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ABSTRACT

In the past few years indigenous know edge has energed as a
significant resource in devel opment discussions. This paper
interrogates the concept of indigenous know edge and the
strategies its advocates advance to pronote developnent. The
paper suggests that the concept of indigenous know edge, and its
role in devel opnent, both are problematic issues as currently
conceptual i zed. To productively engage indi genous know edge in
devel opnent, we nust go beyond the dichotbny of i ndi genous vs.

scientific and work towards greater autonomy for indigenous

peopl es.
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DI SMANTLI NG THE DI VI DE BETWEEN | NDI GENOUS AND SCI ENTI FI C KNOW.EDGE

| NTRODUCTI ON

In the decades since the second world war the rhetoric of devel opnent
has |unbered through several stages - fromits focus on economic growh, to
growh with equity, to basic needs, to participatory devel opnent, to
sust ai nabl e devel opment (Bates, 1988; Bl ack, 1993; Daly, 1991; Hobart, 1993;
Redclift, 1987; Watts, 1993; W/l ber, 1984). One of the nore gl anorous phrases
that now col oni zes the |exicon of devel opment practitioners and theorists
ali ke is indigenous know edge. Wiere "western" social sci encé, t echnol ogi cal
m ght, and institutional nmodels - reified in nonolithic ways - seemto have
failed, |ocal know edge and technology - reified aé "indi genous” - are often
viewed as the latest and the best strategy in the old fight against hunger,
poverty and underdevel opnent (Atte, 1992; Richards, 1985; Scoones, Ml nyk and
Pretty, 1992; Tjahjadi, 1993). Because indigenous know edge has pernitted its
hol ders to exist in "harmony" with nature, using it sustainably, it is seen as
especially pivotal in discussions of sustainable resourc'e use (Anderson and
Grove, 1987; Conpton, 1989; Flora and Flora, 1989; Ghai and Vivian, 1992;

Inglis, 1993; Mdock, 1992; Sen, 1992).



In the 50s and 60s, theorists ¢of devel opnent saw indigenous and
traditional know edge as inefficienf, inferior, and an obstacle to
devel opnent. Current fornul ati ons about indi genous know edge, however,
recogni ze that derogatory characterizations of the know edge of the poor and
the marginalized popul ati ons nmay be hasty and naive. In reaction to
Moder ni zati on Theorists and Marxists, advocates of indigenous know edge
underscore the promise it holds for agricultural production systens and
sust ai nabl e devel opnent ((Altieri, 1987; Brokensha, Warren and Werner, 1980;
Chanbers, 1979; Chanbers, Pacey and Thrupp, 1989; diessnan, 1981; Gubta,
1990, 1992; Mvock and Rhoades, 1992; N anmir, 1990; Rhoades and Booth, 1982
Warner, 1991; Warren, 1990; Warren, Slikkerveer and Brokensha, 1991; Warren,
Slikkerveer and Titilola, 1989).

The focus on indi genous know edge and production systens heralds a |ong
overdue nove. It represents a shift fromthe preoccupation with the
centralized, technically oriented solutions of the past decades that failed to
alter life prospects for a majority of the peasants and snall farners in the
world. By highlighting the possible contributions of the know edge possessed
by the margi nalized poor, current witings force attention and resources
towards those who nost need them But although the advocates of indigenous
know edge have appropriately tried to focus on the problens of indigenous and
mar gi nal i zed popul ations, this paper suggests that their work suffers from
contradictions and conceptual weaknesses.

| first present sone of the reasons that seemresponsible for the
current surge of interest in indigenous know edge. The next section describes
how advocat es of indi genous know edge have tried to valorize it. Using

contradi ctions harbored in their witings, the third section questions the



validity, even the possibility, of separating traditi onél or indi genous

know edge fromwestern or rational/scientific know edge. The contradictions in
contenporary witings about indigenous know edge, | suggest using Levi-Strauss
as an exenplar, echo those in earlier attenpts ofl ant hropol ogi sts to study
"savage minds" and "primtive.cultures." The critique inplicitly indicates
possi bl e directions to engage these issues nore productively. The final
section el aborates these directions in greater detail.

It is necessary to clarify two points at the outset. For the nobst part
the paper will enploy terns such as indigenous, local, primtive, savage, or
western, rational, scientific, nodern, and civilized, without the uée of
quot ati on marks. These terns renmain, however, deeply problematic. | use them
wi thout a sli nmul t aneous textual indication of their questionable nature only to
prevent awkwardness and pronote fluency in reading. Second, | wll refer,
again primarily for convenience, to the advocates of indigenous know edge as
"neo-indi geni stas", and the belief that indigenous knowl edge has sonethi ng of
value to offer as "neo-indigenisnp". The paper refers regularly and frequently
to the advocates-of -i ndi genous-know edge. A sinpler termto denote them and

their advocacy w |l prove convenient.!

THE RI SE OF | NDI GENOUS KNOW.EDGE
Evi dence for the allure indigenous know edge holds for theorists and

practitioners alike lies in nultiple arenas. New international and national

The terms "indigenista", and "indigenism" possess historically situated
connotations in the Latin Anerican context that render their use sonmewhat
probl ematic. The terns | use, neo-indigenistas and neo-indigeni snp, do not
attenpt to draw upon these associations. | amgrateful to Mark Thurner for
suggesting a possible solution to a "thurny" problem



_institutions sponsor inquiries into indi gentous know edge. Fundi ng agenci es
attenpt to incorporate issues related to indigenous know edge in their
financial activities (ADA |IDRC, UNESCO and the Wrld Bank conme to mind as
qui ck exanples). Newsletters, journals and other nouthpieces enphasize the
signi ficance of indi genous know edge. In nunerous conf.erences, schol ars and
devel opnment professionals discuss the merits of indigenous know edge and
depl oy a new populist rhetoric to assert the rel evance of i-ndi genous know edge
in devel opnent. As Warren et.al. underline, "Ten years ago, nost of the
academi cs working in the area of indigenous know edge represented

ant hr opol ogy, devel opnent soci ol ogy, and geography. Today ... inportant
-contributions are also being nade in the fields of ecology, soil science,
veterinary nedicine, forestry, human health, aquatic science, managenent,

bot any, zool ogy, agronomy, agricultural economcs, rural sociol ogy,

mat hematics, .... fisheries, range managenent, information science, wildlife
managenment, and water resource managenent" (1993: 2) .

