discussed above are
influential in the field of cultural studies; perhaps
because the insights they offer about subject formation and
discourse resonate with non-Marxian and anti-Marxist
methodologies, these theoretical projects have been
elaborated largely in terms of subjectivity and
representation, and the Marxist emphasis on the state, once
ascendant in studies of capitalism, has been increasingly
ignored and even maligned in cultural studies--sometimes in

very useful ways. For example, Lowe and Lloyd point out
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that Marxist Eurocentrism privileged the state as a unit of
analysis which has led, historically, to liberation
struggles aiming their revolutionary efforts at the capture
of the state; a practice that has proved less than
revolutionary in terms of transforming oppressive relations
of race, gender, sexuality, caste, and class. While it is
important to understand how social theory has been used in
liberation struggles, this information does not convince me
that the state doesn’t matter.

With a decreased emphasis on the state, even less
critical attention has been directed toward practices of
state repression than has been the case with scholars who
see repression as “secondary.” Gramsci, Althusser, Spivak,
and Hall account for different ways that consciousness is
shaped by the internal and/or international organization of
the state and by state practices in ways that function to
make compulsory participation in the social relations of
capitalism appear and feel voluntary, chosen, individual
and/or achieved through group struggles for audibility and
visibility, empowering, and pleasurable. Yet, repressive
state practices are not solely used by the state as a
“guiet” threat, operating in the “background” to subtly
enforce hegemonic state practices. Repressive state

practices in the U.S. (inarguably a “fully developed”
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capitalist state) target poor people of color (both inside
and outside the territorial boundaries of the U.S5.) for
their most violent forms of coercion, that, in
contradistinction to non~-repressive ideoclogical and
representational practices, have the effects of creating
relationships to the state that are involuntary, unchosen,
radically uneven, impersonally meted out, struggled against,
racially partial, and painful. Such relationships need to

be analyzed concomitantly.

Foucault: The "“Soul” as Prisonhouse

The obvious absence in this plea for studies of state
repression, identity, and capital is Foucault, a scholar
who’s work is also highly paradigmatic in cultural studies.
Foucault’s (1977) study of the emergence of imprisonment as
the primary state-sponscred form of punishment, Discipline
and Punish, offers important and relevant insights into the
relationship between the modern European state and the body.
His historical account explains how the isocolation,
imprisonment and panoptic surveillance of the body produces
docile state subjects, who come, through the experience of
incarceration, to experience themselves as “cured” of their
criminal impulses, reformed, improved: their “souls”

restored. Foucault argues that prisoners are, in fact,



psychically re-~"formed” in the image of the state, their
desires redirected toward its interests. He famously
remarks, “The soul is the prisonhouse of the body”
{(Foucault, 1977, p. 114).

This reading of the social effects of imprisonment is
important and useful, but for the purposes of this study, it
is limited in crucial ways. First, it is an analysis of
carceral practices in 18th century France. In light of
Stoler’s (1995) critique of Foucault for failing to grasp
the importance of racial categorization to European state
formation by ignoring the colonies, my project emphasizes
that incarceration in the United States has historically
been largely about producing racialized others within the
white supremacist U.S. state®. Such racially organized
practices function far more powerfully to exclude subjects
from the privileges of citizenship (through the radical
social alienation of incarceration, the national “othering”
practice of criminalization, and direct disenfranchisement)

and the privileges of whiteness than to incorporate

*Repressive state practices of incarceration in this country include
(but are not limited to) the reservationing of Native Americans, the
convict-lease system that re-enslaved vast numbers of African Americans
after the Civil War, the internment of Japanese Americans during World
War II, and the rounding up of radicals of color in the 1960s and ‘70s
to today’'s new penology that contains and controls poor people of color
by the millions, the widespread disenfranchisement of African Americans
resulting from felony convictions, and the warehousing of immigrants of
color.



prisoners as compliant, interpellated subjects of the
nation-state through the manipulation of consciousness and
subjectivity (a practice sometimes referred to as
“rehabilitation”).

I am not arguing that desire, consciousness,
subjectivity, and “structures of feeling” are not
transformed through the social relations of captivity, or
that prisoners and their families and communities are not
interpellated by the practices of incarceration. They are.
(Many formerly incarcerated people I have talked with about
their prison experiences have explained to me that “prison
saved my life.”) The intellectuals who have written most
radically about the political potential of the effects of
incarceration on consciousness are prisoners themselves;
those that have been engaged directly in resisting the
effects of incarceration; intellectuals whose subjectivities
and consciousnesses have been forged, in part, through
experiences of incarceration; writers such as Malcom X,
George Jackson, Assata Shakur, Mumia Abu-Jamal, and many
others™.

I am arguing, from outside of prison walls, (as many

have argued from within and without) that repressive state

Fsee Dylan Rodriguez, 2000, for an excellent in depth study of U.S.
prison intellectuals.
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practices of mass, race-based incarceration are implicated
in the organization of racialized social relations of power
and production, and that hence, analysis of the political
economic effects of such practices is key to understanding
that, while decentralized state practices implicated in the
production of consciousness and the formation of subjects
are important sites of political struggle, that state
repression, too, is a crucial practice and site of politics;
a set of practices that manifest the racially uneven
relations of power that are the conditions of the production
of state subjects, as well commodities. Critical attention
to the centrality of race to the historical, world-wide
relations of production disallows a reading of repressive
state practices as “secondary” to the advance of capital in

so-called “developed” nations.

Section 2: Accounting for the State
There are other reasons that the state as an object of
analysis, in recent years, has taken a back-seat to all
sorts of other social formations--many subnational and/or
transnational. The escalating power of transnaticnal
corporations to organize sccial relationships and the
international trade agreements (such as NAFTA) that serve

that power is the most obvious reason that globalization has
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become a favored site of analysis. The exciting emergence
of the international anti-globalization movement has likely
played a key role in inspiring this shift, as well. Even
when scholars are arguing against a myopic focus on
globalization (as I am} a great deal of intellectual work is
expended on the subject. Contemporary cultural studies and
other theory-centered radical and progressive academic
trends rightly privilege “neoliberal globalization” as a
powerful force to be reckoned with. Whether one is
insisting on “querying globalization,” (Harvey, 1995) on
“resisting reproducing the relations one is criticizing” by
refusing to “deploy” the term, or by looking away from
“globalization” at local modes of production that are
neither entirely global nor entirely capitalist (like J. K.
Gibson-Graham, among others), or one 1s fixated on the
contemporary dynamics of “global flows” (of people, capital,
social movements, traditions, media, culture, corporate
influence, etc.) zipping across national boundaries (like
Rppadurai, 1996; Lowe & Lloyd, 1897; and others),
“globalization” has largely displaced “the state” as a key
site of study for theory-centric radical scholars”
interested in capitalism and/or identity. While early 1990s

claims that the state was “withering away” have been widely

¥ I include myself in this category.
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and successfully refuted, the glamour of neoliberalism has
left the state as an object of radical interrogation
slightly withered, over to the side of the critical
spotlight fixed on globalization.

However, radical critical scholarship that takes groups
defined by their subjection to state repression as objects
of study is forced to consider the impacts of direct state
violence on the organization of social relations. Both the
nascient sub-fields of prison studies and border studies
necessitate a consideration of the social effects of state
repression in a way that scholarship that takes theory as
Cits object of study does not. Yet, the majority of
scholarship focused on such groups 1s highly disciplinary
and far from radical or critical, aimed primarily at
reforming, “humanizing,” and improving state practices of
social control. The bulk of research concerning prisoners
and undocumented immigrants 1s conducted by liberal
criminclogists, political scientists, psychologists, social
workers, and vyes, liberal economists. Reading such
scholarship highlights, dramatically, the conservative uses
that the analysis of such groups is and can potentially be
used for, from more “effective rehabilitation” to the
development of “non-lethal technologies.” As radical prison

studies scholar Julia Sudbury points out, although prison
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managers count prisoners by many categories, from race and
ethnicity to crime and security risk rankings, they don’t
count the number of lesbians in prison. Sudbury is thus as
strategic as possible in constructing her analysis of
interviews with lesbian prisoners, taking care not to
produce information that would make the control of lesbians
by prison managers more effective. Hence, the considered
use of radical critical theory is crucial for studying state
repression in ways that are intentionally strategically

useful for suppcrting radical opposition to repression.

Section 3: Contingency, Performativity, History
This section explains the way I use the terms
“contingent,” “performative,” and “historical” in my
analysis of the border/prison system, and much of what these

complex terms imply.

Spivak: Contingency

Gayatri Spivak 1s one of the most complex and
influential germinators of the project of mixing Marxism
with theories of social production that foreground identity
{for Spivak, specifically, feminism, deconstruction, and
subaltern studies). In "Scattered Speculaticns on the

Question of Value” (1988b), she offers a critique of
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theoretical methods that i1s useful for understanding the
border/prison system as a set of operations implicated in
multiple, interconnected domains of socially organized
circulation, including, but not limited to, the circulation
of use-value and exchange-value organized by the social
relations of capital. TImportantly, Spivak explains the
political implications of conflating the circulation of
capital with the circulation of other cultural flows, such
as desire, which are cross-currents, feeding one another,
but not identically organized; in her terms, not analogous.

Spivak addresses trends in two kinds of social theory:
psychoanalytic attempts to analogize flows of capital and
flows of desire and national-scale political economic
analyses that posit the notion of the "post-industrial"”
first world.

