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about tHe series

NarratingNativeHistoriesaimstofosterarethinkingoftheethical,method-
ological,andconceptualframeworkswithinwhichwelocateourworkonNative
historiesandcultures.Weseektocreateaspaceforeffectiveandongoingcon-
versationsbetweenNorthandSouth,Nativesandnon-Natives,academicsand
activists,throughouttheAmericasandthePacificregion.Wearecommittedto
complicatingandtransgressingthedisciplinaryandepistemologicalboundaries
ofestablishedacademicdiscoursesonNativepeoples.
 This series encourages symmetrical, horizontal, collaborative, and auto-
ethnographies;workthatrecognizesNativeintellectuals,culturalinterpreters,
andalternativeknowledgeproducerswithinbroaderacademicandintellectual
worlds;projectsthatdecolonizetherelationshipbetweenoralityandtextuality;
narrativesthatproductivelyworkthetensionsbetweenthenormsofNativecul-
turesandtherequirementsforevidenceinacademiccircles;andanalysesthat
contribute to an understanding of Native peoples’ relationships with nation-
states,includinghistoriesofexpropriationandexclusionaswellasprojectsfor
autonomyandsovereignty.
 Decolonizing Native Historiesrepresentsaninnovativeefforttomotivatedia-
loguebetweenscholarslivingintheNorthandSouth,academicsandnonaca-
demicactivistintellectuals,indigenousandnonindigenousresearchers,andthe
differentbutoverlappingformsofknowledgethatariseoutofthesesubjectposi-
tions.BringingtogetherresearchonNativeLatinAmerica,NorthAmerica,and
thePacific,thisbookenquiresintoaseriesofpressingissues:Howdodebates
overNativesovereigntyvaryoverthethreeregions?Whatdoesitmeantobean
indigenousresearcher,andhowmightnonindigenousscholarsmosteffectively
collaboratewiththeirNativecounterparts?Howshouldscholars—whetherNa-
tiveornon-Native—whoarecommittedtoNativestrugglesaskhardquestions
ofactivists?Whatroutesmustwetaketodecolonizescholarshipinthetwenty-
firstcentury?Theanswers,whichrangefromexaminationsofNativestatusin
Hawai‘iandEasterIsland,toevaluationsofcollaborativeresearchandwriting
techniquesinLatinAmerica,andtoapproachestoraceasacriticalcomponent
ofnativenessinNorthAmerica,allcontributetothedialoguewewillneedto
decolonizeourscholarshipinthenewmillennium.





Florencia e. mallon

Introduction

DecolonizingKnowledge,Language,andNarrative

ThisbookwasbornataconferenceentitledNarratingNativeHistoriesheld
at theUniversityofWisconsin,Madison, inApril2005,ameetingwhich
itself was the result of exchanges and collaborations among faculty col-
leaguesfromvariousdisciplinarydepartmentsandwithdifferentregional
specialtieswhosharedaninterestinNativestudies.1NarratingNativeHis-
toriesbroughttogetherintellectualsandscholar-activists,bothNativeand
non-Native,fromHawai‘iandtheAmericas.Forthreedaysweexchanged
viewsonhowtoestablishcollaborationsacrossdifferencesoflanguage,cul-
ture, region,andhistoricalexperience thatwouldpermitus todisengage
ethnographyaswellasotherformsofnarrativeandresearchfromtheircolo-
nialmoorings.
 Giventhecrucialroleoftheconceptscolonialismanddecolonizationin
theprojectofourconference,inthebookseriesbythesamenamethatit
helpedgenerate,andinthisbook,whichbringstogetheraselectionofthe
papersoriginallypresented in2005, it is important tobeginwithat least
somerudimentarydefinitionsofthem.Forthepurposesoftheconference
aswellasinthisvolumewehaveusedthesenotionsquiteexpansively,to
definerelationshipsofdominationandinequalitythatarosehistoricallyin
differentpartsoftheworldwiththeexpansionofEurope.Asthesenotions
applytoindigenouspeoples,theyinvolvetheconquestandexpropriationof
territories;massivelossoflifethroughwar,forcedlabor,anddisease;erasure
ormarginalizationofculturesandlanguages;andtheredefinitionofapro-
cessofviolentconquestas“inevitable”becauseofsupposeddifferencesin
levelsof“civilization.”Ashasbeenwelldocumented,theallegeddifferences
ofcultureandso-calledprogressbetweencolonizerandcolonizedwerethen
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usedtoconstructavisionofaworldorderinwhichcertainpeopleswere
alwayslowerontheevolutionarychain,whatthesubalternistscholarDi-
peshChakrabartyhastermedthe“not-yet”principleofhistoricalevolution
(Chakrabarty 2000). Among the notions central to this worldview is the
racialconstructionofwhiteprivilege.Decolonization,therefore,involvesthe
questioningoftheracialandevolutionarybasesofcolonialpower,andhow
thesehavetendedtounderlietheconstructionofknowledge.2
 WecametogetherinMadisonanimatedbyacommonagenda.Sincethe
1970s,whenNativeleadersfromtheAmericasjoinedtheirfellowactivists
fromotherpartsoftheworldinreformulatingtheunagendaforindigenous
peoples’rightsasapartofinternationalhumanrights,indigenousdemands
for political and cultural recognition have generated a series of strong,
identity-based Native movements that have challenged the integrationist
policies of nation-states. As part of this new political and cultural dyna-
mism,Nativepeopleshavegeneratedtheirownintellectuals,whohavetaken
centerstageindebatesoverculturalinterpretationandtranslationandover
thenarrationofNativehistories.Insuchacontext,theintellectualagency
ofNativepeoplesthemselveshasbeenplacedsquarelyontheagendaofall
researchandwritingaboutandwithindigenoussocieties.Scholarsworking
onandcollaboratingwithNativesocieties,whether themselvesNativeor
non-Native,havethereforebeenchallengedtorethinktheethical,method-
ological,andconceptualframeworkswithinwhichwelocateourworkon
questionsofNativehistoriesandcultures.
 Yetdespitethesechallenges,theanthropologistandactivistVíctorMon-
tejosuggestednearlyadecadeagothat,despitedeclarationstothecontrary
sincethemid-1980s,changeonthegroundwasslowincoming(Montejo
2002).Whilecritiquesoftraditionalresearchmethodsandposturesstarted
ananimatedandprolongeddebateinanthropology(seeespeciallyClifford
andMarcus1986),westillhavea longwaytogoinmovingsuchdebates
more fully into the area of concrete ethnographic and dialogic method-
ologiesandpoliticalpositions.Inspiredinpartbythepioneeringeffortsof
suchNativescholarsasDevonMihesuah(1998,2004),LindaTuhiwaiSmith
(1999),andAngelaCavenderWilson(1998a,1998b,2004),wewishedtolook
comparativelyacrossdistinctregional, tribal,andhistoricaldifferences in
ordertoattempttoformulateabroaderethicalandmethodologicalagenda.
