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Australia, the Asia-Pacific
and the social sciences

In 2013, Australia’s Abbott Liberal government announced a ‘New Colombo
Plan’, which supports Australian undergraduates to visit selected Asian
countries to study, research or undertake internships, mentorships and
practicums. One year earlier, the Gillard Labor government had released a White
Paper, Australia in the Asian Century, which emphasised the importance of
developing an education system that encourages Australians to be ‘Asia-literate’
and ‘Asia-capable’. The White Paper stressed the importance of strengthening
‘research and teaching links between Australian institutions and those in the
region’ (Commonwealth of Australia 2012: 16—17; Department of Foreign Affairs
and Trade n.d.).

In this volume, we argue that in the twenty-first century not only will the
study of Asian societies and languages be important but also the study of the
diverse forms of knowledge produced outside the Euro-American centres.
These diverse forms of social science knowledge, coming from differing
intellectual traditions, can make important methodological and theoretical
contributions as well as filling empirical gaps. They will be relevant not just
for those who study Asian societies but also for those who study a range of
societies grappling with similar problems, including Australia. To understand
why such a fundamental intellectual engagement is so important, it is necessary
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to understand both the historical background to the development of the social
sciences in Australia and the changing geopolitics of knowledge in which the
contemporary social sciences are situated.

We therefore begin by outlining the historical origins of, and intellectual
influences that helped to shape, the social sciences in Australia. We will outline
the impact of those origins and influences on Australian social scientists” study
of the region and argue for the need to develop more contemporary approaches,
especially a deeper and more reciprocal intellectual engagement, in the
conditions of the twenty-first century.

Modes of engagement

By juxtaposing the New Colombo Plan of the twenty-first century with the
original Colombo Plan of the 1950s, we can gain insight into the changing
relationships between Australia and its neighbours since the mid-twentieth
century and the changing conceptions of intellectual engagement that have
resulted.

The original Colombo Plan was established in 1950, at a Commonwealth
Conference of Foreign Ministers, and provided infrastructure and skills
development to scholars from developing countries. The original members were
Australia, Britain, Canada, Ceylon, India, New Zealand and Pakistan. There are
currently 26 member nations, no longer restricted to the British Commonwealth.
In Australia, the Colombo Plan is firmly lodged in national cultural memory, as
it brought international students from a range of developing nations to study
at Australian universities over several decades (Indelicato 2015: 1-16; Kartomi
2013: 240-57; Oakman 2004), and helped forge relationships with individuals
who would often go on to be leaders in their own countries. Tens of thousands
of students studied in Australia under this scheme, and many more Australians
came into contact with these students in classrooms, dormitories, student union
activities and the homes of host families (Downer 2005; Lowe 2014).

In the 1950s, when the original Colombo Plan was established, Australia was
firmly aligned with the Anglophone powers: the United States and the United
Kingdom. Australia had been founded on the basis of a series of British colonies
from the mid-eighteenth century, but by the mid-twentieth century it had
taken on a similar colonial role in the Asia-Pacific region as the administrator
of territories such as Papua New Guinea. As a relatively wealthy nation,
Australia also provided scholarships and other forms of development aid to the
countries of the region. Between the 1950s and the 1970s, Australia gradually
dismantled the White Australia Policy, repealing the Immigration Restriction
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Act and moving to an official policy of multiculturalism. By the 1990s, hosting
international students was no longer a matter of benevolence, but rather
a major ‘export’ industry, with international students’ tuition fees and their
purchases of other goods and services providing a major boost to the Australian
economy. Although Australia still provides a small number of international
student scholarships through AusAID and individual university scholarship
schemes, the majority of our international students are fee-paying. The Rudd—
Gillard Labor governments introduced the Endeavour Fellowships, a two-way
scheme that allowed Australians to travel overseas, and brought scholars from
neighbouring countries to Australia (Australian Education International n.d.).
This was in the spirit of the government’s White Paper, Australia in the Asian
Century, which had a vision of a reciprocal relationship between Australia and
other countries in the region, and demonstrated a recognition that learning
could be a multidimensional and multidirectional process (Commonwealth of
Australia 2012). By contrast, the New Colombo Plan funds only Australians
to travel overseas, ‘complementing the thousands of students from the region
coming to Australia to study each year” (DFAT n.d.).

This snapshot of different forms of engagement through the participation of
young people in higher education provides an introduction to the concerns of
this book. While there are diverse elements to the relationship between Australia
and the Asia-Pacific region—economic, political, diplomatic, military, strategic,
cultural and interpersonal—we are particularly interested in exploring the role
of academic social scientists. This volume grew out of an annual symposium of
the Academy of Social Sciences in Australia, which focused on ‘Australian Social
Sciences in the Asian Century’.! As with the example of international education
described above, we argue that there can be several different models of social
scientific engagement with the region.

In the past, we can identify a colonialist view that saw Anglophone societies as
producers and dispensers of knowledge, primarily engaged in describing ‘other’
societies and engaging with ‘other’ societies in a pedagogical manner. Australia’s
own Indigenous peoples were also the objects of academic knowledge. In this
sense, Australia can be seen as inheriting Euro-American social scientific
traditions. Australia’s first universities were established in the mid-nineteenth
century, in the separate colonies that would come together under Federation in
1901. They were modelled on the British universities of the time, and there was
a period of expansion of the university sector in the early post—World War II
period, which closely paralleled developments in the United Kingdom (Connell
2007; Connell in this volume; Patel in this volume).

1 For information about the 2012 Annual Symposium of the Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia
(convened by Carol Johnson and Vera Mackie), see www.assa.edu.au/events/symposium/2012. Consulted
7 October 2013.
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With respect to the study of societies in the Asia-Pacific region, from the mid
to late twentieth century, we can identify an instrumentalist model in which
knowledge of ‘other’ societies is primarily for the purposes of advancing
Australian economic interests. Much of the late twentieth-century interest in
Asian languages and studies focused on economic and strategic reasons for
studying the societies and cultures of Indonesia, Japan, China and (South)
Korea (COAG 1994; NALSAS 1998).? In this volume, however, we will propose
a dialogical model whereby societies in the region are engaged in the common
pursuit of solutions to regional problems, and the flows of knowledge necessarily
move in multiple directions.

To consider the role of the social sciences in Australia’s engagement with the
Asia-Pacific region, we need some historical background and context. We need
to survey Australia’s engagement with the Asia-Pacific region, describe
Australia’s inheritance of a particular Euro-American view of the social sciences,
acknowledge recent paradigms that challenge Eurocentric models, situate the
social sciences in the age of globalisation, and consider what this means for
practising the social sciences in the twenty-first century.

Engaging with the Asia-Pacific region

David Walker and Agnieska Sobocinska point out that every Australian
generation seems to rediscover Asia, all the time imagining that theirs is the
first to be conscious of the changing economics and geopolitics of the region.
They quote Australian prime minister Andrew Fisher, who commented in 1915
that the ‘rise’ of Japan had ‘no parallel in our history’, and journalist George
Johnston, who at mid-century thought we stood ‘at the very beginning of
another great cycle of civilisation’, which, one day, would “push the centre of
gravity of civilisation back to the Orient” (Walker and Sobocinska 2012: 3).

As several commentators have noted, Australia’s relationship with the region
has often been associated with ambivalence and anxiety (d’Cruz and Steele
2003; Walker 1999; Walker and Sobocinska 2012: 1-23). The first Japanese
language program in Australia was established at the University of Sydney
in 1917, perhaps in response to anxiety about Japan’s increased role in the
region. Just two years later, in 1919, the Australian government succeeded in
opposing Japan'’s proposal for a ‘racial equality’ clause in the founding charter
of the League of Nations after World War I (Shimazu 1998). Although there
was some development of trading relationships with Japan in particular in the
early twentieth century, this was cut short in the 1930s as Japan withdrew from

2 Some plans also included Thailand, Vietnam and India.
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the League of Nations in the wake of criticism of its invasion of Manchuria,
culminating in trade embargoes against Japan in the mid-1930s (Jones 2001:
133-62).

After the bombing of Pearl Harbor in 1941 and the fall of Singapore in 1942, the
Asia-Pacific region was the site of warfare between the Allies and Japan. As Prue
Torney-Parlicki points out, for many in mid-century Australia, the dispatches
of war correspondents were a major source of their knowledge about the region
(Torney-Parlicki 2000). For a generation of Australian men, their contact with
the Asia-Pacific region was as combatants in World War II, as occupiers of the
defeated Japan from 1945 to 1952, or as combatants in the Korean and Vietnam
wars. Women, too, supported these military actions: as nurses, as members
of the women’s services or in other ways. Meanwhile, on the home front,
opposition to the Vietnam War was the focus of civil society activity from the
1960s. In 1965, MP Jim Cairns argued that Australians needed to know more
about Asia, proposing a relationship based on pacifism rather than militarism:

The most significant recent change in the outlook of Australians is their growing
awareness of Asia. We are all aware of Asia. Many of us are afraid of it. Few of us
understand it (Cairns 1965: 1).

Asia has been constructed in Australian political discourse as a source of
both fear and hope (Johnson et al. 2010: 59-79). There is also a long history
of Australian governments pursuing policies that emphasise the importance
of trading with Asia (McFadyen 1949; on the 1930s, see Jones 2001: 133-62).
By the late twentieth century, Australian governments were becoming more
aware that the international economy would be transformed by the economic
development of countries in the Asian region. One consequence was that
intellectual aspects of the engagement with Asia began to be taken more
seriously, even if the impetus for such engagement was largely economic.
In 1988, then prime minister Bob Hawke made a speech at the conference of
the Asian Studies Association of Australia on the importance of studying Asian
languages. This speech was widely credited with contributing to that year’s
massive rise in Asian—language enrolments at universities. This was congruent
with the Hawke—Keating governments’ embrace of the Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC) concept, starting with Hawke’s speech in Seoul in 1989
(APEC n.d.). Former prime minister Paul Keating (1992) argued that Australians
needed to improve their cultural and language skills to engage with Asia, and
that we needed to draw on the skills of Australia’s multicultural population.

By the twenty-first century, prime minister Kevin Rudd (2008) went even further,
arguing that China and India were ‘looming to dominate the 21st Century, just
as the United States and the United Kingdom had dominated the 20th’. Drawing
on knowledge gained as a student of Asian studies at The Australian National
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University, Rudd (2009) emphasised the important intellectual contributions of
countries such as India and China, both historically and in the contemporary
period. Foreign minister Stephen Smith argued that ‘[w]e have to make Australia’s
understanding of Asian literacy and Asian culture almost second nature to us’
(The Advertiser 21 April 2008).

We have had several iterations of government interest in policies on teaching
Asian languages and studies. There has also been a long history of lobbying on
behalf of Asian languages and studies.” The Commonwealth government’s (2012)
White Paper on Australia in the Asian Century, however, provided fresh context
for questions about practising the social sciences in the twenty-first century.

The Australia in the Asian Century White Paper was different from earlier
such reports in taking a ‘whole of government’ approach, with the Gillard
government appointing a minister to have explicit responsibility for policies
related to the ‘Asian Century’. There is some continuity, however, in its focus on
instrumentalist reasons for engaging with the region: economic relationships;
the fact that our major trading partners come from the Asia-Pacific region; and
the fact that there is a growing middle-class market for consumer goods, tourism
and educational services in the region. Several contributors to this volume
comment on the Asian Century White Paper from diverse points of view, as we
shall see below.

The Abbott government did not always give the concept of the Asian Century
the kind of emphasis given by the Rudd and Gillard governments. Indeed, when
she was shadow minister for foreign affairs, Julie Bishop (2013a) suggested that
while the term ‘Asian Century’ had currency, the ‘Global Century’ might be an
even better term, given ‘the rise of different powers challenging the established
powers’. Nonetheless, then Prime Minister Tony Abbott (2014) acknowledged
that ‘with a combined population of 1.5 billion and a GDP of $15 trillion,
China, Japan, and Korea collectively have decisively shifted the world’s centre
of economic gravity’. He argued that we are no longer ‘at the wrong end of the
world but the right one’, and expressed his confidence that ‘the Asian Century
will be Australia’s moment too’” (Abbott 2014). Significantly, Abbott’s successor
as Prime Minister, Malcolm Turnbull (2015), has stressed the importance of ‘the
great geopolitical transformation of our time—the economic rise of emerging
Asia’. Bishop (2013c) has focused on the importance of ‘economic diplomacy’ in
engaging with Australia’s region, given the increasing economic importance of
the Indian Ocean and Asia-Pacific regions. Bishop (2013b) has also emphasised
the importance of engaging intellectually with Asia, noting the importance of

3 See Auchmuty (1971); Asian Studies Association of Australia (2002); Asian Studies Council (1988, 1989);
COAG (1994); FitzGerald (1980); Kersten et al. (1996); NALSAS (1998).
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top-ranked universities in the region.* Under the New Colombo Plan, young
Australians are encouraged not only to learn Asian languages but also to engage
in study exchanges as a significant form of regional engagement (Bishop 2013b;
2013c: 4). Indeed, the new scheme is described as being ‘designed to be a rite
of passage for young Australians’ and intended to ensure that it is ‘the norm for
young Australians to spend time living in the region’ (Bishop 2013c: 12).

Recent statements on the New Colombo Plan focus on the ‘Indo-Pacific’,
covering an area from the Indian Ocean to the Pacific (DFAT n.d.). In other
words, this refers to a region that encompasses South Asia, Southeast Asia, East
Asia and the Pacific. Indeed, the revival of the place name ‘Colombo’ might also
suggest a (rejorientation towards South Asia. These changes in the terminology
to describe Australia’s neighbourhood underline the fact that ‘the Orient’,
‘Asia’, the ‘Asia-Pacific’ and the ‘Indo-Pacific’ are all constructed categories.
The different nuances and connotations of each term reflect shifting geopolitics,
different ways of imagining Australia’s place in the world, and changing views
of which countries are important to Australia.” In this introductory essay, we
sometimes refer in different places to ‘Asia’, the ‘Asia-Pacific’ or the ‘Indo-
Pacific’, depending on the particular period we are writing about. Chapters
variously focus on particular countries, ranging from Pakistan, India, China
and Japan down to the Philippines and Indonesia, with Australia included as
part of the broader Asia-Pacific region. We are also, however, keenly interested
in the interconnections between these places, and recognise that the Australian
population includes a significant proportion of nationals and residents of Asian
heritage (Martin et al. 2015). Now let us turn to a brief consideration of the
historical role of the social sciences in contributing to Australia’s engagement
with the region.

