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THE INDIGENOUS STUDIES TURN

Nicole Fabricant and Nancy Postero

The past thirty years in Latin America have been marked by the struggles of
indigenous peoples. Claiming citizenship and human rights, indigenous peoples
have demanded both self-determination and political participation, pressuring
nation-states to broaden their understandings of democracy. As we describe
here, their efforts have met with varied success. In many countries, states have
responded to the multicultural nature of their societies by recognizing their
citizenship. In some countries, notably Bolivia and Ecuador, indigeneity has
been transformed from a subaleern claim to the basis of revolutionary state-
building. However, across the continent, indigenous peoples continue to fight
against their states and transnational corporations for autonomy and territorial
sovereignty.

In this essay, we trace the scholarship documenting the emergence and strug-
gles of indigenous peoples. We qannot adequately cover all the robust and dynamic
work our colleagues have produced: our goal instead is to trace the ways scholars
have framed this topic, focusing on what we see as the most significant areas of
contemporary scholarship. We begin with the question of how to define indig-
enous peoples and then describe the rise of indigeneity as political platform in
the 1980s and 1990s. Then we turn to four themes that are animating scholarship
today: (1) neoliberal multiculturalism; (2) indigenous relations to natural resources;
(3) gender and intersectionality; and (4) the ontological turn.

Definitions of indigeneity

At the beginning of the indigenous turn in the 1980s, scholars and activists
devoted substantial energy to defining indigeneity. Perhaps the most widely cited
was the definition of the 1986 UN Working Group on Indigenous Peoples, which
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stressed that indigeneity was a matter of self-idencificarion by peoples with a “his-
torical continuity” with pre-colonial societies, who “consider themselves distinet”
from those dominant sectors prevailing on their territories (Martinez Cobo 3791%).
Over the years, scholars have backed away from such specific definitions, arguing
instead that who counts as indigenous is a fluid political consideration, emerging
from struggles over particular social, cultural, environmental, and economic mat-
ters during particular moments (Postero “Negotiating Indigeneity”; Garcia). We
now suggest that indigeneity is a historically contingent formulation thag changes
over time. Moreover, indigeneity is relational; like all forms of identity, it emerges
from contested and co-constituting social fields of opposition and sameness (de Ia
Cadena and Starn 4). Thus, indigeneity is not a fixed identity but a discursive con-
struction that emerges in particular circumstances to accomplish concrete goals.
As we will see, however, difference remains a critical issue. We ask how difference
is understood, articulated, and mobilized in distinct periods, inquiring specifically
about how scholars theorize this difference.

Indigeneity emerged first during colonialism, as a category produced by and
justifying the violent dispossessions of native peoples by settlers. Since colonial
times, the Indian was opposed to the European, and later to the mestizo. In this
carly period, identity was measured in terms of blood and biology to describe
the progeny of mixtures between native, European, and African peoples (Wade),
Indigeneity was a sign of radical otherness, a discourse linked to savagery, danger,
and nature that justified practices of colonialism, rape, and dispossession {(Hall}. It
was also a fiscal category, as native peoples were forced to provide labor power
and pay tribute to the colonizers (Platt). After independence from Spain, Latin
American criello elites opposed indigeneity to modernity, representing it as an
obstacle to national progress and liberal Enlightenment ideals {Larson). Popular
national imaginaries viewed their emerging countries as based in mestizaje, or the
mixture of indigenous and Europeans. Mexico is the classic case of this, where
elites created postrevolutionary unity on the image of the new raza dsmica, the
Mexican mestizo (Vasconcelos).

While some did assimilate, many indigenous peoples maintained their lands,
languages, and culeures, although under constant threat of dispossession through
new legal systems. For much of the twentieth century, these groups were charac-
terized not in ethnic or racial terms but on the basis of class: they were peasants,
marked by rural poverty and/or subsistence agriculture. As Judith Friedlander sug-
gested, they were Indians because they were poor, and they were poor because
they were Indians (75). Much of the scholarship from the 1930s to the 1970s
focused on peasant struggles, examining their poverty, their oppressive labor con-
ditions (Nash), or the logics that kept them ensconced within nonmodern “closed
corporate communities” (Wolf). Thus, class was a key framework of identity in
political and scholarly circles. This was reinforced by the wave of agrarian reforms
across the continent and the importance of peasant unions as a key form of polit-
ical organization.
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The Rise of Indigeneity: Human Rights and Multiculturalism

During the 1980s, however, the focus on class faded as native commiunities began
to organize, taking up new identities as original peoples of the lands-—in part
with the help of anthropologists and NGOs—in order to make demands at both
the national and international levels. These efforts drew on several larger transfor-
mations. First, this emerged in the period of democratization in Latin America,
as countries emerged from dictatorship. This provided spaces for organizing that
had been dangerous in earlier eras (Yashar). Second, they were part of neoliberal
reforms, which linked market-driven practices with expanded forms of decentral-
ized political participation. Third, this organizing was influenced by giobalization,
and especially the globalized struggle for indigenous rights. Alison Brysk dem-
onstrated that in most countries, indigenous peoples did not identify with their
nation-states and were often legally defined as second-class citizens. As a result
they found working at the international level a more useful strategy (Brysk 9-10).
Anna Tsing described how native peoples engaged in local struggles utilizing this
emerging globalized discourse of rights, articulating what she calls an “indigenous
voice” (38). Scholars began to theorize about indigenous peoples as part of the
“new social movements,” challenging dominant power structures (Warren). Tivo
events drew attention to indigenous peoples at this crucial moment. First was
the 1992 Quinto centenario anniversary, which offered indigenous peoples a site
for pan-continental alliances and spectacular re-representations. The second was
the startling emergence of the Zapatista army in Mexico in 1994, which posi-
tioned indigenous peoples and their allies as key challengers of neoliberalism with
the capacity to join with other social movements to organize globally (Dietz).
The Zapatistas proposed alternatives including land rights and new forms of self-
governiment, called juntas del buen gobierno (Speed).

