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    Foreword


    This book is a publication of the World SSH Net thinkshop series. The aim of these thinkshops is to engage scholars from around the world in non-disciplinary and non-national reflections about the challenges the social sciences are facing in the era of globalization.


    Substantial changes in world conditions have dramatically challenged and altered the social sciences. These have affected the social sciences more than any paradigmatic shift of theories within a given approach to science ever could.


    To mention only a few:


    First, the transformation of the only real alternative society system, the project of socialism in the Soviet Union, later followed by China, into globally acting market economies, the very society model the Soviet Union, China, and their allies around the world had opposed for almost a century.


    Second, together with the dissolution of this alternative society model, the abolishment of an alternative science system and of an alternative approach to social science thinking has transformed Historical Materialism, the set of theories fundamentally opposing the science model of capitalism and their representative democracies and its scientific interpretations of the world, into a mere variation of the multiplicity of relativized theories within the Western science system.


    This, the transformation of the whole world into an arena for the competition for power between nation-states and using the growth of global capital to exploit this growth for their global political power, called “globalization,” has shifted the battle between antagonistic science approaches into a competition about theories within the Western model of science reflecting about a widely unified world - and into a “battle of cultures” with a newly emerging opposition. Overcoming the threat of a war between the two world society systems and the unification of the world under the regime of global capitalism has replaced the threat of a ‘hot’ war between the two world powers with a world of wars.


    Thirdly, probably based on the same Western model of science, the emergence of new science universes, has eroded the global scientific monopoly and theories, so far mainly created in Europe and the United States. It is evident that significant and powerful science arenas are emerging in countries like China, India, Brazil, South Africa, Korea, and Mexico. Namely, both the sciences in China and India are growing rapidly and have the potential to become global scientific superpowers.


    Fourthly, and less visible than the changing scientific world power architecture, but certainly more significant in effect, are changes related to scientific concepts and paradigms that guide social thoughts. While Euro-American sciences have, to a great extent, set the global scientific standards for social and human science knowledge production during the last century, the era of globalization created space for developing new approaches to social science thinking, which question the monopoly of European paradigms and concepts. Academics in the former colonies of Europe, as well as in other newly created states, have started expressing their grievances about their work being a victim of “Western” scientific colonization that still colonizes their forms of thoughts and reflections. Social scientists that have had little or no colonial experience, likewise, complain about imposed knowledge concepts and agendas, and claim a new role in the globalizing scientific practices and discourses. Some scholars entirely refuse to accept the Western knowledge concepts any longer, and propose “Islamic” or “Hindu” social sciences based on their indigenous religious-cultural backgrounds, incorporating an explicit opposition to Western knowledge paradigms. Academics in Africa experience a similar shift, divided between those who defend a catching-up strategy aiming at a deeper inclusion inside the existing science world and those who reject collaborations with Western-dominated sciences and defend a refuge into indigenous and nativist alternatives. Latin American scholars, who have had a longer history of defending genuine “Latin-American” thinking, combine local knowledge with radical rereadings of Western scholarship to challenge the Western intellectual knowledge monopoly.


    Aspiring to a nonhegemonic science world, the group of scholars gathered in the World SSH Net jointly reflects together with other scholars coming from around the world and from all disciplines on the effects these changes have on the world's social science arena and on its ways of theorizing. To do this a series of thinkshops is being carried out, focusing on the epistemological, educational and institutional effects these changes have for social thoughts.


    The first thinkshop took place in Buenos Aires in October 2010, focusing on “Cultural elements in social sciences and in academic labour - Epistemological and educational challenges constructing a scientific multi-versalism”.


    The following second event was carried out in Beirut in July 2011 reflecting on “Social sciences in Arab countries facing a scientific multi-versalism: pathways, challenges and constraints”. The third thinkshop took place in Tokyo in May 2012 under the title “Theories about and Strategies against Hegemonic Sciences.” Its outcomes are published in a book under the same title. Thinkshop four has been meanwhile performed in Mexico City reflecting on “Multiple Epistemologies: Science and Time, Science and Space, Science and Culture, Science and Society”.


    The outcomes of our reflections of all thinkshops are published in series of books.[1]


    This book presents the outcomes of the conference in Beirut, which focused on the discourses between scholars from Islam majority countries and other social scientists not only from different disciplines but all from other rather peripheral sciences from Africa, Asia and East Asia, India and Latin America and on their views on a newly emerging science universe. It invites a global audience to controversial discourses about its findings presented in this book in four thematic sections under the title “Spatial Social Thought - Local Knowledge in Global Knowledge Encounters”.


    The book title points on a set of paradoxes in the current discourses usually discussed under the notions of global versus local, North versus South, and alike, in short under notions making variations of space a distinctive attribute of science while discussing the current phase of internationalising social thought.


    While one could raise the question, if social thoughts distinguished in the different location contexts where they are produced in an era where the locations of knowledge productions seem rather a declining aspect, the concepts of “global” and/ or versus “local” show some odd features in these debates, or more precisely of an approach to social sciences on which this debate of distinctive spaces of social thought is based.


