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ABOUT THE SERIES

Latin America Otherwise: Languages, Empires, Nations is a criti-
cal series. It aims to explore the emergence and consequences of
concepts used to define “Latin America” while at the same time
exploring the broad interplay of political, economic, and cultural
practices that have shaped Latin American worlds. Latin Amer-
ica, at the crossroads of competing imperial designs and local
responses, has been construed as a geo-cultural and geopolitical
entity since the nineteenth century. This series provides a starting
point to redefine Latin America as a configuration of political, lin-
guistic, cultural, and economic intersections that demands a con-
tinuous reappraisal of the role of the Americas in history, and of
the ongoing process of globalization and the relocation of people
and cultures that have characterized Latin America’s experience.
Latin America Otherwise: Languages, Empires, Nations is a forum
that confronts established geo-cultural constructions, rethinks area
studies and disciplinary boundaries, assesses convictions of the
academy and of public policy, and correspondingly demands that
the practices through which we produce knowledge and under-
standing about and from Latin America be subject to rigorous and
critical scrutiny.

In this pathbreaking work, Walter D. Mignolo further pierces
the surface episteme of rationality marking Western modernity to
reveal its terrible and hidden underside. Western modernity, he
shows convincingly, is inseparable from the logic of coloniality:
modernity’s elaborate fagade of “civilizing” and “civilization” covers
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its necessary foundation in the terror-logic of imperial rule. Not only a
critique of dominant Western paradigms of knowledge, but of so-called
critical studies, Mignolos volume exposes the pervasiveness of Western
epistemic “rationalities” along with their self-congratulatory sentiments.
But The Darker Side of Western Modernity goes beyond revealing the limi-
tations of Western epistemic rationality and its geopolitical genesis. Migno-
lo’s extraordinary contribution is to present and strategize a “decolonial”
epistemology or ways of being in the world—a route to agency through
decolenial thinking and decolonial transformative being. This is thinking
“otherwise.”

PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

What actual significance do you think there is in discussing the question of
modernity? Discussing the significance of the question of modernity involves
many dimensions. These include, for instance, the relation between contemporary
nationatism and modernity, the question of globalization, consumerism, the theory
of modernization, and West-centrism. If we are talking about the direct signifi-
cance of this question, however, then | think that the critique of developmentalism
is a very important aspect. The reconsideration of developmentalism is a very
important aspect. The reconsideration of developmentalism is specially urgent
today. | am not an expert on this matter but | am still willing to go over a cursory
discussion of these perspectives.

WANG HUI and KE KAIJUN, “An Interview Concerning Modernity,” 2009

THE STRUCTURE of the argument and therefore of the book is
built on the premises that currently there are three types of cri-
tique to modernity. One type is internal to the history of Europe
itself and in that sense these premises are a Eurocentered critique
of modernity {for example, psychoanalysis, Marxism, poststruc-
turalism, postmodernity), and the other two types emerged from
non-European histories entangled with Western modernity. One
of them focuses on the idea of Western civilization (for example,
dewesternization, Occidentosis), and the other on coloniality (such
as postcoloniality, decoloniality). The three types of critiques are
analyzed in relation to their point of origination and their routes
of dispersion. Postmodernity originated in Europe but dispersed
around the world. Decoloniality originated among Third World
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countries after the Bandung Conference in 1955, and also dispersed all over
the world. Dewesternization originated in East Asia, but the dewesternizing
argument can be found in other parts of the world.

‘The unfolding of the book’s argument is not linear but spiral, a mode of
exposition that I have already practiced in two previous books (The Darker
Side of the Renaissance and Local Histories/ Global Designs), both of which
form a trilogy with this one. As in jazz, I have a leitmotif and several formu-
laic sentences that the reader will encounter once and again in the preface
and introduction, and which will reappear in each chapter and the after-
word. Leitmotif and formulaic sentences are not “facts” or “principles” that
once announced need not reappear. They have to reemerge, not only to illu-
minate the topic of a given chapter but also to be empowered by the issues,
topics, and problems examined in each chapter.

The initial idea of the book, which dates back to around 2002, was to show
that the belief in one sustainable system of knowledge, cast first in theologi-
cal terms and later on in secular philosophy and sciences (human and natu-
ral sciences; nomothetic and ideographic sciences, as Wilhem Dilthey dis-
tinguished the “science of the spirit” from the hard sciences), is pernicious
to the well-being of the human species and to the life of the planet. Such a
system of knowledge, referred to here as the “Western code,” serves not all
humanity, but only a small portion of it that benefits from the belief that in
terms of epistemology there is only one game in town. The “code” has been
preserved in the security box since the Renaissance. Diverse knowledge has
been generated from that secret code in six European modern or imperial
languages: Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, French, German, and English. One
may discern a hierarchy within modern European languages when it comes
to epistemology. Certainly, theology was grounded in Latin and translated
to vernaculars, while romance languages enjoyed a certain respectability
in terms of knowledge making. However, after the Enlightenment, French
was the romance language that led the second modernity, while German,
and more recently English, have come to be the language that preserves and
hides the code.'

One last observation: in the epigraph above, Wang Hui connects mo-
dernity with development. One will not find such a connection among the
thousands of pages written and published in Europe and the U.S. about mo-
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dernity. In the same vein the question about modernity and the geopolitics
of knowledge is not being asked. In sum, when I say that decoloniality and
postcoloniality did not originate in Europe but in the Third World, 1 am
reminded that Aimé Césaire and Frantz Fanon, for instance, were in France
where they wrote their influential books. Fanon actually was in Algeria
when he wrote The Wretched of the Earth (1961). The point, however, is not
where you reside but where you dwell. Césaire and Fanon, both Martinican,
dwelled in the history of the Middle Passage, of the plantations, of slavery
and of the runaway slaves. Furthermore, the spirit of the Bandung Confer-
ence showed that there is a horizon to explore beyond capitalism and com-
munism: decolonization. Decolonization is the horizon of thinking and
being that originated as response to the capitalist and communist imperial
designs.

On the Historical Foundation of Western Civilization,
Modernity, and the Economy of Accumulation

There is a story behind the process of compiling material for and writing
this book. The first version of this manuscript was delivered to Duke Uni-
versity Press in May 2006. Revision, after the outside evaluations came in,
began sometime in the spring of 2007, a time which also marked the begin-
ning of the massive Wall Street-self-inflicted destructions that, more than
9/11, generated a global Pachacufi, a turnaround, and a point of no return:
the five-century cycle of Western civilization—its foundation, hegemony,
and dominance—came to an end. Global futures are already being built
by the emerging political society (of which I will say more in chapter 1),
while the G7 to G20 are too busy to prevent the present collapse, the con-
sequences of 500 years of Western hegemony and dominance. However,
processes of decoloniality breaking the Western code are already underway
building global futures where the communal should obtain over the liberal
commonwealth, the neo-liberal elite wealth, the Marxist commons, and the
Christian afterworld. This book is intended as a contribution to thinking
and building such global futures.

“Western modernity” has been an addition and also an enormous con-
tribution to the many histories of cultures and civilizations that have ap-
peared since homo erectus began to walk around the planet, to use his or her
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hands, and to think while doing. But it by no means should be taken as the
point of arrival of human existence on the planet. The history of Western
civilization was conceived in the period between the Renaissance and the
Enlightenment, and this conception continued and was reinforced in the
Enlightenment era. It was during the Renaissance that the invention of
the Middle Ages and the invention of America appropriated the idea of
history, colonized time, and space and located Europe as the point of refer-
ence of global history (see chapter 4). The fact that Western civilization was
the most recent civilization in human history doesn’t mean that it was the
best, that the rest of the world should follow suit. However, the idea that Eu-
ropean modernity was the point of arrival of human history and the model
for the entire planet came to be taken for granted. The darker side of mo-
dernity materialized in this belief. I explain it as “the logic of coloniality”
(see chapter 1, “The Roads to the Future: Rewesterniation, Dewesterniza-
tion, and Decoloniality”).

The distinction between “les anciens et les moderns” was in retrospect
the time-pillar in building the idea of modernity and of Western civiliza:
tion. The distinction between “the civilized and barbarians” was the space-
pillar. However, in the process, the architects of Western civilization capital-
ized on many previous achievements and in five hundred years achieved a
grandeur equal to great civilizations like Ancient China and Ancient Egypt;
like Ancient Greece and Ancient Rome; like the civilization east of Greece
that is today incorrectly referred to as the “Persian Empire” (the ruler was
designated shah, not emperor); like the Incas and the Aztecs. It doesn't, of
course, make sense to be “against European modernity” However, while
European modernity should be admired for its many virtues, its imperial
bent to “save the world” by making of the world an extended Euro-America
is unacceptable. The problems of the present and of the future will be played
out between a successful European-American modernity that is taken asa
global model and “the rest of the world,” which refuses to be told what to
do {see chapter 1).

The idea | wanted to argue—in this book I address it chiefly in chapters 2
and 3 (although the idea appears in every chapter)—is that we (on the planet)
have entered into an irreversible polycentric world order currently based
on a type of economy that in liberal and Marxist vocabulary is described
as “capitalism.” The polycentric aspect is constituted by the commonality
of the global economy and by disputes for the control of other domains of
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what I describe as the “colonial matrix of power” (see introduction). In the
disputes for the control of knowledge, of authority, of the economy of the
norms regulating gender and sexuality, and the assumptions regulating ra-
cial classification of people and of regions, there are several options (that
in this argument I define as “epistemic and political projects”), and each
option has several avenues—all outlined in chapter 1. Such an outline of
options and avenues is helpful for clarifying what the decolonial option of-
fers and what is necessary for distinguishing the polycentric world order in
the making from the pluriversal world orders to which trajectories of the
decolonial option aspire. The decolonial option, in the singular, as in many
other cases a sphere of believers and actions that orient our thinking (such
as for instance the Christian option, liberal option, the Marxist option, the
Islamic option, the feminist option, etc.), means that, while simultaneously
none of these options are uniform and homogenous, they are diverse and
polemical between themselves. There are many options within Christian-
ity. That one person could somehow be liberal and Christian means only
that he or she can be both and not that liberalism and Christianity are one
and the same. By the same token, no one at present is likely to confuse
the Islamic with the Christian or Marxist options (although one can sur-
mise that alliances working toward an ethical and just world should be
welcome).

I argue that one of the defining features of decolonial options is the an-
alytic of the construction, transformation, and sustenance of racism and
patriarchy that created the conditions to build and control a structure of
knowledge, either grounded on the word of God or the word of Reason and
Truth. Such knowledge-construction made it possible to eliminate or mar-
ginalize what did not fit into those principles that aspired to build a totality
in which everybody would be included, but not everybody would also have
the right to include. Inclusion is a one-way street and not a reciprocal right.
In a world governed by the colonial matrix of power, he who includes and
she who is welcomed to be included stand in codified power relations. The
locus of enunciation from which inclusion is established is always a locus
holding the control of knowledge and the power of decision across gender
and racial lines, across political orientations and economic regulations.

The decolonial option starts from the analytic assumption that such
hierarchies are constructed, as the dictum goes, and specifically that they
have been constructed in the very process of building the idea of Western
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civilization and of modernity. As the decolonial option proceeds from the
prospective assumption that locus of enunciations shall be decentered
from its modern/colonial configurations and limited to its regional scope.
Decoloniality shall dispel the myth of universality grounded on theo- and
ego-politics of knowledge. The open questions are then: what kind of
knowledge, by whom, what for? .

To dispel the myth that there are global needs but only one (diverse) cen-
ter where knowledge is produced to solve the problem of every body, and to
contribute to breaking the Western code, I began to argue (in seminars, ar-
ticles, lectures) that the anchor of decolonial epistemologies shall be “I am
where I think” and better yet “I am where I do and think,” as they become
synonymous. What that means is not that you “think where you are,” which
is common sense, but that you constitute yourself (“I am”) in the place you
think. And that piace is not, in my argument, a room or office at the library,
but the “place” that has been configured by the colonial matrix of power.
In 2006 Evelyne Trouillot opened her intervention in the Sixteenth Inter-
national Conference of the Academy of Latinity in Lima by saying, “I am
a woman, | am black, and I am Haitian." Her talk was thus announced as
a confrontation with patriarchy (I am a woman), with racism {I am black),
and with imperial geopolitics {I am Haitian). The announcement was not
just stating the obvious, what every one of the 250 or so people in the audi-
ence already knew, although they may not have brought that knowledge
to the foreground or even thought it important, but was a succinct way of
saying (in my interpretation): Be advised that I am not just transmitting to
you my thoughts about “subjectivity” I am telling you that whatever I say
on “subjectivity” is located beyond, next to, tangential to, diagonally to the
Western code. By saying I am Haitian, I move away, delink, from impe-
rial imaginary, and engage in knowing-making as a Haitian, which doesn’t
mean that I represent all Haitians. It means that I have the right to speak as
a Haitian, disregarding the fact of whether [ “represent” the Haitians. And
since I have the right, I do so. By telling you I am a woman but also black, I
am telling you that I am speaking as a black woman and, by so doing, break-
ing the Western code that has denied women and blacks both humanity and
intelligence. But [ am not saying this to tell you that I am intelligent and that
I deserve the recognition of those who disavowed blacks and women and
asked them to sit in the background, as though blacks and women could
not think. Could really black women think? 1 am telling you that because I
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am engaging in breaking the Western code. Thus, I am telling you that by
disengaging, I am breaking away from the Western code and enrolling in
knowledge making among all those “who are where they think/do” (like Des-
cartes was where he thought). I am telling you that the “universal epistemic
code,” the hubris of the zero point, still has its believers, but the illusion that
the Western code is the only game in town has certainly been broken.

On the Meaning of “Western Code™: The Trilogy

Since the report written by the Franciscan Diego de Landa, Relacion de
las Cosas de Yucatdn (1556), decipherment of the Maya script has been a
constant preoccupation.’ The story has been told by Michael D. Coe's book
Breaking the Maya Code.* Curiously enough, and in another domain of
knowledge, Roberto Mangabeira Unger’s also classic book, Knowledge and
Politics (1975), confronted a similar problem. But in this case, the code to
be broken was “the unity of liberal thought,” which is the main thesis of the
book. I offer a quote to explain Mangabeira Unger’s thesis, which is not easy
to summarize.

Thus, the house of reason in which I was working proved to be a prison-
house of paradox whose rooms did not connect and whose passageways led
nowhere. . .. The premises of this vision [the unified vision of a liberal system
of ideas] of the world are few; they are tied together; and they are as powerful
in their hold over the mind as they are unacknowledged and forgotten, They
took their classic form in the seventeenth century. For reasons that will be-
come clear, I resolved to call them the liberal doctrine, even though the area
they include is both broader and narrower than the one occupied by what we
now ordinarily take for liberalism. This system of idea is indeed thﬁguard
that watches of the prison house.’ i

What I wish to highlight is not Mangabeira Unger’s thesis, but the fact that
he intends not only to decipher, but to break the liberal code. Coe reported
on the effort by Western scholars to break the writing-system code of a non-
Western society. Mangabeira Unger aimed at breaking the code of a system
of thought to which he, as scholar and intellectual, belonged.

I thought of titling this book Breaking the Western Code since | am here
pursuing a line of reflection that started with The Darker Side of the Renais-
sance (1995) and continued with Local Histories/ Global Designs (2000). But
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many of my friends and colleagues voted against this title, so I changed it to
The Darker Side of Western Modernity. Common to my previous two books
in the trilogy was an effort to anchor the argument in a perspective simi-
lar to that of those who attempted to break a code (the Maya code in the
case of Coe; the liberal code in the case of Ungar). While I sympathize with
Mangabeira Unger’s thesis (the unity of liberal thought and the attempt to
break the cede that sustains it), my attempt is not only to break the liberal
code but to make a contribution toward breaking the Western code sus-
tained by and anchored in the rhetoric of modernity and the logic of colo-
niality, which I explain in the introduction. That means that my focus is the
“unity” of the colonial matrix of power, of which the rhetoric of modernity
and the logic of coloniality are its two sides: one constantly named and
celebrated (progress, development, growth} and the other silenced or
named as problems to be solved by the former (poverty, misery, inequi-
ties, injustices, corruption, commodification, and dispensability of human
life). Research grants are not offered to pursue this kind of investigation.
Furthermore, I do not ground my critique on the universality of “human
nature,” but lean toward embracing the perspective on “human nature” of
those whose humanity has been called into question.

At this point a clarification and a disclaimer are in order. The clarifi-
cation, which will regularly reappear during my argument, concerns the
often-asked question about the distinctions between the decolonial and the
Left, that is, the Marxist-oriented Left. In a nutshell, the difference is this:
the Marxist Left confronts capitalism first within Europe itself; with the im-
perial expansion and the exportation and importation of Marxism to the
colonies, the confrontation of capitalism and the focus on social class was
simply adapted to the new context. The decolonial confronts all of Western
civilization, which includes liberal capitalism and Marxism. And it does it
from the perspective of the colonies and ex-colonies rather than from the
perspective internal to Western civilization itself, be it Spengler’s decay of
Western civilization or the postmodern critique of Western modernity.

Western civilization is deployed here in its-underlying structure: the co-
lonial matrix of power. The main thesis of this book is that while capital-
ist economy is globally shared, the colonial matrix of power—created and
controlled by Western imperial countries (from Spain and Portugal, to
Holland, France, England, and the United States)—is today disputed (by
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China, Russia, some Islamic countries, India, Union del Sur). The dispute
over the control of the colonial matrix impinges and transforms the uses
and reasons to maintain globally an economy of accumulation and growth
and to avoid engaging in a noncapitalist economy instead of focusing on
maintaining it with better distributions and lessened exploitation of human
beings and their labor. The competition for the control of authority and
knowledge by state, corporations, and religious institutions, simultaneous to
the disputes for liberation from that control in the spheres of sexuality, gen-
der, and subjectivities growing daily around the world, including “minori-
ties” in Western Europe and the United States (for example, the emerging
global political society), indicates that what is being contested is not only
the control of authority in inter-state relations (and therefore in political
theory and in human-rights regulations), but also the control of the sphere
of knowledge and subjectivity. Gender, racial, and sexual liberations take a
central role next to, but also beyond class struggles. The dispute of knowl-
edge in this sphere is being fought not only in mainstream and independent
media, but also in higher education through the creation of programs and
departments focusing on ethnic/racial and gender/sexuality issues.

The disclaimer is about the title “The Darker Side of Western Moder-
nity”” [ have been asked through the years if I feel comfortable with the word
darker in the Darker Side of the Renaissance. The first time was by a student
who pointed to Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness and to references to Af-
rica as the “Dark Continent” While the argument in the Darker Side of the
Renaissance lays ground for disputing common knowledge in which Africa
is seen as “dark” and “dark” is seen as bad, [ selected the adjective precisely
in contradistinction to the image of the “Dark Age” that the Renaissance
projected toward the Middle Ages. The “Dark Age” in Europe was that pe-
riod between the white columns of Greece’s Parthenon, the blue and sunny
sky of Mediterranean Rome, and the light, of course, of the Enlightenment.
But if that “darkness” was recognized by European men of letters, one of
its “darker sides,” slavery, was not acknowledged as such, but portrayed as
bringing “light” and civilization to the colonies, as a necessary step toward
progress and civilization and good business for merchants from Portugal,
Spain, France, Holland, and England. After pondering these issues and
looking for alternatives, 1 realized that the image of Africa as the “Dark
Centinent” is indeed one of the many hypocrisies of Western modernity. It
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is, in terms that will become clear below, part of the rhetoric of modernity
(geographic racism) hiding the logic of coloniality (legitimization of either
to disregard racialized places or to justify the “saving missions; implied in
the rhetoric of modernity, from religious orders to philanthropic billion-
aires and institutions working to end poverty in Africa). After much debate
with myself and consultations with Reynolds Smith, I decided to name this
book The Darker Side of Western Modernity.

The Darker Side of Western Modernity is indeed the third installment of a
trilogy that was not planned as such. But, in retrospect, perhaps it might be
better understood as the fourth volume of a tetralogy that began in the early
1980s. The first “volume” was not a book but a series of articles exploring
issues that later came together in The Darker Side of the Renaissance. One
set of issues were explorations on semiotics, hermeneutics, epistemology,
discourse analysis, and literary theory. Two examples of this line of investi-
gation are “Semiosis y universos de sentido” {1983), which explores the con-
cept of “semiosis” in the frame of semiotic theory and discourse analysis,
and “La semiosis colonial” (1992), which introduces “colonial semiosis” into
the field of colonial studies.® The argument was, in a nutshell, that while

» «

the field presupposed lines of inquiry such as “colonial economy;” “colonial
literature,” “colonial historiography,” “colonial society,” and so on, there was
not yet a concept that captured the domain of interactions, at different se-
miotic levels (verbal, visual, dialogical communication), between the diver-
sity of Spaniards landing in the New World and the diversity of ab-original
civilizations and cultures being invaded by strangers.

The second line of investigation focused on, in the vocabulary of the time,
“historiographic narratives” and was inaugurated by an article and a mono-
graph that appeared within one year of each other. The article is “El metatexto
historiogréfico y la historiografia Indiana” (1981}, and the monograph, “Car-
tas, cronicas y relaciones del descubrimiento y de la conquista” (1982).” By
the late 1980s and early 19905, my research and thinking on historiographic
narratives joined my work on semiotics and was channeled toward the con-
cept of colonial semiosis. Thus, when in the second half of the 1990s I be-
came aware of Anibal Quijano’s explorations on “coloniality” (which he had
introduced by 1989-g0), it was just like meeting a kindred soul.?

While in The Darker Side of the Renaissance the concepts of “colonial
semiosis” and, consequently, of “pluritopic hermeneutics” were the two an-
chors, in Local Histories/ Global Designs, “border thinking” (border gnosis,
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border epistemology, border hermeneutics, colonial difference) was the
compass that directed my exploration of new paths, At that time, as I had
already encountered Quijano, I learned that hidden behind modernity was
the agenda of coloniality; that coloniality was constitutive of modernity;
that coloniality was the secret shame of the family, kept in the attic, out of
the view of friends and family. Thus, the slash (/") between, which both
unites and divides modernity and coloniality (modernity/coloniality), was
an invisible dwelling place, the place of the divide between humanitas/an-
thropos (an equation I will return to several times). Thus, Gloria Anzaldaa's
epistemic construction coupling the Mexico/U.S. border with the colonial
wound (“The U.S.-Mexican border es una herida abierta where the Third
World grates against the first and bleeds”), an idea that contributed to shape
the argument in The Darker Side of the Renaissance, acquired a new dimen-
sion in Local Histories/ Global Designs, where it encountered the concept of
“coloniality”® At that point, border thinking was extended to understand
all those places, through the expansion of Western civilization, where “the
open wound, the colonial wound, where modernity grates against colonial-
ity and bleeds” At that point, two additional concepts appear to describe
la herida abierta in its global dimension: colonial and imperial differences.
Both concepts are also central to the argument that I unfold below.

As I mentioned before, the trajectory after the publication of Local His-
tories/ Global Designs, with the interregnum of The Idea of Latin America
(2005), started with an article published in 2002, “Geopolitics of Knowl-
edge and the Colonial Difference” The series of investigations that fol-
lowed were developed in a lengthy article published in 2007, “Delinking:
The Rhetoric of Modernity, the Lagic of Coloniality, and the Grammar of
Decoloniality™ The trajectory between the former and the latter article was
the complementation of geopolitics with bio-graphic, where the geopoli-
tics and the body-politics of knowledge reinforces each other in decolonial
thinking. This trajectory can be understood when we move from Anzaldua’s
“herida abierta” to the slash between modernity/coloniality. The former
brings forward bio-graphic (body-politics of knowledge), while the second
underlines geopolitics of knowledge. Both are intertwined, of course, since
the imperial classification and ranking of regions (for example, developed/
underdeveloped or First/Second/Third Worlds, where the imperial and the
colonial differences can be seen working in tandem) goes hand in hand
with classification and ranking of people (for example, civilized/barbarians,
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humanitas/anthropos; black, yellow, brown, white; heterosexual/gay and
man/woman in the First, Second, or Third Worlds, etc.).

What is relevant in the two concepts that 1 explore in more detail in
the subsequent chapters is that both are decolonial concepts that coexist
and confront the imperial assumptions constructed around theo- and ego-
politics of knowledge (which I also introduced and explored in detail in
“Delinking: The Rhetoric of Modernity, the Logic of Coloniality, and the
Grammar of Decoloniality”). Thus it is crucial to distinguish bio-politics
from bio-graphic or body-politics of knowledge. Bio-politics (or bio-power)
is a concept that has served to analyze state-oriented strategies (and now
used by the corporations) to manage and control the population. My use of
bio-graphic or body-politics of knowledge describes instead the responses,
thinking and action, of the population who do not want to be managed by
the state and want to delink from the technologies of power to which they
are being summated. Both concepts affirm thinking and doing in regions
and bodies who were disqualified from thinking. Geo- and body-politics of
knowledges are, in my argument, always ingrained in decolonial thinking
or, vice versa, decolonial thinking is at once geo- and body-political (see
Franz Fanon's work). For example, it is not common to find critiques of
Westernization among white scholars and intellectuals in Western Europe
and the United States in which the racialization of geo-historical locations
and of lesser human beings (those who inhabit “underdeveloped areas”) is
breught into question. Why? Because historically Western Christianity and
Western Europe were successfully constructed as the geo-historical places
where specific bio-graphies of Christian and European men were thinking
and building knowledge. The rest of the world was to be civilized.* Suc-
cessfully constructing locations of knowledge doesn’t mean that in those
locations there were and are always consensus. On the contrary, there is
diversity of opinions, but the diversity has a common system of belief, lan-
guages, and categories of thoughts. Now the location of knowledge cannot
longer be controlled by the languages, actors, institutions, and categories of
thought on which Western civilization and Western modernity were imag-
ined, described, and built. For these reasons, the investments and the stakes
are different, even if the “enemy” is the same: capitalism. But capitalism
is not experienced in the same way in Paris and in La Paz. To name and
unveil the hidden geo- and body-politics of the Western code is already a
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decolonial move that legitimizes, at the same time, geo-historical locations
and bio-graphic stories that were delegitimized and pushed on the side or
outside of the house of knowledge.

The argument herein, very much like that in The Darker Side of the Re-
naissance and in Local Histories/ Global Designs, unfolds in a spiral rather
than linear way. For that reason you will find the same paragraph text
quated or rephrased in two chapters, the point being that the same text or
paragraph is taken from a different perspective in each case, at the same
time that they reinforce each other. That is the case, for instance, with Kant
in chapter 5 and in chapter 7; and with Ali Shari‘ati and Lloyd Best in chap-
ter 1 and the afterword. A linear argument cannot capture the nuances,
since once a name or a paragraph is mentioned or quoted in a linear flow,
it does not return: repetitions are not good in English composition but are
important in decolonial thinking,

The Postcolonial and the Decolonial

A frequently asked question is what is the difference between postcolonial-
ity and decoloniality? I have responded to the question in writing, else-
where.” Here I will summarize the arguments, in the hope that the distinc-
tion will be clarified in the subsequent chapters.

To start with, both projects take on the meaning of “decclonization” after
the Bandung Conference (i955) and the Conference of the Non-Aligned
Countries, during the Cold War. In the first conference twenty-nine Asian
and African countries participated. The second meeting of the nonaligned
countries took place in Belgrade in 1961. The idea of the “Third World” was
a Frernch invention prompted by the initiative of nonaligned countries.

Although both projects drink from the same fountain they are grounded
in a different genealogy of thoughts and different existentia (in the sense
that Lewis R. Gordon conceptualizes existentia Africana).” By this I mean
that geo-historical and bio-graphical genealogies of thoughts are at the very
inception of decolonial thinking. Frantz Fanon closes his essay Black Skin,
White Masks (1952) with a prayer: “O my body, makes of me always a man
who questions!”

The challenge is radical. If you take Fanon’s request, then you may not
feel comfortable analyzing Fanon from an epistemic perspective in which
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your body doesn’t call your mind into question. What are the connections
between your body, bio-graphically and geo-historically located in the co-
lonial matrix of power, and the issues you investigate? Here Horkheimer's
{1937) critical theory will be taken a step further. Horkheimer rightly ar-
gued that it is not possible to detach the knowing subject from the known
object. Thus traditional theory is charged with believing that knowledge
can be objective. However, in making this charge Horkheimer still assumed
that the knower is a disembodied subject beyond location. His shortcom-
ing was not to question the ego-politics of knowledge that underlines both
traditional and critical theory. The problem with Horkheimer’s argument
is that his subject is a modern subject, de-racialized, de-sexualized, gen-
der-neutral, and unaware that such a subject dwells in Europe, better yet,
Germany, and not in the City of Singapore, Tehran, or La Paz, where the
issues, problems, and knowledge-making have different needs, genealo-
gies of thoughts, affects, and problems. It is from the body, not the mind,
that questions arise and answers are explored. What calls for thinking is
the body, rather than the mind, and the questions that Fanon’s Black body
asks are not prompted because the body is Black, but because Black bod-
ies have been denied or questioned Humanity in the imperial rhetoric of
modernity. Fanon’s responses, through his work, were responses to a long-
lasting memory of racism, but also to the present conditions of the Cold
War and the struggles for decolonization in Africa. Decolonial thinking
materialized, however, at the very moment in which the colonial matrix
of power was being put in place, in the sixteenth through the eighteenth
centuries. And decolonial thinking is always synonymous with decolonial-
ity, to distinguish the new meaning from the legacies of the concept of de-
colonization. There is not a question of choosing which one is best or more
exact, because they both carry their respective meaning toward decolonial
futures. Were there problems with the output of decolonization during the
Cold War? Sure there were. And so you have the choice: if you are leaning
toward postmodern thinking you would try to dismiss it. If you are a deco-
lonial thinker you would try to recast it.

That is, decolonial thinking goes hand in hand with modernity/colonial-
ity in this way: the rhetoric of modernity is a rhetoric of salvation (by con-
version yesterday, by development today), but in order to implement what
the rhetoric preaches, it is necessary to marginalize or destroy whatever
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gets in the way of modernity. It so happens that not everyone believes in
the salvation being proposed, and those who don't either react against (re-
sistance) or engage in a critical analysis of the situation in order to move in
a different direction (re-existence).” That was the case of Guaman Poma de
Ayala, in the colonial Viceroyalty of Peru, and of Ottobah Cugoana, through
his experience of being captured and enslaved, working in Caribbean plan-
tations, and moving to London, in the mid-eighteenth century, with his
master, where he engaged in articulating decolonially a critique of slavery
and in a concept of sovereignty that first considers people, not the institu-
tion. That means that instead of proposing a transformation of the state
to solve the problem of slavery {and also save the state as an institution},
Cugoano placed sovereignty among people: no human being has the right
to enslave other human beings. Therefore, the question is not to reform the
state to comply with this principle (which always ends up in formality), but
to create institutions that will respond to this basic principle of “human
sovereignty.”'¢

Now, when Anibal Quijano introduced the concept of coloniality, and
suggested disengaging and delinking from Western epistemology, he con-
ceived that project as decolonization: decoloniality became an epistemic
and political project. Quijano’s references at that point were, on the one
hand, José Carlos Maridtegui’s Siete ensayos de Interpretacion de la realidad
peruana (1927), where Maridtegui introduced several issues that had not
been considered seriously, up to that point, by dissenting creole and mes-
tizo intellectuals: the questions of colonialism, of racism, of land appropria-
tion and expropriation, of the university, of religion in Tawantinsuyu, and
so on. On the other hand, Quijano had been invoived since the 1970s in the
heated debates on “dependency theory” “Coloniality” was his way to move
to a third stage (Maridtegui in the 1920s, dependency theory in the 1970s,
coloniality/decoloniality in the 1990s). At that point, Quijano engaged
Wallerstein’s world-system analysis, not as a “model” to be imitated, but
because Wallerstein himself draws on “dependency theory” to conceptual-
ize world-system analysis. Indeed, Wallerstein's world-system analysis has
three references: his training as an Africanist and, because of it, his proxim-
ity with Frantz Fanon; the influence of dependency theory in Wallerstein's
thoughts; and, finally, the influence of Fernand Braudel, which became of
primary importance in relation to the other two. Thus, Wallerstein deemed
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“Fernand Braudel” the Center of World-System Analysis, which he created
at the University of New York at Binghamton. Quijano’s coloniality, how-
ever, is a concept that one will not see in Wallerstein’s writing. The differ-
ence is that while Wallerstein critically analyzes the rhetoric of modernity
and the devastating consequences for many people and regions, Quijano
introduced the hidden side of modernity and of the modern world-system.
In a nutshell, Wallerstein was looking at the modern world-system critically,
but from the perspective and experience of the First World, while Quijano
was looking at coloniality from the receiving end, from the perspective of
the Third World. And here we again encounter the relevance of the geo-
and body-politics of knowledge in decolonial thinking.

Postcoloniality has a different genealogy of thought. In terms of exis-
tence, it emerged from the experience of British colonization {of Egypt and
India and of the Palestinian question) and, obviously, after the concept of
postmodernity was introduced by the late 1970s. In that line of thought
and concerns, South Asia, Australia, South Africa, and other former Brit-
ish colonies naturally joined postcoloniality, but the English- and French-
speaking Caribbean did not. In this case, there is a long tradition of deco-
lonial thought that goes back to C. L. R. James, Aimé Césaire, and Frantz
Fanon, emerging long before French poststructuralism and postmodern-
ism that made the idea of postcolonialism and postcoloniality possible.
Antonio Gramsci informed South Asian subaltern studies, and he was in-
fluential before the emergence of Caribbean thinkers, but he was mainly
part of poststructuralist debatés inasmuch as he offered an alternative to
Louis Althusser’s recast of Marx’s theoretical revolution. Nevertheless, co-
lonial English was—in general—the “natural” language in the foundation of
postcolonial studies and theories; or, if you wish, of the vocabulary of post-
coloniality, I you consider, instead, that decolonial projects that emerged in
South America, the Caribbean, and among Latinos/as in the United States,
and that the concept is of currency among Arabo-Muslim intellectuals,
then you have also a linguistic-religious-epistemic issue to consider.”

I do not see decoloniality and postcoloniality campaigning for election
to win the voting competition that decides which is the best, but as com-
plementary trajectories with similar goals of social transformation. Both
projects strive to unveil colonial strategies promoting the reproduction of
subjects whose aims and goals are to control and possess. It may happen
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that, as everything else, either postcoloniality and decoloniality (as they be-
come “popular”) will be used by individuals to increase personal gains at
the institution or in the public sphere. I cannot speak for postcolonialist,
but I can tell you that the aims of decolonial thinking and the decolonial
option (even when it appears in a book by Duke University Press written
by a professor at Duke University) joint the aims of the political society for
whom the decolonial is a question of survival rather than promotion. The
American and the European Academy are not hubs of the decolonial. In
any event, the post- and the decolonial are two different projects that have
in common the concern with colonialism, colonial legacies, and above all
for decolonial thinkers, coloniality. We, humans in the planet, cannot avoid
conflictive coexistence and the solution is not to eliminate the difference
but to decolonize the logic of coloniality that translated differences into val-
ues. Unless you believe that consolidating and eliminating options (which
is one feature of neo-liberal politics) is preferable to multiplying options
(see afterword), and you would like to subsume (or merge) the decolonial
into the postcolonial or vice versa, there is nothing wrong with having sev-
eral approaches as guides for action to confronting the historical legacies
of colonialism and the logic of coloniality. On the contrary, each approach
carries with it a way of being in the world and not just a way of operating
with concepts or telling stories about colonialism. “Consolidating” (that
is, eliminating options in order to maintain control, which has been obvi-
ous in the neo-liberal doctrine and the Washington Consensus) would be
a modern/colonial objective and desire, not a decolonial one. I see more
advantages than problems in accepting and working with and in coexisting
compatible options and sharing similar goals while taking different roads
toward achieving those goals. I would not argue that decoloniality is mov-
ing “beyond” postcoloniality or vice versa. Global histories would tell in
what direction global futures would be moving. But of course history is not
an agent in itself. It moves because of the deing of human beings. To argue
for one or the other also would be a modern/colonial way of framing the
issue. That is, the bend toward eliminating options.

Decoloniality means decolonial options confronting and delinking from
coloniality, or the colonial matrix of power. While the decolonial option is
not proposed as the option; it is an option claiming its legitimacy among ex-
isting ones in the sphere of the political, in the same way that Christianity,
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Marxism, or liberalism house many options under the same umbrella (I
will come back to this point in more detail in chapter 1). And it is an op-
tion claiming its legitimacy among existing academic projects, such as
postcoloniality, ethnic studies, gender studies, the social sciences and the
humanities, and the professional schools; but also it is an option among
options offered by macro-narratives such as Christianity, liberalism, and
Marxism. The decolonial option also doesn’t mean “decolonial mission(s).”
Missions implied projects of conversion of achieving and end programmed
in the blueprint. Options are the antithesis of missions. We—decolonial in-
tellectuals—are not missionaries going to the field to convert and promote
our form of salvation. What we—and by "we” I refer here to all those who
share decclonial projects—put on the table is an option to be embraced by
all those who find in the option(s) a response to his or her concern and
who will actively engage, politically and epistemically, to advance proj-
ects of epistemic and subjective decolonization and in building communal
futures.