Indigenous organizing in the 19905 gave rise to two parallel and interlocking
efforts to gain rights and recognition. On the one hand, indigenous groups niar-
shaled their allies to push for rights at the international level, using international
institutions such as the UN, the International Working Group on Indigenous
Peoples, and transnational NGOs. Engle argues that because powerful states saw
indigenous demands for autononiy as threats to national sovereignty, indigenous
organizations and their allies developed a discourse involving a *human right to
culture” a less threatening foundation for indigenous claims (Engle 3). This can
be seen in the key text of the era, the UNs International Labour Organization
{ILO) Convention 169, an agreement that was signed by the majority of states in
the 1990s, thus becoming part of national law. The convention recognized “the
aspirations of [native peoples] to exercise control over their own institutions, ways
of life and economic development ... and to nmintain and develop their identities,
languages, and religions, within the framework of the States in which they live”
{(ILO). One important result of this international organizing is the 2007 United
Nation’s Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.
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On the other hand, indigenous groups used these key texts to push for
expanded citizenship in their own countries. In response, nation-states reformed
their constitutions, transforming citizenship regimes across the continent (Van
Cott; Seider). Donna Lee Van Cott argued that indigenous peoples’ efforts to seek
inclusion expanded democracy for all citizens. Scholarship in this period focused
on what indigenous citzenship meant in everyday life (Garcia; Postero “Now We
Are Citizens™}, how indigenous groups were able (or not) to organize to raise the
“Indian Question™ in paolitical arenas (Postero and Zamosc), and how these legal
and political reforms altered state—civil society relations (Assies et al.).

Thus, the 1980s and 1990s saw indigeneity emerge as a central category through
which local peoples were able to organize and make claims for rights and justice
(Canessa “Conflict, Claim, and Contradiction”; Webber). Scholars, ever cautious
about accepting discursive categories as natural, have documented the successes
and struggles of indigenous peoples as they fought extractivist resource projects
(Sawyer; Hindery), channeled NGO funding to their communities (Radcliffe),
fought for territory (Fabricant and Gustafson), and struggled over representation
and racism. In recent years, however, scholars have begun to rethink the category
of indigeneity, theorizing more deeply about what indigeneity produces as it is
taken up as both a site of governance and as new forms of liberatory politics
{Postero “‘Negotiating Indigeneity”}. We turn now to four areas of contemporary
research.

Neoliberal Multiculturalism

The first area of critical research we point to is scholars’ analysis of “neoliberal
multiculturalismi.” The 1990s saw the wholesale adoption of a neoliberal model
that linked global capitalism and democracy. This “market democracy” model
encouraged nation-states to open up their markets, liberalize trade, and privatize
state-owned industries, on the one hand, and to promote cultural shifts toward
diversity and inclusion, on the other. Proponents of neoliberalism actively pro-
moted “a substantive, if imited, version of indigenous cultural rights” (Hale “Does
Multiculturalism Menace” 487) including recognition of indigenous languages,
collective titles to certain indigenous territories, and new forms of political partic-
ipation for its indigenous peoples (Van Cott). These reforms were supplemented
by NGO-funded projects focused on cultural heritage and revitalization, as well
territorial titling efforts.

As these reforms advanced, however, scholars began to note how these schemes
of recognition enacted new forms of governance. Scholars wiilized the insights of
Foucault and other theorists to examine the ways neoliberal reforms created new
forms of individualized and responsible subjects, as well as the ways market prin-
ciples were asserted as solutions to political and cultural problems. They argued
that although indigeneity proved a platform for claiming rights, in most countries,
indigenous people remain subjects of national sovereignty and deeply implicated

i




: ile those whose demands challenge the nation-state or its capitalist projects are
prohibited:. .

Three cases mzke clear the importance of this turn, In the Guatemalan case
‘Halé studied, multiculturalism established a package of rights to cultural differ-
. ence, recognizing Mayan culture and language, as long as they do not challenge
the underlying inequities of neoliberal capitalism (491). Thus, claims to inter-
cultural language programs are acceptable, while demands for territorial sov-
ereignty may not be. He demonstrated how Mayan politicians were forced to
balance between pursuing a Mayanist agenda and being marginalized for making
what seem like radical or dangerous demands. Like Hale, Postero’s analysis of the
Bolivian multicultural reforms coticludes that neoliberal melticulturalism aces as a
strategy of management and containment, with little systemic effect on the seruc-
tures of racial hierarchy and economic inequality (Postero Now e Are Citizens).
She showed that while indigenous peoples were invited to participate in munici-
pal budget decisions, the structural relations of political domination by white/
mestizo dominated political parties prevented any real redistribution of mate-
rial resources. Ironically, frustrated with the failures of both multiculturalism and
the economic model which privacized basic resources and exacerbated inequities,
indigenous people took to the ballot box, eventually electing the first indigenous
president in 2005. The Bolivian case demonstrates not only the limitations of
neoliberal multiculturalism, but also the fact that its practices can form the terrain
for further struggle.

Finally, in Chile, neoliberal multiculturalism produced very different resules
(Richards). Richards documents the ways that Chilean development continued
the relentless expropriation of Mapuche lands for forestry and hydroetectric dams,
while at the same time targeting them in poverty alleviation schemes. Where the
Guatemalan and Bolivian cases showed that multiculeural recognition trumped real
redistribution, in Chile, the state was willing to pursue timited forms of ameliora-
tive development projects, but it was never willing to allow indigenous peoples
decision-making rights or any historic collective land righss. Yet, Richards points
out similarities as well: while state development and health projects reinforce the
actions of indios permitidos, Chilean state violence against Mapuche “insurrectos”
may be the most extreme form of discipline in the region. Mapuche protesters are
regularly wied as terrorists and sentenced to lengthy jail sentences.