    Firstly, global knowledge seems to be spaceless knowledge, knowledge that is thinking about a nowhere, while the “local” knowledge is bound to a space outside of which it cannot be understood. There are, thus, two versions of a nowhere knowledge, constituting the current discourses about what was once discussed under the notion of universal knowledge: The global knowledge is nowhere and the local knowledges are only here, and, thus, as a whole also nowhere. Just as if this paradox intends to apply Chakrabarty's critique of the Soviet Union's interpretation of Marxism, the Historical Materialism, to the whole current science world, we are facing a world of theories, which, despite of their battles between spaces of knowledge productions, epistemologically share the very same approach to social science thinking, the idea of contextualizing knowledge along spaces. It is this approach to social science thinking in which the substance of thinking appears as the “context” to which hypothetic thoughts, constructed through theoretical models is ex post applied, just as if the social reality was not the contents of social thought but an annex of its modelled theories. Only an approach to social science thinking, in which thinking about social phenomena means to apply hypothetical models of thoughts to the social reality and to then prove or disprove these modelled thoughts with theoretical constructs created through these very models, called an empirical reality, not only appears as a most tautological and most affirmative relation of the thinker to what they are supposed to unveil, it is only in this approach to social science thinking in which the nature of the phenomena is not the substance of social science thinking but the context for the modelled thoughts. The most constitutive elements of social phenomena, time and space, in this approach to social science thinking become an odd distinctive attribute, an annex of thoughts, as if any knowledge about the same thing could be knowledge here and no knowledge there. This, and only this approach to science feels then need to make the distinction of knowledge along the context, the circumstances under which it is created, the wheres of knowledge, and it does this, the more in the production of social knowledge, oddly enough, the more the where vanishes in a globalised social reality.


    This book documents the many paradoxes and ambiguities of a debate distinguishing the world of social theories along such spatial dimensions of knowledge.


    The four book sections document a reflexive round trip of spatilised social thinking:


    Starting in section 1 with reflections on the challenges of “Global Social Thought” and their struggles within a preferably – politically – contextualized approach to social thought , section 2 discusses the frictions and ambiguities of “Spatialized Thought and Local Knowledge Production” created for globalising social sciences; section 3 about “Culture in Global Knowledge Encounters” specifies the tensions of locally contextualized knowledge for global thought along culture as a major feature of contextualized knowledge and brings us back to where section 1 started, the question, how to transform contextualized, local knowledge, towards global knowledge, that is “Globalizing Social Thought”.


    On behalf of the World SSH Net and all other conference participants we want to express our gratitude to the American University of Beirut and the Heinrich Böll Foundation in Beirut for more than supporting us to carry out the encounter of academics from all over the world and to publish their thoughts and thus to carry on with their discourses. Especially without the engaged support we got from the Layla al Zubaidi, the former director of the Böll Foundation in Beirut, neither the conference in Beirut could have been held nor this book could have been published. We also want to thank Helen Jardine and Jack Rummel for editing the chapters, with some exceptions all written in English, all by nonnative English speakers, into proper American English, and, last but not least, Abdel-Rahman Ayas, who made enormous efforts to carry out what the above chapters theoretically discuss, that is, to translate some chapters from Arab into the Anglo Saxon categories of “Western” thoughts.


    Michael Kuhn and Kazumi Okamoto (World SSH Net)

  


  

  


  [1] The overall ouctomes of the series of thinkshops will be published in a book with the working title „Social Sciences in the Era of Globalization“.


  
    Section I:

    Global Social Thought

  


  
    Chapter 1

    Concepts that Hinder the Progress

    of Sociological Research:

    Identity as an Epistemological Obstacle


    Youssef Salameh


    Before discussing identity as an epistemological obstacle, first of all we have got to differentiate between identity and the identity concept. Evidently, human thinking would not be possible if we take away the identity concept from our heads, and if we consider this concept unnecessary in the entirety of mental operations that the mind cannot carry out without the identity concept being in its logical conception a basis for all these operations.


    What should be deduced from that is not the existence of a stable, rooted and final identity for things and phenomena; rather, it is that the identity concept is a conceptual mold whose content is fully connected with the will of knowledge on one hand and with the will of truth on the other. Thus, there is no room for a discussion of the identity concept as a mental conception without which the mind cannot think; this makes doubting identity as a concept impossible because such doubting equals stopping the mind from carrying out its mental operations. My doubting here and my discussion deal with historical conceptions or diverse definitions of identities of things, phenomena and even humans themselves, as identities acquired through the conflict among people in the human history. Behind this conflict there is a conflict over knowledge and a conflict over truth, which makes historical conceptions of identity, as mentioned above, something related to the will of knowledge and the will of truth from the perspective of the conflict among humans over defining right and wrong, or true and fake, in the framework of the conflict among human wills over defining knowledge and truth.


    Thus, what is meant here by identity as an epistemological obstacle is not related to a critique of the principle of identity; it is primarily related to a critique of the products that are defined as identity or identities, while in fact they are products of the will of knowledge and the will or truth. Despite this, there are those who promote such identity, identities or products by considering them a stable and final essential or quintessential constituent of human things, phenomena and societies.


    This is the field targeted by my criticism; I call it the “identity illusion.” These assignments are nothing more than illusions that lead to epistemological obstacles once one shifts from considering them historical assignments to considering them permanent, unchangeable truths that lie behind any process and change.


    I refer by epistemological obstacle to something completely different than the knowledge question; by epistemological obstacle, I am not concerned with questioning whether the human mind can know or not; this is outside my interests and outside researching the epistemological obstacle concept.


    In the context of this research, the epistemological obstacle means something unrelated to the issue of knowledge but related to knowledge as a mental composition, an intellectual construction and a structural assembly that posits knowledge. This substitutes the traditional consideration of knowledge as a direct reception of data in the reversal or negative sense, or as simple interaction between the knowing self and the known subject. I said “simple interaction” because I believe that knowledge is the result of the human structural and compositional ability; this makes the interaction between the self and the subject an aspect of knowledge, not knowledge itself.


    In light of this conception of the epistemological obstacle, a phenomenon under study or a subject of knowledge ceases to be looked upon in a traditional consideration, which believes a studied phenomenon or a subject of knowledge is completely independent of the knowing self, or is independent of the positing or composing self's efficiency.


    What we study, we compose, and what we research, we posit. Only this way, knowledge gains value that allows for its discussion.


    It may be said here that the mentioned value makes knowledge a mere subjective stance or some sort of subjectivity that is very far from objectivity. In response to that I say knowledge is not objective except within the limits of justifying the energy that is active or composing and positing the human self. Objectivity in the traditional sense, which allows for objective verification by any person who wants to verify knowledge's validity, has no relation with objectivity as I see it.