As always, Spivak stresses the importance of framing
any questions about local domination in the context of
global exploitation. She is interested in foregrounding the
relationship between representations of the glcbal dynamics
of capital accumulation and local, specific, lived
conditions of everyday life. Representing the dynamics of
the border/prison system in isolation, according to Spivak,
would likely serve to vell power relations rather than

reveal them.
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She introduces the dimensions of domain, discontinuity,
and contingency into her discussion of the circulation of
value. In her critique of the use of analogiles between
circuits of desire and circuits of value, Spivak begins by
noting a distinction between idealist and materialist
predications of the subjects of history. The former
predicates consciousness (in the form of intention), the
latter labor-power (in the form of superadequation). She
then proceeds to explain the reasons that would-be
materialists render their work idealist through ignoring the
role of use-value in the transformative circulation of value
which allows them to construct idealist analogies (which
imply continuous, rather than interrupted, circuits of flow)
where Spivak would have them posit materialist
discontinuities. (Flow can only be conceptualized as
continuous if the material bodies it flows through are left
out of the equation, which is to say, exchange value 1is
abstract and thus endlessly interchangeable, where use
values are messy, realized in the complicated and contingent
relations of human beings.) Without the realization of the
use-value of labor-power, there is no exchange-value.

By ignoring the presence of use-value within
commodities (including the commodity of labor-power)

theorists reduce value to a representation, instead of
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recognizing its dual character as a representation and a
differential. That i1s, commodities embody the differential
between use-value (the value of the variable practical uses
of an object realized in its consumption) and exchange-value
{the abstractly quantifiable amount of labor-power congealed
in the object realized in its representation). Use-value,
in all of its context-dependent variability, 1s not
gquantifiable according to the same universal standards of
abstraction that exchange-value is and thus cannot be
understood as a representation until the moment when the
process of its use is recorded. It is only through the
erasure of this differential, and thus by means of an
exclusive (if inadvertent) focus on representation, that
structuralists are able to make analogies between value and
the Lacanian "Phallic Order” (a complex system of
representing a "lack" that wvalue, according to Spivak and
Marx, does not actually lack.) Analogies of this kind
support the view that economies and bodies are closed
domains, similar to one another in that they bound and
contain continucus flows, of value in one case, desire in
the other. These flows are seen as continuous because they
never exit their given domain, according to the idealist
model. Via analogy, these domains are constructed as

reflections of one another, but are not recognized as
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interdependent or mutually constituitive (as spilling over
into each other) in any material sense. That capital uses
bodies, in ways that go beyond reflecting them and that
bodies use capital (in very uneven ways) 1ls erased.

Spivak suggests that domains are not impenetrably
bounded. She argues that the moments in the circulation of
value, LABOR ~> VALUE -> MONEY -> CAPITAL , are not simply
contradictory, a notion that makes for a complex, but still
closed system of circulation, but that they are also
discontinuous. Because of the differential between use and
exchange value at each moment, the flow of value is
continually interrupted, broken, divided, and diverted into
alternative circuits of discontinuous flow. It is through
these interruptions that domains are linked in complicitous,
interdependent, and supportive ways. Thus, each moment in
the circulation of value is contingent upon the sets of
linkages, the specific social and cultural contexts, within

which it takes place.®

# The example she offers is the desire to work. Without this contingent
linkage into the circuit of desire, capital may not be able to increase
itself at the moment of labor. This desire is thus an unguantifiable
use-value for capital as well as a quantifiable source of the production
of exchange value.

Spivak points out that this recognition eliminates the need to
view Marxism and feminism as antagonistic, since it sets the stage for
linking the economic, the domestic, and the gendered body in ways that
do not erase the specificity and discontinuousness of any of these
domains while simultaneously recognizing their interdependence. Spivak
takes particular issue with theories of the post-industrial state,
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Butler: Performativity

Starting with Nietzsche's critique of substance, Butler
(1993) makes the argument, in Bodies That Matter, that 1t 1is
through the discursive solidification of categories of
embodiment that power is concentrated. "Discourse,”
according to her formulation, is much more than words
uttered by individuals. Meaning, the range of possibilities
for categorization, is built up and congealed through time
in very material ways, with a deeply limiting effect on the
possibilities for bodily self-production, which Butler calls
"materialization.” Her notion of the reiterative, ongoing
discursive materialization of bodies resembles Marx's work
on the implications of the labor theory of value in that
both theorists refocus their analytical gaze onto the
dynamics of the perpetual process of history, or, more
accurately, the relationship between time and materiality as
central to understanding the role of power in processes of
production.

Where Marx points out that the productive power of
bodies--labor-power--is organized by the historically

produced organization of commodity production that predates

insisting that this concept erases the necessary industrial labor power
of third world workers (in both first and third world nations) that
supports the "post-industrial" labor of the international bourgeois
class.
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and ﬁhus molds the bodies that drive it, Butler makes a
similar claim about the molding forces of the historically
embedded, power-saturated, material/discursive social
dynamics of the production of gender and sexuality.
Combining Foucault's insights that bodies are the
effects of power, and thus the locus at which power 1is
imposed, with a feminist politics of difference that
recognizes the ways in which difference has been socially
impbued with inequality but also the productive power of
difference, Butler recommends a politics of the body that
interrogates the historical conditions and contingencies of
processes of embodiment and, with this knowledge, seeks
collective strategies for a re-embodiment that reorganizes
the social conditions of signification with the
understanding that these strategies will be necessarily
limited by the discursive/material conditions at hand.
Butler’s concept of performance offers a metaphorical
explanation of human action that allows an understanding of
power as a relationship; a relationship that is cooperative,
productive, and reproductive of social relations of
domination. Where Althusser’s theory of interpolation stops
at the point of human conscious thought, casting
subjectivity as an intellectual process and agency as a one-

way relationship in which the state completely dominates the
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individual, Butler’s social analysis broadens the definition
of subjectivity in ways that reconfigure Althusserian models
of agency. First, she analyzes certain aspects of the
practices that produce hierarchies of sex and gender, rather
than economic class. The production of sex and gender is
necessary to the operation of capitalism as we know it, but,
a) sex and gender predate capitalism, and b) as Spivak
explains, the domain of the production of sex and gender is
not analogous to the domain of commodity production, both
processes are discontinuous, and linked at the moments when
they interrupt each other. Second, by casting the body
itself as productive of social relations, Butler allows an
understanding of embodiment itself as an effect of power,
and as a social process, rather than an inert biological

circumstance.

Robinson: History

Cedric J. Robinson (2000) opens Black Marxism with the
statement, “Programs for revolutionary change demand the
realization of a history,” a claim that dovetails with
Stewart Hall’s assertion that collective projects recovering
lost histories produce revolutions in the practices of
representation, Joseph’s and Wright’s concerns that Marx

failed to account for all of the labor that matters in the



134
social production of capitalism, and with my suspicion that
analyzing the historical and cultural specificity of
exploitation and other technologies of domination is an
important part of accounting for the relationships between
culture, identity, and capital.

The first half of Robinson’s book consists of a
rewriting of Marx’s account of the historical emergence of
the capitalist world system. A rigorous intellectual and
social historian, Robinson accounts in detail for the
developments in Marx’s thought that occurred throughout his
writing career, noting that, toward the end of it, Marx
reevaluated his celebrated claim that slavery is a “remnant
of feudalism” that capitalism was destined to destroy. The
theoretical and political significance of Marx’s claim that
slavery is a “remnant” is that it suggests that slave labor
is not “historical,” and thus that the productive power of
slaves is not a site with the power to transform the social
relations of production. (Put another way, 1t has been
interpreted to the effect that, “race doesn’t matter.”) The
political consequences of this claim have included the
perceptual reduction of race to a subset of class in Marxian
theoretical and political movements that has historically
divided Black radicals from white, especially in the United

States.
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Demonstrating that race does matter, Robinson analyzes
the development of the “international” or “world” capitalist
system, radically expanding Marx’s geographic scope of
analysis, and insisting on accounting for (some of) the
specific historical cultural formations that circumscribed,
limited, shaped, and profoundly enabled the processes
through which capital advanced historicélly. He writes:

It would be an error to . . . assign slave labor
to some “pre-capitalist” stage of history. For more
than 300 years, slave labor persisted beyond the
beginnings of modern capitalism, complimenting wage
labor, peonage, serfdom, and other methods of labor
coercion. Ultimately this meant that the
interpretation of history in terms of the dialectic of
capitalist class struggles would prove inadequate, a
mistake ordained by the preoccupation of Marxism with
the industrial and manufacturing centers of capitalism;
a mistake founded on the presumptions that BEurope
itself had produced, that the motive and material
forces that generated the capitalist system were to be
wholly located in what was a fictive historical entity.
From its very foundations, capitalism had never been--
any more than Europe--a ‘closed system.’ (Robinson,
2000, p. 4)

This suggests that wage-labor is an historically culturally
marked technology (European, white, male), existing,
historically, side by side with other technologies of “labor
coercion.” It also suggests that Marx’s claim that
exploitation was destined to become the universal technology
of social production (a) was a result of his own
performances being circumscribed by the “universalist”

(“unplaced,” Western) discourses in which it was embedded
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{and which he participated significantly in creating), and
{b) that the effect of such universalist Western (monologic)
cultural discourses {ironically) was to limit understandings
of the performativity of culture in the social production of
capitalism (even Western culture, since it was understood as
the non-cultural universal).