That is why my argument is built on “options” and not on “alternatives”
If you look for alternatives you accept a point of reference instead of a set of
existing options among which the decolonial enters claiming its legitimacy
to sit at the table when global futures are being discussed. For that reason,
the first decolonial step is delinking from coloniality and not looking for
alternative modernities but for alternatives to modernity. Not only are
postcoloniality and decoloniality two different options within the same set
(like it happens within Christianity, Marxism, Islamism, Buddhism, and
the like, where the names encompass unity in diversity), having modern/
colonial histories and experiences in common, but both are options offered
in diverse universes of discourse and sensing. Postcoloniality, for example,
emerged as an option to poststructuralism and postmodernity, but decolo-
niality emerged as an option to the rhetoric of modernity and to the com-
bined rhetoric of “development and modernization” (from 1950 to 1970),
re-converted to “globalism” during the Reagan years. Decoloniality came to
light also as an option to the discourse of decolonization during the Cold
War and as a critical option in relation to Marxist-dialectical materialism.

Let’s explore further “options” and “alternatives”: if you argue for “al-
ternative modernity or modernities” or “alternative development,” you are
already accepting that there is 2 modernity and a development to which
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nothing but alternatives could exist. You lose the match before starting the
game. Arturo Escobar shifted the expression to “alternative to modernities,’
which comes very close to “option.” Thus, if you say that modernity is an
option and development is an option, then decoloniality is also an option,
and as “options,” all are at the same level, By the same token, you highlight
the privileging of one option (modernity or development) in its appearance
as the option. Alternatives to modernity will be one step toward decolonial
options building transmodern rather than postmodern global futures.”

And what about the decolonial option and the Left, meaning the Marxist-
oriented Left? (I will expand on this topic in chapter 1.) The distinction
between the two was introduced in the 1960s by Fausto Reinaga, in Bolivia,
and by Ali Shari‘ati, in Iran. Reinaga admired Marx and referred to him
as “el moro genial” (“the genial Moor”).”” At the same time, Reinaga de-
spised the Bolivian Left of his time, whose interests were closer to those of
the ruling elite and less concerned with Indians. Indeed, the Bolivian Left
did not see Indians. They saw peasants and workers.

El Manifesto del Partido Indio de Bolivia (P1B) no tiene por qué sujetarse
a un modelo real o légica formal ¢ intelectual de los partidos politicos del
cholaje blanco-mestizo de Bolivia y de Indoamérica. No es un manifesto de
una clase social. Es un Maifiesto de una raza, de un pueblo, de una nacién;
de una cultura oprimida y silenciada. No se puede establecer paragén ni con
el Manifesto Comunista de Marx. Porque el genial “moro” no se enfrento al
Occidente. Enfrentd ia clase proletaria con la clase burgues; y propuso, como
solucién de la lucha de clases, dentro de a civilizacién occidental, la Revolu-
cion Comunista.

En tanto que el manifiesto del prs plantea la revolucién India contra la
“civilizacion” occidental.

El Manifiesto Indio no es un documento que trata de la formacién y pro-
pasito de un partide politico por venir [. . .] es un ser, un ser social vale decir,
hecho vital. Y come toda agrupacion de esclavos ha tenido y tiene un proceso

sui generis, un proceso inmanente a la "naturaleza humana” del indio.”

There is no reason or obligation for the Manifesto of Partido Indio de Bolivia
(r1B) to follow an existing model or the formal and intellectual logic of the
political parties created by the white-mestizo “cholaje” in Bolivia and Indo-
américa. This is a Manifesto of a race, of a people, of a nation; of an oppressed
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and silenced culture. A parallel cannot be made with Marx’s Communist
Manifesto for Marx confronted the proletarian class with the bourgeoisie and
proposed, as a solution, a class struggle within Western civilization, that is
the Communist Revolution.

Whereas the 1B Manifesto proposes the Indian revolution against West-
ern “civilization.” '

The Indian Manifesto is not a document about the formation and goals of
a forthcoming political party [. . .] It is a being; it is a social being that is a
vital event. And as the statement of any community of slaves went through a
sui-generis process, it is an immanent process about “the human nature” of
the Indian.

Two aspects of Reinaga’s thought are of interest for my argument, The
first is that, as he himself expressed it, his thought changed after visiting
and returning from Europe. His politics between 1940 and 1960 promoted
the assimilation of Indians to Bolivian society. After returning from Eu-
rope, he became a promoter of the Indian revolution. The second aspect is
connecting and at the same time distancing himself from Marx, and most
definitively from the Bolivian Left.* Shariati, the Iranian intellectual and
activist, was much younger than Reinaga (and his life was shorter). Re-
inaga was born in 1906 and died in 1994, while Shari’ati was born in 1933
and died in 1977. However, the classic works of each author were published
two years apart. La Revolucidn India was published in 1969, and Shariati’s
Eslam Shenasi was published in 1971.2 Shari'ati confronted the Left sup-
ported by the Soviet Union, Western imperialism, and the Shah of Iran’s ties
with U.S. politics; he was critiqued by conservative Islamists. He advanced a
new perspective on Islamism that today can be understood as a struggle for
decolonization of knowledge and of being. Both men used and rejected
Marxism—-Reinaga in the name of Indianism and Shariati in the name of
Islamism confronted Marxism, liberalism, and Occidentalism. What saved
them from falling into a plain fundamentalism was for both the “making of
the Third World.

The Bandung Conference of 1955 allowed them to link Islam and the
Indian cause with the struggle for decolonization in Africa and Asia. At
both ends of the spectrum, both were confronting not capitalism as a type
of economy, but the West as a lifestyle very much shaped of course by capi-
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talism—but not only by capitalism. Shariati was in Paris when the Ban-
dung Conference took place in Indonesia. Reinaga arrived a few years later,
when the struggle for liberation in Algeria was in full bloom and just as
Frantz Fanon published Les damnés de la terre {(1961). A new horizon was
opening up beyond capitalism and communism, between the West and the
Soviet Union: it was decolonization. Half a century later it mutated into
decoloniality. This book is also about this mutation.
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in Rio de Janeiro, at the conference “Time in the Making and Possible Fu-
tures,” which took place at the Candido Mendes University. The original
title “Coloniality at Large: Time and the Colonial Difference” was intended
to address and acknowledge the presence, at the same conference, of Arjun
Appadurai. And it was simultaneously published in a collection of confer-
ence papers as “texts of reference.” Several years later, it was picked up by
Saurabh Dube and appeared in the collection Enchantments of Modernity:
Empire, Nation, Globalization, published by Routledge in the “Critical Asian
Studies” book series. This article was perhaps, in retrospect and without
knowing it, the seed that ended up in this book.

Chapter 6, “The Zapatistas’ Theoretical Revolution: Its Historical, Ethi-
cal, and Political Consequences,” has also a long history. At the invitation
of José David Saldivar, I presented it for the first time, in June 1997, at the
department of ethnic studies at the University of Califernia at Berkeley, I
subsequently read it, in a modified version, at the conference “Compara-
tive Colonialisms: Preindustrial Colonial Intersections in Global Perspec-
tive” at the Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies Thirty-First An-
nual Conference (Binghamton University, State University of New York),
31 October-1 November 1997. It appeared, in 2002, in Review 25.3: 245-75
{a publication of the Fernand Braudel Center, the University of New York
at Binghamton),

Chapter 7 was written at the request of Torrill Strands, editor of a special
issue of Studies in Philosophy and Education (29.2: 111-27} titled “Cosmopol-
itanism in the Making.” I expanded this version with and through a series
of investigations on the “communal” (and, of course, the “cosmepolitan”).
Some of this new research found in the afterword was published as “The
Communal and the Decolonial” in Turbulence 5 (November 2009). It was
printed in a German translation in Analyse und Kritik (April 2010).

Ideas and arguments are not formed in scholarly isolation, but in constant
interaction with colleagues who share, challenge, or oppose the ideas one
puts forward. This installment is no exception. The argument presented
here took almost ten years of research and elaboration. The starting point
was “The Geopolitics of Knowledge and the Colonial Difference;” published
in 2002, with the interregnum of The Idea of Latin America (2003).2* First
and foremost, I am indebted to some participants in the collective moder-
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nity/colonality/decoloniality, with whom I have an ongoing collaboration.
Beyond the regular communication among participants in the collective,
we engage in a series of workshops co-organized with other institutions,
coedit volumes, discuss ideas and current world affairs, and so on, through
which interactions the present version of my argument was shaped.” [ have
described elsewhere the participants in the project and my debt to them.?
Significant publications by members of the collective that are related to
or relevant for my argument here include, in chronological order, La ley
del Ayliu: Prdctica de jacha justicia y jiska juticia (Justicia Mayor y Justicia
Menor) en comunidades aymaras (2000), by the Aymara scholar, activist,
and intellectual Marcelo Fernindez-Osco;” Edgardo Lander’s crucial article
“Eurocentrism, Modern Knowledge and the ‘Natural’ Order of Capital”
(2002), in which he inserted the question of “nature” into the overall pic-
ture of coloniality. Also Lander’s Desarollo, Eurocentrismo y economia popu-
lar: Mds alld del paradigma neo-liberal (2006), in which he brings together
various ideas exploring coloniality and decoloniality; “Mestizaje Upside-
Down: Aesthetic Politics in Modern Bolivia” {2002), by Javier Sanjinés, the
Bolivian scholar and intellectual, trained in law and political theory; and
La hubris del punto cero: Ciencia, raza e ilustracion en la Nueva Granada
(1750-1816) (2005), by the Colombian philosopher Santiago Castro-Gémez.
The hubris of the zero point, or epistemology of the zero point, is a key con-
cept to understand how the theo- and ego-politics of knowing and knowl-
edge operate, and to grasp the challenge presented by the emergence of
the geo- and body-politics of knowledge, which delink from the hubris of
the zero point. Zulma Palermo, the Argentine literary and cultural critic,
published Desde la otra orilla: Pensamiento critico y politicas culturals en
América Latina (2005); Enrique Dussel came up with a decclonial politi-
cal manifesto, 20 Tesis de politica (2006);”® and Agustin Lao-Montes has
introduced into the collective the question of Afro-Latinidad in several ar-
ticles, but chiefly in “De-colonial Moves: Trans-locating African Diaspora
Spaces” (2007). Nelson Maldonado-Torres published a groundbreaking
book wherein he connects the project modernity/coloniality/decoloniality
with the project of the Caribbean Philosophical Association, of which he
became president in 2008; this book, Against War: Views from the Underside
of Modernity (2008), explores in detail issues of the (de)coloniality of be-
ing and the meaning of the decolonial turn. I have worked in collaboration
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with Catherine Walsh for several years now, chiefly in the doctoral program
she created and directs, at the Universidad Andina Simdn Bolivar.?® She
recently published a book based on years of fieldwork with indigenous and
Afro communities, as well as a compendium of her theoretical reflections
over the past ten years: Interculturalidad, estado, sociedad: Luchas (des) co-
loniales en nuestra época (2009). Although the book itself reached me only
at the end of my journey with this manuscript, I was familiar with Walsh’s
thesis through years of collaboration and from having read many of the

articles she wrote and published in the preceding decade. I have an intellec-

tual debt also to Maria Lugenes, having collaborated with her in her superb
translation and edition of Rodolfo Kusch’s Indigenous and Popular Thinking
in America ([1973] 2010) as well as in conversations of one of her ongoing
projects of coloniality and gender and in the institute of Decolonial Think-
ing that she initiated in Binghamton. The wide-ranging intellectual drive
and generosity of Colombian philosopher Eduardo Mendieta have always
been a source of inspiration and encouragement. For years, he has been a
partner in conversation, in the exchange of articles and ideas, and has al-
ways been encouraging and pushing me to take the next step.

At Duke University and the University of North Carolina, the collabora-
tion with Arturo Escobar (the Colombian and anthropologist), and several
graduate students in the working group on “Globalization, Modernity and

Geopolitics of Knowledge,” has been another site of debate and exchange of -

ideas that helped me in structuring the argument.’* One result of this col-
laboration was the coedited volume Globalization and the Decolonial Op-
tion (2010), which is the first volume in English to profile the work of the
collective.

I am indebted also to friends and colleagues elsewhere who have been
conversant and have joined the modernity-coloniality project. Among
them is Heriberto Cairo Carau, a political theorist at the Universidad Com-
plutense de Madrid. Our collaboration started around 2005-06 when I had
the first draft of this manuscript ready. This collaboration also included our
coedited volume Las vertientes americanas del pensamiento y el proyecto
des-colonial (2008). With Madina Tlostanova, a cultural critic who pres-
ently holds a position in the department of history of philosophy at Peoples’
Friendship University of Russia (Moscow), I have been collaborating since
the beginning of this century, and bringing into conversation the issues of
coloniality (and the imperial and colonial differences) from the existence
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and experiences of Central Asia and the Caucasus (vis-a-vis the Russian
empire, Soviet Union, and Russian Federation) and of South America and
the Caribbean (vis-a-vis Europe and the United States). Resulting from
that collaboration were two coauthored articles, an edited volume of South
Atlantic Quarterly (2006), and a coauthored book, Learning to Unlearn:
Thinking De-colonially in Eurasia and Latin/o America (forthcoming).”

A dialogue that started around 2005 between the collective modernity/
coloniality/decoloniality and the project of the Caribbean Philosophical
Association was indeed crucial. It was crucial because here I was able to see
at work two decolonial projects grounded in distinct historical memories
and our present inscription in those memories, and both were foundational
in the history of the Americas and the Caribbean: the history of displaced
people of European descent (including the massive migration at the end of
the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries) and the history
of forced displacement of people of African descent. Particularly beneficial
and illuminating are the conversations that I have continued to have, since
2004, with Lewis Gordon and Nelson Maldonado-Torres (who participated
in both projects) and, more sporadically, with Paget Henry. During this
period, 1 also engaged in conversations with Jean Casimir, whose classic
book La culture de lopprimé (1982) has not achieved the recognition that
it deserves. His view on Haiti and the Caribbean are strikingly similar to
the views of the collective project modernity/coloniality/decoloniality. This
should not be surprising: Casimir’s intellectual and scholarly experience
coincided with those of Anibal Quijano and Enrique Dussel: colonialism
and dependency theory were common threads for all of them. But certainly
many of the most rewarding experiences I have had since 2004 have been
due to the intellectual generosity of Candido Mendes, who has invited me
to many of the international encounters of UNEsco/Académie de la La-
tinité, Through the encounters in the southeast Mediterranean (Alexandria,
Egypt; Ankara/Istambul, Turkey; Baku, Azerbaijan; Amman, Jordan, and
Rabat, Morocco) and in the Caribbean (Haiti), South America (Quito, Ec-
vader; Lima, Peru), and in North America after NAETA (Mérida, Yucatan),
I have had the opportunity to test many of the ideas discussed herein with
variegated audiences in ten different countries.”

I benefited from colleagues and friends with whom I share interests and
concerns beyond the specificities of the modernity/decoloniality project. At
Duke University, Margaret R. Greer, Maureen Quilligan (Romance studies
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and English, respectively), and I coedited Rereading the Black Legend: The
Discourse of Religious and Racial Difference in the Renaissance Empires
(2007). 1 also benefited greatly from the experience of co-teaching with Bill
Reddy (2004-05), whose main work focuses on eighteenth-century France,
two seminars (graduate and undergraduate} on “Translations and the Lim-
its of Globalization.” Since I link translation with border thinking and bor-
der epistemology, these two seminars were extremely helpful in clarifying
many ideas I unfold in this book. With Roberto Dainotto conversations
continue in many directions. One conversation especially relevant for my
argument involves the Southern Question, particularly in the way Dainotto
has framed it in the last chapter of his book Europe (In Theory) (2007). The
second conversation involves his passion for the work of Antonio Gramsci
and in the dialogue between Gramsciam Marxism and decolonial think-
ing—ideas that we explored in a graduate seminar, “The Right, the Left, and
the De-colonial,” we taught together in the fall of 2009, which coincided
with the last stage of preparation of this volume.

In the past five years I have benefited also from all the graduate students
who attended my seminars on “decolonial thinking”; from my collabo-
rative work with the Institute for Postcolonial and Transcultural Studies
(inpuTs) at the University of Bremen, particularly with Sabine Broeck and
Gisella Fabel; and in the past two years from my collaborative work with
NiNsee, in Amsterdam, and in particular with Kwame Nimako and Artwel
Campbell. Adriana Mufioz, a curator at the Museum of World Culture, in
Goteborg, gave me the opportunity to work with Kallawaya Walter Alvarez
Quispe, from Bolivia, and Carmen Beatriz Loza. Together, we authored a
report about “Nifio Korin,” a collection of Aymara medicinal knowing and
doing, acquired by Henry Wassen in the 1970s. The report examined the
museum politics of labeling and the confrontation between the collector’s
knowledge {Wissen) and the Kalawaya’s knowledge (Quispe). The experi-
ence went to the heart of the coloniality of being and knowledge, and to
the need of decolonial knowing to undo unilateral Western epistemology
in all spheres of life and institutions. I owe much to the late collaboration
with Ovidiu Tichindeleanu, editor of the Rumanian journal IDEA. Arts +
Society; he showed me what decoloniality means in a post-Soviet context.
In Vienna the contact and collaboration with Therese Kauffman, who col-
laborates with eipcp (european institute for progressive cultural policies)
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their time and their involvement with decoloniality. In this domain, I have
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and Knowledges Otherwise, “Decolonizing Digital Media/De-colonial Digi-
tal Media” :
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Coloniality
The Darker Side of Western Modernity

1 WAS INTRIGUED, many years ago (around 1991), when I saw on
the “news” stand in a bookstore the title of Stephen Toulmin’s latest
book: Cosmopolis: The Hidden Agenda of Modernity (1990). 1 went
to a coffee shop, across the street from Borders, in Ann Arbor,
and devoured the book, with a cup of coffee. What was the hid-
den agenda of modernity?—was the intriguing question. Shortly
after that I was in Bogotd and found a book just published: Los
conquistados: 1492 y la poblacién indigena de las Américas, edited
by Heraclio Bonilla (1992). The last chapter of that book caught my
attention. It was by Anibal Quijano, of whom I had heard, but with
whom { was not familiar. The essay, also later published in the jour-
nal Cultural Studies, was titled “Coloniality and Modernity/Ratio-
nality” I got the book and found another coffee shop nearby, where
I devoured the essay, the reading of which was a sort of epiphany.
At that time 1 was finishing the manuscript of The Darker Side of
the Renaissance (1995), but I did not incorporate Quijano’s essay.
‘There was much I had to think about, and my manuscript was al-
ready framed. As soon as I handed the manuscript to the press,
I concentrated on “coloniality” which became a central concept
in Local Histories/Global Designs: Coloniality, Subaltern Knowledge
and Border Thinking (2000). After the publication of this book, I
wrote a lengthy theoretical article, “Geopolitics of Knowledge and
the Colonial Difference;” which appeared in South Atlantic Quar-
terly (2002). For Toulmin, the hidden agenda of modernity was
the humanistic river running behind instrumental reason. For me,
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the hidden agenda (and darker side) of modernity was coloniality. What
follows is a recap of the work I have done since, in collaboration with mem-
bers of the collective modernity/coloniality.’

The Hidden Agenda

“Coloniality,” as 1 explained in the preface and hinted at in the previous
paragraph, was a concept introduced by the Peruvian sociologist Anibal
Quijano in the late 1980s and early 1990s, that I further developed in Lo-
cal Histories/Global Designs and other publications that followed. Colonial-
ity has been conceived and explored as the darker side of modernity since
then. Quijano gave a new meaning to the legacy of the term colonialism,
particularly as it was conceptualized during the Cold War in tandem with
the concept of “decolonization” (and the struggles for liberation in Africa
and Asia). Coloniality names the underlying logic of the foundation and
unfolding of Western civilization from the Renaissance to today of which
historical colonialisms have been a constitutive, although downplayed,
dimension. The concept as used herein, and by the collective modernity/
coloniality, is not intended to be a totalitarian concept, but rather one that
specifies a particular project: that of the idea of modernity and its constitu-
tive and darker side, coloniality, that emerged with the history of European
invasions of Abya Yala, Tawantinsuyu, and Anahuac; the formation of the
Americas and the Caribbean; and the massive trade of enslaved Africans.
“Coloniality” is already a decolonial concept, and decolonial projects can be
traced back to the sixteenth through the eighteenth centuries. And, last but
not least, “coloniality” (e.g., el patron colonial de poder, the colonial ma-
trix of power) is unapologetically the specific response to globalization and
global linear thinking that emerged within the histories and sensibilities of
South America and the Caribbean. 1t is one project that does not pretend
to become the project. Thus, it is one particular option among those that I
call here decolonial option(s). More straightforwardly: the argument that
follows takes as its core the colonial matrix of power, and as such, the argu-
ment is one among several decolonial options at work (see afterword).

The basic thesis—in the specific universe of discourse as just specified—is
the following: “modernity” is a complex narrative whose point of crigina-
tion was Europe; a narrative that builds Western civilization by celebrating
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its achievements while hiding at the same time its darker side, “coloniality”
Coloniality, in other words, is constitutive of modernity—there is no mo-
dernity without coloniality. Hence, today’s common expression “global mo-
dernities” implies “global colonialities” in the precise sense that the colonial
matrix of power is shared and disputed by many contenders: if there cannot
be modernity without coloniality, there cannot either be global modernities
without global colonialities. Consequently, decolonial thinking and doing
emerged and unfolded, from the sixteenth century on, as responses to the
oppressive and imperial bent of modern European ideals projected to and
enacted in, the non-European world. However, as it was pointed out in the
preface, the “awareness and the concept of decolonization,” as a third op-
tion to capitalism and communism, materialized in the Bandung and Non-
Aligned countries conferences. This is the scenario of the transformation
from a polycentric and noncapitalist world before 1500 to a monocentric
and capitalist world order from 1500 to 2000 (a topic I explore in chapters 1

and 2).

The Advent of a Four-Headed and Two-Legged Monster

I will start with two scenarios—one from the sixteenth century and the
other from the late twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-
first.

First, let’s imagine the world around 1500. It was, in brief, a polycentric
and noncapitalist world. There were several coexisting civilizations, some
with long histories, others being formed around that time. In China, the
Ming dynasty ruled from 1368 to 1644. China was a center of trade and a
civilization with a long history. Around 200 B.C., the Chinese Hudngdinate
(often wrongly called the “Chinese empire”) coexisted with the Roman em-
pire. By 1500, the former Roman Empire became the Holy Roman Empire
of the German Nations, which still coexisted with the Chinese Hudngdi-
nate ruled by the Ming dynasty. Out of the dismembering of the Islamic
caliphate (formed in the seventh century and ruled by the Umayyads in
the seventh and eighth centuries, and by the Abassids from the sixth to the
thirteenth centuries) in the fourteenth century, three sultanates emerged.
The Ottoman Sultanate, in Anatolia, with its center in Constantinople;
the Safavid sultanate, with its center in Baku, Azerbaijan; and the Mughal
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Sultanate, formed out of the ruins of the Delhi Sultanate that lasted from
1206 to 1526. The Mughals (whose first sultan was Babur, descendent of
Genghis Kan and Timur) extended from 1526 to 1707. By 1520, the Mos-
covites had expelled the Golden Horde and declared Moscow the “Third
Rome?” The history of the Russian tsarate began. In Africa, the Oyo King-
dom (around what is today Nigeria), formed by the Yoruba nation, was the
largest kingdom in West Africa encountered by European explorers. The
Benin and the Oyo Kingdoms were the two largest in Africa. The Benin
Kingdom lasted from 1440 to 18g7, and the Oyo from 1400 to 1gos. Last but
not least, the Incas in Tawantinsuyu and the Aztecs in Andhuac were both
sophisticated civilizations by the time of the Spaniards’ arrival. What hap-
pened, then, in the sixteenth century that would change the world order,
transforming it into the one we live in today? The advent of “modernity”
could be a simple and gencral answer, but . . . when, how, why, where?

In the second scenario, at the beginning of the twenty-first century, the
world is interconnected by a single type of economy (capitalism) and dis-
tinguished by a diversity of political theories and practices.? Dependency
theory should be reviewed in the light of these changes. But I will limit my-
self to distinguishing two overall orientations. On the one hand, globaliza-
tion of a type of economy known as capitalism (which by definition aimed
at globalization from its very inception) and the diversification of global
politics are taking place. On the other, we are witnessing the multiplication
and diversification of anti-neo-liberal globalization (e.g., anti-global capi-
talism) movements, projects, and manifestations.

With regard to the first orientation, China, India, Russia, Iran, Venezu-
ela, and the emerging South American Union have already made clear that
they are no longer willing to follow uni-directional orders coming from the
International Monetary Fund (1MF), the World Bank, or the White House.
Behind Iran is the history of Persia and the Safavid Sultanate; behind Irag,
the history of the Ottoman Sultanate. The past sixty years of Western entry
into China (Marxism and capitalism) has not replaced China’s history with
the history of Europe and the United States since 1500, nor has that oc-
curred with India. On the contrary, Western encroachment has reinforced
China’s aim for sovereignty. Post-national is a Western expression that con-
veys the dreams of and desire for the end of nation-state boundaries and
opens doors to free trade. But in the non-European world, post-national
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means the affirmation of an identity that preceded the birth of nationalism
in Europe and its dispersion around the world. Nationalism is one form of
identification confronting the homogenizing forces of globalization. Glob-
alization has two sides: that of the narrative of modernity and that of the
logic of coloniality. Those narratives engender different responses; some are
being described here as dewesternization and others as decoloniality. Post-
nationalism in the West means the end of nationalism, while in the non-
Eurcpean world it means the beginning of a new era in which the concept
of nationalism serves to reclaim identities as the basis of state sovereignty.
The imperial partition of Africa among Western countries between the
end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth (which
provoked the First World War) did not replace the past of Africa with the
past of Western Europe. And thus in South America: five hundred years
of colonial rules by peninsular officers and, since the carly 1900s, by cre-
ole and mestizo elites did not erase the energy, force, and memories of the
Indian past (compare with current issues in Bolivia, Ecuador, Colombia,
southern Mexico, and Guatemala); nor have the histories and memories of
communities of African descent in Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Venezuela,
and the insular Caribbean been erased.

With regard to the second orientation, I am witnessing many non-
official {rather than nongovernmental) transnational organizations not only
manifesting themselves “against” capitalism and globalization and ques-
tioning modernity, but also opening up global but noncapitalist horizons
and delinking from the idea that there is a single and primary modernity
surrounded by peripheral or alternative ones. While not necessarily reject-
ing modernity, these organizations are making clear that modernity goes
hand in hand with coloniality and, therefore, that modernity has to be as-
sumed in both its glories and its crimes. Let’s refer to this global domain as
“decolonial cosmopolitanism” (to which I return in chapter 7).}

What happened in between the two scenarios outlined above, between
the sixteenth century and the twenty-first? The historian Karen Arm-
strong—looking at the history of the West from the perspective of a his-
torian of Islam—has made two crucial points. Armstrong underscores the
singularity of Western achievements in relation to known history until the
sixteenth century, noting two salient spheres: economy and epistemology.
In the sphere of economy, Armstrong points out, “the new society of Europe
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and its American colonies had a different economic basis,” which consisted
in reinvesting the surplus in order to increase production. The first transfor-
mation, according to Armstrong, was thus the radical shift in the domain of
economy that allowed the West to “reproduce its resources indefinitely” and
is generally associated with colonialism.* The second transformation, epis-

temological, is generally associated with the European Renaissance. Epis- |

temological here shall be extended to encompass both science/knowledge
and arts/meaning. Armstrong locates the transformation in the domain of
knowledge in the sixteenth century, when Europeans “achieved a scien-
tific revolution that gave them greater control over the environment than
anybody had achieved before™ No doubt, Armstrong is right in highlight-
ing the relevance of a new type of economy (capitalism) and the scientific
revolution. They both fit and correspond to the celebratory rhetoric of mo-
dernity—that is, the rhetoric of salvation and newness, based on European
achievements during the Renaissance.

There is, however, a hidden dimension of events that were taking place at
the same time, both in the sphere of economy and in the sphere of knowl-
edge: the dispensability (or expendability) of human life and of life in gen-
eral from the Industrial Revolution into the twenty-first century. The Afro-
Trinidadian, politician, and intellectual Eric Williams succinctly described
this situation by noting that “one of the most important consequences of
the Glorious Revolution of 1688 . . , was the impetus it gave to the prin-
ciple of free trade. . . . Only in one particular did the freedom accorded in
the slave trade differ from the freedom accorded in other trades—the com-
modity involved was man™ Thus, hidden behind the rhetoric of modernity,
economic practices dispensed with human lives, and knowledge justified
racism and the inferiority of human lives that were naturally considered
dispensable.

In between the two scenarios described above, the idea of “modernity”
came into the picture. It appeared first as a double colonization, of time
and of space. I am also arguing that the colonization of space and time are
the two pillars of Western civilization, and so 1 discuss these two crucial
concepts in chapters 4 and 5. Colonization of time was created by the Re-
naissance invention of the Middle Ages, the colonization of space by the
colonization and conguest of the New World.” However, modernity came
along with coloniality: America was not an existing entity to be discov-
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ered. It was invented, mapped, appropriated, and exploited under the ban-
ner of the Christian mission. During the time span 1500 to 2000 three
cumulative (and not successive) faces of modernity are discernible: the
Iberian and Cathalic face, led by Spain and Portugal (1500-1750, approxi-
mately); the “heart of Europe” (Hegel) face, led by England, France, and
Germany (1750-1945); and the U.S. American face, led by the United States
(1945-2000). Since then, a new global order has begun to unfold: a polycen-
tric world interconnected by the same type of economy.

Another version of what happened between 1500 and 2000 is that the
great transformation of the sixteenth century—in the Atlantic that con-
nected European initiatives, enslaved Africans, dismantled civilizations
(Tawantinsuyu and Anihuac, and the already-in-decay Maya), and en-
compassed the genocide in Ayiti (which Columbus baptized Hispaniola in
1492)—was the emergence of a structure of control and management of au-
thority, economy, subjectivity, gender and sexual norms and relations that
were driven by Western (Atlantic) Europeans (Iberian Peninsula, Holland,
France, and England) both in their internal conflicts and in their exploita-
tion of labor and expropriation of land.® Ottobah Cugoano vividly depicted
this scenario, in the late eighteenth century, when he described the impe-
rial organization of the slave trade inscribed in the emergence of the trian-

gular Atlantic economy.

That traffic of kidnapping and stealing men was begun by the Portuguese on
the coasts of Africa, and as they found the benefit of it for their own wicked
purposes, they soon went on to commit greater depredations. The Spaniards
followed their infamous example, and the African slave-trade was thought
most advantageous for them, to enable themselves to live in ease and afflu-
ence by the cruel subjection and slavery of others. The French and English,
and some other nations in Europe, as they founded settlements and colonies
in West Indies, or in America, went on in the same manner, and joined hand
in hand with the Portuguese and Spaniards, to rob and pillage Africa, as well
as to waste and desolate the inhabitants of the Western continent.”

The narrative stages a dramatic scenario behind which an enduring
structure of management and control was being put in place as these kinds
of events unfolded in the sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries. Control
and management means here that the actors and institutions engineering
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the game were establishing its rules on which the struggles for decision-
making would unfold. Africans and Indians did not participate in the pro-
cess. Global designs and their implementation were an affair of European
Atlantic nations (those mentioned by Ottobah Cugoano). In the process, in-
ternal conflicts of interest emerged among Spain, Portugal, Holland, France,
and England in connection with their vested interest in the African slave
trade and Indians’ land and labor. Thus, in the process the rules of the impe-
rial internal differences (among European imperial states) were established
(e.g., the invectives launched by Elizabeth I against the brutality of the
Spaniards in the New World that became known as “the Black Legend”).”
These were the conditions that prompted the emergence of a colonial ma-
trix of power.

The Formation and Transformations
of “Patrén colonial de poder”

In its original formulation by Quijano, the “patrén colonial de poder” (co-
lonial matrix of power) was described as four interrelated domains: control
of the economy, of authority, of gender and sexuality, and of knowledge
and subjectivity (see fig. 1). The events unfolded in two parallel directions.
One was the struggle among European imperial states, and the other was
between these states and their enslaved and exploited African and Indian
colonial subjects.

What supports the four “heads” or interrelated spheres of management
and control (the world order) are the two “legs,” that is, the racial and patri-
archal foundation of knowledge (the enunciation in which the world order
is legitimized}. I explain below—and often return to the idea in subsequent
chapters—that the historical foundation of the colonial matrix {and hence
of Western civilization) was theological: it was Christian theology that lo-
cated the distinction between Christians, Moors, and Jews in the “blood”
Although the quarrel between the three religions of the book has a long his-
tory, it has been reconfigured since 1492, when Christians managed to expel
Moors and Jews from the peninsula and enforced conversion on those who
wanted to stay. Simultaneously, the racial configuration between Spanish,
Indian, and African began to take shape in the New World. By the eigh-
teenth century, “blood” as a marker of race/racism was transferred to skin.
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1 Schematic visualization of the colonial matrix of power.

And theology was displaced by secular philosophy and sciences. The Lin-
naean system of classification helped the cause. Secular racism came to be
based on the ego-politics of knowledge; but it so happened that the agents
and institutions that embodied secular ego-politics of knowledge were, like
those who embodied theo-politics of knowledge, mostly white European
males. So, the struggle between theologism (I need this neologism here) and
secularism was a family feud. Proponents of both were Christian, white, and
male, and assumed heterosexual relations as the norm—consequently they
also classified gender distinctions and sexual normativity.

In both cases, geo- and body-politics (understood as the biographic con-
figuration of gender, religion, class, ethnicity, and language) of knowledge-
configuration and epistemic desires were hidden, and the accent placed on
the mind in relation to God and in relation to Reason. Thus was the enun-
ciation of Western epistemology configured, and thus was the structure of
the enunciation holding together the colonial matrix. Consequently, deco-
lonial thinking and doing focus on the enunciation, engaging in epistemic
disobedience and delinking from the colonial matrix in order to open up
decolonial options—a vision of life and society that requires decolonial
subjects, decolonial knowledges, and decolonial institutions.
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Decolonial thinking and options (i.e., thinking decolonially) are nothing
more than a relentless analytic effort to understand, in order to overcome,
the logic of coloniality underneath the rhetoric of modernity, the structure
of management and control that emerged out of the transformation of the
economy in the Atlantic, and the jump in knowledge that took place both
in the internal history of Europe and in between Europe and its colonies, as
we will see below. Needless to say, it is not this book, nor any other or many
of them, on decoloniality that will make the difference, if we (intellectuals,
scholars, journalists) do not follow the lead of the emerging global political
society (referred to as “social movements”), Take, for instance, the question
of “nature” (which could also be flagged as the fifth domain of the colonial
matrix, rather than consider it as part of the economic domain). During
the past ten years, the question of nature has been debated in the collec-
tive modernity/coloniality. Shall we consider nature as a fifth sphere or, as
Quijano suggested, as part of the economic sphere? It so happened that
the contemplation of Pachamama (for Western minds “nature”) in the new
constitutions of Bolivia and Ecuador was incorporated not due to green
movements, to the theology of liberation, or to Marxist anti-capitalism, but
because of the simple fact and thinking of indigenous communities, lead-
ers, and indigenous intellectuals. Now, this is part of the struggle for the
control of the colonial matrix of power based on the concept of “nature” or,
on the contrary, delinking from it by arguing decolonially on the basis of
the concept of “Pachamama.” There is no entity out there that is “better” un-
derstood as one or the other. There are different epistemic and political con-
ceptualizations in the struggle for global futures. Thus the question is not so
much where do we “file” nature as what are the issues that emerge from the
analytic of the coloniality of nature (that is, its control and management)
and in decolonial thinking and doing on environmental issues. There are
joint efforts to contemplate, in the sense that scholarly decolonial thinkers
contribute through our limited experiences and areas of knowledge to de-
colonial thinkers in the field, that is, in the political society and in the state,
as the cases of Bolivia and, in a certain sense, of Ecuador illustrate.