 Thisvision,asimpliedabove,notonlyinspiredtheconference,butalso
inauguratedtheseriesNarratingNativeHistories.Severalvolumesthattake
seriouslytheprinciplesdiscussedattheconference,aswellasreflectingthe
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synergybetweenintellectualvisionanddebate,ontheonehand,andcon-
creteprojectsandmethodologiesontheother,havealreadyfoundahome
there. In both the conference and the series, moreover, we were and are
committedtotroublingrelationsbetweenNorthandSouthandbetweenthe
AmericasandthePacificregion.Attheconferenceourmethodwastodis-
cuss,withthehelpofsimultaneouslanguageinterpretation,commonissues
acrossdifferencesofculture,region,andhistory.Webeganbyaskingour-
selvesquestionsaroundfivethemes.
 First,buildingfromtheperceptionthattraditionalacademicnarratives
aboutindigenouspeoplesarestillembeddedinacolonialframework,both
epistemologicallyandpolitically,wewonderedwhatitwouldmeantoshift
ethnographyandotherformsofresearchandnarrativeawayfrommoretra-
ditionalandverticalformsofengagementtowardmoresymmetrical,hori-
zontalapproachesorcounternarratives.Howwouldwenurturecollabora-
tiverelationshipsthatrespecttherightsofNativepeopleandtheircultural
expertstomakedecisionsabouttheusetowhichtheirknowledgeisputas
wellastheirrighttoberecognizedascoauthorsorparticipantsinthepro-
ductionofknowledge?Whogetstotalkaboutwhat,andinwhichlanguage?
 Second, we wished to consider the relationship of language to power
andalsotoempowerment.Inadditiontorecognizingtheurgentnatureof
projectstorecoverandstrengthenindigenouslanguages—projectsonwhich
anumberoftheconferenceparticipantshaveworkedandareworking—we
discussedtheinescapable interactionsbetweenlanguage, thelegitimation
ofvoice,andthepowerrelationsembeddedinallresearchcontexts.How
dosocial,political,economic,andculturalfactorsshapetheresearchwedo
andthestorieswetell?Asresearchersandwriterscommittedtothecultures
aboutwhichwewrite,whatcanwedotofurthertheprocessofrecognition
ofNativeintellectuals,culturalinterpreters,andalternativeknowledgepro-
ducerswithinthebroaderacademicandintellectualworlds?
 Third,asamatterrelatedtoissuesoflanguageandpower,wetalkedabout
someof theways inwhichcolonialismhadmarkedoralityas inferior to
textuality,andthushadconsideredsocietieswithdifferentrecordsystems
as“primitive”or“prehistorical.”Iflanguage,thelaw,andthearchivehave
historicallyservedasinstrumentsofcolonialism,wewondered,howcould
thesesameinstrumentsbeusedintheconstructionofautonomy?Asre-
searchers,whatisourroleintheprocessofrecovery,preservation,andex-
tensionofNativeliteraryandnarrativetraditions?Whatistherelationship
betweenoralityandtextuality inthisprocess?Is itpossible todecolonize
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language,law,andhistorysothattheybecometoolsintheconstructionof
horizontalrelationsbetweenpeoples?
 Fourth,weconsideredtheimportanceofstorytellingtraditions.Among
manyindigenouspeoplesstorytellinghasservedasaformofculturalpres-
ervation and protection, memory and empowerment, legitimacy and au-
tonomy.Is itpossibletoproductivelyworkthroughthetensionsbetween
thesebroaderintellectualnarrativeswithinNativeculturesandtherequire-
mentsofevidenceintheacademy?Howcanacademicresearchersweave
distinct,divergent,andsometimesconflictualstrandsintotheirstorieswith-
outbetrayingtheirownprinciplesorthoseoftheirinterlocutors?
 Finally,werecognizedthemanychallengesassociatedwithmakingau-
tonomyaviableoptionintoday’sworld.Asindigenousmovementsthrough-
outtheworldhavedemandedrespectforcultural,political,andterritorial
autonomy,questionsconcerningcitizenship,politicalcoalitions,policyop-
tions, and the legal ramifications of autonomy have become increasingly
complex.Howcanweestablishausefuldialogueamongtheextremelydi-
verseexperienceswithandpracticesofautonomyandsovereigntythatexist
intheAmericasandthePacificregion?Howcanresearchersprofitablyin-
volvethemselvesinthesedebatesinawaythatisusefultoNativesocieties?
 Beginningwiththesefivethemes,wethreadedthemthroughparticular
topics,includingindigenoussovereignty;collaborationandtruthtellingin
researchmethodologies;interculturalconversationsontranslation,inscrip-
tion,andtheboundariesbetweeninsideandoutside;andthenatureofintel-
lectualandculturalauthority.Partofwhatwefoundalongthewaywasex-
hilarating,inthesensethattherewerepointsofcommonalityandsolidarity
acrossotherwiseseeminglyunbridgeabledistances—geographical,cultural,
andlinguistic.Peoplewhocouldcommunicateonlythroughsimultaneous
interpretationneverthelessfoundthattheycouldrecognizetheircommon
strugglestorecoverNativelanguagesand,throughthem,adistinctvoice.Or
theysharedperspectivesinwhichthelinesbetweenacademicandactivist,
insideandoutside,oralandwrittencouldbeandhadbeenquestioned,lead-
ingtoamutual,deepcross-fertilizationbetweentheoryandpractice,analy-
sisandexperience.Andallofus,whetherNativeornon-Native,recognized
acertaincommonalityinourintellectualworkastranslators,aspeoplewho
inhabitfrontiersbetweenworlds,orasbisagras(hinges)whoserveascon-
nectionsbetweendisparateknowledges,cultures,andplaces.
 Partofwhatwediscoveredwas sobering, for thechallengesbeforeus
seemeddauntingandat timesoverwhelming.Wenoteddeepdifferences
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betweenNorthandSouth,bothinthehistoricalexperienceofindigenous
peopleswithcolonialismandintheplaceofindigenousintellectualsinsoci-
eties and academies. We saw distinctions among indigenous experiences
withinbothNorthandSouth,within indigenousgroups themselves,and
betweentheAmericasandthePacificworld.Weperceivedinternalhierar-
chiesalonglinesofrace,region,language,andgender.
 Oneofthemostchallengingthemeswediscussedduringtheconference,
onewhichemergesinthisbookgenerally,wastherelationshipbetweenaca-
demicandactivistformsofnarrationandcollaboration.Thiswasanespe-
ciallyvibrant theme in thepresentationsaboutLatinAmerica.Sixof the
ninepaperspresentedonLatinAmericaanalyzedexperiencesofcollabora-
tioninwhichscholar-activistsparticipatedinprojectsintendedtoputnew
technologiesandtools—writing,socialscienceorlinguistictheory,video—
attheserviceofindigenouspeopleswhowishedtousethemfortheirown
purposes.Inthethreeessaysaboutthistopicthatareincludedhere—those
ontheTzotzilMayaofChiapas,theNasaofColombia,andtheQuechuaof
Bolivia—non-Nativecollaboratorsinvolvedthemselvesinongoingnegotia-
tionwithindigenousleaderswhoenvisionedtheuseofthesetoolsinpoliti-
calandintellectualprojectsoftheirownmaking.Whilethesecollaborators
werealleducatedintheuniversity,notallhadestablishedthemselveswithin
theacademy.Andtheprojectsinwhichtheywereparticipatingdemanded
thatNativeagendasbegivenpriorityatalltimes.
