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Introduction

  ,   .  ,
   . 

What is troubling about encounters in the history of the human sciences?
Allow for one example among many that illustrate the challenges they present
historians. In the mid-1940s, Carlos Gutiérrez-Noriega, a Peruvian psych-
iatrist and pharmacologist, criticized Carlos Monge, a high-altitude physiolo-
gist, who argued that coca leaf consumption had supposedly degenerative
effects on human physiology and mental capacity.1 Having conducted research
experiments with coca and cocaine on medical students and subjects confined
in Lima’s custodial institutions for many years, Gutiérrez-Noriega left the
capital for the Andean highlands, where coca chewing was widespread and
where Monge had already experimented on mineworkers. There, he recreated
his own laboratory in the field in the province of Huancayo. Armed with
diagnostic and measuring equipment, he conducted interviews about coca use
with 100 Indigenous and Mestizo peasants, shepherds, and mineworkers.
In addition, he performed physiological and psychological examinations on
subjects under the effects of coca. He aimed to observe the mental alterations
during the “high” produced by the stimulant and also its long-term effects.2

While Gutiérrez-Noriega’s publications offered elaborate conclusions about
the effects of long-term coca use, they said little about the nature of his
encounters with Indigenous populations in the Andean highlands. Much like
Monge and other members of Lima’s scientific community, nowhere does
Gutiérrez-Noriega acknowledge the potentially troubling dimensions of his
interactions with Indigenous research subjects, dimensions that appear

1 Monge’s research led to the concept of “Andean man,” a racial variant of the human
species that had evolved to be uniquely adapted to life at high altitude. Coca chewing was
harmless as part of that adaptation. On Monge and Gutiérrez-Noriega, see Adam Warren,
“Collaboration and Discord in International Debates about Coca Chewing, 1949–1950,”
Medicine Anthropology Theory 5, no. 2 (2018): 35–51, https://doi.org/10.17157/mat.5.2
.536. Also Marcos Cueto, Excelencia científica en la perifería: Actividades científicas e
investigación biomédica en el Perú, 1890–1950 (Lima: GRADE, 1989); Jorge Lossio
Chávez, El peruano y su entorno: Aclimatándose a las alturas andinas (Lima: IEP, 2012).

2 Carlos Gutiérrez-Noriega, “Alteraciones mentales producidas por la coca,” Revista Neuro-
Psiquiátrica 10, no. 2 (1947): 422–468.
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problematic to us today as we historicize the making of research ethics in
science. Nor does he acknowledge how Indigenous populations shaped inter-
actions and knowledge making with him. Instead, he emphasized Andean
peoples’ alterity and embraced stereotypes. He positioned himself as the bearer
of expertise, one who could bring about their redemption even as he used
them to elevate his reputation.3

Gutiérrez-Noriega’s studies occasionally involved attempts at relationality,
motivated by desires to understand mental health, personality traits, and
differences of behavior among different Indigenous peoples. He had little
ability, however, to value them as interlocutors and collaborators. Racial
thinking, Peru’s internal colonialism, and concerns about ranking, categoriz-
ing, and distinguishing among Indigenous and non-Indigenous populations
conditioned his efforts.4 His story reflects what historian Ann Zulawski calls
the “tortured thinking” of physicians and scientists in her research on the
history of public health in Bolivia.5

Gutiérrez-Noriega’s encounters with his research subjects speak to the
challenges of reconstructing such interactions in the history of the human
sciences now. The one-sided descriptions of his interactions make clear that
the organizing logic of many human sciences has often been outward from the
scientists/agents toward objects/passive recipients. In other words, Gutiérrez-
Noriega’s encounters, methods, and knowledge are exemplary of the implicit
logic of much human science. It is also a reflection of the human scientific
archive and the structural conditions of its creation, which limit what the
historian can access about the past.6 This book, a collection of provocative case
studies that rethink the ethical and material facets of human science in diverse
settings, seeks to trouble all such encounters.

Clearly, scientists are important, and assessing them and their work in the
past should not be understood as an anti-science stance. We are not investi-
gating scientists as quasi-villains in a broader history of subordination. We see
scientists as complex actors who are part of the story of encounters. Human
subjects, nonhuman objects (many of which were once human or related to

3 Ibid.
4 This inability is common to other Latin American contexts shaped by racial thinking and
internal colonialism. See Severo Martínez Peláez, La Patria del Criollo: An Interpretation of
Colonial Guatemala (Durham: Duke University Press, 2009).

5 Ann Zulawski, Unequal Cures: Public Health and Political Change in Bolivia, 1900–1950
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2007), especially chapter 5. Also Alberto Ortiz Díaz,
“Pathologizing the Jíbaro: Mental and Social Health in Puerto Rico’s Oso Blanco (1930s–
1950s),” The Americas 77, no. 3 (2020): 409–441.

6 For the UN Commission for the Study of the Coca Leaf’s assessment of Gutiérrez-
Noriega’s work as well as that of Carlos Monge, see United Nations Economic and
Social Council, “Report of the Commission of Enquiry on the Coca Leaf, May 1950,”
United Nations, Lake Success, NY, 1950.
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human populations), and contexts explored by human scientists inevitably
shaped knowledge and its applications. Our stance is thus one of knowledge
constituted through encounters conditioned by the structures and dynamics of
colonialism.7

The word “encounters” is ours, but we also understand it as a primary
methodological premise of the human sciences. Thus, while the emphasis of
the word encounter is toward the unexpected or the memorable, within the
human sciences there was an anticipation of encounters, without which much of
the work of those disciplines would have been impossible. Several features of the
construction of such encounters are thus salient because they reflect at once this
banal expectation and simultaneously its historical evolution through contexts
that were themselves rapidly changing, both because of encounters and also as a
predicate of settler, nationalist, or imperial struggles. The word encounter also
speaks to an important, if uneven, reciprocity, one that may not have always
been visible, but which allows for a balancing of scales and stories when taken as
a constituent element in the history of the human sciences. Doing so does not
naively elide power inequities or romanticize the objects of inquiries. Despite
efforts to construe them as such, encounters are not politically neutral.8

Histories that center encounters as an analytic create subjects and objects in
both directions, thereby allowing for a fuller expression of the multiplicity of
contexts and meanings evidently present within these interactions.

As an example of these encounters, consider Franz Boas. His name is
synonymous with an American school of anthropology while his most signifi-
cant Indigenous interlocutor, the Tlingit/British cultural broker George Hunt,
became known as a mere source of material. Hunt accessed privileged

7 This book acknowledges the important role of Indigenous Studies and Indigenous episte-
mologies in critiquing the Western division between the human and the nonhuman, and
its consideration of more-than-human beings. See Zoe Todd, “Fish Pluralities: Human-
Animal Relations and Sites of Engagement in Paulatuuq, Arctic Canada,” Études/Inuit/
Studies 38, nos. 1&2 (2014): 217–238; Todd, “Fish, Kin, and Hope: Tending to Water
Violations in amiskwaciwâskahikan and Treaty Six Territory,” Afterall: A Journal of Art,
Context, and Inquiry 43, no. 1 (2017): 102–107; Kim TallBear, “Why Interspecies
Thinking Needs Indigenous Standpoints,” Cultural Anthropology, November 18, 2011,
https://culanth.org/fieldsights/why-interspecies-thinking-needs-indigenous-standpoints;
TallBear, “An Indigenous Reflection on Working beyond the Human/Not Human,” in
“Dossier: Theorizing Queer Inhumanisms,” GLQ: A Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies 21,
nos. 2–3 (2015): 230–235; Robin Wall Kimmerer, Braiding Sweetgrass: Indigenous
Wisdom, Scientific Knowledge, and the Teaching of Plants (Minneapolis, MN:
Milkweed, 2013).

8 An example of this phenomenon would be the Spanish government’s 1992 framing of the
500th anniversary of Columbus’s voyage to the Americas as an “encuentro de dos
mundos,” or encounter of two worlds, which aimed to elide acknowledgment of the
violence, dispossession, and forms of enslavement that characterized Spanish invasion
and colonization of Indigenous societies in the Americas and elsewhere.
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knowledge through his Indigenous mother, sisters, and Kwakwaka’wakw
wives, acting as a researcher prioritizing Boas’s needs in ways that marginal-
ized Indigenous women’s voices in the resulting anthropological texts.9 Recent
scholarship has challenged us to ask why would it be strange to think of Hunt
(or his mother, sisters, and wives, for that matter) as an agent cultivating and
claiming ownership over his own anthropology, or seeing possibilities of
discovery in Boas?10

Such an illustration shows that the historical picture of scientific work in the
human sciences should foreground the ways Indigenous peoples, Mestizos, or
other subalterns claimed scientists through their own dialogues, goals, and
forms of collaboration, accommodation, and resistance. An encounter that
only one person anticipates, claims, and records is likely more of a projection
than an encounter.