    Energy that is composing or structural of the human self cannot be separated from the intuitive nature of basic assumptions or even logical introductions (if available). Thus, it is impossible to separate between scientific knowledge and the intuitive energy of the mind while the mind posits its subject as it thinks of it.


    Doubtlessly, Bachelard was right when he considered an epistemological obstacle a result of “neither external obstacles such as the complexity of phenomena, nor the weakness of the senses and of the human mind; it is in the intimate act of acquiring knowledge that, by some sort of functional necessity, appear troubles and slowdowns.”[1]


    Thus, he avoided linking the epistemological obstacle to incidental, casual and relative conditions that may disappear or change or may be verified or refuted. The question is deeper than being linked to the external conditions where knowledge is achieved; it is on the contrary because Bachelard goes on to say frankly and clearly: “nothing is self-evident, nothing is given, all is constructed.”[2]


    Thus, the superficial and simple description of knowledge is overcome, and this means that the epistemological obstacle may exist if knowledge is considered to stem from intuition and the simple description of its subject. Knowledge is construction, composition and assembly first and foremost.


    In light of the above-mentioned considerations on the relation between identity and the epistemological obstacle, sociological research itself must take into consideration all the above-mentioned problems that result from identity becoming, due to many reasons, an epistemological obstacle. These reasons include the fact that many sociological researchers take seriously all definitions of the identity concept that they refer to in dictionaries and encyclopedias, before using them as certain and true to construct their research in all sociology and anthropology fields.[3]


    Sociology research procedures should avoid such simplified procedures that take for granted that identity has specific definitions then use these definitions as theoretical introductions for in applied sociological research. A right procedure may be to construct the basic concepts that make up the phenomena or the subject under study. This construction should be done by the human mind, based on the depth of its understanding of the subject matter, and expressed in the intuitive introductions that can act as a beginning of empirical sociological research, or even a beginning for research that tries to establish theoretical concepts of sociology and anthropology.


    It is important to clarify here that starting by intuitive introductions simply means deducing required definitions by relying on deep, personal experience between the researcher and the subject or between the researcher and the social phenomenon he is involved in studying.


    Going back to identity as an epistemological obstacle in the above-mentioned sense, I would like to say: a human faces the problem of stability and process by two conflicting stances. The first stance is his desire to start with the condition of stability or stillness as they are the deep truth of being. In this case, process is nothing more than a superficial shell of being vis-à-vis being's stable, inner truth. In this sense, existence is stillness that involves a stable, unchanging essence. In this case, the shape of existence is the shape of essence, and the efficiency of existence is the efficiency of essentiality or essentialism; that is, of what is becoming essential if it has not done so yet. This stance was expressed by a large number of philosophers; maybe the largest number of philosophers supports and adopts this stance that is expressive and synonymous of the truth.


    The second stance is to look at stability and stillness as illusions of the mind, even illusions of sensation. Thus, continuous flow that is noticed by the mind and by sensation is the truth behind existence and its essence, if there is such a thing as the essence of existence. According to this view, the truth that the mind and sensation must adopt and abide to in diagnosing the truth is the process, the continuous flow and the continuous change. Vis-à-vis this, stillness and stability are illusions of the mind and should not be trusted or accepted by a wise man. Notable philosophers expressed this stance and adopted it, but in terms of number, they are clearly less than the philosophers who adopted the first stance; that is, linking truth and stillness.


    None of philosophy's stages was void of one of these two trends; maybe they were concurrent sometimes in the mind of one philosopher and inside a certain philosophical school of thought.


    It seems that the creation of the identity illusion in the human mind and the strong connection that existed between this concept and stillness and led to some epistemological obstacles had many causes, including:


    First Cause:


    The first cause is the scientific need. It is not easy for the human mind to start a science without supposing that things have stable essences. Thus, laws are applicable to these things because they are stable or still. If the human mind looked at things in their process and change, it would find itself obliged to look at things in their essence. And doing so requires from it an additional effort to take a different look at things and have a different conception of laws. The stillness and stability look this led some to have the illusion that natural and scientific laws are objective laws independent of the human mind and will. They missed noting that these laws are produced by the human mind from two or more variables and are not objective facts subject to and controlled by these laws, such as natural phenomena.


    Thus, the human mind found itself obliged, for reasons of operation, interest and making less effort, to connect between laws' comprehensiveness and totality on one hand and things' stillness and stability on the other. For reasons of operation, benefit and interest imposed this bilateral conception of identity: a stable, still identity for things that is governed by another identity – the scientific laws that have become to be seen as unchangeable and unalterable because they have exactly the same nature of the facts they apply to.


    Second Cause:


    The second cause that created the illusion of identity as an epistemological obstacle is our psychological need and sentimental requirements. It seemed that the human mind was incapable of continuing to look at things in their mobility, change, development and unceasing renewal. Looking at things this way involves the human mind in the experience of worriedness and instability, making it necessary for the mind to be always aware and sensitive to differences. The mind is obliged to make a magnanimous and creative effort to be able to cope with the infinite process in existence – the infinite process of the material external world and the inner infinite process of human feeling.


    Third Cause:


    The third cause is expressed in the creation of world that is independent of reason and will and is seen as a stable essence or an eternal unchanging essence. This reality, independent of the mind and will, was given qualities of stability and stillness and was seen as the truth itself. Thus, stillness and stability became psychological examples and needs required and called upon by the mind on every occasion that is ahead of stillness and changeability or ahead of what the mind thinks is a superficial shell and a symptom of existence that needs to be ruled out or at least ignored in the mind's attempts to specify existence. Thus, identity was the most concentrated concept of this reality that the mind identified with the truth. Then, identity became a measure of this existence that must reward itself every moment. All that seemed to the mind to be redundant to the self or to true existence is actually an illusion. The mind missed to understand that the illusion is what itself made out of a stable and still existence that is equal to itself, and out of an abstract identity that had become a measure for this existence before becoming the inner truth of the existence itself.