 The three papers presented at the conference that dealt with Native
peoplesinHawai‘iandthecontinentalUnitedStateswereallbyNativeaca-
demicsand,whilediverseinthemeandscope,sharedtwogoals.First,they
aimedtobringindigenouspoliticalandhistoricalquestionsintotheheart
ofacademicdiscussionandtohighlighthowthepresenceofNativescholars
intheacademychangedthenatureofintellectualconversation.Second,the
threepaperswereinterestedinusingthetoolsofacademicanalysistofos-
terdebatewithinNativesocietiesthatwouldleadtogreaterempowerment.
Thetwothatappearhere,byJ.KehaulaniKauanuionNativeHawaiianop-
tionsforautonomyandBrianKlopotekonnotionsofraceamongLouisiana
Choctaws,aretheworkofcommittedindigenousacademicswhowishto
usetheanalyticaltoolsattheirdisposaltomovedebatesonsovereigntyand
autonomyforward.
 Whileoverallthepapersreadatourconferencecannotbetakenasrepre-
sentative,theydosuggestdistincthistoriesofarticulationofacademicand
intellectualknowledge to indigenousactivismbetweenNorthandSouth.
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IntheUnitedStates,indigenousscholarsandintellectuals,facingimmense
obstacles,havebeenmakinginroadsintotheacademyandintopublicde-
bate.Whilesuchparticipationisnotapanacea,itdoesopenupnewvenues
of academic and political debate that were not present before. In Latin
America,whileindigenouspoliticalandintellectualrevivalsarealsobegin-
ningtoopenpublicspaceforNativeperspectives—forexample,amongthe
AymarainBolivia,theMapucheinChileandArgentina,theMayainGuate-
mala,theMiskitoalongNicaragua’sAtlanticCoast,andtheMaya,Zapotec,
andothergroupsinMexico—ingeneralithasbeenlesspossiblehistorically
forNativeintellectualsintheSouthtoclaimrealspaceintheacademy.In
providingexamplesoftheexperiencesandstrugglesofindigenouspeoples
inconcretehistoricalcontextsandinrelationtoparticularconstellationsof
politicalandeconomicpower,wehopetodeepenourcomparativeconversa-
tionsinwaysthatwillbeusefultoindigenouspeoplesandtheirmovements.
 Perhapsthemostimportantunifyingthemeoftheconference,andthus
ofthebook,wastheneedtocollaborateintheprocessofdecolonizationor,
asRobertaHillputitduringherconferencecomments,to“getcolonialism
offourbacks.”Allthechaptersaddresstheissueofdecolonizingmethod-
ologiesinonewayoranother,andthethemeofdecolonizationservesasa
kindofbackboneofthebook.3AsKlopotekexplainsinhisessay,thedouble
meaningofthephraseisproductive,inthesensethatweaimbothtode-
colonizethemethodologiesusedinresearchandwritingandtoelaborate
methodologies that decolonize the relationship between researchers and
subjects.Atthesametime,however,theauthorsrepresentedinthebookde-
velopvaryingtakesonwhatthismeans.
 Inthefirstpartofthebook,theessaysbyJ.KehaulaniKauanuiandRiet
Delsing(whoseessayistheonlyoneinthebookthatdidnotoriginatein
aconferencepresentation)solidifythedialoguebetweentheAmericasand
thePacificthatisanimportantpartofourproject.Althoughthehistorical
differencesbetweenthetwocasesarequitelarge,wefindsurprisingsimi-
laritiesandparallels.Oneoftheseisthetimingoftheforcedincorporation
oftheterritoriesintodistantnation-states,separatedbyonlyadecade(1888
forRapaNuiorEasterIsland’sannexationtoChile,1898forHawai‘i’san-
nexationtotheUnitedStates).Thisisnotsurprising,sincethelastdecades
ofthenineteenthcenturywere,acrosstheworld,atimeofintensificationof
colonialismandofglobalrelationsoftrade,tworeasonsthePacificislands
wereattractivetoeconomicallyandmilitarilyexpansivenation-states.Inthis
regarditisequallytellingthat,attherespectivemomentsofforcibleannexa-
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tion,bothChileandtheUnitedStateshadjustemergedvictoriousfromex-
pansionistwarsandterritorialconquest,ChilefromtheWarofthePacific
(1879–84)andtheconquestofMapucheautonomousterritoryin1883,the
UnitedStatesfromtheSpanish-AmericanWar(1898).
 DespitethevastgeographicaldistanceseparatingRapaNuifromHawai‘i,
takentogethertheyremindusthattheprocessofcolonialismisatthevery
heartofthehistoryofindigenouspeoples.Oneexampleofthatcentrality
ishowterritory, includingbothlandandotherresources, isexpropriated
throughillegalmeans.InbothRapaNuiandHawai‘i,asDelsingandKaua-
nuimakeclear,concessionsthatwereunderstoodbyNativepeoplestoin-
volveuserightswerefraudulentlyandforciblytransformedintoproperty
rights.Eventhoughthepoliticalstatusofthetworegionsdifferedgreatly—
RapaNuiwasarural,kinship-basedsocietyatthetimeofannexation,while
Hawai‘iwasanindependentkingdomandhadbeenrecognizedassuchby
EuropeanpowersandtheUnitedStatesfornearlyacentury—colonialvio-
lencecanprovetobeastronglevelingforce.Atthesametime,thedistinct
historical experiences of Rapa Nui and Hawai‘i dramatically differentiate
theirpresent-dayoptionsfromthoseofotherindigenouspeopleswhoin-
habitthecontinentalUnitedStatesandmainlandChile.
 ThroughadetailedanalysisofHawai‘i’ssovereignhistoryinconversa-
tionwithpresent-dayinternationaldebatesaboutthestatusofindigenous
peoples,Kauanuichangesthetermsofthediscussionaboutindigenousau-
tonomy.Given theearlierhistoryof theKingdomofHawai‘i, there is, in
internationallaw,ahistoricalbasisformakingaclaimtoindependentstatus.
ApartofthemovementforautonomyinHawai‘ithussupportsthenotion
oftotalindependencebasedoninternationallaw.Thereis,however,asizable
sectorinHawai‘iwhosevisionforself-determinationwouldpassthrough
U.S.law;thisgrouppreferstomakeclaimswithintheU.S.systemoffed-
eralrecognitionthathasevolvedinrelationtotheindigenousnationson
continentalsoil.Kauanuimakesclearthatachievingfederalrecognitionfor
NativeHawaiianswouldindeedforecloseboththedecolonizationandthe
deoccupationmodelsforachievingautonomy,sinceitwoulddefineKanaka
Maoli,orindigenousHawaiians,asa“domesticdependent”nationwithno
recoursetoindependentstatus.
