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ABSTRACT	OF	DISSERTATION	

Indianismo:	Debating	Conditions	of	Possibility	for	Multi-relational	Coexistence		

	
By	
	

Marcos	S.	Scauso	
	

Doctor	of	Philosophy	in	Political	Science	
	

	University	of	California,	Irvine,	2018	
	

Professor	Cecelia	Lynch,	Chair	
	

How	does	Indianismo	–	an	indigenous	movement	from	the	Andean	region	of	Latin	America	-	

construct	and	discuss	conditions	of	possibility	for	a	reflexive	form	of	multi-relational	global	

coexistence?	Indianismo	proceeded	from	political	intellectual	productions	and	Aymara	religious	

notions	practiced	in	the	Andean	region	of	Latin	America,	but	its	work	has	important	implications	at	

the	global	level.	In	order	to	analyze	these	discussions	and	implications,	I	study	the	historical	

process	through	which	Indianismo	developed	from	1962	to	2017	by	using	archival	research	in	

Bolivia.	The	genealogical	study	of	Indianista	intellectual	practices	shows	how	the	movement	

created	a	political	form	of	decoloniality	against	different	kinds	of	patriarchic,	capitalist,	racist,	and	

anthropocentric	colonialisms.	According	to	Indianismo,	these	forms	of	colonialism,	together	with	

other	hierarchicalizations	potentially	ignored,	were	not	only	imposed	domestically	in	Bolivia,	but	

also	globally	in	international	institutions	such	as	the	United	Nations.	Indianismo	thus	questioned	

these	colonial	legacies	and	it	constructed	a	dynamic,	reflexive,	and	multi-relational	alternative	of	

global	coexistence.	My	dissertation	thus	analyzes	the	genealogical	construction	of	Indianismo	while	

also	producing	important	questions	for	the	United	Nations	and	its	construction	of	global	

coexistence.	
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CHAPTER	ONE:	INTRODUCTION	

The	Problem	of	Coexistence:	Indianismo	Confronted	Colonialisms	and	Proposed	
Alternatives	

In	the	Americas,	the	problem	of	defining	different	ways	to	coexist	was	accentuated	the	

moment	that	Columbus	begun	constructing	the	peoples	he	encountered	in	1492	and	imposing	

marginalizing	categories	for	these	“others.”	As	Tzvetan	Todorov	asserted,	the	encounter	of	

difference	(“others”)	between	peoples	often	led	in	the	Americas	to	the	organizational	principle	of	

hierarchy,	which	established	conditions	of	possibility	for	colonialisms	and	the	different	civilizing	

models	that	unfolded	henceforth	(Todorov	1982).	Since	the	declarations	of	independence	that	

began	in	the	Americas	in	1776,	but	spread	more	broadly	in	the	1800’s,	the	notions	of	coexistence	as	

well	as	the	social	orders	that	they	constituted	became	entangled	with	Enlightenment	ideas	that	

were	being	disputed	by	intellectual	and	revolutionary	movements	of	the	time.	These	ideas	were	

established	or	fixed	in	a	milieu	of	ways,	which	acted	as	bases	for	particular	state	formations,	

institutions,	and	territorially	bounded	civilizing	models.	Different	states	emerged	throughout	the	

Americas	and	particular	notions	of	coexistence	were	henceforth	the	bases	of	the	definition	of	

citizenship,	which	established	official	notions	of	“us”	separated	from	and	superior	to	all	“barbaric”	

and	“uncivilized”	“others.”	These	constructions	of	“peoplehood”	became	dominant	in	the	context	of	

the	Enlightenment	by	establishing	relationships	of	hierarchy	based	on	definitions	of	“human	

nature,”	which	then	manifested	in	ideas	of	nationhood,	ethnicity,	gender,	and	race	(Balibar	and	

Wallerstein	1991).	Despite	these	Eurocentric	and	hierarchical	definitions	of	coexistence,	many	

intellectuals	and	movements	struggled	throughout	history	to	turn	this	relationship	of	hierarchy	

upside	down,	to	expand	the	boundaries	of	who	was	regarded	as	an	equal	“citizen,”	or	to	resist	the	

consequences	of	the	policies	of	exclusion	that	were	made	possible	by	each	one	of	these	context-

dependent	but	also	fixed	definitions	(e.g.,	Todorov	1982;	Balibar	and	Wallerstein	1991;	Canessa	
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2005).	Indigenous	movements	have	been	salient	actors	in	particularly	important	rebellions,	which	

often	marked	the	history	of	the	countries	of	Latin	America	in	different	ways.1	Many	of	these	

movements	sought	to	redefine	coexistence	by	reconstructing	social	order	within	particular	

territories.2	

In	1962,	Bolivia	saw	the	emergence	of	the	movement	called	Indianismo,	whose	proponents	

began	discussing	deeper	possibilities	of	coexistence	not	only	for	domestic	realms,	but	also	at	the	

international	and	even	global	level.	Indianismo	sought	to	construct	an	idea	of	coexistence	that	

would	liberate	nations	or	races	from	colonial	relations	of	oppression	and	exploitation.	This	branch	

of	the	movement	was	called	Revolutionary	Indianismo	and	it	aimed	towards	the	possibility	of	

expanding	the	notion	of	coexistence	beyond	the	limitations	of	class-based	struggles.	In	Bolivia,	

many	of	the	problems	suffered	by	“indigenous”	peoples	were	understood	through	a	structuralist	

reading	of	Marxism	and	its	institutionalization	in	the	1952	Nationalist	Revolution.	The	limitations	

of	this	approach	to	understand	the	importance	of	cultural	identity	and	to	listen	to	“indigenous”	

voices,	led	towards	the	intellectual	construction	of	Indianismo,	which	emphasized	the	possibility	of	

creating	a	world	where	ethnic	equality	could	be	reached.	Despite	the	Indianista	expansion	beyond	

structuralist	Marxism,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	contained	internal	constraints	of	its	own.3	The	

notions	of	race	and	nation,	which	Revolutionary	Indianismo	used	in	order	to	reconstruct	

																																																								
1 In 1534, for example, Manco Inca sieged the city of Lima in order to fight against segregation and slavery. In 

1727, Juan Bautista Aruma gathered an army of 14.000 warriors to fight in the region of Tarija, which is in the 
south of current Bolivia. Later on, during 1780 and 1781, one of the most famous uprisings took place. Around 
the city of La Paz, those years saw the three-month siege led by Túpac Katari and Bertolina Sisa. Together with 
40.000 Aymara warriors, these leaders sought to destroy the colonial order in order to create an indigenous 
Bolivia that could respect the differences between peoples. 

2 As Sinclair Thomson pointed out, indigenous revolts in Latin America such as the one that took place in 1780- 
often sought to redefine the relationships of power and self-determination within states or regions (2002). They 
were struggles to redefined how “others” fitted within the state. Even within some of the indigenous movements 
that were considered to be antecedents of Indianismo, the definitions of coexistence that acted as their basis of 
political goals often delineated these projects within a particular country or a continental region. As Waskar Ari 
asserted, for example, Pablo Zárate Willka led a strong and historic uprising against the Bolivian liberal state 
during the 1870’s. During the 1920's, the Alcaldes Mayores Particulares also began struggling for land and 
decolonization (Ari 2014). 

3 “Indianismo” is the proper noun used to name the movement itself, “Indianista” is the adjective linking the 
movement to other elements, actors, or concepts, and “Indianistas” is the attributive noun denoting the bearer of 
the quality or attribute of the subject of Indianismo. 
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nationalism	and	create	a	political	platform	of	its	own,	still	sustained	anthropocentric	assumptions.	

This	tendency	contradicted	certain	aspects	of	the	religion	of	Pachamama	(mother	earth),	which	was	

essential	to	Indianista	thought	and	practice.	Revolutionary	Indianismo	also	had	important	issues	

including	“Occidental”	or	“European”	identities	within	liberation	and	coexistence.	In	the	late	1970’s,	

some	intellectuals	thus	began	to	take	a	different	direction,	which	led	towards	more	radically	

decolonial	possibilities	of	coexistence.	This	branch	was	called	Decolonial	Indianismo	and,	once	it	

included	feminist	insights,	it	sought	to	sustain	an	internal	tension	between	erecting	a	definition	of	

coexistence	and	undermining	its	own	boundaries.	It	created	an	overarching	notion	of	equality	in	

order	to	enable	the	definition	of	an	“other”	and	to	create	a	condition	of	possibility	for	more	

encompassing	decolonial	politics,	but	it	also	undermined	its	own	boundaries	by	retaining	a	unique	

form	of	endogenous	reflexivity.4	This	tension	enabled	Decolonial	Indianismo	to	face	the	problem	of	

difference	through	a	multi-relational	approach	while	also	examining	its	implications	and	potential	

constraints.	

Some	of	these	Indianista	ideas	were,	however,	redefined	by	the	political	party	and	social	

movement	of	Evo	Morales,	who	won	the	presidential	elections	of	Bolivia	in	2005.	This	institutional	

turn	created	a	third	discourse	hereby	called	Liberal	Indianismo	and	it	led	towards	the	re-settlement	

of	the	decolonial	tension.	This	process	liberalized	the	Indianista	discourse	and	created	new	

boundaries,	which	undermined	its	capacity	of	endogenous	reflexivity	and	its	dynamic	politics	of	

multi-relationality.	Despite	this	normalization,	the	intellectual	and	governmental	work	of	Evo	

Morales	and	Álvaro	García	Linera	also	led	to	the	internationalization	of	Indianismo.	It	brought	some	

notions,	such	as	the	Pachamama	cosmology,	the	idea	of	“Buen	Vivir”	or	“Vivir	Bien”	(good	life	or	live	

well),	and	the	defense	of	communitarianism	into	important	international	forums,	such	as	the	

																																																								
4 Throughout my dissertation, I used the term “decolonial” by following Arturo Escobar, who often described 

Bolivian indigenous movements that tend to move towards “…the direction of more radical societal 
transformations towards post-capitalist, post-liberal, and post- statist options” (Escobar 2010, 3). Additionally, I 
used the world “endogenous” to indicate that the discourse includes within its own boundaries the demand of 
reflexivity and self-problematization. 
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General	Assembly	sessions	of	the	United	Nations.	This	connection	between	Indianismo	and	the	

United	Nations	allowed	me	to	emphasize	some	of	the	potential	implications	and	questions	that	

emerged	from	investigating	decolonial	forms	of	global	coexistence.	In	other	words,	the	link	

established	by	the	Government	of	Evo	Morales,	allowed	me	to	pose	important	questions	about	

global	coexistence	and	the	discursive	capacity	of	the	United	Nations	to	think	through	some	of	these	

issues.	These	questions	not	only	emerged	from	the	Liberal	branch	of	Indianismo,	but	were	also	

hereby	expanded	by	the	notions	of	reflexivity	and	multi-relational	coexistence.	

Overall,	then,	my	main	question	is	the	following:	How	does	Indianismo	construct	and	

discuss	conditions	of	possibility	for	a	reflexive	form	of	multi-relational	global	coexistence?	In	order	

to	answer	this	question,	I	analyzed	the	genealogical	process	of	Indianista	struggle	since	1962,	which	

showed	how	it	sought	to	solve	the	problem	of	coexistence.	First,	I	followed	the	genealogical	process	

of	emergence,	struggle,	and	development	of	Indianismo.	This	interpretivist	phase	led	to	the	

description	of	the	main	branches	and	characteristics	of	Indianismo	in	Latin	America	since	the	

creation	of	the	Indianista	Party	in	1962.	From	this	descriptive	basis,	I	sought	to	examine	the	

implications	and	questions	of	these	discussions	for	theories	of	International	Relations	and	for	the	

United	Nations,	which	often	acted	as	the	main	institution	defining	and	regulating	global	

coexistence.	

The	Problem	of	Coexistence,	IR,	and	Indianismo	

The	problem	of	coexistence	

A	number	of	authors	have	examined	why	coexistence	has	been	a	historical	problem	in	

international	and	colonial	relationships	(e.g.,	Todorov	1982;	Tully	1995;	Canessa	2000,	2005	and	

2006;	Doxteter	2004;	Shapiro	2004;	Inayatullah	and	Blaney	2004;	Zegeye	and	Vambe	2006;	Seth	

2010).	By	taking	into	account	their	work,	Michel	Foucault’s	approach,	and	a	preliminary	
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interpretation	of	Indianista	practices;	I	initially	defined	the	problem	of	coexistence.5	This	definition	

formed	a	basis	of	concepts	that	I	then	utilized	to	follow	particular	practices	by	Indianista	

intellectuals	and	activists.	Despite	this	theoretical	construction,	I	also	revised	these	

conceptualizations	and	redefined	many	of	these	tools	as	the	analysis	of	texts	and	meanings	

reshaped	the	ways	in	which	I	synthesized	discursive	practices.	The	following	discussion	was	the	

result	of	this	interpretivist	process	of	dialogue	between	approaches,	which	included	Indianismo.	

Tzvetan	Todorov	provided	a	profound	analysis	of	the	encounter	with	the	“other”	in	the	

Americas.	In	his	study,	he	examined	the	different	ways	in	which	intellectuals	struggled	with	the	

possibility	of	coexistence	between	diverse	universes	(Todorov	1982,	190).	He	showed	how	some	

intellectuals	actively	sought	to	understand	the	possibilities	of	equality	without	the	price	of	identity.	

He	also	added	that	this	problem	began	with	colonialism,	but	has	become	more	prominent	in	current	

times	(ibid.,	249).	Consistently	with	Todorov’s	argument,	Vanita	Seth	affirmed	that	colonialism	

created,	since	the	19th	century,	a	problem	of	homogenization	through	the	imposition	of	a	particular	

notion	of	identity	(selfhood)	upon	others	(2010,	9).	Those	who	did	not	fit	the	dominant	definitions	

of	“man,”	which	delineated	who	was	considered	to	be	an	equal,	had	to	pay	the	price	of	identity	and	

conform	to	the	boundaries	created	by	colonialism.	This	specific	kind	of	relationship	of	commonality	

and	equality	emerged,	according	to	Seth,	from	epistemic	conditions	“…that	enabled	the	thinking	of	

difference	at	different	historical	junctures”	(ibid.,	3).	Seth	also	pointed	out,	however,	that	post-

colonial	scholarship	often	sought	to	deconstruct	the	universality	of	these	“Western”	knowledges	

and	created	spaces	to	discuss	the	multiplicity	of	ways	in	which	peoples	had	lived	(ibid.,	10).	

Similarly,	a	number	of	authors	have	shown	how	a	variety	of	movements	and	intellectuals	have	

sought	to	encourage	more	respect	for	differences	against	the	homogenizing	tendencies	of	

																																																								
5 Despite the fact that several of the authors mentioned above did not explicitly use the term “coexistence,” I 

emphasized its definition and derived its conceptualization from their work. In this sense, the history of the 
discussion of the problem of coexistence was not attributed to all the debates about colonialism and coexistence 
included in the works of said authors. Instead, coexistence was a conceptual tool, which I used to focus the 
genealogical process of interpretation of Indianismo and the analysis of its contributions to the issue of 
differences (Inayatullah and Blaney 2004). 
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“Western”	knowledge	in	many	parts	of	the	world	(e.g.,	Doxteter	2004;	Canessa	2005;	Zegeye	and	

Vambe	2006).	Within	the	discipline	of	International	Relations	(IR),	a	number	of	authors	also	tackled	

this	problem	in	order	to	understand	how	differences	were	often	undermined	through	the	

construction	of	homogenous	notions	of	nationhood.	Kathryn	A.	Manzo’s	book	“Creating	Boundaries:	

The	Politics	of	Race	and	Nation”	is	an	excellent	example	of	this	kind	of	research.	Manzo	exposed	

how	“Western”	ideas	of	stereotyped	“whiteness”	were	often	used	in	order	to	homogenize	

indigenous	cultures	and	to	create	national	boundaries,	which	assured	the	sovereign	control	of	

populations	in	Australian	territory	(1996,	198).	

In	general,	these	authors	analyzed	how	particular	forms	of	knowledge	or	discourses	limited	

differences	by	conceiving	only	some	identities	as	equally	validated	within	official	or	dominant	

definitions	of	relationships	of	commonality.	These	discourses	limited	who	or	what	fitted	within	

authorized	ideas	of	equality.	In	turn,	authors	did	not	understand	discourses	just	as	intellectual	or	

academic	practices	disconnected	from	political	and	social	worlds.	Instead,	they	were	practices	

defining	different	kinds	of	colonial	relations.	Authors	thus	focused	on	the	relationship	that	

knowledges	had	in	the	constructions	of	colonialisms,	which	homogenized	populations	by	

constructing	bounded	notions	of	equality,	limiting	difference,	and	restricting	identities	(e.g.,	Tully	

1995;	Shapiro	2004;	Inayatullah	and	Blaney	2004).	They	analyzed	how	particular	kinds	of	

knowledges	could	act	as	conditions	of	possibility	for	practices	of	colonial	violence	(Edkins	and	

Zehfuss	2014).	Based	on	the	problem	of	boundaries,	these	authors	pointed	out	that	only	those	who	

fitted	the	characteristics	(i.e.,	relationship	of	commonality)	of	legitimate	identities	could	be	

regarded	as	equals.	“Others”	appeared	as	“inferior,”	“threats,”	“less	valuable,”	“uncivilized,”	

“barbaric,”	etc.	Throughout	my	work,	this	hierarchical	separation	of	peoples	was	considered	as	the	

problem	of	coexistence,	which	linked	equality	and	difference	by	excluding	“others”	who	appeared	

as	inferior	or	less	valuable.	This	was	also	the	problem	of	colonial	homogenization,	as	those	who	did	

not	fit	the	dominant	notion	of	equality	often	found	themselves	having	to	transform	or	disappear.	As	
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several	authors	pointed	out,	this	was	also	at	the	heart	of	the	problem	that	Indianismo	sought	to	

resist	politically,	culturally,	and	intellectually	(e.g.,	Ticona	2000	and	2011;	Willem	A.	2004;	Escobar	

2010;	Isasi-Díaz	and	Mendieta	2012;	Villalba	2013;	Ari	2014).	

In	more	abstract	and	theoretical	terms,	then,	each	notion	of	coexistence	entailed	a	definition	

and	settlement	of	a	link	between	equality	and	difference.	Discourses	often	settled	the	connection	

between	difference	and	equality	by	proceeding	from	the	definition	of	a	condition	of	possibility.6	This	

notion	derived	from	Michel	Foucault’s	work,	which	outlined	conditions	of	possibility	as	the	

positivities	created	within	each	discourse	to	guarantee	and	validate	itself	(Foucault	1970,	xxii).	In	a	

sense,	conditions	of	possibility	were	practices	that	created	a	basis	for	“truth;”	they	were	a	form	of	

“alêtheia”	(Foucault	2008,	66).	These	positivities	also	included	the	delineation	of	the	most	general	

patterns,	rules,	and	boundaries	of	a	discourse;	they	established	a	validated	relationship	of	

commonality.	The	function	of	conditions	of	possibility	was	thus	to	grant	intra-discursive	“veracity”	

or	“reality”	to	a	specific	form	of	knowledge	while	also	invalidating	and	excluding	other	knowledges	

that	laid	beyond	these	boundaries.	Throughout	my	dissertation,	they	were	forms	of	validation	and	

classification.	

Consistently	with	these	“epistemic”	functions,	discourses	delineated	the	basic	

characteristics	of	an	authorized	knower,	who	consistently	fitted	the	general	rules	of	a	discourse	and	

was	thus	regarded	as	the	main	participant	within	a	specific	kind	of	knowledge.7	Then,	the	positivity	

of	a	discourse	appeared	as	a	guarantee	of		“veracity”	vis-à-vis	someone;	it	was	a	“fact”	understood	

as	undeniable	by	some	kind	of	entity	directly	involved	in	that	very	“fact”	and	thus	regarded	as	a	

knower.	The	delineation	of	the	characteristics	of	these	knowers	formed	a	boundary,	which	defined	

																																																								
6 I further discussed this definition of conditions of possibility, as well as the other dimensions of discourses in 

Chapter Two. 
7 Throughout my dissertation, I used the notion of “epistemic” by following Michel Foucault’s idea of bounded 

epistemes, which he discussed both in The Order of Things (1970) and The Archaeology of Knowledge (1971). 
As I illustrated above, Vanita Seth also followed this definition when she talked about the relationship between 
knowledge and the delineation of bounded identities throughout modernity. In both cases, conditions of 
possibility constructed the validating guarantee of a knowledge and determined the scope of its boundaries. 
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the	limits	of	particular	bases	of	commonality,	relationship,	and	intra-discursive	or	endogenous	

equality.	In	this	sense,	the	positivity	or	condition	of	possibility	of	a	discourse	was	consistently	

related	to	the	definition	of	what	differences	were	included	in	a	relationship	of	equality,	delineated	

only	for	specific	identities	and	erected	from	specific	conditions	of	possibility.	In	the	consistency	

between	epistemic	and	identity-related	dimensions,	the	discourse	pre-determined	what	differences	

were	validated;	it	created	a	relational	“self”	through	practices	of	“êthopoiêsis”	(Foucault	2008,	66).	

From	there,	discourses	could	exclude	their	“others”	and	create	a	political	effect.	Because	

“they”	were	denied	from	the	validated	platform	of	equality	that	only	included	the	authorized	

knowers,	the	“others”	appeared	as	inferior.	The	definition	of	what	needed	to	be	done	with	these	

“others”	entailed	the	political	project	of	each	discourse,	which	determined	how	the	“self”	had	to	be	

protected,	expanded,	or	liberated.	According	to	Foucault,	these	politics	were	created	by	practices	

called	“politeía”	(2008,	66).	Then,	the	boundaries	against	“otherness”	and	the	construction	of	a	

politics	with	“them”	led	to	the	creation	of	the	temporality	of	a	discourse,	which	organized	the	past	

and	showed	what	needed	to	be	reached	or	accomplished	in	the	future	(Walker	2010).	Because	the	

epistemic	assumptions	erected	by	conditions	of	possibility	often	solidified	them	as	“validated,”	

“true,”	“real,”	and	fixed,	discourses	located	their	own	definitions	as	superior	to	all	other	

knowledges.	This	operation	tended	to	universalize	the	definition	of	a	knowledge,	relationship,	

authorized	knower,	politics,	and	temporality,	while	also	locating	these	boundaries	beyond	the	

possibility	of	endogenous	or	intra-discursive	reflexivity.	Even	the	function	of	the	knower	appeared	

as	delineated	and	constrained	within	the	boundaries	of	what	was	consistently	validated.	The	

empirical	dimension	“demonstrating”	or	re-validating	a	discourse	thus	appeared	as	pre-defined	

within	the	boundaries	of	what	was	“knowable.”	In	terms	of	each	epistemic	condition	of	possibility,	

relationship	of	commonality,	definition	of	knowers,	delineation	of	others,	constructions	of	politics,	

determination	of	temporality,	and	characterization	of	a	knowable	empirical	realm,	difference	thus	
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appeared	as	irreflexively	bounded	and	fixed.	All	these	dimensions	of	discourses	thus	created	the	

boundaries	of	an	internal	possibility	of	thinking	(Foucault	1970,	xv).	

As	I	further	illustrated	below,	the	analysis	of	discourses	showed	that	these	dimensions	often	

appeared	intertwined	in	different	and	complex	ways,	which	had	to	be	followed	in	order	to	interpret	

how	each	set	of	practices	actually	defined	coexistence.	Accordingly,	the	functions	of	different	

dimensions	and	the	connections	between	them	had	to	be	analyzed	based	on	how	practices	

constructed	each	discourse.	There	was	no	theoretically	pre-defined	chain	of	causality	between	

then;	instead,	they	functioned	in	specific	ways	together.	Accordingly,	Michel	Foucault	pointed	out	

that	the	dimensions	of	discourses	worked	together	as	systems,	but	he	did	not	causally	prioritize	any	

of	these	dimensions.	He	asserted	that	discourses	were	regarded	as	“systems	of	dispersion”	and	

were	not	considered	mechanical	chains	of	causality	(1972,	37-38).	For	example,	the	analysis	in	my	

dissertation	showed	that	discourses	were	not	necessarily	erected	from	their	epistemic	

assumptions,	but	could	also	begin	from	political	or	temporal	notions.	The	authorized	knower	could	

be	the	main	cause	of	the	rest	of	the	discourse,	the	assumptions	of	temporality	could	be	the	starting	

points	of	a	construction,	or	the	inductive	analysis	of	an	empirical	dimension	could	have	led	to	the	

definition	of	epistemic	boundaries.	Instead	of	assuming	a	unidirectional	chain	of	causal	

connections,	I	thus	sought	to	delineate	how	these	dimensions	functioned	together	within	each	

discourse	in	order	to	create	fixed	boundaries	of	classification	for	knowledges,	relationships	of	

commonality,	identities,	politics,	temporalities,	and	empirical	dimensions.	

Based	on	this	definition	of	boundaries	and	the	work	of	a	number	of	authors	within	IR	(e.g.,	

Shapiro	2004;	Inayatullah	and	Blaney	2004),	I	interpreted	the	problem	of	coexistence	as	a	

confrontation	that	could	emerge	between	difference	and	equality.	As	I	illustrated	below,	discourses	

often	fixed	the	definition	of	coexistence	by	constraining	difference	endogenously.	They	delineated	a	

condition	of	possibility,	a	relationship	of	commonality,	an	empirical	dimension,	a	basic	knower,	its	

politics	with	“others,”	and	the	temporality	that	unfolded	henceforth.	Through	this	operation,	
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discourses	simplified	the	world	and	also	created	a	basis	for	a	political	struggle,	a	condition	of	

possibility	for	politics.	At	the	same	time,	however,	these	constructions	invalidated	everything	

regarded	as	“other.”	This	operation	could	be	an	explicit	practice	of	boundary	drawing,	which	could	

invalidate	particular	“others,”	delineate	enemies,	and	define	the	possibility	of	political	action.	These	

forms	of	coexistence	often	became	a	problem	when	difference	exogenously,	or	from	outside	the	

boundaries	of	a	discourse,	confronted	a	basis	of	commonality	and	“others”	fought	against	their	own	

invalidation	and	its	effects.	Because	they	did	not	fit	the	characteristics	of	a	self-validated	

knowledge,	equality,	temporality,	and	empirical	dimension,	“others,”	such	as	Decolonial	Indianistas,	

could	seek	to	transform	these	boundaries	through	different	forms	of	struggles.	

The	construction	of	boundaries	could	also	exclude	unintended	“others”	and	silence	their	

voices.	The	epistemic	assumptions	that	granted	internal	validity	to	some	constructions	also	fixed	

hierarchies	and	often	located	“them”	beyond	the	possibility	of	endogenous	discussions.	Insofar	as	

particular	boundaries	were	“true”	and	universalized,	everything	outside	its	realm	appeared	as	

inferior	and	not	worth	examining.	Additionally,	the	universalization	of	an	endogenous	discursive	

logic	could	also	lead	to	the	annexation	and	articulation	of	other	discourses	(Foucault	1997,	31).	

Other	knowledges,	relationships	of	commonality,	politics,	temporalities,	and	empirical	realms	could	

thus	be	assimilated,	articulated,	and	included	into	a	discourse	under	the	dominant	logic	of	this	

system	of	formation.		

Overall,	the	construction	of	foreclosed	boundaries	was	hereby	called	colonialism;	the	

critical	confrontation	of	these	boundaries	and	their	deconstruction	was	called	decoloniality;	the	

construction	of	alternatives	seeking	to	expand	the	possibility	of	respecting	differences	was	called	

coexistence.8	Additionally,	the	deconstruction	of	these	forms	of	articulation	of	discourses	was	called	

																																																								
8 As I discussed in Chapter Two, the construction of new alternatives often entailed new forms of articulations, 

boundaries, and colonialisms, which could be endlessly deconstructed. Foucault offered a solution to this 
problem and Indianismo also used a similar strategy, which I discussed in Chapter Five. 
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disarticulating	decoloniality.	By	contrast,	the	possibility	of	thinking	about	multiple	forms	of	

commonalities	and	equalities	simultaneously	was	hereby	named	multi-relational	coexistence.9	

One	could	say	that	the	limitation	of	differences	through	the	construction	of	hierarchicalizing	

and	classifying	boundaries	is	a	necessary	operation	often	used	in	order	to	deploy	our	limited	

capacities	of	cognition.	One	could	also	assert	that	this	is	a	condition	of	possibility	for	politics	and	for	

the	validation	of	knowledges.	As	Chapter	Six	shows,	I	agree	with	these	assertions,	but	I	would	also	

add	two	different	sets	of	questions.	On	one	side,	I	would	ask	whether	it	is	necessary	to	foreclose	the	

discussion	of	these	boundaries	endogenously.	Is	it	necessary	for	discourses	to	fix	their	internal	

logics	and	endogenously	prevent	the	exploration	of	the	boundaries	that	they	construct?	Is	it	

necessary	to	wait	for	other	discourses	to	confront	these	boundaries	exogenously?	What	happens	

when	discourses	are	institutionalized?	What	happens	when	a	particular	boundary	of	coexistence	

becomes	the	un-problematized	condition	of	possibility	for	broad	institutionalized	violence?	How	

much	political	power	is	then	necessary	for	the	exogenous	confrontation	of	dominant	boundaries	to	

be	effective?	Conversely,	is	it	possible	to	conceive	a	discourse	of	coexistence	that	also	has	the	

capacity	to	include	endogenous	reflexivity?	On	the	other	side,	is	it	possible	to	create	broader	

boundaries	that	include	more	differences,	respect	more	multiplicity,	and	create	more	encompassing	

forms	of	coexistence?	Is	it	possible	to	expand	current	discussions	of	coexistence	in	order	to	

decrease	the	homogenizing	tendencies	of	colonial	legacies?	Is	it	possible	to	include	multiple	

discursive	logics,	relationships	of	commonality	(i.e.,	multi-relationality),	various	agents,	more	than	

one	form	of	temporality,	and	a	broader	empirical	realm	within	a	more	complex	form	of	knowledge?	

As	I	showed	throughout	the	following	chapters,	Indianismo	not	only	seeks	to	expand	current	

notions	of	coexistence,	but	it	also	acknowledges	its	own	limitations	and	it	provides	an	internal	

mechanism	of	reflexivity.	Decolonial	Indianismo	provides	a	different	way	to	think	about	

coexistence.	

																																																								
9 As I discussed in Chapter Five, the notions of disarticulation and multi-relationality emerged from Silvia Rivera 

Cusicanqui’s work. 



	 12	

Reason,	liberalism,	and	IR:	“indigenous”	movements	

Despite	its	important	implications	for	the	discussions	of	coexistence	and	difference,	

scholars	of	IR	have	largely	understudied	Indianismo.	Part	of	the	reason	for	the	marginalization	of	

this	intellectual	work	could	be	related	to	the	assumptions	found	underneath	some	of	their	

approaches.	For	example,	a	number	of	authors	studying	“indigeneity”	and	coexistence	in	IR	could	

be	understood	through	the	assumptions	related	to	the	notion	of	“reason.”	

Tomas	Hobbes,	John	Locke,	and	Jean-Jacques	Rousseau	most	famously	introduced	this	

notion	of	“reason”	into	politics	and	moral	philosophy.	As	Parekh	noticed,	John	Locke’s	liberalism	

often	included	universalized	notions	of	equality	while	also	excluding	“others”	(1995).	In	order	to	

study	this	trend	in	John	Locke’s	work,	Parekh	emphasized	that	this	intellectual	allowed	for	the	

universal	protection	of	private	property	while	also	enabling	the	possibility	of	taking	land	away	from	

indigenous	peoples	in	the	Americas.	Parekh	claimed	that	this	was	possible	because	“reason”	

appeared	as	a	universalized	characteristic	of	“humanity,”	which	enabled	“everyone”	to	use	nature	

“properly”	or	“rationally.”	Because	indigenous	peoples	did	not	use	their	land	“properly”	and	thus	

wasted	it,	however,	they	did	not	appear	as	equally	“rational”	and	thus	could	lose	their	land	(Parekh	

1995,	83).	This	operation	allowed	John	Locke	to	speak	of	universal	equality	while	also	excluding	an	

array	of	peoples	who	did	not	quite	fulfill	the	criterion	of	“humanity.”	Charles	W.	Mills	asserted	that	

this	tendency	could	also	be	found	in	Tomas	Hobbes	and	in	Rousseau’s	work	(1997).	Within	the	

liberal	approaches	studying	“indigeneity”	in	IR,	this	tendency	to	use	“reason”	in	order	to	claim	

universality	while	also	excluding	“others”	continues,	but	it	has	modified	its	epistemic	

characteristics	since	John	Locke.	

As	Pierre	Bourdieu	asserted,	Immanuel	Kant	delineated	and	universalized	another	

definition	of	“reason,”	which	also	acted	as	a	basis	of	judgment	and	hierarchicalization	for	all	other	

forms	of	thought	(Bourdieu	1997,	44).	In	its	Kantian	version,	“reason”	continued	to	act	as	a	

philosophical	principle	of	hierarchical	order	for	different	societies	throughout	space	and	time.	This	
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principle	selectively	unified	societies	as	different	phases	towards	an	awakening	of	consciousness	

(ibid.,	78).	Kant	seemed,	however,	to	problematize	the	usage	of	an	empirical	source	for	“reason.”	

Instead	of	utilizing	the	idea	of	“reason”	only	as	a	direct	representation	of	“human	nature,”	Kant	

began	from	“reason”	itself.	Thus,	he	did	not	understand	“reason”	as	completely	determined	or	

caused	by	the	natural	inclinations	of	human	beings.	In	this	sense,	Kant	asserted,		

Human	reason,	in	one	sphere	of	cognition,	is	called	upon	us	to	consider	questions,	
which	it	cannot	decline,	as	they	are	presented	by	its	own	nature,	but	which	it	cannot	
answer,	as	they	transcend	every	faculty	of	the	mind.	…	In	recent	times,	the	hope	
dawned	upon	us	of	seeing	those	disputes	settled,	and	the	legitimacy	of	her	claims	
established	by	a	kind	of	physiology	of	the	human	understanding	–	that	celebrated	
Locke.	But	it	was	found	that	–	although	it	was	affirmed	that	this	so-called	queen	
could	not	refer	her	descent	to	any	higher	source	than	that	of	common	experience,	a	
circumstance	which	brought	suspicion	on	her	claims	–	as	this	genealogy	was	
incorrect,	she	persisted	in	her	advancement	of	her	claims	to	sovereignty	(1952,	
42:2).	

According	to	Foucault,	Kant	decoupled	the	realm	of	the	transcendental	foundations	of	

knowledge	from	nature	(1970,	247).	Despite	this	initial	decoupling,	Kant	still	claimed	that	“reason”	

was	objective	and	universal	because	it	was	the	key	that	opened	our	cognitive	door	towards	natural	

law.	In	other	words,	because	“reason”	corresponded	to	natural	law,	it	still	had	“certitude”	(Kant,	

(1952,	42:2).	This	was	the	condition	of	possibility	for	knowledge	about	“reason”	(i.e.,	metaphysics).	

Because	his	nature	was	no	longer	the	root	and	foundation	of	“reason,”	“man”	lost	his	throne	as	the	

root	of	all	knowledge.	Despite	this	dethroning	operation,	“man”	continued	to	access	universal	

knowledge	because	he	directly	participated	in	“reason.”	He	was	one	of	the	rational	beings	who	

could	access	natural	law	and	thus	understand	the	perfect	logic	of	the	universe.	As	Charles	W.	Mills	

asserted,	this	Kantian	notion	of	“reason”	not	only	entailed	the	definition	of	an	authorized	cognitive	

capacity,	but	also	included	racialized	characteristics	that	excluded	most	non-European	“others”	

(1997,	71).	From	an	epistemic	definition	of	knowledge,	Kant	thus	created	an	authorized	knower	

and	a	boundary	against	“others.”	

As	Foucault	asserted,	this	decoupling	between	human	nature	and	“reason”	began	to	

transform	the	notion	of	“man”	into	an	unintelligible	entity.	Human	nature	could	no	longer	be	the	
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direct	foundation	and	corresponding	object	of	knowledge,	but	it	was	still	the	aim	of	Human	

Sciences.	As	a	result,	the	definition	of	“reason”	became	in	modernity	attached	to	language.	Within	

language,	“reason”	remained	related	to	the	idea	of	“man,”	but	this	basis,	or	positivity,	now	acted	as	

an	empirico-transcendental	condition	of	possibility	for	knowledge.	Here,	knowledge	was	not	

considered	to	be	a	direct	representation	of	“man”	or	his	nature.	Instead,	the	essence	of	“man”	

became	a	dark	area	that	was	unreachable,	but	still	had	to	be	found	(Foucault	1970,	326).	This	

operation	changed	the	usage	of	the	notion	of	“reason”	because	it	was	no	longer	understood	as	

corresponding	to	a	natural	faculty	or	natural	law.	Instead,	“reason”	was	hereby	defined	by	

beginning	from	the	“fact	of	signification”	itself.	“Reason”	appeared	as	epistemically	guaranteed	or	

validated	by	“man,”	but	freed	from	him.	In	other	words,	the	fact	that	“man”	spoke	guaranteed	the	

empirical	significance	that	was	being	constituted	and	the	possibility	of	studying	this	empirical	field	

of	inquiry.	The	seeming	undeniability	of	a	fact	of	“human”	life	(i.e.,	language	and	signification)	thus	

validated	the	knowledge	that	was	created	by	this	condition	of	possibility.	“Reason”	thus	appeared	

to	have	its	own	logic	in	the	empirical	trends	of	language,	but	its	knowledge	was	still	guaranteed	by	

the	fact	of	its	existence,	which	could	only	be	experienced	by	“man.”	Then,	insofar	as	“humans”	could	

define	the	general	characteristics	(i.e.,	patterns	or	regularities)	of	this	fact	of	language,	they	could	

constitute	yet	another	form	of	“reason.”	

