
Lecture and seminar outlines

1.  Introduction: On the anthropological study of indigenous peoples

The indigenous self-understanding of history, culture and identity is necessarily different from the anthropological understanding. What is particular about the anthropological approach, and what is the meaning of anthropological comparison? Here the twin concepts ‘emic’ and ‘etic’ will be discussed as contrasting understandings of experienced and observed realities. A special emphasis will be put on the role of the anthropologist as expert witness in land claims litigation.

Questions for discussion:

1. Why is it important to understand the difference between emic and etic approaches to interpretations of experienced realities?

2. In what ways are legal and anthropological knowledge different from each other, analytically speaking?

Readings:

Barnard, Alan 2002, “Emic and etic.” In Barnard, A. and J. Spencer (eds.), Encyclopedia of Social and Cultural Anthropology. London and N.Y.: Routledge. 3 p.

Geertz, Clifford 1983, “From the Native’s Point of View.” In Geertz, C., Local Knowledge. Further Essays in Interpretive Anthropology. N.Y.: Basic Books. 15 p.

Ridington, Robin 1990, “Cultures in Conflict. The Problem of Discourse.” In Ridington, R., Little Bit Know Something. Stories in a Language of Anthropology. Vancouver: Douglas and McIntyre. 20 p.

Thuen, Trond 2004, “Anthropological Knowledge in the Courtroom. Conflicting Paradigms.” Social Anthropology, vol. 12 no. 3: 265-287.  22 p.

2. On the concept of “indigenous peoples”

What does it mean to be indigenous or aboriginal to an area? The claim of aboriginality has been variously based on presence ‘since time immemorial’ and ‘before the colonizers arrived’. It is also at times made conditional on continued presence in the area, and on maintenance of ‘traditional culture’. The UN definition will be presented and discussed. Indigenous peoples everywhere have had to cope with majority and state rejections of their aboriginality and the rights that such a status might imply.

Questions for discussion:

1. Why are many majority populations and governments reluctant to accept that some of their citizens form indigenous minorities?

2. Put yourself in ‘the devil’s position’ and argue against the acceptance of indigenous rights. In your opinion, what would be the most persuasive argument against?

Readings:

Ignace, Ron, G. Speck, and R. Taylor 1993, "Some native perspectives on anthropology and public policy." In Dyck, N. and J. B. Waldram (eds.), Anthropology, Public Policy and Native Peoples of Canada. Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press. 26 p.

Kenrick, Justin and Jerome Lewis 2004, “Indigenous peoples’ rights and the politics of the term ‘indigenous’”. Anthropology Today, vol. 20 no. 2: 4-9. 6 p. 

Kuper, Adam 2003, “The Return of the Native.” Current Anthropology, vol. 44 (3): 389-402. Discussion: “On the Return of the Native.” Current Anthropology, vol. 45 (2) 2004:261-267. 18 p. 

Paine, Robert 1999, “Aboriginality, Multiculturalism, and Liberal Rights Philosophy.” Ethnos, vol. 64 no. 3:325-349.   21 p.

Saugestad, Sidsel 2001, "Contested images: 'First Peoples' or 'Marginalised Minorities' in Africa?" In Barnard, A. and J. Kenrick (eds.), Africa's Indigenous Peoples: 'First Peoples' or 'Marginalised Minorities'? Edinburgh: University of Edinburgh, Centre of African Studies. 23 p.

3. The land: Material and symbolic aspects

The traditional livelihood of many indigenous peoples is based on hunting and gathering, fishing, or pastoralism. Besides providing the material base of their existence as distinctive peoples, the relationship to land and animals is also generally conceptualised in cosmological terms. It is important to consider the spiritual and emotional significance of indigenous peoples’ relations to their habitat in order to understand why land claims form such a central part of their political aspirations. 

Questions for discussion:

1. In your opinion, what makes indigenous land claims legitimate and under what circumstances may their legitimacy be reduced?

2. Are indigenous peoples’ adaptations to nature necessarily ‘sustainable’ in an ecological sense? If so, how can this be explained, and under what circumstances may ‘sustainability’ be reduced?