Social sciences, area studies and beyond

Australia’s first universities were established in the mid-nineteenth century, in
the capitals of the separate colonies. The late nineteenth-century universities in
Australia provided a combination of liberal arts and fields of study with some
vocational or practical application—law, medicine, engineering, economics.
These universities were established with a professoriate drawn from British

4 One of the most influential university ranking systems, the Academic Ranking of World Universities
(ARWU)/'Shanghai Jioatong’, is based in China.

5  On the instability of the category ‘Asia’, see, inter alia, Spivak (2008); on the ‘Asia-Pacific’, see Wilson
and Dirlik (1995). Many thinkers in diverse countries in the region commonly described as Asia have also, of
course, resisted this homogenising label (Wang 2007; Hall 2009). It should also be noted that while the term
‘Asian Century’ has gained currency in Australia, elsewhere the twenty-first century has been referred to as
the ‘Pacific Century’ (Nguyen and Hoskins 2014).
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universities, with some appointments from the United States and a few home-
grown academics who were likely to have completed higher degrees overseas
(Dale 2012). At the end of World War II, there were six universities in Australia
(the Universities of Sydney, Melbourne, Adelaide, Tasmania, Queensland and
Western Australia), with 16,000 students. The Australian National University
was established in 1946. The tertiary education system expanded in the 1950s and
the 1960s. There were nine universities with a total of 31,000 university students
in 1955, and 14 universities with 81,000 students in 1965. The university system
underwent further expansion in the late 1980s when the older universities were
amalgamated with former teachers’ colleges, technical colleges and colleges of
advanced education, bringing total enrolments to 420,000. By 1996 there was a
total of 630,000 university students in Australia (Macintyre 2010: 22—5). In 2014
there were about one million university students in the country (Universities
Australia 2014). Each period of growth also saw changing configurations of the
international student population. About 20,000 students came from mainly
Asian countries in the period of the Colombo Plan, with a similar number of
private overseas students. There was growth in the full-fee-paying international
student population from the 1980s. By 2011, one in five students at Australian
universities were international students (Martin et al. 2015).

The social sciences originally grew out of Enlightenment rationalism in Europe
in the eighteenth century. They are ‘a product of modernity, their point of
departure the emergence of society as a separate and autonomous realm of human
activity” (Macintyre 2010: 4). They were established as separate disciplinary
areas of study in universities in the United States in the late nineteenth
century. Australia was slower to establish similar programs. Sociology had a
difficult beginning in Australia, with short-lived attempts to establish sociology
programs in the 1920s, although training in social work was established by the
mid-1930s (Miller and Nicholls 2014: 21-33). The first chair in anthropology
was established in 1926, and anthropology programs were seen to be highly
relevant to Australia’s involvement in the policing and administration of the
territory of Papua New Guinea (Macintyre 2010: 18).

Australia was thus in an ambivalent position. In the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, Australia was seen as a ‘social laboratory’, with its universal
suffrage, pioneering Labor governments, wage arbitration systems, non-
contributory old-age pensions and strong union movements. At the same time,
it was a former colony of the United Kingdom, nominally independent after
1901, but still beholden to the British Privy Council and the British monarchy
(through the Governor-General and state governors). Australia was a colonial-
settler society that asserted its difference from other British colonies like India
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and Malaya through the White Australia Policy. Australia’s Indigenous peoples
were the focus of Euro-American anthropological research, as were the peoples
of Papua New Guinea and the Pacific (Wolfe 1999).

The social sciences were important in both wartime Australia and the early
post—World War II reconstruction period. As far as Asian studies is concerned,
Japanese-language training was vital for military intelligence during
World War II, for the conduct of war crimes trials at the end of the war and
in the Allied occupation of Japan from 1945 to 1952. Some of these military
specialists went on to teach in universities. The Australian Defence Force
continues to teach Asian languages at the Australian Defence Force Language
School near Melbourne, and Asian studies is part of the curriculum at the
Australian Defence Force Academy in Canberra (Department of Defence 2000).

In the United States, the study of societies outside the Euro-American centres
in the post—World War II period was brought together under the rubric of ‘area
studies’. That is, these fields of study were defined by a geographical focus
rather than a disciplinary focus. Area studies had its roots in World War II and
the subsequent establishment of the Cold War world view. Area studies teaching
and research were closely aligned with US defence and foreign policies.

There have been spirited debates around area studies, modernisation theory and
the social sciences in North America. The Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars
(now known as Critical Asian Studies) was established in 1968 by academics
concerned about the direction of US foreign policy in Asia, particularly the
military conflict in Vietnam (Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars 1968),
in which Australia was also involved. As early as 1975, John Dower, in his essay
on modernisation theory, pointed out that area studies in the United States had
been implicated in US government foreign policy objectives (1975: 3—108).

A generation of scholars of Asia has been influenced by Edward Said’s book
Orientalism, in which he argued that Orientalism is a Western style for
‘dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient’ (1978: 3).
While Said’s book largely focused on European representations of the Middle
East, conceptions of the ‘Orient” also included Asian countries, as has been
pointed out before and after Said’s book (Breckenridge and van de Veer
1993: 3—4). In any case, the term Orientalism has been adapted to a range of
situations where scholars and their objects of study are embedded in structured
relationships of inequality. What is important about Said’s intervention is not so
much whether he was writing about the Middle East, South Asia or East Asia,
but rather his recognition of the relationship between power and knowledge.
In addition to the perspectives provided by Said’s rethinking of the concept of
Orientalism, the field of postcolonial theory considers the relationship between
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academic knowledge and the history of colonialism, whether this concerns
former colonies, former colonising powers or places that do not neatly fit this
schema (Young 2001).

Miyoshi and Harootunian’s (2002) collection, Learning places, considered the
place of area studies in the early twenty-first century, with a focus on North
America. While acknowledging the critiques of the power relations inherent
in the ‘area studies” model, Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (2003) has also argued
for the importance of the rigorous language training and the deep familiarity
with the society and culture that were nurtured in area studies and comparative
literature programs.

Australia has a strong tradition of ‘area studies’, particularly in such places as the
former Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies at The Australian National
University (Lal and Ley 2006; Macintyre 2010: 58—59). Indeed, the establishment
of this school (originally the School of Pacific Studies) was intimately connected
with Australia’s position as colonial administrator of Papua New Guinea, as
noted above (Macintyre 2010: 66). In this sense, Australian social sciences from
the beginning had much in common with the colonialist focus of Euro-American
social sciences.

Some of the other newer universities included a focus on Asian studies after
World War II. Monash University, established in 1961, appointed a historian of
Indonesia, John Legge, as its foundation Professor of History. Legge went on to
chair the world-renowned Centre for Southeast Asian Studies and also became
Dean of Arts. In 1966, Prague School linguist Jiri V. Neustupny established
a Japanese-language program at Monash based on a communicative model—
different to existing ‘Oriental studies’ programs, which tended to focus on
classical literatures rather than the real-world usage of language and the study of
contemporary societies. Several other universities established programs in Asian
languages and studies in the 1960s, including the University of Queensland,
the University of Melbourne, Swinburne, and the West Australian Institute
of Technology (now Curtin University). In the 1970s, secondary schools also
started to teach some Asian languages.

There has been less reflection on the meaning of this history in the Australian
context compared with the above-mentioned debates in the United States,
though some contributors to this volume have undertaken critical reflection on
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the construction and role of area studies in Australia.® Australia was also the site
for much of the early work by the subaltern studies group, which interrogated
the colonial basis of European knowledge about South Asia. Ranajit Guha was
based at The Australian National University, and Dipesh Chakrabarty completed
his doctoral dissertation there.’

One of the purposes of this volume is to engage in a discussion about the
intellectual basis of our pursuits, in a dialogue between social scientists from
Australia and the region. Ideally, this will encourage a more contemporary
model of the social sciences, which is based on a recognition of international
connectedness, and also of the diversity of social science traditions from which
we can learn. In other words, the Australian social sciences need to continue to
move beyond their origins in Euro-American traditions, and beyond the purely
pragmatic focus of some forms of area studies, to embrace other sources and
forms of knowledge, while still retaining all that is beneficial and useful about
those traditions. A further impetus for developing this broader intellectual
dialogue comes from the conditions of globalisation and the changing geopolitics
of knowledge.

Social sciences and globalisation

The contemporary world is characterised by changing economic relationships
accompanied by the increasingly rapid and intensified circulation of finance,
commodities, people, signs and symbols—often called globalisation. Many
forms of corporate activity are carried out on a global scale; production and
consumption transcend the scale of the nation-state; and institutions of global
governance are gradually developing to deal with issues that go beyond the
boundaries of one nation-state.® New forms of transnational activism have also
developed to deal with these changing relationships. Globalisation has been

6  See Jayasuriya (2012); Mackie (2007: 103-20; 2013: 293-301); Morris-Suzuki (2000, 2011); and chapters
by Jayasuriya and Morris-Suzuki in this volume; see also Jackson (2015). In the late 1990s, the Australian
Research Council, the Academy of the Humanities and the Academy of the Social Sciences surveyed academic
disciplines in Australia. There are no specific chapters on Asia or the Pacific in the social science volumes,
but there are several chapters on area studies in the humanities volumes (Academy of the Social Sciences in
Australia 1998; Aveling 1998: 29-39; Brasted 1998: 239-49; Coaldrake and Wells 1998: 151-63; Denoon and
Ward 1998: 209-14; Hooper 1998: 57-66; Ingleson 1998: 251-60; Milner and Morris-Suzuki 1998: 113-27;
Saikal 1998: 199-207). For a more recent survey of humanities, arts and social science disciplines, see Turner
and Brass (2014; on ‘Asia-related’ research, see pp. 66—67). In November 2013, the Australian Council of
Learned Academies (ACOLA) brought together a group of Australia-based academics to consider ‘Science and
Research Collaboration with Asia and the Pacific’. For a report on this meeting, see Ang et al. (2015).

7  See Amin and Chakrabarty (1996); Arnold and Hardiman (1994); Bhadra et al. (1999); Chakrabarty (1992:
101-8; 2014: 194-206); Chatterjee and Pandey (1992); and Guha (1982-89).

8  See, inter alia, Grewal and Kaplan (1994); Hannerz (1987: 546—49; 1989: 66—75); Mattelart (1983); Tambiah
(2000: 163-94); and Tolentino (1996: 49-76).
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described as ‘a process of intensifying global social inter-relatedness, whereby
space and time are compressed and previously separated locations [are] brought
into a new proximity’ (Eschle 2002: 316). One of the challenges faced by
social scientists is to shift from addressing issues in a largely national frame
to addressing issues that necessarily cross national borders. Our focus is on
the challenges faced in the Asia-Pacific region, and how social scientists can
contribute to the solution of pressing regional problems.

The world is currently undergoing major shifts in economic and social power.
These shifts have been explored by writers as diverse as Kishore Mahbubani in
The new Asian hemisphere (2008) and Michael Spence in The next convergence
(2011). These shifts have particular implications for Australia in its location in
the Asia-Pacific region. As we have seen, the former Australian Labor Party
government referred to the ‘Asian Century’ (Commonwealth of Australia 2012),
a term that was also used at times by then Prime Minister Abbott (2014).
The United States recognised the shifting geopolitics, particularly the rise of
China, in 2011 when President Obama stated the policy of a ‘pivot to Asia’
(Foreign Policy Initiative 2011).°

In this volume, we argue that dealing with these shifts involves not just a
reorientation of economic and political power but also a changing geopolitics
of knowledge. Consequently, in the twenty-first century, it is necessary not
just to make the languages and societies of the region objects of study but also
to engage with the diverse forms of knowledge produced outside the Euro-
American centres. It is particularly important to recognise the methodological
and theoretical as well as empirical contributions that the diverse forms of
knowledge and diverse intellectual traditions in the region can generate.
There has been a long history of university academics in Asian countries being
encouraged to engage with “Western’ thought (Huang 2007: 422). The original
Colombo Plan itself reflected these pressures, as a range of professionals in the
region, including academics, was encouraged to study abroad. This pressure
has intensified with the internationalisation of university education, and
academics are increasingly being encouraged to publish in English in high-
ranking international journals—a development that has led to critiques that
more ‘local’ issues are being neglected in favour of issues that will attract an
international readership (Mok 2007: 446)." The exchange has been excessively
one-sided: there has not been sufficient reciprocal pressure on academics
in Western countries to engage with the knowledge being produced in the

9  There was also criticism that the US government failed to back up its policy on Asia with adequate
budget initiatives (Stewart 2013: 1-3).

10  See also the chapters by Patel, Chua and Jayasuriya in this volume. Peter Jackson (2015: 24) has recently
argued that the current conditions of transnational academic publishing and research quality auditing regimes
entrench Euro-American dominance.
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Asia-Pacific region (even when this knowledge is being produced in English).
Here, we argue that a new approach is needed and that we need to develop
a far more ambitious idea of what intellectual engagement with the region
involves, one that goes beyond the approaches embedded in the early years of
the development of the social sciences in Australia. To begin with, we need to go
beyond the area studies model of taking ‘other countries’” as an object of study
in order to determine their difference from some abstract Euro-American ideal.
Rather, we need to take time to reflect on the intellectual rather than simply
instrumental underpinnings of our engagement with the region (Morris-Suzuki
2000: 9-23; 2011: 123-42; and in this volume).

Furthermore, if Australian students are to understand the specificities of
Australian society, and of other societies in the region, they need to understand
that, for example, the concepts of state and civil society, modernity, and gender
and sexuality that are prevalent in Australia are not universal.'' They need
to be aware of other concepts, of other ways of seeing the world, as well as
their implications for other forms of governance and for analysing the policy
challenges that Australia faces in the twenty-first century.

This will involve an openness to engaging with the knowledge being produced
in many diverse parts of our region, and it will require a consciousness of the
political, economic and social issues arising from the increasing integration
of Australia’s society and economy into the Asia-Pacific region. As Kanishka
Jayasuriya (among other contributors to this book) points out, we face many
shared problems and issues that are regional in nature, including the political
and social challenges of inequality in the region, urbanisation, access to public
space and infrastructure, the funding, governance and provision of regional
public goods, and transnational environmental challenges.

Furthermore, as the twenty-first century progresses, it will be increasingly
difficult for even those Australian academics who focus primarily on domestic
economic, social and political analyses to divorce their work from broader regional
considerations. Australia is increasingly integrated into the Asia-Pacific region
in ways that affect many aspects of Australian domestic policy. For example,
the former Labor government noted the impact of the Asian Century-driven
resources boom on Australia’s ‘patchwork economy’ (Gillard and Swan 2011)
and justified the National Broadband Network proposal partly on the grounds
that Australia was falling behind key Asian competitors in internet speeds
(Conroy 2007; Singh and Johnson 2013: 129-51).