Asserting that “the tendency of European civilization
was . . . not to homogenize but to differentiate,”
(Robinson, 2000, p. 26), Robinson locates the cultural roots
of the discourse of race in feudal Europe, and traces the
development of this discourse as it became central to the
(non-teleclogical) development of capitalism. He writes:

The creation of the Negro was obviously at the cost of

immense expenditures of psychic and intellectual

energies in the West. The exercise was obligatory. It
was an effort commensurate with the importance Black
labor-power possessed for the world economy sculpted
and dominated by the ruling and mercantile classes of

Western Europe. (Robinson, 2000, p. 4)

In addition, he argues that Black revolutionary
consciousness is the historical product of the smashing
together of West African cultures and coercive regimes of
capitalist production in the Americas and Caribbean--
slavery. This is of particular concern to Robinson whose

central object of analysis is “the revolutionary subject of

history.” He writes,
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Marx’s and Engels’s theory of revolution was
insufficient in scope: the European proletariat and its
social allies did not constitute the revolutionary
subject of history, nor was working class consciousness
necessarily the negation of bourgeois culture. Out of
what was 1in reality a rather more complex capitalist
world system (and one to which Marx in his last decade
paid closer attention), other revolutionary forces
emerged as well. (Robinson, 2000, p. 4) {Italics mine.}
Robinson’s work offers a model for enacting radical
political analyses of relationships between culture,
identity, and capital. His findings cannot be analogized
with other axes of identity, such as particular formations
of gender or sexuality, because it 1s an entirely historical
account of the place that African slave labor and
revolutionary subjectivity occupy in the development of U.S.
and world capitalism. Yet it demonstrates the theoretical
importance of accounting for such histories. At the same
time, 1t critically deploys what Robinson calls “the
precious insights of Marxism”; the Marxist terms of analysis
and objects of study--including the materialist, radical

predication of labor-power as the revolutionary subject or

history.

Section 4: Valorization, Production, Alienation
I am concerned, in this section, to situate this
dissertation in conversation with contemporary analyses of

culture and capital, specifically projects analyzing power
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and identity-using Marxist categories in ways that specify,
expand, and/or historicize these terms. I am interested in
the work of contemporary scholars attempting to combine
insights of post-structuralism that “account for the
complexity of cultural processes” (Joseph, 2002) with
insights of Marxism that account for the organizing force of
the social relations of preduction for political and
cultural social formations; specifically, Wright, Joseph,
and Woods. These thecrists are generally concerned to
foreground relations of race, gender, sex, nationality,
sexuality, and subalterity in analyses of the reproduction
of capital. They see the uneven power relations of class as
deeply implicated in the organization of identities of
difference other than class, but resist always already
reducing such identities to subsets of class.
Methodologically, each theorist considers key terms of
Marxian analysis in contexts outside of wage-labor and
reckons with the insights and limitations these terms offer.

My approach to reading the texts that are significant
parts of the theoretical “conversation” I wish to
participate in is grounded in my readings of Marx, Gramsci,
Althusser, Spivak, Hall, Butler, and Robinson. Each of
these scholars offer important theoretical insights,

orientations, methods and approaches discussed above.
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The next two chapters of this dissertation incorporate
Joseph’s, Wright’s, and Wood’s insights on production,
valorization, alienation, and work into my analysis of the
border/prison system, applying these renewed terms to
questions about the work that the border/prison system does
to reproduce the relations of domination and subordination
and also constrain and enable the transformation of those

relations

Wright:Valorization

In “The Dialectics of Still Life: Murder, Women, and
Maquiladoras,” Melissa Wright (1999) explores relationships
between exploitative and violent practices used to
subordinate Mexican women. She argues that storytelling
practices describing Mexican women who work in maquiladoras
and explaining the deaths of Mexican girls who are murdered
in vast numbers in Ciudad Juarez negotiate the value of
these women; the value of their labor-power as well as their
value as bearers of Mexican cultural identity. Her
analytical approach emphasizes the cultural,
representational practices through which, she demonstrates,
exchange-value 1s negotiated. She writes:

Marx begins his analysis of capital with the commodity

precisely to demonstrate that the things of capital
cannot be understood without seeing their intimate
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relationship to the people who make them. He, too, was
extremely concerned with subjectivity even though he
overdetermined the perameters for considering what
sorts of subjects mattered in his analysis. . .
Critical for Marx is an exploration. of how value
materializes as it does 1in capital, as we continually
make abstract connections linking human energies with
inanimate objects. Marx made this point clearly, but
he failed to recognize how the many forms of labor
abstraction that are categorized variably as degrees of
skill complicate the relationship, linking the value
perceived in laborers to the value perceived to be
embodied in the commodities they make. (Wright, 1999,
p. 461) {Italics mine.}

Wright finds that the exchange-value assigned to labor-
power varies according to markers of cultural difference; in

A

the magquiladoras she analyzes, training programs,
combined with an emphasis on inculcating loyalty among
workers, have created a two-tiered system within maquila
firms for distinguishing between the ‘untrainable’ and
‘trainable’ workers. Gender is a critical marker for
distinguishing between these worker brands” (Wright, 1999,
p. 455). TWomen, pre-defined (or branded) as “untrainable,”
are never trained, never promoted, and as a result, have a
very high rate of turnover in maquiladoras. This turnover
serves the interests of the manufacturers, who rely on high
turnover rates in order to practice just-in-time production,
which requires the ability to hire and fire workers,
depending on the fluctuations of demand. Thus, stories

f

about Mexican women’s “untrainability,” grounded in gendered
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cultural stereotypes, pre-define these women as short-term
disposable labor, and make profitable use of the
disposability that not training them creates. This
representational practice and the training it precludes
facilitates the flow of value through the production
process, removing the obstacle that cycles of overproduction
present.

Wright links these tactical representational practices
to factory managers’ refusals to alter the work conditions
that facilitate the serial murder of hundreds of young
female maguila workers--especially night shifts assigned to
young women who must travel long distances alone to their
jobs. Taking their cues from police investigators who blame
the murders on declining cultural values among girls,
maquila managers displace accountability onto the girls who
“shouldn’t be out alone at night.”

Wright’s object of analysis 1s the racist, sexist
language she seeks to link with two kinds of routine abuse
of women in Ciudad Juarez; exploitation and murder. As she
emphasizes, it is not insignificant that the routine torture
and murder of girls and women is validated through the same
discourses that set the terms for the negotiation of the
exchange-value of their labor. She doesn’t explore the

historical production of this discourse (which would be a
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separate project), but she reveals that the discourse
produces the same meaning in two contexts; it identifies
Mexican women as the cause of their own abuse. This
discovery provides an opening for analyzing discursive
geneologies of gender and culture that link the domain of
commodity production to the domain of state repression.

Wright’s analysis can be elaborated, using Spivak’s
speculations on the differential between use and exchange
value, in ways that make it even more useful for analyzing
the relationship between state repression and exploitation.
! Using Benjamin’s notion of a dialectical image “whose
apparent stillness obscures the tensions that actually hold
it in suspension” (Wright, 1999, p. 454), she pursues a
reading of representations of Mexican women’s exchange-value
as dialectical images that “still” women by representing
them as frozen between their representation as the
embodiment of value and the embodiment of wvalue’s opposite,
“waste.”

The claim that women are represented as “the embodiment
of waste,” rather than casting representations of their
“wasted bodies” as culturally mediated abstract records of
the realization of their use-value in consumption (as Spivak

directs), leads Wright to construct her analysis using terms

such as: “at some point, the accumulation of waste within
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her will offset the value of her labor . . .” (Wright, 1999,
p. 456); and “. . . the materialization of turnover is a
culturally driven and waste-ridden phenomenon ”
(Wright,1999, p. 456); and .” . . the worker is overcome

7

with waste (p. 460). She provides plenty of evidence
that maguila managers view women’s bodies in ways that
construct their labor-power as perishable and diminishing
against images of men’s labor-power as reliable and
augmentable, and women as categorically untrainable, and
thus, usefully expendable; but her interpretation of these

remarks as “negotiating the exchange-value of women by

representing them as waste”--of constructing women as

A Les

producing and being “overcome by” and/or “producing” “waste
is a reading that stretches to impose Benjamin instead of
starting with a commitment to what the speakers words
intend; a stretch that erases the participation (or
“agency”)of the women in producing themselves as racialized
gendered disposable labor, and in so doing, producing the
large-scale social relations of race, class, and gender.
Far from “blaming” women for thelr own oppression, this move
situates the power to produce social change within the
labor-power of the women.

That maquilas are clearly “wasting” Mexican women’s

potential for having continuous careers in skilled
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manufacturing”, and that they are using this wasting process
to their own advantage while blaming it on “the culture” is
clear. But it is also important to note that the
realization of use-value 1is a cooperative performance, and
that the realization of exchange~value is the abstract
record of that performance that allows it to be measured,
and thus exploited. The work of the women is key to the
process. Without this acknowledgment, the productive powers
of these women are erased. This is problematic since one
cannot have labor-power without laborers or murders without

bodies.

Joseph: Production

In “The Performance of Production and Consumption®,”
Miranda Joseph develops a “general theory of social
formations” (Joseph, 2002, p. 30), specifically,
“contemporary identity-based communities” (Joseph, 2002, p.
30), through a Butlerian reading of Marx that effectively
sets the groundwork for her critique of theories that

(implicitly) cast Butlerian performativity as incompatible

with Marxian readings of commodity precduction, and

¥ Which would be a different way of wasting them.
4 The version of this essay that I am discussing appears as the second

chapter of her book (Joseph, 2002).



explicitly “. . . locate freedom and liberation (from
production) in an exterior space, a representational excess
freguently named performance” (Joseph, 2002, p. 30). Joseph
argues that there is no liberation from production, and that
anyway, 1t is through the performance of production that
social change (including liberation) is manifested. This
work provides an argument for the importance (for scholars
interested in social change, liberation struggles) of
analyzing relationships between identity formations and
capital, which I will extend to link state repression,
specifically as it is inseparable from the lived power
relations of identity, to capital.