By	following	Foucault,	Vanita	Seth	asserted	that	this	form	of	“reason”	emerged	in	the	

nineteenth	century	and	it	made	“man”	a	full	sovereign	subject	(2010,	188).	Before,	when	“man”	was	

attached	to	natural	law,	human	nature,	or	God,	his	knowledge	was	always	pre-determined.	Once	

“man”	became	its	own	undetermined	object	and	the	empirico-transcendental	foundation	of	his	own	

knowledge,	he	became	the	sole	bearer	of	meaning	(ibid.,	189).	This	made	“man”	much	more	

unstable,	but	it	still	made	him	a	positivity.	Each	definition	of	“reason”	could,	then,	be	still	validated,	

fixed,	and	universalized	because	they	were	epistemically	guaranteed	by	fact	that	“humans”	speak.	

“Others”	who	did	not	“speak”	or	did	not	“reason”	were	thus	invalidated	and	marginalized.	
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Modernity	thus	used	epistemic	definitions	of	“man”	in	order	to	create	hierarchies	for	all	“others”	

(2010,	3).	

As	Charles	W.	Mills	and	Vanita	Seth	noticed,	different	variations	of	these	notions	were	often	

used	in	order	to	classify	“indigenous”	peoples	and	“others,”	invalidate	their	knowledges,	

expropriate	their	lands	and	resources,	exclude	them	from	rights,	use	them	as	forced	labor,	etc.	

Some	of	these	colonial	legacies	can	still	be	found	in	contemporary	scholarship	studying	

“indigeneity.”	A	particularly	sophisticated	example	of	the	modern	definition	of	“reason”	and	its	

effects	can	be	found	in	Alison	Brysk’s	book	From	Tribal	Village	to	Global	Village.	In	her	work,	Brysk	

utilized	a	Habermasian	“critical	approach,”	which	assumed	“reason”	as	defined	by	the	formal	

pragmatics	of	communicative	actions	(Brysk	2000,	51).	Habermas	did	not	claim	to	know	human	

nature	or	natural	law	in	order	to	define	“reason,”	but	he	still	universalized	the	presuppositions	that	

were	supposedly	found	beneath	the	rationality	of	communicative	actions.	He	implicitly	used	the	

fact	that	“man”	speaks	and	then	sought	to	define	the	universal	patterns	of	signification	by	focusing	

on	the	presuppositions	made	while	speaking.	Habermas	still	defined	a	universalized	notion	of	

“reason,”	which	could	be	then	deployed	to	“critique”	society	or	“others.”	Alyson	Brysk	used	this	

approach	in	order	to	understand	the	participation	of	“indigenous”	movements	in	globalization	and	

the	United	Nations,	which	supposedly	empowered	these	actors	through	the	possibility	of	accessing	

international	rights.	The	idea	of	communicative	rationality	thus	pre-defined	what	“reason”	was	and	

it	delineated	a	basic	relationship	of	commonality	and	equality,	which	excluded	“others”	who	did	not	

“reconcile	contradiction”	because	they	celebrated	deeper	levels	of	difference	and	separation	(Brysk	

2000,	42).	Here,	Brysk’s	study	of	“indigeneity”	hierarchicalized	“others”	who	did	not	seek	to	reach	a	

common	understanding,	which	was	the	universalized	characteristic	of	Habermasian	communicative	

“reason.”	These	peoples	thus	appeared	as	inferior	and	Brysk	excluded	the	possibility	of	engaging	

with	their	voices.	The	Habermasian	problem	of	exclusion	and	hierarchicalization	has	also	been	
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noticed	by	scholars	concerned	with	issues	of	diversity	of	knowledges	in	relationship	to	religion	

(e.g.,	Taylor	2011).	

Within	this	approach,	“indigenous”	movements	were	understood	as	entering	modernity	and	

participating	in	it	by	communicatively	developing	their	transnational	identity	(Brysk	2000,	280),	

which	then	allowed	them	to	be	empowered	by	the	mechanisms	of	institutions	such	as	the	United	

Nations	and	the	rights	that	it	granted	to	them.	Participating	“indigenous”	groups	thus	appeared	as	

clearly	superior	to	other	voices	that	did	not	seek	to	be	part	of	“our	world”	(ibid.,	5).	The	groups	that	

sought	to	“…celebrate	difference	without	overcoming	it”	(ibid.,	72)	were	excluded	from	this	study	

and	their	voices	were	ignored.	This	approach	thus	illustrated	how	epistemic	assumptions	of	

“reason,”	relationships	of	equality,	and	identity	led	to	a	possibility	of	empowerment	and	access	to	

rights	while	also	charging	the	price	of	identity.	Actors	had	to	fulfill	the	requirements	of,	for	

example,	communicative	“reason”	in	order	to	access	the	protection	of	some	differences,	but	not	

others.	This	was	the	boundary	that	pushed	towards	homogenization	while	renouncing	the	

possibility	of	analyzing	these	very	effects	and	the	voices	that	denounced	them.	

“Reason”	thus	acted	as	a	definition	of	a	relationship	of	commonality	and	tended	to	create	a	

notion	of	equality	that	included	some	and	excluded	“others.”	It	constructed	a	platform	based	on	the	

authorized	characteristics	of	a	knower	and	then	included	certain	model	identities.	Because	these	

characteristics	were	required	in	order	to	access	the	platform	of	equality,	which	granted	rights	and	

protections	to	its	knowers,	“reason”	appeared	as	the	definitional	basis	of	notions	of	citizenship.	

Habermas	used	this	idea,	for	example,	in	the	construction	of	an	over-arching	and	“civic”	identity	for	

the	European	Union,	which	had	to	create	an	identity	of	inclusion	and	solidarity	beyond	“nationality”	

(Habermas	2001,	76).	In	this	sense,	the	notion	of	a	reason-bounded	citizenship	could	be	applied	

domestically,	internationally,	and	even	globally.	

Other	scholars	of	IR	also	followed	these	assumptions	and	enthusiastically	emphasized	the	

liberal	expansions	of	citizenships	that	began	to	include	“indigenous”	actors	domestically,	
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internationally,	and	globally	(e.g.,	Posner	1995;	Yashar	1998;	Peang	–	Meth	2002;	Naim	2003;	Albró	

2005	and	2010;	Morgan	2007;	Merlan	2009;	Broderstad	2011).	Two	important	international	events	

related	to	this	phenomenon	were	the	United	Nations	creation	of	the	Working	Group	on	Indigenous	

Populations	in	1982	and	the	eventual	Declaration	on	the	Rights	of	Indigenous	Peoples	on	

September	13,	2007.	Similar	to	Brysk’s	work,	many	scholars	saw	these	events	as	the	empowerment	

of	“indigenous”	peoples	and	the	expansion	of	global	citizenship,	which	now	sought	to	include	

“communitarian”	indigenous	rights	(e.g.,	Coulter	2006-2007;	Oldham	and	Frank	2008;	Barelli	2009;	

Carpenter	and	Riley	2014).	As	a	result	of	the	Global	Indigenous	Movement’s	work,	the	inclusion	of	

“indigenous”	voices	into	the	United	Nations	could	be	used	to	expose	international	problems,	

transform	many	of	these	situations,	and	change	policy	or	law	domestically	(Coulter	2006-2007,	

573).	Because	the	Declaration	included	a	vast	array	of	“indigenous”	leaders	and	movements,	it	

gained	“unquestionable	legitimacy	in	participation”	(Oldham	and	Frank	2008,	5).	The	main	problem	

of	the	Declaration	was	thus	the	absence	of	binding	mechanisms	that	could	effectively	help	to	

promote	these	rights	domestically	(Barelli	2009,	959).	

As	other	authors	have	pointed	out,	the	importance	and	the	benefits	of	these	expansions	

have	to	be	emphasized	while	also	questioning	the	possible	continuation	of	underlying	colonial	

legacies	and	assumptions	(Cirkovik	2006-2007;	Champagne	2013).	Does	this	form	of	“reason”	

construct	boundaries	that	exclude	Indianismo,	their	discussions,	the	possibility	of	thinking	about	

more	difference,	and	reflexivity?	According	to	Charles	W.	Mills,	different	boundaries	were	

introduced	into	each	notion	of	social	contract	and	citizenship,	which	established	a	definition	of	who	

fitted	the	basic	characteristics	of	the	members	of	a	commonwealth	while	excluding	all	“others”	as	

non-white	“barbarians”	or	“savages”	(1997,	13).	Each	social	contract	contained,	according	to	the	

author,	an	epistemic	contract,	which	defined	a	notion	of	“rationality”	and	delineated	what	counted	

as	a	knower	(ibid.,	17).	These	epistemic	contracts	were	thus	authoritative	in	two	different	senses.	

On	the	one	side,	they	granted	endogenous	validity	to	each	form	of	citizenship.	On	the	other	side,	the	
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notion	of	rationality	defined	who	fulfilled	the	requirements	of	each	social	contract	(ibid.,	19).	Even	

if	this	limitation	was	expanded	through	the	inclusion	of	“indigeneity,”	the	notion	of	“reason”	could	

still	exclude	Indianismo	and	its	examinations	of	global	coexistence.	

This	is	the	case	because	some	of	the	branches	of	Indianismo	sought	to	resist	exclusion	and	

homogenization	through	the	construction	of	a	coexistence	that	entailed	a	reflexive	and	dynamic	

possibility	of	relational	multiplicity.	On	one	side,	Indianismo	confronted	boundaries	of	“reason”	

because	it	aimed	to	create	a	broader	form	of	respect	for	differences,	which	had	to	include	many	

knowledges,	equalities,	knowers,	identities,	and	temporalities	simultaneously.	This	project	did	not	

entail	the	expansion	of	a	single,	universalized,	and	“human”	knower.	Indianismo	sought	a	more	

radical	connection	between	difference	and	equality,	which	included	the	protection	of	the	

differences	between	many	knowers.	This	notion	of	multi-relationality	moved	beyond	

anthropocentric	ideas	of	knowledge	and	it	constructed	a	space	of	relational	multiplicity	including	

even	ecological	equality.	

On	the	other	side,	this	branch	of	Indianismo	acknowledged	that	in	order	to	reach	this	goal	it	

had	to	be	able	to	create	its	own	platform	of	meta-commonality	and	delineate	some	kind	of	“other.”	

Because	the	commonality	of	Indianismo	was	dynamic	multiplicity	itself,	its	“other”	was	the	context-

dependent	singularity	of	colonialisms	and	homogenizations.	This	created	yet	another	form	of	

boundary	and	the	Decolonial	branch	of	Indianismo	was	aware	of	its	possible	effects.	Instead	of	re-

universalizing	this	new	boundary,	however,	Decolonial	Indianismo	sought	to	sustain	this	tension	

and	enable	political	action	while	also	allowing	for	endogenous	or	intra-discursive	reflexivity.	It	

allowed	for	the	tension	of	coexistence	to	be	sustained.	Overall,	then,	the	possibility	of	validating	a	

dynamic	multiplicity	of	knowledges	and	knowers,	together	with	the	internal	requirement	of	

reflexivity,	pushed	Indianismo	beyond	the	boundaries	of	“reason”	and	made	it	an	“other,”	often	

excluded	from	the	study	of	IR	and	liberal	global	coexistence.	
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Structuralist	Marxism	in	IR:	“peasant”	movements	

Similar	to	some	of	the	authors	mentioned	above,	Marxist	scholars	have	also	acknowledged	

the	importance	of	“peasant”	movements	in	domestic,	international,	and	global	arenas.	Unlike	the	

idea	of	“reason”	discussed	above	and	the	liberal	utilization	of	this	notion,	however,	a	number	of	

Marxists	scholars	used	more	structuralist	lenses	and	concentrated	on	another	aspect	of	“man.”	In	

order	to	establish	their	condition	of	possibility	and	positivity,	this	structuralist	set	of	Marxist	

scholars	utilized	the	notion	of	production	(e.g.,	Petras	1989;	Petras	and	Veltmeyer	2005;	Castañeda	

2006;	Corrales	2006;	De	la	Barra	and	Dello	Buono	2009).	As	Foucault	asserted,	the	notion	of	“man”	

was	used	as	the	positivity	of	Human	Sciences	in	three	different	ways	(1970,	351).	Physiology	

concentrated	in	the	notion	of	speaking,	which	was	closest	to	the	idea	of	“reason”	that	I	delineated	

above.	Biology	concentrated	on	the	living	functions	of	“man.”	Finally,	economics	concentrated	on	

the	way	in	which	“man”	“desired,”	labored,	and	produced.	Among	other	forms	of	economic	studies,	

Structuralist	Marxism	also	fitted	this	latter	characteristic	of	“man,”	which	was	not	inconsistent	with	

the	notion	of	“reason,”	but	emphasized	other	aspects	of	“man”	and	thus	granted	more	relevance	to	

the	“interests”	of	humanity.	Here,	the	empirico-transcendental	fact	that	there	are	different	ways	in	

which	humans	relate	to	nature	in	order	to	satisfy	their	needs	enables	the	idea	of	“desire”	and	

“interests,”	which	can	be	studied	in	different	ways	and	from	different	approaches.	

According	to	Foucault,	Marxism	evoked	this	notion	of	“man,”	which	was	based	on	the	

undeniability	of	“man’s”	desire	(Foucault	1970,	357).	“Desire,”	then,	functioned	in	Marxism	as	

“reason”	functioned	in	liberalism.	By	proceeding	from	the	universalized	fact	of	“man’s”	life	(i.e.,	

“desire”	as	undeniable	to	“man”),	Marxism	could	seek	to	explain	“man”	and	open	a	field	of	

knowledge	guaranteed	by	the	notion	of	production.	Here,	“man”	“desired”	and	therefore	he	

produced.	Insofar	as	it	could	study	“desire,”	this	form	of	Marxism	could	construct	both	a	guaranteed	

identity	of	a	“producer”	and	a	basis	of	validation.	The	delineation	of	“desire”	thus	acted	as	a	

guaranteed	form	of	equality	and	knowledge.	Moreover,	since	“desire”	was	regarded	as	universally	
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shared,	the	knowledge	produced	from	this	fact	of	life	also	appeared	as	universal.	Here,	Marxism	

established	a	condition	of	possibility	that	sought	universal	knowledge	because	it	assumed	a	

universal	basis.	

By	proceeding	from	this	notion	of	“desire,”	structuralist	Marxism	excluded	Indianismo	due	

to	the	superior	position	in	which	“humanity”	was	located	in	this	relationship	of	production	(i.e.,	

anthropocentrism).	Here,	nature	was	the	element	that	“humans”	used	to	satisfy	their	“desire.”	To	

different	degrees,	Marxist	scholars	often	assumed	nature	as	hierarchically	lower	than	“humanity”	

throughout	time	and	in	different	modes	of	production.10	Instead,	the	decolonial	branch	of	

Indianismo	saw	them	both	as	equal	elements	of	the	Cosmos.	Here,	humanity	was	inseparable	from	

the	Cosmos	and	its	“community.”	It	was	but	one	more	entity	sharing	difference	with	every	other	

entity	of	the	Cosmos.	This	Indianista	critique	of	anthropocentrism	acquired	relevance,	for	example,	

in	the	discussions	of	the	cultural	roots	of	environmental	problems	(Grim	and	Tucker	2014).	

Additionally,	structuralist	Marxism	built	its	“producer”	as	universal.	It	constructed	a	notion	

of	equality	that	was	endogenously	coherent	with	the	idea	of	“desire”	and	that	delineated	different	

actors	based	on	production.	In	other	words,	the	equality	of	structuralist	Marxism	was	the	“human	

being”	universally	interested	in	the	product	that	resulted	from	its	labor.	Here,	the	producer	

appeared	as	universally	interested	in	the	satisfaction	of	its	“desire”	through	the	products	or	value	of	

its	labor,	which	was	the	way	in	which	they	transformed	nature	to	survive.	This	identity	of	interests	

occupied	different	places	in	the	social	structures	of	production	and	formed	“social	classes,”	which	

were	the	different	levels	of	“desire”	satisfaction	or	the	different	roles	in	the	production	of	the	

transformation	of	nature.	“Man,”	in	other	words,	was	hereby	constructed	as	a	collective	being	that	

produced	and	occupied	different	places	in	this	process	of	“desire”	satisfaction.	

																																																								
10 These assumptions could be illustrated by the positive value granted to industrial development, technological 

progress, higher economic standards of life, urban ways of life, and even Western modes of consumption found 
underneath much of the analysis of “peasant” movements and their “interests” (e.g., Petras 1989; Petras and 
Veltmeyer 2005; Castañeda 2006; Corrales 2006; De la Barra and Dello Buono 2009). 
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Insofar	as	structuralist	Marxism	established	a	notion	of	“desire”	as	an	undeniable	fact	of	life	

that	fixed	knowledge,	and	insofar	as	it	created	a	universalized	equality	based	on	the	interests	that	

emerged	from	“desire”	(i.e.,	class);	it	also	built	politics	as	between	the	different	classes	that	had	

diverse	roles	in	the	transformation	of	nature.	Production	thus	appeared	as	the	very	basis	of	societal	

organization,	which	changed	throughout	history	and	in	different	“epochs”	(Marx	1839-41,	27).	

Here,	different	classes	occupied	different	positions	that	enabled	the	survival	of	society,	but	also	

satisfied	“desires”	at	different	levels	and	used	particular	groups	of	people	in	unjust	distributions	of	

products.	Because	in	structuralist	Marxism	labor	appeared	as	the	universal	way	through	which	

“human	beings”	transformed	nature	and	satisfied	its	universal	“desire”	to	survive,	the	value	of	work	

had	to	belong	to	the	people	working.	Here,	the	product	of	labor	was	consistently	related	to	the	

universal	need	of	“desire”	satisfaction	and	the	basis	of	equality	for	“man.”	In	this	sense,	exploitation	

became	the	main	normative	concern	of	Marxism,	which	pushed	intellectuals	to	seek	a	form	of	social	

relation	that	enabled	all	“humans”	to	produce	without	the	unjust	expropriation	of	the	products	of	

some	(Marx	1839-41,	343).	Society	thus	appeared	as	organized	in	different	exploitative	divisions	of	

labor,	which	had	to	be	transformed	into	a	social	order	of	“desire”	satisfaction	based	on	equal	

production	or	distribution.	This	basis	of	equality	acted	as	the	political	platform	that	faced	society	

and	its	problems	in	order	to	construct	a	more	just	model	of	order.	It	created	a	dialectical	

temporality	that	departed	from	the	validated	notion	of	“desire,”	as	well	as	from	the	definition	of	a	

class-based	subject,	in	order	to	guide	political	action	primarily	towards	a	more	fair	distribution	of	

the	products	of	labor.	This	was	a	social	order	that	was	universalized	in	space	and	time.	It	was	the	

topography	of	the	present,	the	history	of	the	past,	and	the	destiny	of	the	future.	Within	this	

structuralist	form	of	Marxist	practices,	“other”	differences	thus	appeared	as	obstacles	for	the	“true”	

revolution	(De	la	Barra	and	Dello	Buono	2009,	55).	

This	definition	of	a	Marxist	framework	thus	led	towards	the	exclusion	as	well	as	

hierarchicalization	of	other	knowledges,	equalities,	politics,	and	temporalities.	It	proceeded	from	a	
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guaranteed	form	of	empirico-transcendental	validation	in	order	to	build	an	equality	that	was	

related	to	“others”	through	the	notion	of	exploitation	and	production.	That	“others”	appeared	as	

excluded	or	inferior	not	only	meant	that	structuralist	Marxism	created	a	priori	hierarchical	

relations,	but	also	entailed	that	“others”	were	treated	as	identities	that	had	to	modify	themselves	in	

order	to	fit	“true”	equality	and	transformation.	Here,	Marxism	created	its	own	condition	of	

possibility	for	yet	another	form	of	colonial	violence.	This	framework	thus	imposed	a	particular	idea	

about	what	social	movements	“really”	wanted	and	“really”	had	to	do.	For	example,	Petras	and	

Veltmeyer	utilized	this	structuralist	framework	by	focusing	their	attention	on	class	structures,	the	

“interests”	of	different	social	and	peasant	movements,	their	political	strategies,	and	the	possibility	

of	a	“true	revolution”	in	Bolivia	(2005,	217).	As	a	consequence,	the	class-based	understanding	of,	

for	example,	Evo	Morales’	indigenous	movement	(Movement	towards	Socialism	–	MAS)	imposed	a	

series	of	assumptions	about	the	“true”	interests	of	the	indigenous	movements	(ibid.,	235).	The	

construction	of	this	notion	of	equality	led	to	the	creation	of	a	hierarchy	in	which	some	indigenous	

movements	were	made	subservient	to	workers’	movements.	Only	the	latter	knew	better	and	

followed	the	path	towards	“truly”	fundamental	change	(ibid.,	218).	Similarly,	Immanuel	Wallerstein	

understood	the	identity-related	category	of	“Indios”	as	a	“conservative”	construction	that	actually	

created	obstacles	for	class-based	development	and	deeper	solutions	of	historical	contradictions	

(Balibar	and	Wallerstein	1991,	196).11	He	went	as	far	as	saying	that	the	problems	of	racism	or,	

more	in	general,	inequality	became	more	acute	whenever	these	identity	representations	

approximated	class-based	consciousness.	This	was	the	case	because	“status-groups	(as	well	as	

parties)	are	blurred	collective	representations	of	classes”	(ibid.,	200)	and	because	“one	of	the	

functions	of	the	network	of	status-group	affiliations	is	to	conceal	the	realities	of	class	differentials”	

(ibid.,	198).	This	kind	of	construction	and	hierarchicalization	of	other	struggles,	equalities,	and	

																																																								
11 Because the category of “Indios” was a highly disputed notion, which changed meanings not only within Marxist 

discussions, but also within each Indianista branch, I decided to use it between quotation marks, which 
highlighted the context-dependent characteristics of each construction. 
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knowledges	were	not	only	practiced	in	academic	productions,	but	also	led	to	the	violent	exclusion	

and	de-Indianization	of	identities	in,	for	example,	the	Bolivian	Nationalist	Revolution	of	1952	(Ari	

2014).	

Conversely,	Decolonial	Indianismo	sought	the	possibility	of	resisting	homogenizing	

tendencies	in	the	formation	of	identities	and	in	the	comprehension	of	multiple	experiences	

of	oppression.	This	kind	of	political	stance	led	Decolonial	Indianismo	to	resist	the	

impositions	of	single	notions	of	legitimate	equality	based	on	urban	models	of	“workers”	or	

“producers.”	The	very	imposition	of	a	single	idea	of	equality	based	on	the	notion	of	class	

was	thus	accounted	as	a	colonial	form	of	civilizing	homogenization,	which	was	detrimental	

to	the	multiplicity	of	communities	around	the	world.	

Decolonial	Indianismo	

Unlike	the	previously	discussed	scholars,	others	focused	specifically	on	Indianismo.	Some	

authors	concentrated	on	the	institutionalized	version	of	this	discourse,	which	became	part	of	the	

government	of	Bolivia	after	the	presidential	election	of	Evo	Morales	in	2005.	This	form	of	

Indianismo	constructed	a	notion	of	coexistence	that	included	equality	among	human	beings	and	

with	nature.	As	I	discussed	in	Chapter	Six,	this	discourse	viewed	global	coexistence	as	a	possibility	

of	“harmony”	and	“balance.”	The	problem	with	these	studies	was	the	homogenization	of	Indianismo	

and	the	primary	focus	on	one	of	its	branches	(e.g.,	Farah	and	Vasapollo	2011;	Estermann	2014;	

Fernandez	and	Sepulveda	2014;	Zaffaroni	2015;	Mardones	et	al.	2015;	Mamani	2015).	Much	of	this	

work	viewed	Indianismo	as	a	continuous	antecedent	of	notions	of	“Buen	Vivir,”	“Vivir	Bien,”	and	

Pachamama,	which	now	appeared	as	the	solutions	of	the	problem	of	global	coexistence.	As	I	

analyzed	throughout	the	following	chapters,	this	discourse	was	neither	the	only	Indianismo	

practiced,	nor	the	final	solution	to	the	problem	of	global	coexistence.	
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The	work	of	other	scholars	also	overlooked	the	heterogeneity	of	Indianista	intellectuals	by	

studying	the	movement	primarily	from	a	more	decolonial	perspective	(e.g.,	Escobar	2010;	Isasi-

Díaz	and	Mendieta	2012;	Villalba	2013;	Ari	2014).	Here,	Indianismo	was	viewed	as	an	“indigenous”	

and	“religious”	movement	that	sought	the	possibility	of	respecting	difference	and	equality	at	the	

same	time.	After	his	writings	during	the	early	1970’s,	Fausto	Reinaga,	the	father	of	Indianismo,	

began	to	work	in	the	analysis	of	the	possibility	of	transformation	towards	what	he	called	the	

“Amáutico	community”	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	vol.	6).		Here,	the	“Indio”	was	not	understood	as	a	

biological	race,	economic	class,	or	authentic	form	of	identity	that	anteceded	colonialism;	instead,	it	

was	the	“pensamiento”	(mentality)	of	liberation	that	could	seek	to	create	a	worldwide	space	of	

respectful	coexistence	through	the	struggle	against	Occidental	westernization	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	

6:268).	Many	scholars	and	intellectuals	focused	primarily	on	this	notion	of	decoloniality,	which	

included	human	and	ecological	equality	simultaneously.	For	example:	Arturo	Escobar	asserted	that	

the	indigenous	movements	of	Bolivia	struggled	for	the	creation	of	a	space	of	relationality	that	was	a	

task	for	the	whole	world	(2010,	46).	Escobar	claimed	that	this	space	had	the	community	as	its	basic	

unit	and	could	enable	a	non-hierarchical	form	of	coexistence,	which	would	also	avoid	canceling	

differences	(2010,	33).	Walter	Mignolo	also	claimed	that	Fausto	Reinaga	constructed	a	notion	of	

epistemological	decoloniality,	which	had	its	own	universality	in	the	search	of	a	space	for	“harmony	

and	reciprocity,	rather	than	living	in	competition	and	meritocracy”	(2012,	25).	Finally,	María	Isasi-

Díaz	and	Eduardo	Mendieta	claimed	that	this	decolonial	turn	created	a	“life-giving	episteme.”	

According	to	them,	these	“indigenous”	struggles,	as	well	as	other	voices	that	emerged	throughout	

the	world,	constructed	a	space	“of	all	life”	(2012,	4).	

Some	of	these	authors	highlighted	the	complexity	of	Fausto	Reinaga’s	intellectual	life	and	

the	transformation	of	his	Indianista	thought	(e.g.,	Ticona	2000	and	2011).	Despite	Fausto	Reinaga’s	

multifaceted	intellectual	work,	these	authors	understudied	the	potential	problems	of	settling	ethnic	

ideas	of	equality	and	also	ignored	the	multi-relational	construction	of	coexistence	promoted	by	
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feminist	Indianistas	such	as	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui.	The	work	of	Cusicanqui	moved	Indianismo	

beyond	some	of	the	limitations	of	previous	constructions	and	it	created	a	much	more	encompassing	

notion	of	coexistence.	Despite	Cusicanqui’s	work,	authors	defined	Indianismo	as	a	process	that	

mainly	sought	to	struggle	for	“relationality”	in	terms	of	“community,”	which	were	notions	primarily	

focused	on	ethnic	equality.	Among	the	scholars	and	intellectuals	who	studied	this	notion	of	

decoloniality,	authors	assumed	Indianismo	as	creating	yet	another	separation	against	a	specific	

form	of	“other,”	which	could	be	an	enemy	and	was	inferior	in	some	sort	of	way.	This	“other”	was	

often	delineated	around	neoliberal	globalization,	homogenization,	domination,	hierarchy,	racism,	

and	colonialism.	Insofar	as	it	endogenously	settled	its	own	discursive	logic	by	focusing	on	ethnic	

equality,	however,	Indianismo	appeared	as	another	limited	notion	of	coexistence,	which	created	its	

own	boundaries,	hierarchicalized	“others,”	and	excluded	everything	that	did	not	fit	the	logic	of	

equality	in	this	particular	kind	of	“difference”	(i.e.,	complementarity,	relationality,	etc.).	

As	Cusicanqui	discussed,	those	who	did	not	view	the	world	or	the	Cosmos	in	these	primarily	

ethnic	terms	were,	then,	on	the	side	of	“otherness.”	These	othering	effects	were	perhaps	justified	

and	explicitly	used	by	Indianismo	against	those	who	had	hierarchicalized,	dominated,	murdered,	

and	homogenized	societies.	The	problem	was,	however,	that	it	endogenously	marginalized	and	

silenced	also	“others”	who	had	suffered	under	colonial	projects	and	still	remained	under	other	

forms	oppressions.	Insofar	as	Indianismo	universalized,	validated,	and	prioritized	its	own	ethnic	

definition	of	equality,	it	also	risked	regarding	every	“other”	as	inferior	and	renouncing	the	

possibility	of	endogenously	examining	what	laid	outside	of	its	own	horizon.	In	the	purity	of	an	

endogenously	fixed	discourse,	Indianismo	thus	appeared	as	building	a	space	for	coexistence	that	

also	excluded	everything	that	was	incoherent	with	its	logic.	It	created	an	articulating	hierarchy	

based	on	a	primarily	ethnic	definition	of	coexistence,	whereby	other	forms	of	equality	and	

relationships	were	organized	based	on	how	far	they	were	from	“homogenization”	and	how	close	

they	found	themselves	to	ethnic	complementarity,	relationality,	etc.	As	I	show	in	Chapter	Four,	this	
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problem	unfolded	from	much	of	Fausto	Reinaga’s	construction	of	Decoloniality,	but	Silvia	Rivera	

Cusicanqui	sought	to	move	beyond	these	limitations,	include	more	disarticulating	notions	of	

decoloniality,	explore	multi-relational	ideas	of	coexistence,	and	utilize	possibilities	of	empirical	

reflexivity	required	in	order	to	avoid	ignoring	other	voices	of	oppressed	entities	(i.e.,	peoples	

and/or	nature).	

Even	within	the	construction	of	ethnic	equality,	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	critiqued	the	forms	

of	Indianismo	that	settled	specific	conditions	of	possibility	and	endogenous	logics	of	equality	

because	they	tended	to	authorize	particular	identities	and	exclude	others	that	were	not	only	

“Occidental,”	but	also	caught	in	between.	To	Cusicanqui,	many	of	the	decolonial	readings	of	

Indianismo	and	the	notions	promoted	by	the	current	government	of	Bolivia	often	settled	logics	of	

ethnic	equality	that	excluded	another	marginalized	sector	of	Bolivian	society,	namely	the	“Cholas”	

(Rivera	2004,	10).	This	group	often	found	itself	caught	in	the	middle	of	an	ethnic	process	of	

mestizage	and	westernization,	which	supposedly	located	them	in	an	ambiguous	position	between	

the	“Indio”	and	the	“Western”	notions	of	“civilization.”	Insofar	as	Indianismo	settled	ethnic	equality	

in	particular	ways,	“Cholas”	appeared	as	neither	fully	“Western,”	nor	fully	“Indianistas.”	They	were	

not	“complementarity”	or	“relationality,”	but	they	also	did	not	simply	express	“Western”	modernity.	

They	did	not	fit	the	logics	of	colonial	or	Indianista	positivities.	Both	sides	of	the	ethnic	struggle	thus	

appeared	to	exclude	them	(Rivera	2004,	11).	Andrew	Canessa	also	asserted	that	when	the	

government	of	Bolivia	fixed	and	normalized	a	particular	definition	of	Indianismo	and	“indigeneity,”	

it	often	re-imposed	a	particular	notion	of	ethnic	or	national	identity	upon	the	complexities	and	

contradictions	that	appeared	in	small	“indigenous”	communities	throughout	the	Andes	(Canessa	

2005).	Both	of	these	intellectuals	thus	showed	the	dangers	of	endogenously	fixing	yet	another	

excluding	notion	of	equality	by	universalizing	particular	boundaries	of	identity	and	pre-reflexively	

creating	othering	effects.	Settling	a	specific	logic	to	judge	ethnic	equality	thus	risked	creating	

hierarchies	that	could	exclude	or	hierarchicalize	all	the	middle	positions,	could	create	pure	ideas	of	
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national	“indigeneity,”	and	could	silence	other	forms	of	struggles	based	on	different	notions	of	

equality	(e.g.,	gender,	class,	sexuality,	etc.).	

The	problem	of	settling	ethnic	boundaries	of	equality	was	partially	taken	into	account	by	

some	of	the	previously	mentioned	authors.	Many	of	these	intellectuals	appeared	to	understand	that,	

once	the	internal	logic	of	a	discourse	was	endogenously	set	or	fixed,	hierarchicalizing	boundaries	

emerged	through	the	construction	of	“others.”	Mardones,	Hernández,	and	García	argued,	for	

example,	that	a	project	of	resistance	against	Neoliberalism	and	towards	the	construction	of	a	

decolonial	form	of	coexistence	had	to	include	communitarian	reflexivity	in	order	to	comprehend	

different	forms	of	oppressions	(2015,	12).	Escobar	also	asserted	that	the	delineation	of	

communities	was	always	in	movement;	it	created	different	“pluriversal	spaces”	that	never	settled	

their	boundaries	permanently	(2010,	36).	How	is	it	possible,	however,	for	Indianismo	to	respect	

these	“contradicting,”	“in	between,”	or	even	“Occidental”	identities	while	also	creating	a	form	of	

decolonial	politics?	How	is	it	possible	for	Indianismo	to	move	beyond	ethnicity	and	to	include	other	

notions	of	equality?	Is	it	enough	to	have	a	reflexive	notion	of	ethnic	equality	or	is	it	necessary	to	

create	a	space	of	multiple	discursive	logics,	a	space	of	multi-relationality?	How	did,	moreover,	

Indianismo	find	this	possibility	of	reflexivity?	How	did	it	connect	this	idea	of	reflexivity	and	the	

possibility	of	including	many	forms	of	equality	simultaneously?	

Despite	the	important	contributions	made	by	these	authors,	the	literature	dedicated	to	the	

analysis	of	Indianismo	understudied	these	questions	and	did	not	systematically	follow	the	

genealogical	emergence	of	reflexive	multi-relationality	from	feminist	and	religious	insights.	They	

overlooked	how	reflexivity	was	related	to	notions	of	multi-relationality	and	ignored	the	potential	

implications	of	this	construction	for	broader	discussions	of	global	coexistence.	Unlike	much	of	this	

literature,	then,	I	concentrated	on	the	genealogical	study	of	the	Indianista	notions	of	coexistence,	

which	helped	me	find	three	different	discourses	namely	Liberal	Indianismo,	Revolutionary	

Indianismo,	and	Decolonial	Indianismo.	All	three	discourses	sought	to	limit	difference	in	specific	
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ways.	They	were	concerned	with	the	conformation	of	a	common	decolonial	platform,	which	had	to	

emerge	from	the	definition	of	a	notion	of	equality,	as	well	as	an	identity-based	commonality,	in	

order	to	enable	otherwise	heterogeneous	peoples	and	entities	to	act	together	against	colonialism,	

oppression,	and	domination	(i.e.,	the	“other”	of	Indianismo).	Despite	this	basis	of	commonality,	

Indianismo	also	sought	to	emphasize	the	importance	of	respecting	some	differences.	The	Liberal	

and	Revolutionary	branches	of	Indianismo	pre-reflexively	limited	difference	and	pre-defined,	in	

two	different	ways,	ethnic	ideas	of	commonalities	and	equality.	By	contrast,	the	feminist	definition	

of	Decolonial	Indianismo	endogenously	sustained	the	very	tension	that	emerged	from	creating	a	

common	platform	while	also	respecting	multiple	kinds	of	differences.	It	sought	to	sustain	this	

tension	and	to	follow	its	implications	coherently	in	order	to	construct	a	different	form	of	

knowledge,	relationships,	equalities,	politics,	temporalities,	and	empirical	realm.	This	branch	of	

Indianismo	still	limited	differences,	but	it	achieved	this	goal	multi-relationally	and	reflexively.	

Hence,	this	is	the	form	of	Indianismo	that	has	the	deepest,	yet	most	understudied	implications	for	

current	ways	to	think	about	global	coexistence.	

Methodology	

Practices	as	a	starting	point:	tactical	constructivism	

As	Maja	Zehfuss	affirmed,	the	combination	of	assumptions	of	“reality”	and	theoretical	

concepts	often	leads	to	the	unaware	delimitation	of	meaning	and	the	predefinition	of	a	politics	

(Zehfuss	2002,	250).	In	my	study	of	Indianismo,	the	interpretation	of	some	of	the	differences	

constructed	by	this	movement	confronted	the	silences	and	gaps	that	emerged	from	using	pre-

defined	constructivist	concepts	of	IR	such	as	the	ones	delineated	by	Anthony	Giddens	(1979)	and	

Alexander	Wendt	(1987	and	1999).	My	goal	of	understanding	some	of	the	implications	of	

Indianismo	for	discussions	of	coexistence	thus	led	me	to	seek	a	way	to	value	meaning	while	also	

undoing	constrained	predefinitions	of	what	meaning	“is.”	This	focus	pushed	my	interpretation	of	

constructivism	towards	the	more	post-structuralist	side	of	the	“spectrum”	(Klotz	and	Lynch	2007,	
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4)	and	it	allowed	me	to	create	a	more	egalitarian	dialogue	between	different	voices	in	the	

discussion	of	coexistence.	