 Delsing demonstrates in her discussion of struggles over sovereignty
inRapaNuithattheperspectivesoftheRapanuiandthehistoryoftheir
strugglecannotbefoldedneatlyeitherintoChileanhistoryorintothein-
digenoushistoriesconnectedtotheChileanmainland.OriginallyaPoly-



8 introDuction

nesianpeople,theRapanuicontinuetobelinkedtothePacificregion.And
whiletodaytheRapanuiare internallydividedoverthemostappropriate
strategiestofollowintheirongoingconfrontationwithChileanassimila-
tionistpolicies,asignificantminoritymovementhasformedaroundtheidea
ofpursuingpoliticalindependenceindialoguewithotherPacificpeoples.
 Part2ofthebookdiscussestheinterrelatedthemesofcross-culturalcol-
laboration,translation,andwriting.JoanneRappaportandAbelardoRamos
Pacho,whohaveformedpartofacollaborativeresearchteamledbyNasa
intellectualsinColombiaformanyyears,addressthequestionofcollabora-
tionmostsystematically.Ramosconceptualizesintellectualandtheoretical
collaborationasaminga, aprojectofcollectivework forcollectivebene-
fit,whichprovidesuswiththeopportunitytothinkthroughtheconnec-
tionsbetweenphysicalandintellectuallaborandthetensionsbetweenaca-
demicanalysisandpoliticalusefulness.Inevitably,hewrites,collaboration
producestensions;butthesebecomeproductivethroughwork.ForRappa-
port,thisworkinvolvesadialogueamongwaysofknowing—adiálogo de 
saberes—inwhich indigenousepistemology isprimarybutnotexclusive.
Interculturalism,shesuggests,mustbeagrass-rootspracticethatgoesfar
beyondmulticulturalismasanencounterwithinacontextalreadyhegemo-
nized from one side. Building such horizontal relationships is a work in
progress,anditssuccesswillbefoundinthepoliticalarticulationofindige-
nousandnonindigenousculturalregisters.
 RappaportandRamosalsoexploretheconceptoftranslationanditsre-
lationshiptowritingorinscription.Translation,inthiscontext,isinsepa-
rable from indigenous theorizing, for it is a project of appropriation, re-
thinking,andreconfigurationof languageandconcepts from indigenous
perspectives.Thismeanstheimprovementandtransformationofreality,not
onlyitsanalysisorrepresentationinadifferentlanguage.Culturalaswellas
linguistic translation, therefore,opensupnewpotentialsandpossibilities
andgivesaccesstoaninterculturalspacewherenewstrategiesofnegotiation
andnewwaysoflivingcanpotentiallybesuggested.Ramosconcludes,along
theselines,bysuggestingthatonegoalmaybeanindigenouslygrounded
objectivityinwhichthelinebetweenacademicrigorandpoliticalnecessities
anddesirescanbemoreeffectivelytroubled.
 JanRusandDianeL.Rusdiscusshowtheybuiltontheirlong-termpres-
enceinthehighlandsofChiapasamongtheChamulastocontributetothe
TallerTzotzil,analreadyexistingTzotzil-languagepublishingproject,be-
ginninginthe1980s.TheRuses’legitimacywithintheTzotzilcommunity—
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theyhadbeengivenTzotzilnames,whichappearatthebackofthevolumes
producedbytheTaller—servedasacrucialentrypointintotheprojectof
translationandinscriptioninwhichtheycollaborated.Theirlongpresence
intheregionalsohelpedthemunderstandmorefullyissuesofalphabetand
orthography,whichcalledtomindthepresenceofBibletranslatorsaswell
asProtestantmissionariesandquestionsofdialectandthediversityofvoices
presentwithinthenarratives.Indeed,theRuses’projectrevealedhowdeep
thenegotiationsandknowledgesinvolvedinasuccessfulprojectoftrans-
lationandinscriptionare,amatterdiscussedbyotherauthorsandsumma-
rizedbyoneofourpanelcommentators,FrankSalomon,whenhesuggested
thatindigenouslanguageaccountsbecometextthroughacollaborationthat
involvesdecontextualizationandthenrecontextualizationandhencemul-
tipletranslations.
 But even more important, the Ruses’ work on the Tzotzil publishing
projectisanespeciallydramaticexampleofanoptiontakenbymanyprin-
cipled intellectuals and professionals in Latin America in the 1960s and
1970s—that of the committed, engagé collaborator. Rappaport, who has
nearlythreedecadesofexperiencewiththeNasaandCumbalpeoplesof
Colombia,isanotherexampleofsomeonewhotookthisoption,thoughin
hercaseshehasclaimedaplacewithintheacademyintheUnitedStates,
something theRuseshaveeschewed. Inpartactivistanthropology in the
moldofAlcidaRitaRamosandTerrenceTurner,whoalsopresentedpapers
atourconference,thispracticeofengagécollaborationhaditsoriginsinthe
radicalmobilizationsofthe1960sand,bytheearly1970s,wasinspiredas
wellbyliberationtheologyandtheradicalpedagogyofPauloFreire,men-
tionedbytheRuses.
 Theseformsofactivistcollaboration,whichexistedinmanypartsofthe
so-calledThirdWorldinthe1970sand1980s,tookonaparticularlyintense
qualityinLatinAmerica.Partofthereasonforthishadtodowiththespe-
cific history of revolutionary movements in the region, movements that
oftenplacedattheirverycenterthecollaborationbetweenurbanintellectu-
alsontheLeftandtheruralpoor,asignificantproportionofwhomwereof
indigenousdescent.Atthesametime,theverynatureofLatinAmerica’spo-
liticalandeconomiccrisesateawayatearliercoalitionsbetweenindigenous
peopleandtheLeft,sothatinanumberofareasrelationshipsofcollabora-
tionthathadrestedontheseearliercoalitionseitherfellapartentirelyorhad
toberenegotiated.ThishasbeenthecasewiththeChileanMapuche,whose
intellectualshaveincreasinglytakencenterstageindefiningresearchand
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activistagendas,andithasalsohappenedinotherareasofLatinAmerica,
suchasGuatemalaandNicaragua’sAtlanticcoast.