These studies return us 0 the tensions underlying claims to indigeneity.
Assertions of cultural difference may act as a form of radical politics, drawing atten-
tion to the exclusions inherent in liberal democratic societies. Yet, this very form
of difference may be taken up by liberalism to support its agenda, coopting dif-
ference to its ends (Povinelli “Cunning of Recognition”). Indigenous experiences
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with multiculturalism thus provoke a continued examination of liberalism, citi-
zenship, and democracy. That is, the view from indigenous people’s “position,” to
use Lis term, makes clear that liberalism continues to produce racialized exclu-
sions, even when its proponents assert inclusionary intentions. This has prompted
efforts to go beyond nmulticulturalism. Bolivias 2009 constitution, for instance,
established the country as “plurinational” and declares decolonization as the fun-
damental goal of the newly established state. While this new constitution is not the
utopia indigenous activists hoped it would be, it does provide a new horizon for
post~-multicultural membership.

Natural Resources

A second area of research that has emerged over the past decade examines indig-
enous struggles over natural resources. This became increasingly important during
the neoliberal period as countries increasingly opened their natural resources to
exploitation by transnational corporations, and it continues to be a site of con-
tention today. A wealth of popular and scholarly work explored how neoliberal
governance sparked new forms of politics across race, class, and ethnic identity
{Gustafson and Fabricant). This is particularly clear in Bolivia, where movements
fighting for rights to resources used indigenous identity and practices as critical
ways to mobilize. During the 2000 “water war” in Cochabamba, local people
claimed traditional uses of water as a collective cultural right to fight privatiza-
tion (Olivera and Lewis). Similarly, coca farmers fighting for the right to grow
coca asserted its ancestral provenance. Urban residents in El Alto claimed national
sovereignty in their struggle to reclaim/nationalize gas from transnational corpo-
rations in the “gas war” in 2003. Tom Perreault argues that both the water and gas
wars mobilized indigeneity in order to obtain greater participation in decision-
making regarding resource management, more equitable distribution of the eco-
nomic benefits derived from resource exploitation, and a more socially oriented
alternative to Bolivia’ neoliberal economic model of development, More recent
work has focused on communal uses y costurithres as a strategy to confront water
scarcity in urban/rural regions of the Andes (Fabricant and Hicks).

Across Latin America, ideas about indigenous autonomy, territoriality, and the
environment come together as a powerful discourse to mobilize against extrac-
tive industries and large-scale development projects. Yet, this has not stopped the
Juggernaut of extractivism: across the continent, we continue to see indigenous
peoples’ lands sacrificed to development, including oil and gas exploitation, mines,
highway projects, and dams (Perreault; Gustafson; Hindery; Anthias). Suzana Sawyer
demonstrates that recent contests over land and oil in the Ecuadorian Amazon
were as much about reconfiguring questions of national and transnational inequal-
ity and rupturing silences around racial injustice, as they were about extraction of
resources (Sawyer; Sawyer and Gomez). Becker has described the ways indigenous
activists in Ecuador have drawn on usos y costumbres and rights to territory to
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pr t_"est government’s revised plans to drill oil in the ecologically sensitive Yasuni
‘National Park in the eastern Amazon basin. The Ecuadorian case parallels the
Bolivian, where scholars have described the controversy over the government’s
proposal to push a highway through an indigenous territory and park known
by its acronym, TIPNIS (McNeish). These bartles draw attention not only to the
links beeween indigenous communities and their territories but also the ways that
indigeneity has become a malleable discourse that many distinct groups—from
the state to environmentalists to the right wing—can use to stake claims, often
speaking for the “Indian” (Fabricant and Postero). In many cases, these actors rely
on “romantic” or essentializing representations of indigenous people saving the
planet. Thus, this area of scholarship also draws our attention to the tension that
inhabits the category of indigeneity. Indigeneity can function as a powerful polisi-
cal force, utilized by indigenous groups as emancipatory politics or by others seek-
ing to appropriate it for their own interests to enact forms of governance. The best
scholarship goes beyond the simplistic notions of virtiuous indigenous to examine
the complex lived experiences of indigenous peoples today.

For instance, climate change across Latin America threatens to disrupt local
economies and ways of life, and indigenous peoples are beginning to organize
in response. Scholars have explored the ways in which indigenous movements
mobilize the notion of “buen vivir” (living well, an alternative epistemological cos-
mological concept we might gloss as sustainable development) (suniak kawsay in
Quicha, or suma gamadia in Aymara) as a way to combat extractive capitalism,
which essentially has created the climate crisis (Albd; Radcliffe “Development
for 2 Postneoliberal Era”). Nicole Fabricant questions whether the discourses
of “Ayllu” {Andean collective forms of self-government) resonate with reali-
ties of urban Indians today, and whether they have the organizational capacity
to address the complicated and muliilayered structural problems associated with
climace change. This disjuncture between discourses of indigeneity and realities
of contemporary indigenous life is also key in Juliet Erazo’s work about cash-
ing in on carbon-reduction policies in the Ecuadorian Amazon. She argues that
while for some indigenous organizations, REDD (Reducing Emissions from the
Deforestation and Degradation) and REDD+ programs merely justify capitalism,
for others, these projects represent good wages and much-needed resources in
indigenous and autonomous areas (Erazo 57).

This draws our attention to the central contradiction of indigenous self-
determination, the continuing tension between recognition and redistribution.
Where constitutions provide for indigenous territories or autonomy, they rarely
provide the material means to make sovereignty more than symbolic. Often
autonomous conumunities are unable to 1ax or collect annual dues from their
residents. Instead, the leaders of indigenous territories must seek funds to sup-
port their governance tasks either by relying on funds from the central state or by
working with outsiders, like NGOs or even transnational oil companies. Penelope
Anthias’s work points directly to this contradiction. She looks at how Guaranis
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in the Bolivian Chaco have abandoned negotiations with the state over terri-
torial titling, instead negotiating directly with Repsol (the Spanish transnational
oil company) authorizing continued oil exploitation in exchange for revenue to
compensate the communities for environmental damage. For these organizations,
indigenous autonomy is articulated as negotiating “on our own” with the trans-
national oil company. Anthias, like Erazo, points toward a key dilemma facing
indigenous peoples: participating fully in the global capitalist market may be the
only choice for survival, yet it may causé negative ecological, territorial, and even
climatic consequences for their lands and peoples.