We, scholars and decolonial thinkers, can contribute not by telling in-
digenous scholars, intellectuals, and leaders what the problem is, since they
know it better than we do (and better than Al Gore does, for that matter),
but by acting in the hegemonic domain of scholarship, wherein the idea
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of nature as something outside human beings has been consolidated and
persists. Decolonizing knowledge consists precisely in this type of 1jesearc.h.
The next step would be to build decalonial options on the ruins of imperial
knowledge. Two examples come to mind. '
First, when in 1590 the Jesuit Father José de Acosta published Historia
natural y moral de las Indias, “nature” was, in Christian European cos-
mology, something to know; understanding nature was tantamount to
understanding its creator, God. But the Aymaras and Quechuas had no
such metaphysics; consequently, there was no concept comparable to the
Western concept of “nature” Instead they relied on “Pachamama,” a con-
cept that Western Christians did not have. Pachamama was how Quf:chuan
and Aymaran amauta and yatiris—amautas and yatiris were the silenced
intellectual equivalents of theologian (Acostay}—understood the human re-
lationship with life, with that energy that engenders and maintains lilfe,' to-
day translated as mother earth. The phenomenon that Western Christians
described as “nature” existed in contradistinction to “culture”; furthermore,
it was conceived as something outside the human subject. For Aymaras and
Quechuas, more-than-human phenomena (as well as human beings) were
conceived as Pachamama; and, in this conception, there was not, and there
is not today, a distinction between “nature” and “culture Aymaras and
Quechuas saw themselves in it, not separated from it. As such, culture was
nature and nature was (and is) culture. Thus the initial moment of the co-
lonial revolution was to implant the Western concept of nature and to rule
out the Aymara and Quechua concept of Pachamama." This was basically
how colonialism was introduced into the domain of knowledge and sub-
jectivity. Twenty years after Acosta, Sir Francis Bacon published his Novum
Organum (1620), in which he proposed a reorganization of knowledge a.nd
clearly stated that “nature” was “there” to be dominated by Man. During
this period, before the Industrial Revolution, Western Christians asserted
their control over knowledge about nature by disqualifying all coexisting
and equally valid concepts of knowledge and by ignoring concepts that
contradicted their own understanding of nature. At the same time, they
engaged in an economy of brutal resource extraction (gold and silver and
other metals) for a new type of global market. They also undertook a mac-
roeconomy of plantation, harvest, and regeneration {sugar, tobacco, cotton,
etc.) and did so without transgenic incentives, which engrossed the banks
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of Manchester, Liverpool, and London such that taking loans from Genoa
bankers (as was the norm in Spain in the first half of the sixteenth century)
was unnecessary.

Second, once “nature” became an established concept, the relation of
man to nature displaced the European medieval concept of labor as well
as all other ideas and uses of labor in Tawantinsuyu (to which Guaman
Poma de Ayala devoted the last forty or so drawings of his Nueva corénica
y buen gobierno [1616]). Working to live (or living labor, in Marx’s concep-
tualization) began to mutate into enslaved and then waged labor. Similar
cases can be found (beyond the history of Europe and its colonies) in the
Islamic world and in China. All these cases worldwide had two features in
common: labor was necessary to live and was not engulfed in the colonial
matrix of power that transformed living labor into slavery and waged labor
(enslaved and waged labor became naturalized in the process of creating an
economy of accurnulation that is today recognized as capitalist economic
mentality). Before this, living was the necessary precondition to work, This
transformation resulted in extensive enslaved trade that transformed hu-
man life into a commodity—for the owner of the plantation, of the mine,
and, later on, of the industry.

The next step was the Industrial Revolution: the meaning of “nature” in
Acosta and Bacon changed, coming to refer to “natural resources,” the food
necessary to nourish the machines of the Industrial Revolution that pro-
duced other machines (railroad and automobile) that required more food,
charcoal, and oil. “Environmental catastrophe” started at this moment.
While regeneration of life before the Industrial Revolutijon still sustained a
friendly relation between the Western man of culture and the integration of
labor and nature on which he built his culture, the distance grew after the
Industrial Revolution and all other civilizations were relegated, in the eyes
of Western men, increasingly to the past. “Nature”—broadly conceived—
mutated into “natural resources”; while “nature”—as a concrete noun that
names the physical non-human world—became in the New World the basis
for the cultivation of sugar, tobacco, cotton, and so forth. In other words,
the concept mutated into one referring to the source of natural resources
(charcoal, oil, gas) that fueled the machines of the Industrial Revolution;
that is, “nature” became a repository of objectified, neutralized, and largely
inert materiality that existed for the fulfillment of the economic goals of
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the “masters” of the materials. The legacy of this transformation lives today,
in our assumption that “nature” is the provider of “natural resources” for
daily survival: water as a bottled commodity. The mutation of nature into
natural resources in the West was a sign of progress and modernization and
at the same time a sign that other civilizations stagnated and were falling
behind the West. Such images were pure and simple narrative construc-
tions; that is, they were assumed to be realities represented in the domain
of knowledge, and knowledge was the basic and powerful tool used both to
control authority and to be transferred as a commodity. Knowledge in the
colonial matrix of power was a double-edged sword: on the one hand, it was
the mediation to the ontology of the world as well as a way of being in the
world (subjectivity). On the other hand, as far as knowledge was conceived
imperially as true knowledge, it became a commodity to be exported to
those whose knowledge was deviant or non-modern according to Christian
theology and, later on, secular philosophy and sciences. This combination
was successful enough, in terms of the amassing of wealth and power, that
by the end of the nineteenth century China and India had to confront the
fact that Western men and institutions saw them as (i.e., built knowledge
in such a way that they came to be regarded as) lagging behind historically;
and history, for the West, was equal to modernity. Consequently, Western
knowledge became a commodity of exportation for the modernization of
the non-Western world.

Coloniality wrapped up “nature” and “natural resources” in a complex
system of Western cosmology, structured theologically and secularly; it also
manufactured an epistemological system that legitimized its uses of “nature”
to generate massive quantities of “produce;” first, and massive quantities of
“natural resources” after the Industrial Revolution. The first was still the
period of regeneration; with the second we entered the period of recycling.
The industrial and the technological revolution also made possible the in-
dustrialization of “produce” and the mercantilization of food and life.

It is already possible, through the research conducted recently, to trace
the stages and transformations of the colonial matrix over the past five hun-
dred years, in each of its spheres and in mutual relations of interdepen-
dence. I will offer you more examples that I have developed elsewhere.”

First, the logic of coloniality (that is, the logic that held together the dif-
ferent spheres of the matrix) went through successive and cumulative stages
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presented positively in the rhetoric of modernity: specifically, in the terms
salvation, progress, development, modernization, and democracy. The ini-
tial stage deployed the rhetoric of modernity as salvation. Salvation was
focused on saving the souls through conversion to Christianity. The second
stage involved the control of the souls of the non-European through the
civilizing mission outside Europe and management of bodies in emerging
nation-states through the set of techniques that Foucault analyzed as bio-
politics. Thus, coloniality was (and still is) the missing complementary half
of bio-politics. This transformation of the rhetoric of salvation and the logic
of control became prevalent during the pericd of the secular nation-state.
Theo-politics mutated into ego-politics. The third stage—a stage that con-
tinues today—began the moment the corporations and the market became
dominant; biotechnology displaced eugenics; and advertising bombarding
TV, on the streets, on newspapers, and the internet, displaced the radio.
Consequently, the healthy European citizen and the healthy minority in
the colonies, who were managed and controlled through eugenics in the
nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth, have now been con-

verted into “consumer entrepreneurs” of their own health by the uses of
bio-technology complicit with pharmacology. The well-known insistence
of former president George W. Bush to privatize health insurance and to
make each citizen a private entrepreneur and a consumer of pharmaceuti-
cal and biotechnological “advancement” has been very well documented,
in facts and arguments, by Nikolas Rose’s description of the politics of life
itself* One consequence of the corporate stage in controlling bodies and
converting citizens into health-consumers (that is, the politics of life itself,
rather than bio-politics) is that it has engendered the “medical mafia” The
stage of the politics of life itself in developed countries is indeed quite dif-

ferent. Here modernity cannot be separated from development, as we saw
in the epigraph by Wang Hui. Rose, sometimes apologetically and some-

times in bad faith, recognizes that the politics of life itself is basically imple-

mented in developed countries; that is, it is marketed to the minority of
Western Europe and U.S. elite middle-class consumers. For the rest of the

world (with the exception of each country’s elite in the circle of westerniza-

tion), the mutation has been from civilization to development: salvation by

conversion to Christianity or assenting to Western civilization as it mutated

into economic development, which was a conversion to Western economic

principles, such as those of the Washington Consensus.

Coloniality

Second, in the sphere of epistemology, coloniality had its foundation in
theology, that is, in the theo-politics of knowledge. Secularism displaced
God as the guarantor of knowledge, placing Man and Reason in Godss stead,
and centralized the Ego. Ego-politics (the overarching cosmology on which
bio-politics was founded) then displaced theo-politics (whose concern was
the control of the soul, not of the body), but, in the Jast analysis, both joined
forces to maintain the epistemic and political control of the colonial matrix.
Carl Schmitt saw it clearly: political theology, said Schmitt, is not a meta-
physical issue, but rather a well-grounded structure based on categories
of knowledge, vision, and institutional configuration.” The technological
revolution together with the corporate values that were prioritized in West-
ern Europe and the United States (I leave Japan in suspension for the time
being) made management itself the prime center of social life and knowl-
edge. Corporate values require efficiency—the more you produce, the larger
the gains, the happier you are supposed to be. And technology has trained
its own experts who are paid to “improve” technological management of ev-
erything. In the case of nurturing and education, the technological revolu-
tion is creating a new type of subject whose “knowledge” consists in spend-
ing time to package “knowledge” according to the technological options on
the menu. “Technological thinking” takes the place of thinking in general
and of disciplines like philosophy and the philosophical aspect of all know!-
edge, reducing them to a technological packaging of options. Nevertheless,
this is happening to only a small percentage of the global population: the
population that has the “privilege and the benefit” of economic and energy
resources that enable them to “enjoy” technology. There is perhaps 8o per-
cent or so of the world population for whom technology is not available,
and the question for the future would be whether they would have access
to technological menus. Will there always be at least an 8o percent rate of
exclusion? Or will the 80 percent become aware that they form the majority
of the population of the planet and perhaps build a world in which technol-
ogy will be at the service of humanity, instead of men and women being at
the service of technology. These will be the first moments of the decclonial
education.’s In the meantime rewesternjzation (see chapter 1) means that
human beings will continue to be at the service of technology and therefore
the reproduction of the colonial matrix of power (cmp) will continue.”
I have provided two hindsights on the logic of coloniality, a scheme of its
structure, and a few examples of its historical foundation and transformation
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through five hundred years of the birth and histories of Western civiliza-
tion and its imperial expansion. Needless to say, I am stating that the colo-
nial matrix of power is the very foundational structure of Western civiliza-
tion. Let me now give some more specific details of the levels at which the
logic of colontality operates. It is possible to identify a number of specific
historico-structural nodes in which we can see the hierarchical structure of
each node. Quijano’s concept of heterogenous historico-structural nodes
will be understood as a state wherein any pair of items is likely to be related
in two or more differing ways. In a pedagogical formula it could be said
that historico-structural nodes are heterarchical, but to say so we have to
decolonize the concept of heterarchy (which is defined in universal terms)
and understand heterarchies crossed by the colonial and imperial differ-
ences. Once we do that, decolonized heterarchy mutates into heterogenous
historico-structural nodes, crossed by colonial and imperial differences.'
We have thus changed epistemic terrain to further describe the colonial
matrix as a logical structure that underlines the totality of Western civi-
lization; it is a managerial logic that by now has gone beyond the actors
who have created and managed it—and, in a sense, it is the colonial matrix
that has managed the actors and all of us. We are all in the matrix, each
node is interconnected with all the rest, and the matrix cannot be observed
and described by an observed located outside the matrix that cannot be
observed—that observer will be either the God of Christian theology or the
Subject of secular Reason.

Coming back to the heterogenous historic-structural nodes by which I
have displaced heterarchy and changing epistemic terrain: I will first enu-
merate such nodes and then follow up with a few examples to illustrate their
inter-relations. The order in which I will present them can be modified,
for some will argue that economy and class relations are the foundation of
hierarchies in societies, and others will argue that it is racial classification
and the particular subjectivity and control of knowledge that makes pos-
sible such hierarchy through colonial and imperial differences. The colonial
matrix (which manifests itself in the rhetoric of modernity that hides the
logic of coloniality), remember, is tantamount to Western civilization as
built in the past five hundred years, originating in the Atlantic, then ex-
panding and encroaching on other civilizations justified by the colonial and
imperial differences. Thus, the colonial matrix is built and operates on a
series of interconnected heterogenous historico-structural nodes, bounded
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by the “/” that divides and unites modernity/coloniality, imperial laws/co-
lonial rules, center/peripheries, that are the consequences of global linear
thinking in the foundation of the modern/colonial world (see chapter 2). Its
legitimacy is anchored in the principles of diverse knowledges as well as in
the apparatus of enunciation, which consists of categories of thought, social
actors, and institutions held together through the continuity of education.
Decolonial thinking and doing starts from the analytic of the levels and
spheres in which it can be effective in the process of decolonization and
liberation from the colonial matrix.
cMp then operates in a series of interconnected heterogenous historico-
structural nodes crossed by colonial and imperial differences and by the
underlying logic that secures those connections: the logic of coloniality,
which [ hope will become more visible in the remaining pages of this book.
Historico-structural nodes mean that no one is independent of any other,
as any node is likely to be related in two or more differing ways. The ana-
Iytic of coloniality (decolonial thinking) consists in the relentless work of
unveiling how the matrix works. And the decolonial option is the relent-
less project of getting us all out of the mirage of modernity and the trap of
coloniality. They all connect through the logic that generates, reproduces,
modifies, and maintains interconnected hierarchies. For that reason, I start
with the racial historico-structural node in which the colonial and imperial
differences have been anchored. Colonial and imperial differences have also
shaped patriarchal relations since gender and sexual hierarchical relations
very much depend, in the modern/colonial world, on racial classification.
A white woman in the colonies, for example, is in a position to dominate a
man of color. And a woman of color, in the colonies, would most likely join
her ethnically exploited male companion rather than join the white woman
who exploits and dominates him. Let’s then enumerate some historico-
structural nodes, keeping in mind that each node is not a universal instance
but that each of them are constantly being articulated through the colonial

and imperial difference.”

1 A global racial formation whose point of origination was Christian Spain
in its double and simultaneous classification: the Moors and the Jews in
Europe and the Indians and Africans across the Atlantic.?°

2 A particular global class formation where a diversity of forms of labor (slav-
ery, semi-serfdom, wage labor, petty-commodity production, etc.) were to
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coexist and be organized by capital as a source of production of surplus
value through the selling of commodities for a profit in the world market.
This particular global structure originated in the sixteenth century.

An international division of labor of core and periphery where capital or-
ganized labor at the periphery around coerced and authoritarian forms.”
International division of labor was supported by the ordination of interna-
tional law (de Vitoria, Grotius) in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.??
An inter-state system of politico-military organizations controlled by
Euro-American males and institutionalized in colonial administrations
(comparable to NATO). 2

A global racial/ethnic hierarchy that privileged European people over non-
European people. While politico-military organizations were known in
Europe and other parts of the world, in the sixteenth century politico-
military organizations became entrenched with international law.”

A global gender/sex hierarchy that privileged males over females and Eu-
ropean patriarchy over other forms of gender configuration and sexual
relations.* A system that imposed the concept of “woman” to reorganize
gender/sexual relations in the European colonies, effectively introducing
regulations for “normal” relations among the sexes and the hierarchical
distinctions between “man” and “woman."?

Consequently, the colonial system invented alse the categories “homosex-
ual” and “heterosexual” (e.g., Las Casas’s {in]famous expression “el pecado
nefando”), just as it invented the category “man” and “woman.” This inven-
tion makes “homophobia” irrelevant for describing Maya, Aztec, or Inca
civilizations, since in these civilizations gender/sexual organizations were
cast in different categories, which Spaniards (and Europeans, in general,
whether Christian or secular) were either unable to see or unwilling to
accept. There was no homophobia, as indigenous people did not think in
these types of categories.”®

A spiritual/religious hierarchy that privileged Christian over non-
Christian/non-Western spiritualities was institutionalized in the globaliza-
tion of the Christian (Catholic and later Protestant) Church; by the same
token, coloniality of knowledge translated other ethical and spiritual prac-
tices around the world as “religion,” an invention that was also accepted
by “natives” (Hinduism was invented as religion only in the eighteenth
century),?

Coloniality

9 An aesthetic hierarchy (art, literature, theater, opera) that through respec-
tive institutions {(museums, school of beaux arts, opera houses, glossy paper
magazines with splendid reproductions of paintings) manages the senses
and shapes sensibilities by establishing norms of the beautiful and the
sublime, of what art is and what it is not, what shall be included and what
shall be excluded, what shall be awarded and what shall be ignored.*

10 An epistemic hierarchy that privileged Western knowledge and cosmology
over non-Western knowledge and cosmologies was institutionalized in the
global university system, publishing houses, and Encyclopedia Britannica,
on paper and online.”

11 A linguistic hierarchy between European languages and non-European
languages privileged communication and knowledge/theoretical produc-
tion in the former and subalternized the latter as sole producers of folklore
or culture, but not of knowledge/theory.”

12 A particular conception of the “modern subject,’ an idea of Man, intro-
duced in the European Renaissance, became the model for the Human and
for Humanity, and the point of reference for racial classification and global

racism.®

Let’s take the example of language, knowledge, racism, authority, and
economy creating heterogenous historico-structural nodes that transform
themselves and yet remain, maintaining the logic of coloniality: the context
and the content changes, but the logic remains (see afterword). T have argued
this point several times in the past. Following up on Quijanoss statement
that Eurocentrism is a question not of geography but of epistemology, I
have backed up this dictum with the observation that Western knowledge
is founded in two classic languages (Greek and Latin) and unfolded in the
six modern/colonial and imperial European languages: Italian, Spanish,
and Portuguese (the vernacular languages of the Renaissance and early
foundation of modernity/coloniality) and French, German, and English
(the three vernacular languages that have dominated from the Enlighten-
ment to this day).* Eurocentrism (as imperial knowledge whose point of
origination was Europe) could be found and reproduced in the colonies
and ex-colonies, as well as in locales that have not been directly colonized
(routes of dispersion). Eurocentrism is, for example, easily found in Co-
lombia, Chile, or Argenting, in China or in india, which deesnt i the
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these places are, in their entirety, Eurocentric. Certainly not. One will not
say that Bolivia is in totality Eurocentric. However, it couldn’t be denied
that traces of Eurocentrism are alive and well in Bolivia, in both the Right
and the Left, politically and epistemicaily. The same considerations could
be made with respect to China. It will be difficult to convince any one that
China is a Eurocentered country, although no one will dispute that the
traces of Eurocentrism are still alive and well in China. The linguistic hi-
erarchy in which Eurocentrism has been founded—which leaves out of the
game Arabic, Hindi, Russian, Urdu, Aymara, Quechua, Bambara, Hebrew,
and so on—controls knowledge not only through the dominance of the lan-
guages themselves, but through the categories on which thought is based.
Therefore, border epistemology emerges from the extericrity (not the out-
side, but the outside invented in the process of creating the identity of the
inside, that is Christian Europe) of the modern/colonial world, from bodies
squeezed between imperial languages and those languages and categories
of thought negated by and expelled from the house of imperial knowledge.
If we explore how aesthetics have been conceived and defended and art
practiced in the eighteenth century, we will see that the hierarchy of lan-
guages goes hand in hand with the hierarchy of knowledge and of art and
literature. However, and since the Renaissance, literature and painting held
hands in the concept of “representation” and in the belief in the direct con-
nection between “words and things,” as Foucault explained. Consequently,
literature and painting set the rules by which to judge and evaluate written
expressions and visual figurations not only in Europe, but, above all, in the
non-European world. While arts and literatures were already flourishing in
Italy in the fifteenth century, this flourishing was connected to the economic
well being of Italy, which was based on three financial and commercial cit-
ies: Florence, Venice, and Genoa. That foundation was crucial in the six-
teenth century, when European men and institutions began to populate the
Americas, founding universities and establishing a system of knowledge,
training Indians to paint churches and to legitimize artistic principles and
practices that were connected with the symbolic in the control of authority
and with the economic in the mutual complicity between economic wealth
and the splendors of the arts. From the seventeenth century, European col-
onies provided the raw material for the foundation of museums of curiosi-
ties (Kunstkamera), which later on divided pieces from the non-European

P,

Coloniality

world (museums of natural history, of anthropology) from museums of art
(primarily European, from the Renaissance on).

The Argument to Come

Chapter 1 lays out the groundwork, outlining five wide trajectories that
will shape global futures for many decades to come, perhaps the entire
twenty-first century. I describe these five projects as rewesternization, the
reorientation of the Left, dewesternization, decoloniality or the decolonial
option, and spirituality or the spiritual option. I am not looking for a win-
ner. These trajectories and options coexist and will coexist in conflictive
and/or diplomatic relations, some will be compatible with others and others
will be incompatible. I am just saying that there is not and cannot be a win-
ner anymore. “Terrorism” and “Wikileaks” are two examples of the point of
no return, and the point of no return is that there is no longer a place in
this world for one and only one trajectory to reign over the others. Impe-
rium has run its course and global futures are being built in which many
trajectories and options will be available; however, there will be no place of
one option to pretend to be the option. The decolonial option is not aiming
to be the one. It is just an option that, beyond asserting itself as such, makes
clear that all the rest are also options, and, not simply the irrevocable truth
of history that has to be imposed by force and fire. That is simply the politi-

cal treatise, in one sentence, written by the EzLN: a world in which many

worlds will coexist. Chapters 2 and 3 move toward decolonial thinking,
the historical foundation of decoloniality, and the decolonial option. Both
chapters 2 and 3 explore in depth geopolitics and body-politics of knowl-
edge confronting (e.g., looking into the eyes of) theo- and ego-politics of
knowledge (that is, modern/imperial knowledge). Chapters 4 and 5 offer
decolonial readings of two basic concepts in the rhetoric of modernity and
the logic of coloniality: space and time. Colonization of time and space are
foundational for the rhetoric of modernity: the Renaissance colonized time
by inventing the Middle Ages and Antiquity, thus placing itself at the un-
avoidable present of history and setting the stage for Europe becoming the
center of space. Hegel concluded this narrative by having a main character,
the Spirit traveling from the East and landing in the presents of Germany
and Europe, the center of the world. The rhetoric of modernity displaces
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previous similar conceptions of space and time, the many “firsts” nomos of
the earth: Beijing was the middle kingdom, as were Jerusalem and, later on,
Mecca and Medina for Islam; Cuzco for the Incas; and Tenochtitlan for the
Aztecs. Chapter 4 delves into coloniality and colonization of time—that is,
Western time. If the Renaissance invented the Middle Ages and Antiquity,
installing the logic of coloniality by colonizing its own past (and stored it as
its own tradition), the Enlightenment (and the growing dominance of the
British) invented Greenwich, remapping the logic of coloniality and colo-
nizing space, with Greenwich as the zero point of global time. Chapter 5
follows up by examining the coloniality (the logic) and colonization (the
enactment) of space in Immanuel Kant’s Geography. 1t also follows up on
chapters s and 6 in The Darker Side of the Renaissance, in which I previ-
ously examined the colonization of space. At the time Kant was delivering
his lessons in geography (in the second half of the eighteenth century), the
feeling that Hegel developed a few decades later was already in place: Ger-
many was for both Hegel and Kant the equivalent of what Cuzco was in
the organization of Tawantinsuyu or Beijing as the Middle Kingdom of the
China Dynastic organization. Germany was, in other words, the Cuzco and
Beijing of Europe. Kant and Hegel placed themselves and are well installed
in the secularization of the epistemology of the zero point (see chapters 2
and 3 herein): the observers observing the valley from the top of the moun-
tain. Shall I call this panopticon? Not necessarily: decolonially I am talk-
ing about the hubris of the zero point. 1 am talking about different histo-
ries, conditions, sensibilities, and epistemologies, since I do not believe in
the universality of concepts that have been useful to account for a local
history, even if that local history is the history of the point of origination
of the idea of modernity and of the imperial routes of dispersion. Once
again, geopolitics and body-politics of knowledge coexist with ego-politics,
in which language and experience—the panopticon—was brought into
the picture. Chapters 6 and 7 continue the decolonial argument that was
introduced in chapters 2 and 3, and advanced in chapters 4 and 5. Chap-
ter 6, on the Zapatista's theoretical revolution, highlights the unity of doing
through thinking and thinking through doing, replacing and displacing the
distinction between theory and practice. There are many issues that have
unfolded since the initial Zapatista uprising, within the movement itself,
within Mexico (e.g., laz otra campaiia, the creation of Caracoles, the Festival
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de la Digna Rabia, etc.), and outside the borders of Mexico (the government
of Evo Morales, the indigenous movements in Ecuador).”> My argument is
not historical or sociological, but theoretical. Chapter 6 prepares the ter-
rain for chapter 7 on cosmopolitanism and the decolonial option. The point
is that while Kant's cosmopolitanism was conceived centrifugally (e.g., a
cosmopolitan world designed and lead by and from Europe), the future
demands decolonial cosmopolitanism, rather than imperial cosmopolitan-
ism, for who will indeed take to the field and map, from the top of the hill,
a new and good cosmopolitan order? Decolonial cosmopolitanism should
be thought of as cosmopolitan localism, an oxymoron for sure, but an oxy-
moron that breaks away, delinks, from the imperial bend of Kantian cos-
mopolitan legacies. Cosmopolitan localism names the connector for global
and pluriversal projects, where all existing nation-states and future organi-
zations that will replace, displace, or redo current forms of nation-states, as
well as the emerging political society will participate (by whatever form of
organization) to a truly cosmopolitan world. This global project, without
a single leader, without the G7, G8, or G20, would be—contrary to Kant—
pluriversal rather than universal.

The afterword is both a conclusion and an opening up to the decolonial
option and to planetary communal orders. Planetary communal “orders”
are based on pluriversality as a universal project, as argued in the chap-
ters 6 and 7, rather than on a “communal global order” (a commonwealth or
a universal commons) that would be monocentric, universal, and endorse
the imperiality of objectivity and truth without parenthesis. This premise is
crucial to understanding my argument, for if you read my argument with
the expectations created by modernity (from the Left and from the Right)—
that a global order is necessary and that global order is equated with one
project, then you will miss the main point and get derailed in your interpre-
tation. The global order I am advocating is pluriversal, not universal. And
that means to take pluriversality as a universal project to which all con-
tending options would have to accept. And accepting it only requires us
to put ourselves, as persons, states, institutions, in the place, as Ottobah
Cugoano stated, no human being has the right to dominate and be imposed
over other human being. It is that simple and it is so difficult. To move in
that direction we need to chenge the terms of the converszii:. Changing

the terms, and nct ©. 27 *he onteni o7 ths conversation mee s ihink and
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act decolonially. Much has to be done, but the growing global political so-
ciety indicates that decolonial options will increase exponentially and by so
doing will contribute to remapping the end of the road to which Western
civilization and the colonial matrix of power has led us.*® Once again, the
goal of decolonial options is not to take over, but to make clear, by thinking
and doing, that global futures can no longer be thought of as one global
future in which only one option is available; after all, when only one option
is available, “option” entirely loses its meaning.

Part One




CHAPTER ONE

The Roads to the Future

Rewesternization, Dewesternization,
and Decoloniality

When one puts objectivity in parenthesis, all views, all verses in the multiverse
are equally valid. Understanding this, you lose the passion for changing the other.
One of the results is that you look apathetic to people. Now, those who do not
live with objectivity In parentheses have a passion for changing the other. So they
have this passion and you do not. For example, at the university where | work,
people may say, “Humberto is not really interested in anything,” because | don’t
have the passion in the same sense that the person that has objectivity without
parentheses. And | think that this is the main difficulty. To other people you may
seem too tolerant. However, if the others also put objectivity in parentheses,

you discover that disagreements can only be solved by entering a domain of co-
inspiration in which things are done together because the participants want to do
them. With objectivity in parentheses, it is easy to do things together because one
is not denying the other in the process of doing them.

HUMBERTO R. MATURANA, “Biologie der Sozialitit,” 1985

IN THE SECOND EDITION of The Nomos of the Earth in the Inter-
national Law of the Jus Publicum Europaeum (1974), Carl Schmitt
traces three possible future scenarios. His vision of the future is,
naturally and correctly, grounded on his view of the past: the his-
tory of nomos and linear global thinking (see chapter 2 in this
book). )

The history of nomos is divided into two distinct eras: before
1500 and after 1500. “There always has been some kind of nomos of
the earth, observes Schmitt in a sweeping view of planetary his-
“In all the ages of mankind, the earth ™s= " en
ided and caoltivated. But before the = the

tory before 1500:

avpropric od. A



28

Chapter One

great discoveries, before the sixteenth century of our system of dating, men
had no global concept of the planet on which they lived. Certainly, they had
a mythical image of heaven and earth, and of land and sea, but the earth
still was not measured as a globe, and men still had not ventured onto the
great oceans.™

1 agree with Schmitt on this count. But instead of linking and anchoring
this period in planetary history to the Greek nomos, I prefer the decolo-
nial version of “a polycentric world in which no one civilization is imposed
over all the rest” There are many explanations for such state of affairs, but
the fact remains that, in the sixteenth century, European men reached, for
the first time in the history of humankind, a planetary view as depicted
by, among many others, the Flemish cartographer Rumold Mercator, in
15872 Before 1500 there was no reference point to which “alternatives” could
be imagined. There were many options and interactions among people
from different languages, religions, and territories. There were conflicts, of
course. But the conflicts remained at local levels. Briefly stated: before 1500
the world order was polycentric and noncapitalist. After 1500 the world or-
der entered into a process in which polycentrism began to be displaced by
an emerging monocentric civilization (e.g., Western civilization). Western
civilization emerged not just as another civilization in the planetary con-
cert, but as the civilization destined to lead and save the rest of the world
from the Devil, from barbarism and primitivism, from underdevelopment,
from despotism, and to turn unhappiness into happiness for all and forever.
In the name of modernity (the Renaissance version), colonization of space
first and of time later (see chapter 4) were the two main strategies (or tech-
nologies if you wish) of management and control. Tied to both colonization
of space and time, the colonial and imperial differences came into being.
Through a long process, over five hundred years (1500-2000, roughly), a
monocentric world order took precedence over the polycentric one. How
did that happen? According to Schmitt,

The first nomos of the Earth was destroyed about soo years ago, when the
great oceans of the world were opened up. The earth was circumnavigated;
America, a completely new, unknown, not even suspected continent was dis-
covered. A second nomos of the earth arose from such discoveries of land and
sea. The discoverers were not invited. They were made without visas issued
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by the discovered peoples. The discoverers were Europeans, who appropri-
ated, divided and utilized the planet. Thus, the second nomos of the Earth
became Euro-centric. The newly discovered continent of America first was
utilized in the form of colonies. The Asian landmasses could not be appro-
priated in the same way. The Eurocentric structure of nomos extended only
partially, as open land-appropriation, and otherwise as protectorates, leases,
trade agreements and spheres of interests; in short, in more elastic forms of
utilization. Only in the nineteenth century did the land-appropriating Euro-
pean powers divide up Africa.’

There are several issues with which decolonial perspectives would be in
harmony with Schmitt’s narrative. The difterence lies in the geo- and body-
politics of knowing and knowledge. That is, the concerns of a given scholar,
politician, activist, banker, journalist, farmer, former slave, and so on do
not meet in the universal house of knowledge where truth without pa-
renthesis is disputed and conflict of interpretations arises. Geo-historical
and biographical locations are not naturally ranked in their privilege, but
they are located by the colonial matrix of power and the imperial/colonial
differential order of knowledge. For example, during the same years that
Schmitt published the books and the articles added to the second edition,
Edmundo O’Gorman, in Mexico (precisely between 1950 and 1960}, pub-
lished two equally groundbreaking books: La idea del descubrimiento de
América (1952) and La invencidn de América (1958). In both cases, the basic
and strong argument is that America was not discovered, because there was
no such entity thus named, but invented. It is as if Schmitt and O'Gorman
were facing each other at two ends of the Atlantic, looking at how things
had happened since the sixteenth century. One was looking at dwelling in
the imperial history of Europe, while the other was dwelling in the colonial
history of the Americas and the Caribbean. This argument has been famil-
far in the South American history of thought for six decades, and I have
stressed the point on several occasions.! You may prefer Schmitt’s option;

“but at this point it would be difficult to deny that O'Gorman has an equally

valid option that has been obscured by the coloniality of knowledge that
made Schmitt the quantitatively preferred option.

More relevant, however, is what one can call “Schmitt’s trick,” although
I am persuaded that it was not intentional. That means that Schmitt took
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for granted that once the “new nomos” emerged, all the others vanished. He
was taking for granted the very modern idea that history is singular, that
there is only one historical line so that once something new appears, what
existed before is superseded and relegated to the past—to history, precisely.
But even if we accept this view, we have to account for two different types of
erasure: first, the new nomos erased the previous nomos that had been in-
corporated in the history of Europe (that is, the Greek nomos); but, second,
the Incas and the Aztecs did not belong to that trajectory, and their nomos
(if you wish to look at their sense of territoriality in this term) was negated
and discarded, not incorporated. Today we see that “the first nomos” of
the earth was not “destroyed.” Because they were not destroyed they are re-
emerging in the twentieth-first century in different guises: as religious and
ancestral identities re-articulated in responses to and confrontation with
Western global designs (globalism rather than globalization). This is not, of
course, to propose a return to the past but, precisely, to open up the roads
toward global futures. So, let’s get back to Schmitt’s trick, which is in part
responsible for our blindness regarding the co-existence of global histories
hidden under the illusien (Schmitt’s trick) that once the second nomos
of the earth came, the first ceased to exist, or was left out of history and
put into the museum. First Schmitt tells us that there were many nomos,
which he reduces to “the first nomos.” That is, he aligned the diversity of
the polycentric world with a single line of Western history. For that reason,
when he was imagining the future he was unable to imagine that “the first
nomos” (in plural) had never been destroyed, had always coexisted along-
side the “new nomos,” and that now they have reemerged. Beyond the lin-
earization of nomos diversity before 1500 that is Schmitt’s story, there is in
front of him (like O'Gorman) the view of the coexistence of non-European
nomos with the linearization of time {global linear thinking) and the empty
space (in the Americas and in Africa, but not in India and China—“The
Asian landmasses could not be appropriated in the same way”). These no-
mos that never were destroyed (e.g., think of the persistence of Tawantin-
suyu in Bolivia today, grounding the revival of indigenous political society;
or the reframing of Confucius's legacy in modern China; or in the attempts
by Muslim intellectuals to decolonize Western translations of Sharia and
Jihad and to restore them as a proper foundation for Muslim ways of life),

and they never vanished cither. Thus, we all are returning to a polyeeniric
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world order only that today—contrary to the world before 1500-—it is poly-

centric and capitalist.

Decolonizing the Second Nomos of the Earth
The future is bound to the chains of the past. Thus, Schmitt states,

The main characteristics of this second nomos of the earth lay first in its Eu-
rocentric structure and second in that, different from the first, in its mythical
image of the world, it encompassed the oceans. . . . The Eurocentric nomos
of the earth lasted until World War I (1914-1918). It was based on a dual bal-
ance; first, the balance of land and sea. England alone dominated the sea,
and allowed no balance of sea power. By contrast, on the European continent
there existed a balance of land powers. Its guarantor was the sea power of

England.?

The Eurocentric nomos may have lasted until the First World War, but its
agony extended until the Second World War, when Europe suffered the
consequences of its own imperial history: the vacuum left by the collapse of
jus publicum Europaeum was taken up by Adolf Hitler, who, as Aimé Cés-
aire noted, applied to white men the same racial principles that Europe has
applied, for five centuries, to the non-European population.® The entry of
the United States as an emerging world leader after the Second World War
initiated the Cold War with the Soviet Union. In that context, Schmitt was
forecasting the future. If the second nomos ended, what would be the new
nomos? He saw, as | have mentioned, three possible scenarios.

The first scenario, according to Schmitt, would depend on who suc-
ceeds and comes out of the Cold War as the new hegemony. The divide
between East (at that time, the Soviet Union) and West would be the last
stage before the unification of the world—a possibility celebrated by Francis
Fukuyama immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Union. But, appar-
ently, this scenario did not obtain. Schmitt saw a second possibility based
on the concept of balance of the nomos previously described: “That would
mean that England’s former domination of the oceans be expanded to a
joint domination of sea and air, which only the United States is capable of
doing. America is, sc to speak, the great island that could administer and

guaranted tke balance of the rest of the world™” One could say ot thvs s
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the scenario that was viable, particularly from the Reagan-Thatcher years,
until the combined collapse of events that were contributed to by the Bush
administration (the invasion of Iraq and the collapse of Wall Street) showed
this scenario as unviable. The third scenario, for Schmitt, was no longer
based on a viable and possible balance of England and the United States
(which would have required a sort of transnational and transimperial he-
gemony), but from a combination and balance “of several independent
Grofiraume or that blocs could constitute a balance, and thereby could pre-
cipitate a new order of the earth.” This seems to be the situation today. But
it complicates the question of a “new nomos.” Therefore, I turn now to ex-
plore this scenario from a decolonial perspective. What follows is the overall
historico-theoretical frame in which the following chapters are connected.