Joseph’s post-structuralist reading of Marx offers a
convincing argument that the economic activities of
commodity production, exchange, and consumption are all
discursive, socially constructed practices, and as such,
limited and enabled by historically produced social
discourses and norms. This is the basis of her argument
that all social performances (for example, performances that
produce commodities as well as performances that produce
identities) are productive, by which she means, both, that
performances create all sorts of things in addition to
commodities (such as styles, the gay community, and babies)

and, that these productions are implicated in the realm of
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the production of surplus value. All kinds of products can
be (and are) commodified: “the gay community” is a niche
market; Mexican women in Ciudad, Juarez are a labor market:
childhood and love are accumulation strategies, etc.

Her focused emphasis on the discursivity of production
and of products is specifically constructed against
understandings of Marx as economically deterministic and
also against understandings (grounded in misreadings of
Butler) of identity and community as “authentic,”
“unconstructed,” “transhistorical” or “liberatory,” and as
such, existing outside the realm of the relations of
production, and thus offering both respite from capitalism
as well as resources for effective opposition to it.

In constructing the theoretical basis for her narration
of the mutually constitultive relationship between identity
and capital, Joseph likens Marx’s conceptualization of
commodity production to Butler’s conceptualization of the
performance of sex and gender. She does this by closely
reading Marx’s arguments about the relationship between
production and social relations and his analysis of the
multivalence of the commodity. Her reading draws out the
complexity of his arguments, especially his emphasis on the
ongoing social production of society, and the ways that the

organization of this overall productive process represents



the social relations it produces as fair and equal, even
while the relations of production produce vast social
inequalities.

Joseph’s focus on the processes through which a variety
of identities are organized through capital emphasizes
Butler’s claims that identities are produced in performance,
a useful formulation, but one that does not account for the
distinct histories of domination that produce specific
identities. Lumping all identities together because they
are all enabled by and enabling of capital without
accounting for the different ways (in addition to the
collective ways) that distinct identity formations are
circumscribed replaces Marx’s radical predication of labor-
power as the subject of history with Butler’s politically
ambivalent predication of “the audience” as the subject of
history.

The following reading of Joseph attempts toc open her
narration of the performativity of production in ways that
allow it to account for the organization of state
repression, which her post-structuralist reading of Marx
encourages me to understand as a “productive performance.”

Citing Butler’s works, Bodies That Matter,
“performative Acts,” and Human Condition, Joseph cffers a

precise explanation of Butler’s argument that “gender and
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bodily sex itself are performative constructions” (Joseph,
2002, p. 33). Joseph emphasizes that performances
“constitute meanings through actions,” but also that the
meanings constituted “can only be constructed by others,”
and, significantly, that the enactment of gender roles and
of the sexed body is punitively circumscribed. We also
learn that the meanings produced are not pre-existing, that
performances necessarily use the materials of pre-existing
meanings to realize meaning, but that the meaning itself is
constituted in practice.

Joseph’s account of Butler’s description of the
performance of sex and gender is very close in bodily
dynamics to Marx’s description of commodity production;, the
use-value of labor-power is realized in the performance of
laboring i.e. “constituted through actions” (that are
interactions with pre-existing materials) and exchange-value
is the story of that performance, i.e. the abstract record
of that action, “constructed” and so controlled by others;
the “audience.”

A glaring difference between Butler and Marx is that
Butler does not explicate how this set of interactions is
socially and historically organized (at the scale of the
historical social) to the same degree that Marx does; that

is, she doesn’t identify the audience. She explains the
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immediate productive power relations between the performer
and the audience (the performer makes meanings that the
audience controls), but she doesn’t map the larger social
relations that structure that relationship (sco, we don't
know who benefits and who suffers from the way in which
meanings are controlled). Put another way, Butler does not
elaborate a theory of the conditions of gender/sex
production, where Marx’s formulation of the historical
emergence of the large-scale social conditions of commodity
production is key to his analysis of uneven social power
relations as the effects of the historical organization of
the relations of production. For Marx, the specific
performance of commodity production, in the capitalist era,
is the history of social production; more specifically, the
social production of wage labor is the social production
that matters (to Marx). The political importance of this
formulation is that it posits the productive powers of the
working class as the thing that produces (not controls) the
organization of power in capitalist society, and so, it is
also the thing that has the pcwer to transform those power

relations (within the shifting perimeters of external

control)*.

“"Marx’s project of analyzing the historical social conditions of
commodity production, in Europe (especially England and France), is
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Joseph’s project offers a way to account for the power
of other oppressed groups {(that Marx mostly ignores, or
openly discounts) to transform social power relations, aiso.
By insisting that “performance” in the Butlerian sense is
“productive” in the Marxian sense, she 1s opening the space
needed to account for the world-historical existence of more
than just the wage-laborer.

By looking at national, sexual, gender, and race
identities in the context of commodity production, Both
Joseph and Wright are usefully situating Butler’s
performative body within the conditions of social
production, as Marx figures them. Joseph discusses feminist
arguments that women’s unpaid domestic labor is necessary to
the larger social relations of capital accumulation; in
Joseph’s terms, the performance of their labor is
productive. Based on these insights, she argues for
expanding the definition of exploitation to include all
forms of work, all performances, instead of only wage-labor.

I would argue, instead, that figuring women’s (and
other) labor as productive (labor other than free wage

labor) does not require the loss of the historical

vastly more circumscribed than the project of analyzing the historical
social conditions of the production of sex and gender, and it took Marx
a lifetime of concentration to do it. My point being, I am not
suggesting that Butler should or could take on such a project.
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specificity of the term “exploitation,” that, as Joseph
notes for different reasons, connotes a particular
organization of labor (free wage labor, to be exact).
Insisting that women’s unpaid work is productive does not
require the added insistence that it is exploited to link it
to the relations of commodity production. It insists,
instead, that it is not “merely reproductive,” that it is,
rather, “performative” in the Butlerian sense that it ‘does
not reenact preexisting meanings but instead constitutes
meanings through action’. In Marxian terms, this makes
women’'s work “historical” by figuring women’s labor power a
subject of history. Joseph has already accounted for the
ways that women’s identities are multiply implicated in
capital accumulation, and thus, for the ways that the
performance of gender (implicit in the production, exchange,
and consumption of commodities) contributes to the social
production of economic class. The important guestion to ask
next, I think, is how is the performance of gender organized
to produce the social hierarchy of gender (as well as
class)? What are those specific histories? What is
specific and historical about the ways in which gender
production is organized? (Since 1t 1s organized differently
by culture, class, race, and sexuality, etc.) And how do

those specific organizations position gender production as a
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sight of gender transformation, and so class (race and sex)
transformation?

Joseph supports the idea that all performances that
expand capital are exploitative by arguing that commodity
consumption is exploitative. She writes:

In consumption, exploitation occurs insofar as by

freely choosing, the consumer who is free of, short of,

the means to meet her needs without choosing a

commodity contributes to the accumulation of capital -

and thus to the power of the owners of the means of
production - and enacts the cultural and social
formations in which her choices are embedded but which
she does not control. The consumers free choice 1is
constrained and productive of further constraints.

(Joseph, 2002, pp. 43-44)

This highlights Marx’s point that, under advanced
capitalism, “needs” have been so socilally engineered through
the advancement of capital, in the form of commodities,

into every aspect of social life (the need, for example, for
a car) that no consumer could possibly produce everything
that they require. In flat material terms, we are free to
buy, but are not free not to buy, which Joseph is likening
to worker’s freedom to sell their labor power and their lack
of freedom not to sell it (both practices cede control, both
appear uncoerced). This situation forces us to buy
commodities to survive, and thus “contribute to the

accumulation of capital.” In addition, our choices are

embedded in “cultural and social formations” that we do not
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control, so we are alsoc forced to contribute to the
production of the unequal social relations of identity.

The problem with the argument that commodity
consumption 1s exploitative is that, in line with Butler, it
does not account for the specificity (and historicity) of
the conditions of commodity consumption; it does not account
for the class position of the consumer, and it can’t account
for it, because people who occupy every identity category
have to buy commodities; white people and people of color,
women and men, working class laborers and the very wealthy.
And, although no individual consumer controls either the
historical “stage” of capitalist development into which they
are born, or the cultural and social formations in which our
commodity choices are embedded, the consumption of
commodities practiced by all continues to divide the planet
into richer and richer and poorer and poorer. Exploited.
people produce their own individual and class impoverishment
(which makes their labor-power the subject of the history of
capitalist class relations), where shoppers--though they,
too, are producing the social relations of economic class--
might be producing themselves as rich or poor (among other
things) depending on their social position in relation to
the social relations of commodity production. The

technology of exploitation, in contrast, specifically
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divides the interest of the worker from the general
interest.

The point (both Marxian and Butlerian) that power is a
relationship, does not account for the different ways in
which such relationships are organized historically.
History 1s reconfigured in each periformance, and
performances under the social conditions of capitalism
produce and reconfigure capital, but the performative
historical transfiguration of capital does not erase all
other histories; the assumption that it does led Marx to the
incorrect hypothesis that the escalating development of
world capitalism would erase all identity distinctions. As
Joseph notes, this is obviously not the case.