Gender and Intersectionality

One of the most powerful interventions in feminist theory at the end of the
twentieth century was the articulation of intersectionality by women of color in
the United States who argued that rather than being seen as separate or additive
concepts, race, gender, ethnicity, and social class should be viewed as elements that
simultaneously shaped and wransformed the lived experience of women (and men)
(see McCall; Denis; and Roussean). In this section, we show how this concept of
intersectionality has “traveled” to Latin America, challenging us to think about
multiple and intersecting identities across time and scale. Particularly by examin-
ing the ways indigeneity and gender intersect, scholars in this turn problematize
simplistic notions of indigeneity.

There is a large body of feminist scholarship recognizing the ways colenialism
was always gendered (Choque Quispe; Rivera Cuscanqui and Barragin; Schiwy).
Maria Lugones argues that Europeans brought with them a conception of civiliza-
tion that privileged white men as “the human being par excellence” This turned
“the colonized woman” into an empty signifier, a sort of “nonhuman® whose
sex becomes a legitimate site of exploitation, violence, and terror (Lugones 744).
These colonial legacies continue to be a site of struggle. As indigenous women
have mobilized for change over the past few decades, scholars have documented
the dilemmas they face: indigenous women activists can find themselves caught
between their support for their movements’ collective projects of decolonization
and autonomy, and their critiques of patriarchal practices and norms within their
comumunities (Roussean), Rousseau suggests that women’s role as agents for pre-
serving and reproducing the community can be empowering as it strengthens
endangered identities, but it can also act as an obstacle to full participation in
public or political roles.

Yet scholars have also documented the creative ways in which these women
have used indigenous ideas of complementarity to struggle for justice within
their communities and within their families (Burman). While some reject fem-
inism as a Western bourgeois notion and defend indigenous cosmovisions as
a more legitimate space of resistance, others have increasingly put forward
new forms of “indigenous feminism,” in which their positions as both women
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and indigenous are mutually reinforcing (Herndndez Castillo; Speed, Right:
in Rebellion). In a provocative intervention into this debate, Silvia Rivera
Cusicanqui argues that indigenous organizing focused on recovering territories
in fact ignores the issues most important to indigenous women who live and
work in cities—issues of exploitative labor and sexual violence. By limiting their
activism to questions of political or territorial rights, she says male indigenous
jeaders are missing broader and potentially more liberatory notions of rights
{Rivera Cusicanqui 49-50)).

Women are not the only focus of this new research. Andrew Canessa {“Intimate
Indigeneities”) describes how men in highland Bolivia are often forced to travel
out of the villages to take part in the military and commerce. There, they not only
experience historical injustices and racism bur also assume a broader sense of citi-
zenship than the women, who tend to remain at home. Linking macro forces to
intimate spaces of sexuality, Canessa shows how indigeneity is both expressed and
contested in the realm of desire. Men come to understand their own indigene-
ity through sleeping with women of other ethnicitics, while village women are
further deprecated by their partners for symbolizing an indigeneity they cannot
escape. Canessa demonstrates then that masculinity is enacted in the intersectior
of race, class, and gender.

Indigenous people’s intersectional positions have also proven an important
site from which to think abour issues such as human rights and development
Shannon Speed’s work with women migrating from Mexico to the United States
points to the ways in which indigenous women are situated ac the intersection of
multiple axes of oppression (“Intersectionality™). Here Mexican women migrants
are subjected to gendered violence in their homes, raped and kidnapped as they
migrate, and face new violence, including incarceration if they ask for asylum
once they reach the United States. The plight of indigenous women caught in
this “multicriminalism” makes clear chat neither multiculturalism nor human
rights has delivered on its promises. Sarah Radcliffe’s new work on indigenous
wonien and postcolonial development asks how categories of social difference—
including gender, race ethnicity, sexuality, disability, location, and class—come to
be conceptualized and then acted upon in development. She argues that social
heterogeneity is key to how development NGOs seek to enact their projects
and ultmately determines who receives aid and who does not. Because they are
perceived to be different and less capable aid recipients, indigenous women are
not targeted for the same sorts of development as mestizo women, ot indigenou:
men. But precisely because of their position at the intersection of indigeneiry
and gender, indigenous women alse have a privileged site from which to mount
critiques of development.

Intersectionality has thus proven to be a rich site for rethinking both gendes
and indigeneity, problematizing categories of difference and describing the rick
gendered and classed sites from which indigenous idendty emerges. Given the
ever more complex sites in which indigenous people live and work—in urbar
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spaces, in transnational circuits of commerce (Tassi et al.), and in mixed-ethnicity
neighborhoods (Kirshner)—we anticipate that analyses showing the intersections
between race/ethnicity and class will be emerging in coming days.

