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‘There are no medium sized firms in Uzbekistanydatge and small ones.’ (Trader)

The person who said this meant that it is diffitalbperate private businesses except on the
basis of a single individual or household becaddegh taxes and levels of regulation, and
because of difficulties in obtaining large amouritfong term credit at reasonable rates of
interest. Economic activity is seen as divided leefvthe ‘state’ and *household’ sector. The
former is made up of state or privatised formeteséaterprises subject to varying degrees to
central government control, and also joint ventyserations with foreign companies, while
the household sector consists of individual tradeety commodity agricultural production
on household plots, and small businesses run obasis of a single individual or household.
Broadly adopting this distinction, llkhamov (20Q@¥pposes a dual economy in Uzbekistan,
made up of a command-type economy geared towaptstexr import substitution and
controlled by central government, and a free magkehomy based on household
production, with each sector operating accordingstown logic while at the same time
being interconnected. In this article | am intezdsn how state institutions or the state as an
idea encompassing households, state institutiomsthee national government administrative
hierarchy, can be incorporated within local idezlactive participation in the community
and modes of communal interaction, and | argueithatder to do this we have to discard
dual economy models which place the state and hoigéto separate spheres.

Mitchell (1998) has argued that the concepheféconomy, referring to the structure or
totality of relations of production, distributiomé consumption of goods and services within
a given territory, only emerged in the mid twerttieentury. The economy as a reified, self
contained entity is an ‘effect’ created out of thecursive practices which separate it from
the state and the household. By placing the econstate and household into different
spheres of action, Marxist writers commenting oraggn relations in Egypt and Turkey
(Stauth 1990, Glavanis &Glavanis 1983, Aydin 1988ye asked the question of how
‘peasant modes of production’ have survived withie overall context of capitalist relations

in rural areas. Mitchell questions this distinctianguing that a pre-colonial ‘natural’ peasant
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economy, isolated from cash crop, commodity prada¢hnever existed in Egypt, and that it
is impossible to distinguish subsistence and markented activity within the household.
Sugar cane is cultivated as a cash crop using holégst&abour and cattle raised for sale are
bought using rotating credit arrangements withdad neighbours.

Mitchell recognises that both the economy ardstiate are structural effects, but while he
guestions the distinction between the economy-festedind the household, he maintains this
distinction when it comes to the state-as-effect tie household, or more accurately, the
individual. He applies a Foucaudlian approach guarthat the modern individual is
constructed as an ‘isolated, disciplined, recepiveé industrious political subject’ within
such state institutions as the army, schools, ngreay and factories. The state itself comes
to be reified by individuals in this process asractural effect which ‘orders, contains and
controls them.’

The precise specification of space and functioh¢haracterise modern institutions,
the coordination of these functions into hieraraharrangements, the organisation of
supervision and surveillance, the marking outmietinto schedules and programs, all
contribute to constructing a world that appearsaisist not of a complex of social
practices but of a binary order: on the one hadd/iduals and their activities, on the
other an inert ‘structure’ that somehow standstdpam individuals, precedes them,
and contains and gives a framework to their liyistchell 1999:89)

Although this approach can provide useful ingh still maintains the state versus
household, public versus private distinction whigitchell criticises in relation to the
economy, and does not allow us to address theiqonexthow actors might incorporate the
state within local systems of knowledge and valuweundertake this we need to approach the
guestion at the local level, bottom up rather ttogndown, and from the viewpoint of
households themselves.

This article is based on fieldwork carried oatvieen August 1999 and July 2000 in a
village in the Fergana Valley in Uzbekistan. In finst section | critique dual economy
models, particularly as they are applied to thei@dynion, post-Soviet societies and
Uzbekistan. In the second section | discuss hovihnttusehold is constituted in the village in
which | conducted research, and identify modesi@fraction within it. | deal with this in
some detail because it prepares the ground fdirthkesection where | argue that these
modes of interaction are extended beyond the holg@nd can, in certain contexts, include

state institutions as partners within projectsahmon interest to all participants.



Dual economy models

A dual economy model has often been argued or assimaccounts of the Soviet Union
and the post-Soviet countries. The former is uguddkcribed as having had an official and a
second or shadow economy, while post-Soviet caestrave official and unofficial sectors.
A common definition of the Soviet Union’s secon@eamy is simply all unrecorded
transactions Alternatively Grossman, employing more ideologiméteria, defines the
second economy as activity undertaken directlypforate gain or which contravened the law
(Grossman 1977:25). This definition includes atig which were legally tolerated, such as
agricultural production on private plots or teacheffering private lessons, but which were
ideologically alien to the Soviet systémas well as illegal activities, ranging from worke
using resources from the workplace for private gaarningevyye dengor earnings ‘on the
side’), to ‘underground entrepreneurs’ who produaed substantial scale, often operating
behind the facade of a state enterprise.