This book troubles human sciences encounters in the nineteenth-, twenti-
eth-, and twenty-first-century Western hemisphere’s colonial, imperial, and
national domains. In doing so, it seeks to undo the flat, one-sided narratives of
these encounters that long characterized research in the history of the human
sciences. Rather than privilege the voices of scientists themselves, contributing
authors emphasize the tangled, rarely unproblematic claims different actors
and groups made upon each other. Noting the transnational dimensions of
such research, individual chapters explore the often internally divisive struc-
tural conditions in which such human science research took place as well as
the importance of local, national, and global socio-political contexts. This
book also navigates colonialisms – settler, internal, or otherwise – and nation-
alisms as its chapters explore the logics of human science and the practices of
relationship-making and unmaking involving human subjects.

We recognize that this intervention in the history of the human sciences
comes with the limitations and possibilities of the archive and oral histories,
which provide fragmented and narrow accounts of the past and thus require
reading “against the grain” or “along the archival grain,” or thinking critically
with the dominant narrative.11 Unsurprisingly, postcolonial and decolonial

9 Margaret Bruchac, “My Sisters Will Not Speak: Boas, Hunt, and the Ethnographic
Silencing of First Nations Women,” Curator 57, no. 2 (2014): 153–171.

10 For studies of George Hunt relationship with and influence on Franz Boas, see Margaret
Bruchac, Savage Kin: Indigenous Informants and American Anthropologists (Tucson:
University of Arizona Press, 2018), especially chapter 2; Isaiah Lorado Wilner,
“Transformation Masks: Recollecting the Indigenous Origins of Global Consciousness,”
in Indigenous Visions, Rediscovering the World of Franz Boas, eds. Ned Blackhawk and
Isaiah Lorado Wilner (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2018), 3–41.

11 Numerous works have demonstrated the potential of top-down primary sources to form
the basis of insightful, critical histories. See James Sweet, Domingos Álvares, African
Healing, and the Intellectual History of the Atlantic World (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 2011); Ann Laura Stoler, Along the Archival Grain: Epistemic

    .
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theories and methods, which will be discussed at length in the section on
Indigenous Studies and postcolonial and decolonial histories in this introduc-
tion, provide all of the authors in this book with tools to grapple with the
archive and reimagine these encounters. In addition, the authors are united in
grounding their arguments in the methods, concepts, and claims of
Indigenous Studies scholars globally, who have pushed for more ethical,
restorative, and transformative forms of research while moving away from
“victim-centered” or “damage-centered narratives.” When combined with
simplistic ethics, these narratives deny agency and desire, and assume homo-
geneity and the ubiquity of past and differentiated experiences of loss.12

The Scale and Legacy of Encounters

Empire, Colonialism, and the Human Sciences uses the phrase “troubling
encounters” to signal a new direction in the history of the human sciences
by expanding its critical lens both theoretically and geographically.
It undertakes this work through engagement with global Indigenous Studies
theories and methods and Latin American Studies scholarship. While it
recognizes that included in the latter is a long tradition of research on and
by Indigenous peoples that enriches and constitutes a part of the former, it also
acknowledges that differences and tensions exist between Latin American
Studies and global Indigenous Studies as fields. The centrality of indigenismo
within the intellectual genealogies of research concerning Indigenous peoples
in Latin America, which several chapters in this book historicize, led to
approaches within Latin American Studies that historically centered the role
of Indigenous peoples within national frameworks. In addition, much schol-
arship in Latin American Studies folds studies of Indigenous peoples into
studies of race and ethnicity. These differ from approaches within global
Indigenous Studies that start from Indigenous frameworks and center
Indigenous epistemologies, and that treat Indigeneity as, among other things,
a political concept. At the same time, important exceptions exist in Latin
America and within Latin American Studies, including Indigenous working
groups like the Taller de Historia Andina (Andean History Workshop) and
the Comunidad de Historia Mapuche (Mapuche History Community).

Anxieties and Colonial Common Sense (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2009);
Marisa Fuentes, Dispossessed Lives: Enslaved Women, Violence, and the Archive
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2016); and various works by Saidiya
Hartman, including “Venus in Two Acts,” Small Axe: A Journal of Criticism 26 (2008):
1–14.

12 See Eve Tuck, “Suspending Damage: A Letter to Communities,” Harvard Educational
Review 79, no. 3 (2009): 409–427; Eve Tuck and K. Wayne Yang, “R-Words: Refusing
Research,” in Humanizing Research: Decolonizing Qualitative Inquiry with Youth and
Communities, eds. Django Paris and Maisha T. Winn (Los Angeles: Sage, 2018), 223–248.
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Scholarship produced in these Latin American contexts proves crucial to this
book’s work.13

Our chapters collectively ask about the nature of research encounters: their
ontologies and epistemologies, their scales, their affective dimensions, their
power imbalances and other social dynamics, and their ethics. Often the forms
that human scientific knowledge took possessed a tangible existence, but the
importance of such tangibility for scholars now derives from its legacies,
artifacts, and archives, which have often been read by scholars for their
alterity.14 Chapter authors decenter scientists as the sole creators of such
knowledge while exploring how affective dimensions, structural conditions,
and colonial contexts – settler, internal, or otherwise – conditioned what
would be taken as legitimate and become knowable.

Beyond these goals, this book records an uneven history of ethical action in
the human sciences. Several chapters in this book historicize those ethics while
also interrogating their centrality and efficacy in colonialism as an ideology,
project, lived experience, and way of knowing and being in the Americas and
the Pacific.15 While accounting for the complex historical genesis of ethics,
individual chapters show that scientists’ ethical frameworks became muddied
by the density of human interactions they experienced in these political and
economic contexts, which intermingled with scientific beliefs about race,

13 On Indigenous Studies critiques of Latin America as a concept, see Emil Kem’e, “For
Abiayala to Live, the Americas Must Die: Toward a Transhemispheric Indigeneity,”
translated by Adam Koon, Native American and Indigenous Studies 5, no. 1 (2018):
42–68. For a comparative analysis of academic knowledge about Indigenous peoples in
the Americas and its institutionalization, see Claudia Salomon Tarquini, “Academic
Knowledge about Indigenous Peoples in the Americas: A Comparative Approach about
the Conditions of Its International Circulation,” Tapuya: Latin American Science,
Technology, and Society 2, no. 1 (2019): 269–294. For scholarship on settler colonialism
in Latin America, see M. B. Castellanos, “Introduction: Settler Colonialism in Latin
America,” American Quarterly 69, no. 4 (2017): 777–781; and Shannon Speed,
“Structures of Settler Capitalism in Abya Yala,” American Quarterly 69, no. 4 (2017):
783–790. For scholarship on Latin America conceptualized from an Indigenous Studies
approach, see José Antonio Lucero, “‘To Articulate Ourselves’: Trans-Indigenous
Reflections on Film and Politics in Amazonia,” Native American and Indigenous
Studies 7, no. 2 (2020): 1–28. The editors are grateful to José Antonio Lucero and
María Elena García for these suggestions.

14 Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical
Difference (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008).

15 Talal Asad, “Afterward: From the History of Colonial Anthropology to the Anthropology
of Western Hegemony,” in Colonial Situations: Essays on the Contextualization of
Ethnographic Knowledge, ed. George Stocking (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1991): 314–324; Asad’s 1973 classic study Anthropology and the Colonial Encounter
foregrounded these approaches. See Talal Asad, Anthropology and the Colonial
Encounter (New York: Humanity Books, 2011).

    .
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Indigeneity, gender, place, and home. Historians of the human sciences have
been too slow to center this contextualization.

By adopting a geographic sweep that includes Latin America, the
Caribbean, the United States, and the Pacific, one of our goals is to break
with frameworks in traditional histories of the human sciences that have
circumscribed Europe and North America and separated them from the
rest of the world. It will come as little surprise to Latin American and
Indigenous scholars that the character of the United States as an imperial
project haunted this geography with forms of colonialism and imperialism
familiar across the Americas. These include both settler and internal
colonialisms within the territorial United States, and near-hegemonic
power in trade, global politics, and military interventions further afield.
Our hemispheric and transnational approach, mindful of this reality,
explores the ethical imperative of centering our research in theories,
methods, and approaches developed in global Indigenous Studies and
Latin American Studies, all of which contend with legacies of colonialism
and the realities of empire.16

This book also takes ethics as central to the work of historians, and
in contemplating multiple levels of agency in historical sources it unapologet-
ically, even polemically, invites consideration of whether desires for restora-
tive, procedural, and distributive justice are really so anathema to the