11 On differing concepts of state and civil society, see, for example, Lyons and Gomez (2005); and Wang
(2011: xxv—xxviii). On differing concepts of modernity, see, for example, Hobson (2004); and Wang (2011).
On differing concepts of gender and sexuality, see Jackson (2001); Mackie (2000; 2007: 103-20); and Mackie
and McLelland (2015: 1-17).
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Meanwhile, Abbott government Treasurer Joe Hockey (2012) suggested while
in Opposition that the Asian Century would require a reduction in Australian
government benefits and entitlements, given that Australia would be competing
with countries in the region that spend a much smaller percentage of gross
domestic product (GDP) on ‘public welfare and health care and pension
costs’. Engagement with Asia also has implications for Australia’s institutional
structures, as our state and federal governments try to engage in trade and
industry development with Asian competitors and markets where the units of
decision-making may be very different. Consider, for example, the key role of
city and regional governments in Chinese industry policy, including in areas
such as biotechnology and information technology. Engaging with the region
will therefore have multiple implications for public policy analyses.

The scope of this book

The authors of this volume draw on insights from economics, education, gender
studies, history, political science, psychology, sociology and urban planning.
Issues covered range from the internationalisation of Australian tertiary
education to the contributions to be made to understanding shared regional
problems such as climate change, reproductive control, trade liberalisation and
financial governance by engaging with diverse social science traditions.

As discussed above, this process of reflection impels us to re-examine the history
of the social sciences and to consider how Australian academics are positioned as
inheritors of Euro-American and Anglophone ways of thinking about the social
sciences (Connell 2007). This also means recognising Australia’s position as an
Anglophone colonial-settler society with a significant Indigenous population,
located geographically in the Asia-Pacific region. Indigenous Australians were
in communication with the places now known as Indonesia, Timor-Leste and
Papua New Guinea well before white settlement. Furthermore, a significant
component of our population consists of international students from the
Asia-Pacific region (some of whom will become immigrants), other immigrants
from the region and the descendants of Asian Australians who immigrated in
earlier generations (Jupp 2007; Martin et al. 2015).

A further context for our discussions, as noted above, is the question of how to
practise the social sciences in an age of global connectedness in which people,
products and images are engaged in constant mobility across national borders.'*
Many of the issues that engage the social sciences are problems that, by their

12 Donald and Mackie (2009: 1-14); Mackie (2013: 293-301); Mackie and Pendleton (2010); Mackie and
Stevens (2009: 257-73).
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very nature, cross national boundaries. These include questions of climate
change, environmental disasters like earthquakes and tsunamis, labour mobility
and the political economy of inequality, asylum-seeking, and pandemics that
spread rapidly across the globe.

The chapters in this volume present the diversity of the social sciences in the
region. Our aim is to bring diverse ways of doing social sciences into dialogue
with each other; to consider the role of Australia-based social scientists in
mediating between different ways of doing social sciences in the region;
to provide an intellectual, social scientific framework for calls to engage with
the Asia-Pacific region and to develop Asia literacy; and to consider the role of
the social sciences in addressing pressing transnational social concerns in the
region. A key aim of the volume is to draw the attention of Australian social
scientists to some of the exciting insights that can be gained from engaging with
the rich and diverse social science traditions in our region.

The book begins with chapters that address broad issues of how contemporary
social science was and is constructed and the implications for developing
a twenty-first-century social science. Raewyn Connell draws on her previous
work in her path-breaking book Southern theory (2007). She acknowledges that
the social sciences in Australia were originally influenced by the impact of
colonialism on the development of European social sciences with a corresponding
neglect of other social science traditions from Africa, South America and Asia.
Connell gives examples of major social science work that has been neglected
as a result. She draws out some of the implications of this changing geopolitics
of knowledge for Australian higher education policy, including the need to
develop a research evaluation policy that values broader intellectual traditions.

Sujata Patel argues that the social sciences in the twentieth century inherited
a colonial form of knowledge from the nineteenth century that divided them into
separate disciplines having distinct national traditions. Some of these national
traditions were then privileged over others. Some, particularly those associated
with the West, were considered universally applicable forms of knowledge, while
others were considered more localised and particular. Patel analyses some of the
problems associated with this world view, and argues for a more global social
science that incorporates useful insights from a range of national traditions.
Such a global social science, she suggests, would be better able to address issues
and problems in an increasingly globalised and interconnected world.

Chua Beng-Huat emphasises that it is important for scholars in Asia to accept
the West as one particular point of reference among others and to multiply
the points of reference to include Asian instances that can also be compared
with each other. In the process, the West is no longer privileged as the point of
comparison, and Asia and the West can be treated as relative equals. He argues
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that such comparisons of political and economic practices can generate concepts
that explain developments in Asia more adequately than the mere application
of presumed ‘universal’ concepts generated outside Asia. For example, one
can better understand the differing economic models and strategies pursued
in South Korea and Singapore if one contrasts and compares these countries
with each other, rather than merely making comparisons with a supposedly
universal model. Chua gives additional examples from urban planning, cultural
production and democratic institutions.

Kanishka Jayasuriya explores how the concept of the Asian Century
problematises key assumptions of both area studies and social sciences. He argues
that area studies is based on a view of Asia as ‘out there’ rather than ‘within’ the
mainstream of academic disciplinary inquiry. Rather than regarding the study
of Asia as a special case, such study should be incorporated into all levels of
analysis, including the social, political and institutional. Jayasuriya proposes that
we also need to draw on the methodological and analytical insights of important
work being produced in Asian universities, which provides new insights into
common social science problems. Examples he gives include Cui Zhiyuan’s (2005)
work advocating new forms of economic decentralisation and property rights
in China; Neera Chandhoke’s (1995) innovative work on Indian civil society and
new forms and patterns of representation; and Pasuk Phongpaichit et al.'s (1998)
work on Thai society and economy. Through mainstreaming such research and
issues, we can develop an interdisciplinary, problem-oriented approach that
enables us to build research around key issues, problems and puzzles of social,
economic and political transformations pertaining to the region as a whole.
Such regional issues range from those of inequality and urbanisation to those of
public goods and environmental issues.

Having analysed the ways in which the contemporary social sciences were
constructed and arguing for the development of a more flexible, inclusive and
global social science that draws on diverse traditions as required, subsequent
chapters in the book undertake more specific analyses of case studies in the
region, while others engage with the Australia in the Asian Century White Paper.

Sylvia Estrada-Claudio shows how reproductive health issues in the Philippines
have involved a process of mediating the claims and perspectives of the national
government, the church, medical professionals, non-governmental organisation
(NGO) activists, multilateral aid agencies and individuals. Her chapter focuses
on the local and international alliances forged between politicians, activists,
medical professionals and academics, and the implications for our understanding
of citizenship, political activism and social science scholarship in a regional
frame.
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Tessa Morris-Suzuki’s chapter brings important social science analyses to bear
on common ways in which the issue of Asian engagement is imagined, in the
process illustrating some of the contributions that such analyses can make to our
understanding of key issues in the region. Morris-Suzuki argues that placing
the rise of Asia so squarely in an economic framework obscures some important
dimensions of regional change and regional interaction. For social scientists and
other researchers, it is also important to consider the region through a different
prism: that of the end of the Cold War and the creation of a post—Cold War
order. Such a prism provides additional insights into the economic rise of Japan,
South Korea, Taiwan and other economies, with implications for both foreign
and economic policy and for our understanding of key issues in the region.

Leong Liew analyses economic thought in China, noting both similarities and
differences in approaches and methods compared with conventional Western
economics, including differing views on the nature and role of the state in
regard to markets. This has major policy impacts. He argues that such differences
need to be grasped if we are to have a thorough understanding of the Chinese
economy. The role of the state in the Chinese economy highlights the need to
rethink some key aspects of contemporary Western economic thought.

The final group of articles addresses and moves beyond the concept of the Asian
Century. Ken Henry—who oversaw the process leading to the White Paper on
Australia in the Asian Century—analyses the background of the White Paper.
Henry outlines the social, political and economic challenges facing Australia in
the twenty-first century, emphasising the need for a compelling narrative and
vision of Australia’s future. In particular, he argues that we need Australians
with the knowledge and skills to develop strong relationships in the region.
In order to build partnerships, we need the capacity to understand and operate
in cultures, languages and mindsets other than our own. Within Australia we
need to ensure that we have the advisory, decision-making and representational
structures in place to make informed decisions in an increasingly complex
environment. Social scientists in Australia have important contributions to
make in developing these skills and capacities and contributing to developing
the knowledge necessary for making well-informed policy decisions.

Ariel Heryanto points out that the White Paper on Australia in the Asian Century
is the latest in a string of government documents and statements to emphasise
‘Asia literacy’. Heryanto explores what is meant by the concept of literacy and
the ways in which it can lead to biases when examining and interpreting social
practices in modern but oral-oriented societies. Heryanto points out that in
Indonesia some of the most valued information and messages are usually shared
through face-to-face communication, in which body language is as important
as words. He therefore draws attention to the need for Asia literacy knowledge,
analyses and policies in Australia to engage with such differences.

17



18

THE SOCIAL SCIENCES IN THE ASIAN CENTURY

Simon Marginson analyses the changing geopolitics of higher education in the
light of the rise of Asian and Southeast Asian universities in the Asian Century.
Marginson compares the higher education systems in the United States, Asia
and ‘Westminster’ (the United Kingdom, Australia and New Zealand) in terms
of differences in the role and nature of the state, educational cultures, financing
of higher education and politico-economic dynamics of research. He then
draws out the implications for the Australian social sciences and for Australian
education policy.

Just as we wish to introduce readers to the diversity of ‘doing” social sciences
in the region, so too have we incorporated a diverse range of views and
approaches in this book. While all of our contributors welcome the increased
attention to Australia’s interactions with the Asia-Pacific region, many wish to
challenge the instrumentalist focus of much of the existing discussion. As we
have seen, Connell, Patel and Chua all recognise the colonial background to
Anglophone social sciences (as it has been practised in Australia, too) and argue
for a decolonisation of social science methodologies. Several authors are critical
of the focus on economics in the discussion of ‘engagement with the Asia-
Pacific region’. Morris-Suzuki argues for a more historically informed approach,
which recognises that much of our earlier engagement with the region was
informed by a Cold War world view and that we need to come to terms with the
post—Cold War order. Heryanto points out the limitations of the Asia literacy
model that informs the discussion of Asian studies education. We believe that
encouraging such diversity of views and approaches not only contributes to
a better understanding of the nature and range of social science knowledge,
it also encourages academic discussion and debate on the important issues that
this book addresses. Indeed, pursuing differing approaches can help to provide
a more complete picture of the complex events and processes that are occurring
in the Asia-Pacific region, producing forms of knowledge that can complement
rather than contradict each other. In this introduction, we have drawn attention
to complex interactions between cultural, political and economic factors that
have helped to shape Australian understandings of, and responses to, our region.

Conclusion

In a radio interview, Kishore Mahbubani, Dean of the Lee Kuan Yew School of
Public Policy at the National University of Singapore, has claimed that ‘[b]Joth
the Australian population and, what is even more frightening, the Australian
intelligentsia at large, is out of touch with the new realities of Asia” (Mahbubani
2012). He argues that Australians have lived in a comfortable Western bubble
and that the intelligentsia has ‘become complacent’. Consequently, Mahbubani
(2012) argued that the Australian education system had failed and that there
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was a need for a ‘mental revolution’ in Australia and a substantial ‘mindset’
change. This book is an indicator that Mahbubani has underestimated the
determination of Australian academics to engage intellectually with the diverse
social science knowledge produced in the Asia-Pacific region. Indeed, we see
such an engagement as being part of our role in an intellectual ‘intersection’
society and that such mediation is an important part of the contribution that
Australia-based academics can make to international social science.

This book demonstrates that there are diverse social science traditions from
various parts of the world that can usefully be drawn upon. Australian
universities are particularly well placed to seize the teaching and research
opportunities arising from Australia’s geographical location and intellectual
history. We can become an intersection university system, drawing on all that is
best of the knowledge produced in European and North American universities
and all that is best of the diverse forms of knowledge being produced in the
great universities of the Asia-Pacific region. In doing so, we will position
ourselves well to operate successfully in the international higher education
system of the twenty-first century. These shifts in the geopolitics of knowledge
make this an exciting time to be a social scientist, facilitating an intellectual
engagement between diverse traditions. Indeed, Australian social scientists are
arguably already at the forefront of such engagement. This book is intended
to be a contribution to an international discussion about how to best practise
the social sciences under conditions of globalisation when there is a shifting
geopolitics of knowledge.
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Australia in the global dynamics
of social science: De-centring
Europe and de-mythologising

the ‘Asian Century’

Introduction

This chapter addresses two major challenges facing the social sciences in
Australia. The first is the situation of Australian social science in a world
context, which must be considered in the light of the postcolonial thinking
that is now developing in all the social sciences worldwide. The challenge is
all the greater because, in Australia, that reconsideration is taking place in
institutions situated on the dispossessed land of Australia’s Indigenous peoples.
The second challenge is that this reconsideration is occurring in the context of
the promotion of government plans for Australian capitalists to exploit what
are seen as the vast growing markets of Asia, under the rubric of the ‘Asian
Century’. In this chapter, I will discuss both agendas, and the contradiction
between them.' I will also argue that the engagement with social science in the

1 Indeed, the Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia’s Annual Symposium on ‘The Social Sciences in
the Asian Century’, from which this book arose, reflected these two strikingly different agendas.
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Asia-Pacific region needs to be seen in the broader context of a global economy
of knowledge, including the history of colonialism and the development of
neoliberal economics.

The global economy of knowledge

In the social sciences, we usually work with the convenient fiction that the
disciplines we work in, and the concepts we work with, do not come from
anywhere in particular. They are just ‘in the air’, so to speak. When we cite a
particular author or study—'Smith, Jones and Robinson 2009’—we rarely stop
to think what ethnic group Smith comes from, to whom Jones is married or
what untenured job Robinson is currently holding. Indeed, the most influential
epistemological viewpoint in the social sciences tells us that these details do not
matter, that the more abstract and decontextualised the knowledge, the better
it is, and the more scientific. Even highly context-focused social sciences, like
history and anthropology, tend to see their methodology in this way.