Nothing in this critique contradicts Joseph’s reading
of commodity production as socially determined. However,
that discourse is implicated in the organization of power
relations does not make all power relations identically
organized. Marx emphasizes that the social relations of
commodity production produce two social classes by
bifurcating productive power (into a division of labor) and
assigning different roles to different classes. The
purchasers of labor power control the means of production

{in no small measure through a monopoly on the power to
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represent value) while the sellers cf labor-power produce
that which 1is controlled.

Joseph’s formulation of performance as productive 1is
key to reading the mutually supportive performances of
commodity production and state repression. It allows
repressive practices to be understood as contradictory power
relationships, and thus a site of resistance and opposition.
The person with their head between the baton and the
pavement does not receive money 1in exchange for ceding
control over the productive capacities of their body that
are realized in this interaction, yet those productive
capacities are consumed 1in ways that both produce identity
and produce the overall social relations of identity.

What Joseph is arguing is that both Marx and Butler
make it clear that the production of human life is
profoundly social and historical. Class and gender
identities, and even bodies are not preformed in some
“natural” realm outside of human relations. Both theorists
are concerned with different hierarchies of power, class and
gender, and Joseph makes the crucial argument that these
. hierarchies, and others, are interdependent because they are

embedded in the relations of capital accumulation.
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Woods: Alienation

In Development Arrested, Clyde Woods (1998) uses a
methodological and theoretical approach that is along the
same lines as Robinson’s tc look very closely at labor,
race, and revolutionary Black consciousness manifested in
struggles for and against practices of economic development
that took place in the rural Mississippi Delta from the last
decades of slavery through the mid 20th century.

He argues, against orthodox Marxist accounts that
insist (based on the “Feudal remnant” formulation) that the
U.S. slavery-driven plantation economy was not capitalism,
and was thus “destined” to wither. Woods demonstrates
instead, that the southern agricultural economy, fueled by
the labor power of African slaves, produced the social
relations of capital, drove the westward expansion of U.S.
capitalism, and in fact, did not “wither”--the southern
planter bloc has continued to be and 1is, today, one of the
most powerful political and economic classes in the U.S.

Most significant to the theoretical questions raised
above, Woods takes a close look at both the cultural and
technological aspects of slave-labor. Slaves weren’t,
obviously, “free” laborers (a category of labor-power, the
above analysis suggests, that is historically developed in a

specific geographical place, under culturally particular
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conditicns, that has the historical racial specificity of
unmarked whiteness, and significantly “appears voluntary”)
but their labor-power produced capital. Woods writes:

There 1s a strong tendency within the historiography of
Scouthern slavery which views the plantation regime as a
decaying and dying system by the mid-nineteenth
century, This theory rests upon several pillars.
Planters are viewed as semi-feudal overlords who
governed a non-capitalist complex. Extending the
argument further, since capitalism was penetrating all
regions of the world, it was just a matter of time
before the anachronism of slavery and its fake
aristocracy would be overthrown by capitalism, that is,
Northern industrial, manufacturing, trade and political
forms.

The modernization theory is more prescriptive than
descriptive . . . since free labor is considered to be
a prerequisite for capitalism, it is argued that
enslaved laborers could not be part of the working
class. This theory ignores the fact that enslaved
Africans had been “freed” or alienated from their land,
tools, communal rights, hereditary privileges, and
subsidies of nature. They were subsistence wage
laborers and the largest section of the U.S. working
class. The mere fact that major rural Southern
planters did not talk or dress like urban Northern
manufacturers does not change the fact that both were
capitalists. Neilther does it change the reality that
capitalism in every period, including the present, can
exist and thrive based on slavery and other forms of
unfree labor. {Woods, 1998, p. 46) {Italics mine.}

{I would add, here that it can and does also thrive on
other forms of “productivity” [Joseph] and “work”
[Gilmore] .}

It is especially interesting to me, in this passage,

that Wood’s description of what the slaves were alienated or
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“freed” from included not only land and tools, “but communal
rights, hereditary privileges, and subsidies of nature.”
This describes an alienation from the material conditions of
community-—-an effort to rob workers not only of land and
tools, but of the social resources of belonging, of living
in one’s own cultural environment--that is reiterated in the
contemporary conditions of incarceration, and in a different
way, the conditions of Mexican migrant labor in the U.S.
And incarcerated “criminal aliens” are yet doubly “freed” of
anything left to lose. I take up the subject of this
“feedom” /alienation in Chapter 5, asking the question, what
work does this form of alienation do to establish the
conditions of communal belonging that are necessary. to
social reproduction?

Woods’ larger argument in Development Arrested is that
competing visions of development are important, historically
contested sites of struggle. In Chapter 5, I look at a
campaign to stop the construction of a new prison as a
collaborative practice of imagining more just forms of
development. The work of abolition in this context involves
imagining and representing visilons of development that are
alternatives to new prison construction, and also,
developing relationships, across identity categories, 1in the

attempt to realize new modes of development in alliance with
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all kinds of people, whose identities are organized around
different kinds of work, who are thus differently affected

by the border/prison system.

Launching Point: Considerations Regarding the History
And Technology of State Repression

In accounting for the insights of all the theories
above, one (of the many) things that seems significant to
analyzing the border/prison system is the fact that state
repression has commonly been a racially-targeted practice in
the U.S. (and is thus a technology of racial
categorization). For example: slavery in the United States
was a race-based technology (as wage labor was, invisibly,
as well) organized through severe practices of coercion. 1In
the case of slavery, the practice was regulated by the state
insofar as the state declared it legal or not, but the
coercive practices were culturally organized, performed by
the capitalist planters who “owned” the slaves.

In order to predicate human beings as the subjects of

history®, it is necessary to look at the historical

42Roseberry {1989) points out that, in the self-conscious attempt to
avoid reproducing the political implications and theoretical
shortcomings of voluntarism and humanism (i.e. imagining individuals as
the choosers or producers of their own histories and conditions of
existence and thus obfuscating the real power relations inherent to the
social production of people and classes as effects), structural Marxists
(like Althusser) completely erase human beings and classes as the active
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development of capitalism in a way that does not pre-figure
identity groups and people as always-already fully pre-
absorbed by the relations of capital. It is necessary to
recognize that history exerts pressure on capital in the
present in ways that circumscribe and enable its advance,
and 1ts transformation. Joseph’s reading of the performance
of production can be extended to suggest that we perform the
conditions of production. We may be overdetermined by
capital, history, discourse; but as Butler argues, we are
not pre-determined. History continues. We perform it in
the present, collectively performing/producing the
conditions of productiocn, products, and society. Larger

scales of social organization involve the organized control

subjects of history and replace them with the complex (in their hands)
abstract theoretical concept ‘mode of production'. Conflict thus
becomes a conflict between structures, and human groups are reduced to
the narrow status of effects without agency.

Roseberry turns to Marx to solve this problem and finds, in
Capital, vol. 1, an example of conflict and class agency in Marx's
account of the contingent, active, political struggle over the length of
the work day in industrial revolution England.

Roseberry's call for the importance of utilizing a notion of
interconnected capitalist and noncapitalist 'modes of production', that
acknowledges human groups as both the effects and the agents of history,
and that recognizes class conflict in lived, rather than purely
theoretical terms is aimed at what he sees as a central problem in
ethnographic practice: how to analyze the crucially important ways that
capital advances globally without flattening cultural specificity or
erasing people as the living effects and subjects of history. My
analysis suggests that, likewise, in order to understand they ways in
which capital advances on the terrain of culture and identity, within
the historical and spatial relations of capitalism, it is important to
utilize a notion of interconnected “technologies of production” with
histories (histories which these practices still produce/reconfigure)
that predate the technology of exploitation (such as slavery or
marriage) .



of larger numbers of prcductive people, not abstract
“structures” with agency of their own.

Combining the recognition that we perform the
conditions of production with the realizations that (a)
capitalism as we perform it is racial capitalism, (b) U.S.
practices of state repression produce racial hierarchy, (c)
state repression may have receded as a primary control
experience of white, first world free-laborers®, but it has
never receded for working people of color®, suggests that
the organized practice of state repression may be an ongoing
requirement for continuously performing the discursive

historical white-supremacist conditions of capital.

¥ And this is certainly not always true!!!!
¥ Both U.S. citizens of color and people of color who are the targets of
U.S. foreign and immigration policy



CHAPTER 4
PARASITIC WORKERS, CRIMINAL ALIENS, IMMIGRATION REFORM:

REPRODUCING THE CONDITIONS OF RACIAL CAPITALISM

Chapter Overview

In the previous chapter, I argue, based on my
description of the border/prison system, that repressive
state practices are implicated in the production, exchange
and consumption of commodities, and in the production of the
identity hierarchies that the capitalist mode of production
requires. So, what can be made of the “natural laws of
production” that Marx identifies? How is state coercion
implicated in the voluntary, uncoerced relations of
production? In this chapter, I argue that repressive state
practices and repressive state narratives are implicated in
the social reproduction of the conditions of racial
capitalism.

The border/prison system is imposed from above in acts
of state repression, but it is also reproduced from below,
in identity performances that produce the critical mass of
people who will consent to, and even demand the use of state
force as a means of social control. This chapter looks at
the conditions required to encourage people to perform

subjectivities supportive of the border/prison system, and
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argues that border prison practices play a controlling role

in producing those conditions.

Terms of Analysis

Gilmore’s consideration of state terror in “Terror
Austerity, Race Gender Excess Theater” (1993) combines a
Butlerian analysis of performativity with a Marxian analysis
of the state, subjectivity, and identity directly with an
analysis of state repression. In so doing, she expands the
cultural studies project I map in Chapter 3. Her work
interprets and combines paradigmatic cultural studies
insights about subject formation and the state, linking both
directly (not secondarily) with the apparatus of state
terror. Her Butlerian conception of subject formation
broadens definitions of work and identity to offer a
classically Marxian politics that locates agency in the co-
operative realization of labor power.