16 For Indigenous Studies, see particularly Bruchac, Savage Kin and Blackhawk and Lorado,
Indigenous Visions; on Indigenous Studies critiques of damage narratives and emphasis
on Indigenous desire, see Eve Tuck, “Suspending Damage: A Letter to Communities,”
Harvard Educational Review 79, no. 3 (2009): 409–428; on respect and reciprocity as
method, see Aileen Moreton-Robinson, White Possessive: Property, Power, and
Indigenous Sovereignty (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2015); on the
theorizing of settler colonialism as a structure and the related concept of Indigeneity,
see J. K�ehaulani Kauanui, “‘A Structure, Not an Event’: Settler Colonialism and Enduring
Indigeneity,” Lateral 5, no. 1 (2016), https://csalateral.org/issue/5-1/forum-alt-human
ities-settler-colonialism-enduring-indigeneity-kauanui/; on Indigenous forms of relation-
ality as an alternative to the logics and myths of settler colonialism, see Kim Tallbear,
“Caretaking Relations, Not American Dreaming,” Kalfou 6, no. 1 (2019): 24–41; on
Indigenous STS, see Kim TallBear, Native American DNA: Tribal Belonging and the
False Promise of Genetic Science (Minnesota, 2013), among others; on settler colonialism
and STS, see Maile Arvin, Possessing Polynesians: The Science of Settler Colonial
Whiteness in Hawai‘i and Oceania (Duke, 2019), among others. For Latin American
Studies, the work of early modernists on knowledge, technology, and healing in the
Atlantic World proves influential. See Pablo Gómez, The Experiential Caribbean (Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2017); Marcy Norton, “Subaltern Technologies
and Early Modernity in the Atlantic World,” Colonial Latin American Review 26, no. 1
(2017): 18–38. See also Sylvia Wynter, “No Humans Involved: An Open Letter to
My Colleagues,” in Forum NHI: Knowledge for the 21st Century, vol. I, no. 1 (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1994): 42–71.
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anti-presentism that is common in histories of science and medicine.17 Make no
mistake about our critique: we are not calling for a politically correct, anachron-
istic, or tendentious history in lieu of some alleged traditional approach, nor are
we arguing that all human scientific research only caused harm, and never good.
Instead, we invite readers to join us in a productive discomfort with an
objectivity that demarcates speaking about what happened in narratives that
reference only the affective experience of the powerful and dominant, while
avoiding calls for restorative, presentist judgment on the part of the groups
marginalized by the official frame and their allies. The contributors to this book
thus explore how to decolonize the history of the human sciences and enact a
critical and ethical form of historical research and analysis.

Reframing the History of the Human Sciences

This book positions itself as a historical contemplation of the human sciences
aligned with much literature outside of traditional history of science scholar-
ship.18 While our approaches build on an earlier generation of scholars’ critical
insights, among them prominent cultural theorists such as Michel Foucault,19

our turn toward global Indigenous Studies and Latin American Studies schol-
arship, including critical theory produced within those partially overlapping
fields, signals our rejection of a Eurocentric framing of science, society and
power. By engaging the work of Eve Tuck (Unangax̂), Sylvia Wynter, Silvia
Rivera Cusicanqui, and others, we rethink the history of the human sciences
vis-à-vis attention to multiple contexts, forms of agency and interaction, and
intellectual and epistemological traditions. Recent scholarship on science in
Latin America, moreover, focuses attention on power and resistance, asking
how the social sciences have justified systems of inequality and motivated
projects toward civil rights and the decolonization of knowledge.20 Indigenous
histories and settler colonial studies, on the other hand, have called attention

17 For discussions of presentism in the history of science, see Naomi Oreskes, “Why I am a
Presentist,” Science in Context 26, no. 4 (2013): 595–609. On the political commitment of
Latin American and Caribbean historians to the society and time period in which they
live, see Manuel Moreno Fraginals, La historia como arma y otros estudios sobre esclavos,
ingenios, y plantaciones (Barcelona: Crítica, 1999).

18 The classic is Roger Smith, The Norton History of the Human Sciences (New York: W.W.
Norton, 1997).

19 See Michel Foucault, The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences
(London: Routledge, 2010).

20 For studies of the social sciences in relation to race and gender in Latin America, see
Nancy Leys Stepan, “The Hour of Eugenics”: Race, Gender, and Nation in Latin America
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1991); Nancy P. Appelbaum et al., Race and Nation
in Modern Latin America (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2003); Laura
Briggs, Reproducing Empire: Race, Sex, and U.S. Imperialism in Puerto Rico (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2002); Julia Rodriguez, Civilizing Argentina: Science,

    .
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to the ways in which the human sciences are implicated in the dispossession of
Indigenous peoples and inform ongoing criticism of the human sciences in the
present.21

While we consider applying these perspectives to histories of science as self-
evidently beneficial, we are struck by the fact that such approaches remain
revisionist in a historiography that still primarily treats the human sciences as
part of a North Atlantic intellectual tradition. Dorothy Ross’s 1994 edited
volume Modernist Impulses in the Human Sciences is a key example.22 At the
time a powerful contribution, the volume’s authors treated the human sciences
as unidirectional and shaped by European and North American internal
patterns, cultural vogues, traditions, and religious, moral, and ethical frames.
They elided the instrumental role Indigenous peoples, colonized populations,
and women played in codifying those systems of knowledge. Contributors
portrayed human scientific knowledge as only expanding outward to other
groups through the hegemonic exercise of literacy, power, trade, imperialism,
field study, and hedonistic engagement. While critiques of these methodo-
logical and framing concepts have emerged in the literature on the history of
the human sciences, they nevertheless persist. To that end, the authors of
Troubling Encounters take as a starting point that the human sciences them-
selves have been dependent upon troubling encounters with the very people
and material objects marginalized in this canon.23

Medicine, and the Modern State (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2006);
Alejandra Bronfman, Measure of Equality: Social Science, Citizenship, and Race in Cuba,
1902–1940 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2004); Ashley Elizabeth
Kerr, Sex, Skulls, and Citizens: Gender and Racial Science in Argentina (1860–1910)
(Nashville, TN: Vanderbilt University Press, 2020). For studies of the social sciences in
relation to civil rights projects and the decolonization of knowledge, see Ella Shohat and
Robert Stam, Race in Translation: Culture Wars around the Postcolonial Atlantic (New
York: New York University Press, 2012).

21 For studies of the social sciences and Indigenous dispossession, see Patrick Wolfe, Settler
Colonialism and the Transformation of Anthropology: The Politics and Poetics of an
Ethnographic Event (London: Cassell, 1999); Audra Simpson, Mohawk Interruptus:
Political Life Across the Borders of Settler States (Durham, NC: Duke University Press,
2014); Tuck and Yang, “R-Words,” 223–248; Linda Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing
Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples (London: Zed Books, 2012 [1999]);
Arvin, Possessing Polynesians; Vine Deloria, Custer Died for Your Sins: An Indian
Manifesto (New York: Macmillan, 1969); Joanna Barker, “The Specters of Recognition,”
in Formations of United States Colonialism, ed. Alyosha Goldstein (Durham, NC: Duke
University Press, 2014), 33–56; Ailton Krenak, Ideas to Postpone the End of the World
(Toronto: Anansi International, 2020).

22 Dorothy Ross, ed., Modernist Impulses in the Human Sciences (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1994).

23 The classics remain the massive volumes by George Stocking, Victorian Anthropology
(New York: Macmillan Free, 1987) and After Tylor: British Social Anthropology,
1888–1951 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1992).
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An example of how this North Atlantic approach has persisted can be found
in the recent work of historian of medicine Jan Goldstein. In her 2015 AHA
Presidential address, later published in The American Historical Review,
Goldstein grappled with whether historians should hesitate before passing
judgment on the behavior of past historical actors, who often lived according
to notions of right and wrong that differed from our own. She suggested that
rather than engage in presentism or reject it altogether, historians should
situate people in the context of their own historical “moral fields.”24 In her
case study of French racial science, however, Goldstein situated moral thinking
as ultimately shaped by and within a French culture of ideas, even as that
culture itself was obviously contemplating human difference in a context
where struggles over empire, exclusion, and belonging were quite tangible
parts of its flourishing and reality. In doing so, she, like Ross, employed an
approach that erased the way these sciences abetted domination and served
central roles in imperial and elite claims to possessing others.25 Goldstein’s
approach generated much discussion following the publication of her address,
including among our authors, but of greater interest to us is the question of
how imperial and colonial subjects exercised counter-agency and survivance
and shaped those moral fields.26

Beginning in the early 2000s, historians of science challenged the preoccu-
pation with the human sciences’ internally evolving epistemologies or geneal-
ogies of norms and truth claims. Among them, historian Warwick Anderson
called for a hermeneutics of context and encounter in his landmark book The
Collector of Lost Souls: Turning Kuru Scientists into Whitemen.27 Applying
Anderson’s strategy to the history of the human sciences entails studying
collaboration, power, and the struggles over power that collaborations engen-
dered. Like Anderson, we conceive of science as a transnational praxis and
narrative that crossed borders but was itself also shaped by long histories of
different kinds of imperialism and colonialism (and responses to each), both at
the sites where research took place and within the societies and institutions
where those sciences came into being and developed. Such an approach allows

24 Jan Goldstein, “Toward an Empirical History of Moral Thinking: The Case of Racial
Theory in Mid-Nineteenth-Century France,” American Historical Review 120, no. 1
(2015): 5.

25 See Henrika Kuklick, The Savage Within: The Social History of British Anthropology,
1885–1945 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996).

26 Early in our project, we found it useful to engage Goldstein’s address. However, the
“moral field” as defined by Goldstein became less central to our work as our perspective
on the project’s political stakes shifted; readers, however, will still note some authors’
critical assessments of the concept.

27 Warwick Anderson, The Collector of Lost Souls: Turning Kuru Scientists into Whitemen
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2008).
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us to continue to trace the broader global movement of scientific ideas but also
permits focused examinations of ethics, structural conditions, and encounters
that reveal a spectrum of human scientific knowledge-making practices within
and beyond societies.

