CONFERENCE PROGRAMME AND ABSTRACTS
THURSDAY, MAY 6

9:45: Welcome and Remarks on the Themes of the Conference (Sanjay Seth)

10:15-12:15 Session 1: The Geopolitics of Knowledge: Views from the Americas
Walter Mignolo, Estar-siendo: The Geopolitics of Knowing and Understanding Revisited

Gustavo Lins Ribeiro, Why (Post)Colonialism and (De)Coloniality are not Enough: A postimperialist and “Brazilian” Perspective   
Respondent: Nicola Miller
12:15- 1:45 lunch break

1:45- 3:30 Session 2: Modern Discontent and Modern Knowledge
Daniel Mato, There is no “Universal” Knowledge: Intercultural Collaboration is Essential
Claudia Briones, Scientific Avatars or Doing Anthropology of (and against) our Modern Discontent
Respondent: John Gledhill

3:30- 4 coffee break

4- 5:45 Session 3: Roundtable on the Problem (and Possibilities?) of Area Studies
Michael Dutton, Raj Pandey, Lucy Taylor, Andrew Canessa, Steven Rubenstein, Sanjay Seth, Branwen Gruffydd-Jones

FRIDAY, MAY 7

9:45- 11:15 Session 4: Anthropology from the ‘Epistemological South’ 

Esteban Krotz, Latin American Anthropologies: 'second', southern, and undergoing the process of globalization
Eduardo Restrepo, The Politics of Ignorance and their Mechanisms of Closure: on hegemonic anthropologies from the ‘epistemological south’
Respondent: Stephen Nugent

11:15-11:30 Coffee

11:30- 1:15 Session 5: Deterrorialised Knowledge? Area Studies from outside the Area 
Lucy Taylor, Thinking about International Relations through Latin America 

Andrew Canessa, The past is not another country: competing historical perspectives in highland Bolivia
Steven Rubenstein, Dialecticians of the Upper Amazon
Respondent: Eduardo Restrepo 
1:15- 3 Lunch

3:00- 5:00 Session 6: Roundtable on The Politics of Knowledge and the University

Gustavo Lins Ribeiro, Walter Mignolo, Daniel Mato, Esteban Krotz, Sanjay Seth, Michael Dutton, John Gledhill, Claudia Briones, Eduardo Restrepo.

ABSTRACTS (alphabetical by author)

Claudia Briones, (CONICET’s Researcher at Instituto de Investigaciones en Diversidad Cultural y Procesos de Cambio, Universidad Nacional de Río Negro)

Scientific Avatars or Doing Anthropology of (and against) our Modern Discontent
If Anthropology has inherited the savage slot, as Trouillot argues, Modernity has inherited both the will of mastering knowledge production and a certain fascination with change and self-critique. The success of Avatar, the movie, shows at least two seemingly contradictory things. First, popular culture is ready to challenge modern thought and praise the move from a disenchanted to an enchanted vision of nature. Second, the cry against the utter technologization of life resorts to the most advanced technological means available within the film industry to express and aesthetizice itself. But perhaps even more remarkable is the process indexed by the headline of a Survival International press release of last January: “'AVATAR IS REAL', SAY TRIBAL PEOPLE (available at http://www.survivalinternational.org/news/5466).”

Within the scientific realm, two views of the modern thought conflict nowadays with each other. For some, science still incarnates an uncompromising and thus matchless will of knowledge. For others, it cannot transcend being a parochial, always power-laden, and inescapably colonial perspective.   If the former view posits scientific knowledge as the best and most trustworthy of all the styles of knowledge production, the latter is prone to depict it as irredeemably western and no good al all. While this debate unsettles today science at large (and Bruno Latour is a good example), it puts first and foremost anthropologists in a very uncomfortable position. After all we have been born into a discipline that has valued and translated other knowledges into scientific discourse from its very inception. 

Perhaps extra uncomfortable is the position of anthropologists of the global south, for we can hardly escape to be living on the edge of the politics of scientific production. Trapped into the geopolitics of knowledge, we undoubtedly occupy a subaltern or peripheral position within the world academy, thus being judged and judging ourselves by patterns defined elsewhere.  Yet as members of state-sponsored public universities and of dominant elites (by belonging or default), we have been seen mostly as a key-gadget of cultural hegemony by our interlocutors. The conundrum completes itself every time we are appointed as “academic experts” in trials where indigenous rights are at stake, in order to translate into legal discourse supposedly incommensurable views on community, nature, resources, while being loyal to scientific, other than scientific and our others’ standards. 
Amidst such a backdrop, my paper raises some question(ing)s. Should we accept that this is a task condemned to such an irresolute double bind that the only way out is to betray our anthropological cradle and quit the task of scientific explanation? Otherwise, how should we persist in doing our job? For modernity has prompted many of the tensions anthropology has to cope with, it deserves critical examination. Yet the anthropology of our discontents suggests how relentlessly modern they still are, or so this paper argues.
Andrew Canessa (University of Essex)

The past is not another country: competing historical perspectives in highland Bolivia.