My definitions of repressive state narrative and
practice provide the foundation for my analysis of
border/prison narratives (local repressive state narratives)
in this chapter. My understanding of how these practices
and narratives work together is grounded in my analysis and

extrapolated from my understanding of Gilmore who writes:



The “static reproduction of class relations” is a
complicated enterprise. It is hardly accomplished
simply from the top down, even with the might of the
state’s coercive apparatus. A significant proportion
of the people whose relations are reproduced must
concretely consent to the arrangement, however
displaced their understanding. In the U.S., where real
and imagined social relations are expressed most
rigidly in race/gender hierarchies, the “reproduction”
is in fact a production, and its by-products, fear and
fury, are in service of a “changing same”: the
apartheid local of American nationalism. (1993, p. 25)
She goes on to explain that “. . . hierarchical divides of
who performs what work define cultural tendencies of gender,
race, sexuality, authority” (Gilmore, 1993, p. 28).

Gilmore’s comments provide a map for the theories of
social relations I grapple with in the first section of this
chapter: the reproduction of complex (not simply binary)
social relations of domination and subordination; the
bottom-up effects of state coercion on the directly and
indirectly coerced; how to understand the difference between
“"real and imagined social relations” and the work that
interpretive representations (and representational
displacements) of those relations accomplish.

The second part of this chapter applies these concepts
to three narratives of immigration, that, I argue, interpret
prison/border practices: the border/prison narrative of

economic parasitism, the border/prison narrative of the

criminal alien, and the border/prison narrative of



immigration reform. What work do these narratives, in

dialogue with one another, do?

Introduction

Foucault (1977) argues that the modern state is
characterized by the development of “Biopower”--the state’s
ability to intervene in, control, and support life--which
entails ongoing processes of racial categorization as the
basis for identifying internal enemies and rendering them
disposable (Stoler, 2000)**. No population in Arizona is
more consistently framed as a threat to the state than
undocumented Mexican national immigrants®®. The state
practices and resources that go inté “controlling their life
processes” include: categorization, surveillance,
incarceration and social cleansing. Such practices
constitute the border/prison system: from the
criminalization of immigration and the costs of low-
intensity warfare on the border, to the apparatus of

deportations and the costs of warehousing the fastest

* According to Stoler, Foucault makes the claim that all state forms
must produce and hunt internal enemies; capitalist, socialist,
communist, and fascist states, alike.

* The representation of “terrorists” as the largest threat to the state
is gaining tremendous momentum, especially in federal governmental
narrative, but “illegals” are a much more immediate concern to Arizona
residents (perhaps because the labor of migration far outstrips the
labor of terrorism in the state).
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growing prisoner population in the nation. Border/priscn
practices identify and control “internal enemies” in ways
that enable capital accumulation at multiple scales: at the
scale of the nation, by resolving overproduction crises
(Gilmore, 1997/1998);: at the scale of industries, by
expanding the scope of profit generating opportunities
(Davis, 2000); and at the scale of the body by controlling
the value and supply of Mexican migrant labor (Brownell,
2001), and by delivering bodies for cages. The
border/prison system is thus one regionally specific
manifestation of repressive processes of state formation
that link the intensified production of racialized internal
enemies with the crisis management strategies and expansion
of contemporary transnational capitalism.

This linkage is realized in interdependent performances
of cooperative labor: first and foremost the work of
migration as well as treacherous performances of direct
repression and powerful acts of survival (without which none
of these processes could exist). Such performances are both
circumscribed and enabled by narratives that figure group
identities in ways that render them recognizable and thus
controllable via repressive state practices (among others).

Narratives or “interpretive recordings” of these labors

negotiate the multiple meanings of mass migration that



circulate socially. Tangled and competing narratives of
migration produce meanings that circulate across various
domains of identity production, from organized technologies
of kinship that produce white U.S. masculinity as the
embodiment of threatened economic entitlement (Ono & Sloop,
2002) to the cultural pclitics of exploitation necessary to
the production of commodities that realizes and controls the
value of migrant labor-power as cheap, low-skilled, and

disposable (Wright, 1999).

Reproducing the Conditions of Production:
How Do We Make the “Changing Same’?
Structures or Practices?

To analyze the social production of the “criminal
alien” it i1s necessary to consider discursive activity in
relation to the Marxian term “conditions of production.”
Where structuralists have been critigqued for analyzing the

4

conditions of production as static “structures,” ostensibly
removing human activity from the processes of history
(Butler, 1990; Derrida, 1976; Giddens, 1584, 1990;
Roseberry, 1989) post-structuralist theories of identity
formation have meaningfully replaced the abstract notion of

“structure” with lived human relationships in the analysis

of power, culture, and society (most eminently, Butler).
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Sometimes post-structuralist analysis erases understandings
of the tremendous organizing force of the large-scale
conditions of power relations, notably, the social relations
of commodity production (Harvey, 1989; Joseph, 2002; Spivak,
19885 .

Marx himself bridges this dichotomy, analyzing both the
conditions of social production as well as the lived social
relationships that materialize these conditions (Roseberry,
1989). He explains that, as exploited workers labor
throughout a capitalist society, their collective work
produces the conditions of capitalist production. Thus, the
conditions of production,. the “large scale structures” of
power that organize human activity and distribute power in a
given social formation, are realized in human activity; the
orchestrated activities of an entire class of humans,
working under the same socially organized conditicons of
production to produce those very conditions anew.

But Marx’s scope cof analysis was limited, both by his
own privileging of the labor-power of the European working
class as the sole subject of history (DuBols, 1815; Lowe &
Lloyd, 1997; Robinsocon, 1983; Woods, 1998), and by his
necessary containment within his own life-span. Wage
laborers in Europe do not only produce their own class

domination, they also work in other domains to produce



et
(o))
Xe]

divisions of labor that disempower other groups of people;
people who'’s disempowerment is also necessary to the social
reproduction of capitalism, such as European women, workers

in the colonies, and slaves.

Reproduction

In analyzing the work of contemporary scholars,
discussed in Chapter 3, who take on the challenges of
mapping tangled webs of power and identity, scholars who are
“going beyond Marx, with Marx,” the previous chapter
established that, (a) the scocial production of heterogeneous
and uneven identity formations, including and in addition to
class identity, 1s a reiterative performance necessary to
regimes of capital accumulation (Joseph, 2002); (b) such
heterogeneous social formations are also necessary to other
historically organized regimes of social hierarchy which are
also implicated in capital (Wright, 1999); and (c) analyzing
its historical development demonstrates that world
historical capitalism is a white supremacist mode of
production (Gilmore, 1983; Robinson, 1983; Woods, 1998;).
Utilizing the concept of the reiterative performance of
identity in the context of racial capitalism, then, requires

a working analysis of the conditions of racial capitalism.
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In Capital, Volume 1, Marx (1977) defines commodity
production as “productive.” He also defines “labor engaged
on articles essential to {the} reproduction” of the worker
(as labor-power) as ‘reproductive’ (Marx, 1977, p. 1046).Y
This terminology does not reflect the broadest social
dynamics of contemporary capitalism which, as Robinson
argues, depend on the social production of racial
hierarchies, and, as Joseph emphasizes, are increasingly
implicated in every form of productive human activity, from
the development of personal relationships to the
organization of social justice movements. But
significantly, Marx defines ‘reproduction’ as the production
of divisions of labor--the production of the worker as wage-
labor and the capitalist as the purchaser of labor-power--
and also argues that this reproduction is the necessary
condition of the capitalist mode of producticn. The
reproductive process thus produces identities; identities
defined by and productive of the work that people do;
identities that are defined by and enact divisions of labor

to reproduce social relationships of domination and

" He also defines “labor concerned purely with luxuries” (p. 1046)--
items unnecessary for the reproduction of labor-power--as ‘unproductive
a formulation that is unproductive for my purposes here.

/7
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subordination; and the reproduction of these identity-and-
work -based social power relations is the necessary
condition--set of practices-~-that allows the social
relations of capital to persist. Marx writes:
The capitalist process of production, therefore, seen
as a total, connected process, l.e. a process of
reproduction, produces not only commodities, not only
surplus value, but it also produces and reproduces the
capital-relation itself; on the one hand the
capitalist, on the other the wage laborer (Marx, 1977,
p. 724).
So, reproduction (in the Marxian sense) means the continued
production of an overall social regime of power and control
(manifested as a division of labor) across lifetimes and
generations. Such regimes control what work is done by
whom, and through these mechanisms of control, compel the
work of social reproduction. The specific workings of the
regime are historically dynamic (since, as Hall reads Marx,
capitalism “advances on the terrain of contradiction” (Hall,
97;14)) but the large-scale division of the society into a

dominant class of people who benefit at the expense of a

subordinate class of people is reproduced®. This process

¥ For Marx, this continues until the internal contradictions of
capitalism produce revolution, sometime in the future . . . an
assumption that this analysis rejects. Roseberry notes that there are
many places in Marx where he explains that the collective oppositional
actions of the working class push the resolution of internal
contradictions in one way or another, suggesting that he did not see
anti-capitalist revolution as pre-determined, but rather something that
human action shapes in one way or another.
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necessarily involves the reproduction of socially
constructed identities with socially produced work
assignments.