As many studies have shown – especially studies by Indigenous scholars and
scholars from the Global South – racial science engendered multiple forms of
violence, dehumanization, and racism. Empirical histories of research struc-
tures and practices like those in this book probe the specific power relations
imbued in knowledge production. Many histories of human science are
histories of violence. Evidence gathering, photography, and other forms of
documentation are themselves often violent acts, in addition to being motiv-
ated by curiosity, approximation, and desires for preservation. Anthropology,
in particular, has facilitated cultural and physical disappearance and “sal-
vages,” with scientists a party to colonization, settlement, and modernization
processes. As “civilizing projects,” anthropology, and later economics and
development studies also participated in constructing or attempting to impose
social norms and expectations on those scientists researched.

The authors in this book have sought to account for these histories of
violence and dispossession, so inextricable from practices in the human
sciences, while also providing narratives of connection, survivance, and
thrivance.28 Thus, by drawing on recent theories from global Indigenous
Studies, they seek to balance a reckoning of trauma and harm with celebration,
futurities, and desire.29 To that end, many of the chapters in this book draw on
Indigenous theories of reciprocity, repair, and right relations to frame complex
case studies from across the Americas and the Pacific that, taken together,

28 Recent trends in the history profession reflect this new thinking about Indigenous history;
see, for example, David Treuer, The Heartbeat of Wounded Knee: Native America from
1890 to the Present (New York: Riverhead, 2019); Susan Sleeper-Smith, et al., eds., Why
You Cannot Teach United States History without American Indians (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina, 2019). See also “In Future Issues: Decolonizing the
AHR,” American Historical Review 123, no. 1 (February 2018): xiv–xvii, and follow-up
essay in the January 2019 issue. On Indigenous agency, voice, and authority, see Joshua
L. Reid, “Introduction: Indigenous Agency and Colonial Law” (AHR Forum), American
Historical Review 124, no. 1 (February 2019): 20–27. Recent works in Black diaspora
studies also offer valuable models for this approach. For the history of medicine specific-
ally in Black diaspora studies, see Gómez, The Experiential Caribbean; Londa Schiebinger,
Secret Cures of Slaves: People, Plants, and Medicine in the Eighteenth-Century Atlantic
World (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2017); Sasha Turner, Contested Bodies:
Pregnancy, Childrearing, and Slavery in Jamaica (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2017).

29 On survivance, see Gerald Vizenor, ed., Survivance: Narratives of Native Presence
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2008); and Treuer, The Heartbeat of Wounded
Knee.
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decenter standard North Atlantic histories of science and the narratives of
interaction and encounter they traditionally emphasize.30

Building on scholarship by Jorge Cañizares-Esguerra, Mariola Espinosa,
Gabriela Soto Laveaga, and others who have called for globalizing the history
of science and medicine and centering Latin America’s (and other regions’)
contributions to knowledge production, our approach is also transnational,
though local and national scientific traditions often form part of the story.31

We trace not only practices related to research on the ground at the field site,
but also the movement of information and knowledge to research centers and
their eventual publication, circulation, and reception among broader audi-
ences. The chapters emphasize relations: between scientists and material
objects, places, and human subjects, including intermediaries and local assist-
ants. They explore how power and resistance have been understood and
performed in the context of the researchers’ gaze, how human science projects
related to larger forces and structures of inequality and violence, and how they
were (and are) critiqued and subverted from the perspective of the research
subject. In this sense, we trace how moral justifications and frameworks came
to be constructed over time and space in the human sciences.

Science, Empire, and Colonialism

What would it mean to collectively rethink the history of the human sciences
in ways that center the role of such sciences as technologies, successful or
failed, of imperialism and colonialism? Our endeavor builds on a robust
literature on colonial/imperial science that has appeared in the last fifty years
or so. Early influential works largely followed a center–periphery model of
knowledge transfer and diffusion.32 Later, circulationist, local, “bottom-up,”

30 See Bruchac, Savage Kin on respect and reciprocity as method; Moreton-Robinson,White
Possessive, on merging Indigenous theory with traditional academic disciplines to
advance knowledge production about identity categories; Kauanui, “‘A Structure, Not
an Event’” on cooperation between Indigenous Studies and settler colonial studies;
TallBear, “Caretaking Relations, Not American Dreaming.”

31 Jorge Cañizares-Esguerra, “Iberian Science: Ignored How Much Longer?” Perspectives
on Science 12, no. 1 (2004): 86–125; Mariola Espinosa, “Globalizing the History of
Disease, Medicine, and Public Health in Latin America,” Isis 104, no. 4 (2013):
798–806; Gabriela Soto Laveaga, “Largo Discolare: Connecting Microhistories to
Remap and Reconnect Histories of Science,” History and Technology 34, no. 1
(2018): 21–30. On human science in the Pacific, see Arvin, Possessing Polynesians.

32 See Alfred Crosby, The Columbian Exchange: Biological and Cultural Consequences of
1492 (Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing Group, 1972); Antonello Gerbi, La natur-
aleza de las indias nuevas: Cristóbal Colón a Gonzalo Fernández de Oviedo (Mexico:
Fondo de Cultura Económica, 1978); Daniel Headrick, Tools of Empire (London and
New York: Oxford University Press, 1981); David Arnold, Colonizing the Body: State
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and subaltern studies of imperial science augmented and complicated these
approaches.33 There also developed a group of thoughtful theoretical analyses
of colonial science as glimpsed through the lenses of postcolonial theory.
In the last ten years, historians from and of the Global South have broadened
these conversations significantly, building on the foundational work of
scholars such as Frantz Fanon and Sylvia Wynter.34

At the same time, historians have reconsidered various cases of human
science research and its imperialist dimensions in Latin America in the
modern period, in some cases reinforcing the center–periphery model while
deemphasizing the role of local interlocutors and flattening their desires.
Ricardo D. Salvatore proposed in his 2016 book Disciplinary Conquest: U.S.
Scholars in South America, 1900–1945 that US-led projects in the first half of
the twentieth century were prime examples of imperial knowledge production,
reflecting expansionist tendencies of capital, technology, and culture.35

Salvatore emphasized the unequal power relations, extraterritoriality, extrac-
tion, and exploitation implicit within the actual processes of knowledge
production, which involved materials “constantly flowing toward centers of
knowledge” in the Global North. Peripheries thus functioned “as great reposi-
tories of evidence to the center,” as treasure troves of facts that researchers
could gather and transmit for processing in the center without any possibility
of a reciprocal relationship or concern about ethics.36 In this way, Salvatore
ensured that the center–periphery model endured, repackaging it as one in

Medicine and Epidemic Disease in Nineteenth-Century India (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1993).

33 This literature is rapidly expanding and here we mention just a few examples: Martha
Few, For All of Humanity: Mesoamerican and Colonial Medicine in Enlightenment
Guatemala (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2015); Jorge Cañizares-Esguerra, How
to Write the History of the New World (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001);
Gómez, The Experiential Caribbean; Espinosa, “Globalizing the History of Disease,”
798–806; Gabriela Soto Laveaga, “Largo Discolare.”

34 Sujit Sivasundaram, “Focus: Global Histories of Science,” Isis 101, no. 1 (March 2010):
95–97; Stuart McCook, “Global Currents in National Histories of Science: The ‘Global
Turn’ and the History of Science in Latin America,” Isis 104, no. 4 (December 2013):
773–776; Frantz Fanon, Black Skin, White Masks (New York: Grove Press, 1967);
Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth (New York: Grove Press, 1963); Sylvia Wynter, “No
Humans Involved”; Sylvia Wynter, “Unsettling the Coloniality of Being/Power/Truth/
Freedom: Towards the Human, after Man, Its Overrepresentation – An Argument,”
CR: The New Centennial Review 3, no. 3 (2003): 257–337; also Sylvia Wynter, “The
Re-enchantment of Humanism: An Interview with Sylvia Wynter” (D. Scott,
Interviewer), Small Axe 8 (2000): 119–207.

35 Ricardo D. Salvatore, Disciplinary Conquest: U.S. Scholars in South America, 1900–1945
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2016).

36 Ibid., 55.
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which academic knowledge from the center was contingent on the extraction
and accumulation of data from the periphery.

