‘Visible Impacts’. Extract from A Barry, Material Politics: Disputes along the
Pipeline, Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 116-128.
South of Baku the mark of the early history of the oil industry is clearly visible. Rusting
oil pumps and pipes litter the polluted landscape. By contrast, BP described the BakuTbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) oil pipeline as “safe, silent, and unseen” (BP 2004, 2011). In the
company's account, the pipeline would be buried, roads would be repaired, and the rural
landscape would be restored to its former state. There would be no rusting pipes or
rubbish visible on the ground, while the material consequences of the pipeline would
flow indirectly through state budgets and community investment programmes. All that
would be visible between Baku and Ceyhan would be a few pumping stations, a series of
orange and yellow signs marking the route, and a further series of signs warning that the
pipeline operated under high pressure and that earthworks should be avoided in its
vicinity.i One of the critical differences between the older oil industry and a pipeline built
according to the new principles of corporate social and environmental responsibility was
that the newer form should literally disappear from view:ii
Pipelines are the safest, most secure method of transporting crude oil –
particularly when buried underground as the BTC pipeline is along the entire
route. The only installations above the ground will be eight pumping and/or
metering stations and unobtrusive block valves every 20km or so. All will be
designed to cause minimal intrusion into the landscape and the lives of local
communities… Once the pipeline has been buried reinstatement will ensure that
the landscape returns as closely as possible to its original condition – leaving little
if any evidence of the pipeline's presence for the remainder of its 40-year
operational life” (BTC 2003: 7 and 21, emphases added).
If the pipeline was going to be physically invisible, then its impact on the environment
would be made visible through the production of copious quantities of information. In
other words, its invisibility — lying beneath the surface, and not disturbing its
environment — had to be demonstrable and made public. Reinstatement did not just
have to occur, but had to be shown to have occurred. Indeed, a panel of senior industry
and government figures set up by BP to advise senior management about the
development became particularly concerned about the ‘real problem’ in getting the
Turkish company, Botaş, and the Turkish government to addressing the question of
reinstatement (BTC/CDAP 2004: 5, see also BTC/CDAP 2007)iii, and the question of
the quality of reinstatement continued to remain a critical issue for the lenders group
independent environmental consultant (e.g. BTC/IEC 2010). The invisibility of the
pipeline — expressed in the ideal of reinstatement —would itself have to conform to
transnational standards.iv The intrusion of the pipeline into the landscape and the lives of
local communities needed to be assessed so that it could be minimised. Evidence would
need to be collected about the pipeline’s presence throughout its life in order to check
that there was little, if any, evidence of its presence. In this way, the construction of the
BTC pipeline was expected to embody a core principle of ethical capitalism: that its
impacts should become visibly invisible.
In this chapter I focus on the idea of impact, and the emergence of disputes over the
question of what the impact of pipeline construction had been or might be in the future.
This focus on impact directs us towards the relationship between two distinct ways of
thinking about environmental governance. On the hand, as I have suggested, the idea of
impact has become critical to the discourse and practice of what I have termed ethical
capitalism. Negative environmental impacts are expected to be anticipated, minimised or
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reduced through a variety of what Bulkeley and Watson, following Foucault, call “modes
of governing” that include, for example, disposal, diversion, eco-efficiency and recycling
(Bulkeley and Watson 2007: 2740; see also Lemos and Agrawal 2006, Bridge and
Perreault 2009). Reinstatement can be seen as another environmental mode of governing
in these terms. On the other hand, the notion of impact points to a very different
approach to the study of environmental governance that dwells not so much on the
discourse or practice of modes of governing, but on the materiality of the environment
that it is intended will be managed (Gregson and Crang 2010). Impact implies the
existence of a material force that has a physical effect on something else, such as the
impact of aircraft noise on a town, or the impact of chemical pollution from a
metallurgical factory on a nearby farm (cf Callon 1998b: 245). This latter sense of the
term impact directs us towards an interest in the nature of the materiality and force of