Marx’s term ‘reproduction” hones in on the mechanism
that enables persistence in time of class identities and of
large-scale social relations of domination and
subordination. As Butler emphasizes, the reproduction of
identity is never total, it is, rather, reiteration. The
reiterative performance of identity is always shifting
identity in radically historically circumscribed ways.
Combined with Robinson’s and Joseph’s insights regarding
identity and capital, it is clear that the work of
performing all identities is key to the reproduction of the
“the conditions of production” historically understood.
Gilmore (above) names reproduction in the context of U.S.
racial capitalism: the “changing same: the apartheid local

of American nationalism” (Gilmore, 1993, p. 26).

Real and Imagined Social Relatiocns
Narrative theorists across disciplines define and
analyze narrative very differently®, and the field of

cultural studies is a site of debate over how and why the

48

For an excellent overview of different disciplinary approaches to
narrative analysis, see Schram and Neisser (1997, pp. 1-16).
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analysis of narrative should be approached. This analysis
takes the view that narratives are interpretations of lived
histories of power relations and that these interpretations
are the necessary conditions that organize performances of
identity. Performances of identity thus reiterate the power
relations that narratives Iinterpret. Such performances are
the bottom-up enactment of power that 1is organized (in part)
in top-down practices of coercive control (also realized in
identity performances)--when organized by the state, such
practices can be defined as repressive state practices.

Hence, the distinction between repressive state
practices and performances of identity is the distinction
between kinds of work, organized differently»(according to
different work assignments), that realize one another.

In line with materialism, this definition predicates
human activity as the subject of history, without which,
regimes of control cannot be productive (or exist). This
approach bridges two political strategies. First, in line
with Robinson, it refuses the radical erasure of history
implicit in totalizing theories of domination. “Lost”
histories of the oppressed, such as the history of U.S.
slavery (in process of recovery), are implicated in
strategies of living, creating, surviving, resisting

domination, and struggling for liberation. Lost and/or
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recovered histories are dominated, they are reconfigured and
transformed (as are dominant histories) but not erased by
domination. (Power is a relationship.) Second, it
recognizes that, though dominated histories are enacted in
the performance of identity, (a) such histories were always
already circumscribed by power, and (b) top-down power
relations in the present organize the discursive practices
through which all histories (dominant and subordinant) are
realized in performance.

Materialist approaches recognize that all narratives
are sustained by power relationships which are realized in
human practice. Thus, repressive state narratives are
effects of the historical practices of world histecrical
racial capitalism (Robinson, 1986).

Repressive state narratives are both prescriptive and
descriptive. They naturalize hierarchies of domination and
subordination, figuring as “common sense” the power
relations that they interpret. Repressive state narratives
displace understandings of real power relations by positing
the effects of domination as the causes of domination and
imagining a “common interest” by identifying enemies defined
as outside and threatening to the community. Repressive
state narratives interpret the relations of coercion they

represent by telling stories about identity and work.
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Hence, repressive state narrative interprets coercive
power, not “facts” or “truth,” “right” and “wrong” as it
commonly appears, because it asserts the truth of domination
as factual common sense. Repressive state narrative 1is both
a condition and an effect of the reproduction of dominant
power relations. The performance of identity realizes the
productive consumption of historically produced narrative,
the condition c¢f the production of dominant and subordinate
identities; and hence, realizes the reproduction of the
conditions of racial capitalism (among other regimes of
identity hierarchy). An embodied practice, the performance
of identity materializes multiple histories of domination
that circumscribe and enable the transformative reiteration
of identity. As a practice organized by repressive state
practices and capital (among other regimes productive of
identity), the performance of identity is (imperfectly)
socially reproductive.

Marx identified wage labor as a special kind of human
activity, not because its products are material (in the
idealist “mind vs matter” sense), but because its most
important effect is the reproduction of a society-wide
division of labor, organized so that one class works to

disempower itself by producing the other class as
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controllers of labor, that persists across generations, and
continually expands.

The distinction between repressive state practice and
repressive state narrative establishes the distinction
between “real” and “imagined” social relations. Real
relations are the relations of power--who does what work and
how that work distributes power. Repressive practices are
real, top-down power relations; the performance of identity
is a real, bottom-up practice of power relations; repressive
state narratives interpret repressive practices in ways that
establish the conditions of identity production and are
thus, imagined social relations. Imagined social relations
may be identical to real social relations, but they do
different work; they are organized differently. Real social
relations are organized, dialectically, to control and enact
power relations. Imagined social relations tie top-down and
bottom-up practices together, and thus determine the
conditions under which bottom-up practices can support or
oppose top-down practices. Real social relations are the
way power 1s organized; imagined social relations are how we

imagine power is organized.



Displacement

~Gilmore uses the term “displacement” to describe the
ways that narratives--which interpret real power relations--
can displace comprehensions of the way real relations are
organized by displacing understandings of certain power
relationships in the narrative, and replacing them with
understandings that mystify the organized interdependencies
of social reproduction. Displacements mystify real
interdependencies; interdependencies of who does what work
in who's interest. Such displacements are crucial to the
ways in which narratives tie bottom-up practices of
producticon to top-down practices of control, because people
are able to organize themselves in ways that reproduce or
reorganize the conditions of top-down control based on their
understandings of how power is organized; survival of,
collusion with, and opposition to domination depends on
understandings of who benefits from what work at who’s
expense.

Many displacements involve identity-based

interpretations of who does what work, which in turn

A\ £

interprets who 1is “us,” who is “them,” who deserves
protection, and who requires control. 1In repressive state

narrative, the relations of power that are interpreted, and
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often displaced, are the social relations of state

repression.

State Narratives Displace Hierarchy
If repressive state practices and ildentity performances
take place on the ground, at the site of the body, where and
what is the state? In The German Ideology, Marx (1978)
defines the state itself similarly to the way I have
described “repressive state narrative”--as a regime of
imagined social relations: he describes it as ‘the
appearance of the general interest’ and as an ‘illusory
communal life’, grounded in multiple social hierarchies. He
writes:
[OJut of this . . . contradiction between the interest
of the individual and that of the community the latter
takes an independent form as the State, divorced from
the real interests of individual and community, and at
the same time an illusory communal life, always based,
however, on the real ties existing in every family and
tribal conglomeration--such as flesh and blood,
language, division of labor on a larger scale, and
other interests--and especially . . . on the classes,
already determined by the division of labor, which in

every such mass of men separate out, and of which one
dominates all the others. (Tucker, 1578, p. 160)

So, 1t is not that the state is simply an “illusion,” it is
a contradictory expression of contradictory social
relationships that functions to mystify the contradictions.

Like repressive state narrative generally, it names



particular interests that are backed up by and realized
through the forces of repression and the organization of
production (and, interestingly, he includes linguistic,
tribal and kinship relations among the power relations upon
which the state rests). At the same time that the state
represents the power relations of domination and
subordination in which it is grounded, it interprets them as
communal interests®. What is illusory, according to Marx,
is that the state 1s (a) divorced from those material
relations of domination and exploitation; and (b) that it
represents the interests of individuals, or subordinate
classes”.

The state appears as the communal interest, and at the
same time repressive state practices organize the production
of racial hierarchies. In so doing, repressive state
narratives figure the national “community” as white, in

addition to bourgeois; as a middle class white community

% gsome would argue that this combination of the power to control and to
name power relationships literally impcses the interests of dominant
power as the common interest (Neitzsche, Wittig) and Marx himself makes
a version of this claim at times, suggesting that the advancement of
social productivity will eventually liberate everyone from exploitation

{(i.e., when the bloodbath is over, it will all have been worth it). But
in the passage above, Marx complicates that teleological construction of
history.

1 Tt is important to note that Marx goes on, in the German Ideology, to
point out that the state 1s the only possible site of struggle for
dominated classes in the existing world, and that the struggles that
dominated groups must take on through the state consist in insisting
that their own interests represent the common interest.
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threatened by poor people of color. (In a move that is in
no way new,) the criminalization of poor immigrants of color
extends the state’s interpretation of community (as white)
to include nationality, excluding non-citizens, as well,

from this mystified construction of “communal interest.”

Spatial Effects of the State

The state is not only a mystified narrative of
community, it is also realized in embodied practices,
including by not limited to practices of repression.
Embodied practices are identity performances (Butler, 1990);
identity performances are icentity-based work assignments
(Gilmore, 1993); performance is productive (Joseph, 2002).
The products we produce circumscribe and enable in whose
interest we can and cannot continue to produce ourselves.
Coercion is a top-down strategy of control that functions to
organize identity performances that reiterate historical
hierarchies of work. The things we reiteratively produce,
under conditions of coercion, circumscribe the potential of
bottom-~up performances to re-work the organization of work.
Take, for example, the production of prisons and borders.

The historical social products most relevant to this
study are prisons and borders. Understanding both as state

organized practices that control socio-spatial relations
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allows an understanding of how embodied discursive practices
in the past exert force in the present. Co-operative
practices of wage labor produce the prisons that organize
the relations of racial capitalism that unevenly disempower
wage~laborers. Prisons and the border are manifestations of
collective repressive and resisting labors across time and
space. They exert tremendous top-down control over who does
what work in whose interest.

If the “natural laws of production” were all that was
necessary to compel entire classes to work in other pecple’s
interest and against their own, prisons and borders would no
longer exist: the state really would have “fallen away.”

Who suffers abuse crossing the border without papers
and who is in prison is not accidental; identity matters.

In terms of “who threatens whom,” the real, lived relations
of racial capitalism are gquite the opposite of those
imagined in repressive state narrative in the contemporary
U.S., where poor people of color are significantly
threatened and endangered by white supremacist practices of
repression organized by the state. As Gilmore points out,
it is precisely because people of color are figured as
threatening to the state that they are targeted for state

violence.