 AsRamosandRappaportandtheRusesdemonstrate,collaborativere-
lationshipstendtoendurewhentheyinvolveongoingnegotiations.Inre-
flectingontheirlong-standingcollaborationthroughtheConsejoRegional
IndígenadelCauca (cric),RamosandRappaportdemonstrate that it is
preciselythemomentoffriction,ofdiscomfort,incollaborationthatisthe
mostproductive.Ramossuggeststhatitbecomessothroughwork:inother
words,throughconcretetasksanddiscussionsthathelpdeepenacommon
commitmenttoajointproject.TheRuses,fortheirpart,builtontheirlong-
lasting relationship with Tzotzil Maya communities in the Chiapas high-
lands, especially in Chamula, to configure a unique indigenous language
publishingprojectthathasspannedtwodecades,adaptingitsgoalsaccord-
ingtothechangingnatureofconditionsintheregionaswellasinresponse
tofeedbackfromtheparticipantsthemselves.Iftheirprojectbeganwiththe
purposeofrecoveringpiecesofcommunityindigenoushistoryandmaking
themmorebroadlyavailableacrosstheChiapasregion,itwastransformed
inthe1990sandbeyond,notonlybytheZapatistauprisingof1994,butalso
bythedeepeningeconomiccrisisthatreconstructedthespatiallocationsof
TzotzilMayapeople,forcingmanytomigratetothelocalcapitalcityofSan
CristóbaldelasCasasandthenincreasinglyacrosstheU.S.-Mexicanborder
intosouthernCalifornia.
 Similar multifaceted moves are at the center of the project described
byFernandoGarcésV.inhisessay.Asanonindigenouslinguistoriginally
fromEcuadorwhohasbeenworkingonaQuechua-languagenewspaperin
Bolivia,Garcésconsidershispositioningtobeacrucialpartofhisproject.
Apoliticalprocessatitsverycore,theproductionofthenewspaper,Cono-
sur Ñawpagman,combines itsdistributionatpoliticaleventsandpeasant
gatheringsinCochabambawiththerecordingofnewinterviewsandtes-
timonials for the next round of articles. At the heart of the newspaper’s
project,Garcésargues,iswhathecallstheintertextualplaybetweenorality
andwriting.Inscribingoralityintextisnotonlythereproductionofspeech
inwriting,butanewactofcommunicationthatinvolvespoliticalmediation.
Intertextuality,insuchacontext,includesoralityinaprocessinwhichboth
thereceptionandconstructionoftextsarecrucial.Movingbeyondapurist
oracademicallygroundednotionofthepreservationofclassicalQuechua
intext,GarcésarguesfortheinteractionbetweenQuechuaandtheSpanish
writtenwordinordertocreatenewusagesandtostrengthentheQuechua
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language.Ashesuggestedinhisoralremarksattheconference,thepointis
nottopreserveQuechuaeitherbylimitingittoacademicuseorputtingitin
amuseum(museoficar),buttorevitalizethesocialstrengthofthelanguage
bysupportingitslife-givingandlivelyusagesindailypractice.
 Garcés’s participation in the publication of a Quechua newspaper has
been framed, as in the case of Rappaport and Ramos and of the Ruses,
withinabroaderhistoryofcollaborationwithindigenouspeasantorgani-
zations.Forhim,therefore,intellectualgoalsmustofnecessitybeinterlaced
withissuesofempowermentandsocialjustice.Whilehisknowledgeasalin-
guisthelpshimconceptualizethevalueofagrass-rootsnewspaperinterms
ofthelargerprojectofQuechualanguagerevitalization,hisexperienceasan
activistprovideshimwiththetoolsthroughwhichhecanvalueareal-life
processoflanguagerecuperationinwhicheverydayusage,wheninscribed
intext,allowsfornewpracticesthatcreativelyextendtherelevanceofthe
language.
 Theemphasisontherevitalizationofindigenouslanguagesthroughdy-
namicandcreative formsof translation and inscription and through the
honoringofindigenouspracticesandepistemologiesthatincludesalllevels
ofsocietyisapowerfulthemeinthechaptersbyGarcés,RamosandRappa-
port,andtheRuses.Thesenotionsreverberatestronglywiththecallmade
byEdgarEsquittoextendanddeepenourunderstandingofthemultiplicity
ofMayahistoriesandknowledges.Amongsomeeducatedpan-Mayaintel-
lectualsinGuatemala,hesuggests,theuncoveringofaunifiedMayahis-
torycanpresentapastheretoforehiddenbyofficialGuatemalanversions
ofhistory.Whilethisisanimportanttask,whenthemembersofaparticu-
larprofessionalsectoramongtheMayaelaborateit,indialoguewithother
knowledgesoutsideofandunknowntoMayaoraltraditions,theycancreate
theirownofficialhistorythatpositionsthemas“civilized”inrelationtotheir
Mayabrothersandsisters.
 Itispreciselythesekindsofinternaltensionsanddivisions,andhowthey
mightunexpectedlyhelptoreproduceexistingrelationshipsofdiscrimina-
tionandinequality,thatformthecoreofKlopotek’sandEsquit’sexplora-
tionsinpart3.InhisworkwiththeLouisianaChoctaws,Klopotekexam-
inesthewaysinwhichracialclassificationsystemsspecifictotheU.S.South,
themselvestheresultofcolonialrelationshipsofracialpower,arereflectedin
thedefinitionsofindigeneityusedbysouthernIndiancommunities.Hesug-
geststhatafullercritiqueoftheracialhierarchiesembeddedinthegeneral
systemofwhiteprivilege,ofhowthe“one-droprule”asappliedtopeopleof
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Africandescenthasledtoanti-BlacksensibilitiesamongNativeAmericans
asamechanismofself-defense,mightinthelongrunbeapositivemovefor
indigenouspeople.
 Esquit,forhispart,questionscurrentusesofthenotionofinternalcolo-
nialism by pan-Maya intellectuals.4 When the concept is used to explain
politicalrelationsbetweenMayaandladinosasseparateyethomogeneous
groups,hesuggests,itmayhideasmuchasitreveals.5Towhatextent,he
asks,mightsuchausageresultinanunderstandingofapeople’srightsand
cultureas separate fromeconomics?Would itnotbemoreproductive to
thinkofpoliticalrelationsasorganized,inamorecomplexway,alongmany
linesofdifferenceandhierarchythatexistbetweenandinsidebothMayaand
ladinogroups?InthiscontextEsquitsuggeststhatweconsiderinsteadthe
colonialshapeofpowerrelations,whichallowsustoconnectclasstonotions
ofraceandethnicity,thusopeningthewayforadeeperrecognitionofthe
multiplicityofexperiences,perspectives,andhistoryamongtheMaya.6
 BothKlopotekandEsquit,asyoungindigenousintellectuals,areraising
questionsaboutthepoliticalandintellectualpracticesofapreviousgenera-
tionofleaders.Theirlocationswithinverydifferentsocieties—Klopotekis
aChoctawacademicintheUnitedStates,EsquitaMayaanthropologistin
Guatemala—configuretheiroptionsastheynegotiatebetweenactivismand
intellectualwork.Yetatthesametime,theyshareadesiretoexpanddefi-
nitionsofindigenousidentityandbelongingsothatbroadercoalitionsof
peoplewhoidentifyas indigenous, includingthosetraditionallyexcluded
fromleadership,canworkmoreeffectivelytodefinecommongoals.