There is, however, a counter-current of thought in social science that has
never been persuaded that decontextual is good; arguing, indeed, that social
determinations shape all intellectual work—and not superficially but at the
most profound level. This thinking has nineteenth-century roots but was stated
with great brilliance by Gyorgy Lukdcs in History and class consciousness (1971),
originally published in 1923 and rapidly suppressed by authoritarian regimes
on both the right and the left. His ideas were taken up by Karl Mannheim in his
1929 masterpiece Ideology and utopia (1985), and turned into the sociology of
knowledge. In a later generation, Michel Foucault’s immensely influential work
on cultural history showed how systems of knowledge were not only embedded
in social power but themselves functioned as techniques of power and social
control (Foucault 1977). At much the same time, studies of the impact of gender
relations on knowledge formation were developed by scholars such as Dorothy
Smith (1990) and became known as standpoint epistemology. The more recent
development of critical whiteness studies has begun to do the same kind of job
for race relations.

These developments, important as they have been, were nevertheless focused
on the societies of the global North, the imperial powers of Europe and North
America that in a postcolonial era remained the centre of the global capitalist
economy. In the past generation, the relation of global power structures to the
making of knowledge systems has finally come under close scrutiny. A decisive
step occurred with the publication of Edward Said’s Orientalism (1978), which
examined the construction of European knowledge about the Arab world and
the ‘East’ in the context of European world power. Said’s work, together with
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other contributions—of which perhaps the most important was the work of
the Subaltern Studies group leading up to Dipesh Chakrabarty’s Provincializing
Europe (2000)—opened up a broad set of issues that have come to be called
‘postcolonial studies’ in the humanities.

This is the territory now being explored by social scientists in a vigorous
literature on the global dynamics of knowledge. The strands of this literature
include research on alternative traditions in social science (Alatas 2006; Patel
2010), southern theory (Connell 2007; Meekosha 2011), postcolonial sociology
(Bhambra 2007; Reuter and Villa 2010), indigenous knowledge (Odora Hoppers
2002), the psychology of liberation (Montero 2007), decolonial thought (Mignolo
2005; Quijano 2000), the decolonisation of methodology (Smith 2012) and more.

For our present discussion, the most important resource is the global sociology
of knowledge developed by the Beninese philosopher Paulin Hountondji in
Endogenous knowledge (1997; see also Connell 2011). Hountondji identifies the
problem not as the simple imposition of Western perspectives, but as a global
division of labour in the realm of knowledge, with its roots in imperialism.
The colonial world served as a rich source of data for science; figures as famous as
Charles Darwin and Alexander von Humboldt shared in the collecting. The data
were shipped back to the metropole—that is, the imperial centre—which
became the site of the theoretical moment in knowledge production. Data were
classified and intellectual structures built and debated in the universities,
museums, botanic gardens, scientific associations and research institutes of the
imperial powers. Here, specialised workforces were created, and practical fields
were transformed into applied sciences such as engineering, agronomy and
medicine. In this form, science was returned to the periphery, and applied by
colonial powers in the mines, in agriculture and in government.

In the contemporary world, the periphery continues to be a rich source of
raw materials for the new biology, pharmaceuticals, astronomy, social science,
linguistics, archaeology and more. The metropole continues to be the main site
of theoretical processing, now including corporate research institutes and giant
databanks. Intellectual workers in the periphery are pushed towards a stance
Hountondji calls ‘extraversion’—a key concept.

To function successfully as a scientist in the periphery—whether in Africa,
China or Australia—one must read the leading journals published in the
metropole, learn the research techniques taught there and gain recognition there.
Career paths include advanced training in the metropole, attending conferences
in the metropole and, for the more successful, getting a job in the metropole.
The theoretical frameworks developed in the metropole become embedded in
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the intellectual work of the periphery, not by the exercise of direct control, but
by the way the whole economy of knowledge is organised, and the extraversion
this economy requires.

It is not hard to see this economy of knowledge at work in social science.
The foundation stories of our disciplines are told with heroic figures from
Europe at the centre: Adam Smith, Leopold von Ranke, Karl Marx, Max
Weber, and so on. With very few exceptions, the theorists of Europe and North
America are the ones who still provide our paradigms: Michel Foucault, Howard
Becker, Jiirgen Habermas, Gilles Deleuze, Pierre Bourdieu, Judith Butler, and
so on. Most journals in the social sciences are published in the global North,
and all of the most prestigious ones. Output in the global South is marked by
extraversion: in Brazil, South Africa, Colombia, New Zealand, Australia or
China, the usual structure of papers in a local journal is hybrid, consisting of
a theoretical discussion derived from Europe and North America, plus data
derived locally. There is a steady traffic of social scientists going to the North to
study for doctorates, to work on sabbatical or to seek jobs.

To acknowledge the global economy of knowledge is surprisingly difficult,
though the data are very clear. Many social scientists do not like to be told
this; many careers are deeply invested in the current Northern paradigms.
Within the dominant conventions of our disciplines, the works of Foucault,
Habermas, Deleuze, Bourdieu, and so on are simply ‘theory’; they are not read
as specifically European ideas arising from the social experience of the global
North. Social scientists, like natural scientists, often think they are part of a
search for universal knowledge that is untainted by place or local interest.
They can even become angry when asked to think about the global structures
of power in which their knowledge work occurs.

Australian social science in the global context

Australian universities were created as a branch of the British university system,
importing professors, curricula and ceremonials alike. Creating the first ones
was a remarkable and even heroic thing to do in these rough and remote settler
colonies, but the founders were determined to bring European culture to leaven
the local lump. The relationship was beautifully expressed by the founders of
the University of Sydney when they chose the motto for the university’s coat
of arms, Sidere Mens Eadem Mutato (‘Under changed skies, the same mind’).
Familiar disciplinary structures of knowledge were adopted without question.
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A century and a half later, despite a great change in scale and sophistication,
the position of Australian social science in the global economy of knowledge
is only slightly changed. We do now generate data locally. Apart from that,
our disciplinary structure—as shown by the organisation of the Academy of
the Social Sciences in Australia itself—faithfully reflects European and North
American customs. Our curricula and reading lists closely resemble those of the
metropole and we often use, or modestly adapt, textbooks from the metropole
as the basis of our courses.

We send our promising students to the metropole for advanced training, and if
they come back to Australia, having a doctorate from Cambridge, Harvard or the
Sorbonne is a great career asset. We try to publish in metropolitan journals—
indeed, that has become essential for serious career advancement in all the social
sciences (except possibly history, and even there it is highly desirable). When we
publish in local journals, our Australian data are typically framed by ideas
from North American and European theorists. When we organise social science
conferences in Australia, we typically bring keynote speakers from Britain
and North America—rarely from Asia and almost never from Latin America or
Africa. The pattern of extraversion can be traced empirically among Australian
intellectual workers from a variety of institutions (Connell et al. 2005).

The condition of academic dependence on the metropole is so normal that
most social scientists hardly notice it at all; it is just the way things are, like
gravity. It really requires a conscious effort—of the kind made by sociologists
of knowledge, standpoint epistemologists and postcolonial theorists—to see
Australian social science as being in a historically produced situation that could
be otherwise. Yet there have already been other possibilities.

One is given by the fact that some intellectuals in the settler population began to
think in ways outside the existing metropolitan disciplinary framework—began,
in fact, to produce theoretical perspectives of their own. The most illustrious
of these—probably the most influential social scientist ever to emerge from
Australia—was Vere Gordon Childe. He was a radical democrat who became an
unorthodox Marxist. His sharp, disillusioned account of Australian working-
class politics, How labour governs, long stood as the classic text on Australian
party politics (Beilharz 1995).

But it was prehistory that made Childe famous, and it is there that his power as
a social theorist is best seen. Childe did some digging in sites in Scotland and
Ireland; however, synthesis and interpretation on a continental, and then world,
scale were his forte. I see him fundamentally as a historical sociologist who
poured an immense knowledge of archaeological detail into the reconstruction
of ancient social structures and dynamics of change.
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Childe’s masterwork, The dawn of European civilization (1925), was a tremendous
compilation of Mesolithic, Neolithic and Bronze Age data from eastern, western,
southern and northern Europe, carefully sorted by region and time, out of
which Childe mapped the succession and overlap of cultures, and debated the
issues of dating, diffusion and autonomy from the urban civilisations of Egypt
and Mesopotamia. Characteristics of his work were a massive empirical base,
a vigorous classification, a concern with the cultural meanings of material
remains and an attempt both to reconstruct the functioning societies that gave
rise to these remains and to construct an intelligible narrative of large-scale
social change.

Is there anything Australian about this? Technically, it could have been written
by someone brought up in Europe, and Childe never described it as a perspective
from the colonies. Yet there is something about Childe’s powerful sense of
space and distance, and his concern with the complexities of centre—periphery
relations in the ancient world, that seems to reflect colonial experience. There is
a memory of structure here that is different from the concerns with racial
ancestry, with national distinctiveness or with schemes drawn from Engels,
which preoccupied many of his contemporaries in European archaeology.

In his later writing, Childe produced syntheses of prehistory on a canvas broader
than The dawn—an influential account of urbanism, a historically based social
ontology and a sophisticated sociology of knowledge that differs markedly
from the Mannheim tradition (see, for example, Childe 1949). It is thought-
provoking that the university system in Britain did find a place for him, while
the university system in Australia did not. Yet he kept an emotional connection
with Australia to the end.

The other significant possibility was eliminated at the start of the university
story by the adoption of a European, not just a Eurocentric, curriculum.
There was already on the Australian continent an ancient civilisation with
highly developed knowledge systems. Indigenous knowledge was categorically
excluded from the new higher education institutions in the 1850s, and has only
to a small degree, a century and a half later, been brought in.

Indigenous societies and cultures have of course provided data for a well-
established social science in Australia, anthropology and, in the past generation,
therelations between Indigenous and settler societies have also concerned history
and to a lesser extent sociology. But Indigenous knowledge as a whole—involving
conceptualisation, representation, observation, data, symbolic recording and
practical know-how—has not yet been regarded as institutionally significant
for the higher education system or for the social sciences in general (for the
beginnings of recognition in one discipline, see Walter et al. 2006.)
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This has been different in other areas of the postcolonial world. One response
to the disruption imposed by colonialism has been to reassert indigenous
knowledge, though presenting it in new genres. This has been a particularly
powerful response in Africa, where a whole literature of ‘African philosophy’
emerged after 1945—a project renewed under the banner of the ‘African
Renaissance’ promoted by the then South African president Thabo Mbeki.
Folktales, songs and poems, language forms and other elements of indigenous
culture were brought together as evidence of an implicit African ontology
or epistemology, which could stand as an alternative to Western knowledge
(Kagamé 1956). This procedure has also been applied to generate an indigenous
sociology, based on concepts drawn from the traditional poetry of Yoruba
society (Akiwowo 1986).

Akiwowo’s project provoked a vigorous debate (Lawuyi and Taiwo 1990) and
remains controversial. I am not persuaded that it does yield a generalisable
sociology, but it does produce an interesting diagnosis of the critical problems
of contemporary Nigerian society, and of other countries in the region by
extension—specifically, a reading of the process of change from a kinship-
based society under the impact of colonialism and the postcolonial economy.
The broad question of the relationships between knowledge systems, and the
alternatives to Western framings of knowledge, has been widely debated across
Africa (Odora Hoppers 2002).

The African debate is dramatic, but it is not alone. There have been debates
about the project of an Islamic framing for science (Ghamari 1996), and about
decolonial thought in South America (Mignolo 2007). Nandy (1987) argues that
Gandhi’s struggle against British rule in India not only created a particularist
opposition, but also confronted British power with an alternative universalism.
Vinay Lal’s Empire of knowledge (2002) attempts to build on this idea a broad
critique of mainstream social science. There is no reason to be shy about the reach
or relevance of ideas coming from subordinated or marginalised knowledge
systems.

In suggesting that Akiwowo’s work commands attention for the diagnosis of
social change in West Africa contained in it, I wish to make a wider argument.
The knowledge of social situations embedded in non-metropolitan discourses
about society is knowledge of the same order—and is likely to be as detailed,
subtle, grounded in experience and contestable—as metropolitan discourses
about metropolitan society. But as Hountondji shows, the practical conditions
under which knowledge production occurs in the periphery are very different,
creating severe difficulties in circulating social knowledge that goes beyond
metropolitan paradigms.
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Hountondji (1983) mounted a famous critique of the genre of ‘African philosophy”
as not actually indigenous knowledge. Ironically, it is a construction that reflects
the coloniser’s gaze. It presents African culture as static and local, in defiance of
what we now know about the dynamism of African history, and it is based on
a model of ‘primitive unanimity’—that is, cultural consensus that is supposed
(wrongly) to exist in traditional societies. We see the same patterns in traditional
Australian anthropology—mnow fortunately changing, as shown in research like
Gillian Cowlishaw’s (2004) study of the hidden injuries of race.

Hountondji does not deny that indigenous knowledges survive, though he is
aware that their forms and contexts change. In the volume Endogenous knowledge:
Research trails (1997), he and a number of West African colleagues explore
indigenous mathematics, agronomy, metallurgy and other forms of knowledge.
Hountondji argues that these knowledge systems now exist as marginalised
forms of knowledge within a context of extraversion. Hountondji argues, to
avoid being swallowed in the global economy of knowledge, there is a need
for a ‘critical validation’ of endogenous knowledge. This implies a search for,
and affirmation of, the ¢ruth in indigenous knowledge systems. It also implies
a critique of the elements of ideology that they carry—that is, a study of their
limits and distortions, arising from their origins in unequal societies.

This is, doubtless, the most uncomfortable part of Hountondji's analysis. It is
important, however, and necessary. If indigenous knowledge is to function in
a world dominated by the knowledge systems of the colonising society, if it
is to be validated and made effective, it must be capable of development and
growth—and that means it must be open to critique and evaluation.

As I have argued in Southern theory (Connell 2007), and as Colin McFarlane
argues in ‘Crossing borders’ (2006), there has to be a mutual learning process.
This is not just a matter of individual learning (though that is certainly part of
the process). Crucially, it is collective learning that happens at the level of whole
knowledge systems.