In	the	discipline	of	IR,	constructivism	is	often	defined	by	the	implications	that	unfold	from	

taking	language	as	the	medium	through	which	we	related	to	the	world.12	Insofar	as	it	assumed	that	

we	knew	about	and	acted	upon	the	world	through	language	or	meaning,	constructivism	attributed	

an	important	role	to	ideas	because	interpretations	constituted	social	realities	(e.g.,	Wendt	1987	and	

1999;	Onuf	1989).	On	the	other	side,	constructivists	often	used	basic	concepts	as	tools	that	enabled	

a	more	systematic	form	of	interpretation	and	research	(e.g.,	Giddens	1979;	Wendt	1987;	Klotz	and	

Lynch	2007;	Onuf	2013).	Notions	such	as	co-constitution,	rule,	structure,	agent,	norm,	and	resource	

appeared	as	concepts	that	guided	interpretation	processes	by	fixing	the	nature	of	meanings.	

As	the	parts	of	a	single	approach,	the	complexity	of	meaning	and	the	utilization	of	basic	

concepts	assumed	as	“real”	created	a	tension	(Doty	1997,	370).	On	the	one	side,	interpreters	

attributed	different	degrees	of	stability,	independence,	or	“reality”	to	their	basic	concepts.	They	

viewed	ideas	such	as	co-constitution,	rule,	agent,	norm,	etc.	as	entities	that	were	somehow	

independent	from	interpretation	itself	(e.g.,	Giddens	1979;	Wendt	1987).	In	other	cases,	they	

momentarily	acted	“as	if”	they	were	real,	which	allowed	scholars	to	produce	knowledge	(Onuf	

2013,	29).	On	the	other	side,	the	notion	of	constructed	social	realities	and	the	role	of	meaning	

problematized	the	interpretations	created	by	scholars	themselves.	It	questioned	interpretations	by	

reminding	authors	that	they	might	be	limiting	the	complexity	of	meaning	a	priori	due	to	their	own	

assumptions	and	the	implications	of	their	own	constructions	(Lynch	2014,	17).	

While	studying	Indianismo	in	Bolivia,	I	often	found	myself	confronted	by	this	tension.	The	

intellectual	production	that	I	found	within	Decolonial	Indianismo	often	pushed	against	some	of	my	

own	assumptions	because	I	was	problematically	excluding	practiced	meanings.	There	was	a	“gap	

																																																								
12Throughout my dissertation, I used the term “language” to emphasize the idea of a broad container of meanings, 

which was manifested not only through spoken, written, or signed language, but also through other media used 
by humans to make sense of our worlds, such as arts, behaviors, and emotions. These different ways to make 
sense of and construct our worlds thus become the datum of interpretivism. 
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and	a	silence”	due	to	some	of	the	constructivist	concepts	I	was	using	(Doty	1997,	365).	In	order	to	

engage	with	this	branch	of	Decolonial	Indianismo,	I	thus	found	myself	progressively	prioritizing	the	

importance	of	meaning,	while	leaving	aside	the	stability	of	pre-defined	concepts.	This	helped	me	

realize	that	some	branches	of	Indianismo	were	actually	sustaining	and	using	the	very	instability	of	

meaning	in	order	to	build	their	political	discourse	of	dynamic,	multi-relational,	and	reflexive	

coexistence.	Indianismo	was	sustaining	the	tension	as	a	possibility	of	thinking	about	coexistence	

while	also	avoiding	rigid,	irreflexive,	and	monologic	boundaries.	

As	I	previously	asserted,	Indianismo	has	been	historically	concerned	with	the	formation	of	a	

common	platform	to	struggle	against	colonialism	and	domination.	At	the	same	time,	however,	much	

of	Indianismo	sought	to	emphasize	the	importance	of	also	respecting	differences	between	

knowledges,	politics,	temporalities,	and	even	empirical	realms.	This	tension	between	a	common	

political	platform	and	the	respect	of	differences	was	the	normative	heart	of	Indianismo.	The	Liberal	

and	Revolutionary	branches	of	Indianismo	sought	to	solve	and	fix	this	tension.	In	other	cases,	some	

Decolonial	Indianista	discussions	began	to	sustain	the	very	tension	that	emerged	by	using	a	

common	platform	while	also	respecting	multiple	kinds	of	differences.	This	tension	created	

enormous	problems,	which	many	Indianistas	studied	and	debated.	As	I	explain	below,	the	very	act	

of	defining	and	fixing	meaning	would	have	excluded	the	possibility	of	studying	the	discursive	heart	

of	this	voice.	It	would	have	foreclosed	the	possibility	of	analyzing	its	unstable	tension,	internal	

implications,	and	the	ramifications	that	these	discussions	could	have	for	other	notions	of	

coexistence.	It	would	have	silenced	the	Indianista	utilization	of	the	tension,	which	the	movement	

deployed	by	using	a	definition	of	meaning	while	also	acknowledging	that	it	was	only	one	

construction	among	others.	

My	study	of	this	branch	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	thus	emphasized	in	constructivism	the	

challenge	that	lived	within	this	approach.	In	order	to	achieve	this	level	of	openness	in	the	

interpretation	of	meanings,	I	redefined	Michael	Foucault’s	notion	of	practice	and	discourse.	While	
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still	using	the	notions	of	practice	and	genealogy,	I	emphasized	two	constructivist	elements,	which	

pushed	beyond	what	some	authors	might	agree	to	be	acceptably	labeled	as	Foucauldian	post-

structuralism	and	genealogical	knowledge	production	(e.g.,	Hoy	2005).	First,	I	used	the	

constructivist	idea	of	constitutive	practices	in	order	to	emphasize	the	constructive	and	enabling	side	

of	discourse.	As	I	showed	below,	this	notion	could	be	found	in	Foucault’s	definition	of	practices,	but	

it	was	more	emphasized	in	IR	by	constructivist	research	(e.g.,	Klotz	and	Lynch	2007,	15).	Second,	I	

also	attributed	more	importance	to	the	role	of	evidence	in	the	process	of	interpretation	than	

Foucault	might.	The	importance	of	empirical	evidence	was	also	more	emphasized	by	constructivists	

who	“…	accept	that	empirical	inconsistencies	undermine	the	persuasiveness	of	interpretations,	

regardless	of	whether	they	are	part	of	simplifying	models	meant	to	be	applied	across	a	range	of	

cases	or	an	analysis	of	multiple	interactions	in	one	particular	instance”	(Klotz	and	Lynch	2007,	20).	

The	approach	that	resulted	from	relating	constructivism	and	Foucault’s	work	was	hereby	called	

tactical	constructivism.13	

In	order	to	define	this	approach,	I	followed	Foucault’s	idea	of	the	“fact	of	discourse,”	

(Foucault	1972,	22).	In	his	archaeological	work,	Foucault	claimed	that	he	renounced	the	possibility	

of	producing	knowledge	from	the	secret	or	hidden	structure	that	causally	shaped	meaning	

independently	or	“as	if”	it	were	reality	itself.	As	I	further	discussed	in	Chapter	Two,	this	starting	

point	or	condition	of	possibility,	entailed	a	tension	between	two	different	sides.	On	one	side,	it	acted	

as	an	assumption	that	validated	the	knowledge	of	meanings	grasped	by	an	interpreter.	On	the	other	

side	of	the	tension	that	made	up	the	“fact	of	discourse,”	Foucault	renounced	the	actual	explanation	

of	this	basis	for	meaning	(ibid.,	25).	He	gave	up	foundations	and	he	thus	avoided	explaining	as	well	

as	fixing	the	nature	of	meaning.	

This	unstable	starting	point	unsettled	the	different	dimensions	of	discourses	because	it	

included	them	as	equal	dimensions	located	among	every	other	meaning.	By	giving	up	rigid	

																																																								
13 Brent Steele, Harry Gould, and Oliver Kessler coined the name of “tactical constructivism,” but I defined the 

approach differently in Chapter Two. 
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foundations,	Foucault	left	conditions	of	possibility	and	basic	concepts	to	investigation,	which	was	

how	I	found	a	more	open	possibility	of	studying	the	discursive	heart	of	Decolonial	Indianismo.	By	

assuming	that	meaning	could	be	potentially	grasped	in	a	valid	manner,	while	also	acknowledging	

that	the	explanation	of	meaning,	as	well	as	the	description	of	how	we	know	it,	remained	a	void;	

Foucault	enabled	the	study	of	meaning	in	a	much	more	unstable	sense.	He	made	the	field	of	

interpretation	broader	by	locating	conditions	of	possibility	and	basic	concepts	also	within	the	

realms	of	social	construction.	By	starting	from	this	interpretivist	perspective,	Foucault	renounced	

the	theory	of	“truth	correspondence”	(Lynch	2014,	16)	not	only	in	terms	of	a	direct	connection	

between	language	and	reality	out	there,	but	also	in	the	sense	that	discourse	itself	was	detached	

from	any	sort	of	inter-subjectivity,	linguistic	structuralism,	foundation,	or	causally	previous	

definition	of	meaning.	He	made	foundations	themselves	important	parts	of	our	areas	of	

interpretation,	which	created	an	epistemic	tension	and	a	requirement	of	reflexivity.	

As	a	consequence	of	this	notion	of	the	fact	of	discourse,	the	process	of	interpretation	was	

hereby	focused	on	the	very	moment	at	which	meaning	took	place	namely	practices.	It	concentrated	

on	the	moment	at	which	meaning	and	power	relations	were	momentarily	fixed	through	practices	or	

the	“doing”	of	discourse	(Foucault	1972,	28).	In	other	words,	when	discourse	happened,	

interpreters	could	grasp	its	momentary	functionings,	which	made	sense	of	the	group	of	signs	settled	

in	a	practice	(Foucault	1972,	87).	This	perspective	“untamed”	practices	and	unleashed	a	broader	

field	of	possibilities	in	relationship	to	meaning	(Doty	1997,	376).	Practice	was	thus	understood	as	

the	moment	of	signification	and	the	focal	center	or	datum	of	interpretation.	

The	opening	of	this	field	of	inquiry	did	not	entail,	however,	an	endless	realm	of	meaning-

related	possibilities.	Instead,	the	fact	of	discourse	allowed	me	to	study	coexistence	through	the	idea	

of	a	tension	between	an	enabling	condition	of	possibility	and	its	incomplete	characteristics.	As	I	

discussed	in	following	chapters,	this	possibility	of	“untaming”	meaning	thus	included	a	logic	of	its	

own.	One	of	the	advantages	of	this	logic	was,	however,	its	consistency	with	some	Indianista	notions,	
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which	used	a	similar	condition	of	possibility,	but	also	pushed	beyond	Foucault’s	work	in	order	to	

understand	the	implications	of	this	discourse	in	relationship	to	the	problem	of	coexistence	and	

difference.	Another	advantage	was	that	Foucault’s	focus	on	practice	did	not	allow	me	to	objectify	or	

re-structure	my	own	findings,	which	located	every	meaning	found	within	an	equal	possibility	of	

dialogue.	In	other	words,	I	sought	to	redefine	“meaning”	in	order	to	understand	the	problem	of	

coexistence	through	a	dialogue	between	“Western”	notions	and	Indianista	discussions.	Everything	

written	in	these	chapters	thus	resulted	from	this	dialogue,	which	was	focused	on	the	problem	of	

coexistence	and	the	possibility	of	listening	to	a	multiplicity	of	voices.	

This	focus	on	an	epistemic	tension	led	constructivism	away	from	other	definitions	of	

practice,	which	often	used	this	concept	as	a	starting	point	from	which	meaning	could	be	re-fixed	as	

yet	another	set	of	structures.	Pierre	Bourdieu,	for	example,	studied	“fields”	and	“habitus”	by	

beginning	from	practices	and	then	enabling	an	objectifying	break	(1980,	54).	Here,	the	patterns	and	

regularities	of	meanings	found	from	practices	were	regarded	as	structures	that	caused	behavior	

through	their	bodily	internationalization,	but	were	also	caused	by	the	actions	of	agents.	Practices	

thus	acted	as	the	indicators	of	a	habitus,	which	was	the	center	point	between	two	separated	

dimensions	(i.e.,	agency	and	structures).	This	distinction	between	practices,	the	“objective,”	and	the	

“subjective”	led	Bourdieu	to	a	more	structuralist	reading	of	meaning,	which	assumed	the	continuity	

and	generalization	of	what	was	interpreted	(ibid.,	54).	Additionally,	the	meaning-related	logic	that	

Bourdieu	constructed	as	his	framework	then	became	“real”	or	independent.	Conversely,	Foucault’s	

work	sustained	his	field	of	inquiry	at	the	level	of	practice	itself	and	did	not	re-structure	meaning.	

Within	IR,	Emanuel	Adler	also	asserted	that	his	framework	proceeded	from	practices	in	order	to	

build	the	structures	that	conformed	security	communities	such	as	N.A.T.O.	(2008,	197).	Similar	to	

the	case	of	Bourdieu’s	work,	Adler’s	understanding	of	practices	regarded	these	moments	of	

signification	as	gateways	from	which	interpreters	could	actually	access	the	inter-subjectivity	or	

structures	that	causally	shaped	agents	and	practice	themselves.	Because	they	assumed	this	
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cognitive	possibility	of	accessing	the	causally	previous	workings	of	meanings	and	because	they	

forgot	that	their	interpretations	emerged	only	from	practices,	Adler	and	Bourdieu	granted	a	

structural	status,	which	re-solidified	particular	meanings,	to	their	own	constructions.	The	workings	

of	meanings	that	they	found	thus	became	“theoretical”	structures	located	beyond	the	practices	“on	

the	ground.”	Then,	they	endogenously	foreclosed	the	possibility	of	analyzing	other	dimensions	of	

the	complexity	of	meaning,	such	as	tensions	themselves.	They	validated	meaning	without	

sustaining	its	complexity.	This	understanding	of	practice	could	have	exogenously	foreclosed	the	

study	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	and	its	tension.	Additionally,	they	located	their	own	constructions	

beyond	the	possibility	of	an	equal	dialogue	with	their	findings.	To	the	contrary,	Foucault’s	notion	of	

practice	enabled	me	to	analyze	my	own	assumptions	about	coexistence	together	with	Indianista	

notions.	

Constructivism	and	post-structuralism:	somewhere	in	the	middle	

By	following	this	definition	of	practice,	my	approach	had	particular	implications	for	both	

constructivism	and	post-structuralism,	which	shared	some	of	the	notions	that	I	mentioned	above,	

but	emphasized	them	to	a	different	degree.	On	one	side,	some	constructivist	scholars	highlighted	the	

role	of	evidence	in	research	and	the	constitutive	function	of	discourse.	They	emphasized	the	role	of	

evidence	because	they	sometimes	assumed	that	there	were	socially	shared	inter-subjectivities	out	

there.	This	notion	granted	a	social	status	to	practices	and	meanings,	which	then	appeared	as	

beyond	the	arbitrariness	of	a	single	individual.	Insofar	as	this	is	the	case,	the	documents,	actions,	or	

voices	that	carried	meaningful	groups	of	signs	had	to	be	interpreted	in	somewhat	similar	ways	by	

different	peoples.	The	moments	of	signification	had	to	be	able	to	be	repeated,	reproduced,	shared,	

etc.	Hence,	interpreters	had	a	responsibility	to	show,	or	at	least	reference,	aspects	of	particular	

sources.	In	order	to	respect	the	relevance	of	evidence	throughout	my	dissertation,	I	often	quoted,	

referenced,	and	illustrated	statements	that	expressed	important	meanings.	
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Constructivism	also	emphasized	and	explicitly	discussed	the	enabling	as	well	as	constitutive	

side	of	discourse.	A	number	of	constructivist	scholars	focused,	for	example,	on	the	causal	analysis	of	

norms	(e.g.,	Finnemore	and	Sikkink	1998;	Keck	and	Sikkink	1999;	Sikkink	and	Walling	2007).	

Others	concentrated	on	the	ways	in	which	worlds	were	constructed	(e.g.,	Kratochwill	1986;	Wendt	

1992	and	1999;	Ruggie	1993	and	1998;	Adler	2008;	Somers	2011;	Onuf	2013).	More	critical	

constructivists	scholars	also	articulated	this	dimension	together	with	the	examination	of	the	

limitations	that	world	construction	could	entail	and	thus	also	analyzed	what	was	excluded	from	

these	identities,	norms,	discourses,	etc.	(e.g.,	Zehfuss	2002;	Klotz	and	Lynch	2007;	Lynch	2014).	

Here,	constructivists	tended	to	emphasize	the	constitutive	side	of	discourse	more	than	post-

structuralists,	who	tended	to	focus	more	on	notions	of	deconstruction,	resistance,	and	the	

possibility	of	undoing	boundaries	(e.g.,	Walker	and	Ashley	1990;	Hoy	2005;	Walker	2010).	As	I	

further	clarify	below,	constructivism	thus	served	as	a	reminder	that	prevented	interpretivism	from	

following	the	notion	of	deconstruction	of	boundaries	to	its	logical	conclusion	and	extreme.	It	

sustained	the	tension	between	the	repressive	and	constitutive	sides	of	discourse.	

On	the	other	side,	post-structuralism	emphasized	that	foundations	were	themselves	

dependent	upon	the	practices	of	social	construction	in	which	scholars	were	equally	involved.	Even	

the	notion	of	inter-subjectivity	became	subjected	to	social	construction	and	thus	emerged	as	an	

area	of	inquiry.	Consistently	following	the	untaming	of	practices	thus	had	important	implications	

for	constructivist	research.	By	emphasizing	the	complexity	of	meaning	and	the	equal	participation	

of	interpreters	in	world	constructions,	I	located	practices	at	the	center	of	our	capacity	to	produce	

knowledge	while	sustaining	a	higher	level	of	openness.14	My	process	of	interpretation	focused	on	

practices	and	undid	the	“independent,”	“objective,”	“foundational,”	or	“structural”	status	of	

																																																								
14 Of course I too close this openness through some of my own concepts, such as the idea of coexistence and its 

tension. The construction of concepts from the idea of practice constantly reminded interpreters, however, that 
these concepts were also social constructions that needed to remain subjected to scrutiny. It undid the assumption 
of “truth correspondence” in a deeper sense and it sustained a possibility of endogenous reflexivity more 
consistently. 
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constructivist	concepts,	which	allowed	me	to	follow	the	tension	and	listen	to	multiple	voices	

simultaneously.	

As	Roxanne	Doty	asserted,	however,	this	focus	on	practices	not	only	allowed	interpreters	to	

find	more	radical	differences	in	practiced	meanings,	but	it	also	problematized	the	differentiation	

and	separation	between	agency	and	structure	(1997,	372).	It	tended	to	undo	the	possibility	of	

considering	interpreted	meanings	as	external	entities	that	were	independent	in	some	sort	of	

previous	or	posterior	sense	(ibid.,	373).	In	a	very	strict	sense,	then,	what	interpreters	grasped	were	

practices,	thus	stabilizing	them	for	the	next	interpreter,	but	not	regarding	them	as	independent	

structures	that	existed	above	people.	Insofar	as	they	began	from	the	notion	of	meaning-related	

social	construction,	interpreters	renounced	the	possibility	of	grasping	the	opposite,	but	

interrelated,	sides	of	co-constitution.	

The	structural	side	of	co-constitution	could	not	be	located	above	or	underneath	the	

meanings	grasped	only	in	the	very	moments	of	discursive	irruption	(i.e.,	practices).	Instead,	

“structures”	were	hereby	understood	as	mere	interpretational	constructions,	which	were	based	on	

the	patterns	grasped	by	an	interpreter	from	a	particular	set	of	practices.	The	focus	on	practices	thus	

made	the	causal	connections	with	structures	unintelligible.	The	fact	of	discourse	concentrated	on	

the	moment	that	the	“sense”	irrupted.	It	then	coherently	pushed	the	interpreter	to	renounce	the	

possibility	of	understanding	structures	found	beneath	practices.15	

This	approach	also	led	to	a	very	similar	implication	in	the	study	of	the	agent.	The	focus	on	

practices	constructed	a	field	of	knowledge	that	stayed	within	the	possibility	of	interpreting	how	

meaning	was	grasped	successfully	in	particular	irruptions.	Accordingly,	subjects,	agents,	and	

identities	were	also	meanings	interpreted	in	practices	(Foucault	1972,	55).	Here,	our	own	

constructivist	processes	of	interpretation	did	not	reach	the	foundation	of	an	identity,	the	essence	of	

																																																								
15 This notion separated, on the one side, the possibility of understanding regularities and, on the other side, notions 

of structures, foundations, or causally previous mechanisms that would seek to explain meaning. Here, 
interpreters could still find regularities or patterns in the meanings grasped from practices, but they could not 
grant causal status to them. Here, patterns and regularities were not, strictly speaking, causes. 
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an	agent	out	there,	the	psychology	of	an	actor,	or	the	inter-subjectively	independent	identity	of	

someone.	Instead,	interpreters	appeared	as	constructing	identities	based	on	the	patterns	or	

dynamics	that	could	be	grasped	from	the	practices	analyzed.	The	agent	was	also	a	construction,	

which	resulted	from	practices	of	interpretation.	Strictly	speaking,	how	the	construction	of	the	

identity	of	the	agent	was	caused	was	unintelligible	and	how	practices	affected	it,	unpredictable.	

This	focus	on	practices	thus	opened	the	scope	of	constructivist	research	to	other	

dimensions	of	difference	(i.e.,	the	tension).	It	also	created	an	endogenous	possibility	of	reflexivity	

for	knowledge	production,	which	now	understood	its	own	constructions	as	fully	dependent	on	

practices	of	interpretation.	Because	they	were	related	to	a	particular	set	of	practices	and	they	were	

not	assumed	as	corresponding	to	some	kind	of	continuing	structure	or	agent	out	there,	my	own	

constructions	thus	appeared	as	more	limited,	less	continuous,	less	structural,	more	unpredictable,	

and	also	more	equal	with	Indianista	practices.	To	the	contrary,	the	assumption	of	“reality”	tended	to	

view	interpretations	as	stable	or	continuing	beyond	the	practices	taken	into	account.	In	those	cases,	

interpretation	could	grant	itself	a	higher	degree	of	generalizability,	which	could	ignore	the	analysis	

of	their	own	boundaries	or	the	ways	in	which	they	artificially	limited	the	complexity	of	meaning.	It	

could	endogenously	silence	other	voices,	the	emergence	of	new	identities,	and	the	exploration	of	

new	possibilities	to	expand	what	was	possible	to	think.	

Genealogy	

As	I	mentioned	above,	the	notion	of	practice	and	fact	of	discourse	had	a	logic	of	its	own.	This	

discursive	logic	guided	me	to	select	particular	practices	throughout	my	own	process	of	

interpretation,	but	I	also	followed	“Indianista”	discussions	through	other	strategies	in	order	to	

avoid	a	foreclosed	and	self-validating	relationship	with	empirical	findings.	In	order	to	achieve	this	

goal,	I	used	three	strategies.	First,	I	allowed	for	practices	themselves	to	begin	defining	the	

boundaries	of	the	discourse	I	sought	to	analyze.	The	comprehension	of	practices	self-nominated	

“Indianistas”	or	explicitly	related	to	“Indianismo”	were	thus	used	as	an	empirical	point	of	
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departure.	Hence,	the	study	of	intellectuals	such	as	Fausto	Reinaga,	who	was	often	considered	as	

either	the	father	of	Indianismo	or	one	of	its	most	important	intellectuals,	allowed	me	to	begin	

defining	some	of	its	discursive	characteristics.	From	there,	the	disputed	nature	of	Indianismo	

allowed	me	to	begin	interpreting	other	authors,	activists,	and	intellectuals	from	Bolivia	and	the	

region.	This	strategy	guided	my	interpretation	towards	the	constructions	of	three	different	

Indianista	discourses,	which	were	not	all	necessarily	consistent	with	the	tension	and	the	

Foucaultian	idea	of	the	fact	of	discourse.	Moreover,	the	Decolonial	branch	of	Indianismo,	which	was	

closest	to	my	initial	notion	of	tension,	reshaped	my	discussions	of	Foucault	and	pushed	beyond	

some	of	the	ideas	explicitly	found	in	his	work.	

Second,	I	used	a	particular	definition	of	genealogical	discourse	analysis,	which	interpreted	

Indianismo	as	a	discourse	in	a	historical	process	of	meaning	contestation	and	definition	(Klotz	and	

Lynch	2007,	31).	In	other	words,	genealogy	helped	me	to	understand	the	emergence	and	the	

characteristics	of	a	particular	set	of	discourses	(i.e.,	Indianismo)	by	following	the	dynamic	

modifications	of	“senses”	settled	in	practices.	Once	these	voices	were	interpreted	from	sets	of	

practices,	the	Indianista	discourse	could	be	“played	off”	against	other	dominant	discourses	of	

coexistence.	Here,	genealogy	showed	that	this	Indianista	discourse	was	highly	relevant	not	only	in	

relationship	to	its	own	struggle	and	historical	background,	but	also	in	its	capacity	to	discuss	the	

boundaries	and	limitations	of	currently	dominant	notions	of	global	coexistence.	This	

methodological	relationship	between	discourses	allowed	me	to	think	about	coexistence	by	listening	

to	Foucault	and	Indianismo,	while	also	expanding	their	implications	towards	the	possibility	of	

questioning	other	discourses.	The	dialogue	between	my	reading	of	Foucault	and	interpretation	of	

Indianismo	thus	constructed	a	reflexive	notion	of	coexistence,	which	could	also	question	other	

ideas.	In	this	sense,	I	used	genealogy	as	a	“…way	of	playing	local,	discontinuous,	disqualified,	or	

nonlegitimized	knowledges	off	against	the	unitary	theoretical	instance	that	claims	to	be	able	to	
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filter	them,	organize	them	into	a	hierarchy,	organize	them	in	the	name	of	a	true	body	of	knowledge,	

in	the	name	of	the	rights	of	a	science	that	is	in	the	hands	of	the	few”	(Foucault	1997,	9).	

One	of	the	advantages	of	using	genealogy	was	that	it	could	also	be	understood	as	

proceeding	from	the	“fact	of	discourse”	and	sustaining	its	internal	tension.16	By	defining	genealogy	

as	consistent	with	this	starting	point,	I	was	able	to	follow	practices	beyond	commonly	accepted	

assumptions.	This	genealogical	approach	also	guided	my	work	towards	the	interpretation	of	the	

separations	and	relationships	between	the	branches	of	Indianismo.	The	genealogical	concern	for	

desubjugation	helped	me	understand	what	was	different	about	this	Indianista	discussion	and	its	

political	struggles.		

In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	I	focused	on	the	intellectual	practices	of	different	Indianistas	

with	particular	attention	on	how	they	created	their	boundaries	through	a	historically	dynamic	

process	of	discursive	construction,	struggle,	and	definition.	Because	their	main	concern	was	the	

possibility	of	creating	a	decolonial	form	of	coexistence	that	could	resist	and	opposed	colonial	forms	

of	civilization,	I	used	the	previously	defined	problem	of	coexistence	as	the	concept	that	guided	my	

process	of	practice	selection.	Despite	this	a	priori	theoretical	conceptualization,	Indianismo	

strongly	modified	the	way	in	which	I	thought	of	coexistence.	The	definition	of	discursive	

dimensions,	their	relationships,	and	the	notion	of	tension	were	thus	not	stabilized	until	the	

processes	of	interpretation	were	completely	transcribed	in	these	pages.	The	notion	of	“temporality”	

and	“empirical	dimensions”	were,	for	example,	included	during	the	interpretation	of	Decolonial	

Indianismo,	which	were	closer	to	the	end	of	my	empirical	work.	Moreover,	I	fully	understood	the	

notion	of	discourses	as	maps	of	dispersed	formations,	which	did	not	necessarily	have	specified	

causal	relationships	between	their	dimensions,	only	at	the	end	of	my	interpretation.	Once	the	

characteristics	of	Indianista	projects	of	coexistence	were	interpreted,	it	was	possible	for	me	to	

begin	discussing	the	potential	questions	of	this	movement	for	other	notions	of	coexistence.	

																																																								
16 This connection between the fact of discourse and genealogy is further discussed in Chapter Two.  
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Archival	research	

In	order	to	define	what	practices	were	selected	and	what	material	interpreted,	I	used	

archival	research.17	This	method	allowed	me	to	focus	on	intellectual	practices,	which	were	practices	

that	sought	to	define	the	different	branches	of	Indianismo	through	different	kinds	of	materials	such	

as	books,	essays,	political	pamphlets,	public	video-interviews,	and	political	magazines,	public	

speeches,	and	newspaper	articles	(Gaillet	2012,	39).	It	also	helped	me	to	understand	the	relevance	

of	the	Internet	as	one	of	the	biggest	archives	ever	constructed.	This	resource	expanded	the	

traditional	notion	of	“archive”	and	it	helped	me	to	access	public	speeches,	videos,	and	political	

declarations	as	possible	intellectual	productions	too.	This	was	particularly	important	for	the	

interpretation	of	public	speeches	and	Indianista	blogs,	which	often	published	essays,	digital	

magazines,	manifestos,	and	video	interviews.	

Here,	archival	research	was	understood	as	a	method	related	to	my	own	practices	of	

interpretation	and	thus	shaped	by	my	definitions	of	the	discursive	manifestations	taken	into	

account.	The	very	selection	of	the	archives	perused	thus	depended	on	what	I	took	into	account	as	

relevant	and	what	I	defined	as	“Indianista”	(ibid.,	36).	This	explicitly	interpretivist	definition	of	

archival	research	emphasized	the	role	of	reflexivity	in	relationship	to	the	analysis	of	potentially	

excluded	practices.	Archives	often	played	active	roles	shaping	historic	narratives	and	power	

relations	by	silencing	particular	voices	and	making	others	more	visible	(Trouillot	1995,	48).	In	the	

case	of	Indianismo,	many	archives	partially	silenced	the	more	radical	discussions	of	tensions	and	

decolonial	politics.	I	thus	had	to	find	not	only	formal,	official,	or	“sanctioned”	archives,	but	also	

private	“collections,”	owned	by	the	relatives	of	intellectuals,	foundations,	neighborhood	bookstores,	

and	other	smaller	repositories.	These	places	were	extremely	important	to	be	able	to	understand	the	

different	branches	of	Indianismo.	Meetings	with	Indianista	intellectuals,	activists,	and	family	

																																																								
17 The definition of “archival research” was not the same as Foucault’s definition of “archive,” which I discussed in 

Chapter Two. 
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members	also	helped	me	to	find	the	material	necessary	for	the	interpretation	of	this	discourse.	This	

strategy	expanded	the	notion	of	who	or	what	mattered	at	the	level	of	archives	(ibid.,	40).	

In	my	particular	case,	one	of	the	most	important	definitional	aspects	of	archival	research	

was	related	to	the	notion	of	“intellectual	practices.”	Here,	the	definition	of	what	counted	as	

“intellectual”	played	with	the	notion	of	practice,	the	genealogical	approach,	and	the	archival	

method.	As	a	result,	I	understood	“intellectuality”	not	merely	as	an	official	activity	that	took	place	

only	within	the	halls	of	universities	or	research	institutions.	Instead,	I	also	found	that	different	

kinds	of	practices	participated	in	the	intellectual	construction	and	dispute	of	the	boundaries	of	each	

branch	of	Indianismo.	

Overall	then,	the	definition	of	the	particularities	of	my	genealogy,	archival	research,	and	

intellectual	practices	depended	on	the	process	of	interpretation	itself	and	the	ways	in	which	these	

Indianista	discourses	constructed	different	kinds	of	coexistences.	The	limit	to	the	process	of	

gathering	material	was	thus	only	momentarily	fixed	by	interpretation	itself,	which	defined	the	

moment	at	which	I	could	satisfactorily	show	how	different	branches	of	Indianismo	discussed	their	

notions	of	coexistence	throughout	different	discursive	dimensions.	At	this	point,	I	focused	on	the	

main	goal	of	genealogy,	which	sought	to	play	off	alternative	voices	against	the	limiting	effects	of	

official	discourses.	Consistently,	the	method	of	archival	research	was	oriented	by	the	possibility	of	

finding	the	aspects	of	these	voices	that	had	the	most	potential	(a)	to	provide	interesting	alternatives	

that	expanded	our	possibilities	of	studying	coexistence	and	(b)	to	unveil	questions	about	the	

limitations	of	current	ways	to	think	about	coexistence	in,	for	example,	the	United	Nations.	

Relevance	

Theoretical	contributions	

In	order	to	study	the	conditions	of	possibility,	relationships	of	commonality	and	equality,	

politics,	temporality,	and	empirical	dimensions	of	Indianista	notions	of	coexistence,	I	began	by	

following	the	implications	of	untaming	practices.	My	dissertation	thus	sought	to	define	an	approach	
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that	validated	meaning	while	also	expanding	the	area	of	research.	This	was	possible	by	creating	a	

dialogue	that	included	constructivism	and	post-structuralism,	but	also	retuned	to	the	

conceptualization	of	the	problem	of	coexistence	based	on	the	interpretation	of	Indianismo.	On	one	

side,	my	reading	of	Michel	Foucault’s	definition	of	practice	allowed	me	to	access	this	area	of	

enquiry.	On	the	other	side,	constructivism	helped	me	to	emphasize	the	importance	of	evidence	for	

interpretivist	research	and	the	constitutive	side	of	discourse,	which	was	sometimes	overlooked	

when	post-structuralist	research	focused	more	exclusively	on	strategies	of	deconstruction	or	

resistance	(e.g.,	Spivak	1893).	In	the	dialogue	between	these	two	approaches,	I	redefined	discourse	

analysis	through	the	notion	of	tension.	Then,	the	interpretation	of	Indianista	practices	entered	the	

mix	by	focusing	on	the	analysis	of	an	interesting	alternative	of	coexistence.	Finally,	I	turned	to	the	

possibility	of	creating	questions	for	dominant	discourses.	This	approach	thus	validated	the	

innovative	role	of	marginalized	discourses	in	their	capacity	to	analyze	and	expand	the	boundaries	

currently	enabling	the	study	of	coexistence.	

Beyond	this	possibility	of	engaging	with	marginalized	voices,	this	genealogical	approach	

and	understanding	of	practices	could	also	contribute	to	the	examination	of	current	theoretical	

limitations.	Within	the	research	of	“indigeneity”	and	“peasantry,”	IR	theories	endogenously	

sustained	assumptions	of	coexistence,	which	limited	their	research	and	even	reinforced	colonial	

legacies	(Inayatullah	and	Blaney	2004,	2).	IR	often	sought	to	understand	the	different	international	

or	global	connections	between	actors	(i.e.,	states,	peoples,	individuals,	regions,	etc.)	and	the	

problems	or	benefits	that	could	emerge	in	these	relationships.	According	to	some	authors,	this	

discipline	was	constantly	confronted	by	differences,	which	showed	how	the	assumptions	fixed	

within	theories	often	excluded	emerging	or	marginalized	actors,	struggles,	politics,	and	realities	

(Kurki	and	Wight	in	Dunne	et	all	2013,	19).	Difference	even	confronted	IR	through	the	very	

presence	of	some	international	social	movements,	which	explicitly	based	their	struggles	on	the	
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problem	of	difference	and	equality	(i.e.,	coexistence).18	Here,	the	confrontation	between	equality	

and	difference	became	a	center	of	political	dispute	as	well	as	struggle,	but	some	IR	approaches	(e.g.,	

Marxism	and	liberalism)	could	be	silencing	important	aspects	of	this	phenomenon.	They	could	be	

constructing	their	own	conditions	of	possibility,	relationships	of	commonality	and	equality,	politics,	

and	temporalities	while	ignoring	other	alternatives.	Through	their	internal	assumptions	they	could	

be	even	foreclosing	the	possibility	of	discussing	their	own	limitations	and	to	engage	with	the	

intellectuals	who	could	provide	some	of	the	tools	to	move	beyond.	By	contrast,	the	notion	of	

practices	and	genealogical	research	could	play	its	implications,	together	with	the	lessons	provided	

by	Decolonial	Indianismo,	off	against	the	theoretical	boundaries	currently	limiting	some	IR	

possibilities	of	interpretation.	My	research	thus	sought	to	contribute	theoretically	by	displaying	the	

underlying	assumptions	made	by	approaches	that	sought	to	study	marginalized	voices,	but	often	

times	ended	up	imposing	their	own	constructions	of	social	worlds	(e.g.,	liberalism,	Marxism,	and	

the	branches	of	constructivism	that	claim	realism	for	specific	theoretical	concepts).	

My	dissertation	could	also	contribute	theoretically	to	the	field	of	IR	through	the	study	of	

how	boundaries	themselves	act	in	the	construction	of	notions	of	coexistence.	In	some	cases,	

boundaries	or	boundary-drawing	practices	were	partially	assumed	to	have	a	repressive	

characteristic	due	to	their	exclusionary	and	hierarchicalizing	tendency	(e.g.,	Walker	and	Ashley	

1990).	This	led	authors	to	the	analysis	of	normative	possibilities	based	on	notions	of	pure	

dynamism	and	deconstruction,	which	put	more	pressure	upon	undoing	boundaries	than	on	the	

value	of	their	momentary	construction.	This	tendency	could	lead	to	understanding	the	study	of	

boundaries	as	logically	unfolding	towards	the	task	of	unveiling	or	destroying	all	boundaries.	

Conversely,	the	study	of	marginalized	voices,	which	often	sought	to	value	their	own	identities	as	

																																																								
18 Some social movements thus brought this very discussion of coexistence to the international political arena, but 

IR often misunderstood or mis-constructed it. Despite this exclusion, authors such as James Tully affirmed that 
globalization had increased the tension between equality and difference, which had erupted in what he called the 
“politics of cultural recognition” (1995, 1). He cited nationalist movements, feminism, and indigenous 
movements as key actors in these political struggles (ibid., 3). 
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platforms	for	political	action,	showed	that	the	purely	deconstructive	tendency	presupposed	a	

particular	definition	of	coexistence	based	on	nihilism	or	exile,	which	could	be	understood	as	a	

“Western-centric”	tendency	(Pasha	2012).	Because	it	needed	to	construct	boundaries	in	order	to	

create	“others”	and	act	politically	while	also	sustaining	the	possibility	of	criticizing	potential	

limitations	when	new	and	undesired	exclusions	emerged,	Decolonial	Indianismo	created	a	

condition	of	possibility	of	sustaining	an	epistemic	tension	endogenously.	In	turn,	this	created	a	

different	kind	of	boundary	and	it	expanded	the	possibility	of	coexistence	beyond	binaries	of	

“absolute”	or	“true”	exclusion.	The	analysis	of	how	this	was	possible	could	be	one	of	the	most	

profound	contributions	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	to	the	discussion	of	coexistence.	