 The desire to open up indigenous politics towider coalitions involves
aswellthequestionofgender,asEsquitexplainsinhispaperandasalso
emergesintheTzotzilpublishingproject.AstheRusesexplain,DianeRus’s
collaborationwithMaruchKomesonKomes’slifehistoryinitiatedabroader
discussionofaMayawomen’sweavingandembroideringcooperativeasan
economicresponsetocrisis.Yetevenasthisgeneratednewresourcesforthe
cooperativeitcreateddeepdebatesaboutwomen’seconomicautonomy.In-
ternaltensionsovergenderedpowerrelationshavealsoemergedinother
contextsofindigenousmobilization,asisdivulgedintherecentautobiogra-
phybythefeministMapucheleaderIsoldeReuque,whowaspresentatthe
conference.7
 Takentogether,then,thepresentationsattheconferenceandtheessays
inthisbookexploreamyriadofthemesrelatingtothechallengesofdecolo-
nization—intellectual, academic, and political. Noenoe Silva and Stéfano
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Varese,giventheperhapsimpossibletaskofsummingupthepapersand
ourdiscussionsasapreludetoalastgeneralplenarysession,representedin
theircommentssomeofthiscomplexityofsolidarityanddifference.Silva,
aNativeHawaiianpoliticalscientistwhoseworkhasdemonstratedhowthe
recoveryofHawaiianlanguagesourceschangesthehistoryofU.S.annexa-
tionandourunderstandingofHawaiianintellectuallife(Silva2004,2007),
emphasizedtheimportanceofstoriesandlanguagetotheempowermentof
peoples,illustratingherpointsthroughoutwithnarrativesfromherownex-
periencesandthoseofherpeople.Shealsospokeoftheimportanceandthe
difficultyoffosteringNativescholars.Sheunderlinedboththepossibilities
andthedangersconnectedtothistask,butintheendshesuggestedthatonly
byhavingNativevoicesandpresenceintheacademycanweaspiretoatruly
interculturaleducationinwhichindigenousepistemologiesandlanguages
haveapowerfulvoiceandstandingforall.
 StéfanoVarese,ontheotherhand,anactivistanthropologisteducatedin
Perubutwhohasworkedonindigenousactivismandsovereigntythrough-
outtheAmericas,focusedonthepowerofpoliticalmobilization.Hestressed
thedangerinherentintheacademy’sabsorptionofprojectsaimedatsov-
ereignty, the recuperationof languageand territory, and the rewritingof
history,suggestingthatindigenousintellectualsneedtobeorganicinthe
Gramsciansense.Heemphasizedthepoliticaldimensionsoftheprojectsof
recoveryandreclaiming,whethertheseinvolvedlanguageorlandscape,his-
tory,memory,orsovereignty.Ultimately,hewarnedagainstoverlyacademic
projectsthat,eveninthehandsofindigenousintellectuals,mightrecolo-
nizeindigenousknowledge.Thedifferencesofemphasisandvisioninthe
generalcommentsofSilvaandVaresecanhelpframealastsetofreflections
thatemergedfromandwerepromptedbyourdiscussionsattheconference.
Asthesubsequentconversations,bothformallyattheplenaryandalongthe
edgesinmoreinformalone-on-oneexchanges,madeclear,thesedifferences
arosepreciselyfromthediversityofexperienceandhistoricalcontextthat
existstodayamongindigenouspeoplesintheAmericasandthePacific.But
theycanalsobeseeninthecontextofourcommonprojectofdecoloniza-
tion,whichmustinvolveanunderstandingofhowarespectforandunder-
standingofvariationcanleadtonewformsofcreativity.
 Inherdiscussionofthepoweroflanguageandstories,Silvawasdraw-
ingonadeeptraditionofstruggletohonorthetruthsandepistemological
perspectivescontainedinNativeoraltraditions.Asseveraloftheessaysin
thisbookargue,thedevelopmentofmorehorizontalandrespectfulformsof
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researchandanalysismustnecessarilypassthrougharethinkingofandre-
encounterwiththeformsofknowledgecontainedinandpassedonthrough
oraltradition.Attheconfluenceofseveralintellectualdebates,discussions
aboutoralhistoryandalternativeformsofknowledgeandnarrativehavebe-
comeincreasinglywideranginginrecentyears.Whetherintheformoftesti-
monio,oralhistory,orsubalternstudies,theseconversationsandconfronta-
tionshavespannedtheglobe.Whilenotallthediscussionshaveconcerned
indigenousissues,manyofthemhave,andNativeandnon-Nativescholars
ofindigenouscultureshaveplayedprominentrolesinthem.Whileevena
representativesampleoftheseconversationsistoolargetocitehere,often
themainissuesatstakeconcerntheassessmentofclaimstotruthaccording
toestablishedrulesofevidence.8Giventhedistinctnatureoforaltradition
andoralhistoryasaperformativemediumbasedonimpartingknowledge
andwisdomgainedthroughdirectpersonalexperienceorconnection,the
rulesofevidenceassociatedwiththescientificmethodarelessrelevantor
applicable.Forsome,thismakesoraltraditionalesserformofevidence,pre-
ciselybecauseitisnotverifiable.9
 Two complementary answers to this challenge have taken shape. One
takesontheacademicprojectofverifiableresearchresultsanddemonstrates
howalternativeformsofknowledgeproductionandtransmission,especially
oraltradition,contributenew,important,anddistinctperspectivestoour
questforknowledge.Theydosopreciselybecausetheyarenotdatabutsys-
tems of thought that provide, as Julie Cruikshank writes in her work on
Yukoncommunities,“awindowonthewaysthepastisculturallyconstituted
anddiscussed.Inotherwords,”shecontinues,“storieswerenotmerelyabout
thepast,theyalsoprovidedguidelinesforunderstandingchange”(Cruik-
shank2002,13).Similarclaimsaremadeinaverydifferentcontextbythe
oralhistorianAlessandroPortelli,whoarguesthattheperformativeandap-
parentlysubjectiveformoforalhistoryisitsgreateststrength,preciselybe-
causeitallowsustodigbeyondfacttomeaning(Portelli1991,1997).And
itispreciselyinthisaccesstomeaningandinterpretationthatwecanfind
apracticalanswertothechallengesetforthbyChakrabarty(2000)when
hecallsonustoresistthepositivistclosureofnarrativethatkeepsusfrom
understandingalternativeversionsofhistorythatdonotstartfromandend
inEurope.10Asecondwaytoconfronttheobjectivistcritiquehasbeento
questiontheassumptionofsuperiorityonwhichit isbased.Someschol-
ars,includingLindaTuhiwaiSmith(1999),haveusedpostcolonialandother
formsofcritical theory indialoguewith indigenousknowledge toevalu-
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atetheintellectualbasisuponwhichdominanttheoriesandmethodologies
havebeenbuilt.Others,suchasDevonMihesuahandAngelaCavenderWil-
son(1998,2004),haveaddressedspecifichistoriographiesandtheirmini-
mizationorerasureofNativesources.