Those who employ a dual economy model, howeagrally acknowledge that it is
impossible to distinguish between legal and illeagzlvities, as legally rendered services, the
private sale of goods produced on household ptotdpmestically produced crafts, often
involved the use of resources illegally appropddtem the state sector. Moreover, they
acknowledge that the official and second econonmrgweerdependent to the extent that one
could not exist without the other. Many of the n@s@s employed in private production and
exchange were obtained from the state sector. Ceelye enterprise managers relied on
informal channels involving personal connectiond Anbery to gain access to inputs
necessary to fulfil state plans, and often emplaygerson known astalkach(pusher) who
was adept at gaining resources in this way. Humptescribes how collective farms in
Siberia tried to produce and accumulate ‘manipelaesources’, by which she means goods
produced by the farm but not registered in thec@fiaccounts and thus outside the control of
state authorities, and also resources over whichdta certain amount of discretion as to its
use. These could included land in the form of peakplots and payments in kind which
were offered to workers as an added incentivelf $tate plans. Manipulable resources
were used to exchange fefitsitnyygscarce or shortage) goods needed to fulfil thtest
plan or sold for cash. They were also used to palitical credit with the local administration
by selling the surplus to farms within theon which had not managed to fulfil their plan,

and so ensure that the district plan as a wholefwaléed (Humphrey 1998:195 onwards).



Since it is often impossible to distinguish wiesta particular transaction was part of the
official or shadow economy, these labels can oelyttional definitions or ‘ideal types’
referring to aspects of a single transaction raiti@n a model suggesting that the economy
really was made up of two sectors. If, like Kotkive acknowledge that the formal and
shadow economies really were one economy with speets, then we must discard the dual
economy model and find an alternative approachesziibe what was going on.

The division of post-socialist economies intonial and informal sectors is similarly
problematic. The informal sector is usually defirsdeconomic activity which takes place
outside public regulation, a definition which sges the criminal nature of the informal
economy. Johnson, Kaufmann and Shleifer offer a modelkifigisag countries into two
distinct groups.

In one, the government offers a sufficiently attirgecombination of tax rates,
regulations, and public goods that most firms ckdosstay in the official sector. In
this group, government revenues suffice to proteepublic goods, and the
unofficial sector is small because the governmeitampetes it. In the other group,
the government does not offer firms a sufficieatiiractive combination of tax rates,
regulations, and public goods to keep them opegatificially, and hence many of
them end up in the large unofficial sector, whitlers a more attractive combination.
The government budget in these countries doesufiitesto offer more public goods,
and hence the unofficial sector wins the competifar firms. (Johnson, Kaufmann
and Shleifer 1997:169)
Although they allow that a single firm might engagéoth official and unofficial activities,
they nevertheless present the economy as consddtimg almost hermetically sealed sectors
with both sectors being represented in a singhe.fBuch a firm enjoys public goods such as
recourse to the courts to enforce contracts wiheet to their legal activities, but must
resorts to bribery and private protection or erdanent agencies for their informal
transactions. In the context of Uzbekistan, howgegal and illegal transactions are both
present in the strategies of businesses, and isehald and individual income generating
activities, to such an extent that it is not uséduhttempt to classify a single transaction as
belonging to the formal or informal sector.

The case of Tohirjon is typical and illustratieis clearly. Tohirjon, a school teacher in the

village where | conducted my research, receivesarysof 10,006um(US$15) per month.

He has 2&otok(1 sotka plural:sotok is equal to 0.01 hectares) of land in the form of



household plots, most of which he obtained illeggatbm thekolkhoz,and from which he
gains about 19,008um(US$27) per month in products for sale and housetansumption.
He buys fertiliser from the manager of k@khozwarehouse, who sells it illegally, and hires
kolkhoztractor drivers to till his fields. In addition this, he teaches private lessons to
students preparing to sit the higher educatioraest exams, for which he gets about 3000
Sum(US$5) a month, though this income varies conaldlgrfrom month to month
depending on the number of students he has. Hpads neighbour in the village who
works in the photocopy room of a large foreign jaienture company to make copies of
textbooks for use in his preparation courses anddle to his students, and he was also
planning to make and sell cribs or cheat-sheetsttatents to use in the entrance tests.
Although his household plot production, teachinigiseand private courses are legal they
often depend on illegal transactions to make thessiple. The household plot production
would not be possible without the illegal salesaoid, fertiliser, and tractor services, and the
income from the private lessons is tied up witloueses illegally appropriated from the joint
venture firm. With the exception of the teachintasg it is impossible to place any particular
activity in the formal or informal sector.