    Fourth Cause:


    The fourth cause of identity becoming an epistemological obstacle is the mind's creation of the illusion of the ego or the self in the traditional senses of these two words. All of our inner feelings and sentimental experiences and all the infinite regions of our existence seemed to the mind diffused images and multiple manifestations that are uncontrollable as long as they hold to their true existence that is derived from process or change. The mind wanted to freeze this process in a being – the self. Meanwhile, the inner process of the human became mere multiplying conditions spread here and there through the human experience without being other than conditions of one existence – the human existence. Thus was born identity's illusion at the time the self's identity was born in the traditional sense of the word.


    It is clear that the mind reduced and diminished all of this process when it gave up on lively images of human existence and replaced them with illusions through which it can suppose an inner true and factual existence vis-à-vis the external true existence of external facts.


    It also gave birth to this congruence or concurrency between the inner identity and the external identity or between the inner existence and the external existence.


    Thus, I could not look at social life and individual life as involving a still identity or a final essence.


    In terms of social life, I cannot deny that this pattern of existence has a historical nature, meaning that it is a pattern that starts from a lively and dynamic point. The society that belongs to this lively beginning succeeds in creating, through its development, patterns and images of social existence whose variety and richness cannot be confined. But in the last analysis, this social development does not cope in its process from the beginning till the end, with an identity that existed from the beginning; development would be an unwrapping of this existence's determinants. Also, the society that succeeds in constructing a distinct culture and a prosperous civilization may have been capable in its development of creating itself in every moment in innumerable manners that are characterized by creativity and innovation.


    But a society – any society – will not be capable of sustaining its development indefinitely in innumerable manners that are characterized by novelty and creativity. Each society reaches one day a condition of inertia whereby any dynamism that characterized that society one day ceases to exist. When a society reaches such a condition of inertia; that is, inability to create and innovate, it recedes to what it created and innovated and tries to reproduce all this in new manners or renewed forms. But in this condition, it would be doing nothing because it would not be doing anything other than reproducing what it produced before and created in an old time. In this case, inertia becomes the final destination of this society.


    Here exactly identity's concept surfaces; identity is inertia itself; it is the moment at which society stops creating itself and its existence in innumerable manners of novelty and creativity. Identity is evidence that a certain society has become incapable of overcoming a level of its development and that it no longer lives in existence because life if action and creation. The society would have moved away from the sphere of action, operation, innovation and creation to a completely different sphere – the sphere where human memory lies.


    Thus, in addition to the fact that identity in the social sphere expresses the arrival of a society at a condition of inertia, whereby creativity and innovation disappears, it also indicates that memory has become the dwelling place of existence instead of existence itself being its own dwelling place. And as long as the will ceases to be capable of renewal and innovation, memory concentrates, frames and timetables this existence. This way the mind finds it easier to assimilate this existence that is now outside lively existence, and memory gives a specific identity to this existence of which it has become a dwelling place. Then identity comes into being, and it alone is capable of framing and protecting this existence by giving it specific qualities. Through these qualities that cannot be but stable and still, identity comes into being.


    Here, identity turns into an epistemological obstacle to systematic sociological research. A sociologist who tries to study a political or social phenomenon finds himself in this case vis-à-vis an identity that refers to nothing in terms of truth, present and fact; it's an identity that points to elements that may exist in the present some way or another but actually belongs to the past more than to the present. This way sociology becomes a victim of the identity illusion and thus fails to distinguish between what parts of identity belong to the present and what parts belong to the past. True, this identity that has ended up in inertia was made by memory, more than by the will and the mind. Yet, the will plays a role in producing this identity, and this identity most probably becomes hanging in the middle of the road: it does not belong completely to the past and does not belong completely to the present; it is in-between. If a sociologist lets himself construct his research on this kind of identity, whether in terms of political sociology or cultural identity, he would end up with findings that are not expressive of the compositional or structural energy of a specific community that lives at a specific place in a specific time. This kind of identity maybe fits more as a subject for history rather than sociology.


    Thus, identities whose functions are restricted to expressing the past – the past of nation or a society – are fake identities because they do not express the present and the living but the past and the dead. Also, this past and this dead ended up at a barricade that some nations and societies are unable to overcome. This is the barricade of inertia. The result is that such nations and societies do not exist except before inertia. Any existence after this point is nothing other than inertia itself.


    This means that when a nation that ended up at inertia relates any identity to itself, it actually relates nothing to itself because what it relates to itself is nothing more than a group of ghosts, illusions or shadows that cannot be recalled. The reason is that such a nation has quit existence and settled in the world of memory.


    In light of all this, I can now discuss some epistemological obstacles that the history of science proves to exist. What I will bring up is surely just a partial expression of this matter and detailed problems related to it. I would like to discuss quickly and briefly four examples of epistemological obstacles that are accepted to a certain degree among scholars of science and the history of science and that can be generalized to include sociology and anthropology at the same time.


    First Obstacle:


    The first obstacle is to look at the identity concept as the scratch level. This way, a human cannot claim any kind of knowledge of reality. Here, the identity concept becomes an epistemological obstacle because the least level of knowledge requires going behind this concept; that is, behind the scratch level. Otherwise, the mind would be vis-à-vis a valueless knowledge because it is nothing more than a confiscation of the required. Bachelard says: “The idea that we start from scratch when creating and increasing our possessions could only arise in cultural systems based on simple juxtaposition, where something that is known is immediately something that enriches.”[4]


    There is no way to overcome identity as an epistemological obstacle, being tied to knowledge that does not exceed the scratch level, unless the mind's presence inside the scientific culture reveals the many experiences it has encountered. This gives science a new meaning: “we grow younger in mind and spirit and we submit to a sudden mutation that must contradict the past”.[5]


    The obstacle is overcome through the mutation, which testifies, on one hand, that the mind has achieved an epistemological disruption with a whole period, and on the other hand, that contradicting every existing thing is the necessary condition for us to overcome epistemological obstacles and disrupt identity's routine. This routine may be overshadowing a whole scientific period, thus, it cannot be overcome without some sort of disruption with that scientific period.