 Itwasprecisely this rich tradition thatSilva referred towhenshedis-
cussedthepowerofstories.Shealsowasmakingreferencetoherownwork
onHawaiianlanguagesources,andhowthehighlightingofnewversions,
whetheroralorwritten, canandshould turnour interpretationsofboth
thepastandthepresentontheirheads.AndforSilva,doingsowithinthe
academy,throughtheincreasingpresenceofNativescholarswithinitsgates,
isanabsolutelycrucialpriority.Thisisalsothemostimportantpointputfor-
wardintherecentanthologyIndigenizing the Academy(MihesuahandWil-
son,2004),notinthesensemerelyofinclusionbutalsooftransformation.
AsSilvanotedinhercomments,severaloftheauthorsrepresentedinthat
book,includingMihesuahandTaiaiakeAlfred,demonstratethatbringing
indigenousperspectivesintotheacademymakessenseifandwhenacritical
massofindigenousscholarscanbegintochangethewayinwhichacademic
knowledgeitselfisorganized,produced,andtaught.11Thismeansnotonly
claimingaspacewithinacademiccirclesforindigenouspointsofview,but
envisioningatimewhenindigenouslanguages,histories,andepistemologies
arepartoftheknowledgethateveryoneseeksout.
 Onthispoint,SilvaandVaresebroughtthemostdistinctperspectives
tothetable.HistoricaldifferencesbetweenNorthandSouth—howNative–
staterelationshavebeennegotiated,theroleofacademiclearninginsociety,
thenatureofindigenoussocialandpoliticalmovementsandtheirrelation-
shiptootherformsofresistance—helpexplaininpartthediversevisions
ofindigenousparticipationintheacademy.Iftodayasecondgenerationof
indigenousscholars,onthebasisofmuchstruggleandsacrifice,isestablish-
ingabeachheadinuniversitysystemsintheUnitedStates,Canada,andNew
Zealand,suchisnotyetthecase,withfewexceptions,inLatinAmerica.12The
always-presentdangerof theacademycolonizing the indigenous scholar,
ratherthantheotherwayaround,isaseriousthreatintheSouth.Butper-
hapsevenmorestarkisthevariationinthedepthanddegreeofparticipation
byindigenousactivistsinclass-basedmovementsforsocialchange.
 Indeed,asArmandoMuyolemaarguedinhispresentationattheconfer-
ence,oneofthecentraldistinguishingcharacteristicsofindigenousmove-
ments in Latin America historically has been their close interaction and
interrelationwithpopularclass-basedmovements.InLatinAmericathelack
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oftreatyornation-to-nationnegotiationsledtoanearlyfragmentationof
Nativeterritoriesintosmallcommunitiesandtodirectnegotiationbetween
nationalstatesandthesesmall,land-basedpoliticalunits.Asaresult,thein-
digenousquestionwasdeeplyembeddedinthebroaderlandquestion,and
inthemajorityofcasesthemostpromisinglineofstrugglelayinaclassalli-
ancewithotherlandlessorruralpoor.Thisalliancewasbuttressedbythe
generallydependentstatusofLatinAmericancountries,whichincreasedthe
pressureforacommoncoalitioninfavorofnationaldevelopment,especially
intheheadyyearsofreformbetweentheSecondWorldWarandtheendof
theVietnamWar.
 Duringthesethreedecadesnational-popularstatesbasedoncoalitionsof
leftistintellectualsandpoliticalparties,trade-unionorganizations,andsome
peasantgroupsheldoutpromisesofegalitarianreformastheyconfronted
entrenchedoligarchiesandlandowningelites,whileatthesametimepro-
motingrelationsofso-calledinternalcolonialisminwhichsomeofthepoor
endedupbeingmoredeservingthanothers.Still,atamomentinhistory
whenchangeseemedpossible,manyfounditmoreimportanttomaintain
theunityofallpopularforcesthantotakeexceptiontotheongoingformsof
inequalitywithinthereformistalliance.Thegreaterstrengthofclass-based
socialandpoliticalmovementsinLatinAmerica,moreover,increasedthe
attraction,amonglaboringindigenouspeoplesincityandcountryside,of
aclass-basedcoalition.Onemajorexceptiontothesetendenciescouldbe
foundamonglowlandindigenouspeoples,particularlyintheAmazonian
regionsofVenezuela,Colombia,Peru,Bolivia,andespeciallyBrazil,where
Nativepeopleshadlittlepermanentinteractionwithemergingnation-states
exceptthroughviolentextractiveindustriesandthespreadofepidemicdis-
eases(Ramos1995,1998;Turner1995,2002;Varese1970).
 Itwasonlywiththegeneralizedfailureofnational-democraticandsocial-
istattemptsatreformandnationalliberation,therefore—mostnotablyin
the1970sandearly1980s—thattheclass-alliancestrategywasfinallybrought
tocrisisformanyindigenouspeoplesinLatinAmerica.Yet,asCharlesR.
HaleandRosamelMillamánhaverecentlyargued(2006),theevolutionof
culture-baseddemandsforindigenouspeopleshasledtoanewkindoftrap
foractivistsinterestedinautonomy,sinceneoliberalstatesinprocessoftran-
sitiontowarddemocraticrulehavearticulatedarights-baseddiscoursethat
provideslimitednewprivilegesforindigenouspeopleswithinthecontextof
thenewpoliticalorder.Thishasgivenrise,intheirestimation,totheemer-



introDuction 17

genceof(borrowingatermfromtheAymarahistorianandactivistSilvia
RiveraCusicanqui)theindio permitido,or“permissibleIndian,”anewfigure
who,inreturnforlimitednewculturalandpoliticalrights,iscolonizedinto
theexistingsystem.Sointheend,itseemsthatforahostofhistoricalrea-
sonsmanyNative intellectuals in theSouthhaveperhapsadeeper,more
enduringsuspicionofandhostilitytowardinstitutions,bothpoliticaland
academic.Thiswas,inpart,theperspectivereflectedinVarese’sconcluding
comments.
 AndyetwemustnotoverdrawthecontrastsbetweenNorthandSouth
butusethem—asweuseotherdifferencesandtensions—asentrypoints
fordeeperreflection.Inourfinalplenarysession,LeilaniBasham,aNative
Hawaiian scholar, addressed the nonindigenous people in our midst, re-
mindingusthatrespectfordifferenceandfortheintegrityofculturesmust
lieattheheartofallformsofcollaboration.Theminutewestarttofeelpro-
prietary,she implied, it’s timeto letgo, toestablisharespectfuldistance.