In recent years Bolivia has been the site of great success for indigenous mobilisation.  At the root of these mobilisations is a sense of historical injustice rooted in a colonial relationship.  Many indigenous people do not, however, understand history as a linear series of events with an absolute distinction between ‘before’ and ‘after’.  This paper explores the different ways that history is understood in contemporary Bolivia and the tensions that emerge between indigenous people and their own political leaders who are compelled to adopt an historical framework that is intelligible to a broader national and indeed international audience.  At root here is a very different way of understanding historical knowledge and the truth values underpinning them; one of the most striking differences is the very intimate way some indigenous people experience the past which is not, for them, ‘another country’.

Esteban Krotz (Profesor of Social Sciences at Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán, Mérida / Universidad Autónoma Metropolitana-Iztapalapa, México City, México)

Latin American Anthropologies: 'Second', Southern, and Undergoing the Process of Globalization
This paper contrasts the usual way of analyzing the development of anthropology according to the rise of new pre-paradigmatic proposals after 19th century evolutionism, with another that privileges the rise of 'second' anthropologies, that is, anthropologies for whose existence the process of diffusion of the original (first) anthropologies has been determinant. Some of these first anthropologies have subsequently become hegemonic and all of them are to be found in “the North”, a term which denotes, not so much a geographic space, but, rather, a type of society.  

Latin American anthropologies are clearly located in “the South” -  i. e. in a geo-cultural space characterized by a certain type of society, marked, first and foremost, by dependency, by the presence of indigenous cultures, and by an enormous social inequality in which not only socioeconomic, but also political-cultural and ethnical-cultural factors play a major role alike. In all Latin American countries —the national state persisting as the main sociopolitical unit for the conformation of anthropological traditions— two sub-types of “anthropologies of the South” can be distinguished. The predominance of one, which could be termed the “anthropology in the South”, has contributed to render invisible the existence of the other one, which could be termed the “anthropology of the South”, proper. 

The current stage of the diffusion processes at the planetary level —frequently called globalization— implies a broad transformation of the processes of generation and utilization of scientific knowledge and of its key institutions, the universities. For the Latin American anthropologies of the second sub-type, this transformation seems to involve the danger of its very disappearance, for they are up against a formidable combination of digitalized bureaucracy, a naturalistic conception of science, and a mercantilist-managerial university model.    

Gustavo Lins Ribeiro (Department of Anthropology, Institute of Social Sciences, University of Brasilia, Brazil)

Why (Post)Colonialism and (De)Coloniality are not Enough: A postimperialist and “Brazilian” Perspective  

 Subject position is a most important element in the politics of knowledge. Postcolonialism and the Latin American approach “decolonialidad del poder” have made great contributions to the construction of critical theories which are sensitive to many of the quandaries of the late 20th and early 21st centuries. But, although they cannot be reduced to locations and settings, like other formulations, postcolonialism and decoloniality express certain sociological and historical circumstances, grosso modo, the diásporas associated with the end of the British Empire and an Andean problématique, respectively. While I value the strength of both theoretical contributions, I want to advance the idea that, in the early 21st century, there is a need to go beyond colonialism as a heuristical device as well as to search for new utopian horizons. I am not arguing that we need to forget history and that ideological struggles are unimportant. What I want to stress is that, currently, utopian struggles have a strategic role in face of the dearth of utopias that might galvanize the progressive imagination after the end of really existing socialism. Since I believe in the existence of global and national geopolitics of knowledge, I need to announce from the outset that I am not necessarily speaking from Brazil, or that my position is representative of a Brazilian perspective (something that may be induced by the subtitle of this paper). I am speaking from the perspective of someone who has developed his intelectual career in Brasilia, the “new”, federal capital of Brazil, the golden jubilee of which is celebrated this year. I will argue that the postcolonial period in Brazil ended in 1960 with the opening of the modernist federal city. In this regard, critiques that are solely or almost solely based on the power of structuration of the colonial period are not enough to understand the current ideologies and projects of the Brazilian elite. In order to do that, we need to think in postimperialist terms.