Normative	and	political	contributions	

Despite	the	analytical	separation	that	I	chose	to	use	between	the	“normative”	and	the	

“theoretical”	relevance	of	my	research,	the	contributions	that	I	sought	to	make	connect	both	

dimensions	consistently	and	explicitly.	The	examination	of	Indianismo	was	thus	relevant	because	

some	of	its	branches	sought	to	construct	conditions	of	possibility	for	multi-relational	and	reflexive	

coexistence.	Their	contributions	to	the	understanding	of	coexistence,	the	problem	of	difference,	and	

the	continuation	of	colonial	legacies	made	Indianismo	particularly	relevant.	This	form	of	discourse	

could	thus	have	important	lessons	to	think	about	new	and	more	encompassing	relationships,	which	

could	oppose	colonial	legacies	while	also	reflexively	enabling	multiple	forms	of	equality	

simultaneously.	

Additionally,	the	dialogue	between	these	discussions	of	coexistence	in	“Western”	and	Indianista	

intellectual	productions	created	important	questions	about	the	limitations	of	other	approaches.	

Throughout	my	dissertation,	I	thus	created	a	dialogue	that	began	from	post-structuralist	notions	

and	then	followed	Indianismo.	Consecutively,	I	used	the	results	of	this	construction	in	order	to	

create	questions	for	Marxist	and	liberal	ideas	of	coexistence.	Because	Indianismo	targeted	it	and	

because	it	was	a	global	institution	often	charged	with	the	creation	or	reinforcement	of	global	
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peaceful	coexistence,	I	also	decided	to	concentrate	my	Conclusion	on	the	questions	that	emerged	

for	the	United	Nations.	The	implications	of	Indianismo	could	thus	travel	beyond	“indigenous”	

politics,	and	they	could	also	help	in	the	understanding	of	the	possibilities	of	coexistence	in	other	

areas.	The	possibility	of	rethinking	coexistence	in	terms	of	reflexive	multi-relationality	and	the	

questions	posed	for	currently	dominant	discourses	thus	showed	the	importance	of	researching	

Decolonial	Indianismo.	

Another	discursive	aspect	making	Indianismo	particularly	relevant	was	that	the	notion	of	

endogenous	tension	and	reflexivity	emerged	from	the	cosmological	idea	of	Pachamama,	which	

often	acted	as	a	“religious”	basis.19	Unlike	other	discourses	such	as	the	forms	of	Marxism	and	

liberalism	discussed	above,	however,	this	notion	entailed	a	reflexive	condition	of	possibility.	From	

this	“religious”	starting	point,	Indianismo	acknowledged	the	incompleteness	of	each	project	of	

coexistence	while	also	seeking	the	possibility	of	action.	Indianismo	criticized	the	anthropocentric	

notion	of	“reason”	and	it	attached	knowledge	to	an	unintelligible	Cosmos.20	This	notion	led	to	a	

much	more	cautious	form	of	political	action,	which	was	a	very	interesting	take	on	commonly	

accepted	assumptions	about	religiosity.	Unlike	a	number	of	authors	of	IR,	which	often	understood	

“religions”	as	more	“dogmatic”	than,	for	example,	secular	discourses	(e.g.,	Samuel	Huntington	1993;	

																																																								
19 In order to discuss “religion” and “secularity,” I focused on the ways in which Indianismo constructed these 

categories and attached them to different forms of knowledges. As a number of scholars have stated, the 
separation between “religion,” “knowledge,” and “politics” resulted from socially constructed categories and 
disputed meanings (e.g., Casanova1994; Lynch 2000, Hurd 2008; Hurd 2011). In the study of IR, before the 
1980’s, “religion” often appeared as a separate realm, which did not belong within the production of 
“knowledge” about politics, or within the practicing of politics. Some authors affirmed that “religion” had been 
partially banished from public spheres (Casanova 1994). Because “secularity” was the public realm of 
“knowledge” and “politics,” “religion” was often constructed as the inferior opposite, which was “…emotional, 
irrational, unpredictable, and behind the march of progress” (Hurd 2011, 169). Within IR, the legacies of these 
binary categories continued to classify “religious” identities or discourses as more “dogmatic,” less “rational,” 
etc. (e.g., Huntington 1993; Lewis 1994; Moore 2000; Kepel 2005; Tibi 2006), but in the 1980’s, “religion” 
returned from its exile and began disputing the “secularist” dominance of these public realms (Casanova 1994). 
Similarly, Decolonial Indianismo used “religious” insights in order to construct its own notion of reflexivity, 
decoloniality, and coexistence. 

20 The unintelligibility of the Cosmos, which was the unreachable guarantee of knowledge, did not mean that 
knowledge was completely destroyed. Instead, Indianismo found a way to construct a much more humble form 
of knowledge. I further discuss this notion in Chapter Five. 
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Lewis	1994;	Moore	2000;	Kepel	2005;	Tibi	2006),	Indianismo	emerged	from	a	religiosity	that	

sustained	reflexivity	all	throughout	its	edifice.	

The	study	of	Indianismo	was	also	relevant	due	to	its	important	historical	experiences	of	

struggles	against	colonialisms	and	homogenizations	(Ticona	2013,	153).	Its	links	to	a	history	of	

resistance	against	colonial	genocide,	assimilationist	policies	based	on	racist	assumptions	(Sanjinés	

2004),	and	the	systematic	repression	organized	by	dictatorial	regimes	resulted	in	profound	

discussions	of	the	possibility	of	political	action	together	with	the	respect	for	differences	(Assies	

2004,	92).	The	possibility	of	listening	to	these	voices	and	the	reconstructions	of	their	experiences,	

allowed	me	to	analyze	the	problem	of	coexistence	beyond	the	limitations	of	current	IR	discussions.	

Finally,	Indianismo	was	a	different	but	understudied	project	that	was	already	having	a	

significant	impact	on	domestic,	regional,	and	international	politics.	Bolivian	President	Evo	Morales	

used,	for	example,	some	aspects	of	this	discourse	in	the	sessions	of	the	United	Nations	General	

Assembly	in	order	to	talk	about	environmental	problems,	indigenous	rights,	colonial	exploitation,	

and	international	wars	(See	Evo	Morales’	speech,	U.N,	2014).	He	also	implemented	a	new	

constitution	in	2009	and	included	many	Indianista	principles	such	as	the	notions	of	

complementarity,	reciprocity,	Mather	Earth’s	rights,	Vivir	Bien,	etc.	Together	with	social	

movements	such	as	Via	Campesina	and	the	Ecuadorian	Confederation	of	Indigenous	Peoples,	many	

intellectuals	and	activists	have	also	sought	to	use	these	ideas	in	order	to	influence	international	

politics	in	important	arenas	such	as	the	World	Social	Forum,	World	Climate	Change	Summits,	

Indigenous	Peoples	Summits,	and	the	United	Nations.	

Thematic	Areas	of	Research	

Throughout	this	chapter,	I	first	sought	to	define	my	main	research	goal.	Second,	I	defined	

the	problem	of	coexistence	based	on	the	work	of	other	authors	and	the	interpretation	of	Indianista	

texts.	This	conceptualization	led	me	to	the	discussion	of	how	other	approaches	(i.e.,	liberalism,	

Marxism,	and	decolonialism)	interpreted	Indianismo	and	silenced	some	of	the	most	relevant	
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contributions	potentially	made	by	this	set	of	practices.	Third,	I	introduced	the	notions	of	practice,	

genealogy,	and	archival	research	in	order	to	show	how	the	process	of	interpretation	of	Indianismo	

was	possible.	Finally,	I	sought	to	shine	light	on	how	this	research	could	make	both	theoretical	and	

politico-normative	contributions.	

The	rest	of	the	dissertation	worked	through	the	tasks	required	to	accomplish	my	goals	in	

the	following	order.	In	Chapter	Two,	I	discussed	the	definitions	of	practice	and	genealogy,	which	

helped	me	to	develop	the	possibility	of	a	dialogue	between	Indianismo	and	Foucault	in	the	study	of	

coexistence	and	difference.	This	discussion	began	from	Foucault’s	definition	of	practices,	but	it	

coherently	emphasized	the	constitutive	side	of	discourse,	the	political	orientation	of	discourse	

analysis,	and	the	role	of	marginalized	voices.	Chapter	Two	thus	consistently	connected	

interpretivism	to	the	definitions	of	practice,	genealogy,	archival	research,	coexistence,	the	agentic	

role	of	marginalized	voices,	the	role	of	the	interpreter	as	an	actor	involved	in	a	systematic	dialogue	

about	boundaries,	and	the	possibility	of	deploying	Decolonial	Indianismo	to	question	dominant	

notions	of	coexistence.	

In	Chapter	Three,	I	discussed	how	Revolutionary	Indianismo	sought	to	solve	the	problem	of	

coexistence	and	foreclosed	the	discussion	of	differences	by	settling	an	ethnic	notion	of	equality.	

Chapter	Four	described	how	Fausto	Reinaga	opened	a	Decolonial	form	of	Indianismo,	which	

emerged	as	a	solution	to	some	of	the	limitations	endogenously	imposed	by	Revolutionary	

Indianistas.	Here,	F.	Reinaga	sought	to	expand	the	notion	of	difference	by	including	ecological	ideas	

of	equality.	Despite	his	capacity	to	move	beyond	some	of	the	limitations	of	previous	Revolutionary	

productions,	F.	Reinaga	still	constrained	his	discourse	through	some	of	the	anthropocentric	

contradictions	that	he	continued	to	reinforce.	Chapter	Five	then	showed	how	Silvia	Rivera	

Cusicanqui	actually	sought	to	stay	within	the	tension	to	act	politically	while	also	remaining	reflexive	

about	possibilities	of	exclusions.	Chapter	Six	described	how	the	Liberal	branch	of	Indianismo	

redefined	the	issue	of	coexistence	by	limiting	difference	and	foreclosing	again	the	discussion	of	the	
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tension.	This	form	of	Indianismo	was	related	to	the	state-ran	normalization	of	this	discourse	in	

Bolivia.	Finally,	the	Conclusion	summarized	my	findings	and	delineated	some	the	potential	

implications	of	the	endogenously	reflexive	form	of	multi-relational	global	coexistence.	Many	of	

these	questions	were	oriented	towards	the	United	Nations,	but	still	required	future	research.	
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CHAPTER	TWO:	FOUCAULT,	DIFFERENCE,	AND	COEXISTENCE	

The	Redefinition	of	Genealogy	and	Archaeology:	Articulating	a	New	Approach	to	
Study	Coexistence	and	Difference	

Several	authors	studied	Michel	Foucault’s	work	and	noticed	a	normative,	political,	or	

methodological	concern	for	the	problem	of	difference	and	coexistence.	Some	authors	leaned	

towards	an	interpretation	of	Foucault’s	work	closer	to	what	P.	Bourdieu	and	J.	Habermas	separately	

called	nihilism	(Bourdieu	1997;	Habermas	1992).	On	this	side	of	the	spectrum,	some	authors	

regarded	the	possibility	of	showing	discursive	boundaries	as	a	methodological	advantage,	which	

encouraged	a	critical	capacity	to	desubjugate	voices	often	marginalized	(e.g.,	Ashley	and	Walker	

1990;	Walker	2010;	Campbell	in	Dunne	at	all	2013).	In	a	way,	this	side	of	the	spectrum	

concentrated	on	the	decolonial	capacity	of	Foucault’s	work.	On	the	other	side	of	the	spectrum,	some	

authors	tended	to	view	Foucault’s	post-structuralism	as	a	form	of	“post-modernism,”	which	

ultimately	led	to	the	affirmation	of	differences.	Textbooks	of	IR,	for	example,	often	understood	

Foucault’s	work	as	a	“celebration	of	difference”	(Goldstein	and	Pevehouse	2014,	103).	Authors	such	

as	Alexander	Wendt	also	regarded	Foucault’s	work	as	a	form	of	post-modernism	that	tried	to	

abandon	foundations	altogether	and	left	us	only	with	“differences	within	language”	(Wendt	1999,	

55).	This	side	of	the	spectrum	could	be	understood	as	emphasizing	a	coexistence	notion	underlying	

Foucault’s	work.	A	third	interpretation	of	Foucault’s	approach	could	be	located	in	the	middle	of	this	

spectrum.	David	Hoy,	for	example,	described	Foucault’s	strategy	of	resistance	as	deconstructing	

discourses,	which	then	indirectly	enabled	the	affirmation	of	previously	dominated	and	organized	

discourses	(Hoy	2004).	According	to	David	Hoy,	however,	Foucault’s	work	created	an	endless	

proliferation	of	meaning	because	it	aimed	to	deconstruct	the	boundaries	of	every	new	possibility	of	

coexistence.	Conversely,	another	group	of	authors	tended	to	stay	in	the	middle	of	the	spectrum	in	a	

different	manner.	These	authors	seemed	to	use	the	idea	of	deconstruction	to	enable	other	voices,	
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but	they	also	avoided	the	endless	proliferation	of	meaning	(e.g.,	Edkins	and	Zehfuss	2010;	Lynch	

2014).	Instead,	these	authors	sustained	a	tension	between	decoloniality	and	coexistence,	which	

could	only	be	settled	momentarily	through	the	interpretation	of	practices	and	the	empirical	realm	

of	research.	

Because	it	highlighted	the	problem	of	difference	and	coexistence,	I	began	my	analysis	from	

this	fourth	understanding	of	Foucault’s	work.	This	framework	allowed	me	to	enter	the	complexity	

of	the	problem	of	coexistence	and	study	some	of	its	requirements.	Throughout	this	Chapter,	I	thus	

discussed	how	I	interpreted	Foucault’s	work	in	order	to	analyze	the	way	in	which	it	sustained	a	

tension	between	deconstructing	the	colonial	boundaries	of	discourses	and	enabling	a	wider	realm	

of	coexistence.	This	analysis	helped	me	to	construct	some	of	the	conceptual	tools	that	I	then	used	in	

order	to	understand	Indianismo,	but	the	interpretation	of	this	movement	also	modified	my	reading	

of	Foucault’s	work	by	emphasizing	some	of	its	elements.	Additionally,	Indianismo	unveiled	aspects	

of	the	problem	of	coexistence	unanswered	in	Foucault’s	work.	In	this	sense,	I	began	from	Foucault’s	

books,	but	I	then	allowed	for	Indianismo	to	unveil	previously	ignored	issues	and	alternatives	in	the	

study	of	the	problem	of	coexistence.	This	Chapter	thus	discussed	my	interpretation	of	Foucault’s	

work	and	then	posed	some	of	the	important	questions	that	Indianista	intellectual	productions	

sought	to	answer	in	relationship	to	the	problem	of	coexistence.	

In	order	to	interpret	Foucault’s	work,	I	analyzed	the	tension	between	decoloniality	and	

coexistence	through	three	of	the	main	dimensions	of	his	approach.	In	this	sense,	Foucault	(2008)	

asserted	that	“Western”	philosophy	had	been	characterized	by	establishing	different	connections	

between	“alêtheia”		(practices	of	truth-telling	that	established	conditions	of	possibility),	“politeía”	

(practices	that	established	power	relations,	struggles,	and	politics),	and	“êthopoiêsis”	(practices	

that	established	the	formation	of	a	basic	subject,	intra-discursive	relationship	of	commonality,	or	

êthos)	(66).21	By	describing	how	the	tension	works	through	each	one	of	these	dimensions,	I	sought	

																																																								
21 In order to signal a more open possibility of coexistence, which could not be described as pure domination, I 
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to	show	how	Foucault	validated	particular	discourses	while	also	criticizing	boundaries	and	

domination.	Second,	I	analyzed	some	of	the	implications	of	this	tension	for	the	study	of	

marginalized	voices.	Finally,	I	discussed	some	of	the	questions	and	limitations	that	emerged	from	

this	understanding	of	the	problem	of	coexistence	and	the	ways	in	which	some	branches	of	

Indianismo	helped	me	to	move	beyond	them.	

The	form	of	analysis	that	I	chose	for	this	chapter	delineated	one	way	to	understand	Foucault	

and	one	possibility	of	interpretation	among	others.	It	drew	a	post-structuralist	form	of	

interpretation	that	was	concerned	with	knowledge	production	while	also	remaining	cautious	of	the	

boundaries	and	relationships	of	discourses	in	general.	This	interpretation	of	Foucault	was	partially	

guided	by	my	disproportionate	focus	on	Society	Must	Be	Defended,	The	Order	of	Things,	The	

Archaeology	of	Knowledge,	and	The	Courage	of	Truth.	My	definitions	of	the	implications	of	this	

tension	for	the	task	of	research	and	interpretation	could	have	even	pushed	the	approach	beyond	

some	of	Foucault’s	own	conclusions,	but	I	was	not	hereby	seeking	to	find	the	“real”	Foucault	or	his	

“true”	œuvre.	Instead,	I	sought	to	analyze	the	possibility	of	a	form	of	knowledge	production	that	

was	more	readily	prepared	to	listen	to	othered	voices	while	understanding	the	deeper	levels	of	

differences	that	they	could	bring	into	play	in	the	study	of	colonialisms,	decolonialities,	and	

coexistence.	

Conditions	of	Possibility:	An	Incomplete	Post-structuralist	Positivity	

Conditions	of	possibility	in	archaeology	

In	order	to	proceed	with	the	definition	of	this	tension	and	its	implications,	I	began	by	

analyzing	the	condition	of	possibility	that	validated	Foucault’s	approach.	The	Foucaultian	positivity	

was	most	clearly	defined	in	The	Archaeology	of	Knowledge.	Here,	Foucault	asserted	that	this	

																																																																																																																																																																																			
decided to use the world “politics” to study the politeía of discourses. This concept allowed me to separate the 
analytical dimension of inter-discursive relationships from the construction of intra-discursive relationships of 
commonality. I realize this usage of the notion of “politics” may be controversial even within Foucault’s 
framework, but it allowed me to differentiate politeía from êthopoiêsis more clearly. 
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methodology	began	from	the	very	“fact	of	discourse”	(Foucault	1972,	22).	He	used	an	assumption,	

which	appeared	as	an	empirically	undeniable	possibility	of	existence,	in	order	to	establish	a	starting	

point	beyond	doubt.	He	also	delineated	this	validation,	however,	with	important	differences	from	

traditional	and	philosophical	positivities.	Instead	of	proceeding	from	a	solid	and	completely	defined	

epistemic	bedrock,	archaeology	was	the	methodology	that	analyzed	meaning	from	the	“fact	of	

discourse,”	not	from	the	secret	or	hidden	logic	that	shaped	it	transcendentally,	foundationally,	or	

from	underneath	(ibid.,	109).	Foucault	did	not	assume	discourse	as	intelligibly	corresponding	to	

any	structure,	not	even	inter-subjectivity.	Instead,	Foucault	located	the	empirical	fact	of	a	

possibility	of	grasping	and	understanding	discourse	as	an	epistemic	starting	basis,	which	he	did	not	

seek	to	describe,	fix,	or	explain.	Thus,		

We	must	be	ready	to	receive	every	moment	of	discourse	in	its	sudden	irruption;	in	
its	punctuality	in	which	it	appears,	and	in	that	temporal	dispersion	that	enables	it	to	
be	repeated,	known,	forgotten,	transformed,	utterly	erased,	and	hidden,	far	from	all	
view,	in	the	dust	of	books	(ibid.,	25,	italic	by	author).	

The	“fact	of	discourse”	was	used	as	a	condition	of	possibility	further	explained	through	the	

concept	of	the	“statement,”	which	was	a	function	that	made	sense	of	otherwise	disaggregated	signs	

(ibid.,	79).	This	function	was	grasped	in	the	inexplicable	“flash”	that	took	place	when	experiencing	

some	form	of	discursive	occurrence	(ibid.,	112).	The	statement	was	the	very	unit	of	discourse,	but	

as	such,	it	was	unintelligible;	it	was	something	that	“did,”	not	something	that	“was”	(ibid.,	80).	This	

constitutive	element	was	not	the	intelligible	essence	of	language	or	its	foundation;	it	was	not	the	

proposition,	the	sentence,	the	inter-subjectivity,	the	speech	act,	or	the	structure	of	language	itself	

(ibid.,	80-85).	As	Foucault	asserted,	the	statement	“…is	a	function	of	existence	that	properly	belongs	

to	signs	and	on	the	basis	of	which	one	may	then	decide,	through	analysis	or	intuition,	whether	or	

not	they	make	sense,	…”	(ibid.,	86,	italic	by	author).	These	functions	and	thus	the	statement’s	

“doing”	could	be	grasped	only	in	the	moment	in	which	discourses	were	practiced.	Archaeology	was	

thus	able	to	produce	knowledge	by	describing	practices	and	their	regularities	(ibid.,	87).	

In	order	to	grant	the	status	of	“knowledge”	to	this	form	of	interpretation,	however,	not	only	
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did	Foucault	need	a	capacity	to	“make	sense”	of	signs,	but	he	also	required	the	possibility	of	

granting	a	form	of	validation	beyond	individual	arbitrariness	to	these	“senses.”	Hence,	Foucault	

reminded	interpreters	that	the	“senses”	settled	in	particular	practices	could	often	be	“…repeated,	

known,	forgotten,	transformed,	utterly	erased,	and	hidden,	far	from	all	view,	in	the	dust	of	books”	

(ibid.,	25).	The	fact	that	particular	practices	had	the	possibility	of	being	repeated,	and	thus	shared	in	

different	ways	was	what	gave	these	“senses”	the	possibility	of	belonging	to	the	understanding	of	

more	than	a	single	interpreter.	Through	this	operation,	Foucault	was	able	to	assume	that	the	

witness	or	interpreter	of	a	practice	was	potentially	capable	of	grasping	(at	least	partially	and	not	

necessarily	always)	a	“non-arbitrary”	sense	(ibid.,	29,	italic	by	author).	This	assumption	of	non-

arbitrariness	thus	presupposed	a	common	participation	or	sharedness	in	relationship	to	the	

“sense”	momentarily	fixed	by	a	group	of	signs.22	This	explained	why	Foucault	asserted	that	

archaeology	described	practices	specified	in	the	elements	of	the	archive,	which	was	the	common	

system	that	made	enunciability	possible	(ibid.,	129).	

Foucault	was	not,	however,	seeking	to	define	and	fix	the	foundation,	or	the	causally	primary	

basis,	of	discourse.	“We	must	renounce	all	those	themes	whose	function	is	to	ensure	the	infinite	

continuity	of	discourse	and	its	secret	presence	to	itself	in	the	interplay	of	a	constantly	recurring	

absence”	(ibid.,	129).	He	was	not	seeking	to	pre-define	the	archive,	its	logic,	or	its	essence,	which	

could	then	pre-define	the	characteristics	of	discourse	in	general.23	Instead,	this	assumption	had	to	

be	understood	as	an	unintelligible	possibility	of	granting	sharedness	and	validation	to	discourse.	

In	order	to	achieve	the	construction	of	an	approach	that	could	deal	with	the	problem	of	

difference	and	decoloniality,	I	emphasized	this	particular	notion	of	sharedness	perhaps	beyond	

																																																								
22 The word “sharedness” was derived from the idea of the possibility of repeating a sense or meaning grasped from 

a group of signs, but it was not a word used by Foucault. “Sharedness” was a word that I used in order to 
facilitate the understanding of what I considered to be Foucaultian strategies designed to establish a condition of 
possibility for archaeology and genealogy. 

23 “It is obvious that the archive of a society, a culture, or a civilization cannot be described exhaustively; or even, 
no doubt, the archive of a whole period. On the other hand, it is not possible for us to describe our own archive, 
since it is from within these rules that we speak” (Foucault 1972, 130). 
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Foucault’s	own	assertions	in	his	work.	My	goal	was	not,	however,	to	find	the	“true”	Foucault.	

Instead,	I	sought	to	find,	in	some	aspects	of	his	work,	the	possibility	of	constructing	an	approach	

that	could	cope	with	differences	while	also	deconstructing	colonial	legacies.	Accordingly,	I	

interpreted	Foucault	as	using	a	possibility	of	sharedness	while	also	remembering	that	the	nature	

and	the	structures	of	this	assumption	of	validation	were	always	undefined.	Each	discursive	practice	

thus	appeared	as	possibly	repeatable	or	sharable.	We,	the	interpreters,	did	not	actually	know	the	

statement	beyond	a	particular,	incomplete,	and	context-dependent	functioning	grasped	in	a	

moment	of	signification.	This	incompleteness	gave	this	condition	of	possibility	an	irresolvable	

deficit.	It	left	the	definition	of	the	nature,	structure,	foundation,	or	essence	of	discourse	unresolved.	

These	two	operations	seemed	contradictory.	How	could	Foucault	renounce	the	search	of	an	

epistemic	bedrock	or	foundation,	while	also	building	a	condition	of	possibility	for	his	own	

approach?	As	I	mentioned	above,	Foucault’s	starting	point	could	be	treated,	sustained,	and	

acknowledged	as	an	assumption,	which	could	not	be	fully	known	and	was	always	in	deficit.	Thus,	

the	main	difference	with,	for	example,	the	Wendtian	interpretation	of	post-structuralism	was	that	

Foucault	did	not	seek	to	explain	or	fix	this	starting	point.	He	did	not	use	commonsensical	realism;	

rather,	he	explicitly	created	a	tension	between	the	validation	of	discourse	and	an	epistemic	deficit.	

Interpreters	were	thus	reminded	that	the	notion	of	the	archive	was	only	an	assumption	legitimately	

made	because	discourse	could	sometimes	momentarily	allow	for	repetition	or	sharedness.	

Accordingly,	discourse	was	neither	pure	validation	nor	pure	deficit;	it	led	neither	to	pure	nihilism,	

nor	to	the	affirmation	of	all	differences.	

Conditions	of	possibility	in	genealogy	

Although	Foucault’s	archaeology	and	genealogy	had	several	differences,	I	argued	that	the	

incomplete	assumption	of	a	possibility	of	sharedness	could	act	as	the	condition	of	possibility	for	

both	of	these	methodologies	at	the	same.	In	other	words,	genealogy	could	also	be	understood	as	

using	the	“fact	of	discourse”	in	order	to	build	a	field	of	knowledge	focused,	this	time,	on	the	dynamic	
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and	diachronic	aspects	of	discourse.	This	shared	positivity	could	be	found,	for	example,	in	the	

description	of	how	Foucault	sought	to	understand	and	define	power.	He	asserted	that	power	was	

studied	only	in	the	very	moment	in	which	it	created	effects:	

To	study	power	at	the	point	where	his	intentions	–	if,	that	is,	any	intention	is	
involved	–	are	completely	invested	in	real	and	effective	practices;	to	study	power	by	
looking,	as	it	were,	at	its	external	face,	at	the	point	where	it	relates	directly	and	
immediately	to	what	we	might,	very	provisionally,	call	its	object,	its	target,	its	field	
of	application,	or,	in	other	words,	the	places	where	it	implants	itself	and	produces	
real	effects	(Foucault	1997,	28,	italic	by	author).	

In	this	sense,	Foucault	could	be	interpreted	as	proceeding	from	the	fact	of	a	power-related	

sense	(i.e.,	“intentions”),	which	only	settled	in	the	very	moment	in	which	a	practice	irrupted	and	

momentarily	fixed	power’s	“circularity”	(ibid.,	29).	Insofar	as	this	interpretation	was	accepted,	

Foucault	did	not	seem	to	redefine	power	as	a	previous	structure	beneath	practices	or	as	a	material	

element	that	shaped	discourse	exogenously.	Instead,	genealogy	appeared	to	stay	within	discourse	

and	to	grasp	the	very	patterns	or	dynamics	that	emerged	only	in	practices.	

Despite	the	genealogical	emphasis	on	“life”	and	power,	then,	my	interpretation	of	post-

structuralism	did	not	understand	the	idea	of	senses	as	structurally	or	exogenously	caused	by	

something	outside	of	discourse.	Throughout	some	of	his	genealogical	studies	and	in	relationship	to	

power,	Foucault	often	mentioned,	for	example,	institutions,	actors,	weapons,	instruments	of	torture,	

wars,	bodies,	states,	etc.	These	elements	of	power	could	still	be	studied,	however,	under	the	

previously	defined	condition	of	possibility.	Practices	themselves	could	be	understood	as	the	

moments	in	which	these	elements	became	related	to	senses	and	power	effects.	This	understanding	

thus	related	power	and	discourse	in	the	moment	of	irruption	called	practice.	It	was	in	this	“flash”	of	

signification	where	“intentions”	and	“senses”	settled	momentarily.	This	Foucault	could	thus	not	be	

interested	in	the	objectivity	or	independent	existence	of	these	“objects.”	Instead,	he	would	focus	on	

how	discourses	made	them	“our”	objects	by	embedding	them	with	a	purpose	and	constituting	them	

as	something	to	“us.”	Power	was	thus	studied	only	within	the	practices	that	fixed	its	circularity	

momentarily.	This	way	to	study	objects,	actors,	and	power	was	consistent	with	the	previously	
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defined	condition	of	possibility	because	it	stayed	at	the	level	of	the	fact	of	discourse.	It	did	not	seek	

to	grant	itself	some	kind	of	epistemic	access	to	a	previous	foundation	for	senses	and	power.	Instead,	

objects	became	potentially	sense-related	and	power-related	due	to	the	inexplicable	possibility	of	

sharedness.	The	functioning	of	practices	momentarily	fixed	and	constituted	the	object	by	annexing	

it	and	colonizing	it	(ibid.,	30).	Power	thus	had	to	be		

analyzed	as	something	that	circulates,	or	rather	as	something	that	functions	only	
when	it	is	part	of	a	chain.	It	is	never	localized	here	or	there,	it	is	never	in	the	hands	
of	some,	and	it	is	never	appropriated	in	the	way	that	wealth	or	a	commodity	can	be	
appropriated.	Power	functions.	Power	is	exercised	through	networks,	and	
individuals	do	not	simply	circulate	in	this	networks;	they	are	in	a	position	to	both	
submit	and	exercise	this	power	(ibid.,	28,	italic	by	author).	

	The	condition	of	possibility	might	have	been	the	same,	but	the	main	foci	of	archaeology	and	

genealogy	were	in	fact	different.	On	the	one	hand,	archaeology	concentrated	on	the	synchronic	

delineation	of	giant	and	more	static	discursive	layers.	It	analyzed	the	regularities	of	senses	found	in	

practices	in	order	to	construct	epochal	discourses	whose	boundaries	were	found	in	the	massive	

ruptures	that	took	place	in	knowledge	production	and	in	their	positivities	or	conditions	of	

possibility	(Foucault	1972,	127).	By	seeking	sense-related	regularities	about	subjects,	theories,	

concepts,	and	even	different	conditions	of	possibilities,	the	archaeologist	mapped	different	epochal	

discourses	and	deconstructed	the	colonizing	myth	of	continuity,	which	was	often	granted	to	these	

layers	by	overarching	philosophical	discourses	(Foucault	1970,	50).	On	the	other	hand,	genealogy	

sought	to	understand	the	much	more	complex	diachronical	relationships	between	actors,	matrixes	

of	intelligibility	(i.e.,	knowledges),	institutional	annexations,	processes	of	transformation,	and	

politics.	This	entailed	a	combination	of	knowledge	production,	history,	and	life	in	the	

comprehension	of	temporally	organized	relationships	of	struggle	(Foucault	1997,	172).	By	

following	my	interpretation	of	the	previously	described	condition	of	possibility,	however,	

genealogy	appeared	as	seeking	to	understand	the	dynamic	transformations	of	sense-related	

patterns,	which	studied	life	and	power	only	within	discourse.	Through	this	focus,	genealogy	aimed	

to	deconstruct	the	colonial	limitations	of	the	organizing	boundaries	and	politics	imposed	
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throughout	history.	This	possibility	was	called	“desubjugation”	(ibid.,	10).	

Epistemic	implications:	the	tension	as	an	incomplete	condition	of	possibility	

This	condition	of	possibility	led	to	several	implications,	which	began	to	delineate	certain	

tendencies	in	the	analysis	of	decoloniality	and	coexistence	in	Foucault’s	approach.	First,	the	notion	

of	a	tension	cautioned	interpreters	against	considering	their	own	theoretical	productions	as	

reflections	of	the	archive	itself.	Since	knowledge	production	appeared	as	the	interpretation	of	the	

“senses”	grasped	in	particular	contexts	of	practices,	and	since	interpreters	did	not	know	the	

structural	connection	between	these	“senses”	and	the	archive;	they	could	not	assume	their	own	

knowledge	as	directly	corresponding	to	the	very	structure	or	foundation	of	senses.	They	could	not	

assume	it	as	being	the	underlying	sharedness	or	the	inter-subjectivity	of	meaning	itself.	Without	

forgetting	the	validation	that	emerged	from	the	previously	described	condition	of	possibility,	this	

tension	emphasized	the	more	often-forgotten	limitations	of	our	own	constructions.	This	implication	

limited	the	possibility	of	re-structuring	or	re-absolutizing	particular	frameworks	and	theories	of	

meaning,	and	it	also	entailed	a	possibility	of	studying	how	different	discourses	constructed	their	

own	conditions	of	possibility.	On	one	side,	the	usage	of	the	assumption	of	a	potential	sharedness	left	

the	very	definition	of	how	practices	constructed	their	own	forms	of	validation	to	empirical	

research.	On	the	other	side	and	as	I	discussed	below,	the	usage	of	the	tension	also	entailed	a	logic	of	

validation	of	its	own,	which	included	its	own	effects.	

The	second	implication	of	following	this	tension	as	a	condition	of	possibility	was	that	the	

assumption	of	generalizability	and	continuity	was	hereby	undermined.24	This	assumption	was	often	

granted	to	interpretations	constructed	by	research.	Through	the	notion	of	a	tension,	however,	these	

interpretations,	which	archaeologists	and	genealogists	appeared	to	build	by	connecting	patterns	

synchronically	or	by	following	their	transformations	diachronically,	could	no	longer	be	generalized	

																																																								
24 I discussed the notion of continuity in Chapter One, which briefly mentioned how Bourdieu’s definition of 

practices granted a structural and continuing status to the meanings grasped by the sociologist. 
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as	continuous	structures	that	remained	in	place	causally	acting	beyond	the	practices	that	were	

analyzed.	Despite	the	fact	that	Foucault	might	not	have	consistently	followed	this	implication	in	

some	of	his	works,	my	emphasis	of	the	deficit	in	his	condition	of	possibility	pushed	towards	the	

renunciation	of	the	possibility	of	accessing	foundations	by	staying	at	the	level	of	the	fact	of	

discourse	and	by	focusing	on	a	particular	set	of	analyzed	practices.	This	operation	decoupled	

interpretations	from	structures	and	it	undermined	the	possibility	of	granting	backward	causality	

(i.e.,	understanding	our	interpretations	as	the	structure	causing	the	very	practices	used	for	

interpretation)	or	forward	causality	(i.e.,	viewing	our	interpretations	as	a	generalizable	structure	

affecting	other	practices,	subjects,	struggles,	etc.	that	have	not	yet	been	analyzed)	to	discourses.	

This	implication	was	also	very	important	to	understand	decoloniality	and	coexistence	because	it	

enabled	more	room	for	the	study	of	marginalized	voices	and	strategies	of	resistance.	By	

remembering	that	generalization	was	not	epistemically	warranted,	even	domination	itself	could	not	

be	considered	to	be	the	only	possible	form	of	discourse.	This	opened	up	more	room	for	coexistence	

to	entertain	the	possibility	of	something	different.	

Third,	this	condition	of	possibility	also	undermined	the	sense	of	authorship	or	mastership	

that	interpreters	often	assume	for	the	effects	they	seek	in	their	own	processes	of	knowledge	

production.	Because	this	interpretation	of	Foucault’s	approach	understood	its	practices	as	

disconnected	from	strong	foundations,	its	own	“senses”	were	not	assumed	as	coherently	continuing	

through	some	kind	of	perfect	sharedness,	which	would	allow	for	more	flawless	repetition.	By	

proceeding	from	the	assumption	of	the	fact	of	discourse	while	also	acknowledging	its	deficit,	this	

form	of	knowledge	thus	did	not	pretend	to	predict	how	its	own	definitions	and	effects	could	unfold	

to	shape	the	archive	or	“culture”	itself.	This	idea	stopped	interpreters	from	understanding	the	

archive	as	a	malleable	object	that	could	be	readily	controlled	in	predictable	ways.	Instead,	the	

effects	of	our	practices	were	viewed	as	unpredictable.	Because	unpredictability	led	to	a	more	

conscious	focus	on	the	ways	in	which	practices	actually	settled	new	discursive	patterns	and	power	
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relations	after	research	had	interpreted	other	meanings,	this	implication	began	to	answer	the	

question	of	the	endless	proliferation	of	meaning.	It	took	the	answer	away	from	the	philosophical	

dimension,	and	it	arranged	it	in	the	realm	of	practices	themselves,	which	were	now	granted	more	

value	because	interpretation	did	not	claim	to	know	what	was	before	or	after	them.	Hence,	the	

problem	of	decoloniality	and	difference	did	not	necessarily	appear	as	endless	due	to	philosophical	

assumptions.	Instead,	it	started	to	depend	on	what	was	practiced.	