I ndi genous knowl edge forns the capstone of several convergent trends in
social science thinking, and devel opnent administration practice. In the past
fewyears, with the failure of the grand theories of developnent, the focus in
most of the social sciences has altered to favor mddl e-range theories that
are site- and tine- specific. At the same tine, the agency of the subaltern
actors, against the nmanipulative strategies of elites, has regained a
significant place (Abu-Lughod, 1990; Col burn, 1989; Scott, 1985, 1986). It is
becom ng de rigeur to consider the_rmnner in which the poor and the
mar gi nal i zed are not just subjected to devel opnent, but the ways in which t hey
are able to withstand and reappropriate external interventions creatively

(Pigg, 1992). Wthout resistance, and creative reappropriation, how can one



begin to explain the failure of five decades of state sponsored devel opnent?
As each of these trends in the social sciences stresses the agency of the
| ocal, indigenisnm becomes a nore acceptable alternative.

- At the sane tine, the science of devel opnment studies seens to be in
di sarray. The nost prom nent actor in devel opment, the state, is in full
retreat in most third world countries. The tenper of the times is perhaps best
illustrated by the valence accorded the NGOs - they collectively channel nore
devel opnent aid to the South than the Wirld Bank and the | M- put together
(Brett, 1993; Cernea, 1988; Cark, 1991; OECD, 1988). The relative failure of
externally introduced devel opnent initiatives has inpelled a shift toward a
participatory and decentralized notif in devel opnent. Insofar as the populist
rhetoric of indigenous know edge al so enphasizes the capacities of the
underprivileged, the local, and the under-represented, and accents the need to
secure the participation of indigenous and |ocal groups, it fits in admirably

with energent thenes in devel opnent studies and adm ni stration.

WHAT |'S NEW ABOUT "I NDI GENOUS KNOW.EDGE?"

In the positive clanor that has hailed the energence of this youngest
sibling of "economic growth," "growh with equity," "appropriate technol ogy,"
"participatory devel opment,"” and "sustainabl e devel opnent," one may niss the
forest for the trees. Wat is new about the rhetoric and practice of
i ndi genous know edge? What is it that distinguishes indigenous fromwestern
know edge? Warren, one of the forenmpbst witers on ind[genous know edge,

outlines the follow ng characteristics of indigenous know edge in a paper

prepared for the Wirld Bank:



...indigenous know edge is an inportant natural resource that can
facilitate the devel opnent process in cost-effective,

partici patory, and sustainable ways (Vanek, 1989; Hansen and

Er baugh, 1987). Indigenous know edge (1K) is local know edge--
know edge that is unique to a given culture or society. IK
contrasts with the international know edge system generated by
universities, research institutions and private firms. It is the
basis for l|ocal-level decision-making in agriculture, health care,
food preparation, education, natural resource managenent, and a
host of other activities in rural comunities. Such know edge is
passed down fromgeneration to generation, in many societies by
word of nouth.  I'ndi genous knowl edge has val ue not only for the
culture in which it evolves, but also for scientists and planners
striving to inprove conditions in rural localities (1991:. 1).

The comments Warren nakes about indigenous know edge highlight its
significance, and contrast it to western know edge, but offer less infornation
on the di nensions along which it actually differs fromwestern know edge. The
primary di mensi on of difference and uni queness, according to Warren, seens to
lie in an organic relationship between the local comunity and its know edge.

I ndi genous know edge, therefore, is of crucial significance if one wi shes to

i ntroduce a cost-effective, participatory and sustai nabl e devel opnent process.

In an earlier paper Warren cites Chanmbers (1980: 2) to provide a better

explication of the distinction between indigenous and western know edge:

Modern scientific know edge is centralized and associated with the
machi nery of the state; and those who are its bearers believe in
its superiority. Indigenous technical know edge, in contrast, is
scattered and associated with |ow prestige rural life; even those
who are its bearers may believe it to be inferior. (1989: 162)

Howes and Chanbers, referring to indigenous know edge as i ndigenous
techni cal know edge (ITK), prefer to differentiate it fromscientific

know edge on nethodol ogi cal, rather than substantive grounds - a discussion



that recalls and reproduces the dinensions highlighted by Levi-Strauss in his

two books, Totemi smand The Savage M nd. They say:

An inmportant difference between science and ITK lies in the way in
whi ch phenonmena are observed and ordered. The scientific node of

t hought is characterized by a greater ability to break down data
presented to the senses and to reassenble it in different ways.
The node of ITK, on the other hand, is 'concrete' and relies

al nost exclusively on intuition and evidence directly available to
the senses.

A second distinction derives fromthe way practitioners to
the two nmodes of thought represent to thenselves the nature of the
enterprise in which they are engaged. Science is an open system
whose adherents are always aware of the possibility of alternative
perspectives to those adopted to any particular point of tine.

I TK, on the other hand, as a closed system is characterized by a
| ack of awareness that there nay be other ways of regarding the
world (1980: 330).

While they go on to downplay the first difference, they lay special enphasis
on the suggestion that |ITK changes only to solve mnor puzzles--anal ogous to
the kind of changes that Kuhn (1962) tal ked about and which are supposed to
occur in the course of 'normal' science.? But ITKis still, allegedly,
different from science because the latter "constantly carries with it the
possibility of 'revolutionary change' in which one paradi gm woul d be destroyed
by anot her" (Howes and Chanbers, 1980: 330).

Sone researchers have attenpted to distinguish indigenous know edge by

claimng that wormen have particularly rich insights in many indi genous

2See, however, Toulnmin 1970, Watkins 1970, and Wllians (1970) for doubts
about the distinction between the idea of "normal" vs. "revolutionary" :
sci ence. Further, indigenous farners and producers have al so denonstrated
their capacity for the so-called revolutionary changes in practice and
wor | dviews (R chards 1985).



cul tures and |l ocal know edge systens (Thrupp, 1989: 140).° But attenpts to
conj oi n indi genous know edge systens with wonen's ways of know ng are
unsustainable for at least two reasons. In all cultures and for all know edge
systens wonen may possess particularly rich insights about sone aspects of
their culture. Therefore, the existence of know edgeabl e wonen in | ocal
kfiow edge systens can scarcely be a di stingui shing feature of these systens.
Two, nunerous indigenous cultures discrimnate agai nst wonen possessing
know edge that nenbers of the culture value. For exanple, anong the Bororo of
Brazil that Levi-Strauss describes, or anong the Sawos and the latmul of
Papua, wonen are strictly prohibited fromentering nen's comunal houses or
even viewing its sacred objects.