Daniel Mato (Professor of Communication and Cultural Studies at Universidad Nacional Tres de Febrero, Buenos Aires, Argentina)

There is no “Universal” Knowledge. Intercultural Collaboration is Essential 
Within some significant circles, where hegemonic representations of the idea of “science” are produced, certain orientations of scientific research are carried out, science policies are made and applied, the implicit or explicit references to the alleged existence of two sorts of knowledge, one of which would have “universal” validity, and “the other” (in fact the several others) would not are quite frequent and do have practical effect over our academic work. Although some outstanding authors, such as Pierre Bourdieu, Michel Foucault and Thomas Kuhn, among others, have criticized from varied perspectives such universalist ambitions/assumptions, and although many colleagues have got to convergent conclusions from diverse kind of practices and experiences, such hegemonic representations of the idea of science are still current. The acknowledgment of this situation calls for a deep debate. This text responds to such a purpose by attempting to integrate into the debate a reflection on the shortcomings of hegemonic academic knowledge to understand social processes profoundly marked by cultural differences, historical conflicts and inequalities, certain significant perspectives formulated by some outstanding intellectuals who self-identify as indigenous, and the experiences of some indigenous intercultural universities from several Latin American countries. Finally, this text outlines some of the challenges, possibilities and difficulties concerning the intercultural collaboration in the production of knowledge.
Walter Mignolo, (William H. Wannamaker Professor of Literature and Romance Studies at Duke University, Durham, USA)

Estar-siendo: Geopolitics of knowing and understanding revisited.
I will revisit what I have said in the past 10 years on the politics
of knowledge, starting from Rodolfo Kusch's crucial concept of
estar-siendo. Crucial, because in the 70s and during his interaction
with Aymara and Quechua speakers, Kusch "uncovered" a way
of being (estar siendo) that today we can relate with sumak kawsay (to LIVE in harmony), that makes its way-profusely—from the Internet to the Constitution of Ecuador.

Eduardo Restrepo (Associate Professor, Instituto de Estudios Sociales y Culturales, Pensar. Universidad Javeriana. Bogotá, Colombia)

The Politics of Ignorance and their Mechanisms of Closure: on hegemonic anthropologies from the “epistimological south”
An anthropologist in Colombia probably knows more about the discussions, authors and debates of metropolitan anthropologies, than of the anthropologies of Venezuela, Ecuador, Panama or Argentina, to give just a few examples. Furthermore, he or she will have no familiarity with the work of African or Asian anthropologists who write in languages different from Spanish or the metropolitan languages such as English or French. Also, even if this anthropologist in Colombia may be somewhat acquainted with Mexican or Brazilian anthropology, the reverse is highly unlikely as the flow of knowledge between peripheral anthropologies is not necessarily horizontal. This is just the tip of the iceberg of what we may refer to as the politics of ignorance. By focusing on what goes on in the field of anthropology in Colombia, this text will examine the manner in which the politics of ignorance operate and the different mechanisms of closure that come with them. 
Steven Rubenstein (University of Liverpool)

Dialecticians of the Upper Amazon
I take knowledge to be some group’s model of their world.  Like philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein and anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss (arguably the leading figures in their fields in the post-War period), the necessary gulf between the world and people’s models of it is often a problem.  For me, it is an ethnographic problem; my means of achieving a critical stance towards my own group’s approach to this problem is to encounter another group’s way. For example, in his classic ethnography of the Shuar (formerly, Jívaro), Michael Harner wrote, “The Jívaro believe that the true determinants of life and death are normally invisible forces which can be seen and utilized only with the aid of hallucinogenic drugs.  The normal waking life is explicitly viewed as ‘false’ or a ‘lie’…”  How then, am I to take any account Shuar provide me (or any other ethnographer) about their world, when our conversations occur during “normal waking life?”

Shuar belief contrasts strongly with the dominant spirit of my own culture.  My British neighbors claim to believe in invisible forces, but very few believe they can have direct access to them.  For knowledge about these forces (whether gods, angels and demons, or gravity and electromagnetism) they rely instead on books, which some people take literally and others, allegorically.  The academic counterpart to this vulgar materialism is a dogmatic positivism, especially in the social sciences (and in my field best represented by Durkheim’s insistence that social facts are things), or hermeneutics (in my field best represented by Geertz’s claim that culture is an ensemble of texts, to be read metaphorically).  