If it is not possible to distinguish betweenddficial and an unofficial sector, what of
llkhamov’s distinction between the export or impsubstituting and the household
production sectors. This model is very useful floderstanding certain aspects of the
relationship between stataglkhozand rural households, particularly when viewednfia top
down perspective. Despite its formal status asrastate cooperative with decisions being
made by its members, the reality of the decisiokingaprocess means that tkkelkhozhas
historically acted as if it were a state institati®uring the Soviet period the central
government issued production plans which originatetie planning ministries in Moscow
and were passed down through the Republican adnaities in Tashkent and tlablast
(regional) level. As far as the main crop, cotiwas concerned, the state was the sole buyer
and also the monopoly supplier for most inputshsagwater, power, farm machinery and
equipment, and chemical fertiliser.

Since independence tkelkhozhas continued to act as a state institution, tespnumber
of reforms in the organisation of agricultural puotion. The government continues to issue
procurement plans for cotton and wheat and computgaotas for the distribution of sowing
land. It remains the monopoly buyer of raw cottad ahe monopoly supplier of most non-
labour inputs through state controlled organisationbanks (llkhamov 1998 & 2000, World
Bank 1999, Khan 1995). Even though, by law, privikqonfarmers (established since



independence, these are private farmers who aneegr&rom 1 to 10 hectares of land or
sometimes more on a rental basis) have the righmiatce their own planting decisions, they
are often forced to grow cotton or wheat as pathefoverall plan for thkolkhozfrom which
their land was granted. Since the state procureplantfor thekolkhozis not reduced when

it grants land to dehkonfarmer, it only grants the land if the farmer agr¢o plant crops as
part of this plan (TACIS Regional Agricultural Dédepment Project, and my own
observation). The real aim of the reforms seent&t@ been to shift the financial
responsibility for agricultural enterprises frone thtate budget to the enterprises themselves,
thus the state can maintain control of the productif strategically important crops, while
minimising its financial burden (llkhamov 1998:544)

Thekolkhozand the household could be viewed as two sepacatgomies, the former
having a strong command economy character, coatt@y central government and directed
towards the eventual generation of foreign exchaage the latter geared to household
subsistence and petty commodity production forddmestic market and more or less
operating on free market principles. In common witiher dual economy models, however,
this is based on a distinction which cannot beasnstl when viewed at the local level. It is
not flexible enough to cover state and privatigatesenterprises which are not engaged in
production for export or import substitution, anslcethe non-manufacturing state sector such
as schools and hospitals. Neither does it takeaatount production within households of
goods for sale abroad and the cross border traditigities. Most importantly, by viewing
thekolkhozand households as separate sectors which intesaictvith external entities, this
model does not allow us to see how kibékhozand other state institutions can be ‘localised’
within modes of communal interaction. At the lolealel, as the case of Tohirjon shows, the
kolkhoz school, household plot etc. are all incorporatéal his income generating strategies,
and distinctions between formal and informal ecopotommand economy and free market,
state and household begin to break down. In odse¢ how the state can be incorporated
within local modes of interaction, we need to vigg interaction at the point of local
contact, the household and the village.

The household

It is difficult to make generalisations about whanstitutes a household as numerous
exceptions can be found to any ‘typical’ form tisidentified. Moreover, as Kandiyoti

(1999) has pointed out, residence in one housermapound cannot be used as a definition of

a household in rural Uzbekistan because severalagphouseholds may constitute a single
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unit of consumption or production or, converselgjragle household may contain more than
one independent family. | will begin by outlininget main characteristics of households in
the village where | conducted my research and tligruss modes of interaction within it.

Rural households in Uzbekistan have been destab patriarchal and extended with
brides kelin: from the Uzbek verkelmok to come) moving to the household of their
husband’s family (Lobacheva N. 1999, Poliakov 22, Monogarova P. 1969). The married
couple are settled either in separate one or t@mrstructures in the courtyard or in a single
room in the main house. These extended househslddly eat their meals together (living
bir gozon one cooking pot), and pooling the incomes ofralividuals into one household
budget bir kassg which is controlled by the, typically, male heafchousehold.

Residence of married sons with their childrethimithe main parental compounrdfta
eshik main door) is a temporary situation. One soniclfy the youngest, will continue
living in thekatta eshikwith his family, looking after his parents and émiting the property
on their death. It is the responsibility of the mhbusehold to build a separate house for the
other sons, though this can take many years, dapgod the availability of land from the
kolkhozand other material considerations. Even aftenalyahas settled away from the main
household, they may continue to live gozon bir kassa or both, for some years, with the
land belonging to the various households being @ik common and the head of #edta
eshikmaking all major decisions. | shall refer to ttyipe of arrangement as a ‘satellite’
household, as opposed to an extended househol@ ahé¢he separate families live in one
compound.