Other scholars took an alternative approach that showcased Latin America
as a central site of transnational science. Histories of anthropology are indica-
tive of this trend, as Karin Rosemblatt has recently shown.37 In her 2018 book
The Science and Politics of Race in Mexico and the United States, 1910–1950,
Rosemblatt closely examined social scientists on both sides of the border.
There were important distinctions between the two countries’ intellectual
trajectories, scientific thinking around race, and aims for policy outcomes,
even as scientific communities in each nation freely shared ideas with each
other. In the United States, the overarching goal was “sensitive” acculturation
of Indigenous people matched by the assumption that Indigenous cultural
expressions would “disappear.” Mexican scientists’ energies, in contrast, were
largely devoted to documenting in great detail the cultural diversity in their
nation, and they resisted generalizing theories. An article by Sebastián Gil-
Riaño offers yet another transnational perspective. Carefully examining
anthropologists’ and social scientists’ roles in the 1950 UNESCO Statement
on Race, Gil-Riaño found that “in [the] transition to an economic-
development paradigm, ‘race’ did not vanish so much as fragment into a series
of finely tuned and ostensibly antiracist conceptions that offered a moral
incentive for scientific elites to intervene in the ways of life of those deemed
primitive.” Even mid-century antiracist human scientists worked comfortably
across borders within colonial, postcolonial, and modernization frameworks.
As a result, “the retreat of scientific racism did not signify an end but rather an
amplification of racial politics.”38

Gil-Riaño’s point is well-taken. Since its inception, anthropology has
engaged many subjects, but most of its work has been with and on
Indigenous peoples. Anthropologists’ writings reveal that they were often
handmaidens to colonial states and capital expansion, not to mention racial
and gendered violence. Anthropological encounters were also almost always
transactional, but there were numerous cases of ambiguity, opening to other
types of relationships, and even a desire for right relations. Anthropologists,
however, were not alone. As is evident in this book, psychologists, sociologists,
criminologists, demographers, biomedical researchers, and geographers also
navigated these situations. Even as they analyzed groups and subcultures in
ways that accorded priority to the scientists’ normative preferences (e.g.,
internal attributes, evolutionary history, proper behavior, propensity for

37 Karin Alejandra Rosemblatt, The Science and Politics of Race in Mexico and the United
States, 1910–1950 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2018).

38 Sebastián Gil-Riaño, “Relocating Anti-Racist Science: The 1950 UNESCO Statement on
Race and Economic Development in the Global South,” BJHS 51, no. 2 (June 2018):
303, 281.
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mental disease, gender and sexuality, and relationship to the natural environ-
ment), they also grappled with the dynamics of encounters.39

Race and racial science are a central focus in our book, because they
prompted human scientists’ appropriation of colonial logics that now trouble
us. In the Americas, the race concept and racism have histories that extend
back to the early Spanish colonial period.40 As Peruvian sociologist Aníbal
Quijano wrote in 2000, in the moment when the Americas emerged within the
world market and created the opportunity for a world capitalism, a new
mental category emerged codifying “the relations between conquering and
conquered populations” and producing an “idea of ‘race’ as biologically
structural and hierarchical differences between the dominant and dominated”
as natural. In reflecting on these matters and articulating his notion of the
“coloniality of power,” in which race is central, he observed:

New social historical identities were established: “Spanish” or “Portuguese”
(“Whites” and “Europeans” came much later), “Indians,” “Negroes” and
“Mestizos.” So “race” (biology and culture or, in our present terms, “race”
and “ethnicity”) was placed as one of the basic criteria to classify the
population in the power structure of the new society, associated with the
nature of roles and places in the division of labor and in the control of
resources of production.41

For Quijano, this new mental category extended beyond mere matters of
“external or physiognomic differences” and into considerations of “mental
and cultural differences,” hierarchized in terms of a superior point of reference
or center and its others. These concepts of difference constituted classification
schema with material consequences, against which colonized groups
contended.

39 For examples of human sciences histories that focus on biomedicine and demography, see
Gabriela Soto-Laveaga, Jungle Laboratories: Mexican Peasants, National Projects, and the
Making of the Pill (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2009); Raúl Necochea López,
A History of Family Planning in Twentieth-Century Peru (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 2014). On criminology in Latin America, see Robert Buffington,
Criminal and Citizen in Modern Mexico (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2000);
Carlos Aguirre, The Criminals of Lima and Their Worlds: The Prison Experience,
1850–1935 (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2005); Rodriguez, Civilizing Argentina.

40 We draw on George Stocking, ed., Colonial Situations: Essays on the Contextualization of
Ethnographic Knowledge. History of Anthropology, vol. 7. (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1991). For the history of race in the Americas and its links to empire,
see James Sweet, “The Iberian Roots of American Racist Thought,” The William and
Mary Quarterly 54, no. 1 (1997): 143–166; Jorge Cañizares-Esguerra, “New World, New
Stars: Patriotic Astrology and the Creation of Indian and Creole Bodies in Colonial
Spanish America, 1600–1650,” The American Historical Review 104, no. 1 (1999): 33–68.

41 Aníbal Quijano, “Coloniality of Power and Eurocentrism in Latin America,”
International Sociology 15, no. 2 (2000): 216.
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In 2003, Afro-Caribbean scholar Sylvia Wynter expanded on Quijano’s
“coloniality of power” and Walter Mignolo’s related concept of “colonial
difference” in her essay “Unsettling the Coloniality of Being/Power/Truth/
Freedom.”42 Wynter argued that “Man,” the Western bourgeois notion of the
human “which overrepresents itself as if it were the human itself,” in practice
defines itself against non-white, especially Black and dark-skinned others.
Furthermore, “Man” must be examined both in relation to its development
in the Enlightenment era and in relation to earlier Judeo-Christian notions of
what it meant to be “human.”43 Positioning the Copernican Revolution as a
turning point, Wynter suggested that these differing concepts of the human
correspond to contexts of knowledge making distinguished by the shifting
influence of religion and science. Arguing that the notion of “Man” as a
rational subject is in fact predicated on its opposite, the nonrational subject
who is excluded from the category of human, Wynter links the development of
these ideas to Iberian colonization of the Americas and European expansion-
ism into Africa. By focusing on “‘the rise of Europe’ and its construction of the
‘world civilization’ on the one hand, and, on the other, African enslavement,
Latin American conquest, and Asian subjugation,” her work firmly links the
very subject of the human sciences, “Man,” to empire.44

Scholarship in settler colonial theory, which has long been used to interro-
gate structures of colonialism in former British colonies such as Canada, the
United States, Australia, and New Zealand, adds further nuance to these
discussions of classification schema with relevance across the hemisphere.
Drawing Latin America into discussions of settler colonialism and settler
colonial science in US territories throws into relief the complexities, diversity,
and overlapping histories of colonialism and imperialism in these different
locations. In fact, the chapters in our book ultimately required engagement
with various theories of colonialism and neocolonialism that have long been
treated as applicable to separate contexts in North America, Latin America,
and the Pacific. To that end, chapters focus not just on postcolonial nations
like Argentina, Mexico, Peru, and Brazil, but also territories of the formal US
Empire such as Hawaiʻi, Puerto Rico, and the Akimel O’odham nation, which
also variously claim sovereignty.

This hemispheric scope complicates the common sense of what we mean by
colonial encounters and requires that we acknowledge how much there is to

42 Sylvia Wynter, “Unsettling the Coloniality of Being/Power/Truth/Freedom: Towards the
Human, after Man, Its Overrepresentation – An Argument,” CR: The New Centennial
Review 3, no. 3 (2003): 257–337. For the concept of “colonial difference,” see Walter
Mignolo, Local Histories, Global Designs: Coloniality, Subaltern Knowledge, and Border
Thinking (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000).

43 Wynter, “Unsettling,” 260.
44 Ibid., 263.
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learn from Latin America, in particular, when held up to histories of British
and British-derived settler colonialism.45 With its distinct local and regional
histories and its large and in some places dense Indigenous populations, the
region and its many nations bring distinct cases and conditions of domination
and contestation to the table. Latin America has long been home to processes
of colonialism and internal colonialism and its peoples have experienced the
legacies of multiple empires, including pre-Columbian Indigenous empires as
well as settler ones. These histories result in distinct experiences regarding, for
example, the impact of Iberian versus British legal regimes on Indigenous
rights.46

Recently, scholars have also made compelling arguments about the value of
settler colonial theory for understanding Latin America, especially in the
contexts of modern nation building, US imperialism, and global capitalism.47

Similarly, insights from Latin American and Latin Americanist theorists
inform our relational framework for studying the region and the US Empire.
Such scholarship pushes back against the flattening effects of settler colonial
theory, which sometimes reduces historical actors to settlers and non-settlers
with little nuance. Many of the chapters engage an expanded corpus of
scholarship on colonialism and Indigeneity, one that places theories such as
settler colonialism in productive dialogue with theories of internal colonialism
and coloniality, among others. Some also touch on Blackness in the Americas
to better incorporate and engage case studies of human sciences research
involving populations of African descent. In this way, the chapters herein

45 A significant body of scholarship shows that settler colonialism has taken on different
forms in different local settings. For contemporary Latin America, see Speed, “Structures
of Settler Capitalism in Abya Yala,” 783–790. Other essays in that issue of American
Quarterly are equally valuable for theorizing settler colonialism in a Latin American
context. For Mexico specifically, see Natasha Varner, La Raza Cosmética: Beauty,
Identity, and Settler Colonialism in Postrevolutionary Mexico (Tucson: University of
Arizona Press, 2020). For a comparative analysis of settler colonialism across the US–
Mexico border, see María Josefina Saldaña Portillo, Indian Given: Racial Geographies
across Mexico and the United States (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2016). For
Hawaiʻi, see Arvin, Possessing Polynesians.