things that have an impact, as well as the persons and materials that are impacted upon
(Barry 2005, Bennett 2005, Braun 2008b, Bennett and Joyce 2010, Braun and Whatmore
2010, Gregson and Crang 2010: 1028).
In this chapter I develop two arguments that draw together these two contrasting
accounts of impact: one concerns environmental impact as an object of modes of
governing; the other concerns the materiality of things that are the cause or consequence
of impacts. I argue, first of all, for the importance of distinguishing between two ways in
which impacts can be understood. One way of conceptualising impact is in the terms of
what I will call an informed impact. This idea points to how environmental problems are
constituted as “impacts” through multiple methods and techniques, including modelling,
sampling, epidemiological studies and direct observation (Callon 1998b: 259, Latour
1999: 24-79, Landström et al 2011). Scientists concerned with the problem of
environmental impacts do not aim to grasp such issues in all of their complexity; their
work is expected to enact impacts in forms that render them amenable to management.
Impacts do not exist independently of their enactment. Rather, by understanding an
event such as traffic noise or river pollution as a (possible) “impact”, it is given a new
existence. It becomes something about which information should be produced, in order
to determine whether it should be treated as an impact or not. In this way, scientific
research on environmental impacts can be likened to a form of medical investigation
concerned with determining the nature of a disease in the patient’s body. The medical
doctor does not attempt to understand the body as a totality but, working with other
specialists and deploying a variety of techniques, multiplies the forms of the existence of
the disease (Mol 2002: 119, Barry 2005). Likewise, the environmental scientist concerned
with the problem of the impacts of construction work does not need to conceptualise
the environment as a totality or system; rather, the environment is abstracted the impacts
in a diversity of informational forms in order to determine who or what is responsible
for them. Nonetheless, the abstraction of environmental impact should not be
understood as a projection of scientific categories onto nature. Rather as AN Whitehead
argued, “abstraction expresses nature’s mode of interaction and is not merely mental.
When it abstracts, thought is merely conforming to nature” (Whitehead 1927: 25-26,
Halewood 2011: 147-148).
However, the idea that impacts can be abstracted, isolated and managed can be
contrasted with the idea of what I term an evental impact. This refers to all those ways in
which impacts often have many causes and contain multiple elements, which cannot be
rendered into objects of scientific analysis for “it requires no illustration to assure you
that an event is a complex fact, and the relations between two events form an almost
impenetrable maze” (Whitehead 1920: 78). The notion of the evental impact directs us
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towards “the impenetrable maze” of relations that could enter into any particular impact,
including those that cannot readily be measured or assessed but are discernable
nonetheless. The anger and frustration of villagers at the lack of response of the BTC
company or the World Bank to a grievance, for example, could form part of the evental
impact of construction work, which is not recorded. At the same time, the assessments
of environmental impacts that help to constitute what I have termed informed impacts
are likely themselves to have a further impact that could be difficult to determine, and
evental in form.
The second argument developed in this chapter concerns the space constituted by the
impact of the construction and operation of the pipeline. In the last chapter we saw how
the oil company established a series of “corridors”, the width of which was determined at
an early stage in the project. Impacts, however, cannot fully be determined in advance,
even if some of them may be anticipated. Specific impacts may be unexpected, and their
nature and extent is often uncertain. They are the emergent effect of particular
circumstances. Equally importantly, we cannot assume that the space given by the
existence of various impacts corresponds to the width of the pipeline corridors. On the
one hand, many things existing within the pipeline corridors, such as polluted streams or
damaged buildings, which could in principle be considered to be the impact of
construction work, may have predated the construction of the pipeline. On the other
hand, the impact of pipeline construction work is likely to go beyond the limits of the
pipeline corridors. While the informational space of the pipeline corridors maps onto a
narrow strip of land, the space of impact projects a more complex topology (Murdoch
2006, Blok 2010). Not everything that occurs within the pipeline corridors can be