One principle, which lies at the heart of demisi to livebir gozonor bir kassa is the
responsibility of parents, or thatta eshikto pay for the life cycle rituals of their chitr;
circumcision feasts for boys, wedding celebrati@mgl building a house for married sons. |
calculated the expenditure on one wedding whichdessribed as above average. The
bride’s side spent over 950,080m(US$1350) on the dowry, furniture and the wedding
feast while the groom’s family spent 685,00m(US$ 970) on gifts to thieelin’s family,
clothes for the groom and the wedding feast it3élfs represents a very substantial
expenditur® and households start collecting items for dowwiade their daughters are still
young children. People estimated that it cost betwgS$500 and US$1000 to build a decent
two room house, the minimum acceptable for a n@stgblished household, while a
circumcisiontoi (feast) could cost about $200, the same as thdingtbi but without the
substantial gifts to the bride or groom’s familydahe dowry. Another large expense is

obtaining higher education, which can entail langdays on private courses to pass



university entrance tests and sometimes bribeslisAvstudy commissioned by the World
Bank (1999) which surveyed people’s attitudes teepty and its causes found that
respondents considered it a parent’s responsildigrrange for their children’s weddings
and provide them with a secure start in life, wmodans a house, household goods and
education beyond secondary school. They includedability to do this as a criterion in
defining whether a person was rich or well to daj aited as one of the causes of
impoverishment the need to meet the costs of wgddifhose who had already taken care of
this before the worsening economic situation sindependence were considered to be in an
advantageous position, they could ‘relax’.

While the need to provide for circumcision cellons, weddings and housing is an
important factor in decisions to remdiim kassaor bir qozon other factors are also
important. Levels of poverty have dramatically gesed since independence. Not only have
formal wages decreased, or ceased all togethBeindse okolkhozworkers, but prices of
consumer goods have increased so people’s buyiwgrge much reduced. In addition,
medical care and other services, which were frpadyided in the past, must now be paid
for. Even though medical care and hospital treatnseofficially free of charge, doctors and
nurses often demand substantial bribes befordrigepaitients. A number of writers have
identified reciprocal exchange through informalwks of kin, neighbours and friends as a
strategy for coping with material hardship as asligaining access to scarce resodrces
Maintaining a united income with separate househdane of the strategies used by
villagers to pool labour and to share costs argrisloreover, in a situation where access to
credit from banks or other ‘formal’ institutionsirmpossible for most people, the joint
income from extended or satellite households isrgoortant resource. | came across many
cases where one household member started a bydoressample a shop or a flour mill,
using joint household income to pay for the startasts.

As Kandiyoti (1999) observes, household compwsis a dynamic state, changing with
time and circumstances. Three brothers in thegallal normally lived completely
independently, but while they worked seasonallazakhstan as house builders, their wives
and children, who remained in the village, oncaragacamebir gozonwith the men’s
parental compound, which also sold off a bull ty fua the extra expenditure on food.
Moreover, the main household sometimes selectislebpses which members to retain tied
to the common budget and which to make indeperatmarding to need and material
constraints. A former truck driver and trader kiviewed reported that after he had moved

into a separate house site his parents kepbirkassawith the main compound for ten



years, until they had married off and settledfaiit children, because he made a good
income from his official salary and trading acties. At the same time, his elder brother, after
living with his family in the main household forygars, was immediately made independent
when he moved to a separate house because ofthisdome and large famfly

Rather than try to define the boundaries ofhbigsehold, a more productive approach is to
recognise that a household is a dynamic set dioakhips rather than a fixed entity, and to
identify the value systems or principles which sh#pgese relationships. In the context of
village households, the dominant principle is lyyr kassaandbir gozon The household
acts as a sort of ‘holding company’, coordinating projects of its various members, pooling
incomes and providing capital. The actual compasitf a household, who is included and
the degree to which members livie kassaandbir gozon is contingent upon the needs at a
particular time, which might include the obligatiohthe main household to provide for the
life cycle rituals of its members, education exganshe need to raise capital for income
generating projects an so on. Alongside this, argbhinciple operates, that each member
contributes what they are able to the common bualgets allotted from it what they are
judged to need, irrespective of their contributidbhe household as a whole is the unit of
consumption, income and expenditure and inequsléeto the contributions and benefits of
individual members are not considered. Ikramjor,gbcond oldest son in a household, had
apprenticed with a leather tanner and then sethupoown. He manages the business in
terms of day to day decisions independently froenrést of the household, through his
brothers contribute labour and the business isti@dly integrated within the household
budget. During my fieldwork, he decided he warntednter the Law Institute in Tashkent
and so increased the scale of his leather tanmpagations, taking on more apprentices. He
continued to hand over all the profits from thighe household budget controlled by his
father and told me that when the time comes hislyarould give him the money he needs.
Any excess cash generated at the present tim@nslblably be used to buy cattle, a savings
and investment strategykramjon does not consider the household budget‘bank’ where
the money he contributes now can be drawn outatatime on a directly proportional
basis, but he knows that the household wealthdbs built up in order to finance his studies
in the future.