Let’s start in agreement with Schmitt and say that the Eurocentered no-
mos of the earth between 1500 and 1914-18/1945 was indeed the result of
a project of Westernization (which went hand in hand with the process
of building on the idea of Western civilization) that grew and expanded
consistently for four and a half centuries. The process and project of West-
ernization did not stop with the crisis of the second nomos of the earth,
between the First and Second World Wars. It continued not by appropriat-
ing land, but by managing finances and natural resources through the proj-
ect of development and modernization, in two stages: from 1950 to 1970,
when the project collapsed, and from 1980 to 2008, when the project re-
vived. In the second stage, development was translated into globalism, the
conceptual tool of neo-liberal designs.’

However, by 2000, the world was changing and those changes are clear
today. The world order in which we are living is polycentric, as it was before
1500, but unlike that world order, today the various centers share the same
economic principles: capitalism.” You can say that U.S. capitalism is not the
same as European or Chinese capitalism, but the fact remains that the dif-
ferences are superficial, not of the deep structure; the economic rules and
principles continue to be oriented to the horizon of accumulation of wealth,
which anchors the power of decisions. Some are attempting to impose, and
others reject, the imposition (e.g., China’s recent recasting of international
relations; the Egyptian people reaching the limit of state imposition). Which
means that—in the sphere of the state and the corporations—the struggle
that is being fought is located in the domain and control of authority and
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the control of knowledge (political and epistemic struggles). “Capitalism” is
not only a domain of economic transactions and exploitation of labor, but
of control and management of knowledge and subjectivities. A second sig-
nificant change was the emergence and growth of a global political society
{often referred to as social movements) unknown during the second half
of the twentieth century, During the Cold War, industrial-worker struggles
beyond the United States and the Soviet Union were the most visible mani-
festation of dissent with governments and industries. Today, claims for eco-
nomic and other material benefits go hand in hand with claims for dignity
and the rights (human rights) to re-inscribe the active participation of the
political society and to be in and out of the colonial matrix of power, like La
Via Campesina, moving toward decolonial horizons. Decolonial horizons
in the domain of the state have been at work in Bolivia under the presidency
of Evo Morales, and appear in the written constitution of both Bolivia and
Ecuador. In both cases the very concept of a plurinational state (with all
the complications that it entails) is a clear decolonial formulation, since
modern/colonial states outside Europe (where the modern/imperial state
was founded) intend to displace the ethno-class of European descent that
created and managed the modern/colonial state (since its inception in the
early nineteenth century), and that lived behind and outside citizenship in
the vast population of Indians and Afro descendants. Bolivia and Ecuador
are the only two states, to my knowledge, that opened up the decoloniza-
tion of the modern/imperial model of the state by introducing the crucial
concept of a “plurinational state.”" In these two cases, certain collaboration
exists (amid many conflicts) between the political society and the state.
Today the historical scenario has changed, as have the perspectives
through which one feels and understands the present. I do not see the fu-
ture in terms of the three scenarios drawn by Schmitt (or any other alterna-
tives), as these have proposed terms of “either/or” Schmitt’s forecast pre-
supposes that one of the three would obtain and hold the world together.
The argument of this book is predicated on the belief that, in the forthcom-
ing decades, the world order will be decided in the struggles, negotiations,
competitions, and coilaborations between five different and coexisting tra-
jectories—without a winner. If there is a winner it would be the agreement
that global futures shall be polycentric and noncapitalist. Which means that
a struggle for world domination that was based on wealth accumulation,
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military power, and the pursuit of a form of supremacy that could impose
its own notion of universality would yield to pluriversality as a universal
project.

The first of the five trajectories is rewesternization, which has become
clear since the failure in Iraq and the collapse of Wall Street. The later was
manifested in the multitude of articles devoted to how to save capitalism
and the future of capitalism. The second trajectory, a response to the first,
1 call the reorientation of the Left. The third one is dewesternization, the
project that has emerged in East and Southeast Asia since the late 1990s,
but that has gained strength through the support of China, not only in eco-
nomic growth, but primarily in political, epistemic, and subjective confi-
dence. Dewesternization is not an anti- Western move, but, on the contrary,
a moving in a different direction, a regaining of the confidence that the
West took away from it first by classifying them as the “yellow race” and
second by the humiliating experience and the colonial wound impinged
through the Opium War. Dewesternization is also a deracializing move by
actors of the “yellow race,” whose existence was not due to biological laws
but to the fact that the “white race” controlled the discourse of science and
of politics. I will return frequently throughout the book to discuss this tra-
jectory. The fourth trajectory is the decolonial option, generically expressed,
and decolonial options in their historical enactments, which is the topic of
this book. And the fifth trajectory, akin with decolonial options, is the spiri-
tual option. The spiritual option, offers responses not only to the material-
ity and efficiency of secular modernity, but also to the institutionalization
and colonization of the spirituality of the institutionalized religions.”2 The
decolonial and spiritual options have their domain of action and interac-
tion in the political society, except in the Andes, where the decolonial and
the spiritual options come together in the revamping of concepts like “the
right of Pachamama” and “Sumak Kawasy-Sumaq Kamasia” (to which I will
return in the afterword) and are being explored and enacted in the process
of decolonizing the state and in the radicalization of critiques to develop-
mental policies in the domain of economy.”

In what follows I describe one trajectory at a time keeping in mind, first,
that each trajectory displays and discloses a series of options, and, second,
that trajectories and options are not closed systems: actors can move from
one to the other; the “core” of one trajectory can incorporate the “context”
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are shaping global futures.

of another trajectory (e.g., multiculturalism in United States or Europe)
means that the “context” of immigrant cultures is included without en-
dangering the political and economic “core” In another scenario it could
be that one element of the “core” of one trajectory (e.g., rewesternization)
is adapted to a different trajectory (dewesternization) (as it is in the case
of China incorporating a Western economy of growth and accumulation,
without losing the “core” of their own identity. That means that adapting
an element that is the “core” of one trajectory doesn’t mean to adopt also
its “context” (neoliberalism). It means that the “core” elements are not the
same for each trajectory. (I will return to these issues in the afterword.} In
the remainder of this book 1 will focus on rewesternization, dewesterniza-

tion, and decoloniality.

Rewesternization
Let’s start with the graphic overview of the five trajectories by examining

rewesternization.

The government of George W. Bush contributed to erasing the leadership
image that the United States had succeeded in building since the end of the
Second World War. The three pillars of the Bush administration that con-
tributed to its own demise were the invasion of Iraq, unilateralism i many
global issues, and the collapse of ‘Wall Stre=". The end of Busk’ - -»rnment
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also coincided with the end of the neoliberal Washington Consensus and the
kingdom of the neo-con that had consolidated from the Reagan-Thatcher
team to the Bush-Blair team. One of the many tasks of Barack Obama's
administration is to rebuild the confidence the world had in the United
States. I call this project rewesternization. Rewesternization touches all the
levels of the colonial matrix of power. In the sphere of economy, the task is
to “save capitalism,” to re-imagine the “future of capitalism.” In the sphere
of authority, the United States is trying to maintain its leadership in inter-
national relations. In the sphere of knowledge, the United States is promot-
ing what the country has done best—science and technology—now clearly
oriented toward the corporations, which means knowledge to revamp the
economy. “Knowledge for development” is the unquestioned orientation of
the United States in its current project of rewesternizing the world, which is
also transparent in the initiation of the World University Forum, in Davos.
Of particular interest is the call for papers for Davos University 2010.* In
the sphere of subjectivity, the financial crisis made evident how important
it is for the future of capitalism to have “consumers” Consumer-subjects
live in a special world and possess a certain psychology: they live to work
and work to consume, instead of working and consuming to live, Working
and consuming to live is a basic principle of the decolonial option, moving
toward and building psychologies and subjectivities consistent with com-
munal and pluriversal futures.

President Barack Obama’s move, in July 2009, to look for a partnership
with China was well in line with the trajectory of rewesternization. In March
2010, and in the same project, President Obama visited three countries in
Latin America (Colombia, Brazil, and Chile), the three countries that are,
in the view of the United States, the most plausible candidates to support
the project of rewesternization. Brazil, however, may be not in that line but
leaning toward dewesternization. As we will see below, China is already well
advanced in its process of dewesternization. This also presents a good case
for understanding how dewesternization works. That China acquiesced to
Obama’s move doesn’t mean that China will follow Obama’s (or the IMF’s
or the World Bank’s) instructicns; it also doesn’t mean that Chinese leaders
are succumbing to Obama’s magic. It means that the “partnership” is for the
U.S. government a move toward rewesternization; but, for Chinese leaders,
it is a move of dewesternization. In a decolonial analysis of the confronta-
tion between rewesternization and dewesternizaton, both sides of the coin
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shine at the surface: the hegemonic and/or dominant views can no longer
erase the “de” responses, either dewestern or decolonial. This reordering
of global forces, between rewesternization and dewesternization, seems to
suggest a twenty-first-century tendency toward building a capitalist global
order and a polycentric world. The major conflict in this scenario will be
played out in the domain of authority and of subjectivity at once, for control
of authority could hardly be asserted without a radical transformation of
subjectivities responding to imperial differences: that is, the Western impe-
rial idea that the yellow race is inferior to the white race could only work in
the process of rewesernization but has already ended from the perspective
of dewesternization. The section below will clarify what I mean.

Reorientations of the Left

Responses to rewesternization are coming from the “reorientation of
the secular Left” where I see at least four internal trajectories. The secular
Maryxist Left has one important element in common with the “theological
Left” of both Western Christianity and Islam. While in both Christianity
and Islam you can find arguments showing that religion and capitalism are
compatible, there are also strong arguments in Christianity and Islam argu-
ing that capitalism is simply evil. This is a scenario in which noncapitalist
futures have to be thought out in terms of pluriversality, truth in paren-
thesis and the coexistence of the secular and the theological (Christian-
ity and Islam), the decolonial and the communal, and the neither secular
nor theological Confucian legacies.” However, while theological Islam is
critical of Western secularism, of the life style prompted by capitalism, and
of Christianity (seen as different faces of Western civilization), theological
Christianity is critical of capitalism and of secularism and of Islamism as
well. And if Christianity is critical of Western civilization, it will necessar-
ily be self-critical as well, since Christianity is one of Western civilization’s
basic pillars. Coexistence and cooperation would be impossible, however,
if the agents in each of the theological and secular “leftist” orientations see
their own as the one and only trajectory. At that point, the future will be
envisioned as “my own good and best universal” For the Left, the crisis was
not caused by the invasion of Iraq, Bush’s unilateralism, and the collapse of
Wiall Street. Iraq and Wall Street are merely signposts of the crisis of capital-
ism and its companions, the liberal state and international imperial rela-
tions. For the secular Left, the crisis manifested itself in the collapse of the
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Soviet Union. For those who subscribe to the theology of liberation, there
is instead a continuity of victims of capitalism and of the poor. However, if
the fall of the Soviet Union was not as critical for theology of liberation as
it was for the secular Left, its demise created the conditions to increase the
victims of capitalism and the levels of poverty.'t

In between, but perhaps also continuing after ¢/11, the expression “global
Left” began to take hold.” To be sure, the spectrum of the “Left” is very
wide. I would mention a few cases in which remapping the Left in global
perspectives is taking place in the Western (Euro-American) and in the
non-Western world. While the history of the Left in the non-Western world
lies in the shadow of the Communist Party (that reproduced in secular
fashion what Christian missionaries did in the sixteenth century, chang-
ing the content by maintaining the terms of the conversation), the Left has
been reorienting itself according to their local histories, which were inter-
fered with by global designs of the European Left. Such is the case with
the New Left in China and Bolivia, and before that, the Nationalist Left in
Argentina in the 1960s. The common ground among these trajectories is
not only their dispensation of the directives of the Communist Party (or, in
the case of China, of Mao's legacy) but also in their successful detachment
from the guidance of the Euro-American Left. Today the Euro-American
Left is inverting the process. Instead of positing itself as the guiding light of
the Third World, it is looking for cooperation and dialogue across secular
and theological lines; for example, dialogues that have opened up between
Muslim intellectuals and the European and U.S. Left. They are also net-
working between leftist nodes established in Europe, the United States, and
the Global South (for example, the World Social Forum). In this respect,
this particular version of the global Left as well as the New Left in China
could be conversant with decolonial projects, although each project can-
not be subsumed into the other. The differences are significant, and most
prominent in the decolonial rejection of any option that claims universality,
or that has not yet clearly rejected the legacies of universalism in their own
trajectory. Decolonial projects coexist with other trajectories, sometimes in
tension sometimes in collaboration, but always stressing its distinctiveness.
Why would the rhetoric of sameness prevail over that of difference? Why
one would prefer “what all humans have in common is our differences” to
“because we are all the same and equal we have the right to difference” Who
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benefits from one or the other formula? Conversations and collaborations
across the aisle are possible and desirable, but the differences between proj-
ects are also crucial. Not understanding this point leads to misunderstand-
ings and conflicts instead of collaborations.

'The European Left in revamping the idea of “the commons” allows for
the reorientation of previous concepts of communism and socialism. As the
proletariat was reconceptualized in terms of the multitude, socialism and
communism are replaced by the idea of the common: the construction of
the public space as alternative to the dominion of the private ina capitalist-
oriented society.® Proposals of the Left around the idea of “the common”
shall be distinguished from decolonial ideas of “the communal” as has been
argued by Aymara intellectuals in Bolivia (to which I shall return in the
afterword), as well as from liberal notions of the commonwealth.” In a nut-
shell, we are facing here three similar concepts, but each is attached to three
different genealogies of thought, trajectories, sensibilities, and local memo-
ries. Decolonially, there are three options that could lead to a world ruled by
the assumptions that truth is always in parenthesis. And once again, there is
no reason to think that one has the right to be the universal that the seven
billion people in the world shall accept and run with it. They can hardly be
“consolidated” or subsumed into one another. The multiplication of options,
rather than the elimination of them, is, again, the road to global futures.
The decolonial option is one among many existing options whose destiny
would be traced by the very unfolding of different trajectories looking to-
ward a non-exploitative world ruled by the ones who need to appropriate
and exploit to live. However, the decolonial option is the cne that informs
this book in both its analytic and prospective aspects.

A tendency of the Euro-American Left has been to turn toward an en-
counter with Islamic progressive thinkers, an alliance that right-wing activ-
ist David Horowitz has looked at with suspicion.?” Susan Buck-Morss, in
her paper for the 112me Collogue International de 'Academie de la Latinité,
in Ankara (2003), asked herself and the audience: “Can there be a global
Left?” The question had already a frame, and the frame was the paper she
had presented the year before, titled “The Post-Soviet Condition” (2004).
By this she meant not just the post-Soviet condition in Russia but also
globally, since the Soviet Union was not merely a communist and impe-
rial nation-state but one that continued the legacies of the s un dmpire
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after Peter and Catherine the Great. In this sense it was similar to its West-
ern liberal enemies. In fact, capitalism and communism are both anchored
in the philosophy of the European Enlightenment. As such, the fall of the
Soviet Union had global consequences; one was the short-lived belief that
human history had arrived at its end and from then on would be Western
modernity all the way down. Therefore, Buck-Morss has alerted us that the
world order in its entirety was and is living in the post-Soviet condition.
It is in that context in which she asked the question. Both of Buck-Morss
arguments, furthermore, were related to another awakening for the Marx-
ist Left: 9/11. At that point, Buck-Morss made a valiant effort to extend her
hand toward the Islamic world and join the rethinking of Islam, and not
just the Western Left. She stated her project in a telling metaphor: thinking
past terror.? Can it be possible, I now ask, to bring together some expres-
sions and projects of the Western Left with progressive Islamics, after Al
Shariati, an intellectual leader of the Iranian revolution, questioned both the
Western Right and the Left in his well-known argument on Marxism and
other Western fallacies?”? Whether some branches of the Western Left can or
cannot work with Islamic progressive intellectuals is a question that would
be decided in the process. What remains crucial is that progressive Islamism
and the progressive Western Left are two distinct projects that cannot be
subsumed into the other; neither one could be the guiding light of the other.
I would be surprised if actors of the Western Left decided to follow the ideas,
terms, and content of the struggles, concerns, and vision of a progressive
Islamist. As for the inverse situation, Shariati has already spoken.”

A third clearly identifiable trajectory in the reorientation of the Left has
emerged in and with the World Social Forum. Two of its most consistent
advocates are Walden Bello from the Philippines and Boaventura de Sousa
Santos from Portugal. For them it was not 9/11 that called for remapping the
Left, but rather the foundation of the wro (World Trade Organization),
which began in 1995 and was of course a consequence of the fall of the
Soviet Union. The wsr (World Social Forum) was a response to the remap-
ping of imperial designs by the wro. In the case of Boaventura de Sousa
Santos, his most explicit statement bringing together the agenda of the wsr
and the global Left can be found in his article “The World Social Forum
and the Global Left” (2008).* De Sousa Santos’s work in Poi‘tuga]’s former
colonies, as well as his relentless work in Latin America, has allowed him
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to extend his arms, as Buck-Morss did with Islam, and work with those
who struggle in Portugal’s and Spain’s former colonies for dignity and social
justice. Lately de Sousa Santos has been very much engaged in, and in con-
versations with, the governments of Bolivia (particularly through Garcia
Linera) and Ecuador, conversant with President Rafael Correa’s government
and with Indigenous organizations.” For that reason his work bridges the
gap between the European Left and non-European projects of epistemic de-
coloniality, with political implications. By this I mean, endorsing the claim
of Maori anthropologist and activist Linda Tuhiwai Smith, that “decoloniza-
tion, once viewed as the formal process of handing over the instruments of
government, is now recognized as a long-term process involving the bureau-
cratic, cultural, linguistic and psychological divesting of colonial power

Walden Bello, a senior analyst of Focus on the Global South, is well
known for his advocacy for economic justice. He is one of the leading crit-
ics of the current model of economic globalization. Combining the roles of
intellectual and activist, he is a singularly noteworthy figure in the reorien-
tation of the Left. His project of deglobalization, launched in 2003, is very
much akin to many projects of decoloniality. The difference lies in the focus
and in the local histories in which deglobalizing and decolonial projects are
thought out and enacted. Bellos focus on the economy moved away from
classic Marxist analysis. His innovative thinking and his interest in and vi-
sion for the Global South, as well as his analysis of neo-liberal globalization
and the food crisis, is informed by the very history of Maritime South East
Asia (next to Indonesia and Singapore) that the thinking subject inhabits,
Walden Bello’s work as scholar and activist is an exemplary case of the re-
orientation of the Left—first in his engagement with the cause of the Global
South and secendly in his active role in the wsg.?

A fourth path within the reorientation of the Left can be found in “the
modern/colonial Left,” distinguished from the “modern European Left” (and
always keeping in mind that 1 am arguing the geopolitics of knowledge and
the enunciation of rather than focusing on the “universalism” of the content
and the enunciated); this is an important distinction for decolonial think-
ing and the relevance that the geo-historical and bio-graphical politics of
knowing and knowledge. By “modern/colonial Left” I mean the Left from
a Marxist background, as was introduced and unfolded in colonial coun-
tries and subcontinents (South America, Caribbean, India, the Middle East,
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etc.). A well-discussed case at this point is the reorientation of the Left in
South America, internationally known as “the turn to the Left” The figures
most visible today are Luiz Indcio Lula da Silva, in Brazil, Vice President
Alvaro Garcia Linera, in Bolivia, and Hugo Chévez in Venezuela. However,
the international enthusiams for the turn to the Left in “Latin” America
doesn’t account for Evo Moraless proximity (in his own discourses) with
Indianismo and decoloniality and for Lula da Silva’s joining the projects
of dewesternization rather than turning to the Left.” In fact, the most sig-
nificant effort in Lula da Silva's government is his growing role in inter-
national relations and his alignment of Brazil with the general premises
of dewesternization. His role in working out a proposal for a nuclear fuel
swap with Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan, of Turkey, beyond the
intervention of the United States and the European Union, clearly speaks
of Lula’s alignment with the politics of dewesternization. Lula’s diplomatic
relations with Chavez, as well as those very supportive of Evo Morales,
shall not obscure the most relevant decision he took in international re-
lations. Interestingly enough, the European Left (as well as a significant
number of Latinoamericanists) cannot read this move as dewesternization,
but interprets it instead through the lens of the Eurocentered concept of
post-occidental—the limits of the European Left to see beyond their own
belly.”

In Bolivia, Garcia Linera’s efforts to understand the country’s history
and present conditions have been clearly expressed in the collection of ar-
ticles La potencia plebeya: Accion colectiva e identidades indigenas obreras
y populares en Bolivia.® However, by the spring of 2010, what many of us
had suspected from the very beginning of the Evo Morales-Garcia Linera
government had become clear. While seeing Evo Morales’s good choice ap-
pointing Garcia Linera as vice president, we also sensed that the danger of
a split and the Left’s attempting to lead with the self-reassurance and belief
that it “understands” Indian’s demand. Today it is clear that this is not the
case. As of December 2010 that tension is increasing and the split between
“Indianismo” and “Marxismo” (as he himself puts it) may have reached a
point of no return. Which is not surprising, indeed. The positive side of the
tension is that Indian intellectuals, activists, and organizations are gaining
ground and confidence in building and affirming their place in the emerg-
ing plurinational-state. Which shows once again the limits of tre Ma-vis:
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Left (and white Left in general) to transcend and supercede its Eurocen-
trism. This shall give us pause in relation to the intellectual reorientation
of the Latin American Left congregated around Consejo Latinoamericano
de Ciencias Sociales (cLacso) and expressed through several of its publi-
cations (e.g., 0SAL, Critica y Emancipacién, and Cuadernos de Pensamiento
Critico) and the project Sur-Sur.”

Much has been said and written about the turn to the Left in Latin
America. Following the patterns I am outlining here, the scenario looks
different. With regard to the Left, yes, there is a clear reorientation, led first
by Hugo Chavez and his advisors in pursuit of “socialism of the twenty-first
century” Evo Morales appointed Alvaro Garcia Linera to give more visibil-
ity and increase the range of influence of the Bolivian Left grouped around
the organization called Comuna, which had been developed before the ad-
vent of Evo Morales. On one hand, both Venezuela and the Bolivian Left
encouraged a revision by intellectuals and scholars of countries that had
not received much attention in the past. On the other hand, Igacio Lula da
Silva in Brazil and Rafael Correa in Ecuador turned their attention toward
dewesternization, rather than to the Left, as I am arguing here.

The politics of both Correa and Lula make clear the ambiguous lines
that Hugo Chavez has been following. They help us to understand the ten-
sions in Chavez’s rhetoric of socialismo of the twenty-first century and his
politic of dewesternization; that is, between his maintaining a capitalista
economy along with a decisive confrontation with the West and a leaning
toward China, Russia, and Iran. Evo Morales’s goverment, on the other
hand, doesn't fit the politics of the Left, in spite of the orientation of his vice-
president and notwithstanding that Morales was the leader of a coca labor
union before the Indianist’s decolonial discourse and direction began to
take hold. Alongside Evo Morales’s efforts, and his difficult situation in the
government, the Indian nations (pueblos originarios) in Boliva, Ecuador,
Chiapas, and Guatemala are moving in clear decolonial directions parallel
to the state and are creating a strong decolonial political society.

These are some of the options and quarrels facing the non-European Left
and its equivalent—progressive Muslims and radical political organizations
like Hamas and Hezbollah. These same challenges face scholars based in

non-Western countrizs. who must consider to what extent Y-~ - voliti-
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and curricula) shall be the model for socio-economic organization and
education (and certainly the corporate university is there in tension with
dewesternization): parents belonging to the elites in non-Western countries
would prefer their children to have a Western education, which would make
them “successful,” rather than an education that emphasizes training “good
and critical” citizens. All these options are at work, in different places and
in many complex ways. The diversity of trees, however, shouldn’t prevent us
from trying to develop a sense of the forest.

The roads to global futures shall be thought out in the scenario of inter-
actions, conflicts, and dialogues among coexisting options, without hoping
that one of them will overcome the other and impose itself on the rest.
“Hegemony™ may no longer be the success of one of the options, but the
acceptance of the notion that no single option would provide all the needs
to satisfy the vision of all members subscribing to other options. Thus hege-
mony in the future may be precisely in the common acceptance that there
cannot be one hegemonic option. The desirable hegemony is the hegemony
of truth in parenthesis that defines the horizon of pluriversality as a univer-
sal project. The main tasks of decolonial thinking and doing lie precisely in
advancing this project, as I explain below and argue in the rest of the book.

Dewesternization

Since I will come back to this trajectory often in several of the follow-
ing chapters, I will present here what I see as the overall design of dewest-
ernization. The point of origination of this trajectory is not the West, but
East and Southeast Asia. In this respect, it is clearly a response to West-
ern modernity. Dewesternization was forecast by Samuel P. Huntington, in
his book The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of the World Order.*
Huntington saw it as an unavoidable challenge to the West, but he focused
on Islam. Dewesternization includes Islam, particularly Islamic countries
like Malaysia and Indonesia, but it also encompasses India and China. Al-
though Huntington foresaw dewesternization as a challenge to the West,
its most ardent advocate, Kishore Mahbubani, turned the plate around and
appropriated the term in a radical and confrontational way that Huntington
may not have anticipated.”

In December 2007 the editorialist Philip Stephens published in the Fi-
nancial Times an op-ed titled “Encounter with History that Resonates To-
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day” (see fig. 3). “Why are Chinese yellow?” Stephens asks ironically; the
answer is that they are not, he replied to himself. The evidence, however,
did not stop countless generations of (white) Europeans from classifying
the Chinese and Japanese by the supposed hue of their skin. By the same
token Native Americans have never been red nor South American and La-
tinos and Latinas brown before Western racial classification. I will come
back to this issue. What they have in common, though, is that they fill the
spectrum between white and black, reflecting a process that in the sixteenth
century mapped slavery with blackness and master with whiteness. Clas-
sification of the global population by skin color was not undertaken by
blacks, yellows, reds, and browns. Nor were they consulted. The process of
classification was initiated and sustained by white men of letters and sci-
entists who were the gatekeepers of Western and modern knowledge. This
is not a simple curiosity, but a fundamental pillar of Western civilization
and, therefore, epistemology: the geo-historical and bio-graphic foundation
of modern epistemology (that is, of the idea of modernity and its darker
side, coloniality). Notice the epistemic privilege of white actors and their
institutions: while whiteness is one of the colors identifying certain actors
among others in the global classification by skin color, it is only whites and
their institutions who have established the categories and the institutions of
“sustainable” knowledge; it is whites who constitute the only knowing sub-
ject who can determine classification. What I mean is that actors could be
black or yellow or mestizos/as educated, trained, and assimilated to West-
ern concepts and ways of knowing, but the constitution and the configura-
tion of modern epistemology (sciences, philosophy, the arts, preceded by
Christian theology) were a business conducted by white men and continue
to be managed accordingly. Dewesternization is calling into question not
just the content of Western epistemology but its very foundation: the struc-
ture of enunciation.

Stephens was careful to emphasize that those who have been classified
as yellow by white men do not forget that they have been classified, while
those who belong to and dwell in the memories that made possible the clas-
sification often forget. The observation is relevant on several counts. It helps
in countering current universalistic claims that differences shall be forgot-
ten because we, humans, are all equal. Generally, such claims are made by
those who belong to the ethno-class that feels in possession of truth without
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3 Acartoon illustrating Philip Stephens's commentary “Encounter with History that

Resonates Today,” which appeared in the Financial Times, in December 2007, Confucius,
bearing a Linnaeus text under his arm, greets an oblivious Western executive or
politician. Permission granted by the financial Times, Ltd.

parenthesis, and who regard themselves as the embodiment and guardians
of knowledge; for to classify is not only a naming of what is there but an
epistemic classification and ordering of the world. The claim made by Lin-
naeus and taken to a hierarchical level by Kant was devised by Homo sapiens
europaeus, who found out, in the process of classifying, that he himself was
the master of knowledge and was on top of the chain of being, Kant’s eth-
no-racial tetragon owes much to Linnaeus’s classification of four human
species of the genus primates: Homo sapiens europaeus, Homo sapiens afer,
Homo sapiens asiaticus, and Homo sapiens americanus. Is all of this relevant
today, in a world in financial crisis, a world on fire, increasing pauperiza-
tion, exuberant advances in biotechnology, global warming, and so on?

What was indeed behind the scenario illustrating Stephens’s argument
(see fig. 3)? Behind Stephens’s editorial was the two hundred and some years
that elapsed between Linnaeus’s classification and Kant's recasting of it (see
chapter 4 of Kant's Géographie). There was also a shorter history behind this
scenario, around ten years old: first the lecture, then the paper that was col-
lected in Kishore Mahbubani’s Can Asians Think? (1998).

Dewesternization is not anti-West and, consequently, its program is not to
end, supercede, or replace Western hegemony with East Asian hegemony ™
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Dewesternization is a project of conflictive coexistence between forces that
share common economic principles that in the Left and Right vocabulary
are called “capitalism.” In decolonial vocabulary, “capitalism” is one sphere
in the colonial matrix of power, as explained in the introduction that be-
came predominant after the Second World War. While dewesternization
shares with rewesternization the “survival of capitalism,” the confrontation
takes place at other levels of the colonial matrix of power: the sphere of
authority, of knowledge, and of subjectivity. Briefly, it is not a movement of
anti- but of self-affirmation. The distinction between modernization and
dewesternization is clearly stated by Mahbubani: “Modernization means
that you want to have a comfortable, middle-class existence with all the
amenities and attributes that go along with it—clean water, indoor plumb-
ing, electricity, telecommunications, infrastructure, personal safety, rule of
law, stable politics and a good education system. As these societies mod-
ernize and become more confident, they are rejecting the Western frame of
mind and cultural perspectives they have accepted, or been forced to accept,
for the past 200 years”® The main difference between dewesternization and
decolonization, and the main challenge, is not that decolonization rejects
what Mahbubani describes as “modernization.” Instead, the issue and the
challenge are, first, to have that level of comfort in a noncapitalist economy,
that is, how to modernize, in Mahbubani’s word, without reproducing co-
loniality in such a way that not only the middle class enjoys certain basic
standards of living, but also the entire planet. The second issue is that there
is no essential connection between electricity, clean water, telecommunica-
tion, and so forth, and modernity. These connections are not essential, but
arbitrary. For Mahbubani the problem is that these arbitrary connections
have been naturalized; their arbitrary nature has been obscured and, within
the ideological projects of westernization, has been made to appear part of
the natural unfolding of history (e.g., modernity).

. ‘The struggle for control of the colonial matrix of power and the author-
ity that attends such control was on display when China and India rejected
Washington’s instructions, thus causing the failure of the seven Doha
round—which was a failure for the project of rewesternizing the world and
a victory for the projects of dewesternization. These events were well pub-
licized and helped build the confidence of both countries. In th: 5. mieet-
ing of the G2o, ir Lorann, 2 eeting designed to solve the glopz suanciai
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crisis, the self-affirmation of non-Western nations was again on display. In
late 2010, while reviewing the copyedited manuscript for this book, and
commenting on the failure of the Cancun Climate-Change Summit of 2010,
China’s leaders were shown by the media to have remained firm in their po-
sitions in the decision making that affects the global economic order. What
this means is that Chinese leaders’ growing self-confidence in their global
role is a clear sign that the process of dewesternization is not only clearer
rhetorically, but is also being enacted, for example, in disputing the control
of the colonial matrix of power in Western hands since its formation.’
That means also that subject formation is changing not only among the
governed, but also among those who govern and feel that they have been
underestimated in the international order. Of course, you can rightly point
out that making this argument is like noting that due to the Wall Street crisis
Bill Gates and Warren Buffet had to declare losses of about $50 billion—one
hardly feels sorry for them. However, in the domain of the dispute for the
control of knowledge and authority, dewesternization can make a differ-
ence beyond the fact that the economy of accumulation and development
is not questioned. For over four hundred years, since the arrival of Jesuits
in China in 1582, the West elaborated a discursive formation that moved
from a short period of admiration to a long period of disavowal.” Now the
question is no longer about “China in the Western mind” (what the West
thinks and writes about China) but about China (and East and Southeast
Asia) and Chinese (and East and South Asian) minds in their relations with
Western civilization (that is, what Chinese, East and South East Asian lead-
ers and intellectuals think about themselves and about their relation to a
civilization that has been encroaching upon theirs at least since the Opium
War). Dewesternization means the end of a long history of Western he-
gemony and of racial global discrimination projecting the image and the
idea that Asians are yellow and that yellow people cannot think. Like many
others, East and Southeast Asians have come out of the closet, and in this
regard dewesternization means economic autonomy of decision and nego-
tiations in the international arena and affirmation in the sphere of knowl-
edge, subjectivity. It means, above all, deracialization: it is the moment in
which the yellow-other takes the field, and by taking the field vanishes as
“other,” because the “other” has become the “same” but with a difference:
the wounds inflicted over time by the imperial difference. This means that
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it is not sameness by inclusion (which is the Western dream) but rather
equal and separate, discrete and equivalent in power and authority, without
forgetting the colonial wound inflicted by the imperial racial diffeence; the
sameness lies in their equivalent autonomy, power of self-determination,
and economic influence. Bearing this in mind, dewesternization and deco-
loniality are processes in which the distinctive features of a (formerly subju-
gated) culture remain in the memories of colonial subjects. The distinctive
histories, cultural achievements, and unique sensibility are celebrated; at
the same time, connotations of inferiority, or residual assumptions of sub-
ordination are erased. There is no attempt to return to the past, but to rein-
scribe the past in the present toward the future. When those who have been
the target of colonial and imperial subjugation and made “others” and “bar-
barians” assert themselves in fullness, their claim is not to be integrated into
the Western proclaimed “humanity of the same” but to delink and assert
“humanity in difference” Dewesternization means, without questioning
capitalist economy, that the era of “the other” has ended and that the era of
“thinking without the other” has began. Thus, the affirmation of subjectiv-
ity leads to the dispute for the control of knowledge parallel to the dispute
for the control of authority—that is, the management of the colonial matrix
is disputed in the terrain of politics and epistemology.

Now, in the struggle for the control of knowledge, there are three do-
mains of thought: the human sciences, or, if you prefer the U.S. classifica-
tion, the social sciences and the humanities (including here all the arts);
then, there are the hard sciences and technology; and finally, the profes-
sional schools that are leading the way of the corporate university. Modern
epistemology is the common ground of the three dimensions and, since
the Renaissance, the West has led the way in establishing its epistemic
standards globally. But today dewesternization’s main goal is no longer to
catch up, but rather to catch up and move in a different direction. Fur-
thermore, and as I heard it in Germany in the summer of 2007, agents
of rewesternization know that the control of scientific and technological
knowledge is the card the West shall play. However, the field of the human
sciences is, so to speak, up for grabs, and in this regard dewesternization
does not have to bend to the rules of Western social sciences, except in
cases in which, in the non-Western world, the myth of scientific knowledge
is still kept as a security blanket for internal colonialism (we will return
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to this in chapter 3). It doesn’t mean that discourses of dewesternization
are promoting sloppiness; it only means that there is no one way, or truth
without parenthesis, of what constitutes “valid” knowledge. In fact, they
ask for whom, why, when, and what kind of knowledge fulfills the needs of
the community. They are appropriating English, discourses are cast in good
English, they follow scholarly argumentative structures, with footnotes and
bibliographies and so on and so forth. This is the terrain of scholarship.
In the case of official and state discourses by prime ministers or other
functionaries, the discourses follow their respective appropriate protocols,
which doesn’t mean that they must follow the blueprint determined by the
IMF or Washington. From there to bend to the Western norms of, say, so-
ciology, economics, political sciences, diplomacy, or nanotechnology there
is a world of difference. This is a case in which the human sciences are put
at the service of the issues, rather than making the issues fit the norms of
the human sciences. And it is the case in which official state discourses are
structured in a way that diplomatic relations have to be pursued with only
one set of rules. Delinking is already taking place in this sphere. I will come
back to these issues in subsequent chapters.