enacted as an impact, but some things that occur beyond the pipeline corridors could be.
In this way, the assessment of impacts folds a series of dispersed and specific materials
together into a heterogeneous and shifting field of events. While “affected communities”
were thought to exist within a well-defined corridor, informed impacts could not
necessarily be contained in this way. As we shall see, the difference and interference
between these two spatial forms contributed on occasion to the emergence of disputes.
Impacts can take diverse forms and they can be localised or dispersed. In the
development of the BTC pipeline, it was particular cracks or sets of cracks in buildings,
pipes and walls that came to have remarkable transnational significance. Indeed,
throughout my fieldwork, environmentalists, pipeline workers, oil company employees
and villagers frequently drew my attention to the existence of specific cracks, gave me
photographs of cracks, or encouraged me to drive to see cracks and take photographs of
them myself. After all, the evident presence of a crack cannot simply be explained away
as an ideological projection or the product of a fertile imagination (Barry 2002). The
presence of cracks seemed, for many observers, to lead to abductive conclusions: they
pointed to the existence of larger forces that had caused them to occur. Caroline
Humphrey notes that in Russia, the presence of surface contamination and rusting
equipment and pipes can be experienced as the all too obvious consequences of the
decline of the post-soviet political system (Humphrey 2003). In the case of the BTC
pipeline, cracks were taken to be clues that pointed to the existence of defects in the
ethical project of which they were a part.
In this chapter I focus on two contrasting instances, both in Georgia, in which the
significance of cracks in buildings became matters of dispute. One set of cracks occurred
in houses and walls in Dgvari in the Lesser Caucasus, a village that became the focus of
an extraordinary level of transnational interest over several years. The other existed in a
number of houses along the side of a road in the village of Sagrasheni, not far from
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Tbilisi. Both sets of cracks were drawn to the attention of the ombudsman of the IFC in
Washington DC, and both were investigated by consultants working for the BTC
company, as well as by the Georgian NGO, Green Alternative. These contrasting cases
point to how the assessment of impact contributes to the formation of a contested
topology. At the same time, they indicate the complexity of the ways in which the
behaviour of materials is mediated through the assessment of impact.
Landslides
In the process of making an episode for a short series of documentary films on the oil
industry, a crew from a British independent television company visited the village of
Dgvari, near the edge of the Borjomi-Kharagauli National Park in south-west Georgia,
accompanied by a member of the Georgian environmental NGO, Green Alternative.
The group was watched by members of a different NGO that, according to Green
Alternative, had been set up by the Georgian International Oil Corporation (GIOC) to
support the construction of the pipeline. One of the producers of the documentary
described the visit:
“The NGO people [from the second NGO] watched us as we interviewed
villagers whose houses were literally sliding down the valley in this geologically
unstable area of Georgia. Many villagers think that the pipeline will make the
landslides worse, and some were clearly disconcerted by the presence of the
dozen or so other visitors. Keti [from Green Alternative] also seemed somewhat
intimidated by them… When we got back to the hotel, we too started to fell
intimated. There to greet us was a group of people from the NGO, with a camera
crew and the local governor. They demanded to know who we were, and the
governor asked us for our papers. He went on to accuse our fixer, Natalia, of
being against the pipeline, and told us that we would come to regret what we had
done that day” (BBC 2005).
The visit of the documentary film-makers to Dgvari was brief, but their experience is
nonetheless instructive. Despite the presence of the Georgian environmental NGO and
the brief mention of the occurrence of landslides, the television company did not present
the problem of the village as an environmental one.v In the logic of the film, the village
was situated in the midst of a struggle for power between progressive elements of civil
society and shadowy elements of the state. The focus of the film-makers’ interest was on
the relationship between the two Georgian NGOs and the villagers, and the sense of
tension and threat that they generated. In one sequence, the men who were observing the
film-makers as they talked to villagers can be seen in the background. According to the
film, these were the circumstances within which the pipeline would be constructed and