In actuality access to resources is often uregad Kandiyoti (1999) has pointed out the
inferior access of women to money within rural Ugbeuseholds. In my own field work |
noticed that men attended community celebratiorspecial meals with other male friends or

colleagues, where the quality of food was much érighan normal meals at home, much
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more frequently than women, a fact men are oftdran@re of. While inequality of access to
resources is an important issue in itself, hema cancerned with how modes of interaction
within the household can be extended to wider castand identifying basic principles is
more important for this than actual inequalitiesabBow the needs of various household

members are assessed.

Spheres of communal participation

A villager told me that a household was a smahalld®, referring to the fact that his eldest
son who lives separately continues to contributé gfahis income to the parental household.
The villager regarded thmahallaas an arena of communal interaction and cooperatio
which he could use as an analogy for relationsiwitis own household. The collection of
articles edited by Carsten (2000) use the ternateelness’ to encompass emotional and
social ties beyond the bounds conventionally definethe study of kinship relations.
Stafford’s contribution is particularly relevantnwoy topic. He describes the ‘cycle of
laiwand, the building up of relatedness within a commuitmong people not related by
kinship through mutual assistance, reciprocal exgha of money at wedding ceremonies,
through ‘small actions and interactions’. He argtieglaiwang can be characterised as an
extension of the ‘cycle ofand, the system of mutual obligations between parants
children within the household, which similarly eifgahe transfer of money and the sharing
of food. In bothHaiwangandyang transfers create an obligation on the part ofdéogient to
return them at a later date, though not necesgartlye same form.

While Stafford’s account extends modes of irtgoa within households to wider contexts,
laiwang andyangare based on a form of ‘balanced’ or ‘generalisediprocity, to use
Sahlins’ terms, which are not a suitable idiomdescribing théir gozon bir kassarelations
| have described. Moreover, | argue that ‘relatedhis not necessarilyreatedthrough
exchange, but that belonging to a social unitfits@ries with it certain modes of interaction,
and that the composition of the social unit is eatually determined by shared interest.

When talking about interaction beyond the hookkm rural Uzbekistan, it is important to
distinguish between contexts where participantdrdmrie and benefit equally, and where
contributions and benefits relate to ability anésheAn example of the former would be the
chyornaya kassaa form of rotating credit group where membersticbuate a fixed amount to
a common fund at regular intervals and take tusnedeive it. The groups | came across in
the village all consisted of work colleagues, ameldamount to be contributed was usually

calculated in terms of kilos of beef in order tongensate for high inflation, though in one
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group the ‘target’ each month was the amount netaledy a certain television set. A
gathering which shares some of the characterisfittsechyornaya kass# thegap though
this has a more social basisgApis an occasion when a group of work colleaguédatives,
classmates from university or school etc. regularget over a meal, taking turns as host or
gathering in a restaurant. In some groups, mongylbaaollected from participants and
given to the host. This may be just enough to payife food or it may provide a little extra
for the host, in which case tlgapalso serves as a form of rotating credit group, tars is
particularly true for women’gaps™. While capital may be raised in this way, gapis
primarily an occasion of communal consumption avaability, and as with thehyornaya
kassaparticipants contribute equally.

In contrast to interaction on the basis of #iriequal contributions, in certain contexts
participants within a project contribute only aaliag to their means and benefit equally,
irrespective of the size of that contribution. Hear before | arrived in the village, Kamol-
aka, the father of the largest private farmer ethlage, organised the asphalting of a main
road. He had previously tried unsuccessfully tepade th@gsoqo] mulla and elders of his
mahallato hand over money raised for the renovation efrtfosque, but which had not been
spent because the mosque was closed by the govaraatlorities in response to Islamic
extremist activitie¥. When they refused, he raised money from housetatthg the road
(Kamol-aka himself is a member of one of these)famah residents of two oth@nahallas
who also benefited from the access the road prdvi@lach household contributed what it
could afford. Kamol-aka contributed 10,080m a wealthy pharmacist gave 5000, and
typical contributions from other households wer@@8umor less. He obtained tractors from
thekolkhozand negotiated with a local factory for materigile 1 was conducting my
research, he was planning to organise the surfadiother roads in theahallaand was
again trying to drum up support from residentsusing the money raised for the mosque. He
had already persuaded tkakhozauthorities to provide tractors and fuel and reydrivers’
salaries. All participants in the project, incluglithekolkhoz contributed according to their
means while all benefited equally from the outcome.

Money is not the only medium through which iatron beyond the household takes place
on this basisHashar, the contribution of labour to community projeotsthe production
efforts of other households without monetary rewaadommon and occurs in a variety of
contexts. A common occasion is house building.agdirs claim that during the Soviet period
the wholemahallaor village would cooperate in building residentialuses and this was

organised by thegsoqolof themahallawhere the house was being built. Nowadays only
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people who maintain close social relations to tHmskling the house will contribute labour.
Villagers said that people have less time to sga@ghaps because it takes much more time
and effort to make a living now than during the 8bperiod.Hasharis also used for work

on private plots, and again those participatingaliginave a close social relationship with the
plot owner. The ‘host’ of theasharwill usually provide a meal and if crops are hated
participants may be given a share, though thigigalculated in proportion to the work

done. This is true even when thashar is organised to harvest crops for market sale |&Vhi
the norm is that participants contribute labourffee, | came across some cases where such
labour was paid for, though at rates well belowrttegket rate.