46 On colonial legal regimes, see Lauren Benton, Law and Colonial Cultures: Legal Regimes
in World History, 1400–1900 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001); Patricia
Seed, American Pentimento: The Invention of Indians and the Pursuit of Riches
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2001); Bianca Premo, Enlightenment on
Trial: Ordinary Litigants and Colonialism in the Spanish Empire (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2017); Yanna Yannakakis, The Art of Being In-Between: Native
Intermediaries, Indian Identity, and Local Rule in Colonial Oaxaca (Durham, NC: Duke
University Press, 2008); Adrian Masters, “The Two, the One, the Many, the None:
Rethinking the Republics of Spaniards and Indians in the Sixteenth-Century Spanish
Indies,” The Americas 78, no. 1 (2021): 3–36.

47 Speed, “Structures of Settler Capitalism in Abya Yala,” 783–790.
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focus on more than elimination or salvage and include themes of race, gender,
labor, Mestizaje, acculturation, and nationalism.48

We highlight these overlapping histories of imperialism and colonialism
with an eye to unique dynamics in local and national contexts. A notable
consequence of earlier North Atlantic and settler colonial frameworks is that
they have hindered the development of hemispheric discussions and theoriza-
tions of Indigeneity and Blackness in relation to multiple forms of colonialism.
Moreover, different societies have varying timelines in terms of their colonial
and imperial experiences. The end of European colonial rule in the “Latin”
part of the Americas unfolded by and large in the nineteenth century, but the
entire region eventually fell under US purview. Some societies have yet to
break free from the yoke of colonialism and imperialism. This is especially true
of US territories, all of which are at different junctures in their relationship
with the United States.49 Long a subject of Latin American scholarly and
political critique and more recently a focus of much Anglophone scholarship,
the US Empire was forged in slavery and dispossession and shifted over time
toward capital extraction and concentrated positions of military power, which
by the twentieth century became global in their extent. Like other nations in
the Western hemisphere, the territorial United States also had and has its own
colonial subjects, including Indigenous peoples, emancipated slaves, and their
descendants.50

While practically unknown among historians of the human sciences in the
North Atlantic context, Latin American theorists of empire recognize
Quijano’s critiques of the human sciences and their links to ongoing manifest-
ations of colonialism. They also engage Wynter’s discussions of science in the
construction of “Man” and the notion of the human to understand racism in
the present. By analyzing encounters between human scientists and Black,

48 Our hope is that this book may begin a productive conversation with scholars examining
histories of Blackness, settler and internal colonialisms, and the human sciences.
On Blackness and settler colonialism, see Tyla Miles, “Beyond a Boundary: Black Lives
and the Settler–Native Divide,” William and Mary Quarterly 76, no. 3 (2019): 417–426;
Stephanie Smallwood, “Reflections on Settler Colonialism, the Hemispheric Americas,
and Chattel Slavery,” William and Mary Quarterly 76, no. 3 (2019): 407–416.

49 Recent reviews of Daniel Immerwahr’s How to Hide an Empire: A History of the Greater
United States (New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 2019) shed light on how to
conceptualize the United States’s territorial holdings. See Anne S. MacPherson, “A
Caribbean Historian Extends Scholarly Critiques of “How to Hide an Empire:
A History of the Greater United States,” Society for US Intellectual History, March 15,
2020, https://s-usih.org/2020/03/a-caribbean-historian-extends-scholarly-critiques-of-how-
to-hide-an-empire-a-history-of-the-greater-united-states/; Daniel Immerwahr, “Puerto
Rico in the U.S. Empire: A Reply to Anne MacPherson,” Society for US Intellectual
History, March 22, 2020, https://s-usih.org/2020/03/puerto-rico-in-the-u-s-empire-a-
reply-to-anne-macpherson/.

50 Immerwahr, How to Hide an Empire, Introduction.
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Indigenous, and mixed communities, our book dialogues with these scholars
and acknowledges that colonialism and coloniality are familiar frames for
exploring uneven and violent encounters. For example, Quijano pointed out
the contributions of Eurocentric knowledge production alongside shifting
relations of production in the establishment and expansion of Iberian colonies.
Natural philosophy and eventually science in the nineteenth century codified
“the relations between conquering and conquered populations” and natural-
ized and ascribed to biological theories of race “hierarchical differences
between the dominant and dominated,” ideas that persisted into the national
period in Latin America.51

Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui has taken these critiques yet further, proposing that
an ethical coherence be applied in a practical decolonization of knowledge
production in Latin American contexts, and that it be based on the Andean
concept of ch’ixi (roughly: motley or mixed).52 By critiquing the notion of
hybridity and centering ch’ixi, Rivera Cusicanqui, writing as a person of
double ancestry in a historically colonial context, refers to the experience of
living with unreconciled and coexisting cultural differences that inform one’s
identity and “antagonize and complement each other.” In her words, ch’ixi
shapes epistemologies by constituting “a double and contentious ancestry, one
that is denied by the process of acculturation and the ‘colonization of the
imaginary’ but one that is also potentially harmonious and free if we liberate
our half-Indian ancestry and develop dialogical forms for the construction of
knowledge.”53 While Rivera Cusicanqui does not endorse a decolonial
approach to knowledge, her scholarship informs how we interrogate and
historicize different actors’ ways of perceiving and acting upon research in
the human sciences when positioned through relationships understood as
colonial.

Indigenous Studies and Postcolonial and Decolonial Histories

Mohegan writer, historian, and storyteller Melissa Tantaquidgeon Zobel has
eloquently and forcefully articulated how, through various unethical research
projects involving Indigenous communities in North America, “outside
researchers have posed a real and constant threat.” She advises that “if we
are ever to recover from these issues, the ethics of engagement call for serious

51 Aníbal Quijano, “Coloniality of Power and Eurocentrism in Latin America,”
International Sociology 15, no. 2 (2000): 216.

52 Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui, “Ch’ixinakax utxiwa: A Reflection on the Practices and
Discourses of Decolonization,” South Atlantic Quarterly 1, no. 111 (2012): 95–109. See
also Kauanui, “‘A Structure, Not an Event.’”

53 Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui, Ch’ixinakax utxiwa: On Practices and Discourses of
Decolonization (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2020), 66–67.
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consideration.”54 In conversation with Indigenous Studies scholars at a
2018 University of Washington workshop, we further expanded our consider-
ation of decolonizing methodologies and recognized the need to diversify our
list of contributing authors and our approaches. Among other things, we
encouraged contributors to consider the questions at the heart of Māori
education scholar Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s work about who owns research,
who designs it and carries it out, where research findings are disseminated,
whose interests research serves, and who benefits from it.55

Since not all the chapters in this book directly address questions of
Indigeneity to the same degree, we have encouraged a multiplicity of
approaches to navigating the ethical, relational, political, epistemic, and rep-
arative questions that decolonizing methodologies rightly center. We invited
our authors, when possible, to ground their research in relationships with the
communities whose contemporaries or ancestors appear in the pages of this
book. When seeking authorization from communities has been feasible and
authors have raised this possibility, we have encouraged it along with other
forms of collaboration. However, we have also made the deliberate decision
that this should not be a requirement of the book. In multi-sited studies that
trace the travels of scientists across broad regions in the past, questions of scale
and the sheer number of communities involved may make such practices
impossible. In other chapters, authors focus on scientists who researched
and discussed Indigenous communities in the abstract through data and
statistical information, rather than engaging in direct relations with such
populations.

Decolonizing methodologies, of course, entail far more than just reliance on
authorizing strategies and are wider ranging than Smith’s guidelines. In her
recent book on photography and the leper colony in Molokai, for example,
Adria Imada advocates for an “ethics of restraint,” a strategy that reflects
deeply on the subject position and responsibility of the researcher to accom-
modate the desire of some communities not to be contacted or subjected to an
outsider’s gaze. Imada’s example does not avoid questions of ethics, account-
ability, and obligations, but rather makes them central to her research.56

54 Melissa Tantaquidgeon Zobel, “Foreword,” in Savage Kin, Margaret Bruchac (Tucson:
The University of Arizona Press 2018), xi.

55 Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies, 10. For decolonizing methodologies in Latin America
and the Pacific, see Florencia E. Mallon, ed., Decolonizing Native Histories: Collaboration,
Knowledge, and Language in the Americas (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2012);
Florencia E. Mallon, Courage Tastes of Blood: The Mapuche Community of Nicolás Ailío
and the Chilean State, 1906–2001 (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2005).

56 Imada engages with “surrogates who work with and have developed deep relationships
with patients and people connected to the settlement” while adopting “active forms of
distancing and restraint” with residents of the settlement itself; Adria Imada, An Archive
of Skin, An Archive of Kin: Disability and Life-Making during Medical Incarceration

    .