A condition for this learning process is a certain external relationship—one of
recognition. Noel Pearson (1997) has observed that ‘native title’ is not a concept
in Aboriginal law. Nor is it a concept in European law. It is, rather, a recognition
concept, which arises in the space between the two systems and allows them
to interact. Specifically, this concept allows settler society’s law to recognise a
certain kind of rights. In his recent Rethinking social justice, Tim Rowse (2012)
has given us a fascinating history of the changing forms of recognition, at least
concerning the intellectuals of white settler society in Australia.
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Australian neoliberalism, social science and the
Asian Century story

The policy agenda in Australian higher education since the ‘Dawkins revolution’
of the late 1980s has definitely been to reinforce the pattern of extraversion, not
to encourage alternatives.

Policy now emphasises competition and ratings within certain measures of
excellence: university league tables, citation indexes, journal rankings. These
measures are centred on the global North. (Although one of the well-known
global rankings of universities is produced in China, paradoxically this confirms
the point: it was invented as part of an effort to find out which institutions
should be used as models while the Chinese university system was built up.)

These measures of performance, and the material benefits they are increasingly
linked with, produce formidable pressure to copy the elite institutions of the
global North. Inlate 2012, then prime minister Julia Gillard announced a national
policy goal to promote 10 Australian universities into the ‘top 100" globally. (In
mid-2013, the same government announced a funding cut for the university
sector; neoliberalism has its contradictions.) Meanwhile, the commodification of
higher education and the pressure to reduce costs—salaries are the largest item
in university budgets—are producing online resources that allow Northern
curricula to be accessed more directly. Massive open online courses (MOOCs)
are the most discussed but are not the only form of this.

This policy regime for higher education is part of a much broader shift in
Australian politics since the 1980s that has reshaped the public sphere on
market models. First called ‘economic rationalism’ in Australia (Pusey 1991),
and now (as is more usual internationally) ‘neoliberalism’, this regime is most
familiar as a set of economic policies. The ‘free market’ is the central image, and
deregulation measures that were supposed to free the markets, especially capital
markets, were among the earliest and most important neoliberal policies.

Neoliberalism seeks to make existing markets wider, and to create new
markets where they did not exist before. This is central to the interests of the
businesspeople who fund and sustain neoliberal politics; an expanding terrain of
profit-making is their definition of development. Neoliberalism pushes towards
the wider, and potentially universal, commodification of services, including
the realm of social reproduction. The most dramatic form is the privatisation
of public assets and services, such as land and electricity. Neoliberals have,
however, been quite inventive in finding other ways to commodify services,
including higher education. The impact of these policies reaches far beyond
economic policymaking, into the realms of everyday life and culture (Braedley
and Luxton 2010).
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Neoliberal policies have not rolled back the state—indeed, the state’s repressive
capacity has grown—but they have gone far to halt the growth of public sector
expenditure on social reproduction, translating into a real squeeze on many
public services. This gradual process in the economies of the global North was
packaged in a more drastic form in the structural adjustment programs of the
1980s and 1990s for countries of the global South—a logic still active, as we
see in the recent devastation of Greece. In the remaining public sector, a new
ethos of managerialism appears. Managers’ salaries and bonuses rise, in both the
private and the public sectors, to unprecedented levels. Management practice
in government increasingly resembles that in corporations. An overlap of elite
personnel and policymaking between the public sector and corporate capitalism
develops, illustrated by the careers of top managers such as Ken Henry—not long
ago secretary to the Treasury, more recently appointed director of the National
Australia Bank (NAB) and the Australian Securities Exchange (ASX), and at an
earlier stage of his career a representative at the rich countries’ neoliberal think
tank, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).

In the metropole, neoliberalism has dismantled the Keynesian welfare state, the
system of regulated capitalism and state-supplied services that was dominant
in the generation from 1945 to 1980. In the global periphery, neoliberalism has
dismantled the social-democratic developmentalist state and broken up the social
alliances around it—most successfully in Latin America, Africa, Australia and
New Zealand. Both major parties in Australia now are substantively neoliberal,
and the former Gillard and current Liberal leaderships strongly so.

The forces driving neoliberalism are generally understood through a systems
model of capitalism, focused on the global metropole, which is curiously
reminiscent of neoclassical economics itself (Duménil and Lévy 2004; Harvey
2005). But the first country to adopt a strongly neoliberal economic regime, in
the 1970s, was Chile under the Pinochet dictatorship. It was in New Zealand and
Australia that labour governments in the 1980s pioneered the shift from social
democracy to neoliberalism. In the 1990s, the great triumph of neoliberalism
was in the former Soviet bloc. In the 2000s, neoliberalism has been working
its way through the Arab world and consolidating in South Asia. Since 2000,
Latin America is where the most powerful contestation of neoliberalism has
emerged. Along with Samir Amin (1997), I consider that neoliberalism has as
much to do with the restructuring of metropole—periphery relations as with
crisis tendencies internal to the metropole.

In Australian politics, as in most parts of the global periphery, neoliberalism
appears as a development agenda, a strategy for growth and prosperity. An early
dramatisation of this was Paul Keating’s ‘banana republic’ statement. A more
recent version is the White Paper Australia in the Asian Century (Commonwealth
of Australia 2012). In this remarkable document, neoliberal educational
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mechanisms are presented as essential preparation for ‘Australia” (more exactly,
Australian business elites) to tap the rivers of gold about to flow from the rising
middle class of rising Asia.

Since the White Paper has been promoted as a serious contribution to thinking
about Australia’s future, I strongly encourage readers of this volume to read it.
Chapter 6 is particularly interesting for those in the education sector. Some of
the White Paper’s views on inequality within Australia will also intrigue
sociologists.

Commentators at the time of the White Paper’s release correctly identified
it as an attempt to develop a re-election narrative for the troubled Gillard
government, which was long gone by the time the current book was published.
As the Liberal government is even more militantly neoliberal, however, and
the general approach is widespread in the Australian ruling class, the White
Paper has continuing evidential value.” John Lenarcic’s (2012) tart comment
about the document—A melange of bland rhetoric and generic management-
speak, leavened with policy points as mantra’—accurately indicates its
representativeness.

Here are some brief reasons why it is interesting. There is little social science in
the White Paper. This is not really surprising; apart from a simplified market-
friendly economics, neoliberalism generally does not have much use for social
science. Disciplines such as history are put in their place by culture wars, while
disciplines such as sociology are increasingly residualised, given contracts to
research the lives of groups considered market failures.

Australia does in fact have highly knowledgeable social scientists who have
done rich and detailed research in Southeast, South and East Asian societies.
Practically none of their research appears in the references of the Asian Century
White Paper, and the text shows little sign of this knowledge base. Its account
of ‘Asia’ is a breathless story of benevolent governments and economic booms
caused by deregulation and free trade. To the extent that the White Paper has
any ideas about the nature of societies in the region, they are schematic and
overgeneralised, especially the idea that their most important feature will be
an ever-expanding ‘middle class” with ever-expanding consumption demands.

What was considered important—indeed, what provided the framing ideas
for the White Paper—was the output of corporate ideologues, especially
management consultants. A number of management consultancies and corporate
research units are specifically cited as sources in the White Paper—among
them Boston Consulting, Deloitte Access Economics, HSBC, McKinsey, ANZ,

2 The Liberal government’s continued commitment to an engagement with Asia, and the government’s
emphasis on economic imperatives, is discussed in Chapter 1 of this volume.
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PricewaterhouseCoopers and Goldman Sachs. More generally, the document is
framed in their style and within their characteristic approach to the world.
Management consulting is an industry whose elite has now acquired the role
of organic intellectuals to corporate business, increasingly providing the
formulaic common sense of the public realm—the language in which politics
and journalism, as well as business, speak. Collectively, management consultants
understand ‘Asia’ as a gigantic, swelling market for the products and services of
transnational corporations.

The main concern of the White Paper is that Australian corporations should
put their foot on as large a share of this market as possible, and that Australian
governments should organise their policies to facilitate this. I am putting it
bluntly, but truly, the White Paper’s main line is as blunt as this. It ends with
these inspiring words:

Right across our nation—in governments, businesses, unions, educational and
cultural institutions and broad community groups—we need to become even
more innovative, efficient and adaptable. All of us will need to work smarter to
maximise prosperity. (Commonwealth of Australia 2012: 272)

As a blueprint for a rich country’s future relations with poorer countries in the
neighbourhood, the White Paper is breathtakingly cynical. But it is strictly in
line with the main tendency of neoliberalism in the global periphery: to see the
path of development in complete integration into global markets, via a search
for comparative advantage. In recent decades, Australia’s comparative advantage
is mainly found in the minerals extracted by transnational mining corporations.
In pursuit of that advantage, manufacturing and public infrastructure have
been run down.

To do it justice, the White Paper is trying to think beyond coal and iron ore.
In his role as an economic advisor to government, its principal author, Ken Henry,
was a proponent of a serious tax on mining profits. In his role as a director of
the NAB, he has a fiduciary duty to foster banking profits, and as a director of
the ASX his responsibility is to expand the corporate economy from which come
stock exchange transactions. Framed with ideas from that corporate world, the
White Paper cannot think beyond the neoliberal logic of commodification and
the restless search for advantage in global markets.

As a guide to the future of Australian social science, this is bleak indeed.
Basically, it suggests social science is irrelevant. It encourages neither serious
thought about Australian society nor engagement with the multiple intellectual
worlds beyond the withered neoliberal imagination.
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Global social science and Australian society

To rethink Australian society in a world context, an essential starting point
is to recognise the wealth of social thought in the global South, existing in
many genres and going through its own development. In this chapter, I can only
gesture towards this wealth.

Around the colonial encounter itself, intellectuals of colonised societies
developed the analysis and critique of colonialism and the study of its impact.
Pioneering figures here included al-Afghani, whose famous Refutation of the
materialists (1968 [1881]), along with his journalism, contains a cultural critique
of imperialism from an Islamic standpoint, and elaborates an alternative strategy
of modernisation. At the other end of the Islamic world, in the Dutch East Indies,
in the early years of the twentieth century, Kartini wove together a critique of
the colonial regime with a critique of local patriarchy into a strategy for the
educational advancement of Javanese women (2014). José Rizal, the central
intellectual figure in the Philippine struggle for independence, wrote wide-
ranging critiques of colonial society in the form of two famous novels, Noli Me
Tangere and El Filibusterismo. Sun Yat-sen, known as the first president of the
Republic of China, produced sharp social analysis in his late essays San Min Chu I
(1975), with incisive observations about cultural hybridisation as well as economic
and technological development. Perhaps the most striking example was Solomon
Plaatje’s Native life in South Africa (1982). Plaatje, the secretary of the organisation
that was forerunner to the African National Congress (ANC), studied the impact
of the Natives Land Act of 1913. He travelled the country doing fieldwork, and on
this basis told the story of indigenous families displaced from their land by this
racial enclosure Act. He wove this together with analysis of the colonial state, the
attitudes of settler society and the relevant political history.

Following on from this, intellectuals of the South have made analyses of the
societies produced by colonialism and the changing forms of their relationship
with the metropole. Pride of place goes to the rich Latin American literature
on dependence and development. Raul Prebisch’s The economic development of
Latin America and its principal problems (1950) and Octavio Paz’s The labyrinth
of solitude (1990), first published in the same year as Prebisch’s remarkable
work, represent this moment on the economic and cultural sides respectively.
They were followed by a growing literature of political economy and sociology,
in which Cardoso and Faletto’s Dependency and development in Latin America
(1979), a vast synthesis of historical sociology, is a high point.

Ashis Nandy (2003) centres his critique of contemporary Indian society on the
modernising state—which was split, but not dismantled, at independence in
1947—and the secularised middle classes whose interests it mainly represents.
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Such analyses are not easily confined within one academic discipline. Nandy
weaves together sociological, psychological, historical, literary and media
analysis (see An ambiguous journey to the city, 2001). Veena Das’s Critical
events (1995) moves far beyond her discipline of anthropology, and Bina
Agarwal’s tremendous A field of one’s own (1994) goes far beyond her discipline
of economics. Ali Shariati (1986) in Iran worked on the basis of an intimate
connection between theology and the social sciences. So does Abdolkarim
Sorush in political theories developed in the period since the Islamic revolution
of 1979 (Ghamari-Tabrizi 2004).

These forms of knowledge are not utterly separated from knowledge systems
in the metropole. Indeed, most of the intellectuals just mentioned have made a
critical appropriation of metropolitan knowledge systems, combining them in
new ways with the experience and knowledges of the periphery. Thus, Linda
Tuhiwai Smith has adapted social research procedures, especially those of
qualitative social science, and combined them with Maori culture and political
experience in her influential Decolonizing methodologies (2012). The point is not
an absolute separation of Southern knowledge systems from Northern; it is,
rather, to achieve the recognition and mutual learning described earlier.

For that, our current main task is to recognise and engage with the wealth of social
thought around the global South, despite the pressure of the global economy of
knowledge to focus on the thought of the North. Aids to this task exist. There are
conceptual statements and reviews of non-metropolitan social thought, such as
Farid Alatas’s Alternative discourses in Asian social science (2006), and Chilla
Bulbeck’s Re-orienting Western feminisms (1998). There are case studies such
as Wiebke Keim's Vermessene Disziplin (2008) and, in a different register, Lydia
Liu et als The birth of Chinese feminism (2013). Attempts are being made to
decolonise social sciences and even philosophy in the global North (Go 2013;
Gutiérrez Rodriguez et al. 2010; Harding 2008). There are compilations and
surveys such as Sujata Patel’s International handbook of diverse sociological
traditions (2010). This is just a beginning with the resources available; many
more can be found via institutions such as the Council for the Development of
Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA) and the Latin American Council
of Social Sciences (CLACSO). All of these texts concern a shift of intellectual
authority, actual or potential, to the global periphery—and that provides a new
context for understanding Australian society.

Since most of the work remains to be done, I cannot summarise conclusions
here, but I will conclude by suggesting some of the dimensions of the rethinking
possible.
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First is the task of rethinking the nature of Australian society. Much of our
work in social science presumes that it is continuous with European or North
American society, so we can apply Bourdieu or Butler or Foucault without
hesitation. Learning social perspectives from the global South will encourage us
to think about the specificities of a settler-colonial society, a dependent primary-
exporting economy, a dependent or satellite polity, and a Southeast Asian,
Oceanic and Antarctic environment—with tensions and complexities in all the
relationships implied by those categories. Our own neighbourhood provides
interesting models of thought about, for instance, society in the context of the
Pacific Ocean (Hau'ofa 2008).