With the fall of the Soviet Union (and the free flight of neo-liberal glob-
alism as one of its consequences) and the re-entry of Islam in numerous
ways after 9/11 (from radical anti-Westernization to the remapping of the
future of Islam) various strategies have been deployed to follow Western
democratic rules of voting; some of these efforts have resulted in the demo-
cratic election of candidates from the political organizations Hamas and
Hezbollah, which are not seen as democratic by the West.* For some in the
industrialized West, democracy is a one-way street only. Facing such sce-
narios in contradiction with the rhetoric of global democracy, what are the
options for the reactivation—let’s say—of Mao’s leftist program in China,
since dewesternization does not question capitalism? Would such a pro-
gram oppose dewesternization and support rewesternization? Would it be
against both, and if that is the case, what would such a Left stand for? Would
it be for re-Maoizing, so to speak? Perhaps the riddle is more difficult to
solve for adherents of a global Left in East and Southeast Asia than it is for
progressive Muslims rebuilding the categories of thought embedded in their
languages and nistories. And perhaps this is one reason why Confucianism
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While in their search for justice progressive Muslims lead—on the one
hand—a struggle parallel to Western Marxists (and I am using this expres-
sion in its most generous and ample meaning) and its non-Western ad-
herents, they are—on the other—squarely apart from it: the histories and
subjectivities of Marxism and Marxists and Islamism and Muslims are strik-
ingly dissimilar. Muslims have 2 memory and a way of life, language, and
religion to reinscribe into global futures, while Western Marxists belong to
the same history of languages and memories as Christians, liberals, and
neo-liberal. Marxism, in other words, is an outgrowth of Western civiliza-
tion. East and Southeast Asian Marxists have to deal with a system of ideas
that came from afar (to reject some, to adopt and adapt others) and local
histories, languages, and systems of sacred and moral belief that conformed
to their subjectivities.* It is always possible to suppress or repress feelings
and to replace them with conceptual structures. It is certainly possible but
it is not necessary, and it may be painful to be forced to inhabit memories
that are not the ones inscribed in your body (the so-called colonial wound)
since birth,

Dewesternization also permeates the public sphere, through that engine
of public-sphere opinion that is the media. Debates about “dewesterniz-
ing media studies” and focusing on the “parochialism of Western media
theory” entered the academy as well, not only in international relations, but
in the domestic states. The dispute for control of knowledge is widespread,
and with it comes the releasing of colonized subjectivities."

Trajectories toward dewesternization and decolonization can be found
in the wide spectrum of the Islamic world. By Islamic world (and I would
use an equivalent expression to refer to the wide spectrum of the Christian
world or the Marxist world or the Science world, the latter often being re-
ferred to as the “scientific community”), I mean memories and ways of liv-
ing, cosmologies (e.g., Christian or Marxist or liberal or Confucian) that
have been established through centuries, sometime millennia of human ef-
fort around the planet. Thus, in that wide horizon of progressive Muslims,
we find that, for instance, the former prime minister of Malaysia, Mahathir
Mohamad, took a definitive dewesternizing stand during his mandate, while
Syed Naquib al-Attas, also in Malaysia, called for the “Istamization of knowl-
edge” to come closer to the idea of “decolonizing knowledge” in the collec-
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well as closer to Native American claims for “indigenizing the university”*
Or “decolonizing methodologies.™

Briefly, all are open questions prompted by the radical shifts that we,
all, are witnessing in the world order: the dispute of the colonial matrix of
power and the coming into being of strong actors, around the world, in the
spheres of the state, of knowledge, and of political society.

The Decolonial Option

Decoloniality, in my argument, means “long term processes involving
the bureaucratic, cultural, linguistic, and psychological divesting of colo-
nial power,” as I quoted Linda T. Smith above. These processes should lead
to the “new humanity” claimed by Frantz Fanon within the genealogy of
Black Caribbean thinkers. They should lead also, as a consequence, to social
organizations centered on the indigenous notions of “the communal” (see
afterword). The “communal” (as well as the “common” in the Left geneal-
ogy of thought, and the “commonwealth” or “common good” in the liberal
universe of discourse) could coexist in a pluriversal world, a world in which
truth and objectivity in parenthesis is sovereign. For there is no entity that
can be represented by the common, the common good, or the communal.
Neither of them shall be seen as the ultimate blueprint for the future. In-
stead they shall be seen as concurrent projects that could either endorse
universal and totalitarian conceptions based on truth without parenthesis
or could turn into the pluriversality and promote truth in parenthesis. The
future of the planet, not just of Western civilization, can hinge on whether
the balance is tilted in one or the other direction.

I have already mentioned the coming into being of “decolonization” in
the language of the Bandung Conference (1955) and the first meeting of the
Non-Aligned Countries (1961) during the Cold War. Non-alignment was
already a sign of the need to delink, to break away from the idea that the
world is managed by two imperial powers. “Non-alignment” and “Third
World” became almost synonymous terms. They made visible the hidden
face of modernity, that is, coloniality. Therefore decolonization became a
choice by those who needed to delink rather than a decision of those who
were in a condition to marginalize. In this respect Anibal Quijano redefined
decolonization in terms of decoloniality when he affirmed: “It is necessary
to extricate oneself from the linkages between rationality/modernity and
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coloniality, first of all, and definitely from all power which is not constituted
by free decisions made by free people™ How to understand this proposal?
Not in terms of a “decolonization as revolution” in which the state will
be taken and the project of the previous state replaced by the revolution-
ary one without a questioning of the theory of the state and the economic
rules.

It is not in that direction that, in my view, decoloniality works. Quijano's
claims would be better understood by remembering the closing paragraph
in Lewis Gordon’s article “Fanon and Development: A Philosophical Look™:
“When the people are ready, the crucial question will be of how many ideas
are available for the reorganization of social life. The ideas, many of which
will unfold through years of engaged political work, need not be perfect, for
in the end, it will be the hard, creative work of the communities that have
taken them on. That work is the concrete manifestation of political imagi-
nation” (92).%

At this point it becomes necessary to make a distinction between de-
colonization and decolonialty. “Decolonization” describes, from the per-
spective of non-aligned states, their struggles to detach themselves from
both capitalism and communism. Decolonjzation is a “third option,” but
not in between democracy and socialism, capitalism and communism. It is
an option that implies the decolonization of democracy and socialism and,
hence, capitalism and communism, It describes a period and refers to a
complex scenario of struggles that teday have become an object of study for
historians, political scientists, economists, and international law scholars.
Decoloniality is, instead, the term preferred by the collective modernity/
coloniality {and my argument is cast within the spirit of such project) for
two reasons.

The first reason involves distinguishing the historical experiences to
which the term decolonization responded and the goals it implied (e.g., to
expel the imperial administration from the territory, in order for the lo-
cal elites to govern themselves). In the early nineteenth century the words
employed in the colonies referring to the same ends were independence
and revolution, as per the American and Haitian Revolutions or the Mexi-
can and Argentine Independence. Toward the end of the Cold War, de-
colonization mutated into decoloniality (without, of course, losing its his-
torical meaning), to highlight “decolonization of knowledge” and to cast
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Eurocentrism as an epistemic rather than a geographical issue. The condi-
tions have changed. Colonizers were no longer occupying countries. Im-
perialism without colonies that started in the nineteenth century became
the norm toward the end of the twentieth century. Decoloniality redirected
the orientation established at the Bandung Conference and that of the non-
aligned countries. The focus was on epistemology rather than on taking
the state, The focus became the decolonization of knowledge rather than of
expelling the colonizer from the territory, and delinking from the colonial
matrix of power (once again, Quijano's “extrication”; delirking in my vocab-
ulary). At this point decoloniality became synonymous with being epistemi-
cally disobedient. The Zapatistas taught many of us that to change the world
as it is may be an impossible task, but to build a world in which many worlds
would coexist is a possible task. In order to move in that direction, of build-
ing other worlds, which are and will be coexisting in conflict with the exist-
ing dominance of the colonial matrix: to the current world order, peaceful
worlds built without “their authorization” are dangerous for the sheer reason
that building a world in which many worlds will coexist demands epistemic
disobedience and epistemic delinking: that is precisely the irrevocable con-
tribution of the Zapatistas’ theoretical revolution (see chapter 6).

‘The second reason why “decoloniality” is the term preferred in the collec-
tive has to do with the complex concept of modernity/coloniality/decoloni-
ality. “Decoloniality” makes clear that any act and project of decolonization
refers to the colonial matrix of power, rather than to any indeterminate do-
main of “reality”: “Decoloniality” is part of the triad. Decolonial doing and
thinking (doing while thinking, thinking while doing) means to address the
four spheres and the many layers in which the colonial matrix operates (see
above). The specific meaning that the word acquires in this project distin-
guishes it from several other contexts in which “decolonial” is increasingly
used to indicate political and epistemic projects, rather than a disciplinary
field of study. Once again, it is not our (e.g., the collective’s) intention to
argue that our definition is the best and should replace all others. On the
contrary, we (the collective) are putting a specific option on the table, the
decolonial option. Decoloniality, therefore, means both the analytic task of
unveiling the logic of coloniality and the prospective task of contributing to
build a world in which many worlds will coexist. In that respect [ am aware
of the many contexts and vnivesses of meaning ir which “decolonization”
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is today used. My attempt is not to propose the “right one” but to be clear
on “the one [ embody.”

I return here to the compatibilities and differences between postcoloni-
ality and decoloniality already introduced in the preface. First of all, they
have distinct points of origination. The decolonial originated during the
Cold War, as explained above, and from the experience of decolonization in
the Third World and in the works of Afro and Afro-Caribbean intellectuals
and activists. The point of origination of the postcolonial is the experience
of decolonization of British India and owes much to Edward Said’s influ-
ential Orientalism (1978), published the same year Francois Lyotard's The
Postmodern Condition (1978) appeared. Both trajectories have in common
the specter of the colonial experience in the modern world, the first of the
Spanish/Portuguese inauguration and the second of the British and French
following up and taking over the first. The historical presence of “pueblo
originarios” (ab-origines) and the massive African slave trade are two of
the radical historical experiences that differentiate the decolonial from the
postcolonial. Remember, I am arguing from the assumption of the geo- and
bio-graphical configuration and enactment of knowledge and understand-
ing. I am not a judge to evaluate who has more points and who is leading
the competition. Although I have explored the issue elsewhere, I would just
address here some of the basic features that distinguish both projects—
postcolonial and decolonial—starting from the fact that both walk in the
same direction, following different paths.

In South America (more precisely, the Andean region), where the mo-
dernity/coloniality/decoloniality found its point of origination (which was
not the point of origination of postcolonialism) in the early 1990s, the ques-
tion of colonialism was a well-established concern. José Carlos Maridtegui,
laid the groundwork between 1920 and 1930. Maridtegui’s referents were the
history of Spanish colonialism and the indigenous question; the period of
England's imperialism without colonies in Latin America; and the displace-
ment of England by the United States, at the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury, also as an empire without colonies. The Peruvian scholar and cultural
critic Sara Castro-Kliren reported that for Latin American intellectuals
the publication of Said’s Orientalism was met with mixed reactions. After
enumerating a significant number of well known and infiucinat iotlectu-
als in Sonth America :ne the Caribbean nistories of thought. waich sarts
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with decolonial responses to the Spanish invasion in the sixteenth century,
to José Carlos Mariategui in the 1920s (already mentioned), and to Edmundo
O'Gorman (in Mexice) in the 1950s, Castro-Klaren observes that given that
background, it should not be surprising that Said’s book was received with
mixed reactions. It was a sort of déja-vu although in reverse: the geneal-
ogy of thought Castro-Kldren enumerated was a response to Occidentalism
(the European invention of the West Indies after the “discoveries”), and Oc-
cidentalism was the necessary condition of Orientalism—without Occiden-
talism, Orientalism is unthinkable. She observes:

On the one hand, the thesis advanced in Orientalism seemed similar to
the claims made in O’'Gorman’s own thesis on the “invention”—the non-
referential disposition of the epistemological object—of America by the his-
toriography of the sixteenth century. Said’s sweeping inquiry was a brilliant
investigation of Europe’s invention of the Orient as its nineteenth-century
other, and it rang surprisingly familiar themes of scholars in the Latin Ameri-
can field. Reading Orientalism produced in students of Latin America “the
shock of recognition,” an effect that postcolonial theory claims, takes place in
the consciousness of postcolonial subjects as they assess their experience of
coloniality in comparison with other colonial subjects.*

Thus while O'Gorman was the counterpart of Schmitt, he was at the same
time advancing the line of argument that Said would popularize twenty
years after O'Gorman’s groundbreaking work. However, in the geopolitical
ranking of knowledge, both the history and the scholarship of core imperial
languages (English, French, and German) are more visible, which doesn’t
mean that they are more relevant. Relevant to whom? We should not re-
main caught in the intellectual market-bubble but remember instead the
geopolitics and coloniality of knowledge.

I have already reported in Local Histories/Global Designs on Fernando
Coronil’s argument in his classic essay on Occidentalism, wherein he re-
minds us of a simple forgotten truth: in order to imagine Orientalism in the
eighteenth century you have to have Occidentalism as a point of reference.
And Occidentalism, in its specific relation to Orientalism, is a sixteenth-
century invention, I will repeat more than once in the following chapter
that we should get used to the fact that modern history does not go directly
from Greece and Rome to France, England, and Germany, but takes a de-
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tour, the Atlantic detour. And in the Atlantic detour Occidentalism was in-
vented. Following in Coronil’s steps, I have claimed that the argument from
Latin America should be not postcolonialism but post-Occidentalism.”
Recently Coronil has made a second pitch in regionalizing postcolonial-
ist claims to—if not universality—at least to globality. He devotes some
pages to exposing the imperial postcolonial appropriation of Latin America
in Robert Young’s global account from above.* None of the long history of
thought that Castro-Kliren mentions is to be found in Young’s account.
As was and is the case with Western knowledge-making about the world
(disciplinary or journalistic), seldom, if ever, are intellectual debates in the
regions being reported taken into account. Beyond Europe, things also
happened and people continued to think in their accustomed ways. The
colonial experience in South America and the Caribbean did not have to
wait until the word postcolonialism entered the U.S. academy in the early
1980s, after the word postmodernism was introduced in France. However,
very much like natural resources, Third World thoughts are processed in
European intellectual factories. A vigilant postmodern reader could wonder
how come a professor at Duke University in the United States could have
the authority to voice this opinion. Well, I am here, and here I am writing
as a Latino or Hispanic, whatever you prefer. But at the same time that l am
here, I am also there, and when I am there I am writing as a South Ameri-
can of European descent; northern-Italian to be more specific. The point
of Coronil’s argument has been made in the title: “Elephants in the Ameri-
cas?: Latin American Postcolonial Studies and Global Decolonization.™*® We
could expand the title to “Elephants, Camels, and Aberdeen Angus in Latin
America?” Aberdeen Angus, yes they can be found abundantly, especially
in Argentina, because of England’s economic control of the region since the
mid-nineteenth century; but elephants and camels, no. The problem is that
if indeed postcolonial theories claim globality, if not universality, it may
be problematic. For such a claim will reset the imperial pretensions that
postcolonial studies critiques imperialism for. It would become an imperial
design as any other. If that were the case, if postcolonial studies in England
were to replicate the underside of imperial England, postcolonial studies
would then compete with Marxism for global dominance! If something like
that were the argument or the hidden expectation of postcolonial studies
and theory, then the subtitle of Coronil’s article is right to the point: “global
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decolonization,” including decolonizing postcolonial studies.® Let’s say that
both postcolonality and decoloniality were built on a common legacy: colo-
niality. In this regard there is a similarity between Protestantism and Catholi-
cism: both belong to Christianity, but they are irreducible to each other.

However, decoloniality departs from postcoloniality as we know it to-
day in its work beyond the U.S. academy and beyond the academy in non-
Euro-American countries. Postcolonal studies has been accepted in the
American academy and bounced to Germany, where by the first decade of
the twenty-first century it was becoming the talk of the town. So here
we need to come back to the distinction between decoloniality in sensu
stricto {within the modernity/coloniality project) and in sensu largo. The
term is used—in sensu largo—beyond the academy to project and enact (as
in the case of Bolivia) the decolonizing of the state, the economy, and ed-
ucation—common expressions but not “applications” of decoloniality. On
the contrary, the sense and the force of decoloniality come from its being
used to articulate new politics of knowledge rather than new contents. The
term (decoloniality or decolonization, but in the sense the word acquired
at the end of the twentieth century) is used among Indigenous intellectu-
als around the world (from continental America to Australasia), African as
well Latinos/as, intellectuals and activists, and in the United States, Indig-
enous leaders and intellectuals do not need white Latin Americans (that is,
people of European descent) to tell them what coloniality is and what deco-
loniality means. In sensu strictu, the term is used in scholarly works and is
connected with scholarly activism—a legitimate activity that should bring
and is bringing fruitful collaborations between critical thought in the acad-
emy and political society, as we will see in the afterword of this book. As a
matter of fact, scholars and activists are not necessarily different persons—
these two are often embodied in the same person. For example, the recent
publication of Kuan-Hsing Chen’s, Asia as Method: Toward Deimperializa-
tion, introduces a new dimension in the debates on the decolonial and the
postcolonial. Although the title emphasizes deimperialization, decoloniza-
tion is a crucial component of the argument.

The arguments advanced in the book originated in the 19g0s, the same
years that the project of modernity/(de)coloniality was emerging in the
Andean region of South America. In Taiwan, the creation of the journal
Inter-Asian Studies, masterminded by Chen, mzrks a turning point in
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scholarly activism. This project makes clear that deimperialization and de-
colonization (in Chen's vocabulary) emerged from the histories of the non-
European world: they are not concepts that originated in Germany, France,
or England and were then exported/imported to Asia. [ mentioned above
that the Bandung Conference was a landmark not only for decolonial
struggles of the moment but also in the emergence of decolonial discourses.
The epistemic break introduced by “decolonization” was spatial rather than
temporal. Decolonization departed from both capitalism and communism
and opened up a disobedient “third way” delinking from both. The aim of
the conference was to promote economic and cultural cooperation and to
oppose colonialism. China was an important player and strengthened its
friendly relations with other Asian nations. However, South Africa, Israel,
Taiwan, South Korea, and North Korea were not invited to the conference.
The non-aligned movement was established in 1961, but the historical un-
folding of world histories eroded the solidarity and the commonality of goals
expressed in the conference. Asia as Method invites all of us to review that
history, particularly because the book is structured around three main axes:
imperialism, colonization, and the Cold War through which three interre-
lated projects emerge: deimperialization, decolonization, and de-Cold War.

Chen traces a genealogy of thought of those who addressed and still ad-
dress the very history of Asia and of Western interference after 1848 in a
critical vein. Prominent among these thinkers, critical border thinkers in-
deed, are Lu Xun in China and Partha Chatterjee and Ashis Nandy in India.
But his genealogy is not an essentialist one and reaches out to the French
and English thinkers in the Caribbean: to the works of Frantz Fanon and
Stuart Hall. Asia as Method makes geopolitics of knowledge a central con-
cern; “Asia as method recognizes the need to keep a critical distance from
uninterrogated notions of Asia, just as one has to maintain a critical dis-
tance from uninterrogated notions of the nation-state. It (the method) sees
Asia as a product of history, and realizes that Asia has been an active par-
ticipant in historical processes” (214-15).

The statement is a corollary of a shift in the geography of knowing that
the book’s argument proposes: “Asian studies,” in its several denominations,
has been mainly carried out in the First World as “area studies.” Such a
division of scientific labor presupposed that knowledge existed ir. “he First
World, while the cult:~eg heing sivdiad were in the so-calleé Trird World.
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And Asia was part of it. Now there are Asians who are doing “Asian stud-
ies” and Asia, at the same time, is no longer an object but a method, a way
of looking and understanding the world. Which doesn't mean that Asians
have the truth or epistemic privileges. They simply have the right to think
for themselves. Chen asserts:

The implication of Asian studies in Asia is clear. If “we” have been doing
Asian studies, Europeans, North Americans, Latin Americans, and Africans
have also been doing studies in relation to their own living spaces. That is,
Martin Heidegger was actually doing European studies, as were Michel Fou-
cault, Pierre Bourdieu and Jurgen Habermas. European experiences were
their system of reference. Once we recognize how extremely limited the cur-
rent conditions of knowledge are, we learn to be humble about knowledge
claims. The universalist assertions of theory are premature, for theory too

must be deimperialized.” (3)

Now, what does Chen mean by decclonization and deimperialization,
two concepts that are crucial to understand the significance of the two pre-
vious statements?

By decolonization, I do not simply mean modes of anticolonialism that are
expressed mainly through the building of a sovereign nation-state. Instead,
decolonization is the attempt of the previously colonized to reflectively work
out a historical relation with the former colonizer, culturally, politically and
economically. . . . If decolonization is mainly active work carried out on the
terrain of the colonized, then deimperialization, which is no less painful and
reflexive, is work that must be performed by the colonizer first, and then on

the colonizer’s relation with its former colonies.” (3, 4)*

Hence, when I use the term decoloniality, in sensu largo, I am not en-
gaging in describing “postcolonial situations around the world,” ignoring
how those situations were thought out, debated, and evaluated. Rather I
enter into social and cultural configurations through discourses (in words,
painting, film, video, web pages, etc.) that are being produced in situ, or
at a distance, although engaged with the debates in situ and not only with
the events, How to get out of the illusion that if “we talk about” something
beyond our experience and know only from afar (which is not wrong in
itself ), then we achieve a theoretical, objective, or scientific perspective that
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is above the closer and experiential understanding of the actors involved?
The first perspective was strongly argued against, and the second in favor
of, on several occasions, by Raymundo Panikkar, reflecting on his experi-
ence (as Catalan) investigating East and South Asian religions. His position
is summarized in the following statement: “Diatopical hermeneutics stands
for the thematic consideration of understanding the other without assum-
ing that the other has the same basic self-understanding as I have. The ulti-
mate human horizon, and not oniy different contexts, is at stake here In
other words, my understanding of the other may be, and often is, irrelevant
to how the ones understood by me understand themselves and of how they
would understand me trying to understand them. When in this particular
hermeneutic conundrum the imperial and colonial differences are at stake,
the coloniality of knowledge and being comes in full force and slaps us in
the face (I will come back to this issue in chapters 2 and 3).3

Monotopic hermeneutics assumes that objectivity and truth are with-
out parenthesis (see section “A Summary of Coexisting Options” below).
Monotopic hermeneutics and epistemology are pervasive in the project of
Westernization common to the Right and to the Left. The epistemology of
the zero point stems from the same belief. The Right and the Left are the
two pillars of Western knowledge making that sustain academic disci-
plines, science, and technology; but they also support political ideologies.
Decolonial projects imply border thinking. Border thinking is a particular
version of diatopical thinking (or pluri-topic, if you see problems in being
dia-topic and are willing to risk falling into dichotomies, as in dia-lectics);
and its hermeutics articulate the particular version of experience that oper-
ates on the awareness and power differential. And the power differentials
we are talking about here are the imperial and colonial differences. Mono-
topic hermeneutics and epistemology assumes instead that if my truth and
objectivity is not that of others, then those others should be converted to
my own objectivity in religion, economy, politics, knowledge, and so on, or
be put out of the way by other means.

Taking the events into account and rendering them into one’s own
epistemic and hermeneutic frame may justify claims of “objectivity” by a
social scientist who “observes” during fieldwork and who “describes and
evaluates” the situation, addressing not those who are engaged in the
situation, but to a community of scholars who are debating what “they” are
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doing and what they should really do. I am attempting to shift from the ego-
politics of knowledge (e.g., the knower and the known}); I am attempting to
link (instead of delinking) with knowers who are dealing with conditions
of coloniality and projects of decoloniality. Or if you wish, I am making
an effort to link with all those who are delinking from truths without
parenthesis.

The Spiritual Option

The spiritual option is the fifth trajectory that has to be mentioned, al-
though I cannot at this point go into any detail. Briefly stated, the spiritual
option advocates decolonizing religion to liberate spirituality. It operates
mainly at the level of knowledge and subjectivity (in the scheme of the co-
lonial matrix), but it is fundamental to the decolonization of economy and
politics, since both—political theory and political economy—have become
imperial tools in the formation of the subjectivity of consumers and vot-
ers that nourish and support imperial actors and institutions in the states
and corporations. These trajectories (spiritual options) can be found today
not only in the “religions” invented in the eighteenth century (Hinduism,
Buddhism, Taoism, and the non-religions of South and North American
Indians) simultaneous with the colonization of aesthesis, its mutation into
aesthetics, and its imprissonement in the concept of the beautiful and the
sublime (and then further limited to art). “Religions” can be dangerous,
secular modern and postmodern thinkers state. Yes, modernity and post-
modernity can be dangerous too. There is no safe place. Spirituality can
be found beyond religions (in the etymological sense of the word, which
means “community building” not only in its sacred dimension) and can
also be found in hip-hop and in Latinas’ “artistic” expressions.* The com-
mon ground for all these re-inscriptions of spirituality is the desire to find
ways of life beyond capitalism and its magic of modernity and development
that keep consumers caught in the promises of dreamworlds. What the
spiritual option offers is the contribution of opening up horizons of life that
have been kept hostage (that is, colonized) by modernity, capitalism, and
the belief in the superiority of Western civilization. Hardcore materialists
tend to look at spirituality as related to “new age” or to soft and romantic
revo::
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the spiritual option differently. My own view has been informed, among
others advancing the spiritual option, by Native American epistemology.
Andrea Smith provides, for instance, a succinct and groundbreaking con-
nection between spirituality and land that neither Christians, liberals, nor
Marxists may be ready to accept. Summarizing Gabrielle Tayat, she says,
“Intolerance toward Indian religions cannot be addressed by educating
white people about our spiritual beliefs, because our religious oppression
is not based on ignorance but on the seizure of Indian lands upon which
Indian spiritualities are based.”

There are many threads through which the spiritual option is being re-
inscribed into the global debates toward equal, equitable futures in search
of fullness and plenitude without the anxiety of being surrounded by com-
modities and being the first in whatever sphere of life. I would limit myseif
to a few cases. The most striking and less understood by liberal, neoliberal,
postmodern, and Marxist tendencies (in general), are indigenous/Native
American sustained decolonial arguments that connect land with spiritual-
ity and not with commodity, and which also disconnect “buen vivir/to live
in harmony” from development. On this last topic I will return in the after-
word. On spirituality and the land I would like to remind you of Reverend
Steven Charleston, a man of spoken rather than written words. One of his
influential essays, “From Medicine Man to Marx;” has caught the attention
of the rB1. Subsequently, Charleston seemed to show regret for using Marx-
ist terminology to express Indians concerns. Certainly he did not need Marx
to make his point. He did it, I surmise from his argument, to connect with
black theology, through Cornel West. But instead of getting the attention of
Marxist and black theologians, he got the attention of the FBI.

The main point of the essays should not be dismissed, as Reverend
Charleston is not the only one who has been connecting land and ecol-
ogy to spirituality. As Charleston observes in his essays, Native Ameri-
cans are pleased when Anglo-white New Age followers approach Indian
spirituality to weaken the guilt of an affluent society; but when it becomes
clear that the spirituality is connected to land and that that land is not con-
ceived as a commodity nor as private property nor as provider of natural
resources, then spirituality changes face. It is an-other spirituality, a decolo-
nial spirituality that is not only confronting modernity but also proposing
to delink from it. The nrobler is that the democratic forces of capitaiist and
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modern societies won't allow any lifestyle that is not capitalist to prosper.
Even progressive intellectuals support capitalism by critiquing the out-
moded, traditional, romantic, Arcadian potentials of indigenous spiritual-
ity. After all, we know that since 1492, indigenous people all around the
world have been thought of as barbarians; and furthermore, in the eigh-
teenth century they became primitives.* Many people still think so today.

Smith adds, “Spirituality, then, is not something to be purchased by pay-
ing $300 for a pipe ceremony. Instead, it is a way of living in ‘right relations’
with the awareness that everything one does affects everything else It is
a road to re-existence delinking from the beliefs that modernity and devel-
opment are the only way to the future. In the South American Andes, the
expression sumak kawsay (see afterword) expresses a similar philosophy.
If this philosophy were to guide the behavior of decision makers, if “we”
were to move to become decision makers, then the world would no longer
have to endure slavery, holocausts, corporate-based environmental disas-
ters (e.g.,, BP in the Gulf of Mexico), or Wall Street philosophies of life that
consist in making money by taking it away from people and by exploiting
natural resources to produce artificial commodities. That land goes hand-
in-hand with spirituality should be the starting point of the spiritual option.
Briefly, if some doubt remains that “spirituality” today is being recast among
radical indigenous intellectuals (in North, Central, and South America),
I would refer, in the United States, beyond Reverend Steven Charleston,
already mentioned, the arguments advanced by Vine Deloria, Jr, the Rev-
erend George E. Tinker, and educator Gregory Cajete.*® In South America,
spirituality is being recast in a different vocabulary, that of “Sumak Kawsay”
and the “right of Pachamama” issues. Monica Chuji, an indigenous Kichua
activist from the Amazon and ex-assembly member of the Rafael Correa
government in Ecuador, is one of the strongest advocates of a line of rea-
soning akin to Native Americans and Maories in New Zealand; hers is an
activism of many oral and written discourses.”

Among the religious unfoldings of the spiritual option, Nurculuk should
be mentioned. Nurculuk originated in Turkey, after the formation of the
republic and in dissidence with the extreme Westernizing influence of Said
Nurst (1877-1960). Nurculuk’s current leader is Fetullah Giilen, inarguably
the most influential Muslim scholar and activist today. He has been deemed
by Public Policy to be among the “Top 100 Public Intellectuals.” If the point
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of origination of Nurculuk is Turkey, the routes of the project’s dispersion
can be located in more than one hundred countries, in several hundred
educational institutions, and in its millions of followers around the world.
Basically, Nurculuk has become a “faith-inspired collectivity” Giilen has
been so influential that the Nurculuk project has come to be known as “the
Giilen movement One line of thought and struggle that nourishes the
movement is, in the words of its leader, that community’s survival depends
on idealism and good morals, as well as on being able to reach the necessary
level in scientific and technological progress: that dominant Western civi-
lization has lost the good morals, and that many Muslim movements lack
the necessary interest in science and technology. This is another scenario in
which the spiritual option is being played out.

A Summary of Coexisting Options

Figure 2 (page 35) summarizes what I described in the previous section as
the five trajectories toward the future.

At the bottom of the five trajectories we have actors and institutions, each
of them inserted in regional histories that could last either millennia or just
four or five centuries. In order to implement each project, each trajectory
has to go through mediations. By mediations, I mean knowledge in its most
general sense. Westernization, the historical unfolding since the sixteenth
century, and the invention of Indias Occidentale (later on renamed Amer-
ica), went hand in hand with the coming into being of the colonial ma-
trix of power. Knowledge in its most general sense means the complex of
knowledge-made, but also the basic principles by which knowledge is made.
In the sixteenth century, Westernization had two complementary epistemic
trajectories. One trajectory was internal to the history of Europe itself—
Europe as the land of Japheth at the West of Jerusalem upon which the idea
of the West and of Western civilization rest (see map 1 on page 66).

The other trajectory unfolds in the process of conquering and colonizing
Indias Occidentales. These two broad trajectories of knowledge supported
arguments that oriented and justified the actions of Western expansion
that in their turn reverted to the need for further knowledge making and
leadership from the Renaissance to the Enlightenment. Westernization (the
expansion of the West) means, in the realm of mediation, that the control
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Map 1 Saint Paul’s journey to “the West” of jerusalem, A.D. 58-63.

of knowledge implies and disavows other forms of knowing and living.
Dewesternizaton and decolonization operate at the level of mediations and
the control and management of knowledge. Both projects’ goal is to delink
from it. But they (heterogeneous, complex, and diverse as they are) have to
build on what Westernization disavowed by in-corporating Western contri-
butions to human civilization into dewesternizing and decolonial projects.
Thus, border thinking (or border gnosis or border epistemology: three dif-
ferent expressions, one overall meaning) is common to both dewesterniza-
tion and decoloniality. The aims of each trajectory, however, are not.

Thus the fundamental component of mediation in the trajectory of West-
ernization was and still is the colonial matrix of power, which emerged in
the process of European conquest and colonization of Indias Occidentales/
America and reverted in the making of Europe itself. There would be no Eu-
rope without the discovery and conquest of America and the colonial ma-
trix of power. That is why modernity/coloniality are two sides of the same
coin. The colonial matrix is therefore a structure not only of management
and control of the non-Euro-American world, but of the making of Zurope
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itself and of defining the terms of the conversations in which the non-Euro-
American world was brought in. Modernity/coloniality brings forward the
complex entanglement of heterogenous historico-structural nodes, rather
than a dichotomy between the West and the rest. Hence, both dewestern-
ization and decoloniality have to acknowledge that if Western civiliza-
tion and hence modernity are not the totality, they defined the terms of the
conversations with which both “Ds” (dewesternization and decolonization),
and, consequently, the reorientation of the Left have also to deal. Aimé
Césaire saw it clearly, explaining that for Europeans the horror of Nazism
was the horror not only of killing, but of killing white people based on the
arguments and strategies that Europe had applied for 450 years to the non-
European world. In this sense, Europe (and its extension to America) is not
a direct line (as I said, and will keep reminding you, the direct line goes
from Athens and Rome to Western Europe), but a detour line that deviates
toward the Atlantic and reverts to Europe. John Locke and Immanuel Kant
are not deriving their thoughts directly from Greek political theory and
philosophy but from the enormous consequences of the “detour” through
the Atlantic in Western and world history.

Disputes for knowledge are fought at the level of mediations. For it is
in knowledge-making and argument-building that decisions take place.
Westernization was on its own for five hundred years, building knowledge
and expanding, disavowing all other mediating epistemologies. Today this
is no longer possible, because the set of mediations (the rhetoric of mo-
dernity and the logic of coloniality) on which the West built itself as such
and by which it expanded, were protested but not contested. Today they
are not only protested, but also contested: dewesternization and decolonial
knowledge-making and delinking from Westernization (e.g., the celebration
of “development” in Western mediations and growing epistemic contesta-
tions of development as understood in Western terms, from the perspective
of both dewesternization and decoloniality, as I describe in the afterword).
This means that the colonial matrix of power is no longer totally managed
by Western states and corporations. Because the dispute for the control of
authority and of knowledge will be the battlefield of the twenty-first cen-
tury, both at the spheres of the states and of the global politica] societies,
sometimes confronting the state, sometimes moving along with =2 -ate
(like in 3ciivia tcdav) there is the need to rewesternize.
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Rewesternization is moved by two impuises: one is its own internal cri-
sis of mismanagement, miscalculation, and misunderstanding (e.g., the
invasion of Iraq, the collapse of Wall Street): Western leaders in all fields
reached the limits of their own political decisions manifested in their own
incapacity to anticipate the consequences of supporting a type of economy
that encourages outlaw procedures in order to increase gains (e.g., the con-
ditions leading to the collapse of Wall Street). And the second is to under-
stand and repair the consequences of Western aggression (many times in
complicity with local leaders): violent anti-imperialism, dewesternization,
decoloniality, and the reinscription of spirituality are among the most strik-
ing responses to date. These are the conditions today not just to imagine but
to understand that the world is moving toward a polycentric third nomos.
It means that “the first nomos of the earth” (in Schmitt’s one-line chronol-
ogy following the appearance of the “second nomos”) is being reinscribed
at once incorporating the contributions of Western modernity—chiefly the
idea of emancipation and of independent thoughts—and detaching from its
imperial antitotalitarian dreams. And here lies the radical difference be-
tween Schmitt’s third scenario toward the future, in which the polycentric
balance did not take into account the reinscription of the plurality of exist-
ing nomos before the coming of the “second” one, in 1500.

Epistemic struggles take place in the spheres of epistemic mediations and
geopolitics of knowledge—for example, the cosmology upon which corpo-
rations justify the expropriation of lands, and the cosmology upon which
Indigenous projects of resistence and re-existence build their arguments.
Violent physical responses to the physical violence of the corporations had
to be mediated by strong arguments delinking from the knowledge upon
which the corporations justify their actions. It is not just the action of the
corporations. Arguments are built, for example, in economic knowledge
stating that economic growth is necessary for the well-being of humanity
but that at the same time developing underdeveloped lands that indigenous
people do not develop (developing here understood in terms of Western
mediating discourse and cosmology of development) is detrimental for hu-
manity. We can cite many examples, including the recent oil spill in the
Gulf of Mexico by 8P, and the long-lasting lawsuit of Chevron/Texaco in
Ecuador, or the Shell pipelines in Rossport, Ireland, etc., over their serious
damages to local populations, all in the name of improving economic and
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human conditions. Here is where you see the rhetoric of modernity and the
logic of coloniality working at their best to the benefit of the corporations.
On the other side of the spectrum, indigenous intellectuals and leaders
dispute the universality of that knowledge, and build counter-arguments
based on their own conception of living in harmony and in fullness (Sumak
Kawsay) rather than in competition to be the best, the first, and the richest.
The horizon of the communal emerges as a distinctive orientation toward
possible futures in which decolonial options are embedded,

Dewesternizing arguments build on over five centuries of Western sus-
picion and denial of Asians’ mediations while decoloniality builds on five
centuries of Western denial of African humanity in Africa and Indian hu-
manity in the “New” Wotld. In between dewesternization and decolonial-
ity, sectors of Islam can be identified that are in confrontation with West-
ern modernity and that are leaning either toward dewesternizing (like in
Malasya and Indonesia) or into decolonial arguments (mostly emerging
among [ranian intellectuals based in Iran or abroad), depending on their
attitude toward the compatibility, or lack thereof, between Islamic and
Western liberal worldviews.