    Second Obstacle:


    The second obstacle is to consider public opinion or common sense an epistemological obstacle to scientific knowledge. Public opinion or common sense involve many defects that make either unsuitable for taking part in the formulation of theses on scientific knowledge. Bachelard was right when he decided that “Science is totally opposed to opinion, not just in principle but equally in its need to come to full fruition.”[6]


    The reason is that public opinion “thinks badly; it does not think but instead translates needs into knowledge. By referring to objects in terms of their use, it prevents itself from knowing them. Nothing can be founded on opinion.”[7]


    The result of all this, according to Bachelard, is that scientific knowledge must destroy public opinion or common sense: “we must start by destroying it. Opinion is the first obstacle that has to be surmounted.”[8]


    Calling for destroying public opinion and separating it from scientific knowledge has a deep meaning: public opinion is at odds with all methods of true scientific research. While public opinion stems from self-evident data, their presence in experience and simple confidence in phenomena's clarity and reachability by senses, scientific knowledge argues that “nothing is self-evident, nothing is given, all is constructed.”[9]


    This means that human knowledge of phenomena is not the result of direct contact between a knowing self and its subject; it is the result of true knowledge, or at least appreciable knowledge that is the result of constructive, compositional or structural work. Through this work, the knowing self constructs or produces its subject in accordance with the active self or the knowledge-posing self's conception of its subject. Thus, knowledge's progress becomes dependent on refuting the existing identity that public opinion or common sense deems true. Instead, the subject's identity should be constructed in a way to be characterized by urgency, temporariness or conditionality. Identity constructed by the mind for its subject is later overcome by the mind, which starts producing a new identity for the subject or a new structure for the phenomenon it is trying to understand or change. Bachelard was also right when he clearly state that “It is not surprising therefore that our first objective knowledge should be a first mistake.”[10]


    Third Obstacle:


    The third obstacle is the wholeness that philosophy has historically claimed as the truth and goal of philosophizing, while it is a third epistemological obstacle that can camouflage and spread vagueness in phenomena due to the existing relation between identity and wholeness. Identity has no meaning if it is not whole, at least in terms of its subject. This means that a whole identity is an a priori supposition that has no scientific or logical justification except within the a priori supposition, while a person is unable to discover the true relation between the self and its subject.


    If the mind's job is basically to reconstruct phenomena and subjects in order to define them, the inescapable result is that identity itself is an act of the mind that the mind imposes on knowledge's subject only temporarily because it will eventually overcome what it constructed to start a new production process or reconstruct anew known subjects and phenomena.


    Thus, no room is left for conceiving identity as a whole as long as it is actually an act of the mind itself that soon the mind would overcome to start a new act to produce a new subject and a different identity. The mind should have an identity of its subject, but the identity should not be a whole identity that characterizes the subject or the phenomenon away from the constructive or compositional energy of the mind itself.


    Everyone knows that the conjugation between wholeness and philosophy has characterized philosophy since its early periods and up until modern times when standard derivation was replaced with empirical induction. Yet, philosophy's ancient conception of itself is still appealing. Today, American philosophers – Richard Rorty,[11] for example – talk frankly about a new meaning of philosophy whereby they posit congruency between the truth that a philosopher seeks and the society he lives in.


    Bachelard maybe had a primary sense of this when he wrote: “The progress of scientific knowledge has been slowed down by one factor above all: we refer here to the false doctrine of the general which prevailed from Aristotle up to and including Bacon, and which is still widely regarded as being fundamental to science.”[12]


    Fourth Obstacle:


    The fourth obstacle is the prevailing concurrence between identity and the idea of essence or essentiality. While each phenomenon or subject has a specific identity vis-à-vis a large number of symptoms, putting the symptoms aside is enough for the essence to come into being. The essence here is determined by identity.


    Since what is described as essence or identity cannot be understood without the concepts of composition and construction characterizing scientific acts, which eventually overcome what they compose or posit, what is described as essence, substance or identity is nothing more than a temporary condition that is far from being truly an essence, a substance or an identity. These three elements are nothing more than proof of the mind's efficiency and positivity vis-à-vis the clear negativity of subjects or phenomena that once understood by the mind are changed by it.


    Bachelard proved that essential thinking, expressed in what is called the essential obstacle, is the most important epistemological obstacles because the prescientific mind “immediately links diverse qualities to substance, whether those qualities are superficial or fundamental, evident or hidden.”[13]


    Bachelard expressed the same idea when he showed that “The idea behind substantialism is often illustrated simply in terms of containing. Something has to enclose, and the quality that lies deep has to be exchanged.”[14]


    Bachelard clearly showed the chaotic and non-methodological tendency of each essential thinking when he decided that this tendency is often “the accumulation of adjectives around the same substantive: qualities are so directly linked to substance that they can be juxtaposed without too much concern regarding mutual relations.”[15]


    The quality of this tendency is that it is a chaotic tendency in choosing and arranging qualities and in arranging these qualities as inner versus outer qualities. In the meantime, the first requirement of science is to reveal existing relations among these qualities. The most important factor in our understanding of a certain subject or phenomenon is to explore existing relations among these qualities more than to discover the qualities themselves. Exchanged relations specify the being, not its analysis to its primary elements or qualities. While understanding the exchange and its tendencies guarantee to us the existence of the subject we are studying, analysis is enough, on the other hand, for the being to shrink and disappear. That is why the essential tendency that is linked to identity is a real epistemological obstacle that hinders knowledge in sociological research and other fields of knowledge.