Hasharmight seem to belong to a different category ftbmroad building project, in that
only one party benefits while others contributeola However, this is not simply a system
for the reciprocal exchange of labour, ‘I will helpu with your harvest and you will help me
with mine’. The sisters of one man, Muratbey, wiad Imarried and moved into their
husbands’ household, regularly worked on his platls their children, while their brother
did not reciprocate by working on their plots. Gugter lived in a town and her household
did not have any cultivable land. Moreover, Murgtbdrother’s son also worked on his
plots while his own children were too young to e same on his brother’s land in return. At
other times, however, Muratbey had helped hisrsisie a number of ways. He give one of
his sisters enough money to organise the papernngeotved in obtaining a new job, and he
negotiated for the rental of some land fromkb&hozon behalf of another, as he was on
better terms with the brigadier responsilblasharis only one part of a wider relationship
based on common interest and mutual aid which epasses not only kin, but also former
classmates, neighbours and others.

It is possible to identify a sphere of interantiincluding the household but also extending
beyond it in certain contexts, which is marked bpgiples of communal participation,
contribution and benefit. These spheres, whichallstall ‘spheres of communal
participation’, may be fairly constant through tinseich as the household, or actualised for a
limited period as in the case of a road buildingjget. The participants within the sphere are
similarly determined by the nature of the projectuestion, and thielkhoz other state
institutions and the state itself can be includeddrtain contexts. Villagers expressed the
view that thekolkhozwas a communal resource, an institution which isathpobligated to
look after the general wellbeing of the communéther than be for the benefit of specific
individuals. One villager disapproved of privatenfis because they took land away from the

kolkhozand the general community and placed it undecdmérol of a single household.
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Another asserted that thkelkhozwas only a collective in name, not in reality, grnicdid not
have enough income to supply the needs of the peoql could not pay salaries. It was not a
real collective because its administration appaipd all the income for themselves. ‘We are
also part of th&olkhoz, said one teacher when he told me he was uskajkihozcombine to
process wheat grown on his own household plots.

In its past and present activities, Kodkhozoften realised this role. During the Soviet
period thekolkhozprovided the village with roads, electricity arasgand built the schools,
while the central government paid teachers’ sadaarel provided the equipment. People
definitely felt that thekolkhozhad provided these things rather than the cegtragrnment.
Now, even though it does not have the resourcpsodde or maintain the village
infrastructure as was its responsibility in Sowietes, it still supports the village as a whole
where it can. Land for private plots comes frootkhozland and is granted to anyone who is
a permanent resident whether they work forkbi&hozor not, and it also provides the water
which irrigates these plots free of charge. Inghst thekolkhozhas also given land for the
building of communal structures such as mosquesgyeaceyards. | have already described
how thekolkhozparticipates in community projects such as thédalsipg of a dirt road,
something it should have been responsible fordmkd the resources to carry out on its own,
and thekolkhozsponsors cultural and sporting events, though mieh reduced scale than
in the past. During my fieldwork it contributedttoe prize money for a football competition,
and organised a concert in the yard of one of thedls.

Social services such as schools and healthfaaitiies can also fall into this sphere.
Wealthy individuals often financially support suaititutions, much as theolkhozdid in the
past, and when the village school approached mafena contribution of 108umeach to
carry out some repairs, a wealthy private cattiemé and the largest trader in the village
each contributed 10,0um In a similar way, each household contributecherenovation
of a health centre in the village. Private spontsiprsef state-provided social services is not
confined to the village. In a nearby town | visieedchool which was sponsored by the
owners of two local factories, one of whom had atswvated another school himself.

The state, as an encompassing idea connectisgholds with state institutions, such as
schools and hospitals, and the hierarchy of goventrmdministration, can conceptually be
included in the sphere of communal participatiblough more as an extension of principle
than in practical activity. | was present duringoaversation between a knife maker and a
teacher at the village school where the knife maggretted that he had never done any work

for ‘society’ (jamiya uchui), by which he meant working for ttk@lkhoz school or other
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state or social institution, but had always workesately for himself. When later | brought
up the subject with the teacher, he said that queoele in the village only worked for
themselves, they only kept cows, paid no tax testhte and didn’t care about the people
around them. Keeping livestock is a savings andstment strategy which most people
engage in, including the teacher. However, mogh®fvork involved, from growing the
maize for fodder to feeding and selling the animeds be undertaken within the household
without recourse to outside help. | think the teachias using the keeping of livestock as a
metaphor for income generating activities whichehbttle benefit for the wider community
and entail minimal interaction with it. It is alggeresting that both the knife maker and the
teacher viewed working in a state institution aaglipg taxes as contributing to society. In
return for taxes the state pays salaries, pensiod®ther benefits.