Second is to grapple with the issue that Aboriginal intellectuals and Aboriginal
politics persistently point out: the land. As the work of Bina Agarwal (1994)
in India and Jodo Maia (2011) in Brazil shows, the significance of land in social
relations is not a uniquely Australian concern; indeed, it is a central issue in
colonisation generally. A society formed in and through the violent taking of
land from indigenous communities embeds a structural violence. This continues
to surface in Australian society in important ways—most troublingly, at present,
in the persistence of racism and the toxic politics of the ‘intervention’ and ‘border
protection’. The land is also reasserting itself in the form of environmental
issues, which will certainly become more important to Australian social science.

A third dimension concerns the practice of social science in Australia:
curriculum and teaching, research agendas and methods, and career structures.
Paying attention to the conditions of intellectual work in other parts of the
periphery (such as those described by Mkandawire 2005) will be illuminating.
The postcolonial world offers many alternatives, good and bad, to the patterns
engraved in the Northern-centred global economy of knowledge. Under
the pressures of neoliberal management, however, it involves effort and cost
to explore these alternatives. Here, social science organisations, including
the Academy of Social Sciences in Australia, could do much to support new
directions of practice and to legitimate Australian participation in the de-
centring of world social science.

A fourth dimension concerns the global division of labour in the mainstream
economy of knowledge that locates the formation of theory (including
methodology) basically in the metropole. In fact, there is a lively theoretical
dimension in intellectual production in the periphery, though it is greatly under-
recognised except in the ‘indigenous knowledge’ debates. Australian social
science can, in principle, be greatly enriched by opening up to new resources
of concepts and methods.
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Finally, a deeper connection with social thought around the global periphery
has strategic potential for the social sciences in Australia. I have mentioned the
tendency under neoliberalism for the social sciences to become residualised.
It is already clear that social science has a declining role in Australian public
policymaking; the Asian Century White Paper is only one among many examples
of this. A collective learning process that encounters the social experience and
intellectual practice of the rest of the periphery will, among other things, offer
multiple new models for the engagement of social science in the practical world.

In his book The redress of poetry, the great poet of postcolonial Ireland Seamus
Heaney remarks that ‘[t|lhe poet must in some sense set the world free to have
a new go at its business’. I think that is one of the roles of social science, too.
In Australia, the real encounter with the social world of the South around us,
and not just the social world of the global North, is critical to making it happen.
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Beyond divisions and towards
internationalism: Social sciences
In the twenty-first century

In recent decades, the dynamics of the world have changed. At one level, the
world has contracted. It has opened up possibilities of diverse kinds of trans-
border flows and movements of capital and labour and of signs and symbols,
often organised in intersecting spatial circuits. While in some contexts and
moments these attributes cooperate, at other times they are in conflict with and
contest one another. Thus, even though we all live in one capitalist world with
a dominant form of modernity, inequalities and hierarchies are increasing and
so are fragmented identities. Lack of access to livelihoods, infrastructure and
political citizenship now blends with exclusions relating to cultural and group
identities, and these are organised in varied spatial and temporal zones. Fluidity
of identities and their continuous expression in unstable social manifestations
and in new geographical regions demand a fresh perspective with which to
examine them. Not only do contemporary social processes, sociabilities and
structures need to be perceived through new and novel spaces, prisms and
perspectives, it is also increasingly clear that these need to be seen through
new methodological protocols. As a consequence, social scientists are in search
of a new framework that moves beyond the nineteenth and early twentieth-
century social science language and addresses the new challenges posed by
contemporary processes.

51



52

THE SOCIAL SCIENCES IN THE ASIAN CENTURY

At one level, the social science theories that were promoted to examine
modernisation and modernism across the world in the 1950s and 1960s have
little or no purchase. Based on a ‘convergence’ notion, these theories, in both
their liberal and/or their Marxist formulations, argued that the structures,
patterns and processes associated with modernisation and capitalism and
thus industrialisation and urbanisation (emerging earlier in Europe and later
extending itself in the Americas and the Antipodes) were universal models
of social change and dynamics of the world. The non-Western world, it was
thought, would follow a similar path. Such a thesis cannot be accepted today as
it is increasingly evident that there are no singular models of growth or change.
At another level, this interrogation has also demanded a reframing of the
divisions that organise the geographies of the world, such as the neat partitions
of the world into three (First, Second and Third worlds) or two (developed
and less-developed countries). Increasingly, it has become clear that there are
regions, such as Asia, which are evolving in different ways to other regions.
In this chapter, I identify and discuss the various discursive practices of social
science that need to be dismantled in order to build the new language that
contemporary times demand.

I argue that social scientists have to deconstruct and disassemble epistemic
and theoretical models at three levels. In the first section, I discuss the
parochialisms and ethnocentrisms built into social science scholarship in the
form of Eurocentric—Orientalist positions and highlight how the binaries
of the universal and the particular have been organised in the context of the
geopolitics of global/international/national. In section two, I indicate how this
episteme and its binaries continue to organise post-World War II institutional
structures such as universities and research institutes both in the global North
(including Australia) and in the global South. I discuss how the perspective
of methodological nationalism combined with Eurocentrism—Orientalism
institutionalised an Atlantic' representation of modern society in the disciplines
of sociology, political science and economics and a particularistic indigenous
one for the nation-states of the global South. In the last section, I discuss the
challenges this legacy presents to a country such as Australia, which needs to
connect with the territories of its own region.

1 The term ‘Atlantic” alludes to European and North American social science theories and is used by Walter
Mignolo (2002).
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Eurocentrism, colonialism and the episteme
of the universal-particular

The social sciences emerged in Europe in the context of European modernity.
They analysed this birth through a linear conception of time and suggested
that it was produced through the values and institutional system that
were universalised in Europe in the past 500 years—in its own backyard.
This theory incorporated two master narratives: the superiority of Western
civilisation (through progress and reason) and the belief in the continuous
growth of capitalism (through modernisation, development and the creation
of new markets). These master narratives, which Charles Taylor (1995) calls a
‘culturist approach’, are recognised now as ethnocentric in nature. European
social sciences assessed its own growth in terms of itself (Europe) rather than
in terms of the other (the rest of the colonised world), which was its object of
control and through which it became modern. It was a theory of ‘interiority’
(Mignolo 2002)—that is, a perspective that perceived itself from within rather
than from without.

A notion of linear time affirmed a belief that social life and its institutions,
emerging in Europe from about the fourteenth century, would now influence
the making of the new world. In doing so, it ‘silenced’” its own imperial
experience and the violence without which it could not have become modern.
These assumptions framed the ideas elaborated by Hegel, Kant and the
Encyclopaedists and were incorporated in the sociologies of Durkheim, Weber
and Marx. No wonder these theories legitimised the control and domination of
the rest of the world through the episteme of coloniality (Dussel 1993; Mignolo
2002; Quijano 2000).

This discourse of modernity presented a universal set of axioms, in which time
as historicity defined its relationship to space. To put it differently, because it
saw its own growth in terms of itself and defined it through its own specific
and particular history, that which was outside itself (the place) was perceived in
terms of its opposite: lack of history and thus inferior. Henceforth all knowledge
was structured in terms of the master binary of the West (which had history,
culture, reason and science) and the East (which was enclosed in space, nature,
religion and spirituality). This binary linked the division and subsequent
hierarchisation of groups within geospatial territories in the world in terms of
a theory of temporal linearity: the West was modern because it had evolved to
articulate the key features of modernity, compared with the East, which was
traditional. Dussel thus says:
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Modernity appears when Europe affirms itself as the ‘centre’ of a World History
that it inaugurates; the ‘periphery’ that surrounds this centre is consequently
part of its self-definition. The occlusion of this periphery ... leads the major
thinkers of the ‘centre’ into a Eurocentric fallacy in their understanding of
modernity. If their understanding of the genealogy of modernity is thus partial
and provincial, their attempts at a critique or defence of it are likewise unilateral,
and in part, false. (Dussel 1993: 65)

This binary opposition constructed the knowledge of the two worlds, the West
and the East, and placed these as oppositions, creating hierarchies between
them and thereby dividing them in terms of T" and the ‘other’—positing a
universality for ‘I’ and particularities for the ‘other’. ‘Maintaining a difference
under the assumption that we are all human’ (Mignolo 2002: 71) was part of
the normative project of modernity and subsequently of its sociological theory.
These were the ‘truths’ of modernity and the modern world; these truths were
considered objective and universal (Dussel 1993; Mignolo 2002; Quijano 2000).

Thus Eurocentrism and its twin, Orientalism, are interconnected cultural and
epistemic logics of capitalist imperialism. They incorporated themselves in
the disciplines of history and sociology to make Europe the central point of a
narrative and analysis of the growth of modernity. Not only did they argue that
Europe’s superiority and its control of the world had provided the conditions
for Europe’s ascendance, but also they created a scientific language that justiﬁed
and legitimised this perspective and made it a universal truth (Amin 2010).

Eurocentrism was a style of thought that ontologically and epistemologically
divided the ‘Occident” and the ‘Orient” to create knowledge on and of the
Occident and the Orient as distinct. Enmeshed in Eurocentrism were two myths:
first, the idea of the history of human civilisation as being a trajectory that
departed from a ‘state of nature’ and culminated in the European experience of
modernity. Second, it incorporated a view of the differences between Europeans
and non-Europeans as natural, though in actuality these were based on
racialised differences. Within Eurocentrism, the colonial experience was present
in its absence. No wonder Eurocentrism has also been discussed as the episteme
of colonial modernity. ‘Both myths’, according to Anibal Quijano (2000: 542),
‘can be unequivocally recognized in the foundations of evolutionism and
dualism, two of the nuclear elements of Eurocentrism’.

These seminal assumptions were embodied in the framing of the disciplines of
sociology and anthropology in India in the late eighteenth century. Sociology
became the study of modern (European, later to be extended to Western)
society while anthropology was the study of (non-European and non-Western)
‘traditional” societies. Thus, sociologists studied how the new societies evolved
from the deadwood of the old; notions of time and history were embedded in this
discourse. In contrast, anthropologists studied how space and place organised
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‘static’ cultures that could not transcend their internal structures to be and
become modern. This narrative was affirmed by social scientists within the
Antipodes, although they were not part of the European geographical territory.
As a consequence, a Eurocentric—Orientalist perspective defined the teaching
and learning of the West and the East within the universities in the Antipodes
(see also Connell in this volume).

These frames also constructed the academic knowledge of India as elaborated by
colonial anthropologists and administrators, who further divided the East that
they were studying into separate geospatial territories with each territory given
an overarching cultural value. In the case of India, it was religion: Hinduism.
The discourse of coloniality collapsed India and Hinduism into each other
(Patel 2006). The collapse of India into Hindu India is not new. The genealogy of
the collapse goes back to nineteenth-century colonial constructs that assumed
two principles. The first assumption was geographical and distinguished
between groups living in the subcontinent from the spatial-cultural structures
of the West, thereby creating the master binary of the West and the East.
Later, those living in the subcontinent were further classified geographically in
spatial-cultural zones and ‘regionally” subdivided.

The second assumption related to the internal division and relationship
between these groups within India. All groups living in the subcontinent were
defined by their relationship with Hinduism. Those who were directly related
to the constructed notion of Hinduism as now understood, such as castes and
tribes, were termed the ‘majority” and organised in terms of distinct hierarchies
(castes were considered superior to tribes, who were thought to be ‘primitive’),
while those who were not were conceived as ‘minorities’—mainly groups who
practised Islam and Christianity (Patel 2006). Evolutionist theories were used to
make Hinduism the ‘great tradition’, anchored in a timeless civilisation, and its
margins were the folk cultures, the ‘little traditions’.

Anthropologists and sociologists researching South Asian religions have often
uncritically accepted this logic, and have thereby become trapped in this
discourse. The geographically vast subcontinent of South Asia has thousands
of communities with distinct cultural practices and ideas who have lived and
experienced existence in various forms of unequal and subordinate relationships
with each other. In the nineteenth century, anthropological and sociological
knowledge dissolved these distinctions and recategorised them into four or
five major religious traditions, thereby constructing a master narrative of the
majority and the minority. This logic homogenised distinctions between groups
but it also naturalised the Orientalist—Eurocentric language as the only language
with which to comprehend the unequal distribution of power and resources.
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British civil servants and anthropologists, and later Indian anthropologists,
placed the debate of identifying and designating these as ‘castes’ or ‘tribes’
within the discussion of ‘stocks’ or ‘races’ in relation to other ‘stocks” and ‘races’
in the Western world. In order to formulate these categories, they drew on
evolutionary theory and Victorian social thought associated with ‘race science’.
In this they were aided by a theory of the ‘Aryan’ (white or fair-skinned) invasion
of India, which grew out of the discovery of the Indo-European language family
in the late nineteenth century. Hence, linguistic classification merged with
racial classification to produce a theory of an Indian civilisation formed by the
invasion of fair-skinned, civilised, Sanskrit-speaking Aryans, who conquered
and partially absorbed the dark-skinned, ‘savage’ aborigines.

This theory was critical in producing the basic division of groups in India into
Aryan and non-Aryan races, now termed ‘castes’” and ‘tribes’. What is of interest
is the fact that while ‘castes” were defined in the context of Hinduism as groups
who cultivated land, had better technology and high civilisational attributes,
‘tribes” were defined in contrast to castes, and were said to practise primitive
technology, to live in interior jungles and to be animistic in religious practices.
Such classifications and categorisations were not peculiar to India. They also
found manifestation in the African continent, as British officials used this
knowledge to construct categories of social groups in Africa and retransferred
these newly constructed classifications back again to India, as happened in the
case of the term ‘tribe’ as a lineage group based on a segmentary state.

In the process, ‘caste’ (and ‘tribe’) was made out to be a far more pervasive,
totalising and uniform concept than ever before and defined in terms of
a religious order, which it had not always been. In fact, ancient and medieval
historiographers now inform us that those whom we identify as castes and
tribes were groups shaped by political struggles and processes over material
resources. In pre-colonial India, multiple markers of identity defined
relationships between groups and were contingent on complex processes, which
were constantly changing and were related to political power. Thus, there were
temple communities, territorial groups, lineage segments, family units, royal
retinues, warrior sub-castes, ‘little as opposed to large kingdoms’, occupational
reference groups, agricultural and trading associations, networks of devotional
and sectarian religious communities, and priestly cabals. An internal critique has
retrieved these sources to argue how these can be deconstructed and analysed as
varied and to analyse how colonial knowledge standardised and homogenised
them through an Orientalist perspective.