Actors can move and institutions engage in many different and complex
interactions. However, the distinctiveness of the five trajectories should not
be lost. For example, there is no obligation of divine deterministic forces
that will push a given actor who was educated in the trajectory of Western-
ization to remain in it and be loyal to it. Actors have many options. Actors
formed and educated in Western cosmology can support Westernization
and rewesternization, or they could become decolonial thinkers and ac-
tors. Similarly, actors born and educated in Eastern cosmology and colo-
nial histories can opt to move and endorse Westernization in the past and
rewesternization in the present and future. There is no one-to-one relation
between actors and trajectories, although actors make their options at the
intersections of their biography, their desires, and the available option.
The same could be said with respect to decoloniality. Trajectories are not
essentially linked to actors, and actors could move from one trajectory to
the other during their life, although they are marked, in a sense, with col-
lective and individual identities by their imperial and colonial differences.
However, because trajectories are options and not essential forces, we are
here moving toward the terrain of identity in politics, rather than identity
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politics (which, of course, is another option).* A key factor for distinguish-
ing between the five complex trajectories, beyond their configuration in the
materiality of cultures (ethno-racial, gender, class, institutional belonging
and inscription, and so on) and how actors respond to this racial configura-
tion and manage institutions accordingly (compare Condoleezza Rice and
Barack Obama), are the assumptions related to the scope of “objectivity”
and “truth”

The argument I'm working on builds on the distinction already men-
tioned above, made by the Chilean neurophysiolist and philosopher Hum-
berto Maturana, between “objectivity without parentheses” and “objectivity
in parentheses.” His basic argument is that objectivity without parentheses
leads to an epistemology of management, on the one hand, and of obedi-
ence on the other; the result is a closed political system ready to be taken
by totalitarian regimes and fertile for an economy in which increases of
production and wealth take priority over human lives and life in general.
Inter-cultural dialogue, or inter-epistemic dialogue between epistemolo-
gies, based on the premise of objectivity without parentheses, could prove
deadly when agencies defending opposite objectivities without parentheses
confront each other. Dialogue becomes unsustainable. Objectivity in pa-
rentheses, on the other hand, opens up the doors for true inter-epistemic
(and intercultural) dialogues. The realization of objectivity in parentheses,
however, is predicated on the difficult task of overcoming objectivity with-
out parentheses. In a world where objectivity in parentheses is hegemonic,
the observer accepts that explanatory paths, political organizations, and
economic philosophies are secondary to life, to human lives as well as life
in general. If the final horizon is the flourishing of creativity and fullness (in
the sense of Sumak Kawsay), and not the imperial management of author-
ity, economy, subjectivity, knowledge, and gender/sexuality, predicated on
an objectivity and truth without parenthesis as the primary ends to insure
the flourishing of life, then objectivity in parentheses would be the neces-
sary path to insure true inter-epistemic conversations and cooperation in
building a non-imperial world order. Humberto Maturana writes,

There are two distinct attitudes, two paths of thinking and explaining. The
first path I call objectivity without parentheses. It takes for granted the
observer-independent existence of objects that—it is claimed—can be known;
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it believes in the possibility of an external validation of statements. Such
a validation would lend authority an unconditional legitimacy to what is
claimed and would, therefore, aim at subjection. It entails the negation of all
those who are not prepared to agree with the “objective” facts. One does not
have to listen or try to understand them. The fundamental emotion reign.ing
here is powered by the authority of universally valid knowledge. One lives
in the domain of mutually exclusive transcendental ontologies: each ontol-
ogy supposedly grasps objective reality; what exists seems independent from

one's personality and one’s actions.*
The other attitude is defined as objectivity in parentheses. In this attitude,

the emotional basis is the enjoyment of the company of other human beings.
The question of the observer is accepted fully, and every attempt is made ‘to
answer it. The distinction between objects and the experience of existence is,
according to this path, not denied but the reference to objects is not the basis
of explanations, it is the coherence of experiences with other experiences th:at
constitutes the foundation of all explanation. . .. We have entered the domain
of constituted ontologies: all Being is constituted through the Doing of ob-
servers. If we follow this path of explanation, we become aware that we can
in no way claim to be in possession of the truth, but that there are numerous
possible realities. . . . If we follow this path of explanation, we cannot demand
the subjection of our fellow human beings, but will listen to them, seek coop-

eration and communication.®

It would take too long to explore the political and ethical consequences
of a world in which objectivity and epistemology in parentheses would be
hegemonic. But I could add that Maturana’s reflections from the sphere .of
sciences states in a different vocabulary the Zapatistas’ dictum: a world in
which many worlds would coexist, The realization of that world, built (?n
interepistemic relations, will require the hegemony of an episten'lology t‘n
parentheses. Maturana has conceived it as “multi-verse,” the Zapatistas a.s a
world in which many worlds will coexist.” In our project, modernity/colonial-
ity, we talk about “pluriversality as a universal project.” No need to. debate
which one is the best, the correct, and the right one. Such a debate will place
us squarely into the epistemology without parentheses, where each of ux
wants “to win” Notice also that “multi-verse” and “pluriversalitv” are quite
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different from the idea of “pluralism” in the vocabulary of the liberal politi-
cal theories critiqued by Carl Schmitt. And both concepts are quite different
from Schmitt's “pluriverse,” which he conceives as a plurality of states. Both
liberal political theory and Schmitt’s theory are based on the paradigmatic
example of modern-imperial societies (England, France, Germany), while
Maturana’s multiverse, our (the collective) “pluriversality)’ and the Zap-
atistas’ conceptualization are based on the experiences of modern/colonial
societies (see chapter 6). The former takes the modern states as a model;
the latter takes as a model the colonial states. I suggest a thought experi-
ment: take the pluralism of liberal political theory and “apply” it to Bolivia,
and see what you get. And take Schmitt’s pluriverse, and “apply” it to Latin
America, and see what you get. To move from the liberal to the decolonial is
necessary to shift the geography of reasoning and begin the argument from
the project of plurinational states inscribed in the Constitution of Bolivia
and Ecuador. If you start from here and then look at Schmitt’s pluriverse
you will become aware of the regional and limited scope of liberal political
pluralism.®

Let’s come back—in closing this chapter—to the five trajectories and the
distinctions, compatibilities, and incompatibilities among them. Rewestern-
ization, in its liberal and neo-liberal orientations, operates on the assump-
tion of objectivity without parenthesis. In general, the Marxist Left and the
theology of liberation are not exempt from the belief that truth and objec-
tivity are always without parenthesis. Even when theologians of liberation
place Bartolomé de Las Casas next to Karl Marx, one has the impression
that there is no other option. As options contesting hegemony and domi-
nance (let’s limit our consideration here to the Atlantic world) Marxism
and the theology of liberation have twisted criteria of objectivity and truth
toward their own windmill; Las Casas is a ferocious critic of the imperiality
of the Church (the legacy of institutional theology and the papacy), and Las
Casas and Marx are both critics of secular liberal/neo-liberal imperiality.
In fact, the future of the global Left, in the three directions I summarize
below, will depend on where the Left locates itself in the spectrum between
objectivity without parenthesis and objectivity in parenthesis. Moving to
the extreme, the Euro-American Left will recognize that it has a role to play,
and that that role should be global but not universal, for there are many
other options, global projects, and trajectories (including those within the
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Left itself) in the making, each with its own agenda. This is precisely the
road toward pluriversality promoted by decolonial options.

Speculating from the two epistemic categories introduced by Maturana,
the Soviet Union was a paradigmatic example of changing the content (objec-
tivity and truth without parenthesis), but not questioning the terms of the
conversation. However, in the recent self-remapping of the Left (as when
Buck-Morss became open to conversations with Muslim history of thought
and to the current intellectual revitalization of critical [slamism; and as with
Garcia Linera opening up to Indigenous nations on the move due to his
close and long interaction with indigenous leaders and intellectuals), one
sees that the Left of European “descent” in the former American colonies
of Europe is moving toward an epistemology in parenthesis that is becom-
ing conversant and collaborative with decolonial projects. Perhaps the ex-
emplary cases are the work and the publications of Boaventura de Sousa
Santos in Portugal and Walden Bello in the Philippines. Two key concepts
introduced by de Sousa Santos, “epistemology of the south” and “opposi-
tional postmodernity,” certainly are akin to border thinking (border epis-
temology, border gnosis) and to the decolonial option.* “Deglobalization,”
argued by Walden Bello, is a rcad companion of decolonization and deim-
perialization. These four examples illustrate how the global Left could make
a signal contribution in building futures without falling into totalitarian
dreams backed up by the imperial belief that truth and objectivity must be
without parenthesis. De Sousa Santos’s work and experience in Africa and
Latin America are breaking new ground in reorienting and opening up the
Left from the south of Europe, where a turning point is taking place.® In all
these cases, lines of contact emerge that are delinking from liberal and neo-
liberal rewesternization and opening new paths, connecting at some level
with dewesternization (the spheres of objectivity in parenthesis in dewest-
ernization) and connecting more fully, in the case of de Sousa Santos, with
an epistemology in parenthesis.

Within these five trajectories and the disputes for the control of the
colonial matrix of power, dewesternization juggles objectivity and truth
without parenthesis, embracing the idea of “development,” while taking a
clear stance for an objectivity in parenthesis in the spheres of knowledge
and in decolonization of being (e.g., liberating subjectivities from the en-
during racial classification of “yellow”). On the contrary, dewesternization
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as formulated by Muslim thinkers during the Cold War period, when the
confrontation with Occidentalism was grounded both in Islamic and Third
World perspectives, epistemologies, and affects, moves more decisively
toward an epistemology in parenthesis and closer to both dewesterniza-
tion, in its more recent East Asian formulation, and decoloniality. All three
share, for different reasons, similar experiences of dwelling in the border
and border thinking when the moment comes to confront the imperial bent
and the darker side of Western modernity. I would stress that both—critical
dewesternization and decoloniality—are compatible projects, marching in
the same direction, distinguished by where we dwell in relation to the colo-
nial/imperial differences. Hence, the relevance of the Euro-American Left
opening to dialogue with Islamic and former Third World projects of de-
westernization. In this regard, Brazil’s stance in the global order, as defined
by Ignacio Lula’s government—as one of the Bric (Brazil, Rusia, India,
China) countries—is akin to dewesternization and conversant with the
modern/colonial Left in Latin America (and by that I mean actors of Euro-
pean descent, not Indians and Africans whose concerns are not the same—
they are mainly decolonial rather than leftist concerns).

In the next two chapters I focus on particular versions of decolonial
options: decoloniality in the specific sense of delinking from the colonial
matrix of power. I focus on geo- and body-politics of knowledge in two
complementary directions: decolonizing imperial knowledge and build-
ing decolonial knowledges. Epistemic geo- and body-politics contest and
shift the geography of reasoning controlled by the theo- and ego-politics of
knowledge—that is, the two anchors of imperial epistemology that Schmitt
saw as the two branches of political theology. The next two chapters explore
the epistemic, historical, and political foundations (foundations in an ar-
chitectural sense, like the foundations upon which a building is built) of
decolonial thinking and the decolonial option(s), in conflictive and/or col-
laborative relations with the general trajectories outlined in this chapter.

Part Two



CHAPTER TWO

I Am Where I Do
Remapping the Order of Knowing

Colonialism is the very base and structure of the West Indian’s cultural awareness.
... lam nat so much interested in what the West Indian writer has brought to

the English language; for English is no longer the exclusive language of the men
who live in England. That stopped a long time ago; and it is today, among other
things, a West Indian language. What the West Indians do with it is their own
business. . . . A more important consideration is what the West Indian novelist has
brought to the West Indies. That is the real question; and its answer can be the
beginning of an attempt to grapple with that colonial structure of awareness which
has determined West Indian values (emphasis added).

GEORGE LAMMING, “The Occasion for Speaking™

THE PREVIOUS CHAPTER ended with a description of pos-
sible future scenarios described in five trajectories, building on
Carl Schmitt’s predictions—during the Cold War—on the future
world order. His predictions were derived from his story—in his
words—of the second nomos of the earth. The second nomos is,
from a decolonial perspective, the nomos of modernity or better
yet of modernity/coloniality. This chapter takes Schmitt’s story in 2
different direction: on the one hand, it looks at the type of decolo-
nial responses that global linear thinking elicited and, on the other,
it insists on both the geo-historical and bio-graphical foundations
of knowledge in the spectrum of modernity/coloniality. By the
spectrum of modeérnity/coloniality I mean, for instance, that there
is no ontological reality such as modernity or tradition. Modernity
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and tradition are both Western and modern concepts by means of which
“West” and “modernity” became the very definition of the enunciation
that invented “tradition” and the “Orient.” This chapter sets up the scenario
through Schmitt’s narratives and then invites decolonial characters who are

dealing with the consequences of global linear thinking to sit at the table
and enter in dialogue.

Global Linear Thinking and Global Decolonial Thinking

An unintended consequence of global linear thinking was the coming into
being of decolonial thinking. Global linear thinking (one of the basic his-
torical foundations of international law and Westernization) describes—in
Carl Schmitt’s conceptualization of histery—the imperial partition of the
waorld since the sixteenth century.' From the Treaty of Tordesillas (1494), by
which Pope Alexander VI created an imaginary line that divided the Atlan-
tic from north to south and settled the dispute between Spain and Portugal
for the possessions of the New World and the Treaty of Saragossa (1529)
that divided Indias Orientales among the same emerging empires, until the
end of the nineteenth century and beginning of the twentieth, when the
scramble for Africa among Western European states led toward the First
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World War, global linear thinking mapped not only the land and waters of
the planet, but also the minds.

Schmitt's analytical narrative of global linear thinking and international
law has several important consequences for the imperial foundations of the
(modern/colonial) world order and the imperial foundation of knowledge.
The authority of the pope to divide the planet and to offer it to Spanish and
Portuguese monarchs was indeed an act of sovereign authority, not only
political but epistemic. For the act of tracing a line dividing the Atlantic
means that there is an epistemic sovereign: God has the knowledge back-
ing up the legality of the decision, and He is also in control of the rules and
acts of knowing, Although by the mid-sixteenth century the authority of
the pope and the monarchs began to be disputed by a group of legal theolo-
gians in Salamanca, who called into question the limits of divine and natu-
ral law (and of course of divine and natural knowing) in favor ef human law
(which opened up the doors toward the secular move we encounter in the
eighteenth century), the fact remains that global linear thinking, as Schmitt
himself specifies in the subtitle of his book, goes hand in hand with the ori-
gin of international law. 1 underline this point: the origin of international
law lies in the constitution of the modern/colonial world and of Western
civilization.

The new nomos of the earth, in Schmitt’s own formulation, was based,
therefore, in the pontifical partition of the earth and international law as the
necessary consequence: who has the right indeed, and what are those rights
that Europeans may have over non-European lands and people? A second
consequence after the partition and the origin of international law was the
depiction of the planet on the world map of which Abraham Ortelius’s The-
atrus Orbis Terrarum (1570) remains the paradigmatic example’—never be-
fore Ortelius had the planet Earth been seen from “above,” and the sea and
landmasses seen at a glance. But above all, the main issue is not that the ob-
server observes the planet from above, but that the observer is “above” the
earth and can map the world with the Atlantic, not the Pacific, at its center.
The new nomos of the earth comes with a new observer and a new epistemic
foundation. This sense of “newness” will become one of the anchors of all
rhetoric of modernity, from the sixteenth century to the twenty-first. The
Colombian philosopher Santiago Castro-Gémez described it »s the hubris
of the zero poin* * This s:c-nd consequence sets the stage for - smiperial

contro! a1a colon.zztion 2F wmovneag 0d of Telng
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The co-existence of diverse ways of producing and transmitting knowledge
is eliminated because now all forms of human knowledge are ordered on an
epistemological scale from the traditional to the modern, from barbarism to
civilization, from the community to the individual, from the orient to occi-
dent. ... By way of this strategy, scientific thought positions itself as the only
valid form of producing knowledge, and Europe acquires an epistemological
hegemony over all the other cultures of the world.!

Basically, zero point epistemology is the ultimate grounding of knowl-
edge, which paradoxically is ungrounded, or grounded neither in geo-
historical location nor in bio-graphical configurations of the bodies. The
geopolitical and bio-graphic politics (e.g., body-politics, not bio-politics)
of knowledge is hidden in the transparency and the universality of the zero
point. It is grounding without grounding; it is in the mind and not in the
brain and in the heart. Every way of knowing and sensing (feeling) that do
not conform to the epistemology and aesthesis of the zero point are cast be-
hind in time and/or in the order of myth, legend, folklore, local knowledge,
and the like, Since the zero point is always in the present of time and the
center of space, it hides its own local knowledge universally projected. Its
imperiality consists precisely in hiding its locality, its geo-historical body
location, and in assuming to be universal and thus managing the universal-
ity to which everyone has to submit.

The zero point is the site of observation from which the epistemic co-
lonial differences and the epistemic imperial differences are mapped out.
Latin absorbed and recast knowledges that were either transiated from
Greek to Arabic or that were cast in the Arabo-Islamic tradition. While
of course Arabic remained crucial locally, it lost its global influence once
that modern/European language—derived from Greek and Latin—became
the language of sustainable knowledge, disavowing the epistemic insights
of non-European languages. Being where one thinks has become since then
a fundamental concern of those who have been mappéd out by the colo-
nial and imperial differences and, therefore, relegated to a second or third
place in the global epistemic order. “I am where I think” sets the stage for
epistemic affirmations that have been disavowed. At the same time, it creates
a shift in the geography of reason for the affirmation “I am where I think.”
From the perspective of the epistemically disavowed colonial subjects (now
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migrants in Western Europe and the United States), the affirmation implies
“And you too,” addressed to believers in the epistemology of the zero point.
In other words, “we all are where we think,” but only the European system
of knowledge was built on the basic premise “I think, therefore I am,” which
was a translation of the theological foundation of knowledge, in which the
privilege of the soul over the body was translated into the secular mind over
the body and on the premise that love should be global currency, and that
every one in the world should believe {after Descartes) that they think and
therefore exist.

“By way of this strategy,” Castro-Gomez observes, “scientific thought po-
sitions itself as the only valid form of producing knowledge, and Europe ac-
quires an epistemological hegemony over all the other cultures of the world.”
From the fact that Western epistemology—that is, the epistemology of the
zero point--became hegemonic, it doesn't follow that whoever was and is
not thinking in those terms is not thinking. There is ample evidence to the
contrary, evidence that is kept silenced both in the academic world and in
mainstreamn media. The democratization of epistemology is under way (my
argument intends to contribute to it), and “I am where I think” is one basic
epistemic principle that legitimizes all ways of thinking and de-legitimizes
the pretense of a singular and particular epistemology, geo-historical and
bio-graphically located, to be universal.

Humanitas and Anthropos, Modernity and Tradition:
Two Western Civilizational Concepts to Rule the World®

Schmitt’s The Nomos of the Earth is more than a scholarly book con-
cerned with the discipline of international law. On the contrary, it is through
the history and the discipline of international law that Schmitt reflects on
the situation of Europe after the Second World War and forecasts the future.
He was not a Nigerian scholar looking at how international law and the
nomos of the earth affected Africa; nor was he an Aymara scholar in Bolivia
reflecting on the origin of international law and the Spanish justification for
appropriating their land. By spatializing the sites of knowledge and linking
them through the colonial epistemic power differential, the process of de-
colonizing knowledge and being is underway. While zero point epistemol-
ogy is and shall be recognized in its splendors, it shall also be recognized in
its miseries and arrogance.
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Decolonizing Western epistemolegy means to strip it out of the pretense
that it is the point of arrival and the guiding light of all kinds of knowledges.
In other words, decolonizing knowledge is not rejecting Western epistemic
contributions to the world. On the contrary, it implies appropriating its
contributions in order to then de-chain from their imperial designs. “Hu-
manitas” and “modernity” are concepts that do not emerge from an ontol-
ogy wherein entities carry with them the essential being of humans and
modernity; instead, they are concepts allowing those who manage catego-
ries of thought and knowledge production to use that managerial authority
to assert themselves by disqualifying those who (“anthropos” who at once
are barbarians and traditional) are classified as deficient, rationally and on-
tologically. Once you realize that true values and objectivity without paren-
thesis are only true values and objectivity for those who believe in them (as
in the case of religion or any other ideology that holds to truth and objectiv-
ity without parenthesis), you are ready to delink, to free yourself from the
imperial magic of “modernity” sustained by the epistemology of the zero
point. Humanitas and modernity, then, are two companion concepts and
central concepts of Western civilization. Such an epistemic style of think-
ing hides coloniality and prevents pluriversal, dialogic, and epistemically
democratic systems of thought from unfolding. Two choices are given to
the anthropos: to assimilate or to be cast out. In other words, universal op-
tions are options based on truth without parenthesis and cannot admit the
difference. As a matter of fact, differences are created in order to eliminate
other options.

This argument is being structured from anthropos’s perspectives. That
means that it builds and is built on an enunciation grounded on geo-
and body-politics of knowledge, while humantitas’s arguments buijld and
are built on theo- and ego-politics of knowledge,” that is, on zero point
epistemology.

In a scenario composed of options working toward the communal world
order and the hegemony of truth in parenthesis, Ancient Greece and Chris-
tian Paradise lose their privileges as the secular and sacred origin; they be-
come just options among others, and other-beginnings are becoming more
visible and gaining in legitimacy. The same considerations shall be made
chiefly about economy. Capitalist economy is only one option, but an op-
tion trat s sosited by the believers to be the only possible option. People
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dwelling in legacies alien to the Greco-Christian and suffering the conse-
quences of capitalist economy are gaining confidence in their own narra-
tives and feeling positive in their dwelling, rather than feeling ashamed by
believing the narratives of modernity that put them outside of history and
behind modernity—that made them anthropos. The scenario [ am propos-
ing here begins neither in Ancient Greece nor in the Biblical Paradise but
in the sixteenth century, in the Atlantic; and, it connects three continents
and many civilizations.

The Atlantic in the sixteenth century marks a discontinuity with the clas-
sical tradition on which Western Europe built itself.® Accepting that “we are
where we think” and that the place we are follows from the place we occupy
in the new nomos of the earth (that is of the modern/colonial world), then
several epistemic trajectories emerge that escape the control of global linear
thinking. I understand these trajectories, loosely, as decolonial.

Rational classification meant racial classification. And rational classifica-
tions do not derive from “natural reason,” but from “human concepts” of
natural reason. Who establishes criteria of classification and who classifies?
Those who inhabited the epistemic zero point (humanitas) and were the
architects of global linear thinking. And who are classified without partici-
pating in the classification? People who inhabit the exteriority (the outside
invented in the process of defining the inside) created from the perspective
of the zero point of observation (anthropos). To manage, and to be in a
position to do so, means to be in control of knowledge—to be in the zero
point. That is precisely what global linear thinking was. Global linear think-
ing since the sixteenth century has been imperial; it is imperial thinking
that I described elsewhere as the rhetoric of modernity and the logic of
coloniality.’

While global linear thinking is imperial, the consequences of tracing
lines to divide and control the world are not the same everywhere. I see
at least three dimensions of global linear thinking that prompted, non-
intentionally, the emergence of decolonial thinking.

First, “nodes” in global linear thinking have the particularity of breaking
up “linear time.” dividing space “by means of lines” Thus, the imperialism
of time in linear historical narratives is undermined and its control of time
is shaken up by the emergence of coexisting options, decolonial options be-
ing among them, t-at out forward coexisting time lines {see chaw . ). The
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building of narratives which incorporate “nodes” that have been silenced
by imperial narratives invites us to see the past and the present as “het-
erogeneous historic-structural nodes” of imperial/colonial space—that is,
the exteriority where the anthropos dwells and where decolonial thinking
emerges. This book is a case in point. This book is intended as a contribu-
tion te building decolonial nodes, the nodes of “other histories,” which will
allow us also to make educated guesses about the future other than those
predicted by Schmitt, as outlined at the end of the previous chapter. For ex-
ample, the partition of India (decolonization) and the creation of the State
of Israel {nation-state building) took place in 1947 and 1948. In China Mao
Zedong dethroned Chiang Kai Shek (revelution). How do you connect and
make sense of these three simultaneous events in a linear global chronol-
ogy? By simultaneous, I do not mean the same day, the same month, and
the same hour. However, you cannot deny that these three events are strictly
co-related in global linear thinking—linear not in the chronological sense,
but by horizontally coexisting in space. To see the interconnections between
these spatially located events, we need to look at the changes in the colonial
matrix, drawing lines and creating nodes: by interconnecting these three
events in the colonial matrix of power, decolonial thinking marks indeed
the final limits of global linear thinking and doing.

Second, global linear thinking from its beginning in the late fifteenth
century (Tordesillas and Saragossa Treaties) played two simultaneous roles.
On the one hand, the raya divided the operational space or imperial for-
mations and conflicts between themselves {e.g., Spain and Portugal in the
sixteenth century); between the former and France, England, and Holland
in the seventeenth century; between the former and the United States, since
the nineteenth century, when the idea of a Western Hemisphere affirmed
the United States as an imperial contender—none of the South American
and Caribbean countries having any say in the line that divided the Western
Hemisphere from Europe. On the other hand, the raya divided imperial
states (monarchic or secular nation-states) from their colonies. The first
introduced the internal imperial differences within Western civilization,
the second the colonial differences between Western modern/imperial
subjects and their colonial subjects. When colonies became “independent
states” (in South America and the Caribbean, for example, through the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries), or overseas departments of France,
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or “estado libre asociado” of the United States (like Puerto Rico), the raya
was redrawn, allowing certain former colonies to cross the line and to get
“inside”; however, it also reinforced the fact that, say, South America, al-
though in the Western Hemisphere, became a region of the Third World.
This is why today, for example, Samuel Huntington puts Australia and New
Zealand in the First World and South America in the Third World"-—who
is in and who is out of the raya of Western civilization is a constant process
of remapping exteriority and the anthropos.

Third, the geopolitical consequences of the line in the reconfiguration of
the nomos of the earth went beyond geography proper. Space went hand-
in-hand with people inhabiting it. Land and people became “packaged” by
imperial global linear thinking and the invention of the humanitas and
anthropos. Anthropos doesn't refer literally to the native barbarians of the
sixteenth century or the naked primitives of the eighteenth, but to every
instance in which people, institutions, and disciplines where knowledge
is managed and controlled, defines humanitas and uses the definition to
describe the place they inhabit. Since humanitas is defined through the
epistemic privilege of hegemonic knowledge, anthropos was stated as the
difference—more specifically, the epistemic colonial difference. In other
words, the idea was that humans and humanity were all “human beings”
minus the anthropos. Anthropos, then, is as much the barbarian or the
primitive as the communist, the terrorist, all those who can be placed in
the axis of evil, and those who are friends of the Devil. lllegal immigrants
and homosexuals are today within the realm of the anthropos. The domain
of humanitas is con-substantial with the management of knowledge and of
global linear thinking—the lines have been traced from the perspective
of humanitas, and it is in the humanities where the control of knowledge
resides.

Before continuing, and in order to clarify my point, I would like to re-
mind you that I am talking within (enunciation) and about (enunciated)
a complex unit of three dimensions: the rhetoric of modernity telling the
triumphal narratives of Western civilization; the logic of coloniality, which
is the hidden and darker side of the rhetoric of modernity and constitu-
tive of it; and the grammar of decoloniality, which is the task in the pres-
ent toward the future. Put more simply, there is no modernity without
coloniality, and because of it, modernity/coloniality engenders responses
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that have taken the form of the grammar of decoloniality." The rhetoric of
modernity and the logic of coloniality embodied global designs thought
out and implemented in and by actors in the metropole and dispersed over
the colonies. Decoloniality, instead, in the colonies and ex-colonies, and
because of immigration, disperses and is becoming a matter of daily life in
Europe and the United States.” Parallel phenomena are being witnessed all
over the world, including in the former Soviet Union, where migrants from
the ex-Soviet colonies are descending on Moscow, provoking (in Decem-
ber 2010) riots and violent persecutions of non-Slavic and non-Orthodox
people.

Colonial and Imperial Differences:
The Dwelling of Decolonial Thinking

My goal here is not to redraw the map traced by Schmitt, but to decolonize
and make understandable two crucial functions of global linear thinking.
The first was to establish the criteria for the making and remaking of impe-
rial differences; the second for the making and remaking of colonial differ-
ences. They are both crucial to understanding the world order of the past
five hundred years (1500-2000} and the radical transformations we (all us
living) have been witnessing since 2000, of which g/11, the collapse of Wall
Street, and the Israeli massacre in Gaza are telling signs (1 will come back
below to these issues),

We can locate the founding moment of both imperial and colonial dif-
ferences in the canonical work by the legal theologian Francisco de Vitoria,
alluded to in the introduction and the starting point of Schmidt’s argu-
ment. We have already noticed that de Vitoria had to solve two sides of
one problem. On the one hand, he needed to debunk the sovereignty of
the pope and the monarch and their privileges in appropriating lands in-
habited by non-Christians and to deal with the question of jurisdiction. To
cut off the authority of the pope and the monarch, he stated that all nations
on the planet (but in this case, the Spanish nation and the Indian nations in
the New World) were endowed with ius gentium, the rights of nations.
Since Indians belong to the human community and were endowed with
s gentium. neither the pope nor the monarch could have dominium over
therr. » v .2 second <« - was to deal with the Spaniards and the Indians,
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cording to the principle of ius gentium, how could Spaniards justify their
interventions in the life and habitat of the New World (from the perspec-
tive of Europe) people? Francisco de Vitoria ended up, after recognizing
that Indians had the rights of nations, demonstrating their deficiencies in
rationality (although they possessed reason) and maturity (although they
were human). Once de Vitoria determined Indians to be somehow inferior
(although people with rights), he built up his argument on racial epistemic
hierarchies, placing himself at the zero point of observation—the epistemic
colonial difference was established. The idea of “private property” emerged
from this confrontation between, on the one hand, “cancellation” of divine
law and the rights of the pope and the monarch to possess and dispossess
the natives and, on the other, the “limitations” of the natives with regard to
their right to benefit from the land over which they had entire disposition
before the arrival of Europeans. This idea appears in Francisco de Vitoria,
re-emerges in Hugo Grotius, and is fully developed by John Locke.”

Once Indians were endowed with “rights,” rights which were meaningful
in the European world, but not in Tawantinsuyu and Andhuac (and there
was nothing wrong at that point when rights were not needed), the ques-
tion became what to do with them, since they have rights but at the same
time are rationally deficient. Remember that this was a problem for the
Spaniards, not for the New World people, who were not participating in the
conversation. Francisco de Vitoria and the Spaniards—and, in the twen-
tieth century, the French, the British, and the Americans—attributed to
themselves the right to be where they think and to think that other people
are uncivilized, underdeveloped, or that they are becoming, just emerging.
However, from the sixteenth century to the twenty-first, many who were
and are considered anthropos from the perspective of the humanitas {be
it de Vitoria and the Church, scientific disciplines, or the World Bank that
appropriates the language of the anthropos to remain itselfas savior and not
to allow self-determination) took and are taking their epistemic destinies in
their own hands: anthropos becomes humanitas not by conversion, civiliza-
tion, or developments by humanitas, but by assuming their humanity and
being where they think—humanity is appropriated by the anthropos rather
than being endowed by humanitas to the anthropos. When that happens we
become all anthropos or humanitas, since the privilege of zero point piste-
mology that built such distinciions is erased and displaced by th» _:2- and
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body-politics of knowledge, that is, the epistemology of dewesternizing and
decolonial anthropos.

A few decades after these debates in Spain, the Quechua Guaman Poma
de Ayala was living in Tawantinsuyu, the territory of the Incas being re-
placed by the Viceroyalty of Peru. Guaman Poma was experiencing a radi-
cal transformation of his civilization, He was (existed) where he was doing
and thinking through his doing; and what he was thinking responded to
needs, desires, and visions grounded in the history of the Tawantinsuyu,
not in the history of Western Christians, as it was the case for de Vitoria."
While de Vitoria participated in a discussion among Spaniards about the In-
dians, Guaman Poma addressed Philip III from the perspective of Tawant-
insuyu. He did not represent all Indians, as de Vitoria did not represent all
Spaniards. Undeniably, however, de Vitoria was speaking in the middle of
heated debates and issues affecting Spanish society and life. He was more
concerned about Spain than about Tawantinsuyu. Guaman Poma’s con-
cern was instead Tawantinsuyu. However, de Vitoria has been recognized,
praised, critiqued, and enthroned, whereas Guaman Poma was despised,
ignored, and silenced until recently, and his work is still recognized only as
adocument, not as political treatise at the same level as de Vitoria’s. You see
here at work the epistemic colonial difference supported by the ontological
colonial difference: Indians do not think, therefore they are ontological in-
ferior human beings, and whatever they do is assumed to be doing without
thinking, or at best, of doing and thinking wrongly or deficiently. The very
names “Indian” and “Indias Occidentales” denied them the possibility of
being were they where (Tawantinsuyu, Andhuac, Abya-Yala). That long his-
tory of racial epistemic prejudice is at work today in Bolivia, both nationally
and internatjonally.® Decolonial thinking and decolonial option(s) work
toward redressing not only a long history, but also the intractable logic on
which modern imperial epistemology was founded and is maintained.

That was yesterday, the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.
Today decolonial thinking confronting global linear thinking is alive and
well, although generaliy silenced or marginalized by the institutional colo-
niality of knowledge as well as the hegemonic priorities of modern West-
ern idea knowledge in practices and education. Global is appropriated by
decolonial thinkers and twisted, for it is not used to defend a new “im-
perial globalism,” but on the contrary to confront global modernity with
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global decolonialities. In spite of differences we can identify and analyze
in the rhetoric and narrative of modernity, both spatially and chronclogi-
cally, from the sixteenth century to today, between the European Union and
the United States, or between England and France, those internal impe-
rial differences are not of the same kind as the differences that modernity
created by expanding and extending to the non-European world, either by
manipulating external colonial and imperial differences (e.g., the classical
difference between the West and Islam). Because of the similarities in the
internal imperial differences among Atlantic European imperial countries,
it was possible to maintain Western imperial dominance. However, the
differences at the borders of Euro-American modernity (e.g., the borders
between Europe and Africa; or between the United States and South/Cen-
tral America and the Caribbean; or between the European Union/United
States and East Asia) created the conditions for the emergence of decolo-
nial thinking, both as epistemic and political projects. Thus, there cannot
be a monotopic history of decclonial options. They emerge in diverse lo-
cal histories and have in common the experience of being interfered by
the colonial matrix of power and therefore Western civilization. You may
be thinking that Euro/America epistemology is also diverse. But it is not
the same as the diversity of decolonial thinking. The diversity of European
thinking is contained within cohesive narratives of Western civilizations."
Decolonial thinking cannot be contained in cohesive macro-narratives be-
cause it emerges in diverse local histories entangled with Western civiliza-
tion, The first are grounded on theo- and ego-politics of knowledge, that is,
in zero point epistemology while the second are calling for geo- and body-
political epistemic foundations and political orientations. Pluriversal global
futures are born from the common experience the non-Western world had
with the expansion of the West, Sure, there were local agents who facilitated
the expansion. But that is not a solution; it is part of the problem itseif.
Pluriversal global futures require epistemic democratization, which is to
say the decolonization of democracy.

A system of sorts has been outlined in the previous paragraphs, an un-
derlying structure that connects global linear thinking with cartography
and the world map, the idea of human and humanitas, and a zero point
of observation (the invisible knower, God, or the transcendental secular
subject), that not only observes but also divides the land and organizes the
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known. Carl Schmitt’s The Nomos of the Earth has been written from that
point of observation and with the concern of imperial countries, particu-
larly after the humble crisis of the Second World War and the Holocaust.
The line of colonial differences traced the separation between “humanitas”
and “anthropos,” and therefore was the necessary condition for inventing
the epistemic and ontological differences and then making the lines appear
neutral and objective”—objectivity without parenthesis at its best. Thus the
“/” between modernity/(de)coloniality is the site, as I said and will repeat,
where modernity/coloniality unite and divide, where imperial and colonial
differences dwell, where decoloniality and dewesternization emerge, where
spiritual options flourish. Who introduced decolonial thinking was the an-
thropos not the humanitas; humanitas can think decolonially by joining
the body politics of the anthropos, for you can not think decolonially and
remain within the value frame of humanitas. That will mean that you ap-
propriate the anthropos contributions and reproduce coloniality.