A central feature of spheres of communal pgrétion is that the aims of the project around
which it is mobilised address the material integ@gtparticipants, and the closer these aims
are, the greater is the sense of being part afglesconsumption, production or expenditure
unit. A group of households participating in thelthng of a road form a much more distinct
group in terms of their actual contributions of éinlebour and money, than the more
generalised sentiments that #wkhozought to function for the good of the whole
community, or the even further generalised noti@t paying taxes or working in the ‘social
sector’ is a way of contributing to the state aagined as the larger, encompassing
community. Thekolkhozor state institutions such as schools and heealttres are included
within the sphere of participation in a much mooearete manner when they are the object
of a project of more immediate benefit to particifsa as in cases where parents are asked to
contribute to renovation work of a school, or wileey are one of the participating agents in
a project, for example when tkelkhozprovides tractors and fuel to transport the makeoi
build a road.

At the same time, material interest is not thiy ¢hing which unites participants. Spheres
of communal participation are actualised withiroaial context which values active
participation within a community. Rassudova (1988)ws how common material interest
was combined with membership in a single socidl imrthe area around Samarkand in the
19" century. She writes that a number of villages veatérom a single main canal formed a
water managing unit, electing a representativeipessise the watering of fields, the buying
and selling of land, cleaning and maintenance @intlain canal and crop rotation. Each
village contributed labour for any necessary warklioportion to the water it received. The

villages making up such a unit were knowrgagonsheriksharing one cooking pot)
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reflecting the fact that they constituted a sourat as well, jointly owning large cooking pots
for communal feasts and mutually attending eackrathois. The spatial distribution of
cultivated plots reproduced settlement patternseslential neighbours would also cultivate
neighbouring fields. Each household cultivatedrtted independently but pooled animal
power and labour when necessary with cultivatonsesghbouring plots, for example at
harvest time or for ploughing. This exchange oblabwas also known dsshar for which

no monetary payment was given.

Thekolkhozand other state institutions took over the regutadf the irrigation
infrastructure and the distribution of land frone gbre-Revolutionary local community
organisations, which in the past encompasseddal lasers within a cooperative productive
and social unit. At the same time, however, thalidé active participation in the community
has remained and is actualised in a number of wagtended aiftar in the village, the first
meal after sunset to break the fast during Ramaban host invited thenahallaogsoqo] the
mulla and other older men from the two neighboustrgets and the reason he gave for
organising the meal was to show respect to thdsadihg, to repay the times his father (now
deceased) had attended similar gatherings in Hiage, and because he had not hetd-a
like celebration for the past five years sinceyuangest sister’s marriage. Households
sometimes host feasts for their neighbours in bse@ace of a recent marriage or circumcision
toi as a way of ‘paying back’ for the celebrationsythave attended, and of participating in
the social life of thenahalla

People earn respect in the village through dmuning to the community around them. Rich
people are expected to contribute more than tlseved off, but the fact of the contribution
is more important than the actual amount. Thisrdmuntion does not have to be financial, and
is more about fully taking part in community lifEhe teacher who talked about working for
society, said that for him this meant meeting artdracting with colleagues at school and
helping his neighbours where he can. He mentionadhe had a neighbour who was too
poor to contribute financially to common projects twvas always ready with advice, meaning
that he was prepared to participate within the camity, and was therefore respected. A
successful trader was respected because he wagsakaly to contribute, whereas a private
cattle farmer was criticised for only having stdrievolving himself in the community since
he went on pilgrimage to Mecca ten years ago, bekdrich he just looked out for himself
and his family. When the villagers who just kepivsaare criticised, it was not just that they
do not pay taxes, but more importantly that theydbcare about the people around them,

they ‘only think about their cows’ and do not peifiate in the social life of the community.
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There is an ideal of active participation witktie community, where the level of
contribution is less important than the fact of mgka contribution, and where each is
expected to contribute according to their abilityorder to be realised in action, within
spheres of communal participation, a degree ofesharaterial interest is important, and the
household is the domain where the sense of sharest is most completely experienced.
While participants in a road building project manstitute a single unit within the limited
context of that project, household members aregdattemporally continuous project which
encompasses the whole life experiences of its menbmlividual state institutions can be
incorporated within spheres of communal participateither as a participant alongside
households, as in the case of kisékhozwithin the road building project, or as an objetca
project. The state can also be incorporated, iimptactical action, then as the imagined,
encompassing community within which individuals drmadiseholds are expected to actively
participate through paying taxes and working irciab institutions such as theolkhozor the

school.