The	Formation	of	a	Post-structuralist	Relationship	of	Commonality	and	Equality	

The	Êthopoiêsis	of	archaeology	and	genealogy	

Foucault	often	asserted	that	he	was	not	studying	the	individual	or	her/his	unifying	

consistency	throughout	life.	Instead,	he	sought	to	understand	a		

field	of	regularity	for	various	positions	of	subjectivity.	Thus	conceived,	discourse	is	
not	the	majestically	unfolding	of	a	thinking,	knowing,	speaking	subject,	but,	on	the	
contrary,	a	totality,	in	which	the	dispersion	of	the	subject	and	his	discontinuity	with	
himself	may	be	determined	(Foucault	1972,	55).	

The	individual	in	life,	its	essence,	its	internal	subjectivity,	or	the	search	for	the	very	

foundation	of	subjecthood	or	identity	were	thus	abandoned.	Instead,	the	Foucaultian	condition	of	

possibility	proceeded	by	focusing	on	the	very	patterns	and	dynamics	of	discourse	and	power.	

People’s	identity	and	the	relationships	between	them	were	thus	included	within	discourses.	

Consistently,	I	found	the	relationship	of	commonality	and	basic	subject	of	the	tension	in	the	

notion	of	discourse	itself,	which	acted	as	a	unit	of	analysis	that	coherently	connected	all	other	

actors,	bodies,	institutions,	objects,	events,	etc.	within	its	different	kinds	of	boundaries	and	as	

potentially	interacting	with	other	discourses	in	different	ways.	The	basic	entity	of	Foucaultian	

knowledge	was	thus	discourse	itself.	Clearly,	Foucault	built	many	different	kinds	of	actors	

interacting	with	each	other	when	he	analyzed	different	historic	processes	or	discursive	layers.	This	

variety	of	actors	could	be,	however,	interpreted	as	linked	to	or	included	in	the	boundaries	of	

particular	discursive	formations	that	emerged,	diminished,	or	related	to	each	other	in	different	
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ways.	Throughout	much	of	his	work,	Foucault	thus	described	governments,	warring	soldiers,	

reformed	bodies,	tortured	individuals,	disciplined	prisoners,	etc.	In	many	cases,	however,	the	actors	

and	objects	described	appeared	as	constituted	through	senses	and	power,	which	were	analyzed	

from	practices.	This	form	of	sense-related	constitution	was	then	genealogically	or	archaeologically	

attached	to	the	broader	rule-based	boundaries	of	particular	discourses.	Accordingly,	the	basic	

subject	of	archaeological	and	genealogical	politics	could	be	found	in	discourses	themselves,	but	

they	included	sub-subjects	of	many	sorts	within	their	boundaries.	

This	construction	of	a	basic	subject	coherently	proceeded	from	the	condition	of	possibility	

that	granted	potential	sharedness	to	grasped	senses.	Insofar	as	the	possibility	of	sharedness	was	

assumed,	this	form	of	interpretation	could	grant	some	sort	of	epistemic	validation,	possibility	of	

repetition,	and	non-arbitrariness	to	the	senses	grasped	by	interpreters.	Here,	genealogists	and	

archaeologists	could	establish	different	connections	between	particular	senses	or	power	effects	

grasped	from	practices.	These	very	connections,	patterns,	regularities,	and/or	rules	could	separate	

particular	sets	of	senses	from	each	other.	This	was	how	boundaries	were	constructed	from	the	

regularities	and	dynamics	of	senses	and	power	effects.	Based	on	these	loci	of	sense-related	

irruptions	(i.e.,	practices),	it	was	possible	to	analyze	the	regularities	of	a	discourse	and	momentarily	

fix	its	boundaries	through	a	process	of	interpretation,	which	sought	to	construct	rules	in	order	to	

define	a	subject	for	archaeology	(e.g.,	giant	layers	of	Human	Sciences)	or	genealogy	(e.g.,	discourses	

struggling	in	a	messy	process	of	transformation	and	domination).	From	the	incomplete	condition	of	

possibility	used	by	Foucault	thus	emerged	the	basic	elements	grasped	by	interpreters	(i.e.,	senses	

and	the	statement)	and	the	relationship	of	commonality	that	they	establish,	which,	in	turn,	

constructed	the	basic	subject	of	genealogy	and	archaeology	(i.e.,	discourse).	The	participation	of	the	

interpreter	within	the	“fact	of	discourse”	thus	pushed	Foucault	to	define	a	common	element,	which	

made	knowledge	possible	and	then	determined	the	relationship	of	commonality	within	a	field	of	

knowledge.	From	this	common	element	emerged	the	basic	subject	of	genealogy	and	archeology,	
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namely	discourse.	

Each	discourse,	then,	included	within	its	own	boundaries	a	form	of	“othering.”	They	entailed	

a	definition	of	an	internal	set	of	characteristics	and	commonality	(i.e.,	discursive	rules	and	

regularities	that	connected	senses	through	their	own	coherency),	which	had	the	potential	capacity	

to	organize,	unify,	transform,	or	dominate	other	practices	that	did	not	quite	fit	within	these	

boundaries.	This	notion	was	similar	to	the	idea	of	an	“internal	other”	discussed	by	Todorov	in	

relationship	to	colonial	notions	of	civilization	and	assimilation.	These	boundaries	entailed	

particular	forms	of	internal	exclusion,	which	could	become	clearer	as	they	actually	related	to	other	

discourses,	but	could	already	be	grasped	in	the	very	lines	drawn	within	each	discursive	formation.	

Throughout	the	process	of	interpretation	and	the	delineation	of	discourses,	this	definition	of	a	basic	

subject	entailed	an	emphasis	on	the	analysis	of	boundaries	even	before	politics	(i.e.,	politeía)	were	

established.	In	the	case	of	archaeology,	for	example,	the	interpreter	was	able	to	study	how	the	

positivity	of	each	discourse	entailed	the	point	at	which	they	created	a	rupture	that	separated	them	

from	other	discursive	layers	(Foucault	1972,	157).	In	The	Order	of	Things,	for	example,	Foucault	

defined	the	boundaries	and	separations	between	the	Renaissance,	the	Classical	Era,	Modernity,	and	

the	re-emergence	of	language	in	multiplicity	(1970).	By	describing	these	ruptures	and	defining	his	

subjects,	Foucault	was	then	able	to	show	the	discontinuity	between	these	discourses.	He	could	

unveil	how	certain	unifying	logics	could	in	fact	belong	within	the	boundaries	of	particular	

discourses.	This	“diversifying	effect”	(Foucault	1972,	175)	of	archaeology	showed	that	particular	

organizing	logics	could	not	be	the	transcendental	relationships	governing	the	evolution	of	the	

Human	Sciences,	but	that	they	could,	instead,	belong	to	the	patterns	or	notions	of	“succession”	

connected	to	particular	discourses	(ibid.,	149).	

This	understanding	of	discursive	subjects	also	included	the	genealogical	possibility	of	

studying	how	particular	sets	of	practices	diachronically	erected	boundaries	through	rule-based	

logics,	which	could	establish	different	kinds	of	politics	and	domination	with	“others.”	These	
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boundaries	were	not	only	related	to	knowledge,	but	could	also	entail	institutions,	actors,	weapons,	

bodies,	and	even	penitentiary	systems	of	punishment.	This	process	of	boundary	creation	could	also	

include	a	particular	form	of	annexation,	articulation,	unification,	organization,	and	domination	for	

other	practices.	In	a	televised	interview,	Foucault	asserted,	for	example,	that	“Western”	forms	of	

knowledge	often	universalized	their	own	discourse	and	created	a	colonial	form	of	organization	and	

exclusion	for	all	others	(1971).	Consistently,	“Western”	knowledges	could	claim	a	higher	epistemic	

value	and	then	they	could	create	boundaries	based	on	the	set	of	characteristics	that	made	up	their	

interiority.	Once	this	was	made	possible,	these	patterns	could	be	the	basis	that	organized,	

articulated,	and	annexed	other	discourses	in	specific	ways.	They	could	create	their	own	“internal	

others.”	Hence,	genealogy	could	enable	the	diachronic	study	of	the	boundaries	that	organized	and	

annexed	a	multiplicity	of	discourses	by	creating	monologic	forms	of	unification	and	domination.	

Here,	Foucault	often	played	the	differences	that	were	included	in	historic	processes	of	emergence	of	

dominant	discourses	off	against	the	boundaries	that	they	created	and	the	limitations	that	they	

imposed.	He	played	an	actively	decolonial	role	by	diversifying	discourses	through	the	endogenous	

deconstruction	of	dominant	boundaries.25	Here,	dominant	discourses	were	exposed	as	creating	

broader	boundaries,	which	further	organized,	hierarchicalized,	assimilated,	or	excluded	practices	

and	realms	of	life.	These	discourses	endogenously	constituted	and	epistemically	validated	the	

senses	that	fitted	within	their	own	rule-based	boundaries,	which	also	constituted	everything	else	as	

inferior	elements	of	discourses	that	could	not	be	equally	validated.	Genealogy	thus	showed	the	

othering	effects	that	emerged	from	the	internal	realms	of	particular	discourses.	This	process	of	

domination	could	also	include	forms	of	actions,	which	could	coherently	unfold	from	the	internal	

																																																								
25 For example, Foucault showed how the relationship between the Victorian regime of sexuality and the discourse 

of power as repression did not further liberate sexuality (Foucault 1978, 10). Instead, it entailed a process of 
emergence of newer and broader ways of unification and domination. Similarly, the discourse of power as 
sovereignty over land and territory was related to the disciplinary power applied to the body in order to organize 
and dominate life through broader boundaries (Foucault 1997, 39). Finally, Foucault also showed how the 
transformation of the discourse on punishment over to a scientifico-legal discourse of discipline did not entail a 
more benevolent or liberating way of controlling conduct (Foucault 1995, 23). 
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logic	found	within	these	boundaries.	“Others”	could	appear,	for	example,	as	“threats,”	as	

“civilizable,”	as	“objects	of	science,”	as	“manipulable	bodies,”	etc.	In	general,	this	was	the	intra-

discursive	tendency	towards	colonialism	and	domination	found	in	the	sets	of	practices	that	made	

up	particular	discourses.	

Whether	rule-based	boundaries	could,	however,	reach	the	possibility	of	actually	organizing,	

articulating,	and	annexing	other	discourses	was	a	question	answered	in	the	dimension	of	politics,	

which	I	discussed	in	the	following	section.	Before	I	moved	on	to	the	analysis	of	said	dimension,	it	

was	important	to	highlight	that,	despite	these	archaeological	and	genealogical	possibilities	to	

expose	colonialism,	the	tension	that	I	emphasized	prevented	these	methodologies	from	creating	yet	

another	absolutized	basic	subject.	Foucault	often	focused	on	the	analysis	of	domination	and	the	

boundaries	of	“Western”	discourses,	but	the	basic	subject	of	his	field	of	inquiry	could	be	understood	

as	more	than	repressiveness,	colonialism,	deficit,	and	domination.	As	I	discussed	above,	Foucault	

himself	sought	to	create	effects	that	were	“desubjugating”	and	“diversifying.”	He	thus	included	a	

possibility	for	discourse	to	be	something	else	other	than	pure	domination.	The	tension	thus	re-

emphasized	the	role	of	potential	sharedness	and	the	validation	of	discourse,	which	enabled	

archaeology	and	genealogy	to	define	their	own	decolonial	politics	without	falling	into	the	

absolutization	of	particular	positions	within	the	tension.	It	allowed	the	approach	to	remember	that	

discourse	could	not	be	pure	deficit	because	it	was	also	the	unintelligible	possibility	of	sharedness.	

What	were,	however,	the	implications	of	staying	within	the	tension	in	order	to	think	about	a	basic	

subject?	

Implications	of	an	incomplete	commonality	and	basic	subject	

First,	the	tension	of	the	condition	of	possibility	called	the	fact	of	discourse	unfolded	towards	

the	construction	of	a	subject	that	was	validated	and	incomplete	simultaneously.	The	relationship	of	

commonality	between	the	interpreter	and	the	basic	unit	of	discourse	(i.e.,	senses	or	statements)	

made	knowledge	possible	while	also	renouncing	its	structural	definition.	Consistently	with	the	first	
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implication	of	the	conditions	of	possibility,	the	notion	of	a	basic	subject	achieved	this	possibility	by	

creating	an	important	opening	in	the	interpretation	of	the	characteristics	of	discourses.	On	one	side,	

the	assumption	of	incomplete	sharedness	began	by	enabling	the	interpretation	of	patterns	and	

rules,	which	made	up	boundaries	and	thus	discourses.	The	commonality	constructing	the	

“sharedness”	was	epistemically	undefined	and	could	thus	be	studied	empirically	to	some	extent.	

The	incompleteness	of	this	side	of	the	tension	was	not,	however,	reified.	Instead,	Foucault	used	this	

incompleteness	to	define	discourses	momentarily	and	based	on	particular	contexts	of	practices.	The	

study	of	intra-discursive	commonalities	and	subjects	thus	depended	on	the	patterns	constructed	by	

practices.	The	interpreter	thus	had	to	understand,	in	diachronic	or	synchronic	ways,	how	particular	

discourses	created	their	own	basic	subjects	and	their	own	ideas	of	commonality,	which	also	created	

and	validated	specific	notions	of	equality.	

My	interpretation	of	this	approach	thus	viewed	sharedness	and	deficit	as	acting	together	in	

order	to	enable	archaeology	and	genealogy	to	expand	the	scope	of	study	in	the	formation	of	basic	

subjects.	The	tension	between	the	possibility	of	sharedness	and	deficit	could	also,	then,	serve	as	a	

reminder	that	deficit	itself	was	not	the	sole	characteristic	of	discourses	either.	Instead	of	assuming	

that	deficit,	constraint,	repressiveness,	colonialism,	and	domination	were	the	characteristics	of	

every	form	of	discourse	and	power,	this	type	of	interpretation	could	understand	how	this	side	of	

the	tension	was	always	coupled	with	the	notion	of	sharedness	and	the	epistemic	validation	that	it	

granted	to	discourses.	Because	these	basic	subjects	were	not	completely	pre-defined,	the	tension	

between	what	discourses	enabled	as	equal	and	what	they	excluded	as	interior	others	began	to	

depend	on	the	boundaries	erected	and	the	relationships	found	from	the	senses	momentarily	fixed	

through	practices.	Discourses	were	thus	neither	pure	sharedness	nor	pure	deficit	and,	as	a	result,	

the	basic	subject	of	Foucaultian	knowledge	appeared	as	more	open	to	empirical	research.	Only	in	

relationship	to	contexts	of	practices	could	discourse	be	understood	as	sharedness	in	particular	

ways	and	deficit	in	others.	Only	vis-a-vis	practices	could	the	boundaries	of	discourses	be	defined.	As	
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I	discussed	in	the	following	section,	this	further	enabled	the	actual	study	of	boundaries.	

Additionally,	this	implication	also	began	to	delineate	the	kind	of	decoloniality	and	coexistence	that	

genealogy	and	archaeology	could	seek	to	establish.	Finally,	the	validation	of	an	incomplete	

definition	of	discourses	also	began	to	set	a	limit	for	the	idea	of	an	endless	proliferation	of	meaning.	

Unlike	David	Hoy’s	understanding	of	Foucault,	this	implication	showed	that	not	all	discourses	

entailed	the	same	kind	of	boundary.	They	did	not	necessarily	need	deconstruction	to	the	same	

extent.	They	could	have	different	levels	of	othering.	This	led	to	a	possibility	of	judging	discourses	

based	on	practices	and	to	stop	the	philosophically	defined	endless	processes	of	deconstruction.	

Second,	the	possibility	of	generalizing	the	discourses	interpreted	from	particular	sets	of	

practices	became	much	more	limited	as	well.	Consistently	with	the	Foucaultian	condition	of	

possibility,	the	discourses	constructed	from	the	interpretation	of	the	regularities	or	dynamics	of	

senses	and	power	were	not	considered	as	necessarily	continuing	beyond	the	practices	taken	into	

account.	Because	the	tension	did	not	include	an	actual	definition	of	the	sharedness	and	relationship	

of	commonality	that	enabled	this	field	of	inquiry,	the	connections	between	interpreted	discourses	

and	the	archive	itself	could	not	be	known.	Interpreted	discourses	could	not	be	granted	the	

possibility	of	structural	generalization.	As	a	result,	this	implication	should	endogenously	make	

genealogists	and	archaeologists	more	aware	of	the	possibilities	of	resistance	as	well	as	differences,	

which	they	could	be	silencing	or	at	least	ignoring	through	the	generalization	of	the	colonial	

practices	they	interpreted.	As	I	further	discussed	below,	this	could	prevent	interpreters	from	

generalizing	domination	and	colonialism	as	the	equal	characteristic	of	all	discourses.
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Politics:	Was	More	Decoloniality	and	Coexistence	Possible?	

Archaeology:	the	study	of	synchronically	interpreted	politics	

In	his	archaeological	work,	Foucault	defined	different	forms	of	empirically	studied	politics	

between	discourses.	In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	he	proceeded	from	the	fact	of	discourse	and	then	

sought	the	static	patterns	interpreted	from	the	practiced	functions	of	discourses.	The	broadest	and	

most	general	pattern-based	rule	of	a	discourse	was	its	positivity	(ibid.,	127),	which	was	the	

condition	of	possibility	and	boundary	for	an	entire	discursive	formation.	This	possibility	of	inquiry	

could	be	understood	through	two	levels	of	analysis.	First,	Foucault	was	able	to	analyze	how	

empirically	interpreted	discourses	created	internal	relationships	of	commonality	and	principles	of	

articulation.	These	principles	could	lead	to	a	politics	of	domination	and	articulation,	which	could	be	

grasped	empirically	in	the	juxtapositions	between	different	discursive	formations	because	they	

exposed	the	forms	of	unification	that	particular	discourses	could	create	for	other	layers	(ibid.,	167).	

Second,	Foucault	granted	the	possibility	of	studying	the	very	separation	of	discourses	and	their	

multiplicity	to	his	own	knowledge	production.	This	was	related	to	the	decolonial	politics	of	the	

archaeological	task	of	interpretation,	which	I	further	defined	below.	

At	the	level	of	empirically	interpreted	discourses,	Foucault	mentioned	different	types	of	

inter-discursive	politics,	such	as	archaeological	isomorphism,	archaeological	isotopia,	

archaeological	shifts,	and	archaeological	correlation,	which	could	entail	subordination	(ibid.,	160-

161).	As	this	possibility	of	studying	different	inter-discursive	politics	began	to	show,	archaeology	

not	only	defined	the	boundaries	of	each	layer,	but	also	followed	the	ways	in	which	each	discourse	

could	seek	to	include,	colonize,	annex,	articulate,	or	organize	its	“others.”	The	study	of	discursive	

politics	thus	entailed	examining	how	practices	not	only	constructed	their	own	basic	subjects,	but	

also	needed	to	comprehend	how	they	actually	could	seek	to	annex	or	reorganize	discursive	

“others.”	This	was	possible	because	boundaries	could	coexist	in	the	senses	settled	in	practices.	A	
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particular	set	of	practiced	senses	could	thus	organize	othered	discourses.	They	could,	for	example,	

include	other	discourses	through	a	notion	of	succession	or	perhaps	through	subjugation.	The	very	

patterns	of	practices	thus	defined	the	politics	of	otherness	as	they	organized	them	not	only	through	

particular	rules,	but	also	through	the	attachment	of	senses	upon	them.	Throughout	The	Order	of	

Things,	for	example,	Foucault	focused	his	interpretation	on	the	analysis	of	unifying	ideas	of	

succession,	which	connected	different	discourses	as	parts	of	a	linear	and	even	cumulative	form	of	

knowledge	progress	(Foucault	1970).	

Genealogy:	the	study	of	diachronically	interpreted	politics	

Genealogy	enabled	yet	another	possibility	for	interpreted	discourses.	This	methodology	

sought	to	reintroduce	the	diachronic	messiness	of	interaction,	transformation,	and	world	

constitutions,	which	showed	a	politics	of	struggles.	Despite	the	introduction	of	“life”	into	the	

analysis	of	discourses,	genealogy	could	still	be	understood	as	consistent	with	the	fact	of	discourse.	

By	using	this	condition	of	possibility,	genealogy	appeared	as	trying	to	focus	primarily	on	the	

diachronic	as	well	as	dynamic	politics	between	discourses.	Genealogy	thus	not	only	took	into	

account	the	possibility	of	separating	discourses	by	showing	their	boundaries	and	fractures,	but	it	

also	focused	on	the	possibility	of	desubjugation,	which	emerged	through	the	study	of	their	

historical	processes	of	struggle.	These	processes	included	the	analysis	of	colonization,	the	links	

historically	established	between	discourses	and	particular	actors,	the	annexation	of	certain	

institutional	conformations,	the	violence	attached	to	these	processes,	and	the	ways	in	which	

discourses	constituted	particular	objects,	worlds,	and	even	bodies.	

These	historical	processes	of	unification,	colonization,	and	domination	could	show	how	

particular	discourses	could	be	linked	to	actors	involved	in,	for	example,	historical	wars	or	conflicts	

(Foucault	1997).	They	could	constitute	institutions,	shape	forms	of	governmentality,	normalize	

particular	discourses,	and	even	seek	to	shape	bodies	based	on	the	forms	of	knowledge	they	

promoted.	In	these	processes,	particular	discourses	could	seek	to	re-constitute	other	discourses.	
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Their	own	boundaries	of	exclusion	could	act	as	the	root	of	or	condition	of	possibility	for	the	

definition	of	their	“others.”	Here,	the	interpreter	could	find,	for	example,	that	“others”	became	

reconstituted	as	“inferior,”	“barbaric,”	“antecedent,”	or	“deviant.”	As	a	result,	the	patterns	of	

dynamic	senses	showed,	through	the	practices	that	constituted	the	data	of	genealogy,	how	

particular	discourses	could	become	transformed.	This	kind	of	unifying,	annexing,	organizing,	

colonizing,	articulating,	and	dominating	relationship	was	the	central	focus	of	Foucault’s	

genealogical	work,	which	often	showed	how	the	emergence	of	newer	discourses	did	not	entail	a	

possibility	of	liberation.	Instead,	they	often	created	broader	politics	of	organization	and	unification,	

which	included	newer	boundaries	and	colonial	forms	of	othering.26	Similar	to	Todorov’s	assertions	

about	“Western”	cultures,	discourses	homogenized,	assimilated,	and	colonized	difference	in	new	

ways.	

Despite	his	focus	on	the	empirical	research	of	processes	of	unification,	annexation,	and	

colonialism,	Foucault	also	separated	the	idea	of	power	from	domination	(Foucault	1995,	35).	He	

even	asserted	that	interpreters	should	be	weary	of	defining	power	as	pure	repressiveness	or	deficit	

(Foucault	1997,	18).	This	caution	against	the	generalization	of	the	politics	of	domination	could	be	

understood	as	emerging	from	the	tension	that	I	emphasized	in	his	field	of	inquiry.	It	was	the	

possibility	of	proceeding	from	the	deficit	of	foundations	and	the	validating	notion	of	potential	

sharedness	that	enabled	the	opening	of	the	scope	of	interpretational	possibilities	also	in	the	

dimension	of	politics.	It	was	the	tension	between	the	deficit	and	the	validation	of	discourses	that	

created	another	condition	of	possibility	of	thinking	about	decoloniality	and	coexistence.	In	this	

sense,	genealogy	could	also	be	able	to	include	variance	in	the	kinds	of	politics	promoted	between	

discourses	and	“others.”	Additionally,	it	was	through	this	notion	that	genealogy	could	leave	room	

																																																								
26 The following could be interpreted as examples of different kinds of politics of domination between discourses. 

The first example could be found in the politics between the Victorian regime of sexuality and the discourse of 
power as repression (Foucault 1978, 10). Second, the struggle between power as sovereignty over land and the 
disciplinary power applied to the body also showed another example (Foucault 1995, 39). Finally and most 
famously, the transformation of the discourse on punishment over to a scientifico-legal discourse of discipline 
illustrated other inter-discursive politics (Foucault 1995, 23). 
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for	the	possibility	of	the	desubjugation	that	it	sought	through	its	own	practices.	Only	by	sustaining	

both	sides	of	the	tension	could	genealogy	enable	for	itself	the	possibility	of	creating	a	set	of	effects	

that	were,	at	least,	not	equally	repressive,	dominating,	and	colonial.	

The	politics	of	the	tension	

In	order	to	understand	this	genealogical	possibility	of	politics,	it	was	necessary	to	

remember	that	interpreters	were	hereby	located	in	proximity	to	discourse	and	not	above	it	

(Foucault	1972,	111).	The	notion	of	politics	that	I	have	discussed	throughout	this	chapter	thus	

included	not	only	the	possibility	of	interpreting	a	variety	of	empirically	analyzed	politics,	but	it	also	

included	us,	the	interpreters,	in	the	possibility	of	practicing	and	creating	politics.	It	consistently	

pushed	us	to	understand	that	the	creation	of	knowledge	that	genealogy	and	archaeology	promoted	

also	entailed	practices,	which	settled	senses	and	momentarily	fixed	the	circularity	of	power.	The	

tension	thus	created	its	own	decolonial	practice,	which	was	located	in	its	own	politics	with	its	

“others.”	The	tension	created	its	own	unifying	logic.	

Insofar	as	genealogy	was	regarded	only	in	relationship	to	the	deficit	of	its	condition	of	

possibility,	this	methodology	could	appear	as	a	strategy	exclusively	oriented	towards	the	study	of	

processes	of	unification	and	colonialism.	This	study	could	then	enable	the	deconstruction	of	

dominant	boundaries	and	politics.	Similarly,	archaeology	could	seem	to	show	only	the	fractures	

hidden	under	settled	philosophical	ideas	of	succession	or	unity	often	practiced	by	epistemological	

philosophies	or	the	history	of	ideas	(Foucault	1972,	149).	In	general,	then,	the	task	of	research	

could	appear	to	push	towards	the	diachronic	or	synchronic	deconstruction	of	the	deficit	of	

dominant	discourses,	which	could	then	expose	the	marginalization	of	othered	possibilities.	The	

process	of	interpretation	could	thus	appear	to	resist	the	repressiveness	of	colonial	deficits	in	order	

to	allow	more	room	for	a	topography	of	multiplicity	and	difference.	It	could	create	a	negative	value	

of	multiplicity	and	it	could	seek	to	allow	for	more	freedom	through	de-unification,	decoloniality,	

and	disorganization.	
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Foucault	asserted,	however,	that	the	notion	of	the	deficit	should	not	be	understood	as	pure	

repressiveness.27	As	I	mentioned	above,	Foucault	also	separated	the	idea	of	domination	from	the	

idea	of	power,	which	I	decided	to	discuss	by	using	the	notion	of	politeía	and	politics.	Both	of	these	

aspects	mentioned	by	Foucault	presupposed	a	possibility	of	understanding	power	not	always	as	

necessarily	repressive	at	least	in	the	same	degree.	Accordingly,	I	re-emphasized	the	positive	value	

of	potential	sharedness	and	power	constitutiveness	vis-a-vis	the	political	task	of	interpretation	and	

its	active	role.	I	achieved	this	goal,	however,	without	falling	into	the	absolutization	of	the	other	side	

of	the	tension,	namely	the	affirmation	of	all	differences.	

As	I	mentioned	above,	the	deficit	side	of	the	tension	could	continuously	remind	interpreters	

that	they	did	not	proceed	from	a	solid	foundational	basis	in	order	to	create	a	possibility	of	validated	

knowledge.	The	“fact	of	discourse”	created	a	platform	that	both	validated	and	resisted	discourse.	

The	resistance	against	discourse	came	from	the	unintelligibility	of	its	foundations,	which	created	a	

deficit	and	void	in	all	interpreted	discourses	due	to	their	epistemic	incompleteness.	This	notion	

created	the	aforementioned	negative	value	for	multiplicity	and	the	political	tendency	towards	

deconstruction	and	decoloniality.	On	the	other	side,	however,	the	incomplete	notion	of	sharedness,	

as	well	as	the	epistemic	validation	of	the	senses	grasped,	granted	discourses	a	constitutive	capacity	

to	create	“our”	worlds.	Despite	Foucault’s	explicit	goal	of	diversification,	this	side	of	the	tension	

created	another	form	of	unification	and	annexation.	It	constructed	a	meta-relationship	of	

unification	and	commonality	in	heterogeneity	and	multiplicity.	It	built	a	possibility	of	meta-equality	

in	difference	by	creating	a	basic	subject,	which	emerged	from	the	incomplete	commonality	of	

discourses.	It	enabled	a	positive	value	of	multiplicity	and	it	created	a	possibility	of	coexistence	for	

the	heterogeneity	of	discourses	potentially	shared	in	particular	contexts	of	practices.	This	positive	

																																																								
27 Foucault asserted that the analysis of discourse was based on the principle of deficit because never could 

everything be said (Foucault 1972, 118). “However, we are not linking these exclusions to a repression; we do 
not presuppose that beneath manifest statements something remains hidden and subjacent. We are analyzing 
statements, not as being in the place of other statements that have fallen below the line of possible emergence, 
but as being always in their own place” (ibid., 119). 
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validation	of	multiplicity	limited	the	task	of	deconstruction	because	it	created	an	internal	

mechanism	to	judge	discourses	and	politics.	In	other	words,	not	all	discourses	and	politics	equally	

limited	the	possibilities	for	othered	discourses	to	coexist.	Some	discourses	and/or	politics	

repressed	and	colonized	possibilities	of	multiplicity	more	than	others.	Some	discourses	could	bind	

possibilities	in	more	constrained	ways.	They	could	constitute	relationships	of	singularity	less	

accepting	of	multiplicity.	Singularity	and	higher	degrees	of	domination	thus	became	the	colonial	

“other”	of	this	form	of	decolonial	interpretation	and	coexistence.	This	was	not	explicitly	found	in	

Foucault’s	work,	but	it	was	the	coherent	definition	of	politics	that	unfolded	by	following	both	sides	

of	the	tension	at	the	same	time.	It	was	the	result	of	considering	power	and	discourse	as	directly	

implying	one	another	in	practices.	Finally,	it	was	the	consequence	of	examining	the	space	of	

possibility	that	Foucault	opened	for	his	own	practices.	

Due,	however,	to	its	own	deficit,	the	possibility	of	possibilities	was	not	endless	either.	The	

sharedness	side	of	the	tension,	together	with	the	validation	of	discourses,	was	not	absolutized	in	an	

endless	search	for	possibilities	and	positive	multiplicity	either.	There	was	no	perfect	form	of	

decolonial	coexistence	in	positive	multiplicity.	Instead,	the	deficit	retuned	back	to	stop	multiplicity	

from	becoming	yet	another	philosophically	absolute	value.	It	reminded	interpreters	that	our	own	

positions	were	located	within	a	particular	context	of	practices	and	in	proximity	to	discourse.	In	this	

very	sense,	the	politics	of	the	task	of	research	could	not	pretend	to	seek	an	absolute,	objectified,	or	

external	form	of	multiplicity.	Instead,	this	form	of	decoloniality	and	coexistence	had	to	take	into	

account	a	particular	context	of	practices,	which	would	delineate	the	possibilities	available	at	a	

particular	moment.	Here,	practices	served	as	the	ultimate	limit	for	the	delineation	of	the	kind	of	

decolonial	multiplicity	that	could	be	sought	and	the	kind	of	deconstruction	of	colonialism	that	was	

necessary.	Accordingly,	interpreters	had	to	judge	discourses	based	on	the	possibility	of	context-

dependent	forms	of	multiplicity,	which	took	into	account	othered	voices	already	practiced.	Here,	it	

was	not	the	notion	of	pure	multiplicity,	but	the	relationship	between	the	two	sides	of	the	tension,	



	 72	

settled	by	taking	into	account	marginalized	practices,	that	allowed	for	an	endogenously	consistent	

and	localized	role	to	be	played.	Because	the	absolute	of	nihilism	was	universally	deconstructive	of	

all	unifications	and	the	absolute	of	the	affirmation	of	difference	was	universally	respectful	of	

everything,	the	tension	between	the	two	allowed	us	to	play	a	localized	as	well	as	decolonial	role	of	

desubjugation.	Because	they	were	the	ones	that	could	potentially	expose	the	contemporary	

limitations	of	dominant	deficits	and	the	limited	possibility	of	expansion	towards	particular	forms	of	

multiplicity,	othered	voices	were	hereby	located	at	the	focal	center	of	decoloniality	and	coexistence.	

The	marginalized	were	the	ones	determining	how	it	could	be	contextually	possible	to	create	better	

forms	of	equality	in	difference.	

Conclusion:	The	Implications	of	the	Politics	of	Tension	and	Questions	for	Indianismo	

Overall,	the	emphasis	of	the	tension	that	I	delineated	from	Foucault’s	work	led	to	a	more	

open	field	of	inquiry,	which	could	enable	the	study	of	multiple	conditions	of	possibility,	basic	

subjects,	and	politics.	By	using	this	tension,	moreover,	the	decolonial	orientation	of	the	task	of	

interpretation	sought	to	deconstruct	colonial	legacies,	expand	horizons	of	coexistence,	and	enable	

marginalized	voices.	This	understanding	of	Foucault’s	work	had	several	implications	and	still	left	

unanswered	questions.	

First,	by	proceeding	from	a	condition	of	possibility	that	included	both	deficit	and	validation	

simultaneously,	this	form	of	decolonial	interpretation	led	to	an	understanding	of	politics	that	was	

more	open	to	empirical	research.	To	the	contrary,	when	interpreters	philosophically	pre-settled	the	

tension,	they	risked	pre-defining	what	possibilities	of	politics	existed,	imposing	this	view	upon	all	

discourses	(including	their	own).	On	the	one	hand,	they	could	tend	to	absolutize	validation	and	thus	

view	relationships	as	pure	constitutiveness.	Interpretivists	could	pre-define	politics,	including	the	

ones	they	sought	to	create	through	their	own	practices,	as	the	affirmation	of	difference	(e.g.,	

Goldstein	and	Pevehouse	2013-2014).	On	the	other	side,	interpreters	could	also	tend	towards	

nihilism,	absolutize	the	deficit	of	discourse,	and	thus	assume	relationships	as	purely	repressive	or	
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colonial.	This	could	lead	them	to	seek	more	absolute	possibilities	of	deconstruction,	which	would	

aim	to	create	a	discursive	context	of	purely	dynamic	and	changing	senses	(e.g.,	Ashley	and	Walker	

1990;	Walker	2010).	Additionally,	the	absolutization	of	the	middle	position	between	both	sides	of	

the	tension	led	to	the	idea	of	an	endless	proliferation	of	meaning	(Hoy	2004).	Instead,	I	sought	to	

delineate	the	fourth	way	to	understand	Foucault’s	approach,	which	created	the	endogenous	

possibility	of	sustaining	the	tension.	This	led	to	the	study	of	how	practices	created	discourses	and	

politics,	which	were	validated	and	constrained	in	contextual	ways	and	to	different	degrees.	This	

implication	further	enabled	the	study	of	marginalized	discourses,	which	could	have	sought	to	

establish	different	kinds	of	politics	from	the	edges	of	domination.	It	allowed	IR,	as	well	as	others	

concerned	with	the	study	of	domination	and	colonialism,	to	cope	with	the	problem	of	differences	

and	coexistence	while	also	avoiding	philosophically	logical	paths	towards	nihilism	or	the	

affirmation	of	all	differences.	This	broader	understanding	of	politics	was	not	only	relevant	in	the	

study	of	decolonial	and	post-colonial	voices	(e.g.,	Tully	1995;	Canessa	2000;	Doxtater	2004;	Zegeye	

and	Vambe	2006;	Escobar	2010;	Isasi-Días	and	Mendieta	2012;	Grovogui	2013),	but	also	created	

more	theoretical	room	to	understand	the	problem	of	colonialism,	marginalization,	assimilation,	and	

homogenization	in	IR	(e.g.,	Todorov	1982;	Manzo	1996;	Inayatullah	and	Blaney	2004;	Sanjines	

2004;	Shapiro	2004;	Seth	2010;	Pasha	2012;	Edkins	and	Zehfuss	2014).	By	focusing	interpretation	

on	marginalized	voices	while	also	studying	dominant	discourses,	this	philosophically	paradoxical	

approach	led	towards	the	possibility	of	exploring	the	nuances	of	practiced	politics,	the	possibilities	

sought	beyond	the	boundaries	of	dominant	discourses,	and	even	the	ways	in	which	the	tension	

itself	created	new	forms	of	dynamic	politics	of	decoloniality	and	coexistence.	This	form	of	tension-

based	politics	entailed	the	contextualization	of	the	task	of	research	and	its	aims,	which	now	

depended	on	the	discourses	that	appeared	as	colonial	in	their	constrained	annexations	and	the	

voices	that	confronted	them	with	differences.	Here,	how	much	needed	to	be	deconstructed	and	how	

much	needed	to	be	enabled	depended	on	what	was	practiced.	How	did,	however,	practices	
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precisely	determine	the	point	at	which	discourses	were	imposing	domination?	How	did	they	

indicate	colonialism,	decoloniality,	and	coexistence?	

Second,	the	deficit	side	of	the	tension	prevented	us	from	generalizing	the	discourses	and	

politics	that	we	interpreted	from	particular	sets	of	practices.	Similar	to	the	implication	discussed	in	

the	previous	paragraph,	the	deficit	of	this	condition	of	possibility	and	the	invalidation	of	

generalization	led	towards	a	focus	on	marginalized	voices.	As	I	previously	stated,	Foucault	did	not	

always	follow	this	implication	in	his	own	empirical	work.	Despite	Foucault’s	generalizations,	

decolonial	and	post-colonial	voices,	such	as	Indianismo	and	some	of	the	authors	mentioned	above,	

served	as	warnings	against	the	assumption	of	generalized	domination.	They	exposed	the	risk	that	

emerged	from	generalization	because	they	showed	that	it	could	lead	interpreters	to	a	

disproportionate	focus	on	dominant	practices	and	an	unwarranted	foreclosure	of	the	discussion	of	

“other”	possibilities	of	coexistence,	resistance,	difference,	and	decoloniality.	

