[image: image1.png]PRIFYSGOL CYMRU ——
Y Drindod Dewi Sant

UNIVERSITY OF WALES

Trinity Saint David





Postgraduate/Distance Learning 

Assignment coversheet & feedback form
THIS SHEET MUST BE THE FIRST PAGE OF THE ASSIGNMENT YOU ARE SUBMITTING  (DO NOT SEND AS A SEPARATE FILE)

	For completion by the student:

	Student Name: Carey Emefiele
Student University Email: 1705646@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	Module code: AHAN7012
Module title: Key Debates in Anthropological Theory 

	Student ID number:
1705646
	Educational support needs:

/No

	Assignment title: Using key themes from at least 3 GDAT debates critically consider the value of Anthropological knowledge in today’s rapidly changing world
Assignment due date: 06/02/18

	This assignment is for the       1st  FORMCHECKBOX 
    2nd   FORMCHECKBOX 
     3rd   FORMCHECKBOX 
      4th  FORMCHECKBOX 
      5th  FORMCHECKBOX 
      6th  FORMCHECKBOX 
   module of the degree

	I confirm that this is my original work and that I have adhered to the University policy on plagiarism.

Signed CEL Emefiele……………………………………………………………
Email submission:if you are submitting this form via email, please tick this box □
(as a substitute for your signature) to confirm that you agree to the above declaration.

	Assignment Mark
1st Marker’s Provisional mark

2nd Marker’s/Moderator’s provisional mark

External Examiner’s mark (if relevant)
Final Mark

NB.  All marks are provisional until confirmed by the Final Examination Board.
For completion by Marker 1 :

Comments:


	Marker’s signature:
	Date:

	For completion by Marker 2/Moderator:

Comments:



	Marker’s Signature:
	Date:

	External Examiner’s comments (if relevant)



	External Examiner’s Signature:
	Date:


Using key themes from at least 3 GDAT debates critically consider the value of Anthropological knowledge in today’s rapidly changing world

 “The objective of anthropology, I believe, is to seek a generous, comparative but nevertheless critical understanding of human being and knowing in the world we all inhibit.” (Ingold 2008: 69) Therefore this essay will consider the value of Anthropological knowledge in today’s rapidly changing world, using key themes from the 1995 debate ‘Advocacy is a personal commitment for anthropologists, not an institutional imperative for anthropology’, the 1999 debate ‘The Right to Difference is a Fundamental Human Right’ and also the 1991 debate ‘Language is The Essence of Culture’. The GDAT or Group for Debates in Anthropological Theory was initially thought up by anthropologist Tim Ingold in 1987. Ingold was concerned that anthropology was becoming an overly specialised discipline, that shied away from other disciplines by creating specific anthropological subcategories. This in turn meant that the discipline was being starved of any new theoretical ideas and advances and that this effected the way that anthropology was taught, practiced and viewed by the wider public. Ingold was of the opinion that the focus of anthropology should be on debating contemporary issues of today and of the here and now. He therefore wrote to several established anthropologists that were based within British Universities to ascertain whether they would be interested in establishing a regular forum that would debate topical anthropological theoretical issues. Following a not so successful meeting in January of 1988, the idea of GDAT was created. In October of the same year, the first group debate took place in Manchester and was open to all. It was a motion bearing debate whereby four principal speakers, one leading anthropologist who would propose a motion for debate and another to oppose it. Its key aim was to provide leading social anthropologists with a means to debate and argue theoretically. “Anthropology, after all, is (…) a conversation which the name of a conversation in which all of us are engaged—professionals, students, not to mention the countless individuals who assist with our inquiries in the field—and which turns around the conditions of human life in the world.” (Ingold 1996: preface)


The 1995 GDAT debate ‘Advocacy is a personal commitment for anthropologists, not an institutional imperative for anthropology’ challenges us to consider both the moral duty and also the expectations and arguable obligation of an anthropologist in the field.

“I always want to advocate; but I also always think that they (the people I've studied) could speak better for themselves than I could for them (...) I have to distinguish between the local community's need for my advocacy and my emotional and intellectual need/ inclination to sympathize with them. I decided long ago that my advocacy - such as it is - had to lie in my ethnography: in presenting them and the complexity of their lives in a way that they would feel did them justice." (Cohen 1985: 301)