Dei (1993) defines indigenous know edge as the "common sense know edge
and ideas of |ocal peoples about the everyday realities of living" (1993:

105) .

It (indigenous know edge) includes the cultural traditions,

val ues, beliefs, and worldviews of |ocal peoples as distinguished
fromWestern scientific know edge. Such |ocal know edge is the
product of indigenous peoples' direct experience of the workings
of nature and its relationship with the social world. It is also
a holistic and inclusive formof know edge (1993: 105).

The above writings provide an indication of the distinctions neo-
i ndi geni stas draw between indi genous and western know edge. A nore
conpr ehensi ve di scussion of differences is available in Banuri and Apffel-
Marglin (1993), based on an earlier vol ure by Apffel-Marglin and Marglin

(1990) . Using a "systens of know edge" framework, they find the distinguishing

%For a simlar attenpt to accord wonen a privileged status in indigenous
systens, or to equate themwith a "natural” nature, see Shiva (1988) .

8



characteristics of indigenous know edge (which they call traditipnm

know edge) to be situated in the fact that 1) it is enbedded in its particular
community; 2) it is contextually bound; 3) it does not believe in

i ndi vidualist values; 4) it does not create a subject/object dichotony; and 5)
it requires a conmitnent to the local context unlike western know edge which
val ues nobility and weakens local roots (1993: 10-18).

The major thenes that presunably separate indigenous from western
know edge can be now sunmari zed. W nust consider three chief dinensions: 1)
substantive - there are differences in the subject matter and characteristics
of indigenous vs. western knowl edge; 2) nethodol ogi cal and epi stenol ogi cal -
the two fornms of know edge enploy different nmethods to investigate reality,
and possess different world-views; and 3) contextual - traditional and western
know edge differ because traditional know edge is nore deeply rooted in its
cont ext .

Armed with the alleged distinctions between indigenous and scientific
know edge neo-indi geni stas propose a sinple strategy, and a seemngly
convincing array of reasons to guarantee indigenous know edge a place in the
political arena of devel opnent. They all agree that successful devel opnent
strategies nust incorporate indigenous know edge into devel opnent pl anni ng
Br okensha, Warren and Werner, in their firgt maj or work on i ndi genous
know edge* explain the necessity of using it (indigenous know edge) for

devel opnent :

* According to Brokensha, Warren and Werner, their edited volume may al so
have been the first collection that explicitly exam ned the relationship
bet ween i ndi genous know edge and devel opnent in a conprehensive way.
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"Devel opnent frombelow' is for nmany reasons, a nore productive
approach than that from above, and...an essential ingredient is

i ndi genous know edge...To incorporate in devel opnental planning

i ndi genous know edge: is a courtesy to the people concerned; is an
essential first step to successful devel opnment; enphasizes hunan
needs and resources, rather than naterial ones al one; makes
possi bl e the adaptation of technology to local needs; is the nost
efficient way of using western "Research and Devel oprment” in
devel opi ng countries; preserves valuable |ocal know edge;

encour ages community sel f-diagnosis and hei ght ens awar eness; | eads
to a healthy local pride; can use local skills in nmonitoring and
early warning systens; involves the users in feedback systens, for
exanpl e, on crop varieties.

These positive reasons -- together with the negative
reasons, such as the Ilikelihood of failure wthout using

i ndi genous know edge -- constitute a strong case for incorporating
this know edge i n devel opnent prograns (1980: 7-8).

But the question still remains: Wy shoul d devel opnment professionals and

governnments, who shunted asi de indi genous knomﬁédge for five decades of

pl anned devel opnent, start using it now? And even were they to becone

per suaded that indi genous know edge is valuable, how can they gain it? A

straightforward answer is available in the Indigenous Know edge and

Developnent Monitor - "a publication of and for the international comunity of

peopl e who are interested in indigenous know edge"® According to the editoria

inthis journal, just as scientific know edge is gathered, docuqented and

di ssem nat ed fn a coherent and systematic fashion, so should be done with

i ndi genous know edge. As nore case studies explain the utility of indigenous

*The | ndi genous Know edge and Devel opment Monitor is produced by three
maj or international centers on indi genous know edge: CIRAN - the Center for
I nternati onal Research and Advi sory Networks in Netherlands; CIKARD - the
Center for Indigenous Know edge for Agricultural and Rural Devel opnment in
iowa, United States; and LEAD - the Leiden Ethnosystens and Devel opnent
Programin Netherlands. These international centers assist and network the
activities of regional and national centers in Nigeria (ARCIK), Philippines
(REPPI KA), Brazil, Burkina Faso, Chana, Kenya, |ndonesia, Mexico, South
Africa, Uruguay, and Venezuela. The editorial board of the publication
conprises D. Warren, G Von Liebenstein, L. Slikkerveer, D. Brokensha, J.
Jiggins and C Reij - all of whomare well known theorists and advocates of
i ndi genous know edge.
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know edge, its relevance to devel opnent planning will becone self evi dent .
Such studies should then be archived in nat i.onal and international centers as
.dat abases. The information in these dat abéses could be classified according to
different topics and subjects. The collection and storage of indigenous
know edge in archives should be supplenented with adequate dissem nation and
exchange anong interested parties using newsletters, journals and di fferent
networks (Warren et.al., 1993: 1). The ideas seeman el aboration of the
sentiments expressed by Warren, Brokensha and Werner nore than a decade ago,
"W would like to envisage an increasing awareness and systematic use Qf
i ndi genous know edge systens. Eventually, there should be nati onal archives of
such know edge. ... Such archives could be used both by nationals and by
foreigners." (1980: 8).°

But in accenting the inportance of indigenous know edge, neo-
i ndi geni stas are caught on the horns of a dilemma. On the one hand their focus
on indi genous know edge has successfully gai ned them an audi bl e presence in
the chorus of devel opnent. At the same tine, talking about indigenous
know edge commits themto the dichotony between indigenous and western
know edge --a dichotony that nany earlier anthropol ogists, including
Mal i nowski, Boas, Levi-Bruhl, Mauss, Evans-Pritchard, Horton, or Levi-Strauss
-- could not leave alone (Ceertz, 1983: 148). The argunents of neo-
i ndi geni stas today reproduces the dilemas of earlier debates. In dazzling
anal yses of primtive and nodern cultures and systens of know edge, Levi-
Strauss, for exanple, defended with virtuosity the claimthat different
systens to classify know edge share rfany simlarities. But at the sanme tineg,

his work anticipated the arguments of the neo-indigenistas in pinpointing

®See al so U | uwi shewa (1993)
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differences. Primitive cultures (he sdggested) are nore enbedded in their
“environments; prinmtive peoples are less prone to analytic reasoning that

m ght question the foundations of their know edge; prinitive thought systens
are nore closed (than scientific nodes of thought) , and thus | ess subject to
change in the face of contrary evidence. thortunately  nei ther Levi-Strauss's

argunents, nor those of the neo-indigenistas can be sust ai ned.