My presentation represents my continued engagement with my graduate supervisor, Robert Murphy’s, call for a thoroughly dialectical anthropology as a powerful alternative to positivist or hermeneutic approaches.  For him, stability – both ontological and sociological – “is attained through the falsification of reality, but underlying this apparent reality is its contradictory nonreality and beyond that is the fusion of opposites in a restless push toward new forms” (1971: 97).  As I understand Murphy’s argument, the world we inhabit is an illusion that is based on and draws power from its own negation, and it is this negation that is the true reality.  This view, which Murphy traces from Hegel through Marx, Freud, and Simmel, eerily echoes Shuar beliefs.  More recently, Slavoj Žižek has argued that the Hegelian synthesis should not be understood as a return to the thesis, but rather as a repositioning of the antithesis (or a repositioning of one’s self in relation to the antithesis) so that it has a positive – that is, empowering – function (1989: 176).  According to Murphy, this attitude reveals that the tension between subject and object is an illusion that distracts people from the ways in which subjects and objects are equally divided and conflicted.

I believe that this is precisely what Shuar do when they consume vision-granting infusions in order to encounter powerful beings in the Real world, and receive from them special powers they retain upon their return to the false world.  As in Murphy’s and Žižek’s dialectic, this return does not mark any kind of resolution of or release from tension.  On the contrary; the Real enters ordinary reality in fraught ways.  The play between life and death, speech and silence, Real and real, so central to Shuar social life, cannot be captured by the positivist or interpretive approaches that dominate academe.  They also suggest why the dialectical approaches advocated by Murphy and Žižek might shine brightly in the halls of academe, but briefly.  Murphy observed that 

Not all of man’s thoughts about his societies are illusory and inaccurate by any means, and every anthropologist has encountered some hard-headed thinking among his informants …. Most of these interpretations, however, exist at variance with other representations of the social system.  Moreover, they are quite commonly individual views within a broad spectrum of opinion of varying degrees of perspicacity.  They lack the symbolic formulation and delineation of the normative ... (1971: 114)

Similarly, I would argue that not all social scientist’s thoughts about society are illusory and inaccurate by any means.  Dialecticians like Hegel, Marx, Freud, and Simmel are the European equivalent of Murphy’s “hard-headed” Amazonian informants.  But their interpretations remain at odds with the dominant representations of our own social system.  The visions that are so clear to them are opaque to most of their contemporaries, or turn mechanical and formulaic when they circulate more widely in society.  Marginal in Europe, I believe they open up a space where we may be able to recognize cultures that are marginal to the colonizing European project, like that of the Shuar.

Murphy, Robert

1971
The Dialectics of Social Life: Alarms and Excursions in Anthropological Theory.  New York: Basic Books

Žižek, Slavoj

1989
The Sublime Object of Ideology.  London: Verso.

Lucy Taylor (Lecturer in International Politics, University of Aberystwyth) 
Thinking about IR through Latin America

The discipline of International Relations and the USA are inextricably linked and nowhere is this more apparent than in the treatment of Latin America in International Relations textbooks. The region is portrayed as being passive and helpless, and if active, as a source of danger which requires firm handling and readjustment.  A study of first year IR text books, which lay the intellectual groundwork for the discipline, reveals that the way in which IR is configured writes the region into mute marginality, separating the USA from Latin America by marking boundaries of sovereignty both intellectually and militarily. This simplistic portrayal of the region - and the USA - rests on an assumption that, while places south of the border have yet to settle their polities and societies, those to the north have resolved the problems of fledgling states, and indeed have triumphed. Rejecting the Americas binary and up-ending the gaze, though, reveals a political community in the grip of colonial tensions only superficially wished-away by the American Dream. In particular, reading the USA (and IR) through Latin America reveals the presence and political struggles of Native peoples, an intellectual strategy which doubly disrupts the discipline of International Relations by revealing both the coloniality of the US and the fiction of domestic sovereignty. These binaries are further reinforced by the dominance of IR scholarship from and about the USA which continuously reinscribe the domestic/international boundary and the hierarchies of the Americas. The case of IR and the USA shows that who wins from global inequalities, who produces knowledge, whom that knowledge serves, and the stories and structures which that knowledge builds are significantly interlinked. It demonstrates that knowledge, and especially foundational knowledge in basic textbooks, is a key site of political struggle against persistent patterns of inequality.