    The still conception of identity as another epistemological obstacle related to it, results from looking at identity as a changing outcome, being linked to the various means and methods of research. This makes giving identity a still and stable conception equal to seeing it as an epistemological obstacle to accurate scientific research. The qualities of a certain phenomenon or substance are nothing more than the outcome of research methods invented by the human mind at certain historical conditions whereby science reached a certain level of development. Thus, changing the methods of research, as a result of a change in the mind's conception of reality and the mind's inception of new structures for reality; that is, for the subject or the phenomenon under study, brings us to say: identity becomes an epistemological obstacle if we decide it means stability and stillness.


    Bachelard said something similar when he said about a leading chemist's denial of the immortality of any scientific research method: “He argued that each research method must end up losing its primary fertility. There comes an hour when one does not find any benefit from looking for something novel in the relics of antiquity. Scientific thought fails to progress except by creating new methods, and scientific concepts themselves lose their total comprehensiveness.”[16]


    In light of scientific methods' certain loss of their value in research and investigation at a certain level of their development, scientific concepts devised according to these methods lose all value, too. This is stressed by Bachelard: “Every concept ends up losing its benefits and its connotation itself as it gets farther from the empirical conditions under which it was devised. Concepts and methods together follow experience, and scientific thought as a whole must change vis-à-vis a new experience. Any argument on scientific methodology is temporary and will not describe a final structure for scientific thought.”[17]


    Here, a concept like that of identity will be repeated by researchers hundreds of times, but it will be different to a small or large extent from one scientist to the other and from one case to the other. Identity as a concept is abstract; as much as it applies to everything, it does not apply to anything specifically. In other words, things to which this concept is applied are completely different from one mind to other and from one reality to the other. Since the mind puts together experience and it conditions, the conditions for devising identity will lead to an essential difference in the content that refers to the same concept. But if we look at identity in terms of its content, we discover that we are not talking about one thing once scientific research comes up with specific terms on the concept of identity.


    Thus, Bachelard had the right in his epistemological paradigm to look at science as a series of corrections of scientific research's mistakes. The new level reached while correcting is actually another mistake that scientific research will correct later. Bachelard expressed this as follows: “Scientific thought is primarily a correction of knowledge, an expansion of knowledge's frameworks that denounces its historical past. Its structure is awareness of its historical mistakes.”[18] He also says: “Scientists consider the real… as a correction of a longstanding mistake. They consider experience as a correction of a primary joint illusion. The whole life of scientific knowledge is arguably based on this differential calculation of knowledge. It is situated at the border of the unknown, and thought itself is supposed to tell a human that he did not understand.”[19]


    Accordingly, one can say that identity is non-identity. Thus, the usual talk about identity as a stable element that expresses the essence of things is only valuable as much as identity is a concept that must be refuted. In other words, the reality of identity is non-identity.


    Since the history of science is a series of knowledge corrections, “similarly, new trends in knowledge that have overcome old trends are expressive of levels that include fewer mistakes than earlier levels. Thus, non-Baconian, non-Euclidean and non-Descartesian ideas are nothing more than a summary of these branches of historical argument that show up in correcting mistakes, expanding the comprehensiveness of a paradigm and complementing an idea.”[20]


    To sum up, the relation between the knowing self and the subject of knowledge is a changing relation because the human self bestows on its subject value, content and connotation. Each authentic scientific thought should include in its arguments partial or complete denial of their content. This denial is actually the element that pushes knowledge forward behind the point reached at one stage of science's history. Each thought that does not include this denial will find itself vis-à-vis one or all of the above-mentioned epistemological obstacles. The only condition that allows us to limit the hindrances to scientific research's progress is the conviction that each piece of scientific knowledge is the result of the relation between the self and its subject. This relation is conditioned on one hand by the ability of the self to compose and assemble and on the other by the conviction that each composition or assembly resulting from this activity or efficiency is a temporary action whose content will certainly face some sort of denial. Such denial may allow for this content to be partially adjusted or fully overcome while scientific research achieves epistemological disruption with a whole stage of science's historical development.


    But the positivist tendency that overwhelms most sociologists will remain an obstacle to sociological research that is based to the centrality of denial, which once adopted, turns identity into non-identity and nothing more than a temporary structure or a conditioned hypothetical entity. This entity can be overcome once the conditions under which it was developed are overcome themselves. By giving up the positivist tendency, or at least limit its absolute influence on their research, sociologists would help limit identity from being an epistemological obstacle in sociological research.
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    Chapter 2

    Isn't Anthropology Already a

    Multiversalist Discipline?

    Assessing the Status of Anthropology in Asia


    Nestor Castro


    Anthropology as a discipline studies the phenomenon of being human across culture regions. Thus, the body of knowledge that we now refer to as anthropological knowledge is a product of bio-cultural, archaeological, ethnographic, and linguistic studies that have been undertaken in different parts of the world. A significant number of these researches were implemented in Asia and are now part of the major classics in anthropological literature. Among these are those of Howard Carter's archaeological excavations in Egypt, E.R. Leach's study of political systems in Burma, Ruth Benedict's exploration into the Japanese personality, and Bronislaw Malinowski's look into the function of magic in the Trobriand Islands.


    Anthropologists have developed general theories, concepts, and research methods based on their specific findings in the field. Thus, several local concepts have become part of anthropological terminology, such as taboo (from Polynesian tabu), shaman (from Siberian), mana (from Hebrew), etc. Does this mean, therefore, that anthropology is already a multiversalist, as opposed to a universalist, discipline? Does this mean that the call for multiversalist knowledge production is not as important for anthropologists as it with the rest of the social sciences?