The Postcolonial and Ontological Turns

Perhaps the most provocative turn in indigenous studies is the “ontological turn”
(Escobar “Ontological Turn™). These scholars begin with the idea that indige-
nous peoples may have ontologies that are very different from Western *mod-
ern” ontologies. Here ontclogy refers to how people understand the universe
to be organized: what exists, the conditions of their existence, and the relations
between them (Blaser “Political Ontology™ 877). In part, this academic move par-
allels activism by indigenous peoples, who pushed beyond multiculturalism to
argue for decolonization and plurinationalism alongside economic redistribution.
Indigenous intellectuals and activists point to the hegemonic myths of Western
superiority that continue to underlie modern liberal demeocractes, and argue for
a radical revolution at the level of epistermnology, demanding a reevaluation of
indigenous customs, logics, and values (Bautista). This draws in part upon the
work of modernity/coloniality scholars describing the discursive legacies of colo-
niality, what Quijano calls the “coloniality of power.” (See also Mignolo, Walsh.)
This group argues that Euro-modernity took hold in parallel with the conquest
of Latin America, and created a system of hierarchies (modern and nonmodern)
that justified colonial violence against native peoples and continues to bolster
COTEMPOTARY FacisIm,

As we described above, recognizing indigenous difference (albeit in 2 lim-
ited way} was a fundamental part of multicultural schemes of governance. In this
period, indigenous knowledge was recognized as valuable and worth preserving
and even promoting. Yet the ontological scholarship provides another explanarion
for why multiculturalisin “failed”: because it is based on an effort to make indig-
enous difference commensurable to modernity and European models of develop-
ment. These scholars rely on Latour and Descola’s science studies arguments that
meodernity is one ontological formation among others, but one that has particular
power-laden effects. Most importantly, they suggest, modern ontologies separate
nature from culture, and assume that other ways of seeing the world are based
in superstition or religion. The result, says Latour, is the “Great Divide” between
“moderns” who make this differentiation and others who do not (Latour 99).
Eduardo Viveiros de Castro suggests that this divide has made it difficult for schol-
ars to see the radically different “perspectives” or “worlds” that people inhabit.
He argues that contrary to modern muldcultural understandings, which posit
one nature and many culturally sitaated perspectives of it, the indigenous peoples
he studies envision many different kinds of natures. From this “multinaturalise”
notion, he argues that scholars should explore the “equivocations” or misunder-
standings that occur when different ontologies collide, recognizing that they are
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evidence that different worlds are being enacted and assumed (Viveiros de Castro;
Blaser " The Threat of the Yrmo™ 4},

Two scholars demonstrate what is at stake when these ontological concerns are
ignored. Marisol de la Cadena describes how indigenous Peruvians explain their
opposition to mining in nearby mountains. They refer to the mountains as beings
with whom they have relations and whose anger might threaten their communi-
ties. To many, these explanations appear as.mystical or culturalist visions, instead
of legitimate political arguments. Thus, de la Cadena argues that the epistemic
maneuver Latour described dividing nature from culture effectively “bans” both
indigenous beliefs as well as the nonhuman “earth beings” (the mouncains at risk)
from the sphere of politics (de Ia Cadena). She asks: what form mighe politics take
if scholars and politicians took these emerging forms of indigeneity serfousiy?
"Thinking about Andean mountains s sites of equivocation that make visible the
partially connected worlds between environmentali

sts and indigenous politicians
might produce the sort of disagreement Rancigre posits as the basis of political
subjectivity (351),

Mario Blaser follows a similar argument, describing the equivocation between
development NGOs and the Yshiro People in northern Paraguay. When the
NGOs order a hunting ban in a degraded environment, the Yshiro fajl to comply.
Their ontological understanding of human—animal relations is completely differ-
ent from that of the NGO, Their world is governed by a principle of relationality
between humans and nonhumans, but the availability of fauna is not strictly a
result of how humans trear animals. Instead, if animals are not available, it means
that at some point in the network, the fow of reciprocity is failing, usually in che
human-to-human interface (Blaser “The Threat of the Yrmo” 8)
tion demonstrates two different worlds at play. Blaser shows
of endangered environment “performed”
ranchers was accepted as true, while the Yshiro’s world was sidelined. He calls
his analysis “political ontology,” illuminating “the conflices that ensue as differ-
ent worlds or ontologies strive to sustain their own existence as they interacr and
ntingle with each other” (Blaser “The Threat of the Yrmo™ 3),

The ontological turn has produced enormous debates.
ge1ous return to essentialized notions of the Indian as link
Others suggest that it ignores the ways contentporary indigenous people are fully
engaged in the logics of global capitalism, and particularly ignores the vulper-
abilities this structural position implies (Bessire and Bond). Most importantly, it
does not address what scholars of multicultaralism have repeatedly argued: that
representations of radical alterity continue to form the basis of new regimes of
inequality and governance (Povirelli “Cunning of Recognition”; Bessire and
Bond 445).Yet, these ontology scholars have called atcention to an essential ques-~
tion, especially for anthropology. If one of the central goals of studying indigenous
peoples has been to understand and translate intercultural equivocality or differ-
ence, we must understand the conditions and assuniptions that modern ontologies

. This equivoca-
how the “factish”
by the NGOs, the national parks, and

Sonie see it as a dan-
<d to nature (Turner).
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bring to the endeavor. Viveiros de Castro makes a provocative claim: “The error
or illusion par excellence consists, precisely, in imagining that the univocal exists
beneath the equivocal, and thac the anthropologist is its ventritoquist” (10). He
proposes instead a “controiled equivocation,” a recognition of other ontologies on
their own terms, a translation that “allows the alien concepts to deform or subvert
the conceptual tools of the translator’s toolbox so that the intentio of the originai
language can be expressed within the new one” (3).

Conclusion

This chapter traced the dynamic scholarship following the rise of the indigenous
rights movement in the 1980s and 1990s. We have identified four critical themes
of this era—neoliberal multiculturalism, natural resources, intersectionality, and
the ontological turn—arguing that what links these four areas of scholarship is
how intellectuals and activists have theorized difference. In each of these areas,
scholars have questioned naturalized notions of difference, pointing out that the
category of indigenous can only be understood in relation to other discourses
(like neoliberalism or modernity) or other categories (like gender or class). Yet,
because indigenous peoples have been continually positioned as different from
whites/mestizos or moderns, their experiences and struggles have illuminated
many other fundamental questions, from colonialism to modernity to demeoc-
racy. During the era of neoliberal multiculturalism, state efforts to recognize this
difference showed both the flexibility of liberalism and its limitations. That is,
while neoliberal forms of governance expanded their definitions of citizenship
to allow for indigenous practices and organizations, the overarching lesson from
scholars of multiculturalism seems to be that late liberal societies can only toler-
ate difference in limited doses, and only if it does not challenge the nation-seate
and/or global capitalism. Scholars of the ontological turn expand this conclu-
sion, explaining liberalism’s limitations at the level of worldview or ontology. The
fact that indigenous visions of human/nature relations are silenced or seen as
totaily exterior to politics or science is further proof of the hegemony of Western
notions of modernity.