JenniferDenetdaleaddedtothisobservationthat,asWilsonhasnoted,not
onlycolonialismbutdecolonizationaswellengendersviolence.“Whenwe
speakandwespeakhonestlyandwespeakacrosscultures,”Denetdalesaid,
“oneofthethingsthatwillhappenisthattherewillbetension, itwillbe
uncomfortable.Don’tbeafraid,staythere,seewhatitfeelslike,seewhatit
tasteslike.”13Denetdale’scommentsechoedRamos’searliersuggestionthat
collaborationinevitablyleadstotension,butthattensionandcontradiction
canbeproductivethroughwork.Theyalsoraised,onceagain,thepainful
oruncomfortablequalityofthefrontier,thatplacewhere,asGloriaAnzal-
dúawrote,“theThirdWorldgratesagainstthefirstandbleeds”(Anzaldúa
1987,3).
 Asintellectuals,scholars,researchers,andwriterswhoinhabitavarietyof
frontiers,wefacethesecontradictionsdaily.Attemptingtobuildnonviolent
knowledgemust,perhaps,inevitablybedonealongthefrontier—between
worlds,betweenculturesandlanguages,betweenhistoriesandterritories.
Whattoolsdowehave?Many,includingthelaw,history,thearchive,the
academy,andwriting itself,havealsobeen the toolsofcolonialism.And
giventhehistoryofourworld,coulditbeanyotherway?Tobuildnonvio-
lentknowledgewithtoolssteepedinviolencemaybethecoreofourproject.
Andweneedtobuildsuchknowledgeglobally,sincetheforcesthatoppose
itareglobal,too.AsRamossuggestedduringthediscussions,itisindeeda
challengetousethesametoolsthecolonizershaveused.But,heinsisted,it
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isachallengewecantakeoncreativelyandambitiously,withthepurposeof
transformingboththeiruseandtheirmeaning.Weofferthisbookinthat
spirit.

Notes

 1.Colleagues at Wisconsin who participated in the early intellectual planning
stagesfortheconferenceareNedBlackhawk,AdaDeer,RobertaHill,PatriciaLoew,
LarryNesper,FrankSalomon,andTheresaSchenck.NedBlackhawkinparticular
wasmosthelpfulinidentifyingpotentialparticipantsworkingonHawai‘i,theUnited
States,andCanada.Ourconferencewasheldinconjunctionwiththegraduatestu-
dentconferenceof thecicAmericanIndianStudiesConsortium,organizedthat
yearinMadisonbyNedBlackhawk.Someoftheparticipantsmadeimportantcon-
tributions toourplenarydiscussions.For logistical andorganizational support, I
owethankstotheInstituteforResearchintheHumanitiesandespeciallytoLoretta
Freiling;andtotheAmericanIndianStudiesProgram,especiallytoDeniseWyaka.
FinancialsupportfortheconferencewasprovidedbytheBurdickVaryFundofthe
InstituteforResearchintheHumanities;theAnonymousFundandtheUniversity
LecturesCommitteeoftheUniversityofWisconsin;andthenaVeFundoftheLatin
American,Caribbean,andIberianStudiesProgram.Thefollowingprograms,offices,
anddivisionsoftheUniversityofWisconsincontributedtothepurchase,housing,
andmaintenanceofthesimultaneousinterpretationequipmentusedattheconfer-
ence,whichisnowavailableoncampusforusebyotherinterpreters:theLanguage
Institute;theGlobalStudiesProgram;theOfficeofHumanResourceDevelopment;
theDivisionofInternationalStudies;theDepartmentofHistory;theOfficeofFacili-
ties,PlanningandManagement; theDivisionofUniversityHousing; theMedical
School;theWisconsinUnion;andLearningandSupportServices.Simultaneousin-
terpretationwasprovidedbyGladysMcCormick,AdanPalau,YeseniaPumarada
Cruz,andDonnaVukelich.I’mgratefultoRobertoGaloArroyoforpermissionto
usehisartonthecoverofthepaperbackbook.AtDukeUniversityPressI’mgrateful,
asalways,toValerieMillholland,MarkMastromarino,andMiriamAngress.Carol
Robertsdidherusualexcellentworkontheindex.
 2.Theliteratureontheseissuesistooextensivetocitehere.Amongthepioneers
intheapplicationofcolonialandpostcolonialtheorytoastudyofindigenousissues
isLindaTuhiwaiSmith(1999).Otherstartingpointsforpostcolonialtheorymight
includeSaid1978;Chatterjee1986;GuhaandSpivak1988;Prakash1995;Dirlik,Bahl,
andGran2000;Loomba,Kaul,Bunzl,Burton,andEsty2005.
 3.Thephrase“decolonizingmethodologies”comesfromthetitleofSmith1999.
 4.Originally formulatedasaconceptbyPabloGonzálezCasanova(1965)and
RodolfoStavenhagen(1965),“internalcolonialism”hasbeentakenup,anditsmean-
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ing transformed, by indigenous intellectuals in Guatemala and Bolivia. See Cojtí
Cuxil1996;RiveraCusicanquiandBarragán1997;Qayum2002.
 5.InmodernGuatemala,thewordladinoisusedtodesignateaHispanicizedper-
son,usuallyofmixedEuropeanandindigenousdescent;inmanyotherpartsofLatin
Americathatpersonwouldbetermedmestizo.
 6.Thiscallformoreconsciouslyinclusiveformsofindigenouspoliticsisechoed
aswellbyVíctorMontejo(2005).
 7.Indigenouswomen,Reuquesuggestedattheconference,canbedoublymar-
ginalizedordoublyinvisible;andyet,asherexperiencewithherbookhasdemon-
strated,indigenouswomenarealsoasourceofgreatculturalandpoliticaldynamism.
SeeReuquePaillalef2002a,b.
 8.SomeexamplesareCruikshank2002;Howe2002;James2000;Mallon2001,
2002,2005;Montejo1987,1999;Portelli1991,1997;Wilson1998.
 9.AnexampleofthesedebatescanbefoundinHispanic American Historical Re-
view(1999).
 10.IengageinadialoguewithChakrabartyontheseissuesinMallon2005.
 11.SeeespeciallyMihesuah’sessay“AmericanIndianHistoryasaFieldofStudy”
andAlfred’sessay“WarriorScholarship,”bothinMihesuahandWilson2004.
 12. One might argue that within Latin America indigenous intellectuals have
madelimitedprogressinenteringacademiccirclesinBolivia,Guatemala,Colom-
bia,Chile,andonNicaragua’sAtlanticcoast,butallgainsarepartialandveryhard
tomaintain,giventhefinancialdifficultiesofuniversitiesingeneral.Thetendencyis
forindigenousintellectualstodeveloptheirowninstitutions,whicharefinancially
fragileaswell.Anespeciallytrenchantexampleoftheseproblemsisrepresentedin
ChilebythepublicationofMarimán,Caniuqueo,Millalén,andLevil2006,abook
ofessaysbyfouryoungMapuchehistorians,ofwhomonlyone,Marimán,hassofar
hadaccesstoaPh.D.program.
 13.JenniferDenetdale,GeneralComment,PlenarySession,ConferenceonNar-
ratingNativeHistories,UniversityofWisconsin,Madison,10April2005,transcrip-
tionfromrecordingofthesession.