THE LOG C OF | NDI GENOUS KNOALEDGE: OLD WNE I N OLD BOTTLES?

A number of inconsistencies-and problens mark the assertions fromthe
neojindigenistas. Theirlcase may seem superficially persuasive. Indigenous
know edge and peopl es, the argunent goes, are disappearing all over the world
as a direct result of the pressures of nodernization. Their disappearance, in
turn, constitutes an enornous loss to hunanity since they possess the
potential to remedy many of the problens that have emascul ated devel opment
strategies during the past five decades. Geater efforts nust, therefore, be
made to save, docunent, and apply indigenous strategies of survival

But neo-indigenistas remain conmitted to the sane kind of dichotonous
classification that dom nated the world view of the nodernization theorists’
in spite of their seeming opposition to the idea that indigenous institutions
and know edge are obstacles to the march by the Angel of Progress. Both groups
of theorists seek to create tmb cat egori es of know edge--western and

i ndi genous--relying on the possibility that a finite and small nunber of

"The attitudes of social scientists during the 50s and the 60s may have
been no nore than a continuation of the negative values and attitudes towards
i ndi genous peopl es and know edge systens that fromthe beginnings of the
Eur opean exploration of the world. Warren (1989) outlines sonme of the |egacies
of 19th century social science for the attitudes towards indigenous know edge
in the 50s and the 60s.
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characteristics can define the elenments contained within the catggories. But
the attenpt is bound to fail because differént i ndi genous and western

know edges possess specific histories, particular burdens fromthe past, and
di stinctive patterns of change. Colin MacCabe puts it well in his "Foreword"
to Spivak's In Oher Wrlds: "any one world is always, also, a radica

het erogeneity which radiates out in a tissue of differences that undoes the
initial identity" (1988: xvii).

West ern know edge is supposedly guided by enpirical neasurenents and
abstract principles that help order the nmeasured observations to facilitate
the testing of hypotheses. Yet, by what yardstick of conmon nmeasure, without
creating conpletely neani ngl ess categories, can one put together a Hunme and a
Foucault, a Derrida and a Von Neumann, or a Said and a Fogel ? And by what
tortuous stretch of inmmgination would one assert simlarities between the
Azande beliefs in witchcraft (Evans-Pritchard, 1936), and the deci sion-naking
strategi es of the Rai ka shepherds in western India (Agrawal, 1993, 1994), or
bet ween the beliefs anong different cultures on intersexuality (Geertz, 1983
80-4), and the narketing activities in traditional peasant comunities (Bates,
1981; Schwi nmer, 1979)? On the other hand, the heterogeneities anong the
epi st enpl ogi es and phi | osophi es inhabiting the indigenous and the western
spaces are diverse enough that there may be greater simlarities between ideas
in agro-forestry and the nultiple tree cropping systens of snall-holders in
many parts of the world (Rochel eau, 1987; Thrupp, 1985, 1989); between
agronony and the indigenous techniques for donestication of crops (Reed, 1977;
Rhoades, 1987, 1989); between taxonony and the plant classifications of the

Hanunoo, or the potato classifications of the Peruvian farners (Conklin, 1957,
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Brush, 1980); or, between rituals surrounding football ganes in the United
States and, to use a nuch abused exanple, the Balinese cockfight.

A classification of know edge into indigenous and western is bound to

fail not just because of the heterogeneity anong the elenments -- the

know edges filling the boxes marked indi genous or western. It also founders at
anot her, possibly nmore fundanental level. It seeks to separate and fix -
separate as independent, and fix as stationary and unchanging - in time and

space systens that can never be thus separated or so fixed. Such an attenpt at
separation requires divorced historical sequences of change for the_tmo forns
of knomﬁedge-ia condi tion evidence sinply does not bear out. According to
Levi - Strauss, contact and exchange anong different cultures, including between
Asia and the Anericas, was a fact of life fromas early as thousands of years
ago (1955: 253-60) . Certainly, what is today known and cl assified as

i ndi genous know edge has been in intimate interaction with western know edge
since at least the fifteenth century (Abu-Lughod, 1987-88, 1989; Eckholm

1980; Schneider, 1977; Wallerstein, 1974, 1979a, 1979b; Wl f, 1982). In the
face of evidence that suggests contact, variation, transformation, exchange
conmuni cation, and | earning over tHe | ast several centuries, it is difficult
to adhere to a view of indigenous and western fornms of know edge being

unt ouched by each other. As Dirks et.al. remark, it was the "virtual absence
of historical investigation in anthropology (because of which) cultura

systens have, indeed, appeared tinelesé, at least until ruptured by "culture

contact"" (1994: 3).

Whet her we examine their substantive, nethodol ogical, or contextua

clains, case, neo-indigenistas stand on shaky grounds.
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Substantive Differences

Subst antive differences between indigenous and western know edge
presumably lie in their subject matter and their characteristics. On some
accounts, indigenous know edge is concerned primarily with those activities
that are intimately connected with the daily livelihoods of people rather than
wi th abstract ideas and phil osophies. Thus nmpbst witers on indigenous
know edge suggest that |ocal popul ations possess highly detailed and richly
conpl ex informati on about agriculture, agro-forestry, pest managenent, soi
fertilization, nultiple cropping patterns, health care, food preparation and
so forth. Western know edge, in contrast, is divorced fromthe daily
l'ivelihoods of people and aims at a nore analytical and abstract
representation of the world. Western science builds general explanations that
are one step renoved fromconcrete realities and which result in insights that
can be used for problemsolving in many different contexts.