For scholars following indigenous peoples’struggles over natural resources, dif-
ference plays a more complicated role. Situated on the faultlines between local
livelihoods, capitalist extractivism, and global climate change, native peoples often
bear the burden of being the alternative, of refusing, of opposing both states and
corporate development plans, and of taking the role of the saviors of nature. Here
indigenous positions have shed light on the rapacious nature of late capitalism,
and the ways nation-states, even progressive ones, continue to sacrifice the most
vulnerable o developmenc. Yet, increasingly, scholars note the conflicted positions
in which indigenous people find themselves, “enduring” precarious lives of pov-
erty (Povinelli, Economies of Abandommnenty and engaging with capitalism. Here the
gender and intersectionality scholars show how difficult it is to define difference,
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instead arguing for a fluid multidimensional understanding of the complex di
courses and fields of force at play in indigenous peoples’ lives. We anticipate cor
tinued and productive debates beeween scholars who see difference as ontologic
and those who see it as emerging from multicontextual lived positions in tt
contemporary world.

While these have been impogtant areas for exploring the ways scholars has
engaged indigeneity in recent years, we end here with ideas for where scholarshs
on indigeneity might go in the next decade or so. It seems as though question
regarding the environment and natural resources will become ever more impo
tant in the upcoming years as resources become more finite and global climar
change advances. It is our hope that scholars will continue to analyze these deve
opinent projects to draw attention to both the inequities they can produce, as we
as the alternatives being proposed to them. Decolonization and buen vivir off
new horizons for indigenous peoples to claim sovereignty and land rights, br
these wiil no doubt continue to be deeply contested. Climate change is a produ
of enormousty complex interactions between economic and political process
and uneven geographical developments across Latin America, so new work w
have to address these nulti-scalar intersects. Perhaps this will lead to new interdi
ciplinary work across the physical and social and humanistic sciences.

As we have argued in other papers, there is certainly space for more critic
work on intersectionality between race, ethnicity, gender, and class. We hope |
see more work on indigenous peoples engaged with capitalism, like the upward
mobile Aymaras in La Paz. How and in what ways might they borrow from Ayma
traditions of reciprocity and exchange to build politcal and economic networ
that stretch across national/global space? We argue here for more attention
macro and micro shifts, as flows of capital and new markets open up across Lat
America. How might indigenous people be engaging these markers as importa
actors in these new global spaces? The goal of the next decade is to create robu
theories that look at the intersections of race, class, gender, and the multiple laye
and levels of power shaping indigenous peoples’ lives in rural and urban areas,
spaces of governance, and in international decision-making.

References

Albé, Xavier. "Suma Qamafia, El Buen Convivir” Revista Obets, vol. 4, 2009, pp. 25-40.

Anthias, Penelope. “Extraction, Revolution, and Plurinationalisin: Rethinking Resow
Extraction Narratives from Bolivia” Latin American Perspectives, forthcoming
Special Issue “OpenVeins Revisited”, edited by Nicole Fabricant.

Assies, Willem, Gemma van der Harr, and Andeé Hoekema, editors. The Challenge
Diversity: Indigenous Peoples and Reforsn of the State in Latin Awmerica. Purdue UP, 2000,

Bautista, S. Rafael. “;Qué significa el Estado Plurinacional?” Descolonizacion en Bolit
Cuartre Ejes para Comprender el Cambio.Vicepresidencia dei Estado, 2011,

Becker, Marc. “Ecuador: The Rights of Nature Threatened inYasuni National Park.” Ups
Down World, September 5, 2013,



L=

The Indigenous Studies Turn 141

Bessire, Lucas and David Bond. “Ontological Anthropology and the Deferral of Critique.”
American Ethuologist, vol. 41, no, 3, 2014, pp. 440-456.

Blaser, Mario. “The Threat of the Yrmo: The Political Ontology of a Sustainable Hunting
Program.” American Anthropologist, vol. 111, no. 1, 2009, pp. 10-20.

. “Political Ontology” Cultural Studies, vol. 2, no. 5-6, 2009, pp. §73~89¢.

Brysk, Alison. From Tribal Village to Global Village: Indian Rights and International Relations in
Latin America, Stanford UP, 2000.

Burman, Anders. “ Chachawarmi: Silence and Rival Voices on Decolonisation and Gender
Politics in Andean Bolivia” Journal of Latin American Studies, vol. 43, no. 1, 2011,
pp- 65-91.

Canessa, Andrew. “Conflict, Claim, and Centradiction in the New Indigenous State of
Bolivia.” Working Paper No. 12, desiguALdades, December 2012,

. Intimate Indigeneities: Race, Sex, and History in the Small Spaces of Andean Life. Duke
UP, 2012,

Choque Quispe, Maria Eugenia. “Colonial Domination and the Suberdination of the
Indigenous Woman in Bolivia”” Translated by Christine Taff and Marcia Stephenson.
Modern Fiction Studies, vol. 44, no, 1, 1998, pp. 10-23.

de la Cadena, Marisol. “Indigenous Cosmopolitics in the Andes: Conceptual Reflections
beyond *Politics.’”” Cultural Antliropology, vol. 25, no. 2, 2012, pp. 334-370.

and Orin Starn. Indigenous Experience Today. Berg, 2007.

Denis, Ann.*Intersectional Analysis: A Contribution of Feminism to Sociology” International
Sociology, vol. 23, no. 5, 2008, pp. 677-694.