    This article attempts to answer the aforementioned questions by looking at the concrete practice of anthropology specifically in Asia. To be able to do this, it is necessary to look into how Anthropology has evolved as a distinct discipline in the different regions of Asia, such as those of Central Asia, East Asia, South Asia, Southeast Asia, West Asia, and the Pacific Islands. Of course, it is also necessary to examine the role played by American and European anthropology in the formation of “Asian” anthropology to what it is today. Hopefully, the experience of Anthropology will give us a better understanding about the complex tensions between universalism and multiversalism in the social sciences.


    Critique of Universalism in the Social Sciences


    There is a small, but growing movement within the social science community that is critical of the hegemonic theories and approaches coming mainly from a Western-derived science. Instead of adopting a universalist perspective, they argue for multiversalist perspectives in understanding social reality. Among these groups is the World Social Sciences and Humanities Network (World SSH Net). During the International Conference on the Social Sciences in Arab Countries held in Beirut in 2001, Dr. Michael Kuhn, the President of World SSH Net, emphasized the need to replace the universalism of European interpretations of the world with a diversity of interpretations of the global[1]. In his opening remarks during the conference, Kuhn expounded on this multiversalist agenda:


    “Multi-versalism opposes uni-versalism's silencing of scholars in the Global South. Multi-versalism is a way of thinking the limitations of uni-versalism. It is not occidentalism opposing orientalism but a way to think dialogue and intercultural translation between northern and southern researchers (Hanafi 2011:8.)”


    The imposition of universalistic social sciences, especially in the educational system of non-Western societies, resulted in conflicts of world view. The educated elite of developing societies interpreted socio-cultural realities mainly based on Western models while the majority of urban and rural poor maintained their folk wisdom based on traditional beliefs and practices.


    In the Philippines, for example, there were many instances in the past, where students were taught social science concepts that did not necessarily match cultural realities (Castro 2010). The concept of the State was usually defined based on European civilizations, i.e. as territorially bounded political entities. This ran contrary to the Southeast Asian mandala that was defined more by their subjects (i.e. people) rather than their land boundaries. The extent of the mandala's suzerainty depended on the number and location of its adherents. Thus, territorial boundaries were relatively more fluid compared to European countries. In social statistics, the concept of population density (i.e. total population over land area) was usually used as a demographic indicator. However, the concept remains meaningless when applied to the seafaring Badjao who do not regularly stay on dry land but dwell on house-boats that move about in the Sulu Sea. In social psychology, students were taught about the concept of the “self” in contrast with the “other”. This dichotomy, however, could not account for the Filipino concept kapwa, which roughly means “the self-in-the-other”. Realizing the limitations of relying on universalist models, some Filipino academics, especially in psychology and history, are advocating for the use of indigenous theories and methods (cf. Enriquez 1990; Navarro, Rodriguez and Villan 1997; Pe-Pua 1989). In these two disciplines, there emerged organizations such as the Pambansang Samahan sa Sikolohiyang Pilipino (PSSP, National Organization of Philippine Psychology), ADHIKA ng Pilipinas, and Bagong Kasyansayan (BAKAS, New History) that regularly engage in public conferences, academic and popular publications, and other activities in order to espouse indigenous Social Sciences.


    But What about Anthropology?


    While there were also calls for indigenization within Philippine anthropology, it has not grown to a full-blown movement similar to those of their counterparts in psychology and history. The teachings of the Filipino anthropologist Prospero Covar on Pilipinolohiya (Philippinology) and Tambalang Lapit (Dynamic Dualism) have relatively few adherents. One question that can be asked therefore is: Is the call for a multiversalist anthropology not as important for anthropologists because anthropology has always been multiversalist in the first place?


    It must be noted that the concept of culture is the overarching theme in cultural anthropology.


    Because of the diversity of cultures, anthropologists recognize that knowledge and learning are culture-specific. Thus, there is a bias for the generation of anthropological knowledge through fieldwork. Different field settings require the anthropologist to adjust his research framework and analytical tools to suit the particular locality. According to Messerschmidt (1989:3):


    “(I)t was considered a requisite and a proper rite of passage for fledgling anthropologists… to leave the comfortable nest of our own social upbringing and brave the trials and tribulations of study in other lands, or at least among people other than our own. Research elsewhere, preferably abroad was… an established tradition of the profession.”


    The outputs of anthropological field research are usually in the form of ethnographies, i.e. descriptive accounts about particular cultures. According to Bronislaw Malinowski (1922:25), the primary task of the ethnographer is “to grasp the native's point of view, his relation to life, to realize his vision of his world.” Ethnographers typically combine two research strategies: the emic (local-oriented) and the etic (scientist-oriented). Operating emically, the ethnographer seeks the “local viewpoint”, relying on local people to explain things and to say whether something is significant or not (Harris 1968).


    Because anthropological knowledge is mainly generated at the local level, some argue that anthropology is more of a regional, than an not international, discipline. According to Gupta and Ferguson (1997):


    “Anthropology, more than perhaps any other discipline, is a body of knowledge constructed on regional specialization, and it is within regionally circumscribed epistemic communities that many of the discipline's key concepts and debates have been developed… (I)t is precisely the naturalization of cultural differences as inhering in different geographical locales that makes anthropology such a regional science.”


    If we agree to this argument, it is then possible for anthropology to have different regional perspectives. There may be an Asian anthropological perspective that is more appropriate in understanding and interpreting Asian socio-cultural realities. On the other hand, when we want to understand global issues, these may be interpreted using Asian, European, American, Australian, or African perspectives, where there is no single perspective that is more superior to the other. Because of the very nature of anthropological research, anthropology is probably more open to multiversalist explanations compared to other social science disciplines.


    The local and regional strength of anthropology does not mean, however, that anthropology is not interested in finding cultural universals. Ethnological researches are always comparative and cross-cultural. This involves systematic comparison of data from different populations and time periods to be able to generalize about our understanding of humanity.