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009398152.003
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 3.143.239.81, on 03 Mar 2025 at 06:49:21, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009398152.003
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Miranda Johnson’s recent article in History and Theory, likewise, questions
to what degree Smith’s methods are uniformly applicable to different contexts.
Johnson reads Smith’s work in the context of its production to understand its
limitations and possibilities. She troubles tensions within Smith’s framework
“between objectivity and intersubjectivity, on the one hand, and between
essentialist identity and hybridity, on the other,” and asks why Smith’s meth-
odology “hinges on dichotomizing nonindigenous and indigenous researchers,
who are by turn constrained in a colonial present.”57 By historicizing Smith’s
framing of decolonizing methodologies in relation to the characteristics and
genealogies of Indigenous politics and engagement of history and anthropol-
ogy in Aotearoa New Zealand in the late twentieth century and earlier, and by
revisiting these ideas in relation to contemporary problems and historical
justice movements, Johnson asks what other categories of historical actors
and formulations of relationality might be possible within a decolonizing
framework.58

More generally, historians of science have reflected productively on the
differing uses and understandings of decolonizing methodologies in postcolo-
nial and decolonial historical research. Sharing Warwick Anderson’s caution
that attempting to cordon off postcolonial approaches from their decolonial
counterparts “might limit the power, range, and agility of both,” this book’s
contributions fall along a spectrum between postcolonial and decolonial
historical analyses. They offer readers multiple models for centering and
writing about, or refusing to write about, Indigenous peoples and other
subaltern or colonized actors.59

Settler Australian scholars Timothy Neale’s and Emma Kowal’s recent
discussion of decolonizing methodologies is especially helpful. Neale and
Kowal identify postcolonial approaches as engaging in “epistemic decolon-
izing,” a practice in which historians and other scholars, having identified the
origins of social inequalities between groups “in the domination of one
episteme, or way of knowing, over others,” seek “more ‘horizontal’ relations
between histories and knowers, or foster ‘a pluriverse’ of onto-epistemes.”
They continue, “whatever the particular pathway, and many have been
mapped, the ambition is to halt the domestication of othered subjects by first

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2022). Julie Livingston wrestles with similar
questions. See Julie Livingston, “Figuring the Tumor in Botswana,” Raritan 34, no. 1
(2014): 10–24.

57 Miranda Johnson, “Toward a Genealogy of the Researcher as Subject in Post/Decolonial
Pacific Histories,” History and Theory 59, no. 3 (2020): 429.

58 Ibid., 429.
59 Warwick Anderson, “Finding Decolonial Metaphors in Postcolonial Histories,” History

and Theory 59, no. 3 (2020): 431.
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resisting their conceptual domination.”60 Such observations have also been
made elsewhere, as in, for example, Achille Mbembe’s work on colonial
vernaculars in African contexts.61 These methods within postcolonial histor-
ical analysis have taken various forms,62 but they have generally served to
overturn and eliminate grand narratives of the rise of science by “provincial-
izing science into one ‘indigenous knowledge tradition’ among others or
assiduously drawing attention to hybridity and ‘contact zones’ in order to
undercut the past, present or future supremacy of supposedly universal know-
ledge practices.”63 They thus reinforce what Anderson describes as the
“‘unstable economy’ of science’s shifting spatialities as knowledge is trans-
acted, translated, and transformed across the globe.”64

Neale and Kowal contrast these epistemic decolonizing practices with what
they call “reparative decolonizing,” a decolonial approach that works “toward
an explicitly material end: returning to Indigenous peoples the power and
resources taken from them through (ongoing) colonialism.”65 In this
approach, “the analysis of the West moves from being favored to becoming

60 Timothy Neale and Emma Kowal, “‘Related’ Histories: On Epistemic and Reparative
Decolonization,” History and Theory 593 (2020): 404.

61 Mbembe has analogized colonial vernaculars to “illicit cohabitation” created by subjects
sharing “the same living space.” He encouraged intellectuals thinking about the legacies
of colonialism to consider the power relations among multiple epistemes. Achille
Mbembe, “Provisional Notes on the Postcolony,” Africa 62, no. 1 (1992): 4. In an
interview published in Esprit in 2006 Mbembe observed that postcolonial thought “is
not an anti-European thought. On the contrary, it’s the product of the encounter between
Europe and the worlds it once made into its distant possessions. In showing how the
colonial and imperial experience has been codified in representations, divisions between
disciplines, their methodologies and their objects, it invites us to undertake an alternative
reading of our common modernity.” Achille Mbembe, Olivier Mongin, Nathalie
Lempereur, Jean-Louis Schlegel, and John Fletcher, “What Is Postcolonial Thinking?”
Esprit 12 (2006): 117–133.

62 See, for example, Saul Dubow, Scientific Racism in Modern South Africa (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995) for a discussion of the social sciences in Africa,
especially chapters 2 and 6.

63 Neale and Kowal, “‘Related’ Histories,” 406. For the concept and use of “contact zones” in
Latin American history, see Gilbert Joseph, Catherine LeGrand, and Ricardo Salvatore,
Close Encounters of Empire: Writing the Cultural History of U.S.–Latin American
Relations (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1998). In their volume, “contact zones”
are described as “sites where ideologies, technologies, capital flows, state forms, social
identities, and material cultures meet, and where multiple messages are conveyed; a series
of communicative exchanges in which insiders and outsiders engage, act on, and repre-
sent each other” (15); “areas of intense interaction between two or more cultures in
contexts of unequal power and resources” (336); and “social spaces where disparate
cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each other, often in highly asymmetrical relations
of domination and subordination” (403).

64 Anderson quoted in Neale and Kowal, “‘Related’ Histories,” 406.
65 Ibid., 405.
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the central analytical strategy,” and the analysis itself serves a liberatory
purpose.66 The works of Tuck and Yang, Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate scholar
Kim TallBear, and Métis scholar Michelle Murphy are examples of this
method. TallBear’s deliberate refusal to analyze Native Americans’ own views
of DNA serves as “an explicitly ethical move from an explicitly situated place,”
one that supports Indigenous governance of knowledge production by study-
ing “the under-studied non-Indigenous actors who currently dominate that
sphere.”67 TallBear provides a valuable provocation for troubling how we
center ethics in the study of human science encounters.

Michelle Murphy’s intersectional interventions are also relevant here.
Murphy views the main objective of her research as “the ‘dismantlement’ of
colonial power,” and proposes “world-building” as an active complement to
this process.68 She argues for

going from being to doing. I want to start with creating alter-
embodiments, alter-objects of care – even if only conjecturally – that call
in our complicities, that require less-violent practices, that require differ-
ent worlds. I want to think with you about tactically moving from being to
doing – calling forth alter-embodiments, alter-being, or what I am calling
here alter-life.69

Murphy invokes the work of Frantz Fanon “as a starting point for a decolonial
STS,” highlighting

how he navigated, and refused to disavow, the contradictions making up
embodiment, how Fanon theorized within a set of tensions or toggles: for
example, the toggle between the hopeful care for embodied difference, and
the pessimistic ways bodies are already materialized in colonial and racist
worlds, the toggle between medicine’s racist apprehension of pathological
bodies, and the ways that bodies also exceeded those materializations.70

Given that this book’s authors engage postcolonial and decolonial methods in
different ways and to different ends, we believe the chapters provide valuable
material for discussing how decolonizing methods should be conceptualized
and incorporated into research on the history of encounters, ethics, and affect
within the human sciences. Moreover, many chapters provide an opportunity
to consider Neale and Kowal’s provocative, and from our vantage point
problematic, assertion that “a reparative approach that centers Indigenous
peoples’ politics and analytics while refusing to analyze Indigenous people

66 Ibid., 406.
67 TallBear, Native American DNA, 9, quoted in Neale and Kowal, “‘Related’ Histories,” 406.
68 Murphy cited in Neale and Kowal, “‘Related’ Histories,” 407, 412.
69 Michelle Murphy, “What Cannot a Body Do?” Catalyst: Feminism, Theory, Technoscience

3, no. 1 (October 18, 2017): 7.
70 Ibid., 4.
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and communities generates its own consequences and problems.”71 Such an
assertion would certainly generate discussion and potentially disagreement
among our authors.

Overview of the Book

The book is divided into three groups of historical studies, in addition to this
introduction, the conclusion, and epilogues. In the first section, three chapters
reexamine interactions between people and subjectivities in the field, with
special attention to the affective dynamics of encounters on the part of both
scientists and Indigenous human subjects and informants. The first chapter in
this section, by Julia E. Rodriguez, rethinks Indigenous bodies and remains as
unstable sources of scientific knowledge during a period of great violence and
settler expansion in the late nineteenth-century Indigenous lands of Southern
Argentina. Rodriguez reads scientists’ reports of their own emotive states as well
as their interpretation of Indigenous peoples against the grain, revealing that
underneath the authoritative scientific conclusions lay uncertainty and unease.

Next, Adam Warren takes the reader to witness micro encounters engen-
dered by the Yale Peruvian Expedition, exploring via textual and photographic
evidence the racial scientific research that formed the relationality that shaped
encounters in Peru between expedition members and Indigenous and Mestizo
peoples, some of whom served as the expedition’s workers and assistants.
Warren questions how different groups imagined and contested the moral
and ethical dimensions of such work. Drawing on the concept of ethnographic
refusal in Indigenous Studies while also identifying other forms of engage-
ment, Warren criticizes the univocal conception of moral fields as the posses-
sion of imperial researchers but not of Indigenous and Mestizo people
subjected to their gaze.