This	discussion	of	resistance	unfolded	onto	two	different	possibilities.	On	one	side,	it	

emphasized	the	relevance	of	studying	othered	voices,	which	could	be	explicitly	seeking	to	establish	

different	forms	of	politics	by	expanding,	resisting,	or	transforming	dominant	discourses.	This	

analysis	could	orient	our	explorations	towards	voices	that	were	“internal	others”	and	were	seeking	

to	expand	the	possibility	of	coexistence	by	further	including	more	differences.	In	this	sense,	this	

approach	created	a	possibility	of	studying	marginalized	others	as	voices	that	exposed	the	

boundaries	of	colonialism,	helped	us	deconstruct	domination,	and	could	enable	new	kinds	of	

bounded	coexistence.	This	focus	on	marginalized	voices	and	their	resistance	could	be	lost	if	the	

characteristics	of,	for	example,	“Western”	discourses	were	generalized	as	universally	dominant.	

On	the	other	side,	the	tension	granted	the	possibility	of	creating	political	and	decolonial	

effects	of	coexistence	to	the	process	of	interpretation	itself.	It	achieved	this	goal	by	regulating	the	

proliferation	of	meaning	through	the	relationship	between	the	characteristics	of	contextual	

othering	effects	from	colonialism	and	the	characteristics	of	what	was	othered.	The	former	allowed	
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interpreters	to	know	what	needed	to	be	deconstructed,	whereas,	the	latter	defined	what	needed	to	

be	enabled	within	a	new	coexistence.	This	could	explain	why	Foucault	asserted	that	the	multiplicity	

of	voices	that	he	interpreted,	or	the	“insurrection	of	subjugated	knowledges,”	allowed	him	to	create	

his	field	of	inquiry	and	thus	the	possibility	of	desubjugation	(Foucault	1997,	7).	His	own	field	of	

inquiry	appeared	to	escape,	only	in	part,	the	“Western”	form	of	domination,	which	he	defined	

through	the	idea	of	“universality”	and	colonialism	(Foucault	1971).	He	seemed	to	find	a	possibility	

of	thinking	about	a	different	kind	of	politics	by	following	the	emergence	of	“language	in	

multiplicity”	(Foucault	1970,	386).	

This	political	implication	in	the	task	of	interpretation	and	its	potential	effects	entailed	a	

decision	and	breaking	point	between	two	possibilities.	On	one	side,	Foucault	could	leave	discourses	

untouched,	with	their	own	conditions	of	possibility,	basic	subjects,	and	politics.	His	field	of	inquiry	

had	the	capacity	to	study	these	discursive	dimensions	within	the	boundaries	of	each	formation	and	

without	transforming	them,	which	would	then	leave	the	domination	and	annexation	of	discourses	

unmodified.	It	would	allow	for	a	world	of	struggling	and	competing	discourses,	which	would	seek	to	

impose	their	own	conditions	of	possibility	and	their	own	self-granted	superiority	upon	others.	

Insofar	as	Foucault	accessed	“senses”	only	in	the	proximity	that	he	shared	with	them,	the	

interpreter	and	the	discourses	that	he	analyzed	appeared	as	equals.	Consistently,	the	interpreter	

would	have	no	validated	active	role	against	any	particular	formation.	On	the	other	side,	genealogy	

and	archaeology	aimed	towards	“desubjugation”	and	“diversification.”	They	used	the	assumption	of	

the	fact	of	discourse	to	validate	their	own	knowledge	and	authorize	a	particular	form	of	politics.	

Despite	the	advantages	of	this	form	of	politics,	which	contextually	played	an	active	role	against	

colonialism	and	for	a	broader	form	of	coexistence,	there	were	still	unanswered	questions	that	were	

important.	The	politics	of	decoloniality	and	coexistence	that	Foucault	began	to	construct	entailed	a	

meta-logic	of	its	own	and	thus	created	a	validating	boundary	that	also	excluded	other	voices	(i.e.,	

colonialism,	annexation,	domination,	etc.).	How	did	this	construction	of	a	new	realm	of	equality	and	
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coexistence	affect	specific	political	struggles	in	terms	of	gender,	class,	sexuality,	ethnicity,	etc.?	How	

did	it	include	specific	kinds	identities	and	politics?	Moreover,	what	did	invalidated	and	

marginalized	discourses	have	to	renounce	in	order	to	fit	within	this	boundary?	What	was	the	cost	of	

validation	and	annexation?		

This	set	of	questions	also	led	to	another	problem:	If	Foucault	constructed	his	own	

possibility	of	knowledge	through	the	notion	of	the	fact	of	discourse,	which	was	nothing	but	an	

assumption,	how	could	he	judge	and	invalidate	other	discourses?	How	could	he	validate	his	own	

boundary	and	meta-logic	if	his	own	production	was	epistemically	incomplete?	In	order	to	invalidate	

other	“colonial”	discourses	and	charge	them	some	kind	of	cost	to	be	integrated	(i.e.,	“desubjugation”	

and	“diversification”),	Foucault’s	field	of	knowledge	needed	a	source	of	self-validation,	which	would	

locate	it	above	invalidated	discourses.	Foucault	used,	however,	an	incomplete	condition	of	

possibility.	How	could	this	form	of	knowledge	then	have	the	authority	to	play	an	active	political	role	

and	seek	to	transform	“dominant”	discourses	in	order	to	enable	certain	kinds	of	voices?	Finally,	

how	could	this	expanded	and	more	encompassing	form	of	coexistence	avoid	imposing	the	same	

kind	of	marginalizing	effects	as	other	colonial	discourses?	Did	Foucault	create	a	field	of	knowledge	

that	could	not	escape	the	proliferation	of	meaning	after	all?	Or,	could	this	boundary	of	coexistence	

be	potentially	different?	

Third,	the	idea	of	an	endless	proliferation	of	meaning	was	limited	because	Foucault	did	not	

construct	a	settled	notion	of	temporality.	On	one	side,	this	proliferation	was	limited	by	the	

relationship	between	deconstruction	and	coexistence,	which	was	settled	by	the	study	of	othered	

practices	and	thus	created	an	empirically	dependent	meta-logic.	On	the	other	side,	this	approach	of	

interpretation	proceeded	from	an	incomplete	condition	of	possibility	in	order	to	validate	its	own	

field	of	knowledge.	This	incompleteness,	deficit,	or	void	pushed	the	approach	to	renounce	the	

possibility	of	granting	a	philosophical	guarantee	of	reproducibility.	In	other	words,	the	condition	of	

possibility	delineated	here	for	genealogy	and	archaeology	did	not	include	the	definition	of	the	



	 77	

mechanisms	that	allowed	for	sharedness.	In	turn,	this	void	constituted	an	incomplete	positivity,	

which	did	not	fully	guarantee	the	possibility	of	reproducing	meanings	towards	the	future.	The	very	

effects	of	the	discourses	that	interpreters	practiced	were	thus	understood	as	unpredictable	due	to	

their	own	deficit.	We,	interpreters,	could	seek	particular	kinds	of	effects	and	construct	a	meta-logic,	

but	we	could	no	longer	assume,	for	example,	that	our	studies	could	in	fact	unfold	towards	an	

endless	future	of	difference	and	perfect	coexistence.	To	the	contrary,	by	sustaining	the	tension,	we	

had	to	focus	on	how	practices	unpredictably	continued.	The	possibility	of	sustaining	the	tension	

thus	eroded	the	assumption	of	absolute	authorship	and	it	endogenously	allowed	for	the	contexts	of	

practices	to	define	whether	the	tension	needed	to	be	newly	resettled.	Here,	othered	practices	

defined	whether	more	deconstruction	and	more	coexistence	were	needed.		

Additionally,	the	unpredictability	of	practices	pushed	the	approach	to	renounce	the	

possibility	of	pre-defining	philosophically	some	kind	of	temporality.	This	enabled	genealogy	and	

archaeology	to	study	how	discourses	constructed	their	own	temporalities,	which	included	readings	

of	history	and	constructions	of	future	destinies.	Despite	this	openness,	genealogy	and	archaeology	

entailed	an	active	political	role,	sought	to	promote	“desubjugation”	and	“diversification,”	and	

created	their	own	logic	of	temporality,	namely	unpredictability	and	practice	dependency.	How	did	

this	notion,	then,	affect	the	discourses	that	it	invalidated?	In	other	words,	archaeology	and	

genealogy	could	study	the	temporalities	of	practiced	discourses,	but	once	these	methodologies	

played	active	roles	of	“diversification”	and	“desubjugation”	they	also	affected	the	self-validated	

notions	of,	for	example,	linear	and	progressive	temporalities.	This	was	connected	to	the	effects	of	

playing	active	political	roles	and	constructing	a	meta-logic	of	coexistence.	How	did	this	specifically	

affect	other	temporalities?	How	did	this	field	of	knowledge	limit	the	“dominating”	tendencies	and	

impositions	of	invalidated	discourses	more	in	general?	

In	order	to	answer	these	questions,	I	interpreted	the	Indianista	intellectual	discussions	of	

colonialism,	decoloniality,	and	coexistence.	This	dialogue	did	not	emerge	because	I	regarded	
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Foucault	as	necessarily	influencing	or	determining	the	ways	in	which	Indianismo	investigated	the	

problem	of	difference	and	coexistence,	although	some	decolonial	intellectuals	cited	his	work.	

Instead,	I	established	this	dialogue	in	order	to	investigate	the	problem	of	coexistence	and	difference	

through	a	movement	that	pushed	beyond	Foucault’s	work,	answered	the	questions	I	asked	above,	

and	directly	investigated	the	implications	of	using	philosophical	tensions	to	think	about	

coexistence.	Their	discursive	similarities	in	political	concerns	and	epistemic	constructions	did	not,	

then,	necessarily	emerge	from	their	mutual	influence,	but	their	proximity	enabled	a	fruitful	

discussion	about	coexistence	and	difference.	Indianismo’s	clarity	and	depth	in	the	discussion	of	

coexistence	and	difference	helped	me	further	investigate	the	conditions	of	possibility	for	a	multi-

relational	and	reflexive	form	of	global	coexistence.	
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CHAPTER	THREE:	REVOLUTIONARY	INDIANISMO	

Introduction:	Marxism	and	Civilization	from	1941	to	the	1960’s	

In	order	to	study	how	Indianismo	confronted	colonialisms	and	proposed	interesting	

alternatives,	which	in	some	cases	moved	beyond	Foucault’s	work,	I	began	by	examining	the	

genealogy	of	the	first	branch	of	this	movement,	namely	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	This	branch	was	

relevant	because	it	showed	how	the	problem	of	difference	and	coexistence	was	located	at	the	heart	

of	the	Indianista	genealogical	process	of	discourse	transformation	and	dispute.	Revolutionary	

Indianismo	showed	how	the	issue	of	coexistence	and	difference	confronted	Marxism,	sought	to	take	

into	account	a	distinct	kind	of	oppression,	and	aimed	towards	a	particular	notion	of	liberation.	In	

turn,	this	discourse	also	became	confronted	by	a	problem	brought	in	by	“indigenous”	religiosity,	

which	tended,	in	this	particular	case,	to	undermine	the	anthropocentric	elements	of	Revolutionary	

Indianismo.	At	the	end,	the	problem	of	coexistence	and	difference	re-emerged	and	some	

intellectuals	consequently	constructed	Decolonial	Indianismo.	In	this	chapter,	I	thus	described	the	

beginning	of	this	genealogical	process	by	examining	the	internal	characteristics	of	Revolutionary	

Indianismo.	Then,	I	concluded	by	describing	some	of	the	limitations	of	this	discourse.	

Before	Indianismo	was	created	in	the	1960’s,	Bolivia	saw	the	emergence	of	the	Nationalist	

Revolutionary	Movement	(Movimiento	Nacionalista	Revolucionario	–	MNR)	in	1941,	which	sought	

to	apply	Marxist	ideas	in	order	to	solve	some	of	the	country’s	problems.	Intellectuals	like	Fausto	

Reinaga,	who	would	later	become	the	“father”	of	Indianismo,	were	actively	involved	in	the	creation	

of	this	Marxist	movement	and	thought	that	class-based	exploitation	was	the	basic	problem	that	

Bolivia	had	to	confront	in	order	to	progress.	The	basic	contradiction	of	Bolivian	society	was	hereby	

constructed	as	an	issue	of	land	ownership	and	the	forms	of	exploitations	that	these	relations	of	

production	created.	

According	to	F.	Reinaga,	two	classes	emerged	from	this	reading	of	Bolivian	society,	namely	
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the	owners	of	land,	who	were	legally	entitled	to	the	extraction	of	surplus,	and	those	who	were	used	

due	to	their	need	for	survival	(2014,	1:58).	The	latter	were	thus	an	exploited	class	who	worked	the	

land,	but	did	not	access	the	entirety	of	its	product	due	to	laws	of	ownership.	Under	the	lenses	of	this	

form	of	Marxism,	the	context	of	Bolivian	society	in	the	1940’s	represented	a	continuation	of	

previous	forms	of	feudal	exploitation	put	in	place	in	the	Americas	by	the	colonial	power	of	Spain.	

Here,	the	“mita”	system	of	forced	labor	rotation	and	the	“encomienda”	structure	of	men	acquisition	

through	land	rights	of	ownership	appeared	to	continue	under	the	disguise	of	private	property,	

which	allowed	for	land	owners	to	exploit	mine	or	agricultural	workers	(ibid.,	1:55).	The	low	levels	

of	payment,	when	workers	were	even	paid,	and	the	debts	acquired	created	an	almost	inescapable	

systems	of	obligations,	designed	to	undermine	the	freedom	of	workers	and	to	sustain	this	form	of	

exploitation.	The	possibility	of	liberating	these	workers	was	thus	related	to	the	redistribution	of	

land	and	the	dismantling	of	this	basis	of	exploitation	(ibid.,	1:67).	The	problem	of	land	ownership	

thus	unified	all	struggles	under	the	same	umbrella	and	created	a	platform	of	political	action	

towards	a	common	goal	of	revolution.	As	F.	Reinaga	affirmed,	this	was	a	project	that	was	not	based	

on	issues	of	race	(ibid.,	1:66).	Instead,	it	was	a	class-based	problem,	which	was	inherited	from	

colonialism	and	related	to	land	ownership.	

Much	of	this	class-based	political	platform	was	deployed	and	attached	to	the	Bolivian	

Nationalist	Revolution	in	1952.	F.	Reinaga,	for	example,	supported	the	Nationalist	Revolutionary	

Movement	and	wrote	his	book	titled	“Nacionalismo	Boliviano:	Teoría	y	Programa”	in	1952.		

Through	his	intellectual	work,	F.	Reinaga	hoped	to	orient	the	Revolution	towards	a	radical	

transformation,	which	would	not	continue	to	ignore	the	problems	of	“indigenous”	populations.	F.	

Reinaga	noticed	that	the	government	had	already	nationalized	mines	and	it	had	thus	solved	some	of	

the	problems	of	the	more	urban	working	class	of	Bolivia.	It	was	now	time	to	turn	to	“indigenous”	

populations,	who	were	trapped	more	predominantly	within	the	problem	of	land	access	in	

agricultural	areas	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	1:140).	Here,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	Marxism	was	the	
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doctrine	of	the	Revolution,	but	it	needed	to	be	tailored	to	the	specific	context	of	Bolivia	and	to	the	

issues	inherited	from	Colonialism	(ibid.,	1:139).	

F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	the	nationalist	characteristic	of	the	Revolution	had	to	lead	to	a	

historical	synthesis	of	liberation	along	three	dimensions.	First,	the	Revolution	needed	to	take	into	

account	the	specificity	of	the	class	structure	of	Bolivia,	which	included	not	only	the	international	

form	of	exploitation	of	mines,	originally	owned	by	foreign	capital	from	the	United	States	and	

England	(ibid.,	1:128),	but	also	the	legacy	of	feudalism,	which	exploited	the	vast	majority	of	the	

Bolivian	population	through	the	private	ownership	of	land.	Second,	the	government	needed	to	take	

into	account	the	historic	specificity	of	its	own	context,	which	demonstrated	that	the	“true”	subject	

of	the	nation	was	the	“Indio”	(ibid.,	1:133).	The	“Indio”	was	the	vast	majority	of	the	population	and	

knew	exactly	what	it	wanted	(ibid.,	1:133).	This	contextual	specificity	not	only	granted	agency	to	

the	“Indio”	in	a	context	where	the	“proletariat”	was	already	beginning	to	become	the	official	

revolutionary	agent,	but	it	also	sought	to	shape	the	form	of	land	ownership	that	had	to	emerge	from	

the	process	of	redistribution.	Here,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	the	“Indio”	had	a	past	of	communism	in	

its	Inca	form	of	communitarian	organization	called	“ayllu”	(ibid.,	1:140).	The	process	of	colonialism	

that	created	the	contradiction	of	class-based	exploitation	destroyed	this	form	of	organization,	but	

the	government	now	had	the	opportunity	to	take	the	historical	past	of	its	nation	into	account	in	

order	to	adapt	the	Revolution	to	its	unique	context.	Third,	“reason”	showed	that	the	universal	laws	

of	history,	dictated	by	dialectical	progress,	had	to	be	adapted	to	the	historical	thesis	of	an	Inca	past	

in	order	to	undo	the	contradiction	of	an	anti-thesis	that	emerged	with	Colonialism	(ibid.,	1:138).	

This	process	would	lead	Bolivia	to	a	synthesis	found	in	a	revolution	that	could	not	ignore	the	

situation	of	the	“Indio”	and	its	potential	to	show	how	the	problem	of	land	had	to	be	solved.	

Despite	F.	Reinaga’s	efforts	to	contextualize	and	nationalize	the	Revolution	and	its	class-

based	struggle,	the	proximity	between	this	discourse	and	Marxist	ideas	pulled	the	entire	program	

closer	to	Eurocentric	notions	of	progress,	which	emphasized	the	role	of	urban	workers	(i.e.,	the	
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proletariat)	and	unions.	The	roots	of	this	problem	could	even	be	found	in	F.	Reinaga’s	idea	of	class-

based	progress,	which	included	the	development	of	modes	of	production.	Here,	the	“universal	laws	

of	progress”	located	exploitation	as	the	basic	issue	of	society,	which	needed	to	be	solved	in	order	to	

allow	for	workers	to	gain	access	to	the	totality	of	their	products	and	also	in	order	to	develop	the	

possibility	of	further	satisfying	the	interests	of	workers	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	1:211).	Here,	the	urban	

working	class	appeared	as	closer	to	a	more	industrialized	form	of	production	and	it	was	regarded	

as	the	main	authorized	agent,	which	had	more	capacity	to	achieve	the	satisfaction	of	human	

“desires”	and	interests.	They	were	the	ones	who	were	constructed	as	the	leaders	in	this	notion	of	

historical	teleology.	Due	to	this	underlying	notion	of	progress,	the	“Indio”	was	considered	as	

important	in	relationship	to	the	problem	of	land,	but	the	urban	worker	was	still	the	leader	and	main	

agent	of	the	Revolution.	F.	Reinaga	tried	to	counter	this	hierarchy	of	agents	and	repeatedly	

mentioned	that	the	“Indio”	had	to	be	the	leader	of	the	Revolution	due	to	his	communist	past	of	ayllu	

organization.28	The	basic	assumption	of	interest	and	“desire,”	however,	still	permeated	through	the	

gaps	of	his	intellectual	production	and	it	implicitly	undermined	his	main	point.	

As	other	authors	have	also	noticed	(e.g.,	Ticona	2000;	Ari	2014),	this	kind	of	Marxist	

assumptions	not	only	hierarchicalized	actors,	but	also	made	the	“Indio	problem”	subservient	to	

other	proletariat	and	class-based	issues.	The	Revolution	thus	followed	more	structuralist	readings	

of	Marxism,	included	a	moderate	form	of	land	reformation	based	on	individual	property	rights,	

expanded	an	education	system	that	sought	to	include	much	of	the	illiterate	population,	and	

reformed	the	political	system	in	order	to	integrate	the	“indigenous”	population	into	the	possibility	

of	institutionalized	participation.	Consequently,	the	proposition	of	communitarian	land	reform	

never	took	place	and	the	problems	of	the	“Indio”	were	largely	ignored	due	to	the	Eurocentrism	of	

																																																								
28 As Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui pointed out and as I discussed in Chapter Five, this branch of Indianismo retained a 

patriarchic tendency in its exclusive focus on ethnicity and in its implicit relegation of gender-based injustices to 
secondary positions. Perhaps as a result of this issue, many intellectuals hereby cited used the pronoun “he” to 
describe the “Indio,” “man” (“hombre”), and “humanity.” In order to illustrate these limitations, I decided to 
continue using the pronoun “he” throughout the Chapter. 
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this	Marxist	transformation.	

Another	problem	that	emerged	from	this	hierarchy	of	identities	and	struggles	was	the	

tendency	towards	homogenization	and	assimilation.	As	previously	mentioned,	the	understanding	of	

society	through	the	idea	of	classes	organized	different	identities	into	a	hierarchy,	which	was	based	

on	the	different	degrees	of	proximity	to	the	final	goal	of	“revolution”	and	historical	synthesis.	This	

kind	of	Marxism	used	an	underlying	idea	of	equality,	which	was	constructed	from	the	class-based	

characteristics	of	“man”	(i.e.,	“desire”	and	“interests”).	The	basic	subject	of	the	Nationalist	

Revolution	in	Bolivia	was	not	different	to	the	idea	of	“man”	that	I	previously	defined	in	the	analysis	

of	structuralist	Marxism	in	IR.	Here,	“man”	appeared	as	a	subject	of	“desire,”	interest,	and	labor.	In	

turn,	these	characteristics	defined	the	commonality	supposedly	shared	by	all	and	created	an	idea	of	

basic	“human”	equality,	which	organized	all	non-proletariat	actors	as	“others”	who	did	not	quite	fit	

the	universalized	laws	of	“man”	and	progress.	The	identities	who	did	not	seem	“urban”	and	

“proletariat”	enough	thus	had	to	be	transformed	in	order	to	fit	the	official	model	of	Revolutionary	

agents.	Their	struggles,	experiences	of	oppression,	and	identities	were	thus	either	ignored	or	

actively	suppressed.	In	turn,	this	led	the	Nationalist	Revolutionary	Movement	to	a	“civilizing”	and	

“whitening”	program	that	made	the	“Indio”	fit	the	urban	model	of	the	Bolivian	working	class	(Ari	

2014).	The	governmental	Revolution	led	to	a	process	of	“de-indianization”	and	it	sought	to	continue	

colonial	vestiges	through	a	civilizing	process	of	homogenization.	The	government	thus	forced	many	

“Indios”	into	unions	controlled	by	the	party	and	called	them	“peasants.”	Religiosity,	identity,	

communitarian	land	reform,	autonomy,	multi-ethnic	respect,	and	other	issues	such	as	racism	and	

discrimination	were	henceforth	excluded	from	the	Revolutionary	agenda.	They	were	also	often	

strongly	resisted	because	the	“universal	laws	of	progress”	constructed	them	either	as	irrelevant	or	

as	“backward.”29	

																																																								
29 This issue of homogenization could also be found even in F. Reinaga’s earlier work, which sought to position the 

“Indio” at the core of the Revolution, but also assimilated him within a homogeneous process of historical 
transformation for the entire nation (e.g., F. Reinaga, 1:210). The homogenous problem of land ownership thus 
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From	Marxism	to	the	Validity	of	Indianismo:	Conditions	of	Possibility	

By	the	1960’s,	it	had	become	clear	to	many	intellectuals	and	activists	that	problems	of	racial	

and	ethnic	inequality	were	not	going	to	be	solved	under	the	policies	of	the	Bolivian	Nationalist	

Revolution.	In	this	context,	many	began	to	shape	a	different	discourse,	which	I	called	Revolutionary	

Indianismo.30	In	order	to	achieve	its	goals,	this	form	of	Indianismo	defined	an	epistemic	platform	of	

validity	for	its	own	voice.	It	enacted	its	own	foundation,	from	which	it	could	grant	validity,	veracity,	

and	legitimacy	to	its	political	project	of	liberation.	This	Indianista	definition	of	how	its	knowledge	

was	possible	and	valid	was	related	to	a	particular	conceptualization	of	“humanity.”	Indianismo	used	

a	seemingly	undeniable	fact	of	“humanity’s”	empirical	life	as	a	starting	foundation	from	which	it	

could	create	a	discourse.	The	definition	of	this	epistemic	basis	could	be	explained	through	what	I	

called	the	fact	of	inheritance.	Indianismo	erected	its	voice	from	the	fact	that	all	human	beings	were	

born	into	families	or	relationships	with	guardians	and	tutors,	which	helped	infants	to	grow	old	

enough	to	survive	independently.	This	relationship	between	children	and	whoever	cared	for	them	

connected	“humanity”	to	its	past	because	each	child	appeared	as	differently	molded	by	the	previous	

generation,	who	was	also	connected	to	a	previous	generation	and	so	on.	For	example,	F.	Reinaga	

began	his	definition	of	the	“Indio”	and	the	notion	of	race	by	asserting,	“inheritance	is	a	fact	related	
																																																																																																																																																																																			

led to a reading of history that fitted everyone within a single path of dialectical progress. The outcome of this 
dialectical movement led to the final end point of land redistribution, which would then solve all other problems. 

30 Although F. Reinaga used the name “Indio” to begin his exploration of the problems of colonialism and 
exploitation as early as the 1940’s, he explicitly used the name of “Indianismo” together with other intellectuals 
and activists in the foundational document of the Indianista Party in 1962 (annexed in F. Reinaga, 5:341, Acta de 
Fundación del Partido de Indios Aymaras y Quechuas - PIAK). Then, he defined the meaning of the name and its 
roots in 1970, when he wrote the Manifesto of the Indianista Party (2014, 5:360). In his work, he claimed that 
Christopher Columbus mistakenly named the peoples he encountered as “Indians” because he thought that he 
had arrived in India. F. Reinaga asserted that this was the moment that marked the beginning of the European 
process of identity reconstruction in the now-called Americas. This event began the imposition of the historical 
contradiction of colonialism (ibid., 5:361). The name of “Indianismo” thus carried the very tension of history 
that had to be transformed, in a dialectical sense, through revolution. It was an incorrect label imposed in 
colonialism and it was used by F. Reinaga to show the arbitrary contradiction of history, which was often hidden 
under ideologies. Only once this contradiction was solved through revolution would “Indios” become “Incas” 
again (ibid., 5:361). This definition of the name of “Indianismo” made F. Reinaga the founding father and main 
ideologue of the movement (A. Quispe 2009, 17). The “revolutionary” character of this branch of Indianismo 
emerged from its disillusion with institutional paths of transformation after the failure of the 1952 government, 
which lasted at least all the way until 1964. Consistently, the founding document of the Indianista Party stated 
that the “Indio” would seek power through democracy if possible, but revolution if necessary (annexed in F. 
Reinaga, 5:341). 
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to	the	somatological	part	of	man”	(2014,	5:104,	author’s	translation).31	From	this	very	fact,	F.	

Reinaga	was	able	to	develop	the	rest	of	his	edifice	because	inheritance	appeared	as	a	hard	and	

almost	biological	foundation	that	connected	the	“Indio”	to	his	past	in	particular	ways.	Similarly,	

Virgilio	Roel	claimed	in	an	important	Indianista	document,	which	resulted	from	the	First	

Conference	of	the	South	American	Indio	in	Peru,	1980,	that	the	differences	between	peoples	

throughout	the	world	emerged	because	each	one	of	them	was	connected	to	a	particular	past	

through	their	relationship	with	previous	generations	(Roel	1980,	5).	According	to	Roel,	this	was	the	

fact	that	connected	the	“Indio”	with	his	own	and	“true”	past,	which	was	then	covered	or	partially	

erased	by	the	“foreign”	oppression	of	colonialism.	Iván	Apaza	Calle	similarly	asserted,	in	a	more	

current	publication	in	the	magazine	produced	by	the	Indianista-Katarista	Movement,	Pukara,	that	

Indianismo	began	from	the	basic	fact	of	colonialism.	According	to	the	author,	this	phenomenon	

could	only	be	understood,	however,	from	the	fact	that	the	current	“Indio”	was	still	connected	to	its	

pre-colonial	past	through	the	“long	chain	of	generations”	(October,	2016,	17,	author’s	translation).	

This	epistemic	foundation	had	important	consequences,	which	enabled	and	constrained	the	

discourse	in	particular	ways.	First,	Indianismo	was	epistemically	guaranteed	as	an	anthropocentric	

discourse.	By	using	a	notion	of	“humanity”	as	a	fact	that	guaranteed	and	validated	the	discourse,	

Indianismo	located	“humanity”	at	its	discursive	center	and	core.	Here,	a	particular	characteristic	of	

“humanity”	appeared	as	the	basic	relationship	of	commonality	connecting	the	“Indio”	to	“truth.”	

The	“Indio”	was	thus	epistemically	authorized	to	know	and	shape	all	other	entities	in	the	Cosmos.	

The	fact	of	inheritance	thus	validated	Indianismo	and	it	shaped	it	as	a	particular	form	of	

“humanism”	(e.g.,	F.	Reinaga,	5:92;	A.	Quispe	2009,	18;	Pukara,	June,	2015).	Due	to	this	epistemic	

platform,	then,	“humanity”	was	located	at	the	pinnacle	of	the	hierarchy	of	entities	in	the	universe	

and	the	Cosmos.	As	the	1978	political	declaration	of	the	Indianista	Tupakatarista	Movement	stated,	

“the	human	person,	whatever	its	race	or	condition	may	be,	is	the	most	important	creation	of	

																																																								
31 Somatology was understood as the part of anthropology that studied the human body. It was often connected to 

the study of the physical, anatomical, and physiological characteristics of the body. 
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nature”	(published	in	Pukara,	June,	2015,	author’s	translation).	

Second,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	used	the	seeming	undeniability	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	

in	order	to	grant	itself	the	status,	validity,	and	legitimacy	of	“truth,”	which	then	permeated	the	

entirety	of	the	discourse.	In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	inheritance	appeared	as	a	fact	beyond	doubt	

and	questioning,	and	it	created	the	commonality	that	connected	a	knower	to	knowledge.	F.	Reinaga	

even	asserted	that	the	inheritance	of	the	“Indio”	was	transcendental	and	“cosmic”	(5:402).	Hence,	

inheritance	was	regarded	within	the	discourse	as	the	superior	fact	that	enabled	Revolutionary	

Indianismo	to	reorganize	all	other	forms	of	knowledges.	This	epistemic	status	thus	began	to	create	

a	hierarchy	in	which	other	knowledges	appeared	as	inferior.	Revolutionary	Indianismo	was	thus	

able	to	confront,	for	example,	Marxism	and	endogenously	determined	its	own	ideas	as	a	“superior	

degree	of	truth”	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	5:473).	

Third,	this	fact	of	inheritance	appeared	as	universal	because	it	was	constructed	as	an	

undeniable	characteristic	shared	by	all	of	“humanity.”	Revolutionary	Indianismo	thus	transferred	

this	status	and	it	universalized	its	own	notion	of	equality,	experience	of	oppression,	relationship	

with	others,	and	historical	path	towards	liberation.	The	very	usage	of	an	epistemic	validation	that	

assumed	a	factual	character	as	universally	shared,	thus	led	to	an	understanding	of	“humanity”	as	a	

universal	basis	of	commonality,	from	which	all	other	differences	could	be	judged	and	organized.	

Moreover,	the	proximity	of	the	“Indio”	to	this	basis	and	his	direct	participation	in	it	made	him	the	

main	authorized	agent	that	represented,	in	its	struggle	and	some	of	its	aspects,	the	entirety	of	

“humanity.”	The	“Indio’s”	connection	with	a	“true”	past,	situation	in	the	present,	and	destiny	of	the	

future	thus	represented	the	universal,	singular,	and	dialectical	history	of	all	human	beings	(ibid.,	

5:93	and	5:151).	This	possibility	of	universalization	created,	in	turn,	a	tendency	towards	the	

hierarchicalization	of	other	struggles,	understandings	of	history,	and	agents.	

Race	and/or	Nation:	the	Basic	Subject	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo	

Indianista	intellectuals	substantiated	this	epistemic	notion	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	through	
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their	definition	of	the	basic	characteristics	of	“humanity,”	which	elaborated	and	fixed	particular	

notions	of	basic	subjects.	In	most	cases,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	achieved	this	goal	by	

constructing	ideas	of	race	and/or	nation.	Although	these	ideas	often	appeared	together	or	

intertwined	within	the	different	intellectual	productions	of	Revolutionary	Indianistas,	each	notion	

tended	to	lead	the	discourse	closer	to	two	different	ends	of	a	spectrum	and	particular	kinds	of	

implications.	Here,	I	analytically	separated	and	contrasted	these	two	notions	of	race	and	nation	

more	than	Indianista	intellectuals	often	did,	which	allowed	me	to	explore	how	each	tendency	

unfolded	and	produced	particular	theoretical	consequences.	I	analyzed	how	the	notion	of	race	had	

certain	problems,	which	were	often	solved	by	intellectuals	who	focused	more	on	the	idea	of	nation.	

On	one	side,	the	notion	of	race	moved	closer	to	biological	explanations	of	the	fact	that	there	

were	connections	with	past	generations.	For	example,	F.	Reinaga	used	the	UNESCO’s	definition	

from	1967	and	asserted	that	race	was	“the	natural	group	of	people	that	represents	a	common	set	of	

inherited	physical	characteristics.	…	Its	stability	depends	on	the	permanence	of	the	genes	

responsible	for	the	inherited	characteristics	and	the	predominance	of	endogamy	over	exogamy”	

(ibid.,	5:103,	author’s	translation).	F.	Reinaga	hereby	defined	and	established	the	“Indio’s”	

connection	with	the	past	through	the	notion	of	biological	race	and	the	physical	characteristics	that	

could	be	visibly	present	in	and	common	to	a	particular	set	of	people.	

Unlike	“European	forms	of	racism,”	however,	F.	Reinaga	denied	the	organization	of	these	

racial	differences	in	a	traditionally	hierarchical	manner	(ibid.,	5:107).	According	to	him,	the	

scientific	study	of	race	by	the	UNESCO	showed	that	there	were	no	pure	races	throughout	the	world,	

which	meant	that,	despite	human	differences	as	peoples,	there	was	always	at	least	a	small	degree	of	

mixture	(ibid.,	5:104).	These	inter-racial	connections	gave	everyone	a	minimum	basis	of	

commonality	within	“humanity”	and	the	Homo	sapiens	specie.	Based	on	these	ideas,	F.	Reinaga	thus	

constructed	a	double	operation	vis-à-vis	the	more	biological	notion	of	race.	He	defined	the	fact	of	

inheritance	and	the	possibility	of	differentiating	peoples,	while	also	deconstructing	the	hierarchies	
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established	by	colonialism.	This	notion	of	race	thus	entailed	a	basic	definition	of	a	subject	and	the	

commonality	that	constructed	a	basis	of	equality	for	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	

On	the	other	side	of	the	spectrum,	the	notion	of	nation	was	more	often	related	to	the	“color	

of	ideas”	(ibid.,	5:473)	and	the	meanings	that	were	shared	by	the	different	forms	of	pedagogical	

connections	established	through	inter-generational	education,	socialization,	guardianship,	etc.	For	

example,	Felipe	Quispe	Huanca,	Hernán	Arroyo,	Rosa	Tito,	Cristina	Choque,	and	other	Indianista	

intellectuals	published	in	2005	a	proposal	presented	in	the	Unified	Syndical	Confederation	of	Rural	

Workers	of	Bolivia	(CSUTCB),	which	chiefly	called	for	the	reformation	of	the	education	system.	

Within	this	proposal,	the	authors	delineated	a	form	of	education	based	on	the	“Warisata”	school	

system,	which	was	autonomously	managed	by	“indigenous”	communities	of	Bolivia	between	1931	

and	1940	(CSUTCB	2005,	44).	This	experience	of	Indianista	education	was	viewed	as	the	

momentary	revival	of	Tupaj	Katari’s	mission	of	liberation	(ibid.,	41).	These	two	events	of	the	

“Indio’s”	past	were	conceived	as	the	historical	bases	from	which	the	contemporary	“Indio”	could	

understand	his	present	and	design	his	future.	Here,	these	intellectuals	established	the	connection	

with	these	events	by	focusing	on	the	meanings	inherited	through	teachings.	They	used	inherited	

meanings	to	construct	their	“true”	nation.32	

Within	the	definition	of	nation,	this	example	illustrated	how	the	inter-generational	

teachings	and	the	possibility	of	sharing	past	wisdom	were	the	links	between	Revolutionary	

Indianismo	and	a	“true”	identity	that	had	to	be	recovered	and	liberated.	In	order	to	establish	this	

nation-based	link,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	sought	to	demonstrate	that	these	teachings	had	in	fact	

been	passed	on	and	had	thus	resisted	the	process	of	colonialism,	which	began	in	1492.	In	order	to	

define	the	racial	fact	of	inheritance,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	the	connection	between	the	current	

																																																								
32 They stated that this system of education and tool of liberation was “hidden in the book of the Warisata School of 

ayllus, which our grandparents left us as a testament for future generation and which contains all the wisdom of 
the Andean world, the first nations, the Inca Empire, and the old Abya Yala” (ibid., 41, author’s translation). 
“Abya Yala” was the pre-colonial name given to what is now called Americas. This name was supposedly used 
prior to the arrival of Christopher Columbus and the reconstruction of these lands as a result of colonialism. 