to which it would contribute in the future. Viewed in this way, the conflict in Dgvari was
but one element of a wider conflict between oppositional parties: civil society and media
organisations on the one hand, and the Georgian state on the other (Hamilton 2004,
Manning 2007). The landslide was not something that needed further analysis in this
context; it merely contributed to a sense of the instability of the setting and the tragedy
of the village. In other sequences, further threats to the pipeline were sketched, including
the potential for renewed warfare in Nagorno-Karabakh, and the on-going conflict
between the Turkish army and the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) in South-Eastern
Turkey. In effect, the environmental disturbance of a village became a synecdoche to
describe the instability of the region as a whole. The documentary did not provide an
account of the environmental impact of pipeline construction, but developed a general
sense of an atmosphere of threat, intimidation and uncertainty.
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The British documentary film-makers were not, however, the only outsiders to come to
the village of Dgvari. Others who came to the valley included: social researchers from
consultancies and international financial institutions (BTC/SRAP 2004b: C-43;
BTC/SRAP 2005: C-46; IFC/CAO 2004a&b, 2008); geoscientists; archaeologists
(BTC/ESAP 2002: 96); officials; journalists from the US (Rondeaux 2004), the UK,
Australia and Denmark;vi international NGO “fact-finding missions” (Bank Information
Center et al 2003, Center for Civic Initiatives 2003); a Georgian documentary film-maker
supported by the French television channel Arte (Kirtadze 2005); an American
photojournalist who published her work in National Geographic (Rivkin 2011); and
myself. No doubt many of these visitors were shown the same cracks — that run down
the walls and across the terraces of many of the village houses — as I was shown when
visiting Dgvari together with a member of the Georgian Young Lawyers Association
(GYLA). These cracks were repeatedly observed over several years, and accounts of their
existence were circulated worldwide, in reports and political pamphlets, on websites, and
on film. For a period, this tiny village of approximately 115 households became a site of
global interest. Its landslides and cracks became objects of what John Urry once termed
the “tourist gaze” (Urry 1995).
According to international NGOs, the residents of Dgvari believed that the construction
of the pipeline could increase the severity of the landslides in the village (Bank
Information Center et al 2003: 6, Green Alternative et al 2004). The BTC company and
the IFIs argued, however, that there was little relation between the construction of the
pipeline and the occurrence of landslides. It was true that Dgvari was suffering from
increasingly frequent landslides that were progressively rendering its houses unsafe, and it
had already been acknowledged by the Georgian government that the village should be
moved as a result. Indeed, in 2003, geologists from the Georgian State Department of
Geology had completed an initial assessment of the civil engineering and geo-dynamics
of the village and confirmed, according to the IFC, that “it was not possible to stabilize
the landslide area and that Dgvari should be relocated to a safer location” (CAO 2004:
5). The IFC felt that the condition of the village was a matter for the government and
not, therefore, a problem for which the oil company should take responsibility (IFC
2003a: 31-32). One informant working in the valley reckoned the landslides might have
been exacerbated by illegal logging, which was known to occur in the area (BTC/SRAP
2004b: C-43), but they were certainly not caused by construction work. The problem is
one familiar to environmental geographers (Guthrie 2002, Goudie 2006). The villagers
were only approaching the oil company, in this man’s view, because the company actually
might be persuaded to address the problem, while the government had not acted yet and
still might not act in the future.
Moreover, geoscientists paid by the BTC company confirmed that there was no relation
between the pipeline and the likelihood of landslides (BTC/SR 2005: 11). They agreed
that the problem facing the villagers was critical, taking numerous photographs and
detailing the number of houses already suffering serious damage including
cracking.Whereas the documentary film-makers, international NGOs and Georgian
environmentalists drew attention to the imminent arrival of the oil company, the
geoscientists recognized that there were longer term processes at work. As a later report
by a team of Georgian geoscientists noted “the land-slide territory [of Dgvari] unites
deformation zones of quite different generation, age, mechanism, kinematics and depth
deposition” (Tatashidzet et al 2006). Certainly landslides had occurred in the valley even
before the village was built.