The thesis of Eurocentrism has posed seminal questions regarding the episteme
of the social sciences in a fundamentally different manner. The questions are not
about what constitutes the boundaries of the ‘social’ and how to incorporate
new voices and areas of study within the existing ways of doing social sciences.
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Rather the questions raised are primarily about the nature and construct of the
corpus of established knowledge regarding the ‘social” as this was formulated
in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. These are questions about
what constitutes its ‘science’, its facticity and its truth. It is about the way this
knowledge, which is regarded as ‘truth’, has been designed and devised; it is
about the moorings of its perspectives, methodologies and methods—that is,
its system of practices. These, it is argued, fail to comprehend and perceive the
world in ways that do not and cannot fit in with the episteme of social sciences
constituted within and through the Atlantic traditions.

The geopolitics of travelling theory and the two
avatars of methodological nationalisms

Contemporary globalisation has led some social scientists to suggest that what
needs to be dismantled is not only Eurocentrism but also methodological
nationalism. The sociologist Ulrich Beck (2000), for example, has argued that
our attention should be focused on dismantling the principles of nation, nation-
state and nationalism that have organised the framing of social theory.

What is methodological nationalism? In its most straightforward usage,
methodological nationalism implies coevalness between ‘society” and the ‘nation-
state’—that is, it is an argument that a discussion of modern society (which
sociology undertakes) entails an implicit understanding of the nation. Or, in
other words, the nation is treated as ‘the natural and necessary representation of
the modern society’ (Chernillo 2006). Methodological nationalism is the taken-
for-granted belief that nation-state boundaries are natural boundaries within
which societies are contained. This ignorance and/or blindness is reinforced
through a mode of ‘naturalisation’; sociological theories take for granted official
discourses, agendas, loyalties and histories without problematising these.
Ultimately this error leads sociologists to territorialise social science language
and reduce it to the boundaries of the nation-state. When these positions are
exported across the world, methodological nationalism becomes embedded in
Eurocentric positions (Gutiérrez Rodriguez et al. 2010).

Itis my argument that what were considered ‘methodological errors’ by European
sociologists became, in the case of ex-colonial countries, an advantage in the
historical moment that defines the decades after independence. Thus, in the
case of India, as in other ex-colonial countries, methodological nationalism was
a self-conscious embrace of a place/territory to create a set of guidelines with
which to confront the colonial discourses of social science. Identification with
‘place’ allowed ‘national’ intellectuals to build intellectual solidarity against
dominant colonial knowledge. Second, the recognition of this place-bound
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solidarity facilitated the growth of an ‘alternative’ discourse. This then became
the principle for organising the institutionalisation of knowledge systems
through a gamut of policies and regulations. These policies determined the
protocols and practices of teaching and learning processes, the establishment
and practices of research within research institutes, the distribution of grants
for research, the language of reflection, the organisation of the profession and
the definitions of scholars and scholarship (Patel 2011a).

For example, the initiation of sociology as a discipline (against anthropology)
allowed some departments in India to inaugurate the teaching, learning and
research of a modern Indian society rather than a traditional one. In this they
were aided by the legacy of nationalist ideologies that wished to see India as a
modern nation-state. This advantage received a further fillip with the initiation
of a nationalist modernist project by the post-independence state and its use of
higher education for creating a new India (Patel 2011c).

This sociological knowledge discussed, debated and represented social changes
occurring within one nation and territory: India. Sociologists saw their
project as that which analyses one’s own society (India) in one’s (indigenous)
‘own terms’, without colonial and now neo-colonial tutelage. This project
allowed for the institutionalisation of a particularistic problematic in a new
way—an assessment of how modernity and modernisation were changing
India’s characteristic institutions: caste, kinship, family and religion.
This particularistic problematic also influenced Marxist perspectives as radical
sociologists interrogated and set aside ‘revisionist’ Orientalist theories and
elaborated the distinct nature of class and class relations in India and theorised
their differential modes of production (Patel 2011b).

These developments took place in a context wherein social sciences were
engendered to play a critical role in conceptualising development and planned
change. This agenda entailed a need to professionalise the discipline and
organise it within the territory of the nation-state. In this context, the two
strands of methodological nationalism mentioned above—"territorialisation” and
‘naturalisation’—became, in new ways, symbiotically linked with each other
to become an integral part of the traditions of sociological thinking in India.
Sociology not only interrogated (even if partially) the received inheritance of
colonial theories and methodologies, but also promoted a new language with
new perspectives and methodologies that defined itself as Indian sociology
(Patel 2011c).

Rather than restricting an understanding of international sociology, nationalist
sociologies from ex-colonial countries have enlarged it. Many newly independent
countries have used this strategy, such as Nigeria, India and those in Latin
America. Raewyn Connell’s book Southern theory (2007) documents the many
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positive outcomes that can be realised by attempting this pathway. This type
of project has, however, promoted varied but uneven intellectual traditions
within different nation-states as scholars discuss, debate and represent social
changes occurring in their countries. It has also allowed nationally oriented
intellectual infrastructural resources to be created, including universities,
research institutes and laboratories, as well as journals, publishing houses and
professional norms and ethics. These have asserted alternative ways of assessing
contextual processes, thereby underlining the many particularities that have
structured the world and, on the other hand, have highlighted the inequalities
that structure international sociology. This heritage has relevance today and
cannot be washed away (Patel 2011a).

In a large number of post-independent nation-states, however, nationalist social
sciences have become closely associated with official discourses and methods
of understanding the relationship between nation, nation-state and modernity.
As a consequence, other contending perspectives have become marginal.
If the social sciences of the Atlantic region promoted Eurocentrism through
methodological nationalism, those of newly independent countries valorised
the elite notions of nation and the state and, in many instances, the visions of its
upper sections became the frames for doing social science. This continues to be
true for many intellectual inquiries. Contemporary social science has remained
silent on the political moorings of this project, failing to examine its close
linkages with the metropolitan (advanced capitalist) hegemonic orientation and
consequently the dynamics of capital accumulation on a world scale.

Hountondji (1997) has argued that these remain culturist projects; he refers
to ‘ethnoscience’ and suggests that these projects remain part of the colonial
and neo-colonial binaries of the universal-particular and the global-national.
Farid Alatas (2003) has proposed that in the post~World War II period social
science culture in ex-colonial countries is marked by academic dependencies of
six kinds: dependence on ideas, dependence on the media of ideas, dependence
on the technology of education, dependence on aid for research as well as
teaching, dependence on investment in education, and the dependence of Third
World social scientists on demand in the West for their skills.

Social scientists have thus argued that the two avatars of methodological
nationalism formulated in the context of post~World War II internationalism
have introduced and reproduced academic dependencies in new ways.
The Malaysian sociologist Syed Hussein Alatas (1972) and the African
philosopher Paulin Hountondji (1997) have discussed these as the ‘captive
mind’ and ‘extraversion’ respectively. They argue that the syndrome of ‘captive
mind’ and ‘extraversion’ can be seen in the teaching and learning processes, in
the way curriculums and syllabuses are framed; in the processes of research,
the designing of research questions and the methods and methodologies used;
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as well as in the formulation of criteria for accepting articles for journals and
books, and ultimately in defining what and where one publishes, and what is
academic excellence.

The two kinds of methodological nationalism have justified and legitimised an
intellectual culture wherein Northern social science is held out as a model for
the rest of the world. The consequence of this dependence is the ‘infantilisation’
of scientific practices within non-Atlantic regions. Not only are these at an
incipient stage of growth, but this very condition encourages brain drain and
further intellectual dependencies. It is backed by the sheer size of Northern
social science and its intellectual, human, physical and capital resources—the
infrastructure necessary for its reproduction. This includes not only equipment,
archives, libraries, publishing houses and journals, but also the evolution of
a professional culture of intellectual commitment and engagement that connects
the producers and consumers of knowledge, embedded in relationships between
Northern and Southern universities and students, as well as Northern nation-
states and global knowledge-production agencies.

How does one move forward in this matter given the deeply embedded
inequalities that organise the global production of knowledge?

Strategies for creating new discourses

I would like to initiate this discussion by first addressing the two challenges we
must confront. The first challenge is of an epistemic nature. Some social scientists
have argued that the best way out of this epistemic and methodological difficulty
is to particularise the universals of European thought. They suggest that we
need to provincialise the hegemonic social sciences of the Atlantic region and
understand how deeply structured are the inequalities of academic production
(Connell 2010). Some have argued that this is a project for the Atlantic region,
which concerns universities and research institutes, publishing houses and
journals, scholarship and its professional norms. It involves an interrogation
of the syllabuses and curriculums, research questions and methodologies of
doing research and involves a self-conscious effort to decolonise its academic
moorings. In this context, for example, Immanuel Wallerstein has argued that:

Europe in the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries did transform the world, but
in a direction whose negative consequences are upon us today. We must cease
trying to deprive Europe of its specificity on the deluded premise that we are
thereby depriving it of an illegitimate credit. Quite the contrary, we must fully
acknowledge the particularity of Europe’s reconstruction of the world because
only then will it be possible to transcend it, and to arrive hopefully at a more
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inclusively universalist vision of human possibility, one that avoids none of the
difficult and imbricated problems of pursuing the true and the good in tandem.
(Wallerstein 2006: 106—7)

Dipesh Chakrabarty, the historian of subaltern studies, has made a similar
argument. He coined a new methodology, called ‘provincialisation’, and
explained its quest:

To ‘provincialize’ Europe was precisely to find out how and in what sense
European ideas that were universal were also, at one and the same time, drawn
from the very particular intellectual and historical traditions that could not claim
universal validity. (Chakrabarty 2000: xiii)

This is indeed a laudable strategy and needs to be juxtaposed with the second
challenge, which is to understand how similar universals dominate and determine
nation-based projects for creating new social sciences. As mentioned above,
these are part of the projects to create nationalist social science in ex-colonial
countries, which include many nation-states within Asia. In this context,
we need to ask whether its legacy—that of creating and institutionalising
a nationalist and an anti-colonialist social science—can be dismissed arbitrarily,
especially in the context of the epistemic and institutionally unequal division
of academic resources. More significantly, we need to ask how we can ensure
and assure the constitution of a critical global social science language once we
displace these structures.

Certainly, these challenges need not be seen as independent of each other;
they are mutually embedded within each other. If the discursive practices of
knowledge institutions have to be interrogated, it has to be done jointly and
collaboratively by drawing on intellectual resources from all parts of the region.
This is a project for the global social science community within and outside
the Atlantic region and can be initiated within the Atlantic region without
difficulties. How does one do so?

I suggest this can be done at two levels. The first step is to work out how we can
go beyond the contextualising of the particular ‘content’ that asserts that truth
claims are not universal. While it is important to deconstruct the explanations
that these universal theories offer and the narratives they construct (which are
European in genealogy), there is also a need to analyse their very ‘form’—that
is, the concepts through which explanations become possible, as well as the
very idea of what counts as explanation. I am suggesting that we understand the
collective heritage of social sciences and not simply designate them as ‘European’
or non-Western and then associate truth claims with them. An argument that
justifies these divisions has little relevance, given that we remain within one
world capitalist system. The task, in contrast, is to recognise that they often
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provide only partial and sometimes flawed understandings. We need not
reinvent the wheel. There is, however, a necessity to generate explanations that
are relevant for different contexts.

To do so there is a need to change institutional practices of doing social science
and to make it competitive rather than monopolistic as it is now. There is a
necessity to open up the market of production, distribution and consumption
of knowledge to new audiences, institutions and processes across the region.
Social science needs to articulate itself in many expressions at different sites
(other than academic) and engage with the ways these define their distinctive
culturist oeuvres, epistemologies, theoretical frames, cultures of science and
languages of reflection, as well as sites of knowledge production and transmission.
In addition to classrooms and departments, together with syllabus formulations
and protocols of professional codes, this type of move can also include campaigns,
movements and advocacies. Thus, its production involves a creative dialectic
within and between activists, scholars and communities assessing, reflecting
on and elucidating immediate events and issues that intervene to define the
research process, as well as the organising and systematising knowledge of
the discipline in long-term institutionalised processes central for teaching and
learning.

The second way is to build intellectual networks across institutions and
scholarship among and between scholars of the region. This is what the Asian
region needs to initiate. Horizontal linkages between localities and nation-states
can substitute for existing vertical hierarchical linkages between imperialist and
ex-colonial countries or between that of core and periphery in the production,
distribution and consumption of knowledge. This type of initiative will help
us reflect collectively on the common and relevant themes that structure the
experience of being part of the region. Through this type of process and intent,
it will be possible to outline an Asian perspective.
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Inter-Asia referencing and
shifting frames of comparison

Even today, in some quarters of academia in Asia, we can still hear laments about
the intellectual domination of the West. For example, it has been pointed out
that local Asian scholars are often read by Western scholars as though they are
anthropological local informants. The substantive local knowledge that Asian
scholars generate is then reconfigured as empirical input to concept and theory
formation by Western academics (who are consequently depicted by their
critics as former and neo-colonisers). This hierarchical division of academic
labour therefore recuperates past colonial domination (see also Chapter 2 in this
volume). Conversely, scholars in Asia, who are trained in the Euro-American
academies, pluck ready-made concepts from existing literature generated in the
latter contexts, and apply them to local conditions in Asia. Local complexities
often have to be severely trimmed to fit ‘neatly’ into the selected Euro-American
concepts. The richness of the local is sacrificed to reaffirm an idea for which
its original context has been erased, abstracted and ‘universalised’. According
to this logic, if what was found in the United States is also to be found in an
Asian location, the universalising claim of a Western-originated concept is
thus (rejaffirmed. In these instances, intellectual domination is self-inflicted.
Both processes—the neo-colonial appropriation of Asian scholarship by
Western academics and the uncritical application of Euro-American concepts
by scholars in Asia—are unhappy ones. There are, however, strategic reasons
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for such bad practices: both afford a better chance of publication in privileged,
internationally refereed journals edited in the West and published by English-
language book publishers with international reach.

Energy is still being spent on contesting this domination through different
modes of conceptualising the difference between ‘Asia” and the West. Methods
of contestation include critiquing Western cultural imperialism, provincialising
the West, enunciating a corrective discourse of the local point of view and
conceptualisations of different or alternative modernities (Chakrabarty 2000;
Gaonkar 2001). Such contests, however, are essentially futile after 200 years
of European presence, largely as colonising powers, in Asia. The education
undertaken in Western institutions by Asian scholars and the paradigms and
concepts from the West cannot be excised from scholarship formation in Asia by
Asians. A more fruitful way forward is suggested by Chen Kuan-Hsing (2010).
Chen advocates that Asian scholars should multiply their points of reference,
especially those in Asia, and treat Euro-America as one reference point equal to
other possible points of reference. Aihwa Ong also called for ‘inter-referencing’
Asia, referring ‘broadly to practices of citation, allusion, aspiration, comparison
and competition’ (2011: 17). In some sense, both suggestions are simply
articulating and catching up with the actual practices in governance and
enterprise in Asia, as I shall argue in this chapter.