What does the anthropos do? He or she can surrender, assuming his or
her inferior epistemic and ontological status vis-a-vis the model of humani-
tas. The anthropos can fight back and show that he or she is also human,
claiming recognition. This is the path of assimilation, of being happy to
be accepted in the palace of humanitas. By following this path, he or she
admits defeat, represses what he or she was, and embraces something that
he or she was not by the fact of belonging, by birth, education, language,
sensibility, to the anthropos. The third possibility, and the most rewarding
and hopeful, is for the anthropos to unveil the pretentious sense of superi-
ority of those who inhabit the humanitas—not to claim recognition, but to
show how insane the inhabitants of the house of humanitas are, that they
still believe that Humanity is divided between humanitas and anthropos,
and to show that the control of knowledge gives them the privilege of see-
ing themselves as humanitas and not as anthropos. In other words, the task
of the anthropos is to claim and assert, through argumentation, his and her
epistemic rights, to engage in barbarian theorizing in order to decolonize
humanitas and in knowledge-building to show that the distinction between
anthropos and humanitas is a fiction controlled by the humanitas. Engaging
in decolonial thinking means confronting the imperial privileges of impe-
rial/global linear thinking, not to resist but to re-exist in building decolonial
futures. This is the beginning from which decolonial subjects engage in the
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process of decolonizing authority (e.g., the modern state, and the modern/
colonial states in the anthropos side of the linear divide) and decoloniz-
ing economy—that is, imagining global futures in which the complicities
between the state, market, and epistemic imperial hubris (e.g., global linear
thinking, hubris of the zero) will be accepted as a historical moment in the
life of the planet and of the species, the right of Western civilizations to exist
among others, but not longer to posit itself as the savior of the other. That
belief that lasted five hundred years is no longer sustainable.

The first step in decolonial thinking is to accept the interconnection be-
tween geo-history and epistemology, and between bio-graphy and episte-
mology that has been kept hidden by linear global thinking and the hubris
of the zero point in their making of colonial and imperial differences. That
is, the first step is to assume the legitimacy of “I am where I think” and not
be afraid of inquisitorial corporate and/or postmodern thinkers. By reveal-
ing geo-history and bio-graphy configurations and heterogenous historico-
structural nodes in the historical frame created by global linear thinking,
decolonial thinking and doing performs two operations at once: it anchors
new epistemic and ontological sites; and it contextualizes Descartes’s claim,
which by requiring the awareness of thinking in order to be aware of its
existence, narcotized the historical geo- and body-political motivations of
his own thinking, Descartes was unaware or did not pay attention to his
awareness in the last analysis that his philosophy contributed to secular-
izing the zero point of observation and to anchoring his thought in the
imperial domain secured by global linear thinking. While we cannot con-
sider Descartes guilty for doing what he felt he was supposed to do, we
should not take for granted that 8o percent of the population of the world,
beyond Europe, shall be jumping for joy because Descartes discovered that
“one thinks, therefore one is”

My purpose here is to articulate a discourse, the discourse of the anthro-
pos in the process of appropriating humanitas in order to become some-
thing other than humanitas—the humanitas of the anthropos that enveils
the anthropos in the humanitas, In the process of so doing I attempt to
show the illogic rationality of the hubris of the zero point and of the hu-
manitas placing itself in a position of domination through the partition of
the earth and the classification of its people. Border thinking is of the es-
sence as we switch from imperial and territorial epistemology (e.g., global
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linear thinking) to an epistemology emerging from the places and bodies
left out of the line (e.g., the anthropos, the Orientals, the Third World, etc.).
And I take “I am where I think” as the basic proposition of such reasoning,
both epistemically and politically.

Decolonizing Knowledge and Being: Thinking Decolonially
during the Cold War and After (Bennabi, Kusch, Wynter)

In the first two sections I mapped the imperial/colonial scenarios in which
zero point epistemology emerged and was consolidated. “Imperial/co-
lonial” doesn't refer only to conservative or right-wing ways of thinking,
Let’s take theology, for example, Christian theology, While there is a his-
tory of theology obviously linked to imperial designs and interests, the pa-
pacy being an obvious example, there are theologies of liberation in South
America, North America, and Africa, as well as a Jewish theology of libera-
tion. My claim is that, as in the disputes between {neo)liberalism and (neo)
Marxism, both sides of the coin belong to the same bank: the disputes are
entrenched within the same rules of the game, where the contenders defend
different positions but do not question the terms of the conversation. In
this section I will argue that shifting from “I think, therefore I am” to “ am
where I do and think” (meaning that thinking derives from doing in the
same proportion that doing is guided by thinking) is a shift in the geo- and
body-politics of knowledge that focuses on changing the rules of the game
rather than its content. We can call it decolonizing epistemology or, if you
wish, working toward epistemic decolonial democratization. Decolonizing
is nothing more and nothing less than taking democracy seriously instead
of using it to advance imperial designs or personal interests. We cannot
leave the word democracy only in liberal and neo-liberal hands. If used, it
will belong to all of us, to the anthropos and the humanitas, as that is pre-
cisely what democracy means. “We” (members of the political society, who
are not in the sphere of the state or the corporations and that were cast in
the scale of the anthropos) are claiming democracy beyond its Greek ori-
gins and its imperial appropriation in eighteenth-century Europe; we (the
anthropos) are working toward decolonizing knowledge and therefore de-
colonizing Western interpretations of democracy.

In what follows I explore and explain what decolenizing knowledge and
being mav mean not in definitiora! terms fsince orge the defintion is read.
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it is forgotten), but as the seed from where collective decolonial reasoning
and options grow, unfold, spread, and transform our {those involved in it)
thinking and doing decolonially toward global decolonial futures.

My aim is to work out genealogies of thought across national and re-
gional histories; non-national genealogies that are connected through the
common experience of the colonial wound—of sensing that, in one way
or another, one belongs to the world of the anthropos. The awareness of
being on the side of anthropos leaves a bad taste in the mouth, However, if
those of us who have been seen and classified as anthropos want to join hu-
manitas, the bad taste in the mouth persists, although it is a different taste.
Someone who has been classified as anthropos will choose which of the two
bad tastes he or she prefers, and then decide what to do. And if you do not
feel that you are on the side of anthropos—either because you belong to hu-
manitas or because you prefer to ignore your situation and to fool yourself,
pretending that you belong to humanitas—that is of course your responsi-
bility. Ethics comes into the picture at this point; that is where responses to
historical realities are unavoidable. What are the possible responses, what
are the options? One option is to ignore it, thus lying to oneself and living
in a state of bad faith. Another option is to assimilate, to do the best we can
to be accepted. The third is the decolonial option: to fight the inhumanity of
the humanitas, the irrationality of the rational, the despotic residues of mo-
dernity. The three thinkers I comment on in the following pages dwelled in
exteriority. Their thinking assumed that experience, and as a consequence
they built on the decolonial option, being where they did and thought, not
looking for assimilation in or recognition by the humanitas, One of them
is an Algerian, the other an Argentine, and the third an Afro-Caribbean
thinker; through them I further explere the interconnections between geo-
and body-politics of knowledge. Malik Bennabi (the Algerian) and Rodolfo
Kusch (the Argentine) share in different places the common experience of
colonial legacies of the Cold War. Sylvia Wynter (the Afro-Caribbean) lived
through the Cold War, but her most recent works were written after the end
of it. She shares with Bennabi and Kusch knowing through bodies marked
by colonial legacies, by knowing and sensing the gaze of the Master: be-
ing through the gaze of humanitas. Sociogenesis was Fanon's response, and
Wynter capitalized on it.

“Being” (in the sense of “I am where I do and think”) here doesn’t mean
that [ am now at my house in North Carolina, or that you are in a café in
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Paris, but where we are, each of us, located in the house of modernity/co-
loniality: that means that we have been born and raised, and therefore seen
and classified, from the perspective of the zero point among the humanitas
or the anthropos {(and of course all the intermediate cases that the catego-
ries allow us to make). Are we anthropos or humanitas, black or Indian,
developed or underdeveloped, Jews or Muslims, Christians or Israelites? 1
am not saying either that there is modern/colenial determinism, for I am
talking about built-in constructions of modern epistemology. 1 am saying
that it just is, and it is our ethical responsibility to know and understand
the house of modernity/coloniality (the colonial matrix of power) we all
inhabit. My task here is to help in cleaning up and restoring the house of
knowledge that has been knocked down by the global storm blowing from
the paradise of linear thinking,

That is precisely the point of bringing Algerian, Argentinean, and Afro-
Caribbean thinkers into the conversation. Algeria, to make a long story
short, was conquered by the Ottomans, shortly after the completion of the
Spanish Reconquista (in 1492); Ottoman rule lasted until approximately
1830, when Algeria fell into French hands. That period ended with the de-
colonial liberation of Algeria, in 1961. Quite simply, if your body came to
this world before 1961 and lived through the war of decolonization in Alge-
ria during the Cold War, your feelings and intellectual, ethical, and political
concerns would have been very different from someone whose body came
to this world at the beginning of the twentieth century in Germany, that
is, in Europe, who went through the First and Second World Wars, and
through Hitler. Thus, there is no reason to take for granted that thinking in
the German language and dwelling in German history has epistemic privi-
leges over thinking in a Francophone language and dwelling in colonial
history; or, yet, has epistemic privileges over thinking in Arabic at the cross-
road of Islamo-Arab history, Western interventions, and the Three Worlds
configuration (as Algeria was classified, from the perspective of zero point
epistemology, which of course was located in the First World, but pretended
not to be located and just to reflect an objective state of things). Being where
you think means, first and foremost, to delink from the epistemic mirage
that you can only be if you think as someone else (who is precisely where
he or she thinks) told you {and get rewards by funding institutions whose
funds come from unequal distributions of wealth), directly or indirectly,
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that you should think and therefore what you should be: do not remain
as anthropos and therefore deficient in your being; you have to abandon
that state of immaturity (as Kant defined enlightenment) and be like me
as I am already inhabiting the house of humanitas. If you do not follow
the instructions, you do not get rewarded. Your reward shall be instead the
decolonial process itself, which by definition will not be rewarded by to-
day’s existing hegemonic institutions reproducing the coloniality of knowl-
edge and of being,

A similar argument can be made in the case of the Argentine thinker
of German descent Rodolfo Kusch. After independence from Spain (1810),
and indirectly ruled by England (economy) and France (ideology), Ar-
gentina was controlled by the Creole elite of Spanish descent, who imple-
mented ideas and public policies that originated in England. Notice that
toward 1830, when Algeria was invaded and colonized by France, Argentina
was at the inception of building a modern/colonial state. I said “modern/
colonial” because the independence from Spain meant the continuation of
indirect imperial ruling by England and France. This situation called for
the concept of “internal colonialism” introduced in the late sixties and early
seventies. From 1860 on, Argentina’s wealth increased due to its commerce
with England. The installation of railroads through the second half of the
nineteenth century and the exportation of corned beef generated the golden
years of the economy. The cycle of increasing wealth and prosperity lasted
until 1930, when Argentina suffered the consequences of the stock-market
collapse. The crisis opened up the doors for a radical transformation that
created the conditions for the ascent of Juan Domingo Perdn, in 1945. Ro-
dolfo Kusch first book (La seduccion de la barbarie [ The Seduction of Barba-
rism]) was published in 1953. The book’s title is indicative of the shift in the
geography of reasoning; “civilizacion y barbarie” was the enduring opposi-
tion on which the process of nation building—which ensued independence
from Spain in 1810—unfolded. It is not necessary to go into elaborated ar-
guments and overwhelming evidence to argue that “civilizacién y barbarie”
is the colonial-state formula, in Argentina, of the overarching distinction
between humanitas and anthropos. Peronism brought the masses (anthro-
pos) into the picture, and Kusch picked up on that shift, on the potential of
popular and indigenous thinking confronting the privilege of civilized (e.g.,
progress, development) thinking. The anthropos not only took the streets,
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but also took the word. And Kusch’s sensitivity picked up from there: it

was cnactment of the anthropos (from the perspective of Argentine white

elite of European descent) that was bringing forward their being and their
thinking. As we will see, another of Kusch’s books was titled Pensamiento
{'ndl:gena J pensamiento popular en América (Indigenous and Popular Think-
ing in America),” a book in which he explores the commonalities between
these two types of thinking, not in opposition but complementing each
other. In so doing Kusch removes himself from the role as observer (the
humanitas); his thinking then becomes complicit with popular and indig-
enous thinking. A shift in the geography of reasoning has begun to take
place and shape.

Sylvia Wynter’s dwelling place (Jamaica colonial history and then
through England and the United States) in the modern/colonial world has
been framed by the history of slavery in the Caribbean and by the conflu-
ence of racism and patriarchy. There is a pervasive concern among black
Caribbean thinkers—from the Haitian Anténor Firmin to the Trinidadian
C. L. R. James—and that is the question of humanity, of being human. The
fact that this concern is crucial among Afro-Caribbeans more than an.lon
African intellectuals (and, of course, even more than among x‘iuropeansl‘)g
has its reason: if Africans were cast as descendents of Ham (the derailed
Noah’s son), black Africans since the sixteenth century came to be equated
with slavery and slaves’ lives became also expendable, both as commodities
and as labor force. Humanitas was the point of reference, and those who
fell into the domain of anthropos suffered the consequences. Wynter con-
fronts this issue through Frantz Fanon, and thus appropriates the humanity
of being, dwelling, and thinking in the location of the anthropos.” In the
prc?cess, the anthropos of the humanitas is being unveiled at the same time
as 'ltS epistemic limitations: while humanitas attributes to itself epistemic
privileges, anthropos operates in the epistemic potential that comes from
knowing both the reason of humanitas and the reason of those who in the
eyes of humanitas are anthropos. Now, let me insist that anthropos is as-
sumed as such, not as an ontological category, but as an epistemic one; I
know that from the perspective of the humanitas I am an anthropos—whiéh
doesn't mean of course that [ am, but it means that once I acknowledge it
my thinking is ne longer located in the zero point, but in the geo- am;
bodv-politics of knowing and being. [t means that T know that vou classified
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me among the anthropos and as such, I will respond by questioning and
delegitimizing your claims to the universality of your classification. Being
where one thinks implies, first and foremost, recognizing and confronting
both imperial categorizations of being and universal principles of knowing;
it means engaging in epistemic disobedience, in independent thoughts, in

decolonial thinking (see chapter 3).

Malik Bennabi’s Dead and Deadly Ideas
and the Quest for Independent Thought
Malik Bennabi (1905-73), in Algeria, and Rodolfo Kusch (1920-79), in
Argentina, did notknow each other, although they were both living, writing,
and thinking during the trying years of the Cold War.” Their works are two
monumental examples, taking on subjects parallel to crucial issues in the
imperial world to which Darwin and Freud devoted their lives and intel-
lectual energy. Bennabi went through the hard years of Algerian decoloni-
zation (1954-62). Kusch went through the trying years of the rise and fall
of Juan Domingo Perén (1946-55). They were one generation apart, How-
ever, both were mature persons and intellectuals during the demanding and
frustrating decades from 1945 to 1970, from the end of the Second World
War (1945} until the end of the period of the welfare state and the global
commotion from Beijing to Prague, from Paris to Mexico (late 1960s). As
far apart as they seem, Bennabi and Kusch had a similar concern sprouting
from their awareness of being where they were thinking, thrown as they
were into their respective imperial/colonial countries (Algeria; Argentina)
and regions (Maghreb and the Middle Eastern Islamic world; South Amer-
ica—or América, as Kusch preferred to say}.

Both historical processes were points of non-return; processes in which
no one in the societies affected by the turmoil could remain the same dur-
ing his or her life; processes that would also remain in the memory of
the community for years to come and will imprint the subjectivity of the
generations born after the fact. Both sets of processes affected people differ-
ently in different places, although they are connected through the colonial
wound. In the case of the decolonization of Algeria, French citizens were no
doubt distressed, surpriséd, and taken aback. Beyond the human tragedy,
French national spirit suffered the consequences of a loss of a colony. The
imperial pride, however, is different from the colonial wound and therefore
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the responses are of a different nature. Postcolonialism in Algeria is not
the same as postcolonialism in France. Christians, Marxists, and liberals
all have their view and their frames within which to account for the events.
Influential intellectuals in France like the Algerian-born Albert Camus and
the French native Jean-Paul Sartre, had conflicting views of the events. Ben-
nabi’s reflections before, during, and after the eight years of the Algerian
War transcended the events and brought the discussion back home to Al-
geria, rather than letting it remain in Paris, counting in France’s history.
Bennabi’s frame of thought is not fashioned from Western philosophical
thinking, as was Sartre’s; instead, his thought existed in tense relation with
Western humanism. Bennabi was, like Camus, a secular colonial subject.
Bennabi asked questions and developed arguments that were very different
from those of the French intellectuals. Their thinking was limited simply
because the meaning of the Algerian War in France was embedded in the
history of France and of European imperialism, while the meaning of the
Algerian War in Algeria was embedded in the history of North Africa and
the enduring histories of colonialism, The same event had different mean-
ings for different thinkers and depended on their cultural background:
their geo-historical and bio-graphic configurations crossed by colonial and
imperial differences.

Bennabi asks and addresses a set of well-qualified questions, all dealing
with knowledge and subjectivity in the history of Algeria and North Africa,
in the density of layers from Islamization before the Ottomans ruled the
area and then afier the French displaced the Ottomans. In that displace-
ment a radical change took place: Algeria entered, through French imperi-
alism, the imperial domains of Western capitalism (e.g., it was enmeshed in
the spreading tentacles of the colonial matrix)—which of course the Otto-
man Sultanate had not been. In other words, what happened in 1830 was not
just a change of rulers and sultans by modern presidents or prime ministers
of imperial states. It was not similar to what happened in France after the
revolution, when the bourgeoisie displaced the monarchy, but all betong to
the same cosmology, albeit to different social strata. In this case those who
disputed political and economic control were mostly of Gallic descent; they
became French citizens, and they were all white and all Christians. In Al-
geria they were not: they were Arabs and Berbers, Jews and Muslim, black
and brown, and had been ruled by the Ottoman Sultanate for several centu-

I Am Where 1 Do

ries. Dwelling in that history, during the challenging years between wars in
Furope and through the critical years of decolonization in Asia and Africa
(between 1947 and 1971 approximately), Bennabi wrote two short and cru-
cial pieces that are particularly germane to my argument: The Question of
Ideas in the Muslim World, conceived in late 1960 and 1963, but finished and
published a decade later; and The Question of Culture, originally published
in 1954.% Both pieces responr:l to a common concern among “Third World”
intellectuals: gaining independence from a long history of coloniality of
knowledge and of being, that is, decolonizing being and knowledge by be-
ing where one thinks and does. Bennabi describes the state of Islamic civili-
zation at the moment of writing, comparing it with a rider losing control:

Like a rider who has lost control over the stirrup and failed to recapture it,
it has been struggling to attain its new equilibrium. Its secular decadence,
condemning it to inertia, apathy, impotence and colonizability, has nonethe-
less pre;served its traditional values in a more or less fossilized condition. It
has emerged under such conditions at the time when the twentieth century
reaches the peak of its material power but when all the moral forces have
started disintegrating since the First World War.?

We shall focus on the enunciation, rather than in the enunciated, of
these observations and we will understand that “Iam where I do and think”
relocates thinking and knowledge at the intersection of the geo- and body-
political imperial classification of places and racialization of people, lan-
guages, and ideas. But of course, it relocates not only “Third World” think-
ing, but “First World” as well. If Descartes arrived at the conclusion “I think,
therefore I am,” it was precisely because he was where he was doing, al-
though he suppressed the materiality of the enunciation; he just took for
granted this: if you feel and know that you are humanitas, you most likely
will not be concerned about where you do and think—you would assume
that you inhabit the unijversal house of knowledge, the epistemic zero point.
“I am where 1 do” flatly rejects the assumptions that rational and universal
truths are independent of who presents them, to whom are they addressed,
and why they have been advanced in the first place; and that the problems
philosophers and thinkers address in Europe shail have “applicability” be-
yond Europe, so you have to look for problems that more or less fit the
theory.
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The reader may think at this point, “Oh, I see, you are talking about
situated knowledge.” Certainly I am, but not about “universal situated-
ness”; rather, I am talking about situatedness within the colonial matrix
of power, and where you are located within the epistemic and ontological
racial coordinates of imperial knowledge. To say that knowledge is situated
in and of itself doesn't take us tco far. It amounts to saying that “reality
is constructed.” Sure. But once we have beaten the essentialist claim that
reality exists, the next step and the most important one is to ask how is it
constructed, by whom, why, what for, and whose interest does it serve if we
construct reality in A or B manner? And what are these constructions say-
ing to those who are affected by the construction of reality without having
the opportunity to participate in such construction?

Thus, three hundred years after Descartes’s death (in 1650, in Stock-
holm), someone like Malik Bennabi, in Algeria, had to deal with the conse-
quences of Descartes’s contribution to the foundation of modern philoso-
phy and knowledge. Bennabi now is confronted with a problem similar to
the one Descartes had, although it is of quite dissimilar configuration. In
fact, while Descartes was dealing with a past framed by theology and Re-
naissance humanism, both were within their own tradition. While Bennabi
dwells in memories embedded in Arabic language and Muslim philosophy
(Al Gazhali, Ibn Sina, and Ibn Rush), Descartes was dwelling in memories
embedded in Latin and French: he wrote Discourse on Method in French
and Meditations on First Philosophy in Latin.? In both traditions, Bennabi’s
and Descartes’s, algebra and geometry were a common ground: Muslim and
Christian philosophers around 1200 were drinking from the same Greek
fountains. Bennabi, like Descartes, is where he does and thinks; his being is
formed in a double movement. Understanding, on the one hand, the local
history of Algeria at the intersection of the Ottoman Suitanate’s rules and
French imperial rules, living at the intersection of Arab and French lan-
guages and of Islam and Christianity means being in a dense memory in
which French, contrary to Descartes’s assumption, is a marginal language,
experience, and subjectivity. Descartes, in sum, inhabits the epistemology
of the zero point and of linear thinking, Bennabi that of border thinking
and geo/body politics of knowledge. The first is territorial and the second
decolonial thinking.

On the other hand (as with many others in similar human conditions and
historical intersections, as I will deal with below), “discourse on method”
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doesn't begin by looking at the basic, indubitable, simple truth upon which
the whole edifice can be built—the whole edifice of truth without paren-
thesis. Quite the opposite: for Bennabi (and for many decolonial thinkers
and artists around the world), the problem is how to disengage from the
trap, how to elide the entrapment. The problem is, in other words, how to
decolonize knowledge and being by affirming the geopolitical legitimacy
of knowledge for “decolonization,” rather than knowledge to “control the
world” by “knowing” its laws. Paradoxically, Descartes’s brilliant move to
depart from theology and humanism ended up trapping other knowledges
and subjectivities totally alien to the personal and regional forces that mo-
tivated his relentless search for “truth” The bottom line: theirs are two dif-
ferent subjectivities, modes of being in the world tilted by coloniality of
knowledge and of power. There is no reason, other than the colonial dif-
ferential of power, to assume that Descartes’s thinking is more relevant for
the well-being of Humanity than is Bennabi’s. Since we are where we think,
there is no reason (other than epistemic racism) to believe that, among all
forms of creative thinking (not destructive thinking), one mode of being
where one thinks is better or preferable to the other. Transcendental truths
(God, Reason, Rights, and Knowledge) that are attainable and controlled
by one ethno-class result in asserting one mode of being and one mode of
thinking—that is, the imperial mode of being where one thinks.

Unlike for Descartes, the problem to solve for Bennabi was not that of
the overarching presence of theology and the soft arguments of tolerant
humanists (in the middle of religious war and the assassination, in 1610, of
Henri of Navarre, founder of the College La Fleche, where Descartes stud-
ied), but that of the power of ideas in relation to bilingualism. Remember
that one of Bennabi’s concerns (which is that of many Arabo-Muslim intel-
lectuals) is, as Moroccan philosopher Mohammed Al-Jabri put it: why, if
Ibn-Rushd (1126-1190), sharing his life between Cordoba (today Spain) and
Marrakech (today Morocco), reached a level of rational thinking, Arabo-
Muslim philosophy “stopped” there and re-emerged, five centuries later, in
France and Holland, in the body of Descartes, at the time when Western
Greco-Latin Christianity had already silenced Arabo-Islamic philosophy
and sciences forever? That is the context in which Bennabi is concerned
with the question of ideas in the Muslim world.

Bennabi’s distinction between “dead ideas” and “deadly ideas” illustrates
quite well the type of situation motivating independent thoughts and the
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need to shift the geography of reasoning and to be where one does and
thinks: “A dead idea is an idea whose origins have been betrayed, one that
has deviated from its archetype and thus no longer has any roots in its origi-
nal cultural plasma. In contrast, a deadly idea is an idea that has lost both
its identity and cultural value after having been cut of its roots that are left
in their original cultural universe.” Although in Bennabi’s essays there is
a larger horizon of humanity and human history, it is the closer horizon
that generates his concern: being a Muslim and at the same time a Third
World intellectual means to be in two subaltern positions, in relation to
imperial Christianity and Western secularism and in relation to the First
World. What does someone dwelling in exteriority do? There are several
possibilities indeed. One would recognize that history is of the winners and
to accept and embrace the First World, Western modernity, and secularism.
Which of course, ruling elites not only in Arabo-Islamic countries, but also
in South America and the Caribbean also did. Let me give you a parallel ex-
ample (during the Cold War) to get a better sense of the point I am making
in reading Bennabi. Would Marxism be of any help here? Perhaps not much.

Instead, we could ask a similar question: what does a Third World and
black intellectual dwelling in exteriority do? And we can respond to the
question by looking over the shoulder of Lloyd Best (1934-2007).% He starts
one of his key essays, titled “Independence and Responsibility: Self Knowl--
edge as an Imperative,” drawing I'état de la question.

Since 1962, two visions of the future have been offered to Caribbean peoples.
Both have been aborted. The first proved to be an illusion; the second turned
into a nightmare. . .. They [the agents of the first vision]. . . urged to produce
what we consume and consume what we produce. This strategy involved a
sharp increase in government ownership and operation of economic enter-
prise and hastened the emergence of the omni-competent state.

The second vision was that of the socialist state, with the means of produc-
tien predominantly owned and controlled by a paramount Leninist party.?

What I am driving at is that beyond the significant difference between
a Muslim in Algeria and a black in the Caribbean, they are responding to
the global entanglements driven by the expansion of the colonial matrix. In
many and different local histories, Muslims and Africans were entangled
with a myriad of different Western European local histories (mainly that of

1 Am Where I Do

the Atlantic countries from the Iberian Peninsula to England, going through
France and Holland). Best’s major concern was “independent thought and
Caribbean freedom,” as he extensnve]y argued in his essay of this title. The
first version of the essay was presented, in 1966, at the Second Conference
of West Indian Affairs, in Montreal. The scenario drawn by Best and the
description of local elites in their dependency on Western education, tech-
nology, and science (which if they are not necessarily deadly by nature, can
become deadly—e.g., the idea of development) are similar to the one drawn
by Bennabi. Similarly, where Bennabi saw dead ideas in the Muslim world,
Best saw not dead ideas of a historical civilization, but disqualified ideas
of black communities—no longer in Africa, but in South America and the
Caribbean: the communities and emerging civilization formed in the en-
counter among Africans from different kingdoms, languages, religions, and
ways of life. At that crossroads, Lloyd Best claims at the end of his article,

1 have argued that we need independent thought. One of the most blatant
manifestations of the colonial condition in the Caribbean—of the plantation
mind—is the refuge, which our intellectual classes take in a sterile scientism
on the one hand, or in a cheap populism on the other. . . . One half of our
intellectual classes are a-political. They are engrossed in technical exercises
or they are busy dissipating their energies in administration and public re-
lations—running the public service, running the Universities, running this,
running that, running in effect, away from the issues.

It is being proposed here, that being who we are, what we are and where,
the kind of action to which we must be committed is determinate. . . . To
acknowledge this is to set ourselves three tasks. The first is to fashion theory
on which may be based the clear intellectual leadership for which the nation
calls and which it has never had. The second is to conduct the inquiry on
which theory can be soundly based. This is what may be called, in the jargon
of my eriginal trade, the creation of intellectual capital goods. Thirdly, we are
to establish media by which these goods may be transmitted to the rest of
us who are otherwise engaged. . . . We may wish to create a media of direct
democratic expression suitable to the native Caribbean imagination.”

Where Best saw the failure and the nightmare of solutions for the Carib-
bean proposed by the national elite in complicity with external-imperial in-
stitutions and ideas (mostly Western liberalism and capitalism, rather than
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Western and/or Slavic Marxism or Chinese Maoism), Bennabi saw Muslim
societies saturated by dead ideas that created the conditions for the advent
of deadly Western ideas.

It is under such circumstances, Bennabi concludes, that the present Muslim
society borrows modern and “progressive” ideas from Western civilization!
This is a natural outcome of a process determined by the dialectic of things,
human beings and ideas that has shaped Muslim history. Nevertheless what
is unnatural is its inertia and apathy in this stage, as if it wished to stay there
forever. Starting from the same point, other societies such as Japan and China
have, on the contrary, succeeded to pull themselves out of their state of in-
ertia by rigorously subjecting themselves to the conditions of new dynamics
and new historical dialectics.”

Here we have two Third World intellectuals—one Muslim in North
Africa, the other black in the Caribbean—looking at the global condi-
tions, being where they think, dwelling in the exteriorities of the modern
colonial world. These views have not been accounted for in the analysis
of globalization and modernity. Certainly Anthony Giddens and Niall
Ferguson are where they think: dwelling in the interiority of British and
imperial European histories.” Although they, too, are where they think,
their thinking (propeiled by the book market and the coloniality of knowl-
edge} generates the effect that in reality they just think, being nowhere, as
if instead of inhabiting the interiority of self-fashioned imperial histories,
they were standing at the top of the hill looking down and dominating the
valley.

The dialectic between dead and deadly ideas tells the story of imperial
and colonial differences in the modern/colonial world, for the dialectic is
operative not only in the sphere of the liberal state and capitalist economies
looking for new surrogate states opening new markets, but also in the in-
ternal contestation: Marxism. Bennabi is clear in analyzing the consistency
of Marx’s ideas within his own cultural sphere, in which industrial capital-
ism unfolded: “If Marx had analyzed such situations he would certainly
have done so based on the logic of a dialectic whose constituent elements
were all part and parcel of one and the same cultural universe that was
his own universe™ In contrast, Bennabi continues, in the colonized and
formerly colonized countries, such situations are the complex result of “a
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dialectic obtaining in an original cultural universe as well as of the dialecti-
cal relationship between the latter and the alien cultural universe, that of
colonialism.*

In my view, Bennabi’s The Questions of Ideas in the Muslim World is
nothing less than an agonic quest for independent thought. The need and
anxiety has not gone away yet, today, among Muslim intellectuals (as well
as amonyg intellectuals of the former Third World around the globe). Lets
listen to the Iranian scholar Amr G. E. Sabet. In introducing his argument,
Sabet makes clear that in the investigation he presents he is not making any
claim in favor of the “Islamization of knowledge,” or for its secularization.
His argument aims, he stresses, at the integration of knowledge, “whether
secular or religious, through a measure of intersubjectivity” Furthermore,
and this is crucial for my argument, Sabet notes that beyond looking for an
integration of Islamic thought and social theory, “this study seeks to link
the former (e.g., Islamic thought) with decolonization in order to under-
score Islam’s liberating commitment not only toward Muslims but toward
humanity at large. The decolonization process that had taken place during
the post~World War II era remains, unfortunately, an unfinished, and even
a regressing, project.”®

Decoloniality refers to a set of projects that, based on border identifica-
tions (dwelling in the border between dead ideas and deadly ideas), are
open to humanity at large, in the same way that Christian theology, secular
liberals, and postmodern thinkers (Marxists or not) are. However, the latter
do not recognize their projects emanating from an identity. They identify
their project as universal. Here lies the conundrum by which postmodern
thinkers chastise identity claims and retain the convenience store of uni-
versality. For that reason, Sabet stresses, “in addition to political, as well
as economic, independence thete is the essential need for the independence
of thought, of the mental, the psychological, and the spiritual; for the exor-
cising and liberating of souls”* That means that the decolonization of the
economy and of the state needs a change of terrain. While Adam Smith,
Immanuel Kant, and Karl Marx were where they thought, their thoughts
acquired a universal profile that seemed independent of their geo-historical
and bio-graphical locations and therefore of global import. Geo- and bio-
graphic politics of knowledge materializes the change of terrain, undoing
and moving away from the imperial political theology and its translation
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into secular egology. Bennabi's decolonial thinking was enacting this change
of terrain.

Rodolfo Kusch: Epistemic Synergy
of Immigrant Consciousness
Gunter Rodolfo Kusch was born in Argentina in 1922, and he died in

1979. He was the only child of Ricardo Carlos Kusch and Elsa Maria Doro-
tea Tschunke de Kusch, a German couple who moved to Argentina, from
Germany, shortly after the First World War ended. He was four years old
when his father passed away. At the end of his teen years, Kusch found him-
self in the middle of an exciting decade in Buenos Aires, from 1940 to 1950,
witnessing the end of the Second World War, the Juan Domingo Perén and
Eva Per6n years, and a very intense intellectual and cultural life. A “na-
tive” intelligentsia that was largely of European descent (mainly from Spain,
Italy, and Germany) was struggling to found its own ways of thinking and
delink from the Argentine intellectual elite reproducing in the country the
debates taking place in Europe. The “mestizo consciousness® that Kusch
explored in the beginning of his book La seduccidn de Ia barbarie was a
reflection built on the experience of a community of displaced Europeans
(immigrants from Europe) who coexisted with the dense and strong pres-
ence of the indigenous population, which Kusch experienced in northwest
Argentina and in Bolivia. By the time of Kusch, the Afro-population had
practically vanished from Argentina’s imaginary, although he was aware of
their presence in America—the consistent name he uses in all his writing;
he rarely mentioned “Latin” America. A telling statement that is consistent
with the philosophical explorations he conducted throughout his life.

In his second book América profunda, published in 1962, Kusch inten-
sified his philosophical reflections anchored in “an-other history” He de-
scribed that “other history.” distinctive in its profile and coexisting with
European history, with metaphors such as “seduccién de la barbarie” as
“América profunda,” as “América vegetal,” and many others. Crucial to the
understanding of Kusch’s sustained meditations from La seduccién de la
barbarie to Geocultura del hombre Americano (1976) and Esbozo de una an-
tropologia filosdfica Americana (1978) is the coexistence of a European his-
tory transplanted and framing the conflicts infof “América profunda,” the
legacies of “poblaciones originarias” through the history of conquest and
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colonization. On the one hand, Kusch felt that Indian memories through-
out the Americas needed to be re-inscribed in conflictive dialogue and ten-
sion with the existence of people of European descent and institutions (eco-
nomic, political, and family) modeled on European social organization. He
was not Indian, but he was not alien to the fact that Indian legacies are em-
bedded in the history of América. This history could no longer be the nar-
rative of internal transformation, as was the case for the history of Europe.
Engaging indigenous thoughts meant to engage an-other epistemology.

It takes several readings to recondition reading habits. One must prac-
tice before fully understanding the radical shift in the geography of rea-
soning that Kusch was engaged in and to grasp his concept of “mestizo
consciousness” For, “mestizo” for Kusch doesn’t have anything to do with
biology, with mixed bloods, with the color of your skin, or the form of your
nose. “Mestizo” is for Kusch a matter of “consciousness,” not of blood, but
of geo-history and bio-graphy—as becomes clear in the last two books he
published.