	 89	

“Indio”	and	his	past	remained	strong	because	there	was	still	an	endogamic	genetic	connection	with	

the	past.	Unlike	this	racial	definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance,	the	notion	of	nation	led	to	a	

connection	with	the	past	that	had	to	be	established	through	the	historical	possibility	of	voluntary	

epistemic	resistance.	For	example,	the	previously	mentioned	group	of	intellectuals	stated,	“the	

model	of	the	ayllu	is	the	wisdom	that	our	ancestors	left	us	with	their	exemplary	sacrifice	and	heroic	

efforts”	(CSUTCB	2005,	3,	author’s	translation).	

These	definitions	of	nation	and	race	led	to	the	differentiation	of	the	“Indio”	through	the	

establishment	of	a	pedagogical	or	endogamic	link	with	pre-colonial	knowledges	and	identities,	

which	needed	to	be	liberated	from	colonialism.	Here,	the	definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	began	

to	construct	the	basic	subject	and	equality	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo	and	it	separated	the	

discourse	from	colonialism.	As	I	further	discussed	below,	the	validated	notions	of	a	racial	and	

national	basic	subject	presupposed	ideas	of	equality	and	they	classified	“others”	who	did	not	fit	

these	boundaries.	Race	and	nation	functioned,	moreover,	in	different	ways	in	order	to	classify	

peoples.	Within	the	notion	of	racial	identity,	“ideologies”	ultimately	belonged	to	people	who	were	

often	assumed	as	biologically	connected	to	the	past	of	the	“Indio”	to	different	degrees.	F.	Reinaga	

asserted,	for	example,		

Ideologies	are	not	just	in	the	air	like	clouds.	They	are	embodied	in	people,	in	their	
bodies	and	bones.	Each	ideology	classifies	peoples	within	the	political	right,	the	left,	
or	the	center.	The	relationship	between	each	ideology	is	inter-generational.	Liberals	
and	nationalists	are	thus	the	progenitors	of	communists.	In	this	way,	the	liberals,	
nationalists,	and	communists	of	the	Bolivian	‘cholage’33	all	come	from	the	same	flesh	
and	the	same	blood	(ibid.,	5:487,	author’s	translation).	

Ideologies	were	thus	connected	to	the	very	biology	of	peoples	and	their	classification	

ultimately	depended	on	their	descendancy.	To	the	contrary,	the	notion	of	nation	allowed	for	more	

“personal	responsibility”	in	relationship	to	revolutionary	agency	and	the	classification	of	peoples	

(F.	Reinaga	2014,	5:473).	Despite	Reinaga’s	ambivalence	between	nation	and	race,	other	

																																																								
33“Cholage” was a pejorative way to describe people whose lineage entailed a mixture of European and indigenous 

descendancy. They were also called “mestizos.” 
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intellectuals	leaned	explicitly	closer	to	the	notion	of	nation	and	asserted,		

Everyone,	absolutely	everyone,	can	be	an	Indio	or	Indian,	as	long	as	they	fulfill	the	
requisites	of	respecting	the	values	of	the	Indio,	the	will	to	promote	its	own	people	
and	locality,	the	solidarity	with	its	community,	the	defense	of	nature,	the	constant	
effort	towards	personal	perfection,	and	the	adhesion	to	the	morality	of	the	Indio	
(Roel	1980,	30,	author’s	translation).	

This	difference	between	nation	and	race	in	the	ways	in	which	their	classification	functioned	

had	important	implication,	which	I	further	explained	below.	

The	equality	of	Indianismo:	the	thesis	of	human	history	

Based	on	these	ideas	of	race	and	nation,	Indianismo	constructed	a	common	platform	of	

equality,	which	was	consistent	with	the	fact	of	inheritance	and	its	definition	of	“humanity.”	It	

asserted	that	the	“true”	past	(i.e.,	the	past	consistent	with	the	fact	of	inheritance)	showed	the	roots	

of	universal	equality	through	“humanity’s”	common	origin.	Roel	claimed,	for	example,	that	

Pachamama	created	all	human	beings	and	was	the	“common	mother”	of	all	of	humanity	(1980,	5,	

author’s	translation).	However,	because	they	were	created	in	different	parts	of	Pachamama,	each	

people	had	its	own	nation	and	was	equally	different	(ibid.,	5).	From	this	idea	of	a	common	origin,	

Indianismo	discursively	organized	the	“Indio”	as	still	linked	to	this	original	past	and	to	“humanity’s”	

universality.	In	order	to	achieve	this	connection,	intellectuals	used	the	notions	of	nation	and	race	

again.	The	former	entailed	a	pedagogical	connection	established	through	the	possibility	of	sharing	

the	wisdom	of	the	myths	of	origin	inter-generationally.	It	connected	the	“Indio”	to	a	tradition	and	

cosmology	that	viewed	“humanity”	as	equal	due	to	its	common	origins	in	Pachamama.	From	this	

origin	on,	each	generation	shared	the	knowledge	acquired	by	the	founders	who	saw	the	process	of	

original	common	creation	(ibid.,	5).	

The	idea	of	race	used	a	more	“scientific”	connection	with	the	past.	For	example,	F.	Reinaga	

asserted,	“…	if	we	understand	the	notion	of	pure	race	as	a	group	of	people	that	has	only	similar	

members,	the	human	race	does	not	entail	any	form	of	pure	race	and	it	is	highly	improbable	that	

there	ever	was	such	race”	(2014,	5:103).	For	F.	Reinaga,	race	thus	always	entailed	a	degree	of	
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mixture	through	exogamy,	which	bounded	all	“human”	differences	within	the	broader	category	of	

“Homo	sapiens”	(ibid.,	5:103,	author’s	translation).	Despite	this	potentially	universal	commonality,	

the	Inca	was	the	one	who	appeared	as	always	conceiving	men	as	brothers	of	men.	The	Inca’s	“blood	

and	autochthonous	spirit”	brought	back	the	possibility	of	reuniting	“humanity”	within	racial	

equality	(ibid.,	5:493).	

This	idea	of	a	common	original	past	created	the	Indianista	notion	of	universalized	equality,	

which	was	then	connected	to	the	“Indio”	through	his	own	racial	or	nation-based	inheritance.	Here,	

the	possibility	of	judging	and	classifying	different	epochs	emerged	from	the	equality	of	a	common	

origin,	which,	in	turn,	created	the	thesis	of	history.	It	was	history’s	original	moment	in	a	dialectical	

sense.34	Whether	it	was	fully	linked	to	the	pre-colonial	history	of	the	Inca	or	it	existed	further	back	

in	time,	the	moment	of	universal	“human”	equality	appeared	as	the	basis	of	history.	Because	the	fact	

of	inheritance	validated	a	particular	definition	of	equality	based	on	a	set	of	characteristics	

delineated	around	a	racial	and	national	definition	of	“humanity,”	other	ideas	of	equality	and	

commonality,	such	as	Marxist	notions	of	class	struggle,	appeared	as	less	valid	or	less	“true.”	Other	

basic	subjects	were	thus	invalidated.	Additionally,	Indianismo	viewed	the	racialized	

hierarchicalization	of	“humanity”	as	the	problem	of	colonialism	and	as	an	anti-thesis	that	

contradicted	the	“truth”	of	“humanity,”	namely	its	common	racial	or	nation-based	origin.	

Colonialism	appeared	as	the	root	of	racism	and	as	an	invalidated	hierarchicalization	of	differences	

between	peoples.	“Racism	was	invented	by	the	Occident	to	reinforce	its	dominion	and	to	justify	

exploitation”	(Roel	1980,	30,	author’s	translation).	Instead,	the	Inca	Empire	of	Tawantinsuyu	

included	all	races	as	equals	and	as	brothers	(ibid.,	30).	

																																																								
34 Virgilio Roel asserted that the cyclical notion of time often used by indigenous peoples was consistent with the 

idea of dialectics because the latter entailed a return to the past, “but with a superior level of synthesis” (Roel 
1980, 7, author’s translation). F. Reinaga also explicitly used the notion of dialectics in much of his work during 
the early 1970s (5:348). 
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Politics	and	“Others”	

“Whites”	above	“Indios:”	the	anti-thesis	of	history	

According	to	the	Manifesto	of	the	Tupakatarista	Guerrilla	Army	(EGTK,	for	its	acronym	in	

Spanish),	colonialism	began	the	cycle	of	the	500-year-old	dark	“Arum	Pacha”	(time	of	night)	

(annexed	in	A.	Quispe	2009,	171,	author’s	translation).	During	this	time,	European	colonialism	

imposed	a	hierarchical	separation	between	peoples	and	reconstructed	the	identity	of	the	“Indio”	as	

an	inferior	subject,	which	had	to	be	civilized,	assimilated,	or,	if	all	else	failed,	annihilated	through	

genocide	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	5:467).	This	form	of	racism	constructed	the	“Indio”	as	“sad,”	“slow,”	

“acquiescent,”	“timid,”	“lazy,”	“childish,”	and	“melancholic”	(ibid.,	5:121).	The	“white”	European	

used	these	qualifications	as	“proofs”	of	the	“inferiority,”	“sub-humanity,”	and	“monkey-like	

characteristics”	of	this	group	of	people	(ibid.,	5:106).	

This	idea,	according	to	F.	Reinaga,	was	imposed	in	the	Americas	by	the	descendents	of	

“white”	people	who	were	born	in	Europe	(ibid.,	5:487).	Felipe	Quispe	similarly	asserted	that	

“white”	Bolivian	elites	were	descendents	of	people	who	came	from	Spain	and	continuously	

imposed,	for	the	last	500	years,	this	notion	of	superiority	(1988,	18).	From	Christopher	Columbus	

and	Francisco	Pizarro	to	contemporaneous	politicians,	such	as	former	Bolivian	presidents	Jaime	

Paz	Zamora	or	Hugo	Banzer	Suárez,	“white”	people	were	thus	regarded	as	connected	to	colonialism	

and	its	racist	ideology.	They	were	the	agents	of	colonialism.	In	this	sense,	the	political	proposal	of	

the	CSUTCB	of	1989	asserted,		

We,	the	small	agricultural	producers	do	not	know	any	kind	of	economic	help,	have	
been	excluded	from	national	life,	and	have	been	viewed	as	simple	beasts	of	burden,	
treated	as	foreigners	in	our	own	ancestral	lands,	as	farm	workers	who,	from	
generation	to	generation,	are	forced	to	declare	publicly	that	we	cannot	develop	our	
own	coherent	agricultural	program	and	will	never	be	able	to	modernize	our	own	
lands.	Since	Francisco	Pizarro	stepped	on	our	lands	and	until	the	current	chicken-
face	white	Jaime	Paz	Zamora,	no	one	has	returned	our	stolen	dear	Pachamama,	
which	is	still	under	the	control	of	white	q’aras	to	enjoy	the	products	of	exploitation	
like	pigs	(annexed	in	A.	Quispe	2009,	160,	author’s	translation).	

These	ideas	were	thus	connected	to	“white”	or	“mestizo”	people	through	their	European	
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fact	of	inheritance.	Revolutionary	Indianismo	thus	constructed	“whites”	as	the	ancestors	of	more	

contemporaneous	colonial	ideologies	and	elites,	which	continued	to	constitute	the	“Indio”	in	this	

hierarchical	matter.	This	link	classified	colonialism	as	a	set	of	“foreign”	ideologies.	According	to	F.	

Reinaga,	liberalism	and	communism,	for	example,	sustained	this	reconstruction	of	the	“Indio”	

during	the	1970’s	by	promoting	Eurocentric	ideas.	Communism	was	viewed	as	bringing	the	

ideology	of	class	struggles	and	yet	another	type	of	civilization,	which	still	saw	the	“Indio”	as	inferior	

(F.	Reinaga	2014,	5:474).	In	turn,	the	“Indio”	had	to	assimilate	and	follow	the	proletariat	or	it	had	to	

disappear	as	an	obstacle	to	progress	(ibid.,	5:131).	Notwithstanding	these	goals	of	assimilation,	the	

“Indio”	was	never	going	to	be	included	as	fully	achieving	“whiteness”	unless	he	completely	

disappeared.	According	to	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	Europeans	would	never	view	the	“Indio”	as	

an	equal.	Assimilation	could	thus	bring	individuals	closer	to	the	equality	granted	to	those	within	

civilization	at	the	price	of	their	identity,	but	the	“Indio”	would	always	be	viewed	as	a	“beast	of	

burden”	for	work	or	as	“cannon	fodder”	for	war	(ibid.,	5:164).	Unless	he	liberated	himself	from	

colonial	hierarchies,	the	“Indio”	would	always	be	used	by	Europeans	and	regarded	as	inferior	(ibid.,	

5:338).	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	many	of	the	Bolivian	intellectuals	that	were	considered	to	be	

important	often	followed	these	European	ideas	and	also	viewed	the	“Indio”	as	a	“savage”	that	could	

never	be	fully	civilized	into	European	forms	of	order	and	life.	He	quoted	Gabriel	René	Moreno,	who	

asserted,	

“…the	stupidity	of	the	Inca	‘Indio’	and	the	‘cholage’	are	molded	for	despotism.	The	
brains	of	indigenous	peoples	and	the	brains	of	‘cholos’	are	molecularly	incapable	of	
conceiving	republican	liberty	and	republican	civility.	In	average,	these	brains	weight	
between	5	and	10	ounces	less	than	the	brain	of	the	pure	white	race”	(5:428,	author’s	
translation).	

Despite	the	dualistic	nature	of	the	hierarchical	relationship	established	by	colonialism	

between	the	“Indio”	and	the	“white”	European,	many	revolutionary	Indianistas	also	examined	those	

who	appeared	between	the	two	extremes	of	the	continuous	hierarchy	of	racism.	The	“mestizo,”	for	

example,	was	viewed	as	the	result	of	exogamic	mixture	between	“white”	Europeans	and	the	“Indio.”	
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To	the	colonial	ideology,	this	category	often	appeared	as	a	middle	tier,	which	could	synthesize	the	

divides	between	the	peoples	of	the	Americas	and	could	construct	a	united	“Hispanic”	people.	This	

idea	of	hybridity	still	sustained	a	sense	of	superiority	for	“white”	Europeans,	who	were	truly	

“white”	and	born	in	“mother	Spain”	(ibid.,	5:147).	It	also	represented	a	hope	for	a	process	that	could	

slowly	civilize	the	“Indio”	with	the	introduction	of	European	blood.	

The	reorganization	of	politics,	the	“Indio,”	and	resistance	

Unlike	the	racial	hierarchy	imposed	by	colonialism,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	claimed	a	

racial	or	national	connection	with	a	pre-colonial	past	and	thus	enabled	a	separate	characterization	

of	the	“Indio.”	His	proximity	with	the	universal	equality	of	“humanity”	granted	the	“Indio’s”	past	a	

higher	epistemic	status,	which,	in	turn,	reorganized	the	racist	hierarchy	of	colonialism	as	“untrue.”	

On	the	side	of	race,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	defined	this	dual	organization	of	colonial	“lies”	and	

“Indio”	“truths”	by	claiming	a	common	human	origin	through	exogamic	mixture.	The	racial	

definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	constructed	an	idea	of	universal	commonality,	which	granted	to	

“humanity”	the	status	of	equality	and	showed	colonial	hierarchies	as	“lies.”	In	order	to	achieve	this	

goal,	F.	Reinaga	invoked	the	legitimacy	of	science	and	used	anthropological	studies,	which	showed	

that	there	was	no	evidence	of	biologically	hierarchical	relationships	between	races	(ibid.,	5:105).	

“Reason”	and	“science”	were	on	the	side	of	Indianismo	(ibid.,	5:477).	Here,	ties	of	blood,	expressed	

by	physical	characteristics,	defined	the	fact	of	inheritance,	but	the	connection	to	“human”	mixture	

and	exogamy	deconstructed	the	colonial	notion	of	hierarchy	(ibid.,	5:107).	On	the	side	of	nation,	the	

pedagogical	connection	between	colonialism	and	the	past	of	Europe	made	racism	appeared	as	a	

foreign	and	thus	separate	idea.	Additionally,	the	epistemically	validated	idea	of	a	common	origin	of	

“humanity”	made	colonial	hierarchies	appear	as	a	“lie.”	The	Manifesto	of	Tiahuanaco	claimed	in	

1973,	for	example,	that	Colonialism	was	a	fictitious	ideology	imported	from	Europe	(Movimiento	

Indianista	1973).	

Either	through	the	idea	of	nation	or	the	notion	of	race,	then,	the	colonial	and	hierarchical	
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constructions	of	races	(i.e.,	racism)	appeared	as	a	“foreign”	and	“fictitious”	ideology.	Following	from	

that,	everything	that	fitted	the	Indianista	characterization	of	“humanity”	was	granted	the	opposite	

status	of	“autochthonous”	and	“true.”	This	explained	why	communism	appeared	to	F.	Reinaga	as	a		

…lie	born	in	Europe	and	brought	to	America	in	small	containers,	in	clichés,	like	
copies;	whereas	Indianismo	has	emerged	as	the	son	from	his	mother,	from	the	fruit	
of	the	loins	of	our	lands.	The	conquest	and	the	republic	have	buried	our	authentic	
history,	the	history	of	the	Indio;	they	have	forced	us,	under	coercion	and	blood,	to	
live	a	European	life,	and	to	make,	therefore,	a	European	history.	That	is	how	we	have	
lived	for	450	years	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	5:483,	author’s	translation).	

As	I	mentioned	above,	this	link	to	the	past	had	to	be	established	through	the	idea	of	racial	or	

national	resistance.	Racial	resistance	was	established	thanks	to	the	idea	of	endogamy	that	partially,	

and	only	partially,	still	separated	the	“Indio”	as	a	people.	This	was	how	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	the	

“Indio”	was	never	fully	mixed;	it	was	not	like	the	“mestizo,”	who	resulted	from	the	mixture	of	races	

within	colonialism	(ibid.,	5:396).	On	the	other	side,	the	notion	of	nation-based	resistance	was	more	

closely	related	to	the	heroism	of	ancestors,	who	were	able	to	pass	on	memories	and	share	their	

wisdom	through	rebellions	(A.	Quispe	2009,	14).	Through	this	possibility	of	resistance,	then,	

Revolutionary	Indianismo	claimed	to	access	its	“true”	historical	past,	which	then	substantiated	the	

“true”	characteristics	of	the	“Indio”	and	hierarchicalized	all	its	“others.”	The	“Indio”	was	often	

viewed	as	someone	who	lived	in	a	pre-colonial	system	that	respected	the	equality	of	racial	and	

national	differences.	The	“Indio”	was	the	opposite	of	colonial	racism	and	was	“love;”	he	regarded	

“men	as	brothers	of	men”	(F.	Reinaga	1970a,	5:49).	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	this	notion	of	

brotherhood	and	equality	was	put	into	practice	in	the	Inca	form	of	socialism,	which	was	based	on	

the	“ayllu”	form	of	communitarianism	(ibid.,	5:433).	

In	this	system,	the	basic	subject	of	social	organization	was	the	community	called	ayllu	(ibid.,	

5:89),	which	resulted	from	integrating	the	boundaries	of	race	or	nation	together	with	the	dynamic	

delineations	of	territories.	Either	through	a	racial	or	through	the	nation-based	connection	to	the	

past,	the	“Indio”	thus	appeared	as	rightfully	linked	to	the	land	of	the	Americas	(ibid.,	5:269).	On	one	

side,	this	idea	constructed	the	community	as	the	basic	unit	of	production,	where	all	its	members	
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worked	and	collectively	helped	each	other	(ibid.,	5:358).	On	the	other	side,	this	connection	between	

the	land	and	the	community	enabled	the	geographical	separation	between	peoples,	who	could	

sustain	some	autonomy	as	long	as	they	viewed	each	other	as	equals.	This	geographically	delineated	

unit	was	thus	consistent	with	the	race	and/or	nation	whose	origin	belonged	to	those	parts	of	

Pachamama.	As	such,	the	connection	between	identity	and	territory	constructed	the	community	as	

the	unit	of	statehood	and	political	power	(ibid.,	5:316).	The	aggregate	of	these	units	formed	a	

confederation	of	free	peoples	(ibid.,	5:433).	The	union	between	the	communities	was	thus	the	Inca	

Empire	and	Tawantinsuyu	(realm	of	the	four	parts)	(ibid.,	5:433).	

Because	they	constructed	the	“Indio”	in	proximity	to	the	universalized	equality	of	

“humanity”	and	invalidated	the	colonial	hierarchy,	these	intellectuals	also	had	to	show	explicitly	

that	the	past	of	the	“Indio”	was	not	inferior	to	the	“white”	modes	of	civilization.	This	goal	was	

achieved	through	the	characterization	of	the	“Indio”	as	described	above	and	through	explicit	

comparisons	with	the	problematic	aspects	of	European	societies,	such	as	wars,	violence,	poverty,	

etc.	For	example,	F.	Reinaga	talked	about	the	problem	of	hunger	brought	by	Pizarro	and	continued	

throughout	time	in	Bolivia	(5:175).	He	asserted	that	death	and	violence	were	inherent	in	the	

European	forms	of	civilization	(5:178).	He	also	claimed	that	war	and	nuclear	bombs	represented	

characteristics	of	the	suicidal	path	of	European	civilization	(5:93).	Additionally,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	

that	the	“Indio”	was	the	actual	labor	force	that	made	Bolivia	possible	(2014,	5:164).	Finally,	the	

independence	of	Bolivia	from	the	Spanish	Empire	was	considered	to	be	possible	only	by	the	blood	

of	the	“Indio,”	who	not	only	weakened	the	Spanish	position	through	the	siege	of	La	Paz	and	many	

battles	in	the	1780’s,	but	was	also	used	as	“cannon	fodder”	by	republicans	in	1825	(ibid.,	5:164).	

Through	this	discursive	operation,	moreover,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	reorganized	and	

invalidated	everything	that	was	“colonial.”	It	created	its	“other.”	As	I	further	discussed	below,	this	

operation	could	avoid	biological	and	inescapable	ideas	of	hierarchies	against	“white”	people,	but	it	

did	create	a	hierarchy	based	on	the	degrees	of	proximity	to	anti-colonialism	and	“human”	equality.	
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The	epistemic	validation	of	racial	or	national	common	origins	made	the	“Indio”	appear	as	the	“true”	

agent	of	transformation.	Because	he	was	still	connected	to	his	pre-colonial	past	or	the	struggle	of	

his	ancestors,	he	represented	the	universal	equality	of	“humanity.”	These	notions	validated	the	

agentic	potential	of	the	“Indio”	and	located	him	above	other	forms	of	political	actors	such	as	classes,	

political	parties,	and	“white”	representatives	in	general.35	

Consequently,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	re-classified	groups	of	peoples	based	on	a	

hierarchical	order,	which	went	from	colonialism	to	the	possibility	of	liberation	in	“human”	equality.	

The	validation	of	a	particular	notion	of	“humanity”	thus	invalidated	other	identities.	At	the	lowest	

point	of	this	hierarchy	appeared	everything	embedded	with	the	idea	of	“colonialism.”	This	position	

entailed	the	firm	identification	of	the	enemy	of	Indianismo	(CSUTCB	2005,	67).	When	closer	to	the	

racial	side	of	the	definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance,	the	lowest	point	of	this	hierarchy	appeared	

closer	to	ideas	of	biology.	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	“the	white	man	of	the	Occident	has	its	own	

essential	substance	as	an	innate	characteristic	of	his	being:	lie,	robbery,	exploitation,	and	fratricide”	

(ibid.,	5:83,	author’s	translation).	Insofar	as	the	fact	of	inheritance	leaned	closer	to	the	race-based	

definition	of	a	connection	with	the	past,	colonialism	appeared	as	a	set	of	characteristics	that	was	

then	attached	to	the	biology	of	“white”	European	people.	

Despite	this	discursive	tendency	towards	attributing	“colonialism”	to	a	particular	kind	of	

biological	race,	every	Revolutionary	Indianista	included	the	possibility	of	alliances	with	and	

liberation	for	the	“white”	person.	This	was	the	main	factor	that	pushed	intellectuals	of	

Revolutionary	Indianismo	towards	the	definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	closer	to	nation.	Even	

Reinaga	asserted	that	Indianismo	was	not	a	new	form	of	racism:	“we	do	not	judge	man	based	on	his	

skin	color,	we	judge	him	based	on	the	degree	of	truth	that	his	spirit	has.	For	us,	race	is	not	the	color	

of	flesh,	it	is	the	color	of	ideas”	(ibid.,	5:473).	The	notion	of	nation	thus	defined	the	lowest	part	of	

																																																								
35 In relationship to this discursive strategy, F. Reinaga asserted, “only the Indio will liberate the Indio” (5:274, 

author’s translation). Similar to other examples that I provided above, Felipe Quispe also asserted that the 
Bolivian left could never represent the “Indio” because they “pretend to be Marxists and take up the flag of 
communitarian action only to deceive us and distract us for their own goals” (1988, 115, author’s translation). 
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the	hierarchy	as	a	mentality,	culture,	ideology,	or	identity,	which	could	be	modified	and	disputed.	

Colonialism	did	not	appear	as	something	deeply	engraved	in	the	biological	bodies	of	individuals;	

instead,	it	was	an	acquired	and	invalidated	form	of	knowledge	from	which	individuals	could	be	

liberated.	

The	two	sides	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	used	by	Revolutionary	Indianismo	thus	created	a	

tension	that	enabled	for	this	movement	to	discuss	the	role	of	“white”	people	more	contextually.	It	

enabled	the	discourse	to	retain	some	internal	ambiguity,	which	produced	discussions	about	how	

much	Indianismo	could	accept	from	“white”	European	people.	Even	in	the	harsh	historical	context	

of	dictatorships	during	the	1970’s	in	Latin	America,	however,	F.	Reinaga	asserted,	

We	are	all	born	with	different	skin	colors	that	we	do	not	choose;	this	is	not	one’s	
fault.	The	human	being	is,	however,	responsible	for	the	ideas	that	he	carries	in	his	
brain.	Racial	hate	is	thus	a	prejudice,	an	idea	made	into	force,	destructing	and	
blinding	force,	which	cannot	belong	to	the	Indio	(ibid.,	5:473,	author’s	translation,	
italic	by	author).	

This	model	of	personal	responsibility	enabled	Indianismo	to	avoid	attaching	“colonialism”	

to	an	embodied	set	of	characteristics,	which	could	not	be	“liberated”	and	thus	had	to	be	

exterminated.	

Injustices	and	anti-thesis	

How	was,	then,	this	classification	of	peoples	used	by	Revolutionary	Indianismo	to	judge	

social	relationships?	How	did	Indianismo	define	and	invalidate	“oppression”?	The	most	direct	

consequence	of	the	“untrue”	colonial	hierarchy	was	racial	discrimination,	which	entailed	the	

devaluation	of	identities	and	peoples	based	on	particular	cultural	or	physical	characteristics.	

According	to	Virgilio	Roel,	this	form	of	injustice	created	fictitious	stereotypes	that	reconstructed	the	

“Indio”	(Roel	1980,	30).	Discrimination	led,	for	example,	to	political,	social,	and	geographical	

segregation.	F.	Reinaga	claimed,	for	example,	that	during	Spanish	colonialism,	the	“Indio”	was	made	

into	an	excluded	slave.	After	the	Independence	of	1825,	the	descendents	of	colonial	Europeans	

continued	this	exclusion	by	creating	a	republic	that	segregated	the	“Indio”	out	of	politics,	urban	
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society,	economic	participation,	and	even	the	national	symbols	of	Bolivia	(5:161-164).		

These	racial	or	nation-based	stereotypes	also	led	to	colonial	policies	of	assimilationism,	

which	were	civilizational	processes	of	homogenization	based	on	the	characteristics	of	those	who	

were	located	at	the	top	of	the	hierarchy.	Among	other	strategies,	this	policy	was	promoted	by	

education	systems	that	erased	the	“Indio’s”	history,	language,	values,	heroes,	etc.	(Movimiento	

Indianista	1973).	Assimilation	could	also	be	more	than	a	form	of	pedagogical	transformation.	It	

could	entail	a	racial	policy	of	“mestizage,”	which	sought	to	bring	the	“Indio”	closer	to	“white”	

civilization	through	the	actual	mixture	of	races.	In	colonial	terms,	“mestizage”	and	“cholage”	were	

used	as	strategies	of	national	“unification,”	but	Revolutionary	Indianismo	viewed	these	policies	as	a	

racial	erasure	of	the	“Indio”	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	5:158).36	According	to	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	

genocide	or	extermination	appeared	as	the	other	policies	that	were	used	if	the	previously	

mentioned	forms	of	assimilationism	failed	or	were	regarded	as	insufficient.	The	Clandestine	

Manifesto	of	the	MITKA	thus	stated	that	the	Occident	tried	to	exterminate	black	peoples,	had	

enabled	Hitler’s	genocide	of	Jewish	peoples,	and	created	the	genocide	suffered	by	the	Indio	in	the	

Americas	(1977).	

Additionally,	this	colonial	hierarchy	appeared	as	coherently	enabling	or	justifying	the	

relationship	of	exploitation,	which	entailed	using	the	bodily	strength	or	the	very	life	of	the	“Indio”	

in	order	to	gain	wealth	(MITKA	1977).	Within	colonial	notions	or	from	the	perspective	of	the	

colonizer,	“white”	Europeans	appeared	as	the	“owners”	and	“masters”	of	the	“Indio.”	Especially	

during	the	first	centuries	of	colonialism,	the	hierarchy	imposed	by	this	Eurocentric	ideology	made	

the	“Indio”	into	a	non-human	“commodity,”	which	could	be	owned	and	used	by	a	“master”	(F.	

Reinaga,	5:49;	F.	Quispe	1988,	17).	This	way	of	using	and	owning	the	“Indio”	was	continued	by	the	

‘mita’	and	the	‘pongage,’	which	were	systems	of	forced	labor	(CSUTCB	2005,	29).	Here,	Indios	were	

viewed	as	inferior	beasts	of	burden	and	were	obligated	to	work	without	wages	as	domestic	

																																																								
36 As I mentioned above, “Cholo” was the pejorative adjective used for “mestizos.” “Cholage” was thus the 

attributive noun of “cholo.” 
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servants,	mineworkers,	agricultural	peasants,	etc.	Because	the	colonial	notion	of	hierarchy	

constructed	the	“Indio”	as	“non-human,”	this	form	of	racism	also	included	the	possibility	of	

extracting	material	resources	from	the	Americas.	In	these	terms,	the	“Indio”	was	not	considered	as	

a	full	human	being	and,	therefore,	he	could	not	truly	be	an	owner	of	resources	such	as	lands,	gold,	

silver,	labor,	etc.	(F.	Reinaga,	5:195;	F.	Quispe	1988,	17;	Movimiento	Indianista	1973).	

During	more	contemporary	times,	and	especially	after	the	1952	Nationalist	Revolution,	

exploitation	in	the	Andean	region	of	Latin	America	became	more	closely	related	to	the	private	

ownership	of	land.	The	Revolution	constructed	the	“Indio”	closer	to	its	own	notion	of	“humanity”	

because	he	was	now	conceived	as	a	class-based	ally,	who	needed	to	be	liberated	by	the	urban	

worker’s	movement.	Here,	the	“Indio”	was	no	longer	viewed	as	a	commodity.	Instead,	he	was	

reconstructed	as	a	“peasant,”	who	needed	to	learn	about	more	efficient	forms	of	production	and	

ways	of	life	in	order	to	progress	and	further	satisfy	the	“interests”	of	“humanity.”	According	to	

Revolutionary	Indianismo,	the	1952	Revolution	based	its	policies	on	this	Eurocentric	

hierarchicalization	of	the	“Indio”	and	shallowly	modified	the	system	of	exploitation	by	emphasizing	

a	model	of	private	property	(Movimiento	Indianista	1973).	Here,	Indianismo	understood	the	

“white”	European	as	the	one	who	introduced	or	reinforced	in	Bolivia	the	idea	of	private	property,	

which	acted	as	the	basis	from	which	he	could	continue	to	exploit	the	“Indio”	and	extract	resources	

from	the	Americas	(F.	Quispe	1988,	19-20).	

The	colonial	organization	of	races	and	peoples	thus	appeared	as	enabling	or	justifying	the	

set	of	social	relationships	that	unfolded	from	the	hierarchy	fixed	by	the	devaluation	of	the	“Indio.”	

Discrimination,	violence,	exploitation,	expropriation,	assimilationism,	and	genocide	were	all	related	

to	the	“othering”	effects	of	“colonialism,”	which	attached	less	value	to	the	life	of	the	“Indio.”	

Conversely,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	reconstructed	and	re-validated	the	“Indio”	by	re-connecting	

him	to	his	“true”	past	and	to	the	universalized	basis	of	“human”	equality.	This	strategy	classified	

every	social	relationship	created	by	colonialism	as	a	“lie”	and	thus	an	“injustice.”	By	contradicting	
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the	universalized	idea	of	“human”	equality,	which	emerged	as	validated	from	the	fact	of	inheritance,	

colonial	hierarchies	appeared	as	arbitrary	constructions	and	all	its	byproducts	of	social	

relationships	were	regarded	as	unjust	forms	of	oppression.		

Because	colonialism	was	viewed	as	a	global	phenomenon	and	because	the	fact	of	

inheritance	was	universalized,	this	classification	of	relationships	was	then	constructed	as	a	

universal	experience	of	oppression.	This	was	the	anti-thesis	of	“human”	history,	which	located	

racial	issues	of	“colonialism”	as	the	fundamental	problem	of	“humanity”	in	general.	Within	this	

universalized	problem,	the	“Indio”	coherently	appeared	as	the	main	agent	of	“liberation.”	Because	

he	still	retained	his	connection	to	a	non-colonial	past,	which	was	also	respectful	of	“humanity’s”	

racial	or	national	equality,	the	“Indio”	appeared	as	the	one	who	had	to	destroy	“colonialism”	and	

show	everyone	else	the	path	out	of	this	form	of	unjust	oppression.	How	did,	however,	this	process	

of	liberation	unfold?	

The	Teleology	of	Indianismo	

The	path	towards	liberation	

Whenever	institutional	contexts	of	political	participation	remained	opened,	the	Indianista	

revolution	was	conceived	as	possible	through	democratic	paths.	For	example,	the	foundational	

document	of	the	Indianista	Party	stated	in	1962	that	“Indios”	could	reach	power	through	

“democratic	reason”	(annexed	in	F.	Reinaga	2014,	5:341).	On	the	contrary,	if	colonialism	continued	

to	exclude	him,	the	“Indio”	had	take	up	arms	and	begin	a	“…total	war”	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	5:337).	This	

action	was	understood	as	a	“…holy	war	against	everything	that	is	and	that	represents	the	white	

race”	(ibid.,	5:337,	author’s	translation).	Here,	the	notion	of	“war”	was	not	used	as	a	mere	metaphor	

for	harsh	political	struggle.	It	was	understood	as	a	“long,	ferocious,	and	bloody	path	to	liberation”	

(ibid.,	5:451,	author’s	translation).	

The	levels	of	exploitation	and	oppression	suffered	by	the	“Indio”	for	centuries	often	justified	
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the	violence	and	potential	death	that	could	emerge	from	the	understanding	of	a	historical	need	for	

war	and	revolution.	For	example,	F.	Reinaga	asserted,	“We	are	more	dangerous	than	that	force,	

more	dangerous	than	nuclear	power.	We	are	moved	by	hunger	and	hate.	We	will	be	victorious”	

(5:345,	author’s	translation).	Additionally,	the	manifesto	of	the	Tupakatarista	Guerrilla	Army	

asserted	that	they	sought	“…to	close	the	drama	of	the	500	years	of	colonialism	by	inaugurating	the	

war	of	the	Indio”	(annexed	in	A.	Quispe	2009,	175,	author’s	translation).	The	historical	experiences	

of	failures	and	treasons,	which	took	place	in	past	processes	of	transformation	that	sought	to	utilize	

established	institutionalized	paths,	also	often	pushed	towards	more	radical	notions	of	revolution	

and	war.	The	political	declaration	of	the	CSUTCB	affirmed	in	1988,	for	example,	“Pacifism	and	

legalism	have	failed	and	has	only	resulted	in	the	death	of	our	brothers”	(annexed	in	A.	Quispe	2009,	

134,	author’s	translation).	The	declaration	also	added,	“Companions	(“compañeros”),	our	fight	

ought	to	be	armed	and	violent,	we	have	to	affect	the	interests	of	the	rich,	sack,	burn	their	cars,	break	

the	windows	of	their	skyscrapers,	until	we	make	our	oppressors	feel	…that	this	is	our	style	of	

radical	and	communitarian	struggle,	the	same	struggle	our	grandparents	fought	against	Spaniards,	

republicans,	and	liberals”	(ibid.,	135,	author’s	translation).	Despite	internal	fractures	and	divisions,	

the	discourse	also	made	violence	against	“whites,”	“mestizos,”	and	“traitors”	possible	through	the	

hierarchy	that	it	constructed	from	its	epistemic	strategy	of	validation.	As	I	previously	mentioned,	

Revolutionary	Indianismo	re-classified	colonial	“whites”	as	“others”	that	were	less	“human”	and	

less	validated.	They	were	the	ones	who	had	forgotten	the	“true”	characteristics	of	“humanity”	and	

had	imposed	a	racial	or	national	hierarchy,	which	justified	or	enabled	an	entire	set	of	injustices	

practiced	for	500	years.	

This	hierarchical	differentiation	created	the	possibility	of	“othering”	everything	that	was	

“colonial”	and	thus	justified	political	or	even	military	action	against	“them.”	Insofar	as	

Revolutionary	Indianismo	consistently	followed	only	the	racial	definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance,	

“colonialism”	became	attached	to	biological	and	physical	sets	of	characteristics	of	European	
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“whiteness,”	which	could	not	be	abandoned	or	changed	voluntarily.	Accordingly,	Revolutionary	

Indianismo	could	lead	towards	another	form	of	race-related	hierarchicalization.	Within	its	own	

discursive	logic,	the	biological	extreme	of	the	spectrum	could	even	lead	to	the	idea	of	genocide	

against	“whites.”	If	Revolutionary	Indianismo	were	to	attach	the	notion	of	“colonialism”	to	the	very	

biological	characteristics	of	“white”	people,	there	would	be	few	options	of	transformation	or	

liberation	that	could	include	them.	Similarly	to	the	notions	of	“mestizage,”	the	biological	

characteristics	of	“colonialism”	would	only	be	modifiable	through	racial	mixture,	but	even	the	

results	of	such	a	policy	always	entailed	lower	positions	for	those	classified	as	“hybrid”	or	“impure.”	