5

In suffering from landslides, Dgvari was not at all unusual: throughout the region the
landscape was gradually being forced upwards, and other villages had had to be resettled
during the Soviet period. Landslides were most likely to occur not because of the
construction of the pipeline, but because of periods of high rainfall or earthquake activity
(Shiston et al 2004, Lee 2006). Human activity could also have contributed, primarily on
account of leaking water pipes and the discharge of domestic water and sewage. The
study attended to the interaction of society and the physical environment, linking an
analysis of the geomorphology of the valley and the risk of landslides, to an account of
the stability of Dgvari’s houses. The analysis had to be based on the judgement on the
knowledge and experience of the scientists , based not just on their observations in the
village and the valley in which it was situated but on the limited “information about the
possibility of landslide triggering events across Georgia” (Lee 2006: 454). On the basis of
the report, as well as the earlier work of the Georgian scientists, it was acknowledged that
a long term solution to the problem would almost certainly involve relocation (CAO
2004). Nonetheless, landslide risk assessment could not offer an explanation as to why
the villagers sought to appeal to the oil company rather than the government. Nor would
it have involved any examination of why the valley was economically impoverished or
why its infrastructure was so poor. Nor was the study concerned with the relations
between the villagers and the residents of other villages in the valley. Green Alternative
welcomed the confirmation that Dgvari was suffering from landslides but, given the
absence of any account of pipeline construction, questioned the consultants’ conclusion
that “future construction and operational activities associated with the BTC pipeline
would have no impact on the Dgvari village landslide system and therefore would have
no impact on any further ground movement”(quoted in Green Alternative 2004a).
Moreover, according to the environmentalists, the earlier Georgian government study of
Dgvari was never completed, as the project had been terminated due to “lack of funds”
(Green Alternative et al 2004: 18). The villagers themselves received a letter from the
Georgian International Oil Company (GIOC) summarizing the conclusions of the BTC
report (BTC/SRAP 2004b: C-43).
But to understand why Dgvari should have attracted so much interest it is not sufficient
to know about its relation to the landslide system. We also need to understand its specific
relation to the route of the pipeline. The village lies near the end of the valley, on the
other side from the pipeline, which ran much closer to the adjoining village of Tadzrisi,
and Sakire, a village located higher up on the opposite slope to Dgvari. Yet despite its
proximity to the route, the village had been omitted from the Environmental and Social
Impact Assessment and Resettlement Action Plan. While the impact of pipeline
construction on Tadzrisi and Sakire had had been assessed, and the residents of Tadzrisi
and Sakire had been consulted face to face, the impact on Dgvari had not been assessed
and the residents had not been directly consulted (BTC/RAP 2002a: V-2). Moreover the
location of Dgvari was also not given by BTC on a map of “settlements along the
pipeline route”. It was this omission that provided the basis for a complaint by the
villagers and Green Alternative to the World Bank ombudsman: their claim was that
“unfortunately the sponsor ‘forgot’ to study the impact of BTC construction on this
village” (Green Alternative 2004a: 1-2, CEE Bankwatch 2006: 41-42). In practice Dgvari
had figured in the BTC ESIA but only as a potential site of “cultural heritage”
(BTC/ESAP 2002: 96) that was said to include burial mounds and pit tombs from the
Middle Bronze Age (BTC/ESIA 2002f: 14).
Whatever its direct environmental impact might have been, the construction of the
pipeline did affect the village profoundly, given its specific relation to what I have called
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the informational space of the pipeline. This had three aspects. First, as Green
Alternative argued, Dgvari was located within 2km of the pipeline route, and it should
have been consulted as an “affected community” or included within the environmental
and social impact assessment report. Secondly, the villagers mistrusted the findings of the
BTC consultants’ study (IFC/CAO 2008: 5-6). After all, “the 44m construction corridor
crossed one of the landslide zones” near the village and other landslide sections were
only 150m from the corridor (Green Alternative 2004a: 3). Yet, according to Green
Alternative, the BTC consultants’ report had only briefly considered the impact of
pipeline construction on the prevalence of landslides (CEE Bankwatch 2006: 42), and
had not considered the view of a Georgian geologist that the landslides might have an
impact on the pipeline (IFC/CAO 2008: 5-6). Thirdly, while some of the residents of the
neighbouring village of Tadzrisi had been eligible for substantial compensation from the
oil company, for both privately owned and communal pasture land, the villagers of
Dgvari received none. Indeed, as the route of the pipeline had to be brought nearer to
Tadzrisi than originally planned because of the instability of the slope above the village
(BTC/SRAP 2008, see also NCEIA 2004: 4), and compensation was paid both for the
originally planned and the actual route.vii In a valley where the population was largely
reliant on subsistence farming, the villagers of Dgvari were no doubt aware that some of
their neighbours’ financial difficulties would be addressed, whereas their apparently
greater problems would not. The social impact of the pipeline on Dgvari derived, in part,
from its impact elsewhere (in Tadzrisi and Sakire); yet the possibility of this second order
effect had not been considered.
Kay Anderson and Bruce Braun note that “its hard to know anymore, if we ever did,
where environment begins and ends” (Anderson and Braun 2010: xi). In thinking about
Dgvari, we can read this observation about the limits of what counts as part of the
environment as an observation about the limits of impact. Part of the controversy
surrounding the village stemmed from its precise distance from the route of the pipeline,
and whether the “impact” stretched this far. Social scientists are used to the idea that
borders are both dynamic and contested (Newman 2003, Reeves 2008) and political
geographers have examined how spaces of environmental governance increasingly cut
across the borders of nation states (Bakker 2003, Bulkeley 2005, Barry 2001, 2006,
Lemos and Agrawal 2006, Bridge and Perreault 2009). In this case, Dgvari lay on the
disputed boundaries of a space, which was not a territory, but rather a shifting field of
sites of environmental impact.
In this respect, the case of Dgvari bears comparison with the case of the Greek-Albanian
border, the object of an ethnography by Sarah Green. In her study, Green argues that the
fault lines of political and physical instability along this border are both distinct and yet
interwoven. This “can be seen most clearly”, she notes, “through one of the most
notable aspects of the geomorphological accounts of the region: the absence of any detail
concerning what happens beyond the Albanian border, on the Albanian side” (Green
2005: 96). In Dgvari, the geosciences were also critical to the constitution of a border
although, in this case, the border was associated with the spatial limits of corporate social
and environmental responsibility rather than the territorial borders of states. Although
Dgvari was located within the corridor of “affected communities”, in the company’s
view it was not located in the space of environmental impact, which had a different
topology.
Although the geoscientists argued that there was no causal link between the construction
of the pipeline and the possibility of landslides, within two years of the completion of
their study, BP had promised to pay US$1 million via the Georgian government to help
7