Like Rodriguez and Warren, Sebastián Gil-Riaño’s chapter turns to unex-
plored dimensions of contact in the field between distinct actors, interrogating
a little-known story of Indigenous child abduction in twentieth-century
Paraguay. Gil-Riaño uses his case to explore the underside of antiracist,
redemptive stories of cultural assimilation that circulated in cosmopolitan
institutions like UNESCO, arguing that these liberal ideas were in fact congru-
ent with other instances of material and cultural decimation. As an examin-
ation of the scientific effacement of settler colonial violence, Gil-Riaño’s study
of forced child removal and its role in the human sciences captures the
affective complexities that accompanied these violent encounters.

The second section turns toward institutions located within the United
States Empire and the settler colonial logics that shaped encounters between

71 Neale and Kowal, “‘Related’ Histories,” 407.
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researchers and research subjects within their walls. In many respects, what
these three chapters interrogate is how settler colonialism operates within
science. Moreover, they demonstrate how the normative practices of settler
colonial science sought to deny and discipline Indigenous and racial differ-
ences and thereby created patterns of agency, endurance, and refusal.

In her study of settler colonial social science in action in the territory of
Hawaiʻi, Maile Arvin calls attention explicitly to the way American social
sciences shored up white supremacist imperial domination of the islands.
What colonial authorities of the United States Empire construed as rehabili-
tative and objective truths about and applied to Native Hawaiians and immi-
grants of color, Arvin, focusing on the fertile ground of settler training schools,
shows to be tools of domination that abetted countering and enduring patterns
of resistance to the structure of Hawaiian settler colonialism.

Alberto Ortiz Díaz, meanwhile, shows how similar logics played out in mid
twentieth-century Puerto Rico. Ortiz Díaz argues that human sciences research-
ers faced pressure to abandon earlier traditions and embrace the methods and
biomedical enterprise of the US Empire’s scientific modernity. Drawing on the
history of mental testing and inmate assessment as well as designs for a new
penitentiary, Ortiz Díaz contends that while mid twentieth-century American
social science engaged in intense processes of othering that aligned with imperial
expansion, Puerto Rican social scientists combined American psychometrics
with older Spanish ethnographic traditions that powerfully resurfaced in the
1940s. This resulted in a blended, “creole” nationalist science with decolonial
aspirations, but one that was colonial-populist in practice.

In both cases, Arvin and Ortiz Díaz show that while settler colonial science
informed and exemplified attitudes about what “civilizing,” disciplining, and
reforming dominated subjects required, it bore signs of local inflections. Laura
Stark adds to these deliberations by looking at boundary making in the
Americas – scientific, bioethical, and racial. She leverages the provocative case
of the National Institutes of Health and the surprising trajectory of one so-
called normal research subject, Carolyn Matthews. Troubling Matthews’s
vernacular archive, Stark shows that over the course of a life spent participat-
ing in scientific research as an experimental subject and a technician gathering
human subjects’ data, Matthews acquired a new bioethical awareness. Yet,
Mathews’s time spent as an x-ray technician in a field study involving the
Akimel O’odham tribe in the Sonoran desert, which was predicated on past
and present US racist imperialism, did not form part of her reflections and
criticisms. Stark asks whether Matthews’s example shows state settler power
operating through and with science, and in a compelling twist, emphasizes in
her essay that bioethics was itself a product of the settler state project.

Themes of affective relationality and the colonial logics of science – settler,
internal, or otherwise – bring issues of governance, politics, and self-
determination to the foreground. The three studies in this book’s third section
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show that self-determination needs to be interrogated beyond the work and
experiences of history’s subjects to include political contexts and desires for
sovereignty. Analyzing the public controversy in Mexico over “Cuauhtémoc’s
Bones,” a set of human remains that were discovered alongside other objects
under the floor of a church in rural Ixcateopan, Guerrero, in 1949 and that
villagers and some scientists attributed to the last Aztec emperor,
Cuauhtémoc, Karin Rosemblatt problematizes how locals came to engage
the human sciences and how they, alongside members of the scientific com-
munity sent to examine the remains and political officials, debated the dis-
covery’s significance at the local and national levels. Rosemblatt argues that the
rich tensions in her story resulted from conflicts over gender, sexuality, and
scientific authority and a specific vision of Mexico at the national level, which
favored “a whitened, cosmopolitan, masculine identity and was unconcerned
with the needs or histories of villages like Ixcateopan.” Locals, however,
articulated alternative forms of nationalism.

Navigating a transnational framework rather than a national one, Eve
Buckley engages the local and the global to look at how formative years spent
living alongside impoverished Black and mixed-race populations in the north-
east of Brazil shaped Brazilian scientist Josué de Castro’s critiques of
overpopulation discourse and the eugenicist, neo-Malthusian arguments
advanced by North American conservationist William Vogt. Through his
book, The Geography of Hunger, and subsequent writings and correspondence,
de Castro articulated a radically different vision of resource scarcity, hunger,
population growth, and development that was grounded in relationality and a
critique of economic systems. Buckley observes that these decisions were
inherently political ones in a context where wealthy nations deployed the tools
and expertise of the human sciences, often through a racial lens, to inform
ideas about global security, modernization, development, and governance.
De Castro proved more than able to turn the tools of human science around
to challenge naturalistic arguments about scarcity.

Rosanna Dent’s chapter examines not only how the Brazilian government
has regulated researchers’ access to Indigenous peoples through webs of
bureaucratic oversight, but also how a particular Indigenous community in
Brazil, A’uwẽ (Xavante) of the Pimentel Barbosa Indigenous Territory, has
constructed its own frameworks and protocols for engaging outsiders. Dent
argues that Brazilian state regulatory systems, which were intended to protect
Indigenous interests, resulted in new forms of risk for them. As some contem-
porary geneticists seek ethical workarounds to avoid Brazil’s bureaucracy, they
use old biosamples created under prior ethical regimes. Indigenous peoples, in
turn, find themselves in what she describes as a bureaucratic double bind, one
in which non-Indigenous experts are inevitably “called on to justify and
validate their claims in the eyes of the [Brazilian] state.” Dent shows that by
establishing their own relationship-based practices for engaging outsiders,

    .
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A’uwẽ navigate the possessive logics of both the state and researchers in ways
that further their sovereignty.

Conclusion

Reflecting on encounters in the ways outlined in this chapter should in no way
abet reactionary anti-scientism or challenge claims to expertise in the United
States and elsewhere. Our concern is to gain insight into the colonial structures
and tangled, complex encounters that have shaped research in the human
sciences – for indeed they did. That concern, ethical in its frame of reference,
does not end with the book’s historical case studies. We argue that its subject
matter presents an ongoing challenge for historians of the human sciences
now and in the future as they write about encounters. The difficulty of doing
so stems not just from guiding logics that have informed approaches within
the history of the human sciences, but also from the way research scientists
have customarily written about encounters, their adherence to protocols, and
their own understanding of ethics and what ought to be said.

This challenge can be seen clearly in a 2020 article in Nature and its related
New York Times op-ed, both of which discussed new findings on the genetic
history and population size of pre-contact Caribbean peoples and their rela-
tions to contemporary Caribbean islanders. In the op-ed, geneticist David
Reich and sociologist Orlando Patterson characterized research for the project
as having been carried out “in collaboration with Caribbean scholars, with
permission from Caribbean governments and institutions and in consultation
with Caribbean people of Indigenous descent.”72 Likewise, the research article
in Nature directs readers to a broader discussion of ethics in a supplementary
information section, having noted that results of DNA analysis performed on
ancient skeletal remains “were discussed before submission with members of
Indigenous communities who trace their legacy to the pre-contact Caribbean
and their feedback was incorporated.”73 The supplementary section, however,
mentions not a single community or individual specifically identified as
claiming such a legacy. Instead, it lists the museum officials and representa-
tives of other institutions who granted permission for analysis of skeletal
remains in their custody. How was the feedback of communities of
Indigenous descent sought, heard, and incorporated? What did this collabor-
ation look like? Who was considered a legitimate interlocutor? The statements
caution that genetic data “are a form of knowledge that contributes to

72 David Reich and Orlando Patterson, “Ancient DNA Is Changing How We Think about
the Caribbean,” The New York Times, December 23, 2020, www.nytimes.com/2020/12/
23/opinion/dna-caribbean-genocide.html?searchResultPosition=1.

73 Daniel M. Fernandes et al., “A Genetic History of the Pre-Contact Caribbean,” Nature,
December 23, 2020, www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-03053-2.
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understanding the past; they co-exist with oral traditions and other Indigenous
knowledge,” and that genetic ancestry “should not be conflated with percep-
tions of identity, which cannot be defined by genetics alone.” In this sense, the
researchers may have provided clues for answering these questions and sug-
gest their respect for Indigenous epistemologies.74

While the editors of Empire, Colonialism, and the Human Sciences have no
doubt that the authors of the study went to significant lengths to engage
Indigenous communities, the form by which this protocol is communicated
may leave the more critical reader to wonder about that which is always left
unsaid, regardless of who does the narrating. It is time for historians to
interrogate these encounters in depth, and in ways that attend to multiple
voices, as we reconstruct the broader trajectory of the human sciences.

74 Fernandes et al., “A Genetic History.”
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