Readings: 

Barsh, Russel Lawrence and James Youngblood Henderson 2003, “Biodiversity and Canada’s Aboriginal Peoples.” In Jentoft, S., H. Minde and R. Nilsen (eds.), Indigenous Peoples. Resource Management and Global Rights. Delft: Eburon Academic Publishers. 22 p. 

Bjerkli, Bjørn 2003, “People-nature relations: Local ethos and ethnic consciousness.” In Roepstorff, A., N. Bubandt and K. Kull (eds.), Imagining Nature. Practices of Cosmology and Identity. Aarhus: Aarhus University Press. 21 p.

Brosius, J. Peter 2000, “Endangered forest, endangered people: Environmentalist representations of indigenous knowledge. “ In Ellen, R., P. Parkes and A. Bicker (eds.), Indigenous Environmental Knowledge and its Transformations. Critical Anthropological Perspectives. Harwood Academic Publishers. 22 p.

Irimoto, Takashi 1994, “Religion, Ecology, and Behavioral Strategy: A Comparison of Ainu and Northern Athapaskan.” In Irimoto, T. and Yamada (eds.), Circumpolar Religion and Ecology. An Anthropology of the North. Tokyo: University of Tokyo Press. 23 p.

4.  ‘The Other’ as seen through western eyes

Western expansion of influence and control with other parts of the world has continuously produced the invention of categories by which westerners have tried to understand and explain the social and cultural differences they met. In addition, the categorizations of ‘the Other’ have served to legitimate the western control and exploitation. In this lecture we will examine the mechanisms of stereotyping and the dominant representations of stereotypes of the western eye. Further, we will consider some of the ‘defence mechanisms’ of the objectified other.


Questions for discussion:

1. Why are stereotypes convenient and hard to alter? 

2. What is meant by ‘the scientification’ of sociocultural differences?

Readings:

Evjen, Bjørg 1997, "Measuring heads: physical anthropological research in North Norway." Acta Borealia, vol. 14/2: 3-30. 27 p.

Hall, Stuart 1992, "The West and the Rest: Discourse and Power." In Hall, S. and B. Gieben (eds.), Formations of Modernity. Polity Press. 55 p.

Hiatt, L.R., "Real estates and phantom hordes", in Hiatt, R.L. Arguments about aborigines. Australia and the evolution of social anthropology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 23 p.

Olsen, Kjell 2003, "The touristic construction of the “emblematic” Saami". Acta Borealia, vol. 20/1: 3-20. 16 p.

5.  Ethnicity, ‘race’ and nationalism

Ethnicity has become a catchword for categorisations based on a combination of descent and specific cultural manifestations and is often associated with and even used in explaining the causes of violent conflicts. Here we will consider ethnicity from a relational perspective, i.e. as a systematisation of social relations that engenders boundaries between people who consider themselves as different from each other in terms of descent, language, religion or some other basic criteria. Sociobiological theories of ‘race’ will be discussed, as will relations of the individual to the group and assimilation and integration processes. A special focus is given to the politicization of ethnicity. Further, theories concerning ‘the birth of the nation’ as a modern phenomenon will be presented, with an emphasis on ‘nations without states’, i.e. indigenous peoples within majority nation-states.


Questions for discussion:

1. What explanatory value do you think that sociobiology might have in understanding the persistence of ethnic differences?

2. Why are narratives of the past important in the construction of national and indigenous identities?

Readings:

Banks, Marcus 1996, Ch. 2: "Ethnicity unearthed", and Ch. 5: “Ethnicity and nationalism”, in Banks, M., Ethnicity: Anthropological Constructions. London: Routledge. 77 p.

Barth, Fredrik 1994, "Enduring and emerging issues in the study of ethnicity", in Vermeulen, H. and C. Govers (eds.), The anthropology of ethnicity: Beyond 'Ethnic groups and boundaries'. Amsterdam: het Spinhuis. 19 p.

Eidheim, Harald 1971, "When ethnic identity is a social stigma", in Eidheim, H., Aspects of the Lappish Minority Situation. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget. 17 p.