Anthropological advocacy is highly debated and contested within anthropology and we will therefore look at both the supporters or at the advocates of advocacy within anthropology and also at the opposing opinion, so that ultimately, a conclusion can be reached on the value or benefits of anthropological knowledge. In this 1995 debate on advocacy as a personal commitment, Professor Robert Layton argues that advocacy is not only imperative for the proper practice of anthropology, but also introduces us to the idea that we as anthropologists could be considered to have a reciprocal duty or obligation to advocate on behalf of informants, as “wherever people allow us access to their traditions because they want outsiders to understand them better, we accept an obligation to act as advocates at the same time that we accept the information given to us.” (Fuller, Layton, Parish & Rowlands 1995: 13) It could be argued that advocacy can play an integral role within or be as a direct result of research conducted within the field. In the SfAA’s or the Society for applied Anthropology’s 2004 annual meeting ‘Social Science and Advocacy’ Rylko-Bauer, Singer and Willigen (2006: 183) explain that for the majority presenting that day, advocacy was considered to be a central theme when studying and later representing people who found themselves oppressed or silenced by factors such as military or dictatorial control. Anthropologists such as Hopper (2003) and Johnston (2001) also see advocacy as vitally important within the study of anthropology and Johnston (2010) explains how she, along with the Human Rights Environment through the use of meetings, conferences and documentation, aimed to draw attention to injustice and abuses relating mainly to indigenous peoples’ rights. This included highlighting abuses in relation to large infrastructure development, national security and failure to attend to environmental crisis that resulted in large scale human disaster. By the middle of the 1990's, Johnston focussed her attention on assisting indigenous peoples to not only document their problems independently but also on the possibility of assisting individuals from the society to be able to effectively tell their own side of the argument, with the overall aim of resolving ongoing underlying issues. Therefore, for Johnston, her role as an advocate involved empowering the powerless and giving voice to the silent. She began this process by documenting and linking processes and consequences, this aided in highlighting human right abuses and in asserting a disciplinary voice within a political sphere. Johnston’s (2010) aim was achieving "the overarching goal of asserting an advocacy voice that draws attention to and seeks remedy for human environmental rights abuse." (Johnston 2010: 238)

In their 1990 work on the Arhuacos of Colombia, Hastrup and Elsass argue that advocating on behalf of and for a particular cause can never be anthropological. This is because anthropology and hence anthropologists aim to understand and inevitably comprehend local interest whilst advocacy is concerned with pursuing one specific and particular interest. Hastrup and Elsass are confident that the Aruhacos are capable of advocating for themselves as there are educated members of society and although on the surface there appears to be a unified, common opinion as to tradition, there are in fact two different and opposing ideas of thought; the traditionalists and the modernists. Therefore, although it could be argued that anthropology provides the means and an ideal background for engaging and assisting with advocacy, Hastrup and Elsass argue that ultimately anthropologists would need to step outside the realms of their profession, “because no ‘cause’ can be legitimated in anthropological terms” (Hastrup and Elsass 1990: 301). 

When considering the problem with and the implications of anthropological involvement within advocacy, Washburn (1989) presents us with the Hopi-Navajo land dispute case. This case is in relation to disputes over relocation from disputed areas and its attempts to resolve legislation relating to the Hopi and the Navajo American Indians. Washburn considers the dangers of anthropological intervention on the outcome of the affairs of those who are being studied. The Hopi-Navajo land dispute case study is a text based on a talk given in 1987 in Chicago at the 86th annual meeting of the American Anthropological Association and Washburn discusses the ways in which advocacy can be problematic. He states that often, anthropologists act in an unethical way that has an unfair bias towards the people that they represent. This results in anthropological ethics being violated, as in this instance, anthropologists with no regard for the legitimacy of Indian tribal government, intervene, resulting in undermining the authority of these sovereign governments. Anthropologists are said to act almost exclusively on behalf of only one side of the parties involved and only provide a limited or biased view of the dispute, because vital knowledge and data is withheld or suppressed. Washburn explains that anthropologists are also using and relying on second hand information as primary evidence that is provided by their informants about the opposing side without checking its legitimacy. This inevitably impacts the facts of the case, as information could prove to be inaccurate and aid in misleading the evidence and ultimately the case. Washburn (1989: 739) states that it is imperative then, that self-appointed anthropological advocates have a duty and a moral and ethical obligation to not only consider the legitimacy of the sources and evidence used, but to also state both sides of the argument as an unwillingness to do so goes against both moral and anthropological ethics. Anthropologists have an obligation to consider and to take historical, legal and political dilemmas into account along with considering present day moral obligations. A key flaw within anthropology according to Washburn (1989: 741) is that anthropologists are taught to work with and alongside living informants and thus the primary concern for most anthropologists is with present, as opposed to with historical injustices. This means that essential historical factors and events, including any historical injustice or atrocities go unnoticed and unreported in the case of an advocate. The case then cannot be considered in its entirety and can become biased and misleading. "Advocacy will always be on behalf of the oppressed rather than the oppressors, and the principal justification for it is that an expert anthropologist may be able to redress the balance of power between oppressor and oppressed" (Fuller, Layton, Parish and Rowlands 1995: 6) Therefore, when anthropologists are biased in the way that they conduct fieldwork and advocate on behalf of a particular culture or group of people such as the Navajo, perceived injustice and oppression is unfairly attributed and assigned. 


The second debate this essay will consider is the 1999 GDAT debate ‘The Right to Difference is a Fundamental Human Right’. The main theme covered in this debate and one that we will further assess is identity politics, which concentrates particularly on difference and on defending the rights of people who are oppressed. The drive for social equality is important when considering difference as a fundamental human right, particularly when looking at religion, race, cultural values and sexual orientation. In many instances the rights of minorities are compromised and difference fuels discrimination. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in December 1948. Although this did not mean that countries were bound within a treaty, it did mean that there was an international agreement and that countries have a statement of principles to ensure a common standard to all people within all of its nations. With thirty articles covered within the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Risse, Ropp & Sikkink (1999: 1) find it appropriate to concentrate their work primarily on a central core of rights; the right to life. This is mainly because these are considered to be the most accepted universal rights that cover the rights of an individual as opposed to of the collective. Therefore, in their study on human rights norms and domestic practices, rights such as the right to be free from arbitrary arrest and detention, extrajudicial execution and torture are included within the human right to life.