“Mestizo consciousness” is a paradoxical concept in an argument enun-
ciated by Kusch, the son of German immigrants, father and mother. He was
clearly not a mestizo by blood but in consciousness, a conceptualization
that emerges from a body that experiences existentia Americana, similar
to what the Jamaican philosopher Lewis Gordon has termed and explored
as existentia Africana.®® About fifty years before Kusch’s first book, W. E. B.
Du Bois introduced the concept of “double consciousness” to articulate
his experience and translate it into a term familiar in the human and so-
cial sciences.® But his “consciousness,” that is, the way he was experienc-
ing “consciousness,” was different, although from the same source, from the
colonial wound: a person of African descent, in the Americas, experiences
life and his or her own existence differently from a person of European
descent. Both, however, share a common experience, the experience of the
displaced in relation to a dominant order of the world to which they do
not belong. The consciousness of being-such and the awareness of not-
being-such (in the case of Kusch, neither European nor Indian) or sensing
a tension between being-such and such (in the case of Du Bois, being black
and American, when American was assumed to be white) peints toward
the sphere of experience that in Gloria Anzaldia was articulated as “the
mestiza consciousness/la conciencia de la mestiza"¥ It is worthwhile to

107



108

Chapler Two

underline the grammatical twist in Anzaldua, She is talking not about “mes-
tiza consciousness,” but about “the consciousness of the mestiza,” which is
how I would translate the Spanish title she inscribed in the last chapter of
her book: “la conciencia de la mestiza” We should also remember at this
point that the title of Rigoberta Menchii’s narrative, in Spanish, is Me llamo
Rigoberta Menchu y asi me nacid la conciencia (1982), dubiously translated
into English as I, Rigoberta Menchil, an Indian Woman from Guatemala.®®
The English translator (or the editor at the publishing house) preferred ex-
oticism to philosophical and political meaning, and trumpeted Benjamin
Franklin’s exultation of the first person: “I, Rigoberta Mencht” Last but
not least, the Afro-Colombian Zapata Olivella (self-identified as mulatto)
conceived a “mestizo consciousness” (notice that “mestizo” acquires, like
in Kusch, a meaning that goes beyond the biological) to capture the his-
torical essence of the basic three types (Indigenous, European descent, and
Afro descent) of languages, religions, cultures, ways of life, sensibilities, and
subjectivities that transformed Andhuac, Abya-Yala, and Tawantinsuyu in
what Kusch calls “America”®

In retrospect, and in the more recent spectrum in which “consciousness”
has been articulated decolonially {Du Bois, Anzaldia, Mench), it would be
more adequate to rename Kusch’s “mestizo consciousness” as “immigrant
consciousness,’ the consciousness of the immigrant of European descent
who arrived in the Americas around the end of the nineteenth century and
the beginning of the twentieth, and who, instead of assimilating, reacts
critically to the displaced conditions of European immigrants in a country
that, by that time, is already in the hands of Creoles of Spanish descent and
Mestizos with mixed blood and a European soul and mentality. I found in
Kusch a particularly apt response to my long-lasting discomfort as an Ar-
gentine of European descent, For that experiential reason I am “appropri-
ating” Kusch and following his thoughts rather than “studying” him from
the distance of continental philosophy. Appropriation means that I make
his thinking mine and continue what he started, in the same way that, say,
Martin Heidegger “appropriated” (and not studied) Friedrich Nietzsche to
unfold his own thoughts. Here I am imitating what Heidegger did, not what
he said. | am not comparing myself with Heidegger here: [ am just follow-
ing the mode! provided by great European thinkers, a model of what to do,
and not of what to think. Regarding what to thimk Iz following Benzahi
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of thought; otherwise it would fall prey to genealogies of thought already
established and would, in the process, disregard and devalue all other pos-
sibilities. Decolonization of knowledge and of being requires one to engage
in rebuilding what was destroyed and to build what doesn't yet exist.

“Immigrant consciousness,” in other words, is the assumed condition
of existence, an existence out of place: for people of European descent, for
being in a place whose history is not the history of their ancestors; for in-
digenous or “pueblos originarios,” who built their history in the land they
inhabited, then found themselves out of place when their form of life and
their institutions, education, and economy were displaced, destroyed, and
replaced with ways of life and the institutions of migrants from European
countries; for Africans coming from several parts of Africa, with their own
different languages and beliefs, forms of life, and institutions, who found
themselves in a land whose histories did not belong to their ancestors and,
in contrast to the Europeans, in a land whose social structures placed them
at the very bottom of the social scale. “Immigrant consciousness,” double
consciousness, mestiza consciousness, mulatto consciousness, inter-cultural
consciousness (as indigenous people in Ecuador maintain today), maroon
consciousness (as it has been established among Afro-Andeans in Ecua-
dor), all are diverse expressions and experiences of the same condition of
existence: the awareness of coloniality of being, of being out of place in the
set of regulations (e.g., cosmology) of “modernity.” Briefly stated, there are
different modes of experiencing the colonial wound and of engaging the
decolenial option. It is interesting to note that “critical” intellectuals came
up with ideas such as peripheral and alternative modernities: a complai-
sant position that pretends to be dissenting, but ends up reproducing the
standards with superficial variations. “Immigrant consciousness” (double,
mestiza, indigenous, maroon consciousness) encompasses diverse manifes-
tations of an-other paradigm: the paradigm constituted by forms of deco-
lonial consciousness whose horizon is no longer that of peripheral or al-
ternative modernities but a pluriversal horizon conceived as transmodernity
that begins by assuming “our own modernity™* (see chapter 3).

Sylvia Wynter: What Does It Mean to Be Human?

Frantz Fanon made a passing observation in Black Skin, White Masks
(1952) that has become a fundamental proposition being explored in Afro-
Caribbean philosophy: “Reacting against the constitutionalist tendency
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of the late nineteenth century, Freud insisted that the individual factor be
taken into account through psychoanalysis. Fanon substituted for a phy-
logenetic theory the ontogenetic perspective. It will be seen that the black
man’s alienation is not an individual question. Besides phylogeny and on-
togeny stands sociogeny”*

The sociogenic principle is one aspect of languaging and knowing.* It
is therefore crossed by the differential of power embedded in the modern/
colonial world order, through the ranking of languages: “To speak means
to be in a position to use a certain syntax, to grasp the morphology of this
or that language, but it means above all to assume a culture, to support the
weight of a civilization** The problem that we confront in this chapter is
this: the Negro of the Antilles will be proportionately whiter—that is, he
will be closer to being a real human being—in direct ratio with his mastery
of the French language. I am not unaware that this is one of man’s attitudes
face to face with Being. A man who has a language consequently possesses
the world expressed and implied in that language. What we are getting at
becomes plain: mastery of language affords remarkable power.**

Sylvia Wynter took Fanon’s sociogenic principle to the next step. What is
the next step? It is clear after Fanon that we cannot expect Western sciences
and political theory to solve the problems created by five centuries of inser-
tion of Western designs into the world beyond imperial Western Europe,
and into colonial Europe itself: Ireland and Southern Italy, for example, as
well as the Soviet Republics (e.g., colonies) of former Central and Eastern
Europe. Briefly, and once more, by imperial Europe and Eurocentrism I
mean three aspects, framed spatially, chronologically, and subjectively. They
are all three relevant to understand Wynter's decolonization of being.

Spatially, Eurocentrism refers to the Atlantic imperial monarchies, the
nation-states (Spain, Portugal, France, Holland, and England), and the sup-
porting cast (Italy and Germany) whose imperial dominions were lesser
than the former, although they were not out of the game. It has been pointed
out, several times, that the interconnections between marginal-capitalist
countries in relation to central-capitalist countries went through a dictato-
rial political period: Italy and Germany never enjoyed extensive imperial
domination; Spain and Portugal did, but had lost it by the nineteenth cen-
tury, when France and England were in ascendance and “helping” Spanish

and Portuguese colonies to “gain” their independence,
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Chronologically, Eurocentrism refers to a potent matrix of categories
of thoughts that connect and unify all areas of knowledge (what today we
describe as natural sciences, the humanities, the social sciences, and the
professional schools [medicine, law, engineer, business, computing]}). That
colonial matrix of power is legitimized on Greek and Latin categories of
thoughts and their translation and unfolding in six modern European im-
perial languages: Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, French, German, and Eng-
lish. Cast, defended, and promoted in the rhetoric of modernity, progress,
salvation, development, and so on, that matrix generated the image of its
own totality, which authorized its promoter and defender to disregard, mar-
ginalize, ignore, deprecate, reprove, rebuke, attack all knowledge that didnt
obey the rules and principles of the (post)ymodern matrix of knowledge. At
that point, the modern matrix (Burocentrism) became also colonial.

Subjectively, the modern/colonial matrix of knowledge (e.g., colonial-
ity of knowledge) has been created, perfected, transformed, expanded, ex-
ported/imported by a particular kind of social agent: in general (and we can
go through the biography of the great thinkers and scientists in the Western
canon), they were male, they were Christians, they were white, and, as we
said, they lived in Western Christendom, which, after the sixteenth cen-
tury, was translated into Europe. That is to say: the modern/colonial matrix
of knowledge has been linked to a kind of subjectivity emerging from the
lived experience of white and Christian males who lived and studied in
the six countries and languages above mentioned, Although someone like
Kepler who was born in Cracovia and started his studies at the university
in the city he was born, had the chance nevertheless to pursue his learning
and lived experience at the University of Bologna. Being one of the first
medieval/renaissance universities, Bologna provided Kepler with the insti-
tutional push to his personal genius and intellectual impetus. Today the
“Plan Bologna” in Europe is closing the cycle that the University of Bologna
started.

These three parameters map the hubris of the zero point. Wynter’s “next
step” is to envision a scientia (and I write it in the Renaissance style to distin-
guish it from the concept of science that unfolded from Galileo to Newton
and from Newton to Einstein, as well as from Buffon and Linnaeus to Dar-
win) that disobeys the hubris of the zero point. I see this move as decolonial
scientia based on Fanon's sociogenic principle. Fanon's hypothesis, Wynter
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argues, is first of all a hypothesis derived from his awareness of reporting
in the third person his own experience in the first person (“Look Mom, a
Negro!). The experience, in other words, of Being through the eyes of the
imperial Other; the experience of knowing that “I am being perceived, in
the eyes of the imperial Other, as not quite human.” Thus, decolonial scien-
tia is the scientia needed not for progress or development, but for liberat-
ing the actual and future victims of knowledge upon which progress and
development are predicated. It is not the case, most certainly, of studying
the Negro problem from the perspective of any of the already established
social sciences or humanities. For, if that were the case, sociogenesis would
become an object of study rather than being the historical foundation and
constitution of future and global epistemic loci of enunciations, geo- and
body-politically constituted. This scientia, built on the sociogenic principle
(in this case the lived experience of the black man, although this is not the
only colonial experience—colonial wound—that would sustain the emerg-
ing scientia), makes clear from the start that the mind/body problem (or
the soul/body if we take a step back from secularism to Christian theology)
only makes sense in the domain of ontogenesis; it is only there that the
mind/body problem makes sense.* That the sociogenic principle is not an
object of knowledge but rather the signpost of a locus of enunciation and
the energy that links knowledge with decolonial subjective formations is a
conclusion that derived from Wynter’s argument.

Unlike the “common reality” of a wave phenomenon, however, the socio-
genic principle is not a natural scientific object of knowledge. In that if, in the
case of humans, this transcultural constant is that of the sociogenic principle
as a culturally programmed rather than genetically articulated “sense of self,’
with the “property” of the mind or human consciousness being located only
in the dynamic processes of symbiotic interaction between the opioid reward
and punishment system of the brain and the cuiture-specific governing code
or sociogenic principle (as the semantic activating agent) specific to each of
our hybrid nature-cuiture modes of being, and thereby, of experiencing our-
selves as human, then the identification of the hybrid property of conscious-
ness, which such a principle makes possible, would call for another form
of scientific knowledge beyond the limits of the natural sciences—including
beyond that of neurobiology whose natural-scientific approach to the phe-
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nomenon of consciousness is paradoxically based on our present culture’s
purely biocentric and adaptive conception of what it is to be human *

Long sentences in Wynter’s prose are manifestations of her struggle to shift
the geography of reasoning. Thus, if modern/imperial epistemology (in its
diversity, but always imperial diversity) was spatially, chronclogically, and
subjectively located, scientia (starting from the sociogenic principle) be-
comes the project of decolonial scientia setting up new places or nodes of
space, time, and subjectivity. That is, while modern/colonial epistemology
was based on theology and secular philosophy and the affirmation of Des-
cartes’s “T think, therefore I am,” geo- and body-politics start by the nega-
tion of such propositions by the anthropos. The negation is simultaneously
the anthropos’s affirmation: the affirmation of being when one thinks and
does, )

Spatially, decolonial scientia is located at the borders (territorial as well
as linguistic, subjective, epistemic, ontological) created by the consolidation
and expansion of the modern/colonial epistemic matrix described above.
This matrix, which emerged in the sixteenth century, was then folded and
unfolded in the hands of England and France and projected itself into Asia
and Africa, from the late seventeenth to the mid-twentieth century. The
leadership was then taken up by the United States and the basic principle
and structure of knowledge were expanded by the use of the English lan-
guage and the meteoric expansion of scientific knowledge and technology.
Consequently, decolonial scientia responding and delinking from colonial-
ity of knowledge is literally all over the globe (in the same way that mod-
ern/imperial science is), and it moves constantly from the “third” to the
“first” world, and from the latest Western imperial countries to the “emerg-
ing empires” (China, Russia, and perhaps in the near future, India and the
Islamic Middle East; further in the future, one can see that in the Andes,
under the leadership of Bolivia, the model of Tawantinsuyu will interact
with the model of the liberal/colonial state).

Chronologically, decolonial scientia denounces—on the one hand—the
chronological timeline of the colonial matrix of power and the colonial-
ity of knowledge. And it calls—on the other hand—for rebuilding chro-
nologies of local histories: while in imperial scientia connections through
time, including episternic breaks and paradigmatic changes, followed one
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another in time, decolonial scientia links nodes in space—the space of colo-
nial histories and decolonial struggles around the world—to which follows
today the massive migrations of the “barbarians” to the “civilized regions.”
If double consciousness and mestiza consciousness (Du Bois and Anzaldua)
are two key concepts that give substance to the sociogenic principle (for
what are double consciousness and mestiza consciousness if not concepts
capturing the fact that people who fall on the side of the racially inferior and
sexually abnormal—that is, the anthropos—are seeing themselves through
the imperial Other?), then the imperial/modern subject holding and con-
trolling knowledge and, therefore, determining who is authorized to know
and what knowledge is useful (for whom?) to have loses the magic effect of
its universal legitimacy.

Subjectively, decolonial scientia is embraced by people who either suf-
fer the consequence of the colonial wound or by those who, not having
had that experience, have experienced the violence of science and embrace
the decolonial option not to become a new savior but to twist the politics
of knowledge in which they were educated as modern subjects and mod-
ern subjectivities. Contrary to the male, Christian, and Eurocentered sub-
jects and subjectivities that dominated the philosophy of modern/imperial
knowledge, the decolonial subject is at the border of non-European lan-
guages, religions, epistemologies; subjects that have been racialized and/or
categorized as sexually abnormal by imperial knowledge. That is, by sub-
jects whose consciousness of the self is reflected on the perception of the
imperial Other; subjects that embrace, in other words, the sociogenic prin-
ciple as a historical foundation of knowledge as well as by imperial subjects
who instead of “saving the colonial Other” without questioning the hubris
of the zero point join instead and accept the guidance of the decolonial
thinkers, It requires an act of humility to realize that there is no longer
room for abstract universals and truth without parenthesis. And it takes
a moment of rage and of losing fear to move from the colonial wound to
decolonial scientia.

Now, decolonial scientia has three types of tasks ahead. One is to
show that the hubris of the zero point enacted a geo- and body-politics of
knowledge that consisted in denying that geo-historical locations and racial-
sexual body configurations were relevant to knowledge. It denied, in other
words, the links between geo-history and knowledge and between bio-
graphy and epistemology. The second task is to explore the consequences
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that Western expansion (today called “globalization”) had for the environ-
ment (e.g., natural resources needed by imperial economy) and for 'the
population who were targeted for conversion to Christianity, for civiliza-
tion, for development, and now for human rights and democracy. That
is, to explore global responses, through time (500 years) to globalization,
for it is necessary to look at responses globally and avoeid the imperial trap
that looks at local responses to global designs. The third task is to generate
knowledge to build communities in which life (in general, not only huma‘n
life) has priority over economic gains, economic growth, and economic
development, to cultivate knowledge that will subject economic growth to
human needs, rather than submit human needs to economic growth and

development.

Redrawing the House of Knowledge at the Intersection
of Global Linear and Decolonial Thinking

In the twenty-first century, the four spheres of the colonial matrix of
power (“coloniality” for short) on which Western civilization built itself as
such, and its imperial/colonial legacies all over the non-European world of
being, are being disputed, appropriated, and thwarted in two directions:
dewesternization and decoloniality. I mean dewesternization in its main-
stream discourse (Mahbubani) and its critical dewesternizing one (Shari’-
ati, Qutb, Komeni), although both types of projects move in quite different
directions.” What is being claimed is not the end of Western civilization,
but its crisis in the process of becoming one among many and not the one
that leads the other toward growth, development, modernization, and hap-
piness. Dewesternization, the spiritual option, and decoloniality are three
options that are contributing to delegitimize the global designs of rewest-
ernization (from the left or the right, in politics and economy) cast in the
language of democracy and development.* Needless to say, the trajectories
I outlined in chapter 1 are not the equivalent of the architect’s plan to build
an edifice. They are tendencies that you can hardly find in pure form in
any place. However, the trajectories allow us to make distinctions, to un-
derstand political and economic orientations in the inter-state system, and
to branch into the complexities of always moving borders of colonial and
imperial differences, the increasing force and presence of the decolenial

political society.
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I see two directions in which decoloniality would contribute to eroding
and rebuilding the rules of the game and the edifice of Western epistemol-
ogy. “Disengaging” is not the same as “ignoring.” We cannot disengage from
something that is in all of us, today, around the world, including, of course,
Bennabi, Kusch, and Wynter. By “disengage/delink/epistemic disobedi-
ence” I mean and understand a double movement: unveiling the regional
foundations of universal claim to truth as well as the categories of thought
and the logic that sustain all branches of Western knowledge, from theol-
ogy to philosophy, from psychology and psychoanalysis to natural science,
from political theory to political economy. The problems are places in front
of the disciplines rather than the disciplines in front of the problems.

What is the place of decolonial thinking at the time when global linear
thinking has been displaced by—on the one hand—global disputes over
managing authority and economy that do not depend any more on parti-
tion and division of land, but on control of natural resources, military bases,
nuclear weapons, and financial transactions and trades and—on the cther—
by the international conflicts over the control of the colonial matrix of
power in a polycentric world united in dispute by capitalist economy? The
concentration of decision power in the sphere of authority and economy is
more overwhelming today than twenty years ago because, precisely, of the
polycentricity of capital accumulation and the devastating consequences
for the life of the planet when political and financial leaders and the media
are in a blind and wild race toward death, motivated by the belief in eco-
nomic growth, global development, and happiness.

There are hundreds of cases, examples, every day. I offer just one, from
the New York Times front page on 17 February 2008, written by Sara Rimer.*
The Great Gatsby is a great piece of literature that deserves to be taught;
while there are many ways to teach it, the one celebrated by the New York
Times and the teacher involves the identification of young students (in
their late teen years) with the American Dream and the “fantastic” life that
Gatsby made for himself. Other possibilities, some of them hinted at by
F. Scott Fitzgerald himself, are the individual and social costs of Gatsby’s
achievements, costs of which Gatsby himself is well aware. Qther readings,
still, would be decolonial, helping students to understand what Gatsby
means in America and America in the world at the turn of the twentieth
century, what America means today at the beginning of the twenty-first
century when the enormous costs of a lifestyle based on success are more
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obvious, success in personal achievernents and personal achievements re-
lated to the success of one country at the cost of many others. The young
Chinese student featured in the article has as her goal to attend Harvard,
receive a degree, and return to China to help the country to “have a faster
development”

That, too, is being where one thinks. The “where” is not just a geo-
graphical location, but geopolitical in the sense of how imperially made
regions, beyond “natural environment,” shape and conform people dwell-
ing in that region. It is not, of course, the physical space of the region that
counts, but the place that the region and its inhabitants occupy in a global
order of coloniality. That regions are no longer there to be known, but are
engendering knowledge necessary to their survival in building global fu-
tures and in delinking from the needs of other regions (e.g., the developed
world), for which it is not convenient the people they need to disengage.
There are different agendas confronting each other, one type of agenda aim-
ing at subsuming, managing, and controlling (modernity/coloniality), the
other not wanting to be managed and controlled or to be included (deco-
loniality). Thus, “I am where I think” The “where” is marked in the map
of desires and aspirations of a civilization driven by economic and social
success, paying enormous costs in wars, refugees, unemployed, new forms
of slavery, rather than a civilization driven by the collective desire for well-
being and the celebration of life in general, not human life as a singular
privilege. Celebrating only the life of a sector we take as “humanitas” at
the cost of other sectors of life is already embedded in the civilization of
death we are immersed in today: firing eight hundred employees to reduce
costs and reward the cEo of a given company is a common procedure of
our time. If nothing else, decolonial thinking and the decolonial option can
contribute in the large sphere of education to understanding the logic of
coloniality driving all of us toward a collective death dressed under the tri-
umphal growth of a global economy.

In this chapter I showed the complementary and conflictive faces of
global linear and decolonial thinking and how the latter presupposes a dis-
placement of the very principles of knowledge and understanding on which
the rhetoric of modernity and the logic of coloniality were constructed,
transformed, and maintained. In the next chapter I examine the pursuit
of freedom and the correlated search for independent thought or, in other
words, for decolonial thinking.
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It Is “Our” Modernity

Delinking, Independent Thought,
and Decolonial Freedom

ONCE UPON A TIME scholars assumed that the knowing subject
in the disciplines is transparent, dis-incorporated from the known,
and untouched by the geopolitical configuration of the world in
which people are racially ranked and regions are racially config-
ured. From a detached and neutral point of observation, the know-
ing subject maps the world and its problems, classifies people, and
projects what is good for them. Today that assumption is no longer
tenable, although there are still many believers, At stake is indeed
the question of racism and epistemology.' And once upon a time
scholars assumed that if you “come” from Latin America or Alge-
ria, you have to “talk about” Latin America or Algeria, that in such
cases you have to be a token of your culture. Such expectations
will not arise if the author “comes” from Germany, France, En-
gland, or the United States. In such cases it is not assumed that you
have to be a token of your culture, but that you are a theoretically
minded person. As we know it: the First World has knowledge;
the Third World has culture; Native Americans have wisdom; An-
glo Americans have science. The need for political and epistemic
delinking comes here to the fore, as do decolonizing knowledge
and decolonial knowledges as necessary steps to imagining and
building democratic, just, and non-imperial/colonial societies.

In the previous chapter my argument focused on redressing im-
perial disembodied and un-located assumptions about knowing
and knowledge-making, both by agents as well as by institutions
created to support, promote, and disseminate both principles and
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results. 1 argued that decolonial thinking and knowing are contesting that
myth, showing the epistemic differential (e.g., coloniality of knowledge)
and at the same time unveiling the hidden geo- and bio-graphical politics
of knowledge of imperial epistemology. In this chapter I tilt the balance
toward understanding and acting on epistemic decoloniality.

Geopolitics of knowledge (the enunciated) is a decolonial concept and
goes hand in hand with geopolitics of knowing (the enunciation). Why
is this a decolonial concept? Because it was introduced to deal with the
epistemic dependency of Third World countries as well as of their schol-
ars and intellectuals. Epistemic dependency was and is parallel to economic
dependency. Geopolitics of knowledge was not, and could hardly have
been, a concern of Euro-American scholarship and thoughts, for all the
reasons explained in the previous chapter. Who and when, why and where
knowledge is generated (rather than produced, like cars or cell phones)?
Asking these questions means to shift the attention from the enunciated to
the enunciation.

The shift T am indicating is the anchor (constructed, of course; located,
of course; not just anchored by nature or by God) of the argument that fol-
lows. It is the beginning of any epistemic decolonial delinking with all its
historical, political, and ethical consequences. Why? Because geo-historical
and bio-graphic (constructed, of course, in the same way that zero point
epistemology is constructed) loci of enunciation have been located by and
through the making and transformation of the colonial matrix of power: a
racial system of social classification that invented Occidentalism (e.g., In-
dias Occidentales); that created the conditions for Orientalism; that distin-
guished the South of Europe from its center (Hegel); and that remapped
the world in First, Second, and Third ranking during the Cold War. Places
of non-thought (of myth, non-Western religions, folklore, underdevelop-
ment involving regions and people) today have been waking up from the
long dossis of Westernization.? As argued in chapter 2, the anthropos, in
inhabiting non-European places, discovered that she/he has been invented,
as anthropos, by a locus of enunciation self-defined as humanitas. Now the
anthropos is inside the space and institutions that created him/her. This
book is a case in point.

‘There are currently two trajectories advanced by the former anthropos,
who are no longer claiming recognition by or inclusion in the humanitas,
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but engaging in epistemic disobedience and delinking from the magic of
the Western idea of modernity, ideals of humanity, and promises of eco-
nomic growth and financial prosperity (Wall Street Journal dixit). In a way
we, the anthropos, in order to be independent shall not behave like human-
itas, for it is humanitas that made us dependent, increasing poverty, leav-
ing people without jobs and health insurance to increase the gains of the
company and the awards to their legally delinquent cEo, multiplying wars,
and destroying the planet. One trajectory is dewesternization and the other
decoloniality. As T mentioned before, one of the strongest advocates of the
first is the Singaporean scholar and politician Kishore Mahbubani. But he
is not alone in advancing and pushing dewesternizing projects; similar ar-
guments have been advanced by the prime minister of Malaysia, Mahathir
Mohamad. In the discourse he delivered to the Tenth Islamic Summit
Conference, he advanced clear statements in the line of dewesternization,
which, unsurprisingly, were not well received in the West. Let’s examine
these two paragraphs.

I will not enumerate the instances of our humiliation and oppression, nor
will I once again condemn our detractors and oppressors. It would be an
exercise in futility because they are not going to change their attitudes just
because we condemn them. If we are to recover our dignity and that of Islam,
our religion, it is we who must decide, it is we who must act.

To begin with, the Governments of all the Muslim countries can close
ranks and have a common stand if not on all issues, at least on some major
ones, such as on Palestine, We are all Muslims. We are all oppressed. We are
all being humiliated. But we who have been raised by Allah above our fel-
low Muslims to rule our countries have never really tried to act in concert
in order to exhibit at our level the brotherhood and unity that Islam enjoins
upon us.’

There are two points in this paragraph defining the compulsion to de-
westernize. The first is the sense of humiliation inflicted on the damunés; the
other is dignity. You have the right to doubt whether Mahatir Mohammed
believes in what he is saying or whether he is making a political statement.
Whatever the case may be, the conditions are right for him to make such a
statement. You should focus on the enunciation rather than on the enunci-
ated. The case illustrates once more the distinction between class and rac-
ism. Commonly the damnés are imagined as lower class or, as Fanon cor-
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rectly put it: ] am poor because I am black, I am black because [ am poor. In

this sphere, the compulsion is toward decolonization. On the other hand,

damnés in the sense of humiliating people racially (the colonial epistemic

and ontological differences) transcend class, as is clear in Mahbubani (e.g.,
can Asians think?; and the humiliation Mahatir Mohamad is talking about).
You could quibble and interpret it as an “excuse” to justify capitalism in the
Eastern and Muslim way. Well, if you need excuses, there are many ways
of getting them. However, we do know that yellow people and Muslims
have been constantly put down, since 1500, in the growing discourse of
Westernization. That is a socially constructed “fact” or, as Fanon would have
it, a “socio-genetic” fact: I realize that being yellow or Muslim in your eyes
makes me see myself differently in terms of how I conceived myself before
realizing what being yellow and Muslim means in your hegemonic system
of belief. For sure, dewesternizing rhetoric and projects could be critiqued
for remaining within the miseries brought up by capitalism. However, it
may not be to the advantage of decolonial projects to throw out the baby
with the bathwater and not listen to the epistemic shift that dewesternizing
arguments are enacting.

The second trajectory is being advanced by what I am describing as the
decolonial option. The decolonial option is the singular connector of a di-
versity of decolonial paths. Decolonial paths have—as already underlined—
one thing in common: the colonial wound, the fact that regions and people
around the world have been classified as underdeveloped economically and
mentally. Racism affects not only people in the lower class. It affects every-
one and also regions or, better yet, the conjunction of natural resources
needed by humanitas in places inhabited by anthropos, as we saw in the
previous chapter. Decolonial options have one aspect in common with
dewesternizing arguments: the definitive rejection of “being told,” from the
epistemic privileges of the zero point, what “we” are, what our ranking is in
relation to the ideal of humanitas, and what we have to do to be recognized
as such. However, decolonial and dewesternizing options diverge on one
crucial and indisputable point: while the latter does not question the “civili-
zation of death” hidden under the rhetoric of modernization and prosperity,
of the improvement of modern institutions (e.g., liberal democracy and an
economy propelled by the principle of growth and prosperity), decolonial
options start from the principle that the regeneration of life shall prevail
over primacy of recycling the production and reproduction of goods at the
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cost of the regeneration of life, 1 expand on this point below, commenting
on Partha Chatterjee’s reorienting of “Eurocentered modernity” toward
the future in which “our modernity” (in India in his formulation but we
can imagine similar arguments in Central Asia and the Caucasus, in South
America, briefly, in all regions of the world in which Eurocentered moder-
nity was either imposed or “adopted” by local actors assimilating to local
histories inventing and enacting global designs) becomes the statement of
inter-connected dispersal in which decolonial futures are being played out.

Last but not least, my argument doesn’t claim originality (“originality” is
one of the basic expectations of modern control of subjectivity), but aims at
making a contribution to growing global decolonial processes. My claim is
that geo- and body-politics of knowledge have been hidden from and not
supported by the self-serving interests that promote the promise of growth,
excellence, and happiness; or, put another way, that promote with a rhetoric
of modernity that manifests in the myriad advertising of people jumping
and smiling because of their new credit card, new iPad, or new Toyota.
These images contrast with the serious and luxurious looks of handsome
models, men and women, announcing Versace and Bulgari commodities.
The task of decolonial thinking is that of unveiling the rhetoric and prom-
ises of modernity, showing its darker side, advocating and building global
futures that aspire to the fullness of life rather than encouraging individual
success at the expense of the many and of the planet.

Changing the Terms of the Conversation:
What Kind of Knowledge Is Needed and What For?

The introduction of geo-historical and bio-graphical configurations in pro-
cesses of knowing and understanding allows for a radical reframing (e.g.,
decolonizing) of the original formal apparatus of enunciation on which
zero point epistemology has been built.* I have argued in the past (following
up on Michel-Rolph Trouillot) that it is not enough to change the content;
the terms of the conversation must be changed. Changing the terms of the
conversation implies epistemic disobedience and delinking from disciplin-
ary or interdisciplinary controversies and the conflict of interpretations. If
you ask me how to do it, I will respond that there is no blueprint: many of
us are in the process of doing it, and I provide examples in this book. As
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far as controversies and interpretations remain within the same rules of the
game (terms of the conversation), the control of knowledge is not called
into question. And in order to call into question the modern/colonial foun-
dation of the control of knowledge, it is necessary to focus on the knower,
rather than on the known. It means going to the very assumptions that sus-
tain locus enunciations.

In what follows I revisit the formal apparatus of enunciation from the
perspective of geo- and bio-graphic politics of knowledge. This would be
one way of working toward changing the terms of the conversation. My re-
visiting is epistemic, rather than linguistic, although focusing on “languag-
ing” and the enunciation is unavoidable if we aim at changing the terms and
not only the content of the conversation’ The basic assumption is that the
knower is always implicated, geo- and body-politically, in the known, al-
though modern epistemology (e.g., the hubris of the zero point) managed to
conceal both and built the figure of the detached observer, a neutral seeker
of truth and objectivity who at the same time controls the disciplinary rules
and puts himself or herself in a privileged position to evaluate and dictate.

The argument is structured as follows. In the section “The Semiotic Ap-
paratus of Enunciation;” I explore geo- and body-politics of knowledge. In
the section “Disciplinary Delinking: Knowing, Sensing, and Understand-
ing” I explore three cases in which geo- and body-politics of knowledge
come forcefully to the fore: one from Africa, one from India, and the third
from New Zealand. These three cases are complemented by a fourth from
Latin/o América: my argument here is not the report of a detached ob-
server, but the intervention of a decolonial project that “comes” from South
America, the Caribbean, and Latinidad in the United States. Understanding
the argument implies that the reader will shift his or her interpretation and
move from the zero point of epistemology and the place of detached ob-
server to the decolonial geo-politics of reasoning, In the section “Geopoli-
tics of Knowing and Sensing: Its Ethical, Theoretical, and Political Con-
sequences,” | come back to the geo- and body-politics of knowledge and
their epistemic, ethical, and political consequences. In the section “From
the Semiotic Apparatus of Enunciation to the Geopolitics of Knowledge,” I
attempt to pull the strings together and weave my argument with the three
cases explored, hoping that what I said will be taken not as the report of a
detached observer but as the intervention of a decolonial thinker.
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Chapter Three

The Semiotic Apparatus of Enunciation
In semiotics, a basic distinction has been made (Emile Benveniste) be-
tween the enunciation and the enunciated, The distinction was necessary,
for Benveniste, to ground the floating sign central to Ferdinand de Sau-
ssure’s semiology and its development in French structuralism. Benveniste
turned to enunciation and, by doing so, to the subject producing and ma-
nipulating signs, rather than to the structure of the sign itself (the enunci-
ated). With this distinction in mind, I would venture to say that the four
interrelated spheres of the colonial matrix of power {economy, authority,
gender and sexuality, and knowledge/subjectivity) operate at the level of the
enunciated, while patriarchy and racism ground the enunciation in both
actors and institutions, Let’s explore it in more detail.$

Benveniste laid out the “formal apparatus of enunciation” that he de-
scribed on the bases of the pronominal system of any language (although his
examples were mainly European languages), plus the temporal and spatial
deitics or markers. The pronominal system is activated in each verbal (that
is, oral or written) enunciation. The enunciator is of necessity located in the
first person pronoun (1). If the enunciator says “we,” the first person pro-
noun is presupposed in such a way that “we” could refer to the enunciator
and the person or persons being addressed; ot, by “we” the enunciator could
mean he or she and someone else, not including the addressee or addressees.
The remaining pronouns are activated around the I/we of the enunciation.

The same configuration obtains with temporal and spatial markers.
The enunciator can only enunciate in the present. The past and the future
are meaningful only in relation to the present of the enunciation. And the
enunciator can only enunciate “here;” that is, wherever she is located at the
moment of enunciation. Thus, “there,” “behind,” “next to,” “left and right,”
and so on are meaningful only in reference to the enunciator’s “here.”

Now let’s take a second step. The extension of linguistic theory and anal-
ysis from the sentence to discourse prompted the introduction of “discur-
sive frames” or “conversation frames.” Indeed, engaging in conversation,
letter writing, meetings of various kinds, and so on, requires more than
the formal-linguistic apparatus of enunciation: it requires a frame, that is, a
context familiar to all participants, be they business meetings, casual con-
versations, Internet messages, or other familiar formats. While in everyday
life frames are regulated by consensual loose agreements, there are more
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complex and regulated frames known today as “scholarly disciplines” In
the European Renaissance, the disciplines were classified in the “trivium”
and the “quadrivium,” while Christian theology was the ceiling under which
both the trivium and the quadrivium were housed. “Beyond” that ceiling
loomed the world of the pagans, gentiles, and Saracens.

In eighteenth-century Europe, the movement toward secularization
brought with it a radical transformation of the frame of mind and the orga-
nization of knowledge, the disciplines, and the institutions (e.g., the univer-
sity). The Kantian-Humboldtian model displaced the goals and the format
of the Renaissance university and instead promoted the secularization of
the university, founded itself on secular science (from Galileo to Newton)
and on secular philosophy, and both declared war against Christian the-
ology.® During the first quarter of the nineteenth century, the reorganiza-
tion of knowledge and the formation of new disciplines (biology, economy,
psychology) left “behind” the trivium and the quadriviam and marched
toward the new organization between human sciences (social sciences and
the humanities) and natural sciences.’ Wilhelm Dilthey came up with his
groundbreaking epistemic distinction between ideographic and nomo-
thetic sciences, the first concerned with meaning and interpretations, the
second with laws and explanations." These are still distinctions that hold
true today, even if there have been, on the surface, disciplines that have
crossed lines in one direction or another and pushed toward an interdisci-
plinarity that more often than not was based on these distinctions, although
not addressing them.

So, then, we have moved from the formal apparatus of enunciation, to
frames of conversations, to disciplines, and to something that is above the
discipline, a supra frame that I would name “cosmology” The history of
knowledge-making in modern Western history from the Renaissance on
will have then theology and philosophy-science as the two cosmological
frames, competing with each other at one level, but collaborating with each
other when the matter is to disqualify forms of knowledge beyond these
two friendly competing cosmological frames.

Both frames are institutionally and linguistically anchored in Western
Europe. They are anchored in institutions (chiefly, through history, the
European universities) and in the six modern (e.g., vernacular) European
and imperial languages: Italian, Spanish, and Portuguese, dominants since
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