Yet there is an equally inpressive nunber of studies, stemming often
from i ndi genous know edge advocates thensel ves, which claimthat indigenous
know edge is not just about imediate technical solutions to everyday problens
(Juna, 1988; Marks, 1984; Norgaard, 1984; Richards, 1985), but that it also
contains "non-technical insights, w sdom ideas, perceptions, and innovative
capabilities which pertain to ecol ogical, biological, geographical, or
physi cal phenomena" (Thrupp, 1989: 139).% At the sane tine, the line divorcing
west ern know edge fromthe daily livelihoods of western peoples nmay be too
blunt. There is scarcely any aspect of life in the west today that does not

bear the inprint of science - above all science is harnessed for utilitarian

8Levi-Strauss's influence is, again, evident. See the opening pages of
The Savage M nd, and Ceertz (1983: 87-90).
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purposes - to the extent that it is no |onger possible to make the kind of
easy distinction that was routinely nade between basic and applied science.
Several internal features, neo-indigenistas suggest, define indigenous
know edge in counterpoint to western scientific know edge. |ndigenous
know edge is scattered and institutionally diffused, it possesses only a | ow
prestige value, even for its adherents, and in the last analysis it is the-
cul tural heritage of indigenous peoples. Wstern know edge on the other hand
is centralized and bears high prestige, and it is that know edge which is held
by the western peoples. But these claims seemoverblown. It would be
difficult, for exanple, to defend the assertion that know edge can be the
property,. over a period of time, of a specific group and that it can be
characterized in a particular way as a result of being the property of that
group. The contact and exchange that has occurred over thellast centuries
anong different groups of people render such an assertion suspect. Further,
whet her know edge derives its prestige frombeing the property of a particular
group, or fromthe utility it is perceived to possess is a difficult claimto
arbiter. The sane know edge can possess high or |ow prestige, depending on who
advances it, or depending on its utility. Wthout the possibility of such
di ffering assessnents of indigenous know edge neo-indi genistas woul d have

found it inpossible to claimvalue for it.

Met hodol ogi cal and Epi stenol ogi cal Differences
If science cannot be distinguished fromtraditional know edge on the
basis of the contents or characteristics of the two categories of know edge,

f oundati onal i st hope® of some neo-indigenistas |eads themto submit that the

°See Fish (1989) for a discussion of "foundationalism®
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two may still be separated on the basis of distinct nethodol ogi es and

di sti ngui shabl e phil osophi es of know edge (Howes and Chanbers, 1980). On this
account, seenmingly with greater intellectual content, science is open
systematic, objective, and analytical, and advances by building rigorously on
previ ous achi evenents. What scientists do is supposed to be strictly separable
from comobn sense or non-science. |ndigenous know edge, in contrast, is no
nore than comon sense; it is closed, non-systenatic, mﬁthout concepts that
woul d conformto ideas of objectivity or rigorous analysis, and advances, if

at all, in fits and starts.

In advancing this claim neo-indigenistas seemto have advanced little
beyond Levi-Strauss. In an enduring image dividing science fromthe know edge
systens of the primitives, Levi-Strauss described the difference between the -
engi neer and the bricoleur. In The Savage m nd, he suggested that the main
difference lay in the capacity of the engineer to "go beyond the constraints
i nposed by a particular state of civilization while the 'bricoleur® by
inclination or necessity always remains within thent (p. 19). One mght ask
Levi -Strauss (were he today alive) howthe bricoleur's culture changes if she
is unable or disinclined to nove beyond the resources that her civilization
makes available. O, perhaps, it mght be correct to presune that the
know edge systens of savages, produced sui generis, are locked into a stasis
that precludes all change beyond repetitious recomnbination of the sane
el enent s?

But it is, perhaps, unnecessary to tediously investigate the limtations
of such a claim-- constituting, as it were, a reinvention of the wheel.

Phi | osophers of science have |ong abandoned the hope of a satisfactory

met hodol ogy for distinguishing science fromnon-science. Fromthe coll apse of
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Bacon's recipe for the advancenent of learning, to the failure of the |ogica
positivists of the Vienna School in the first half of the 20th century to find
verification criteria that could separate science from nmeani ngl ess
nmet aphysics, to the denise of Popper's and Lakatos's denmarcation principles--
the history of attenpts to delineate scientific nmethodologies is littered with
ruins (Kulka, 1977). Even the nore ardent supporters of a separation between
sci ence and non-science are reduced to hoping for what Stanley Fish (1989:
322) has called "theory hope." They suggest that while nethodol ogi es proposed
until today have not been successful in separating science from non-science
this "by no neans precludes the possibility that a satisfactory nethod wll
eventual ly be found. There seens to be a general advancenent in nethodol ogy,
and .... | see no reason why we shouldn't expect further progress in the
field" (Kulka, 1917: 279). Gven the failure of nunerous phil osophers of
sci ence, such as Leibniz, Popper, Carnap, G unbaum or Lakatos, to find
satisfactory denarcation criteria, it seens strange to find advocates of
i ndi genous know edge resuscitating inprobable strawren in 1993 in defence of
their attenpts to uplift the indigenous and the |ocal.

Feyerabend‘s attacks on the dogmatismand intol erance of science towards
i nsights and nethods of inquiry outside established, institutionalized science
(1975) are sufficiently on target that even his avowed critics accept them
(Tibbetts, 1977: 272). In such a situation it is unnecessary to aver the
openness of science to attenpts ained at dislodging it. On the other hand, the
claimthat indigenous know edge systens are closed is sd totalizing as to be
quite incredible. Thrupp (1985, 1988, 1989) describes the range of attitudes
that |ocal popul ations display towards new know edge - these run the entire

gamut frompride in traditional nethods and rejection of new know edges to

18



adm ration for new ideas and shame about ol der practices. But this range of
attitudes towards new and different ideas may be precisely how it nay be best
to describe the attitude of scientists towards new know edge. How then can
anyone distinguish between science and traditional know edge, as Howes and
Chanbers (1980), or Horton (1970) want to do, by arguing that one is an open
system and the other closed, and that one possesses a protective attitude
towards established category systens and theories and the other a destructive

attitude (Horton, 1970: 162-6)7

Contextuality

I ndi genous know edge, sone theorists tell us, exists in close and
organic harmony with the lives of the people who generated it. Mdern
know edge, however, thrives on abstract fornulation and exists divorced from

the lives of people. According to Banuri and Apffel-Mrglin,

Traditional know edge systens are enbedded in the social,cultural
and noral mlieu of their particular community. In other words,
actions or thoughts are perceived to have social, political, noral
and cosnol ogical inplications, rather than possessing only, say, a
purely technol ogi cal dinmension... By contrast, the nodern system
of know edge seeks to distinguish very clearly between these

di fferent dinmensions. Technical questions pertain to cause-and-
effect relationships in the natural environnent, and can coexi st
with many different social, noral, political or cosnol ogical
contexts. ...