 ‘Scholar-advocate’ anthropologist Johnston (2010) began her career as an anthropologist documenting but as the relationship between the problem and focus evolved, so did her goals for engagement. Johnston claims that her initial goal was to document human right abuses and make the wider world aware by calling for some form of accountability. However, by the late 1980's Johnston was frustrated by the lack of attention that textbooks of the time shown on the human aspect of social and environmental issues. This in turn influenced the shift in her goal, as she soon shifted to attempting to not just record but to evidence these abuses, and also whilst assessing the damage caused, also attempting to solve and seek a solution. Johnston explains how whilst reading the Earth Island Journal in 1991, she was made aware of a call for case-study contributions that would serve to investigate the relationship that humans had with the environment. This was in order to support and assist the United Nations Commission on Human Rights Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities. The call was to support a report that investigated the link between environmental crisis and human rights abuse. Johnston approached the American Anthropological Association President with the goal of advocating using not just the academic concern of an anthropologist, but to insert a disciplinary voice, one that was biased that had the makings of an activist. The HRE or Human Rights Environment was created in 1992 with an aim to create well-documented cases that could not only document but serve to represent individuals and groups of people fighting human rights abuses. Thus, representing rights of people that may be discriminated against because of difference, such as indigenous peoples. Johnston refers to herself as a self-confessed 'scholar-advocate', who is also an expert witness and a political process shaping assistant. (2010: 236)

Therefore, although different means are used, both Risse, Ropp & Sikkink (1999) and Johnston (2010) write about the fight for the injustice and abuses of individuals. Risse, Ropp & Sikkink (1999: 3) explain how The Universal Declaration of Human Rights serves as a means to hold individuals to account in cases of human right violations. For example, in 1998 former Chilean dictator General Augusto Pinochet was arrested by British officials in order to stand trial for human rights violations during his dictatorship between 1966 and 1986. Without this declaration, individuals such as Pinochet would seldom be held accountable for past atrocities. Johnston (2010) works tirelessly documenting human right abuses with an aim to representing individuals who are fighting human rights abuses. She presents the case of the Rongelap community of the Marshall Islands and explains of the catastrophic effects that not only the initial exposure to the radioactive thermonuclear bomb had on these people, but also to the detrimental health effects of the four-decade long exposure to radiation had on these unknowing and unwilling individuals. As part of a collaborative team therefore, Johnston along with other anthropologists worked in assisting the Marshall Islands tribunal in claiming property damages as a result of nuclear weapons testing. (Johnston 2010: 240). Therefore, if we to consider the value anthropological knowledge in issues of identity politics, it could be argued that it provides a means for anthropologists to choose whether to engage in involved anthropology and also in anthropological advocacy. Thus, providing the means for anthropologists to be able to directly influence and support individuals and groups of people with asserting human right injustice claims. 

We will briefly touch upon the 1991 Debate ‘Language is The Essence of Culture’. In this debate, anthropologists essentially argue what is the essence of culture, although language and culture can be considered contested entities. "Language (is) our primary tool of thought and perception, is at the heart of who we are as individuals. Languages are constantly changing, sometimes into entirely new varieties of speech, leading to subtle differences in how we present ourselves to others" (Jourdan & Tuite 2006) In the 1991 debate, both Parkin and Moeran view language as an essential part of culture. It is explained that simple objects such as paintings or smells for example, have no relation to language. However, Parkin and Moeran explain that symbolic communication is key, as these activities are social it is only through communication and language that these activities can obtain meaning. Opposing this motion, Gell argues that concepts are the key to culture, and not language. He uses the example of small children to emphasise this point, as direct interaction with people and with our surroundings negate the need for language. Weiner elaborates on this concept by arguing that practical experience that entails non-verbal forms of speech or communication are, unlike language key to culture. Language for Weiner is not therefore, the essence of culture. (Ingold 1996: 122) Therefore, the key themes in this 1991 debate are language and culture and anthropologists debate the role that language plays in the essence of culture. Language is arguably fundamental to the study of anthropology, as it is the means in which anthropologist use to effectively communicate with human cultures. This premise however, questions the discipline of anthrozoology and the basis of non-human interactions. 
Therefore, to conclude, this essay has looked at various key themes within the GDAT debates. Advocacy was considered as a theme in the 1995 debate ‘Advocacy is a personal commitment for anthropologists, not an institutional imperative for anthropology’, difference and particularly identity politics, social inequality and rights were discussed when considering the 1999 debate ‘The Right to Difference is a Fundamental Human Right’. An overview of the 1991 debate ‘Language is The Essence of Culture’ was provided in order to present current views on culture and language.  
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