    Anthropology of Asia


    The Asian continent includes a number of sites where anthropological traditions have developed over a long period of time. These traditions have usually been referred in anthropological literature as folklore, folk traditions, and “local” cultures. Many anthropological theories and methods have been developed based on research done on and in Asia, such as in China, India, and Japan. Admittedly, many of these researches were undertaken by non-Asian anthropologists during the early years of anthropology in the region but many Asian anthropologists have eventually taken over this task during the post-colonial period.


    Most of the anthropological knowledge that has been produced through research in Asia has eventually been incorporated into “standard” anthropological concepts. These concepts include the amok syndrome (from Malay), avunculocality (from Chamorro), big man (from Papua), cargo cults (from Melanesia), caste system (from India), dyadic family (from the Nayar), Hawaiian kinship terminology (from Hawaii), mana (from Hebrew), moorage groups (from the Badjao), pig feasts (from Dani), primitive capitalism (from Kapauku), shamanism (from Siberia), startle-reflex syndrome (from Malay), and taboo (from Fiji and Tonga) among others.


    It should be stressed that Asia itself is multicultural and therefore not a homogenous society. The region could be divided into several sub-regions with each of these sub-regions having several shared culture traits. Among these sub-regions are East Asia, Central Asia, Insular Southeast Asia, Mainland Southeast Asia, South Asia, and Western Asia. Because of the need to generalize shared cultural characteristics, there have been debates on the meaning of concepts such as Austronesian archaeology, caste system, Confucian values, maritime societies, matrifocality, rice economies, and shame culture.


    Variations in the Practice of Anthropology


    As cultures in Asia are heterogenous, so is the practice of anthropology in the region. There are several dissimilarities in the practice of anthropology in the various countries of Asia, mainly because of the different roots of the discipline. In China, the “localization” of anthropology started relatively early, i.e. during the 1930s. According to Liu (2003:221):


    “As early as the 1930s, when anthropology first came into being as a new discipline in China, many scholars put forward ideas of establishing a discipline system of Chinese anthropology from different perspectives. Mr. Cai Yuanpei, the founder of anthropology and ethnology in China, raised the idea of developing native anthropology during the initial stage of anthropology and ethnology in China.”


    Elsewhere in the region, many modern anthropological institutions were established by colonial powers, such as the National Museum of the Philippines in 1901, the University of the Philippines Anthropology Department in 1917, and the University of Calcutta Anthropology Department in 1924. Thus, the orientation of anthropology courses in the colonies followed Western models, i.e. American tradition (in the Philippines), British tradition (in India, Malaysia, Myanmar, and Singapore), Dutch tradition (in Indonesia), and French tradition (in Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos). It was only during the 1960s and 1970s that anthropologists in these countries took on a post-colonial discourse and tried to regain their indigenous perspectives.


    Thompson (2012) looked into the different national traditions of anthropology in Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, and Thailand. In Singapore, the teaching of anthropology is subsumed within the discipline of Sociology. On the other hand, Malaysian anthropology has been largely influenced by British and Australian anthropologists and its discourse has been largely affected by the prevailing bumiputera discourse on Malay identify. In contrast anthropology as practiced in Thailand promoted the assimilationist policy of the Thai nation-state, promoting Thai-ness even among its hill tribes and Muslim populations. In Indonesia, there is a relative proliferation of anthropology departments across the different island groups and local anthropologists were more critical about the Javanese-centered politics of the country.


    The Threat of Universalism


    While it may be said that anthropology is relatively more open to multiversalist perspectives, it does not mean that it is free from the threat of universalism. When it comes to the identification of the anthropological research agenda, American and European anthropologists are in a better position to dictate what they believe should be the agenda. Since many Asian anthropologists have been trained in American and European universities, they eventually look at their own societies using a Western lens. The moulding of young Asian scholars so that they become more adept in using Western theories and methods is perpetuated and reified through a continuous flow of scholarship programs from the West. Moreover, the “publish or perish” policies of academic institutions encouraged many Asian anthropologists to write not in their native language but in a foreign language, such as in English or French in journals such as the American Anthropologist, American Ethnologist, Anthropological Quarterly, Current Anthropology, and L'homme. As a strategy to get published, the budding anthropologist has to write his research paper based on the preferred theoretical framework or priority research topics identified by the editorial boards of these European and American publications. In the process, the researches in Asia are also dictated by research agenda from the West. In a sense, anthropology in Asia and elsewhere in the non-Western world, has become subservient to the anthropology of Europe and North America.


    Gerholm and Hannerz (1982) called this phenomenon as the “World Order of Anthropology.” According to them,


    “We can look at this structure of center-periphery relations more or less in network terms, as a kind of sociometry of world anthropology… (T)his is the pattern: a) Metropolitan anthropologists largely confine their attention to what goes on at home, or possibly in one or more other metropolis. b) The anthropologists of the periphery are concerned with what happens in the discipline in their own country and in one or more metropolitan anthropologies. The anthropologists of different countries of the periphery take little note of each other's work, at least unless it is brought to their attention through metropolitan anthropologies (Gerholm and Hannerz 1982:7).”


    The United States, Great Britain, and France are the primary global centers of anthropology. These centers influence the periphery through the provision of research grants, training for scholars, academic exchanges (e.g. Fullbright scholarships, British Council fellowships), and publication of books and journals. In addition, anthropological associations and institutions from the “center”, such as the American Anthropological Association, are the ones that develop criteria for professional recognition, standards for field research, and ethical policies, among others.


    Gerholm and Hannerz (ibid.) liken the entry of the anthropologist from the periphery into these mechanisms as a form of occupational socialization. Through this socialization process, anthropologists from the periphery eventually gravitate towards the world centers. Of course, the use of the English or French language is a pivotal element in this world order.
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