Unl i ke nodern knowl edge, which bases its claimto superiority on
‘the basis of universal validity, local know edge is bound by space
and tine, by contextual and noral factors. Mre inportantly, it
cannot be separated fromlarger nmoral or normative ends. In order
to make know edge universally applicable and valid it is necessary
to disenbed it froma larger epistemc franework which ties it to
normative and social ends.... Context is local--it anchors

techni cal know edge to a particular social group living in a
particular setting at a particular time (1993: 11, 13).
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Such a rhetorical differentiation fails sus{ained interrogation. First, an
enpirical datum One of the npbst devastating critique of technical solutions
oriented devel opnent policies of the last five decades has been that they
ignored the social, political and cultural contexts in which they were

i mpl emrented. But if attenpts to inplenment western technically oriented
solutions failed because they did not recognize the inperatives different
socio-political-cultural contexts entailed, it is likely that the so-called
technical solutions are as anchored in a specific nmilieu as any other system
of know edge. More generally, nothing even nmakes sense without at |east an

i magi nabl e context. The only choice one possesses about the context is which
context to highlight. But this choice exists whether one tal ks about

i ndi genous or nodern know edge systens. |ndeed, when scholars such as
Brokensha, Gupta, Warren or U | uw shewa tal k about how the indi genous

know edge of one group of people can be useful to another people, they are
tal king of nothing except finding a new context for traditional know edge.

As contenporary phil osophers of science attenpt to understand what
scientists do, even posing the question whether science is context independent
may seem i ngenuous. The declarations of foundationalist thought about the
apriorismof science have beén in disarray at |east since the argunents
advanced by Kuhn (1962) and later, with the energence of the sociol ogy of
scientific knowl edge (SSK) in the 1970s (Barnes and Bl oor, 1980; Knorr Cetina
1981; Latour and Wool gar, 1979) .'° These perspectives focused on the soci a
noori ngs of science and in so doing questioned the stock appreciations of

science as objective and rational. Mre recent accounts enphasize scientific

The cursory review of the sociology of scientific know edge, and
science as practice and culture is heavily indebted to Andrew Pickering's
introduction to his work, Science as practice and culture.
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practice and the context upon which the scientists draw to create scientific
products: instruments, facts, phenonena and interpretations. This view of
science as practice and culture, by insisting on the "nultiplicity, patchiness
and-heterogeneity of the space in which scientists work" (Pickering, 1992: 8),
successfully goes beyond not just earlier epistenologies rooted in
rationalism but also the later reductive representations that saw science "as
relative to culture (Kuhn, Feyerébend), (or) as relative to interests (SSK)"
(p- 7). The discursive space thus purchased, foregrounds the practices of
science, and can form a val uabl e resource for neo-indigenistas to build

epi stem ¢ foundations.

Advocates of Science as Practice and Culture have constructed severa
accounts of scientific practice (Gooding, 1992; Hacking, 1992; Knorr Cetina
1992; Stephani des and Pickering, 1992). Studies of the manner in which farners
and ot her local groups experinent and innovate by combining their existing
know edge with new informati on are al so beginning to appear and can fill a
very significant gap in facilitating new approaches to indigenous know edge
(Chandl er, 1991; Dvorak, 1992; Fujisaka, 1992; Sperling, 1992; Voss, 1992).
Many of these studies still suffer fromthe conmitnent to the indigenous/
scientific divide, and few of them study experinentation in rural settings
over any length of time, but they can form the beginnings of an approach
focused on indi genous practice.

As we examine specific forms of investigation and know edge creation in

different nations and different groups of people, we can allow for the

Y'Social theories that accent practice can, of course, be traced an
illustrious pedigree. Long before the adherents of "science as practice and
culture" arrived on the scene, Marx, \Wber, Gansci, Sartre, and nore recently
Bour di eu, have been enphasized the significance of praxis.
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exi stence of diversity in what is commobnly seen as western or indigenous; yet
our exam nations can find a comon link in {he insistent attention to the ways
in which "indigenous" or "ﬁestern" scientists create know edge. Instead of
trying to conflate all non-western know edge into a category terned
"indi genous," and all western knowl edge into another category, it nay be nore
sensible to accept differences within these categories and perhaps find
simlarities across them

Nor does "science as practice" open the doors to the academ ¢ neuroses
regardi ng radical subjectivism Al abstractions about different ki nds of
know edges, ultinmately, nust submt to assessnents_and undergo a process of
val i dation by a comunity of peéers. Fears of relativismare pronpted nore by
percei ved dangers to academic turfs than any real relativist threat. At any
rate, the possibilities of a "genuine synthesis" in studying different forns
of know edge that science as practice opens up are real and val uable. They
certainly seemnore attractive than the offerings fromthe "politics of

derogation"'® that the sterile dichotomy between the "nodern" and the

"indi genous" pronpts.

CAN THE | NDI GENQUS BE SAVED AS WESTERN? POURING NEWWNE |IN OLD BOTTLES

The claimby the neo-indigenistas that the indigenous and the western
are separate leads to contradictions and advocacy of contradictory practices
that no anount of verbal |egerdemain can resolve. Neo-indigenistas conmit

themsel ves to the conservation of indigenous know edge in asserting that 1)

2By "politics of derogation" | refer to the attenpts by nodernization
theorists and Marxists to deny validity to the know edge and val ues of
i ndi genous peoples; and the attenpts by theorists of indigenous know edge to
downpl ay sci ence.
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i ndi genous know edge has been underval ued and is fast disappeafing, 2) it
possesses much deontol ogi cal significance and utilitarian value, and 3) it can
be a pivotal resource in the pursuit of devel opment worl dw de.

The nodalities of preservation that neo-indi genistas espouse, and the
political inplications of their suggestions are worth greater notice.'They
grant priority to the preservation of know edge, because they believe inits
utilitarian value in furthering devel opnent. The prine strategy they advance
is isolation, documentation, and storage of indigenous know edge in
i nternational, regional and national archives; énd its dissemnation to other
contexts and spaces--a strategy they bel i eve western science has used with
great effect (Serrano, Labios and Tung, 1993: 5-6; Ul uw shewa, 1993: 11-3;
Warren, 1989: 167-8; Warren, von Liebenstein and Slikkerveer, 1993: 2-4). It
is not coincidental that the strategy they espouse--ex situ preservation--is
technically the easiest, and politically the nobst convenient.