resettle the village as a humanitarian gesture, without accepting any responsibility. How
did this sequence of events happen? It is not possible to say, since the content of
negotiations between BP and the government were not published , and BP’s fund was
refused by the Georgian government in any case, who offered the residents of Dgvari
800,000GEL (~US$400,000) instead (BP 2005a: 13; BTC/SRAP 2005b: C-45;
BTC/SRAP 2006: C-13; Pagnamenta 2005). Nonetheless, even after this formal
resolution of the controversy of Dgvari, and three years after the visit of the
documentary film-makers, journalists were still regularly attracted to the village, reporting
“that villagers say pipeline excavations have seriously destabilised surrounding lands and
allege that promised amounts of compensation have not been paid” (Cooke 2006).
Although many of the residents of Dgvari had moved elsewhere by 2010, on my return
to the village, some still remained living in houses that were progressively collapsing
around them.
Despite the claim by the geoscientists that the construction of the pipeline had no
environmental impact on the village, it is quite evident that it did have an impact of a
kind. However, to understand what I have termed the evental impact of pipeline
construction it is necessary not to confine analysis to the landslide system that
undermined the stability of the village houses: “it is the business of rational thought to
describe the more concrete fact from which that abstraction [the landslide system] is
derivable” (Whitehead 1933: 186). As we have seen, such an analysis would also need to
address a series of contingent dynamics that were specific to this village at this time.
These include not just the prevalence of landslides in the valley, but also the collapse of
post-Soviet economy, the decision of the Shevardndze government to route the pipeline
near to Borjomi for security reasons, the deteriorating state of village houses and the
poverty of its residents, and the circulation of contradictory scientific analyses and
journalist reports. Most of all, it is necessary to attend to the very specific location of the
village in the informational space of the pipeline. The extraordinary level of international
interest in the village Dgvari derived from the contingent and ambiguous position of this
village within this complex, shifting, and contested space.
There is a resonance here with the work of Doreen Massey on the politics of place. For
Massey, there is something of a natural affinity between places and politics: “attempts to
write about the uniqueness of place have sometimes been castigated for depoliticisation.
Uniqueness meant that one could not reach for eternal rules. But ‘politics’ in part
precisely lies in not being able to reach for that kind of rule; a world which demands the
ethics and responsibility of facing up to the event; where the situation is unprecedented
and the future is open” (Massey 2005: 141). In this way, for Massey, place is an event in a
double sense. On the one hand, what is unique about a place is the way that, however
temporarily, it acts as a site of dynamic interference or relation, of diverse elements,
human and non-human. Places, such as Dgvari, generate effects which are more than
simply the sum of elements that they draw together and transform. On the other hand, a
place is an event in the sense that it does not have a given coherence or fixed identity or
scale, but is multiple and in process: “by sharp contrast to the view of place as settled and
pre-given, with a coherence only to be disturbed by ‘external’ forces” (ibid). In relation to
Dgvari, the question of whether forces were ‘external’ or ‘internal’ to the place, as well as
the disturbances that these forces generated, were themselves a matter of dispute.
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Indeed, those short sections of the pipeline route that would remain visible throughout its lifetime —