6. The claim of aboriginality: Recognition of identity and belonging
Here we will present some milestones in the emergence of indigenous rights in Canada, Norway and Botswana, with a special focus on the Saami and ‘the Alta affair’. What kinds of recognition have been claimed by these indigenous peoples? What have been their strategies in achieving governmental recognition of their aboriginal status? Why are claims of land and water so important, and what is meant by ‘self government’?   


Questions for discussion:

1. Similarities and differences on the way aboriginal claims have been launched in Canada and Norway. 

2. What are the major differences between the legal and the political channels as strategies in the struggle for indigenous rights?

Readings:

Asch, Michael 1993, "Aboriginal Self-Government and Canadian Constitutional Identity: Building Reconciliation." In Levin, M. D., Ethnicity and Aboriginality. Case Studies in Ethnonationalism. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 24 p. 

Berger, Thomas 1991, "Native claims and the rule of law", in Berger, T., A long and terrible shadow. White values, native rights in the Americas 1492-1992. Vancouver: Douglas and McIntyre. 17 p.

Eidheim, Harald 1997, "Ethnopolitical development among the Sami after World War II", in Gaski, H. (ed.), Sami Culture in a New Era. Karasjok: Davvi Girji OS. 33 p. 

Eriksson, Johan 2002, "The construction of Sápmi: Towards a transnational polity?" In Karppi, Kristiina and Johan Eriksson (eds.), Conflict and cooperation on the North. Umeå: Norrlands Universitetsförlag. 12 p.

Paine, Robert 1991, "The Claim of Aboriginality: Saami in Norway", in Grønhaug, R., G. Haaland and G. Henriksen (eds.), The Ecology of Choice and Symbol. Bergen: Alma Mater Forlag. 19 p.

Saugestad, Sidsel 2001, The Inconvenient Indigenous. Remote Area Development in Botswana, Donor Assistance, and the First People of the Kalahari. Part 1: The problem (chapters 1-4). The Nordic Africa Institute. 54 p.

Sinclair, Moana 1998, “Pakeha land legislation in Aotearoa: The continuous resistance of Maori women.” In Indigenous Women: The Right to a Voice. Copenhagen: IWGIA. 17 p.

Thuen, Trond 1995, "Communicating the challenge: Symbolic action and redressive reaction", in Thuen, T. Quest for Equity. Norway and the Saami Challenge. St. John's: ISER Books. 18 p. 

7. Problems of culture change: ‘Tradition’ and ‘modernity’
As a self-reflexive conceptualisation of the past the concept of ‘tradition’ might be said to belong to modernity. It is argued that a basic dilemma in the indigenous pursuit of collective interests concerns the distinction between ‘cultural protection’ and ‘self government’. The nation-state may be inclined to accept arguments based on the (shared) value of cultural heritage, cultural pluralism, etc., but still insist upon its power to define what is acceptable as ‘indigenous culture’ when it comes to protective and supportive measures. On the other hand, indigenous peoples are inclined to insist on their prerogative of defining themselves, their culture and their collective interests. But here some internal controversies may also be traced. 


Questions for discussion:

1. What do you think are the most reasonable and convincing arguments in the ‘cultural protection’ vs. the ‘self government’ debate?

2. Are globalization processes a threat to indigenous cultures, or an asset? What role do you envisage for indigenous peoples and cultures in a globalized world? 

Readings:

Bjerkli, Bjørn 1996, ”Land Use, Traditionalism and Rights.” Acta Borealia, vol. 13 (1): 3-21.18 p.

Hanson, F. A. 1989, "The making of the Maori: cultural invention and its logic." American Anthropologist, 91: 890-902. 12 p.

Kalstad, J.K.H. 1996, “The Modern Challenge Facing Knowledge in Sami Subsistence”. In Helander, E., Awakened Voices. The return of Sami Knowledge. Diedut 1996:4, Nordic Sami Institute, Kautokeino, Norway. 10 p. 

Keesing, Roger M. 1989, " "Creating the past: custom and identity in the contemporary Pacific." The Contemporary Pacific, vol. 1: 19-42. 23 p.

Thuen, Trond 1995, "Cultural protection or self-determination: Incongruent imageries?", in Thuen, T. Quest for Equity. Norway and the Saami Challenge. St. John's: ISER Books. 23 p.
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