To use an exanple, U luvishewa justifies the creation of nationa
i ndi genous know edge resource centers on the ground that the centers can act
as a "clearinghouse for collection, docunentation, conparison with globa
know edge systens, dissemnation and utilization of indigenous know edge; and
so that indigenous know edge can be transferred from one ecol ogical zone to
another within a country.... (D)issem nation of indigenous know edge from one
area to another is also necessary because indigenous technol ogy useful in one
part of the world nay be used to solve problens faced by another society in a
sim | ar agro-ecosystemin another area" (1993: 12-3). In chgnpioning
i nternational and national archives, and the storage of know edge in these
museuns, neo-indigenistas finally denonstrate their lingering belief in

system reason, order, centralization, and bureaucratization as the hall nmarks
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that nust mark solutions to the problens of ™devel opment”. Just.as Levi -
Strauss felt that savage cultures could be easily understood by a man éndomed
with "traditionally French qualities (1955: 101)," indigenous know edge
theorists suggest that devel opment specialists can use objective scientific
met hods to catal og and preserve indigenous know edge.

But their strategy is unconsciously, yet fatally, at conplete odds with
their desire to maintain distinctions between scfentific and traditiona
know edge. In their desire to find an el evated status for indigenous
know edge, they‘attenpt to use the same instrunments that western science uses.
In so doing they undernmine their own assertions about the separability of
i ndi genous fromwestern know edge in three ways: 1) They want to isol ate,

docunent, and store know edge that gains its vigor as a result of being

integrally linked with the lives of indigenous peoples; 2) They wish to freeze

intime and space a fundanentally dynamic entity--cultural know edge; and, 3)
Most damming, their archives and know edge centers privilege the scientific

i nvestigator, the scientific comrunity, science, and bureaucratic procedures.

Neo-i ndi geni stas insist upon the scattered and local character of al

i ndi genous know edge. A primary reason why it cannot be ignored by those who
wi sh to pursue decentralized, sustainable, and participatory devel opnent, they
suggest, is its organic unity with the daily livelihoods of those who possess
it. They often view western know edge with suspicion precisely because of its
origins and location in centralized institutional arrangements and because it
claims to be universal and transferable to multiple arenas of action. But at
the sane tine as they suggest that indigenous know edge derives much of its
vitality fromits deep entanglenent in the lives of people, they also cast it

as an object that can be essentialized, captured in archives, and transferred
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Wi | e neo-indi geni stas condem mestern-science for being inaccessible to
| ocal peoples, irrelevant to | ocal needs, and non-responsive to |ocal demands,
they fail to see that they thenselves are consigning indi genous know edge to
the sanme fate - strangulation by centralized control and managenent. Trapped
in institutions that serve pfinarily functions related to storage and
di ssem nation, what is inmagined as indigenous know edge nmust necessarily
becone fated to stagnation, irrelevance and ultimately oblivion. An
international systemof archives, whether is successful in its stated
obj ective--utilizing indigenous know edge for devel opnent, is certainly going
to require and possibly create an international group of new devel opnent
professionals, scientifically trained in the |atest nethods of classification
cat al ogi ng, docunentation, electronic and physical storage, and dissem nation
t hrough publications. Constant attenpts to update it by gathering nore
informati on and data, so as to reflect its dynamic and changi ng nature, wll
provi de purpose and nmeaning only to a battery of elite data gatherers and
anal yzers. The international, regional and national archives for housing
i ndi genous know edge are likely to divorce indigenous know edge fromthe
source that presumably provides it with its vigor - the people and their
needs.

Because indigenoUs know edge is generated in the imedi ate context of
the livelihoods of people, it is a dynamc entity that undergoes constant
modi fications as the needs of the communities change. The strategy of ex situ
conservation that neo-indigenistas advocate, therefore, seenB.particuIarIy
ill-suited to understanding indi genous know edges. Such strategi es have been
advocated in another context. Alarned at that gl obal destruction of

bi odi versity over which our civilization is currently presiding; many

25



scientists have called for its preservation, often by storage of seeds in

ger npl asm banks, in ex situ collections, ané by in situ conservation (Brown
and Briggs, 1991; Brush, 1989{ Fal k, 1990; Falk and Hol si nger, 1991; Franke
and Soul e, 1981; National Research Council, 1978). O the different nethods
avail abl e, scientists have begun to increasingly view ex situ conservation as
the | east desirable because of its deficiencies in preserving genetic variety
(Altiéri, 1989; Altieri and Merrick, 1987; Falk, 1987 1990; Ham |ton, 1994;
Wl son, 1992). When biologists recognize that ex situ conservation is a
defective strategy to preserve physically denarcable entities such as seeds
and plants, it seens ironic that the neo-indigenistas advocate the sane
defective strategy for the preservation of know edge--integrally linked with
the lives of people, and constantly changing. Ex situ conservation is not just
their preferred strategy, it is alnost always their only strategy.

Ex situ conservation, as nmay be imagined, is justified on the broad
grounds that indigenous know edges are a "global patrinony;" that they should
be made available to all interested individuals. As Warren, Brokensha and
Werner said in 1980, "(s)uch afchives coul d be used both by nationals and by
foreigners” (p.8) . But access to centralized, bureaucratized data systems will
al ways renmain inequitable, disadvantaging the snaller users and farners.

But the ultimate irony in the witings of the neo-indigenistas, perhaps,
has less to do with their willingness to adopt the nethods and instrunents of
science. Wile they nock science for its lack of vision and inability to solve
the problenms of marginal regions and narginalized peopl es, they al so
unconsciously assign it é hi gher pedestal. They devote nmuch of their witing
to catal ogue indigenous peoples' practices which nust be saved because of the

val ue they hold for devel opnent. But, and once again a Baconian belief in the
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superiority of science asserts itself, these practices must first be checked
using scientific nmethod. In a paper praising indigenous technology, Massaquoi
says, "we should exam ne the existing technology in order to identify its
weaknesses and strengths so scientific principles can be applied in effect_i ve
ways to inprove it" (1993: 3). In an article praising the ethnonedical

know edge of the Irulas in the Nilgiri Hlls in India, Rajan and Sethuraman
suggest, "The know edge on indi genous plants and its uses . . . can be harnessed
for the pharmacol ogi cal investigation in the nmodern system of nedicine" (1993:
20). In an article t hat quite radically, if cursorily, downplays the

di stinctions between indigenous and western know edge, Richards (1980: 184-95)
contradictorily asserts the need to collect and evaluate a comunity's
environnental know edge on scientific grounds. Arguments betraying a sinmlar

bi as can be found in Bel shaw (1980) , Brokensha and Riley (1980) , Kni ght

(1980), Leeflang (1993), Meehan (1980), and Moore (1980). Thus, for all the
adm ration and respect accorded the indigenous systenms, they nust first pass a
scientific criterion of validity before being recogni zed as know edge.