Dietz, Gunther. “From Indigenismo to Zapatismo: The Struggle for a Muiti-ethnic
Mexican Society” The Struggle for Indigenous Rights in Latin America, edited by Nancy
Postero and Leon Zamosc. Sussex Academic Press, 2004, pp. 32-80.

Engle, Karen. The Elusive Problem of Indigenons Development: Rights, Culture, Strategy. Duke
UP, 2010,

Erazo, Juliet. “REDD: Development Opportunity or Neoliberal Threat? Indigenous
Organizations Tzke Opposing Views!” NACLA Report on the Americas, vol. 46, no. 1,
2013, pp. 55-60.

Escobar, Arturo, “The ‘Ontological Turn’ in Social Theory: A Commentary on ‘Human
Geography without Scale’, edited by Sallie Marston, John Paul Jones 1I, and Keith
Woodward?” Transactions of the Institute of Britisht Geagraphers, vol.32,n0. 1,2007, pp. 106-111.

Fabricane, Nicole. “Good Living for Whom? Bolivia’s Climate Justice Movement and the
Limitations of Indigenous Cosmovisions.” Latin American and Caribbean Ethnic Studies,
vol. 8, no. 2, 2013, pp. 159-178.

and Bret Gustafson. “Revelutionary Extractivism in Bolivia: Imagining Alternative

World Orders from the Ground Up” NACLA March 2, 2015,

and Kathryn Hicks. “Bolivia versus the Billionaires: Limitations of the Climate

Justice Mavemer:t in International Negotiations.” NACLA Repert on the Americas, vol.

46, no. 1, 2013, pp. 27-31.

and Nancy Postero. “Performing the “Wounded Indian: A New Platform of
Democracy and Human Rights in Bolivia’s Autonomy Movement.” Pegformianice Politics:
Spectacular Productions of Curlture in Contemporary Latin America. Special issue of Identities:
Clobal Studies in Culture and Power, vol. 21, no. 4, 2014, pp. 395-411.

Friedlander, Judich. Being Indian in Hueyapan, A Study of Forced Identity in Conteniporary
Mexico. St. Martin’s Press, 1975.

Garefa, Maria Elena. “Introduction: Indigenous Encounters in Contemporary Pera.” Latin
American and Caribbean Studies, vol. 3, no. 3, 2008, pp. 217-226.




142 Nicole Fabricant and Nancy Postero

Gustafion. Bret. “Flashpoints of Sovereignry: Natural Guas and Territorial Conflict in
Bolivia." Oil, Integration, and Conflict: Towards an Anthropology of Oil, edited by Andrea
Behrends, Stephien Reyna, and Gunther Schlee. Berghan, 2011, pp. 220-240.

and Nicole Fabricant. “inmroduction: New Cartographies of Knowledge and
Seruggle.” Rewapping Bolivia: Resources, territory and Indigeneity in a Pluripational Stase,
edited by Nicole Fabricant and Brer Gustafson. School for Advanced Research Press,
2011, pp. 1-25. .

Hale, Charles R. “Does Multiculturalism Menace? Governance, Culwural Rights, and the
Politics of [dentity in Guatemala.” Jorrual of Latin Aunrerican Studies, vol. 34, no. 3, 2002,
pp. 485-524.

. “Rethinking Indigeneous Politics in the Era of the ‘Indio Permitido’™ NACLA
Report ou the Americas, vol, 38, no. 2, 2004, pp. 16~20),

Hall, Stuart, “The West and the Rest: Discourse and Power.” Modemity: An Introduction
to Moderst Sodieties, edited by Stuart Hall, David Held, Don Hubert, and Kenneth
Thompson. Blackwell Publishers, 1996, pp. 184-227.

Hernandez Castillo, R, Aida. “The Emergence of Indigenous Feminism in Latin America.”
Signs: Journal of Women in Cultie and Sociery, vol. 35, uo. 3, 2010, pp. 539-545.

Hindery, Derek. Front Enrou to Evo; Pipeline Politics, Global Envirommnentalisim, and Indigensus
Rights in Bolivia. U of Arizona P, 2013,

International Labour Organization. “Concerning Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in
Independent Countries.” Convention 169, 1630 UNTS 383. Adopted June 27, 1989.

Kirshner, Joshua. "Migrants’ Voices: Negotiating Autonomy in Santa Cruz” Latin American
DPerspertives, vol. 37, no. 4, 2010}, pp. 108-124,

Larson, Brooke. Tiials of Nation Making: Liberalisin, Race, and Ethunicity in the Andes, 1810-
1970, Cambridge UP, 2004,

Latour, Bruno. H{ Have Never Been Modeni. Harvard UP 1993,

Lugones, Maria."  Toward a Decolonial Feminisin” Hypatia, vol. 25, n0. 4, 2010, pp. 742-759.

Martinez Cobo, José “Study of the Problem of Discrimination against Indigenous
Populations.” vol. 5: Conclusions, Proposals, and Recommendations. United Nations (E/
CN.4/5ub.2/1986/7/ Add.4/Sales No. E.86 XIV.3), 1987,

McCall, Leslie. “The Complexity of Intersectionaliny” Signs, vol. 30, no. 3, 2005,
pp. 17711800,

McNeish, John Andrew. “Extraction, Protest, and Indigeneity in Bolivia: The TIPNIS
Effect.” Latin Anericanr and Caribbean Ethnic Studies, vol. 8, no. 2, 2013, pp. 221242,

Li, Tania Murray, Tie Will to hnprove: Governmenality, Development, and the Practice of Politics.
Drake UP, 2007,

Mignolo, Walter. Local Histories/ Global Designs: Coloniality, Subaficra Knowdedges, and Border
Thinking. Princeton UP, 2000.

Nash, June. We Eat the Mines and the Mines Ear Us: Dependency and Exploitation in Bolivian
Tin Mines. Columbiz UP, 1979,

Olivera, Oscar and Tom Lewis. Cochabamba. Water Wars in Bolivia. South End Press, 2004,

Perreault, Thomas. “Natural Gas, Indigenous Mobilisation, and the Bolivian State: [dentities,
Conflict and Cohesion Programme.” Paper No 12, UN Doc. UNRISD/PPICC12/08/
1, July 2008.