Identities as Divisions of Labor

Foucault defines the body as “an effect of power”
{Foucault, 1977), and argues that historically constructed
narratives of the body “act upon it.” Butler does not
directly disagree, but re-animates this (prostrate,
“docile”) body, arguing that the body comes intc being as it
performs discursive identities--identities that, like Marx’'s
description of the performance of wage-labor, realize the
social power relations--the divisions of labor--that
narratives of identity name (such as “worker,” “woman,”

7

“Mexican,” etc.). The social production of identity,
according to Butler, 1is a co-operative, dialectical process
in which the audience controls the meaning of identity
performance; and audience interpretations are circumscribed
by narratives of identity that name power relations, as
well. According to this formulation, narrative is the
necessary condition of identity production, and discursive

practice is thus reproductive; it renews the necessary

social conditions of identity production.

Reorganizing Identity-Based Work Assignments
Although the work of reproduction works from the top
down in the form of repressive practices, and from the

bottom up, in terms of subject formation (Gilmore, 1993),



183

creative productive power--the work of producing the worlid--
can be organized in bottom-up strategies of social
transformation. Though repressive state narratives of race
are interpretations of the vulgar social relations of racial
hierarchy, racial identities are not reducible to these
relations. As Gilmore argues, identities are tendencies,
not unbreakable codes, of who does what work. All
identities are multiply defined by hierarchies of race,
gender, nation, sexuality, and myriad other distinctions.

In addition, racial and other identity categories and
experiences vary within and across cultures and have
certainly shifted over time within those cultures. Complex
lived relations of racial particularity t(have historically
and continue to) engender, enable, and invigorate resistance
and effective opposition to racial oppression in significant
ways®. The top-down power to control the organization of
production is dependent on bottom-up compliance with and/or
survival of the work assignments issued; such work
assignments are not all the same, they are socially
divisive. As Gilmore argues, productive power, recognized

as work, can be reorganized, collectively, from the bottom

" Attacking processes of racial categorization does not necessarily,
and does not here, imply a political ceall for colorblindness.
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up. Hence, oppositional movements are a key site of
analysis.

A galvanizing theoretical insight common to many anti-
racist movements 1s that white supremacy 1is system-wide
regime of uneven power and control; the tendency of regimes
of white supremacy 1s to disproportionately privilege white
people in ways that burden people of color (Goldberg,
1995)°*. It is significant that regimes of white supremacy
persist across lifetimes, across generations, and
significantly, throughout the history of capitalist
development to which they have been key, even as specific
racial categories have shifted. Thus, the productive
regimes that organize the reproduction of white supremacy
are necessary conditions of the social production of racial
capitalism.

Acts of state repression organize bodies in ways that
make them available for exploitation and other related
regimes of domination.

Since repressive state practices assign identity-based
work assignments, and since identity is a part of each
moment in the circulation of value (as Joseph, Wright, and

Woods argue), the relationship between the domain of
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commodity production and the domain of state repression is
contingent.

To contextualize, in contemporary Arizona, migrants are
exploited as workers and locked up to expand the prison
system. According to my analysis, the border/prison system
organizes, first, the identification of human beings as
“undocumented immigrants” as border patrol agents survey the
border, identifying who they will capture, and then
capturing them; and second, border prison practices assign
sets of tasks (working for low wages, being deported, or
surviving incarceration) to individual migrants, by catching
or not catching them. Hence, the exploitation of migrant
workers and the expansion of the PIC today are both
contingent upon the border/prison system. This contingency
suggests that contemporary, local repressive practices that
support the border/prison system are necessafy to the
contemporary local reproduction of race-based, historically
produced, hierarchies of identity, hierarchies that are
based on different kinds of work.

The historical persistence of such practices suggest

that race-based repression reproduces the necessary (though

° part of white supremacy is that white pecple are not forced to
understand this. White supremacy is commonly represented as contained
in the individual acts of undereducated poor white people.



not sufficient) conditions of white supremacist modes of

production.

Organizing Power of Identity Performance:
Competitive Versus Collaborative Identiy Politics
Understanding the contingencies, discussed above,

among domains of identity-production, allows the
understanding that the real relations of identity
production are radically interdependent. Domains of
production are not sealed off from one another; they are
mutually constituitive.

Gilmore suggests that, precisely because of these
interdependencies, bottom-up processes of identity
production are re-organizable from the bottom-up. She
discusses the implications of “identity politics,” which

'

she calls “identity chat,” and suggests that, when
identity-based social movements are organized
competitively, they reproduce the social relations of
domination and subordination they are attempting to
subvert. Competition assumes that domains of identity
production are independent. But when social justice

movements are organized around understandings of the

interdependent contingencies of identity production,



identity politics can become strategically collaborative
through collaborative projects of working differently.
Gilmore writes:
The divides {of identity-based work assignments} also
enforce multiple and competing economies of being.
When all this identity chat is en route somewhere
beyond “self,” toward subjectivity, in motion from
object to agency, its politics are about these
competitions and their possible outcomes. (1993, pp.
26-27)
She goes on to explain that the specific identity espoused
in the narrative of white supremacist American nationalism
is one such competitor and that the “theater of operations”
(Gilmore, 1993, p. 27) for this competition is what she
calls “the warrior state” (p. 27). Hence, the competition
is rigged.
She explains that, organizing collectively against such
a state reguires, among other things, “starting where we’re
at” Gilmore, 1993, p. 35), which involves, “organiz{ing] in
and for work, conceived in the fullness of our imaginative
powers” (p. 35). She suggests that understanding the
history of identity and work, not only wage-labor, but every
kind of productive work and the divisicns of labor that

render that work reproductive of social relations of

domination and subordination, is a key point of entry into
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working collectively to undo tangled historical divisions of
labor.

Based on this reading of identity and the state, I
would argue that these collective projects of reorganizing
work might be most effective i1f they are aimed at
dismantling the repressive apparatus of the state that
issues these identity-based work assignments. A description
of this prccess, 1in nascent form, appears at the end of
Chapter 5.

David Harvey concluded two »=ctures I attended” by
imploring the audience to “stop dwelling on our differences

r’

and start concentrating on our similarities,” as a starting
point for organizing collectively to challenge dominant
power relations. Harvey’s urgent concern is that dwelling
on identity differences divides potential allies. However,
I think Harvey would agree that acknowledging the
differences in the work done by capitalists and workers is a
very lmportant starting point in organizing to challenge
capital; yet no one is simply a “worker” or a “capitalist.”
Real divisions of labor among other identity categories are

socially mystified, and need to be named as well. It is not

acknowledging the differences--the real relations of
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production-~that divides allies, but, as Gilmore explains,
it is setting them in competition. Her analysis also calls
for a politics of alliance, but makes clear thét organizing
across identities requires an acute reading of the terrain
of power one inhabits and the work that one does to
reproduce that terrain, not to participate in the “identity
chat” that becomes a competition, but to strategize
practices of “rearticulation of the ‘complex skein of
relatedness’ (Gilmore, 1993, p. 35). Understanding “where
we’re at” requires an accounting of “the work that we all
do, in whose service, and to what end?” (Gilmore, 1993, p.

35).

Repressive State Narratives

The power relations that I am analyzing in this study
are the repressive social relations, organized in enactments
of state repression, that constitute the prison/border
system. The narratives of identity I discuss below are
interpretations of the border/prison regime that controls
the social relations of white supremacy implicit in the
categorization of Mexican migrants as “workers” and as

“criminals. White supremacy 1s reproduced by myriad

> At the University of Arizona Geography Graduate Student Conference in
1998, and at the Marxism 2000 conference at the University of
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practices, state repression is only cone set. And repressive
practices produce myriad identities, not only racial. So
this analysis is quite partial, but, I hope, useful for
analyzing the collaborative, interdependent relations of

social production more broadly.

Methodological Note

The next part of this chapter identifies three
repressive state narratives exemplified in a variety of
kinds of texts. Some of the texts come from hearings and
meetings I have personally attended, some come from
newspapers, records of testimony, Congressional websites,
and some come from other scholars’ analysis of aspects of
the narratives I am putting together. The descriptions of
the individual texts and larger narratives are both lengthy
and sketchy; the particular analysis of each text is not
consistent; I develop certain points using a particular
texts and, in an attempt to limit monotony, I don’t always
reiterate each point in each reading. My purpose is not to
show consistency among texts, or argue anything about
exactly how and where meanings are consumed. I offer a
reading of the narratives that attempts to identify the work

these narratives can and cannot do; the ways in which the

Massachusetts. Both talks were keynote addresses.
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repressive practices that crganize them shape the meanings
they can and cannot produce, the worlds they imagine, and
the opportunities they provide for identity production; for
identification with and/or ageinst dominant power relations.
Since identity production 1s a necessary condition of
production, integral to the reproduction of racial
capitalism, I ask the question, how do these narratives
expand the reach or scope of repressive state practices? Of

the border/prison system?

Contemporary Narratives of Undocumented Immigration
from Mexico, Historically Produced

The border/prison narratives of undocumented
immigration that I discuss below interpret, and are thus
organized by, border/prison system practices. These
particular narratives have been circulating at the scale of
the nation since the early 19290s, enabling identity
performances all over the U.S. and beyond, though the
effects of the narratives are most directly (unevenly)
experienced by people living in the border region.

Fach border/prison narrative discussed below constructs
the racialized dual figure of the worker and the criminal by
emphasizing a particular characterization of Mexican

7

migrants; “the economic parasite,” “the dangerous criminal,”