The reason neo-indigeni stas undermine their own argunents, al nost
unconsciously, is their desire to hold on to the dichotony between indi genous/
scientific and traditional/ western. Such an attenpt to classify fails to rise
above the structures of knowl edge that to begin with it condemms, and seeks
ultimately to transcend. It remains nmired in the rhetoric of documentation and
storage, managenent and di ssem nation, centralization and bureaucratization;
it ultimately authorizes science and nethod, dooming itself to a perpetual

state of remaining, sinply, a desire.
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NEW DI RECTI ONS?

I f neo-indigenistas wish to save indigenous know edge, they nuét
recogni ze and advogate nmet hods of conservation that engage politics. They wi sh
to separate the indigenous fromthe western and pronote indi genous know edge
for fairly utilitarian goals: they argue that in the pursuit of devel opnent,
pl anners and scientists have not paid any attention to the interests of |oca
popul ations, and ignored the needs_of t he nargfnalized and oppressed groups.
It is possible to do so only by paying attention to the know edge and
institutions 6f the excluded poor. Their focus on indigenous know edge
possesses a fam liar function. They attenpt, using a new perspective, the
devel opnent of the underdevel oped. Because the poor and the narginalized
exerci se sonme neasure of control on their own know edge, it is possible by
focusing on their know edge to find thema greater voice in devel opnent. But
if this is a primary purpose of focusing on indigenous know edge systens, it
woul d perhaps be better to foreground the issue and frame it in precisely
these terms rather than creating a confusing rhetoric of indigenous vs.
western and relying on the politically and technically conveni ent nmethod of ex
situ conservation. Further, by advocating that indigenous know edge be stored
in international and national archives, neo-indigenistas are also hel ping
underm ne the control that the poor exercise over their know edge.

I f indigenous know edges are disappearing, it is primarily because
pressures of moder ni zati on and cul t ural honogeni zati on, under the auspi ces of
the modern nation-state and the international trade system threaten the
lifestyles, practices and cultures of nomadic popul ations, small agricultura
producers, and indigenous peoples. Perhaps these groups are fated to

di sappear. But their know edge certainly cannot be saved in an archive if they
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t hensel ves di sappear.

What Altieri (1989: 79) suggests about conservation of crop genetic
resources--that it cannot succeed w thout protection of the agro-ecosystem and
the soci o-cUI tural organization of the |ocal people--is doubly applicable to
the protection of indigenous know edges. The appropriate response from those
who are interested in preserving the diversity of different know edges, m ght
then lie in attenpting to reorient and réverse state policies to perm'.t
menbers of threatened popul ations to determine their own future, and attenpt,
thus, to facilitate in situ preservation of indigenous know edges. In situ
preservation cannot succeed w thout indigenous popul ations gai ning control
over the use of lands in which they dwell and the resources on which they
rely. Those who are seen to possess know edge, nust al so possess the right to
deci de on how to save their know edge, howto use it, and who shall use it. At
the sane tine, it should be kept in mnd that in situ preservation is likely
to make indi genous know edge nmore costly for those outsiders who wish to gain
free access to it for free dissenination. The increases in costs of collecting
and di ssemnating the local know edge of the marginalized and indi genous woul d
stemfromtheir control over it, and their desire to be conpensated for
al l owi ng others access to it.

bj ections to such an approach are obvious. It can be clainmed that: 1)
| ndi genous popul ations nmay not be able to withstand the onsl aught of
noder ni zation; 2) They do not have sufficient resources to protect their own
know edge; 3) They may give up their knowl edge as it becones m)ré difficult to
contend with an increasingly hegenonic state, market econony, or "world
culture; " 4) Their know edge is a comopn heritage for humanity and therefore

outsiders have a right to gain access to it; or, 5) In situ protection of
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their know edge is inpossible, infeasible, or inefficient. Two s{nple
rejoinders exist: 1) Ex situ preservation of indigenous know edges is likely
to fail--succeeding only in creating a nausol eum for know edge. 2) Ex situ
conservation, even if it is successful in unearthing useful information, is
likely to benefit the richer, nore powerful constituencies--those who possess"
access to international centers of know edge preservation--thus underm ning
the maj or stated objectives of the neo-indigenistas--to benefit the poor, the
oppressed, and the disadvantaged.

The mechanics of in situ conservation for indigenous know edges are
l[ittle understood, and possibly will pose significant political and ethical
di l emmas. Such an objection cannot, however, be an excuse for bracketing what
seens nore desirable. Neo-indigenistas nust begin to grapple with such
problens if they are to make their programnore acceptable to the popul ations
whose know edges they wish to highlight and appropriate for the common good. A
beginning in this direction would be to recognize the nultiplipity of 1 ogics
and practices that underlie the creation and mai ntenance of different

know edges.

CONCLUSI ON

Thi s paper begins by questioning the presuned distinction between
i ndi genous and western know edge with two imredi ate consequences: one is
epistennlogicaf, and the other is nmore practical. The interrogation first
underm nes the possibility that any piece of know edge can be forever marked
or fixed as "indigenous" or "western." Indeed, | suggest that the attempt to
create distinctions in ternms of indigenous and western is potentially

ridiculous. It makes nuch nmore sense, even fromthe point of view of neo-
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i ndigenistas, to talk about multiple domains and types of knomﬂedges, with
differing logics and epi st enol ogi es. And sonewhat contradictorily, but

i nescapably so, the sanme know edge can be classified one way or the other
depending on the interests it serves, the purposes for which it is harnessed
or the manner in which it is generated.

Second, and nore significantly, | argue for the recognition of a basic
political truism anchored unavoidably in institutional origins and nporings,
know edge can only be useful. But it is useful to particular peoples. Specific
strategies for protecting, systematizing, and dissehinating know edge wil |
differentially benefit different groups of people. The recognition of this
sinple truismis obscured by the confounding |abels of "indigenous" and
"western.” It is only when we nove away fromthe sterile dichotony between
i ndi genous and western, or traditional and scientific know edge, that a
productive dialog can ensue for the safeguarding of the interests of those who

are di sadvant aged.
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