Plate, Tristan. Estado Boliviano y Aylin Andino: Tierra y wributo en of vorre de Potosi, CIPCA,
1982.

Postero, Naney. Now e Are Citizens: Indigenous Politics in Post-multicrdtural Bolivia. Stanford
UP, 2007.




The Indigenous Studies Turn 143

.“INegotiating Indigeneity” Latin American and Caribbean Ethnic Studies, vol. 8, no. 2,

2013, pp. 107-121.

and Leon Zamosc. The Struggle for Indigenous Rights in Latin America. Sussex
Press, 2004.

Povinelli, Elizabeth. The Crnning of Recognition. Duke UP, 2002

. Econonties of Abandanment: Secial Belonging and Endurance i Late Liberalism. Duke
Up, 2011,

Quijano, Anibal, “Coloniality and Modernity/Rationality” Cultiral Studies, vol, 21, ne. 2-3,
2007, pp. 168-178.

Radcliffe, Sarah. “Development for a Postmeoliberal Era? Sumak Kawsay, Living Well, and
the Limits of Decolonization in Ecuador,” Geoforum, vol. 43, no. 2, 2011, pp. 240--249.

. Indigenous Women and Posteolonial Development, Duke UT, 2015.

Ranciére, Jacques. Disagreement. Translated by Julie Rose. U of Minnesotz P, 1999.

Richards, Patricia. Race and the Chilean Miracle. U of Piusburgh [, 2013,

Rivera Cusicanqui, Silvia, “The Notion of ‘Rights” and the Paradoxes of Postcolonial
Modernity: Indigenous Peoples and Women in Bolivia” Translated by Molly Geidel.
Qui Parle: Critical Humanities and Social Sciences, vol. 18, no. 2, 2010, pp. 29-54.

and Rossana Barragin. Debates Post Coloniales: Una Introduccién a los Estudios de fa
Subalternidad. Historias, SEPHIS y Aruwiyiri, 1997,

Rousseau, Stéphanie. “Indigenous and Feminist Movements at the Constituent Assembly
in Bolivia: Locating the Representation of Indigenous Women.” Latin Awerican Research
Review, vol. 46, no. 2, 2011, pp. 5-28.

Sawyer, Suzanna. Crde Chronicles: Indigenous Polirics, Multinational Oil, and Neoliberalisn in
Ecuador, Duke UE 2004.

and Edmund Terrance Gomez. The Politics of Resource Extraction: Indigeons Peoples,
Multinational Corporations and the State. Palgrave Macmillan, 2012,

Schiwy, Freya.“Decolonization and the Question of Subjectivity, Gender, Race, and Binary
Thinking” Cultural Saudies, vol. 21, no. 2-3, 2007, pp. 271-294.

Seider, Rachel. Multicultieralism in Latin America: Indigenous Rights, Diversity, and Democracy.
Palgrave Macmillan, 2002.

Speed, Shannon. Rights in Rebellion: Indigenous Struggle and Human Rights in Chiapas.
Stanford UP, 2008.

. “The Intersectionality of Violence: Indigenous Women and Human Righes”
Presentation at the Annual Meeting of the American Anthropelogical Association.
Washington, DC, December, 2014.

Tassi, Nico, Carmen Medeiros, Antonio Rodriguez-Carmona, and Giovana Ferrufino.
‘Hacer plata sin plata’: El desborde de los comerciantes populares en Bolivia. Fundacién
PIEB, 2013.

Tsing, Anna. “IndigenousVoice.” Indigenous Expeticnce Today, edited by Marisol de la Cadena
and Orin Starn. Berg, 2007, pp. 33-67.

Turner, Terrence.“ The Crisis of Late Structuralism, Perspectivism, and Animism: Rethinking
Culture, Nature, Spirit, and Bodiliness” Tipit/ fournal of the Socicty for the Antliropalogy of
Lowland South America, vol. 7, no. 1, 2009, pp. 3-42.

Van Cott, Donna Lee. The Friendly Liguidation of the Past: The Politics of Diversity inr Latin
Anterica. U of Pittsburgh P, 2009,

Vasconcelos, José. La raza cdsmica: misidn de la razaq iberoamericana. Aguilax, 19606.

Viveiros de Castro, Eduardo. “Perspectival Anthropology and the Method of Controlled
Equivocation™ Tipiti: Journal of the Society for the Anthropology of Lowland Seutl America,
vol. 2, no. 1, 2004, pp. 3-22.




144 Nicole Fabricant and Nancy Postero

Wade Peter. Race and Ethnicity in Latin Awerica. Pluso Press, 1997,

Walsh, C.\:heunc “Shifting the Geopolitics of Critical Knowledge.” Cultriral Stidies
no, 2-3, 2007, pp. 224-239.

-\%nen, 1(4\' “Indigenous Movements as a Challenge to the Unified Social M
Paradigm for Guatemala” Cultures of Politics, Politics of Cuinnes: Re-visioni
Amrerican Social Movenwients, edited by Sonia E. Alvarez, Evelina Dagnino, anc
Escobar, Westview Press, 1998, pp. 165-195.

Webber, Katinka. “Chiquitamo and the Multiple Meanings of Being [ndigenous in.
Builetinr of Latin Anerican Research, vol. 32, no. 2, 2013, pp. 194209,

Wolf, Eric. “Closed Corporate Peasant Communitécs in Mesoamerica and Ceno
Soirthwestern_Journal of Anthropelogy, vol. 13, no.1, 1957, pp. 1-18.

Yashar, Deborah. “Contesting szensh]p. Indigenous Movements and Demor
Larin America.” Comparative Politics, vol. 31, no. 1, 1998, pp. 23-42.