Emerging inter-Asian referencing

At the beginning of the twenty-first century, Asian studies as a discipline
has to confront the palpable rise of capitalism across the region. One of the
consequences of this rise, in contrast with the current financial crisis in Europe
and the continuing economic depression in the United States, is an increased
confidence in the way things are done in Asia. The idea that the nominal West
can be a model for or guide to economic development for the future has been
displaced and replaced with Asian references in several areas of economic, social
and political practice. The earliest example of this referencing of Asia was the
case of export-oriented industrialisation.

Export-oriented industrialisation was pioneered by Japan, and was instrumental
in the rapid reconstruction of its devastated post—World War II economy,
propelling Japan to become the world’s second-largest economy by the 1990s.
This industrialisation model was replicated by South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong
and Singapore, in that order, from the mid-1960s, with equally palpable capitalist
economic successes. At the academic level, this model has given rise to various
conceptual innovations—for example, a Japan-centred theory of ‘flying geese’,
whereby Japan leads the way in labour-intensive export industries. As it moves
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up the technology and capital-intensive industrial chains, it casts off its labour-
intensive industries to the next set of industrialising economies, which in turn
do the same as their respective economies develop: from Japan to South Korea,
Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore, and subsequently to Indonesia, Thailand
and Vietnam, and so on (Ozawa 2005). The developing economies of the last four
countries in turn generated conceptual and theoretical work on several fronts:
the new international division of labour, the newly industrialising economies
and the developmental state.

A more recent development is in the area of urban and regional planning.
One defining characteristic of cities in Asia is high population density, which,
with a few exceptions, is way beyond the imagination of American and European
city dwellers. Densities such as those of Hong Kong, Shanghai and Mumbai
are seldom seen in Euro-America. In view of the rapid urbanisation process in
all Asian countries, the planning guidelines of European cities—where the old
city is retained and new developments can maintain relatively low height and
low density—hold no lessons for urban planners in Asia. Increasingly, urban
planners in Asia have to turn to urban developments in other Asian locations as
models. Singapore, for example, has served as a reference point for many Asian
city governors and urban planners, often rhetorically to drive their development
plans rather than concretely to ‘reproduce’ or clone Singapore in their own cities.
This was the case with Bangalore looking towards Singapore in the early 2000s
(Nair 2005: 123—24). There are, however, instances where practices in Singapore
are concretely replicated, such as the attempt to ‘green’ Dalian City in China
(Hoffman 2011: 55-76), and the residential development of Surabaya, Indonesia,
where even the statue of the ‘founder’ of Singapore, Sir Thomas Stamford Raffles,
has been replicated (Idawati 2010). Referencing Singapore has also generated
significant urban development cooperation between Singaporean and Chinese
state-owned enterprises, and business opportunities for Singapore-based
architectural and urban planning consultancies (Chua 2011: 29-54). Meanwhile,
Singapore is studying the public transport system of Hong Kong; Hyderabad is
studying the infrastructure development of Shanghai; and Bangalore has itself
become a reference point for cities aspiring to attract investment in high-tech
industries (Goldman 2011).'

A third area where inter-referencing between Asian locations takes place is in
the regionalisation of the media and popular culture. There is a historically well-
established network of production, distribution and consumption of Chinese-
language pop music, opera and films within the ethnic-Chinese-dominated
locations of China, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore and in other smaller
‘diasporic” ethnic-Chinese communities throughout Southeast Asia. At different

1 For more cases of inter-referencing of Asian cities, see the other essays in Roy and Ong (2011).
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periods in the past, Japanese film and pop music made forays into this network
and achieved intermittent popularity for some singers and actors. In the 1990s,
Japanese television dramas became a staple of audiences throughout East Asia.
This success encouraged the Korean television industry, where dramas are the
mainstay of daily programming, to learn from the high-quality production values
of Japan and to actively export its own dramas regionally. As a consequence
of the liberalisation of the media industries in Taiwan and China, satellite and
cable stations in these locations were quick to import Japanese and Korean
dramas to fill the excess slots in their programming schedules, first by pirating
the programs and later by legally importing them. Imported Japanese and
Korean programs are either dubbed or translated for redistribution throughout
the Chinese-language media network, thus expanding the market for producers
and their importers. The creation of a regional transnational audience has led to
tentative attempts at co-production between one or more locations, involving
actors and other production professionals from different places, to produce
‘pan—FEast Asian’ films and dramas with the hope of expanding the audience
and market for such products. All of these processes—concentrated in the past
two decades—have resulted in a loosely integrated regional media/cultural
industry in East Asia. As for the regional transnational audiences, different
Asian locations seen on television have become locations of cultural interest,
promoting intra-Asian tourism and cultural exchanges. Locations that show
evidence of greater development in terms of capitalist consumer modernity have
come to represent aspirational futures for audiences in less-developed economies
and, for locations that are coeval in development, examples for mutual cultural
learning and emulation. On the academic front, these developments have
engendered a new field of individual and collaborative research in East Asian
popular culture (Chua 2012; Chua and Iwabuchi 2008).

The first of the above three instances of inter-referencing is an example of Japan'’s
long-standing tendency to place itself as ‘being in but not a part of Asia’, by
positioning itself as the leader taking along the rest of Asia. This tendency
contributed to Japan's imperialist ambitions, expressed in regional aggression
in the Pacific War. Unfortunately, such illiberal tendencies persist in some
segments of Japanese society (Iwabuchi 2002a: 547-73). The second instance is
a straightforward attempt at reproducing a model locally or, more importantly,
of invoking another Asian location as a provocation to local government to act
towards an aspirational future. The last is of integration of the region through
working out the historical and cultural differences that not only characterise
the region but also often act as obstacles to regional collaboration. Beneath
the noisy and quarrelsome international political discussions between the East
Asian neighbours, an integrative cultural exchange network is being developed.
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Shifting frames of comparison

Instances of inter-Asian referencing exemplify a significant epistemological
shift in the generation of knowledge in Asia. In 200 years of development of
capitalism and liberal democracy in Euro-America, many kinks have been
ironed out along the way. For example, the process of the enfranchisement of all
citizens passed through stages of discrimination and restrictions on individuals
of different gendered and racialised positioning. The exploitation of labour has
a long history—from the horrendous conditions of early industrialisation in the
seventeenth century to the institutionalisation of postwar social democracy and
other forms of welfarism. In contrast, rapid capitalist development is a postwar
phenomenon in most parts of Asia, with the exception of Japan. Asian nations,
with few exceptions, are still struggling to institutionalise some, if not most,
aspects of electoral democratic politics in political and economic governance.
With such great historical temporal distance, in any comparison of Asia with
Euro-America, the Asian location will (not unexpectedly) come up short on a
whole constellation of political and economic dimensions. That is why, in an
Asia—Euro-America comparison, Asia is permanently in a state of catch-up,
as Chakrabarty (2000) puts it, placing Asia in the “prison house of history’.

In contrast, all the nations in Asia have emerged from either imperial dynasties,
such as China and Japan, or colonialism after World War II. In most cases,
democratic political processes were introduced to the newly independent Asian
nations only after World War II. With the exception of Japan, the first wave of
capitalist industrialisation was not initiated in Asia until the 1960s. This was the
case in South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore, followed subsequently
by others in Southeast Asia, with the most recent entrants being the post-socialist
economies of China, Vietnam and, to a significant extent, India. The span of time
between the early movers and the later entrants into electoral democratic politics
and economic industrialisation is no more than three decades. The success or
failure of any state in instituting democracy and capitalist economic growth
remains within the horizon of imaginable possibilities for the other states in the
region. Thus, as Chen (2010) suggests, inter-referencing Asia shifts the frame
of comparison to a temporally coeval, horizontal plane between locations in
Asia—in contrast with the temporally and historically unequal comparison of
Europe and Asia.
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Comparative political economy

Let us take political development as an illustration. In the postcolonial states
in South and Southeast Asia, with the possible exception of India, immediate
attempts after independence to institutionalise electoral democratic politics
generally failed, often resulting either in dictatorship, as in South Korea, the
Philippines and Indonesia, or in some less than fully democratic form of electoral
politics, such as the one-party-dominant state of Singapore or the Malay-first
multi-party alliance in Malaysia. In the case of the respectively post-dynastic
and postcolonial communist states of China and Vietnam, very limited village-
level elections have been instituted only since the 1990s. Furthermore, most of
these nations are still struggling with different modes of repressive government.
There is also endemic corruption by self-interested politicians and other
members of the elite, taking turns to put their hands in the nation’s till under
the veil of ‘democratic” elections, as electoral processes become the sine qua non
to claims of being democratic, regardless of the substance. Political education
of the citizenry in modern democracy is in many ways still in its infancy.
The comparative analysis of these Asian examples holds significant lessons
for understanding the differences and the complexities of trajectories within
the region.” By contrast, there is an analytic stance that holds Western liberal
democracy as the endpoint of democratic development and thus as the ‘critical’
mirror that, unsurprisingly, constantly finds Asian examples wanting. The
result is ideologically laden labelling of the Asian examples as ‘authoritarian’,
‘illiberal’ (Bell et al. 1995), ‘electoral autocracy’ (Diamond 2002) or, perhaps more
generously, ‘semi-democratic” (Case 1993). Each of these comparisons is driven,
implicitly or explicitly, by an ahistorical teleology of ‘sameness’, towards an
endpoint already achieved by the contemporary West, without pausing to ask
whether Asia wants to be the same as the West.

In the economic dimension, the relatively temporally coeval patterns of
economic development of Asian countries can definitely be fruitfully compared
with one another. Within the generalised concept of the ‘developmental state’,
the current comparative configuration of the different states in East Asia can
be shown to be largely determined by the different ways that state and capital
were conjoined at the early stages of export-oriented industrialisation in each
country. The Korean government, for example, first transferred the industries
that were handed over by the defeated Japanese colonial administration to the
few extant Korean industrial families and subsequently provided significant
financial advantages to encourage the family capitalist class to spearhead export-

2 See the special issue of Democratization (2007), ‘Beyond hybrid regimes’, guest edited by Garry Rodan
and Kanishka Jayasuriya.
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oriented industrialisation, creating what are now known as the ‘chaebols’
(comparable to the Japanese zaibatsu or keiretsu companies). Since the 1980s,
these families have effectively sustained their dominance in the respective
chaebols with a system of complicated cross-share ownership and executive
positions, as the chaebols as a group progressively monopolised the national
economy. Consequently, they have attracted public criticism for the corrupt and
illegal manipulation of company finances for selfish family benefit and for stifling
domestic entrepreneurial initiatives by acquiring successful business start-
ups or setting up competing companies and forcing start-ups out of business.
By the end of the 1990s, chaebols had become political liabilities for all elected
presidents, with each promising reform of the system. The chaebols, however,
have grown to be global corporations and have become independent of the state;
they have become a relatively autonomous interest group that actively lobbies
for their preferred electoral candidates. Dependency on electoral support has
blunted the politicians’, and hence the state’s, ability to act against the chaebols.’

In Singapore, by contrast, at the point of launching industrialisation, there
were no industrial capitalists. This forced the newly elected, independent
government to rely on foreign capital investment to power its industrialisation.
In enterprises where foreign capitalists were risk-averse, the state established
its own corporation to take up the business. The state also invested heavily
in so-called natural monopolies rather than transferring such enterprises to
private capital. The result is a state with a high degree of economic autonomy;
not only is it not dependent on local capitalists, it is also able to continue to
chart the direction of its industrial policies. Meanwhile, its investments in state
enterprises have reaped huge returns, as many of these enterprises have become
successful globalised corporations, with the Singapore government continuing
as the majority shareholder and manager. Finally, the accumulated profits
generated by state enterprises have been used to set up a sovereign wealth fund
that invests globally on behalf of the Singapore state—a process that is being
emulated by emerging economies, such as China, when they are able to do so.

Asian models

Perhaps the most practical aspect of referencing Asia is in how locations in the
region are trying to learn from one another’s experiences, to take lessons from
ostensibly successful examples and to find so-called best practice in different
aspects of social, economic and political governance. A significant example
is the way China, the biggest country in Asia, studies Singapore, one of the
smallest, for potentially useful lessons in many aspects of governance, in spite

3 For a comprehensive review of the political economy of chaebols, see Chang (2011: 101-28).
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of the vast difference in scale. Singaporean architecture and urban planning
consultants, for example, in both private and government-linked companies,
are receiving large urban planning contracts in different cities in China, starting
with the Suzhou Industrial Park outside Shanghai—the first cooperation
between state-owned companies and relevant state authorities. Since 1992,
this model of cooperation between the two countries has multiplied to include
several other large urban planning projects, including the Tianjin Eco-City
Project and the Guangzhou Knowledge City Project. The Nanyang Technological
University in Singapore runs a ‘Chinese mayor’ program for would-be mayors
and other city bureaucrats from China to learn about the urban management
systems of Singapore. Finally, in 2012, the state-owned China Central Television
began making a 10-part documentary series on different aspects of Singaporean
life, including the political system, to be aired in China as public education.
The reason for China'’s referencing of Singapore is obvious. China would like
to replicate, if possible, despite the difference in scale, Singapore’s success in
capitalist development while maintaining a non-corrupt, elected single-party-
dominant state power with a high degree of electoral popularity, and hence
legitimacy to govern. Apart from China, Singapore has regularly been mentioned
in other Asian locations, including the newly independent Timor-Leste, as an
example for emulation, and as an icon of successful economic development and
improvement of material life of its citizens—rather than for its anti-liberal polity
under the long-ruling People’s Action Party (PAP). Other examples of Asian
references can be found: Shanghai as a model for Hyderabad; and Malaysia as a
model for Islamic capitalist development.

From an academic angle, what is interesting about ‘modelling’ Asia is the
conceptual and critical research this process might generate. First, such modelling
is a process of knowledge and expertise transfer, which involves a significant
amount of intergovernmental traffic, which shapes regional international
relations. Second, processes and practices of governance are developed in
a particular location as consequences of local historical contingencies and
are often conceived and executed as interconnected activities. In the process
of transfer across space and time, this historically determined assemblage of
practices is disassembled and only selective aspects are picked up and applied
in the new environment. The result is often contrary to the achievements of
the original model. Third, while there are instances in which the modelling
proces