pumping stations — were initially assigned individual Community Liaison Officers. By contrast, those
Community Liaison Officers who were assigned to cover “invisible” sections of the route were given long
stretches. Presumably it was anticipated that the location of pumping stations — the visible markers of the
pipeline — would have greater impact and therefore were more likely to be controversial. In practice, the
pumping stations were relatively uncontroversial; rather, disputes proliferated along those sections of the
pipeline that would ultimately be invisible. As a result more Community Liaison Officers had to be
recruited to cover these sections.
ii

Along with producing a report on the practice public information disclosure, Martin Skalsky, together

with his colleague Martin Maracek, made a short documentary film in Azerbaijan called The Source. The
film, which was not widely distributed, has the sense of a black comedy. In it, Skalsky and Maracek
interview a senior manager of the State Oil Company of Azerbaijan. The manager says very little, but talks
briefly and ironically of the earlier history of Soviet films about the Caspian oil industry, with images of
heroic workers. In an ironic act of post-socialist solidarity with the Czech film-makers, he allows his
“comrades” from the Former Soviet Union to film in the oil fields of Azerbaijan. Scenes from this
interview along with shots taken from archive Soviet films are juxtaposed with the polluted environment
of old onshore oil fields. There are also interviews with women who are angry at how they have been
deceieved by local officials and failed to receive the compensation they were owed by BTC. When the filmmakers speak to a senior BP manager, however, he tells them “there is nothing for you to see”. The new
BTC pipeline had already been buried underground and rendered invisible. The implication was that in a
world in which everything has been made public or disclosed, direct observation of materials and places is
both impossible, but also unnecessary.
iii

Interviews Baku, March 2004 and Washington DC.

iv

Whereas BP managers oversaw the development of the pipeline in Georgia and Azerbaijan, Bota

took

a lead role in Turkey. On the broader question of Turkey's continual “failure” and efforts to measure up to
European standards, see Ahiska 2003. In her ethnographic study of the post-socialist Polish meatpackaging industry, Elizabeth Dunn traces the difficulty for Polish meat producers in meeting European
health and environmental standards. Dunn shows that the prospective entry of Poland into the EU led to a
division between those firms that could become something like European firms and those which
developed alternative markets (to Russia and the Ukraine) where European standards did not apply. The
difference between earlier socialist factories and the factories that met European standards is that the latter
became marked by the disciplinary power of audit rather than older forms of direct surveillance.
"Managers' disciplinary gaze", she notes, "thus becomes more powerful, not less, as it is mediated by paper
logs" (Dunn 2005: 185).
v

A number of studies of environmental politics have documented the ways in which efforts to frame

issues as environmental problems are often in tension with other understandings (Latour 2005, Kropp
2005) and “key alternative local framings”. (Fairhead and Leach 2003: 106).
vi

According to Dgvari residents, September 2010.

vii

Interviews, Tadzrisi and Tbilisi, September 2004.
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