Conclusion

| recognise that as far as the relationship betweerseholds and state institutions are
concerned, or how the state is imagined by indiislin rural Uzbekistan, the incorporation
of the state within spheres of participation isyquéirt of the story. In other contexts the state
may indeed exist as a reified entity external ®itidividual, as Mitchell argues, and
llkhamov’s distinction between a central governmmoritrolled command-type economy and
a market oriented household economy is useful fideetstanding much of the relationship
between government authorities, #wdkhozand rural households. However, the state is
imagined by individuals in a multidimensional wand while it may be imagined and treated
as an external entity, perhaps to be resistedaideas, state institutions can also be
incorporated within local systems of value. Dualremmy models make a distinction between
formal and informal sectors, the public and thegte, which draws boundaries around the
state, household and economy, and places eackepasate domain. When viewed at the
level of local interactions these distinctions irdawn, and we can see how state institutions
can be drawn into local modes of interaction, rsoéxternal entities but as participating

partners.
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1In contrast to the legitimate market/black marieidel, the Soviet state operated as an econorny tha
commonly had two kinds of transactions within lite tofficial dealings, announced and recorded, hoset of
the second economy, which were not. This meantltgasecond economy was virtually co-extensive with
whole economy, and involved almost the whole pautato at least some extent. In addition, toldwal
economy operating by means of controls, plansctires, quotas and the like, the second economyergaesi-
market arrangements available for the whole ofetgdn respect to at least part of the materiatisesd the
people.’ (Kurkchiyan 2000:84)

2 This is also the definition used by Sik (1992) vaiedines the second economy as activity outsidesdleélist
sector.

% ‘The shadow economy was not an independent ditya corollary to the official economy; it was tteadow
economy that permitted the official economy to fimt, and visa versa. The two economies were miytual
dependent and shaded off one into the other; sephrach would have ceased to exist. Put simpdyetwas
really one economy with a dual aspect: some aigsvitere legal, others were not; some illegal #&ivwere
condoned, but not all. And the determination mdterothan not was arbitrary.” (Kotkin 1995:274)

* ‘The informal economy has been reduced to aativithat cannot be called by any names other theaticky
and corruption — activities such as tax evasiaalstg from employers, illegal contracts, bribirgificians and
officials, money laundering, and so forth.” (Kurkgdn 2000:96)

® Although the banks granting credit to agricultugaterprises are officially non-state their finaniccomes
from the State Central Bank which controls theiemggpions.

® | conducted a survey of incomes of 20 househaidse village. This was not a random sample butessmted
a range of income levels and occupations. In tsme, combined household incomes (including cffici
salaries, pensions and other transfer paymentstieratate, income from agricultural activity, atbesinesses
and trade) ranged from 18,500 to 119,820nper month.

" On the use of networks as a coping strategy irasiins of material hardship, Kandiyoti (1998)tasiabout
women’sgaps(rotating credit societies) in Uzbekistan, HoodfE97) and Singerman (1995) describe the use
of informal networks in Cairo, and Ledeneva (19883cribedlat networks or relations in accessing scarce
goods and services in Soviet Russia.

8 Kandiyoti (1999:504) gives a similar example afidow living on the low income provided by a pensisho
decided not to share her cooking pot with her esterand his family since she could no longer dfforfeed
them all, but instead remainéd@ qozononly with her younger disabled son and his family.

° Raising cattle for beef is a very popular methbdaving. While the price of most agricultural puoé
fluctuates dramatically from season to seasonptive of beef usually rises steadily and keeps patte
inflation.

1% A mahallais a territorially based residential and sociat,ureaded by angsogolchosen by residents. The
ogsoqo] mulla, and older, respected residents play amitapt role in settling disputes within theahallg

upholding moral and social norms, and superviseddficlate at communal celebrations such as wedthigy

17



Themahallacollectively owns cooking equipment, crockery lésbetc. for use at these celebrations purchased
from contributions from residents. See Basilov @9fr an account ahahallasin a Fergana Valley village.
1 See Kandiyoti (1998) for an account of womegeps

12 After 1985 and the relaxing of restrictions origielus freedoms mosques in the village were reopeane
new ones were built, and mosque attendance inatdagber after independence. After incidents inimg
Islamic opposition elements in 1995 in the nealibyaf Namangan all the mosques in the village pxome
were once more closed, or rather, the authoritilesgeople not to attend them although they weteantually
boarded up. In the case of the mosque | am wrabmayt, villagers told me that tihaion authorities closed the
mosque on the pretext that it did not have a prgasrand electricity meter. Money was raised froaialla
residents to remedy this and a delegation wastgetdijan (the seat of théloyat (provincial) government)
and to the capital Tashkent to petition for thepgong of the mosque but this was refused. Itissrtioney
which the father of the cattle farmer wanted to fesdhe road surfacing project.
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