The	other	solution	could	be	separation	or	exclusion,	but	if	a	particular	group	of	people	were	to	be	

biologically	oriented	to	domination,	they	would	be	viewed	as	biologically	inconsistent	with	the	

capacity	to	live	in	a	system	where	racial	differences	were	respected.	In	the	racial	extreme	of	the	

spectrum	that	I	delineated	in	the	definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance,	a	particular	set	of	physical	or	

biological	characteristics	could	thus	be	linked	to	“colonialism”	and	they	could	locate	a	particular	set	

of	people	in	an	invariably	low	position	within	the	hierarchy	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	Despite	

this	endogenous	discursive	coherence,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	never	mentioned	racial	genocide,	

unless	it	sought	to	avoid	it.	Moreover,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	solved	this	issue	in	its	definition	of	

what	liberation	entailed.	

The	“Indio’s”	liberation	

The	liberation	of	the	“Indio”	invoked	the	return	to	a	past	that	deconstructed	and	destroyed	

every	“colonial,”	“unjust,”	“foreign,”	and	“untrue”	aspect	of	life.	This	political	action	was	understood	

as	the	general	liberation	of	“humanity.”	Accordingly,	the	clandestine	manifesto	of	the	MITKA	

asserted	that	colonial	racism	was	the	most	fundamental	enemy	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	This	

form	of	oppression	had	affected	the	“Indio”	and	many	others	such	as	the	Jewish	people	and	“black	

brothers	from	Namibia,	Rhodesia,	and	South	Africa”	(MITKA	1977,	author’s	translation).	Similarly,	

F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	the	revolution	of	the	“Indio”	was	the	revolution	of	all	oppressed	races	
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(5:405).		

In	order	to	achieve	universality,	however,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	had	to	avoid	the	

construction	of	another	form	of	racism.	The	revolution	of	the	“Indio”	had	to	be	the	liberation	of	

“humanity”	(Roel	1980,	4).	The	revolution	of	the	“Indio”	had	to	enable	a	possibility	for	“white”	

colonizers	to	liberate	themselves	or	to	be	liberated.	The	oppressor	itself	had	to	be	included	in	a	

final	form	of	liberation.37	

In	order	to	include	this	possibility	within	the	consistency	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	the	

definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	and	the	notion	of	“human”	equality	had	to	be	able	to	grant	itself	

universality	while	also	constructing	the	“other”	of	“colonialism.”	Here,	the	equality	of	“humanity”	

appeared	as	universally	defined	by	nation	and/or	race,	which	substantiated	the	universality	of	the	

fact	of	inheritance	through	the	notion	of	a	common	origin	in	their	connection	to	the	past.	Every	

“human”	being	was	thus	linked,	through	his	inheritance,	to	a	particular	and	different	form	of	past,	

which	created	an	identity-related	boundary	of	peoplehood.	Because	all	peoples	shared	a	connection	

to	a	common	original	past,	each	one	of	them	was	granted	the	status	of	equality.	This	basis	of	

commonality	and	notion	of	potential	coexistence	also	led	to	the	othering	of	European	“colonialism,”	

which	appeared	as	a	contradiction	against	the	characteristics	of	this	basic	form	of	“human”	equality.	

The	status	of	universality	for	a	particular	definition	of	the	characteristics	of	“humanity”	thus	went	

hand-in-hand	with	the	othering	of	some	identities,	which	did	not	quite	fit	this	idea	and	were	thus	

invalidated.	How	did	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	then,	consistently	reunite	universality	and	othering	

effects	in	its	notion	of	liberation?	

Insofar	as	race	connected	the	European	people	to	a	present	and	past	of	“colonialism,”	the	

explanation	of	their	colonial	deviation	from	the	basic	equality	of	“humanity”	led	either	to	the	

complete	and	unchangeable	separation	of	the	“white”	European	or	it	undermined	the	very	

																																																								
37 For example, F. Reinaga claimed that K. Marx met Dionisio Inca Yupanqui in the Court of Cadiz and he learned 

then, from the Indio, the following principle: “no one oppressing another people can ever be free” (5:426, 
author’s translation). 
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possibility	of	defining	the	fact	of	inheritance	through	the	idea	of	race.	On	one	side,	race	delineated	

colonialism	as	deeply	engraved	in	the	very	nature	of	“white”	Europeans,	which	then	made	them	a	

completely	separated	specie	outside	of	“humanity”	and	justified	a	more	violent	removal	of	their	

existence	as	a	threat	to	“true”	“humanity.”	Insofar	as	everyone	shared	a	minimum	degree	of	mixed	

biologies	within	“humanity,”	the	deviation	of	“colonialism”	could	only	be	explained	through	a	racial	

connection	if	this	group	of	people	were	not	included	as	fully	“human.”	There	could	be	differences	

and	separations	between	peoples	in	terms	of	race,	but	because	the	universalization	of	the	basis	of	

“human”	equality	was	epistemically	prioritized,	these	separations	could	not	be	equated	to	

hierarchicalizations.	On	the	other	side,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	could	claim	that	colonialism	was	

a	momentary	deviation	related	to	something	more	dynamic	and	arbitrary	than	the	biological	

characteristics	of	“white”	Europeans.	Insofar	as	Revolutionary	Indianismo	hoped	to	re-include	

everyone	within	its	liberation,	the	differences	between	peoples	could	not	be	biologically	attached	to	

“colonial”	characteristics	that	were	viewed	as	inconsistent	with	“humanity.”	The	hierarchicalization	

of	“colonial”	people	thus	had	to	be	ultimately	closer	to	the	notion	of	nation.	

At	this	point,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	resisted	the	understanding	of	colonialism	as	a	racial	

characteristic	of	“whites.”	It	avoided	embedding	the	racial	and	physical	characteristics	of	Europeans	

with	the	meanings	of	“colonialism.”	Instead,	the	agent	of	“colonialism”	appeared	as	the	one	who	

intellectually	contradicted	its	own	“humanity.”	The	oppressor	was	thus	viewed	as	an	alienated	

person	who	needed	to	be	liberated	because	he	was	also	contradicting	the	basic	essence	of	his	own	

characteristics,	which	could	be	pedagogically	recuperated.	This	idea	allowed	for	“white”	colonial	

Europeans	to	participate	in	the	synthesis	of	history.	They	had	the	capacity	to	become	equal	

participants	in	the	universalized	commonality	of	the	fact	of	inheritance.	To	the	contrary,	those	who	

decided	to	resist	or	violently	oppose	Indianismo	could	not	be	spared	from	the	justice	of	the	“Indio.”	

Thanks	to	the	nation-based	definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance,	which	allowed	for	pedagogical	

liberation	and	transformation	of	colonial	“whites,”	Revolutionary	Indianismo	could	thus	sustain	its	
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own	hierarchy	while	also	allowing	for	potential	universality.	

Within	the	period	of	“colonialism”	and	historical	contradiction,	the	“Indio”	appeared	as	

capable	of	recreating	the	original	characteristics	of	“humanity”	for	all.	The	“Indio”	could	give	

“humanity”	its	original	form	of	equality	and	order.	He	could	potentially	change	the	world	and	

pedagogically	liberate	even	the	“white”	European	who	had	colonial	inheritance.	He	could	erase	the	

epistemically	invalidated	hierarchies	that	had	organized	peoples	for	the	disproportionate	benefit	of	

Europeans	while	also	including	them	in	the	process	of	liberation.	He	could	undo	the	social	

relationships	of	racial	discrimination,	exploitation,	oppression,	assimilation,	etc.	This	possibility	of	

liberation	formed	the	end	point	of	the	teleology	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	which	was	

understood	as	the	synthesis	of	the	dialectical	history	of	“humanity.”	Similar	to	the	effects	it	created	

within	the	other	dimensions	of	the	discourse,	however,	this	status	of	universality	made	all	other	

histories	appear	as	inferior	or	invalidated	ideas.	

Conclusion:	A	Single	Relationship	and	an	Authorized	Knower	

In	summary,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	defined	an	idea	of	equality	through	the	

characteristics	of	commonality	validated	by	the	delineation	of	a	“humanity,”	which	limited	the	

respect	of	differences	to	the	specification	of	the	notions	of	nation	and/or	race.	This	discourse	thus	

claimed	for	itself	a	superior	status	of	“truth,”	which	emerged	from	defining	a	particular	

characteristic	of	“humanity”	as	an	epistemic	foundation.	This	positivity	used	by	Revolutionary	

Indianismo	created	a	validated	commonality	around	the	notions	of	nation	and	race,	which	then	

authorized	those	who	participated	in	this	fact	of	inheritance	as	knowers.	Then,	the	construction	of	

this	validating	boundary	enabled	Revolutionary	Indianismo	to	create	its	“other”	or	“enemy,”	which	

led	towards	a	definition	of	injustices	and	a	form	of	liberation.	In	order	to	achieve	this	goal	without	

falling	into	another	form	of	“racism,”	intellectuals	emphasized	the	notion	of	nation.	This	explained	

how	this	branch	of	Indianismo	delineated	the	characteristics	of	“humanity,”	established	a	platform	

of	commonality,	granted	equality	to	whoever	and	whatever	fitted	the	characteristics	that	made	up	
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this	commonality,	universalized	the	possibility	of	membership	in	liberation,	and	excluded	its	

“enemies”	all	at	the	same	time.	Nation	was	thus	the	glue	that	consistently	created	the	endogenous	

“harmony”	or	“perfection”	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	Much	of	this	internal	logic	became	

obscured	or	invalidated	whenever	structuralist	forms	of	Marxism	framed	Indianista	struggles	and	

imposed	its	own	epistemic	foundation,	notion	of	equality,	politics,	and	idea	of	revolution.	

The	study	of	this	Revolutionary	branch	of	the	movement	was	important	to	understand	the	

emergence	of	Indianismo.	Additionally,	this	chapter	analyzed	the	characteristics	that	separated	

distinct	forms	of	Indianismo	from	other	discourses.	As	I	discussed	above,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	

was	neither	the	discourse	described	by	scholars	of	decoloniality	(e.g.,	Escobar	2010;	Isasi-Díaz	and	

Mendieta	2012;	Villalba	2013;	Ari	2014),	nor	the	notions	of	Vivir	Bien	studied	by	others	(e.g.,	Farah	

and	Vasapollo	2011;	Estermann	2014;	Fernandez	and	Sepulveda	2014;	Zaffaroni	2015;	Mardones	

et	al.	2015;	Mamani	2015).	This	discourse	had	its	own	notion	of	decoloniality	and	coexistence,	

which	explicitly	separated	itself	from	structuralist	Marxism,	but	had	similar	limitations	and	

constraints	due	to	its	own	universalization	of	a	single	foundation,	notion	of	equality,	politics,	and	

temporality.	

Was	this	construction	of	colonialism,	decoloniality,	and	coexistence	the	solution,	then,	to	the	

problem	of	coexistence	and	difference?	Was	the	epistemic	superiority	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo	

the	answer	to	the	relationship	between	different	experiences	of	colonialism,	decoloniality,	and	

coexistence?	Due	to	its	endogenous	“harmony”	and	epistemic	validation,	the	othering	effects	of	

Revolutionary	Indianismo	implicitly	hierarchicalized	other	forms	of	equality,	other	experiences	of	

oppression,	and	other	forms	of	politics.	This	branch	of	Indianismo	explicitly	constructed	a	

hierarchy	against	“colonialism”	and	against	a	class-based	notion	of	equality,	but	it	also	indirectly	

organized	other	forms	of	equality	and	struggles,	such	as	patriarchic	domination,	sexual	

discrimination,	and	the	anthropocentric	domination	of	nature.	The	single,	epistemically	superior,	

and	universalized	definition	of	“humanity”	used	by	Revolutionary	Indianismo	in	its	definition	of	the	
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fact	of	inheritance	hierarchicalized	not	only	structuralist	Marxism,	but	also	all	the	other	notions	of	

colonialism,	decoloniality,	and	coexistence	that	could	emerge	from	other	definitions	of	bases	of	

commonality	and	epistemic	foundations.	By	doing	so,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	excluded	the	

possibility	of	respecting	other	forms	of	differences,	which	could	not	fit	the	racial	and	nation-based	

fact	of	inheritance.	Other	relationships	of	commonality	and	basic	subjects	could	derive	from	other	

positivities	or	could	simply	be	inconsistent	with	the	prioritization	of	national	and	racial	equality.	

Additionally,	other	identities	were	not	regarded	as	consistent	with	the	notion	of	“Indio,”	

which	was	the	main	participant	in	the	fact	of	inheritance	and	was	thus	constructed	as	the	main	

authorized	knower.	Despite	its	own	goal	of	respecting	more	differences	than	Marxism,	then,	other	

forms	of	identities	that	did	not	fit	the	characteristics	of	nation	or	race	were	indirectly	regarded	as	

less	“human,”	less	“true,”	and	less	“valid.”	Consequently,	the	forms	of	oppression	that	could	emerge	

from	the	hierarchicalization	of	hereby-marginalized	forms	of	identities	appeared	as	less	relevant	or	

less	“true”	injustices.	The	voices	against	them	could	even	be	understood	as	“obstacles”	against	the	

“true”	liberation	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	In	this	sense,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	ended	up	

creating	othering	effects	similar	to	the	ones	denounced	in	relationship	to	structuralist	Marxism.	As	

F.	Reinaga	asserted,	this	was	the	“Indio’s”	struggle,	but	others	in	Bolivia	still	felt	marginalized	by	

some	of	these	notions.38	

Due	to	his	intimate	understanding	of	Indianismo,	comprehension	of	its	relationships	with	

other	notions	of	equality,	concern	for	the	respect	of	differences,	and	sensibility	against	oppressions,	

F.	Reinaga	continued	his	own	work	and	he	began	to	investigate	this	limitation.	His	own	respect	for	

the	religiosity	of	Pachamama	thus	brought	into	Revolutionary	Indianismo	contradictions	that	could	

not	be	solved	within	“humanist”	definitions	of	equality.39	Due	to	these	factors,	F.	Reinaga	sought	to	

																																																								
38 As I discussed in Chapter Six, Evo Morales and Álvaro García Linera reconstructed Indianismo in order to 

include liberal and “Occidental” identities into their ideas of equality and coexistence. In Chapter Five, I also 
discussed how feminist scholars also sought to expand Indianismo towards more multi-relational notions of 
decoloniality and coexistence. 

39 This perhaps explained why several Revolutionary Indianista authors critiqued “pachamamismo” as an ideology 



	 109	

grant	equal	status	to	all	the	other	entities	within	Pachamama	(6:227)	and	he	began	to	construct	

another	notion	of	inter-human	and	ecological	equality.	This	religiosity	was	inconsistent	with	the	

anthropocentrism	erected	by	the	“humanist”	and	universalized	notion	of	equality	that	was	based	on	

the	“human”	fact	of	inheritance.	F.	Reinaga	thus	began	in	1974	the	construction	of	a	different	

discourse,	which	had	to	include	more	than	one	form	basic	subject,	decoloniality,	and	coexistence	

simultaneously.	He	began	drawing	Decolonial	Indianismo,	which	I	analyzed	in	the	following	

chapter.	

	

																																																																																																																																																																																			
that did not belong to Indianismo and was a fall into pre-political postmodernism (e.g., Mollinedo and Makusaya 
2015, 189). 
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CHAPTER	FOUR:	THE	AMAUTICO	MENTALITY	AND	THE	FACT	OF	
COEXISTENCE	

Introduction:	The	Reinagas	and	the	Emergence	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	

The	Revolutionary	Indianista	branch	of	the	movement	became	publicly	practiced	through	

open	debates	and	collective	political	actions.	Prominent	leaders	such	as	Felipe	Quispe	and	many	

other	intellectuals	continued	to	work	towards	Indianista	goals	in	the	Andean	region	of	Latin	

America.	By	contrast,	the	break	away	from	the	anthropocentrism	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo	and	

the	intellectual	production	that	led	to	Decolonial	Indianismo	implied	a	less	collective	endeavor.	Its	

emergence	as	a	systematically	defined	discourse	could	be	traced	more	specifically	to	the	later	work	

of	F.	Reinaga,	some	of	the	ideas	found	in	the	books	written	by	his	son,	Ramiro	Reynaga,	and	the	

work	of	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui.40	The	Reinagas	inaugurated	this	field	of	inquiry	or	at	least	began	

to	explore	its	condition	of	possibility,	but	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	pushed	its	most	decolonial	and	

radical	implications	beyond	some	of	the	problems	and	contradictions	found	in	the	first	

constructions	of	the	discourse.	Together,	they	showed	a	way	to	examine	the	problem	of	coexistence	

by	taking	into	account	several	inter-human	as	well	as	ecological	relationships	of	equality	

simultaneously;	they	constructed	a	multi-relational	discourse.	

Both	Fausto	and	Ramiro	Reynaga	claimed	that	their	intellectual	productions	emerged	from	

a	widely	shared	set	of	“indigenous”	notions.	They	viewed	their	idea	of	the	Cosmos	and	the	

possibility	of	constructing	the	Amáutico	discourse	as	emerging	from	identities	found	in	the	Andean	

region,	Inca	heritage,	and	even	Mayan	ideas	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	6:171).	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	also	

emphasized	this	connection	between	her	intellectual	production	and	more	widely	shared	practices.	

She	defined	her	sociology	of	images	from	the	“ch’ixi”	episteme,	which	she	reconstructed	from	
																																																								
40 Because last names were sometimes written in Spanish despite their original language, they often changed the 

ways in which they were spelled. Additionally, “indigenous” intellectuals and leaders often changed their last 
names in order to avoid persecution. These phenomena could explain why Ramiro Reynaga chose to spell his 
last name differently than his father Fausto Reinaga, but there could also be other reasons. 
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artistic,	intellectual,	and	oral	practices	of	Andean	peoples.	She	also	gathered	much	information	from	

the	Workshop	of	Oral	Andean	History	(Taller	de	Historia	Oral	Andina	–	THOA),	where	she	sought	to	

recuperate	the	silenced	histories	of	“indigenous”	movements	and	activists	that	fought	against	

colonialisms	in	Bolivia	and	the	region.	The	basis	of	a	possibility	for	Decolonial	Indianismo	could	

thus	have	a	social	and	collective	history.	I	recognize	the	importance	and	the	role	of	these	cultural	

practices	while	also	focusing	on	the	intellectuals	who	systematized	the	complexity	of	voices	in	the	

Andean	region.	

In	1972,	Ramiro	Reynaga	asserted,		

The	Indio’s	conception	of	life	and	of	the	universe	continues	to	be	naturalist	and	
cosmological.	The	Indio	does	not	feel	like	a	master	of	nature,	he	does	not	label	
himself	the	king	of	creation	because	he	still	feels	like	the	son	of	earth	and	of	the	sun.	
The	Indio	is	located	in	the	middle	of	a	dynamic	and	vital	harmony,	where	stars,	
plants,	animals,	and	everything	that	exists	has	the	right	to	be	(45,	author’s	
translation).41	

Even	before	his	father,	Ramiro	began	emphasizing	the	relevance	of	cosmological	notions	

that	belonged	to	the	“religion	of	the	Indio”	and	deconstructed	some	of	the	issues	of	

anthropocentrism.	Unlike	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	this	idea	contradicted	the	possibility	to	locate	

“humanity”	as	the	basis	of	universal	coexistence.	Because	it	included	an	extra-human	relationship	

of	equality	with	other	entities	of	the	universe,	“man”	could	not	be	the	basic	positivity	and	condition	

of	possibility	for	the	entire	discourse.	Notwithstanding	his	contributions,	Ramiro	Reynaga	stayed	

within	a	contradiction	between,	on	one	side,	the	anthropocentric	tendencies	of	the	“humanism”	

constructed	from	the	revolutionary	notions	of	racial	and	nation-based	equality	and,	on	the	other	

side,	the	possibilities	offered	by	indigenous	religiosity.42	

																																																								
41 Similar to much of Revolutionary Indianismo, the productions of Ramiro and Fausto Reinaga still expressed a 

male bias in their implications and in their linguistic styles. Consistently, I continued to use the pronoun “he” and 
the noun “man” when referring to the “Indio” and “humanity.” This writing style changed in the next chapter 
with Cusicanqui’s introduction of feminist insights into Indianismo. 

42 This contradiction could be illustrated by the centrality that Ramiro granted to racial issues. “In America Latina, 
in vast zones of Latin America, the real form of oppression is racial oppression, the oppression of one blood by 
another, of one people by another. … Racial exploitation is the first; it is the basis of every other form of 
injustice; it is the origin and what allows for all other social evils, including class-based exploitation” (1972, 51, 
author’s translation). He also claimed that Indianismo and Marxism should still find each other in order to 
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Instead,	Fausto	Reinaga	began	exploring	these	ideas	in	1974	and	he	wrote	his	book	América	

India	y	Occidente	(Indian	America	and	Occident),	where	he	systematically	examined	the	importance	

of	“cosmological”	and	“religious”	notions.43	In	this	book,	F.	Reinaga	pushed	his	own	intellectual	

production	deeper	into	the	examination	of	the	epistemic	roots	of	particular	hierarchicalizations	

used	by	the	“Occident”	to	construct	colonial	orders	throughout	the	world.	F.	Reinaga	found	the	

cause	of	this	problem	in	the	Occidental	and	anthropocentric	notion	of	“reason,”	which	was	often	

considered	to	be	universal,	but	located	a	single	form	of	European	“humanity”	as	above	the	rest	of	

peoples	and	natures	(6:51).	To	the	contrary,	F.	Reinaga	saw	something	different	in	the	cosmology	of	

the	“Indio”	and	his	religiosity,	which	he	considered	to	have	the	potential	to	provide	broader	forms	

of	liberation	(6:171).	

In	1978,	Fausto	Reinaga	further	developed,	systematized,	and	defined	the	ramifications	of	

these	ideas	in	his	book	La	Razón	y	el	Indio	(Reason	and	the	Indio),	which	thoroughly	inaugurated	

his	Amáutico	phase.44	As	Esteban	Ticona	Alejo	asserted,	this	was	the	third	intellectual	phase	of	F.	

Reinaga	and	it	“was	a	search	for	the	possibility	of	life	in	the	world”	(2013,	209,	author’s	

translation).45	The	intellectual	work	embedded	in	La	Razón	y	el	Indio	was	then	complemented	with	

many	other	books.	F.	Reinaga	continued	writing	until	the	year	1991,	three	years	before	he	passed	

away	in	1994.	In	order	to	interpret	the	characteristics	of	this	discourse	and	unpack	its	potential	to	

examine	issues	of	decoloniality	and	coexistence,	I	took	into	account	the	discursive	convergences	

																																																																																																																																																																																			
liberate the world from colonial exploitation and to find “man and to love him above all else” (2, author’s 
translation). 

43 Throughout Decolonial Indianismo, “religion” appears as equated to “indigenous” “cosmological” notions. This 
idea separates Decolonial Indianismo from the “humanism” of Revolutionary Indianismo. 

44 “Amauta” means “wise” or “master” in Quechua. This was a title given to the teachers of noble children in the 
Inca Empire. F. Reinaga used this name in order to describe those who knew the laws of the Cosmos and could 
guide the rest of humanity towards decolonial liberation. In this sense, “Amáutico” was the adjective used to 
classify objects or subjects that fitted this kind of knowledge. 

45 It is important to emphasize here the capacity of Fausto Reinaga to critique his own work, be reflexive, and move 
beyond the limitations of the notions that he fervently promoted in previous books. The life of Fausto Reinaga 
appeared as connected to the genealogy of Indianismo and its transformations all the way until 1994. In this 
sense, F. Reinaga asserted, “My thinking has not emerged in a straight line, nor has it been elaborated from a 
rigid norm or an inalterable foundation. It has crossed immense and deep forests, forests with enormous 
mountains, … From book to book have I walked further and further! (5:425, author’s translation). 
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and	patterns	found	in	the	15	books	that	Fausto	Reinaga	published	during	this	period	of	time	(1974-

1991).	As	a	result,	this	chapter	reconstructed	the	Amáutico	side	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	and	it	

examined	the	limitations	that	hunted	the	productions	of	F.	Reinaga	due	to	some	of	the	legacies	of	

his	previous	work.	Chapter	Five	further	developed	the	ramifications	of	the	decolonial	branch	of	

Indianismo	by	focusing	on	the	work	of	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui.46	

How	was	Decolonial	Indianismo	Validated?	

The	Cosmos	is!	

In	order	to	avoid	some	of	the	issues	and	limitations	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	F.	Reinaga	

sought	to	construct	an	epistemic	foundation	that	could	consistently	include	forms	of	coexistence	

based	on	non-anthropocentric	relationships	of	equalities.	He	aimed	to	build	a	positivity	and	basis	of	

commonality	not	only	from	“human”	characteristics	such	as	inheritance,	but	also	from	relationships	

connecting	other	entities.	Otherwise,	the	rest	of	the	universe	could	appear	again	as	a	secondary	

group	of	entities	organized	outside	of	the	set	of	characteristics	that	determined	the	universalized	

platform	of	equality.	This	problem	previously	confronted	Indianismo	due	to	its	explicitly	

“humanist”	goals.	Its	anthropocentric	conditions	of	possibility,	notion	of	equality,	politics,	and	

temporality	conflicted	with	the	notion	of	Pachamama	and	other	possibilities	of	decoloniality.	Based	

on	this	religiosity,	“humanity”	could	no	longer	appear	as	the	most	important	entity	in	the	cosmos.	

That	kind	of	anthropocentric	mentality	had	led	the	Occident	to	the	construction	of	nuclear	weapons	

and	the	possible	annihilation	of	life	on	earth	(F.	Reinaga	2014,	6:508).	

F.	Reinaga	thus	located	the	Cosmos	first.	The	very	possibility	of	the	existence	of	the	Cosmos	

became	the	positivity	that	enabled	the	rest	of	the	discourse	and	the	inclusion	of	more	than	one	

relationship	of	equality.	“To	think	is	to	know.	To	know	what?	To	know	what	is,	how	is,	and	what	is	

																																																								
46 Neither Fausto Reinaga nor Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui named their intellectual production “Decolonial 

Indianismo.” I decided to use this name due to its continuation with previous works within Indianismo and due 
to its decolonial potential. Additionally, Bolivian President Evo Morales often used Fausto Reinaga’s work in 
order to talk about decoloniality in international arenas. In this sense, the name helped me make the genealogical 
and discursive connections that most intellectuals and social movements already sustained. 
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for:	to	be	that	is.	And	what	is	that	is?	The	Cosmos	is	that	is”	(ibid.,	6:403,	author’s	translation).	Or,	in	

other	words,	“What	exists?	The	Cosmos	exists”	(ibid.,	6:225,	author’s	translation).	In	order	to	build	

the	discourse,	then,	F.	Reinaga	claimed	the	Cosmos	as	the	basic	fact	that	existed.47	From	the	

ontological	status	of	“being,”	F.	Reinaga	could	grant	existence	and	veracity	to	the	other	elements	

and	relationships	that	became	organized	within	the	discourse.	

In	order	to	develop	this	epistemic	strategy,	F.	Reinaga	defined	what	made	the	Cosmos	

existent.	It	was	not	enough	merely	to	state	that	the	Cosmos	“is	that	is.”	F.	Reinaga	thus	began	to	

delineate	a	characteristic	of	this	entity	used	as	bedrock.	This	characteristic	was	the	very	coexistence	

of	all	the	different	entities	of	the	universe.	“Every	planet	of	each	system,	every	system	of	each	

galaxy	exists	inside	laws	of	cohesion	and	interdependence.	From	their	joined	work,	or,	better	yet,	

from	their	solidary	movement	emerges	the	being	and	the	existence	of	each	galaxy,	each	system,	each	

planet,	each	man”	(ibid.,	6:234,	author’s	translation,	italic	by	author).	In	this	relationship	between	

the	infinite	elements	of	the	Cosmos	(i.e.,	solidarity,	cohesion,	and	interdependence),	F.	Reinaga	thus	

found	the	possibility	of	defining	the	inner	characteristic	of	the	Cosmos	to	substantiate	its	existence.	

He	created,	in	philosophical	terms,	a	broadly	defined	cosmic	characteristic	or	basic	essence	that	

could	hardly	be	denied	and	thus	acted	as	a	bedrock.	In	order	to	analyze	F.	Reinaga’s	discourse,	I	

called	this	epistemic	foundation	the	fact	of	coexistence.	

In	the	philosophical	discussion	of	the	existence	of	the	Cosmos,	F.	Reinaga	constructed	his	

new	discourse	as	a	higher	degree	of	“truth”	than	the	Revolutionary	Indianista	fact	of	inheritance.	

Unlike	his	previous	work,	which	denied	the	veracity	of	other	discourses,	such	as	Marxism,	by	

reorganizing	them	as	enemy	“others,”	F.	Reinaga	hereby	included	certain	aspects	of	other	

discourses	as	“truths”	that	still	fitted	within	the	broader	fact	of	coexistence.	Here,	Revolutionary	

Indianismo,	together	with	the	equality	of	nations	and	races	that	emerged	from	its	epistemic	

																																																								
47 Here, F. Reinaga used a similar epistemic strategy as the bible. He used the biblical story of God telling Moses “I 

am that I am” in order to define a different starting point. Here, neither God nor “man” were the undeniable 
starting points from which the rest of the discourse was constructed. Instead, the Cosmos was the first form of 
existence. 
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platform,	constructed	one	human	relationship	and	set	of	entities,	which	were	now	related	to	nature	

in	the	broader	notion	of	cosmic	coexistence.	Here,	“humanity”	itself	became	one	more	relationship	

of	commonality	sharing	the	Cosmos	with	other	entities	and	between	its	fellow	“men.”	The	fact	of	

coexistence	thus	did	not	deny	the	existence	of	“humanity”	and	its	own	equality;	instead,	it	

reorganized	it	within	a	broader	form	of	cosmic	equality.	I	further	discussed	this	inclusion	in	the	

next	section,	but	F.	Reinaga	used	this	possibility	in	order	to	create	an	epistemic	strategy	that	

granted	this	new	discourse	more	validity.	The	fact	of	coexistence	appeared	as	more	“true”	because	

it	included	the	possibility	of	thinking	about	an	inter-human	relationship	of	commonality	together	

with	the	previously	excluded	possibility	of	thinking	about	the	problem	of	anthropocentrism.	Hence,	

the	Cosmos	appeared	as	a	form	of	meta-equality	above	the	“human”	definition	of	relationships.	

Here,	the	Cosmos	came	first.	“Man”	outside	of	the	Cosmos	was	nothing,	it	did	not	exist	(ibid.,	6:387).	

Despite	this	comparatively	open	form	of	validation,	which	included	a	previously	invalidated	

notion	of	ecological	relationship	and	equality,	F.	Reinaga	still	needed	to	substantiate	his	discourse.	

At	this	point,	his	Amáutico	construction	displayed	a	contradiction	between	the	cosmic	condition	of	

possibility	and	the	epistemological	access	to	knowledge,	which	first	emerged	from	the	following	

question,	who	(or	what)	guaranteed,	proved,	knew,	and	defined	the	nature	or	characteristics	of	

coexistence	in	the	Cosmos?	

Experiencing	the	fact	of	coexistence	

In	order	to	answer	this	question,	F.	Reinaga	followed	standards	of	Occidental	knowledge	

production	and	he	sought	to	demonstrate	the	existence	of	this	epistemic	condition	of	possibility.48	

He	aimed	to	prove	and	substantiate	the	“being”	of	the	Cosmos	through	the	study	of	its	inner	

																																																								
48 F. Reinaga’s knowledge of Western philosophy was carefully delineated in his book La Razón y el Indio. In his 

description of Saint Thomas, F. Reinaga showed how the philosopher began from the faith-based idea of God 
affirming, “I am that is.” Then, he also showed how Saint Thomas sought to prove the existence of God in the 
“rational” construction of its characteristics based on human experiences (6:253). In this section, I affirmed that 
F. Reinaga was also following a similar strategy, where he first constructed the idea of the cosmos as the one 
“that is,” but then sought a “rational” proof of this existence. 
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characteristics.	However,	the	fact	of	coexistence	could	only	become	a	“factual”	positivity	if	those	

who	had	epistemic	authority	could	somehow	witness	it	and	construct	knowledge	about	it.	In	other	

words,	if	coexistence	was	viewed	as	a	“truth”	only	in	itself,	those	who	produced	knowledge	would	

have	no	access	to	it	and	the	Cosmos	would	then	remain	as	an	external,	unintelligible,	and	

inaccessible	field	of	knowledge	that	could	never	be	proved	“rationally”	or	by	the	knower	itself.	To	

avoid	this	problem,	the	knower	had	to	become	the	guarantee	of	the	existence	of	the	Cosmos	and	it	

had	to	be	granted	epistemological	access	to	the	fact	of	coexistence.	Hence,	the	knower	experienced	

the	Cosmos,	“observed”	interactions	between	entities,	accessed	the	patterns	of	coexistence,	and	

proved	(only	to	the	knower	itself)	its	existence.	The	experience	of	the	knower	was	a	cognitive	form	

of	access	to	the	characteristic	of	the	Cosmos,	which	was	then	transcendentalized	and	used	as	an	

undeniable	bedrock.	

In	order	to	prove	and	know	coexistence,	which	was	the	characteristic	of	the	Cosmos,	F.	

Reinaga	asserted	that	human	beings	were	part	of	the	Cosmos	and	they	participated	in	it.	They	were	

“co-substantiated”	in	it.	They	were	matter	and	energy	as	was	everything	else	(6:33).49	In	this	

essential	connection	with	the	Cosmos,	“humanity”	appeared	as	an	“antenna,”	which	received	and	

transmitted	messages	from	the	universe	(ibid.).	This	did	not	mean	that	“humanity”	literally	

received	coded	messages	from	the	universe.	Instead,	this	notion	conceived	“humanity”	as	capable	of	

understanding	and	knowing	the	logic	of	coexistence	that	emerged	from	the	relationship	between	

the	entities	of	the	Cosmos.	This	cognitive	possibility	enabled	“humanity”	to	know	the	reality	of	

coexistence.	It	enabled	F.	Reinaga	to	grant	“certainty”	to	the	Amáutico	Mentality	(6:388).	Through	

the	“human”	capacity	to	experience	coexistence	and	prove	it,	moreover,	F.	Reinaga	opened	the	door	

																																																								
49 This notion of co-substantiation also appeared in F. Reinaga’s discussion of the human capacity to think, which 

emerged from energy. To F. Reinaga, all energy on earth surged from the Sun and thus our thoughts appeared as 
energy, which was directly related to the universe and the god Sun (6:180). F. Reinaga also made this point by 
using the notion of the atom. He asserted, “You are nothing but atom. That atom, together with millions of other 
atoms, gives life to cells, which united to million of other cells give you, human beings, life. Compared to the 
infinite, where there are millions of suns, moons, and earths; the Sun, the Moon, and the Earth are nothing but 
three particles just like me” (8:40, author’s translation). 
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for	a	field	of	knowledge,	which	sought	to	delineate	the	specificities	of	coexistence	and	to	study	how	

these	laws	constructed	a	path	for	political	transformation.	F.	Reinaga	thus	used	the	idea	of	co-

substantiation,	experience,	and	participation	in	relationship	to	the	rest	of	the	entities	of	the	Cosmos	

as	the	cognitive	means	by	which	he	could	create	knowledge	about	the	empirical	existence	of	the	

Cosmos	and	its	characteristics.	In	general,		

The	human	being	of	Pre-America	mindfully	observed	the	behavior	of	the	entities	
that	integrate	and	make	up	the	Cosmos,	confirming	that	all	these	entities	act	in	
cooperation	and	collectively.	He	then	formulated	a	communal	and	cosmic	vision,	
which	he	extrapolated	upon	the	human	community	and	did	not	disassociate	from	
worldly	matters.	If	we	are	Cosmos,	we	should	act	like	all	the	entities	of	the	Cosmos	
(ibid.,	6:33,	author’s	translation).	

F.	Reinaga	thus	created	an	epistemological	connection	between	an	epistemic	assumption,	

which	brought	transcendentality	into	the	discourse,	and	an	empirical	dimension,	which	was	meant	

to	provide	proof	and	specificity.	The	latter	was	mainly	connected	to	the	observational	capacities	of	

the	Indio	(6:234).	His	Amáutico	Mentality	was	the	most	consistent	form	of	knowledge	with	the	fact	

of	coexistence.	Additionally,	this	notion	of	experience	also	reorganized	“sciences”	as	potentially	

compatible	fields	of	inquiry.	Insofar	as	“sciences”	could	be	used	in	order	to	understand	and	then	

follow	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	(i.e.,	the	fact	of	coexistence),	they	could	be	regarded	as	validated	

forms	of	knowledge,	which	could	help	the	Amáutico	Mentality	in	its	endeavors	of	liberation.	

Accordingly,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	our	“human”	mission	had	to	entail	the	expansion	of	our	

knowledge	of	the	Cosmos	towards	the	comprehension	of	the	inner	biology	and	characteristics	of	

“humanity”	and	towards	the	laws	of	the	cosmos	in	the	environment,	galaxy,	etc.	(6:356).	Different	

forms	of	“sciences,”	such	as	biology,	astronomy,	medicine,	physics,	etc.,	thus	became	reoriented	

towards	the	construction	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	This	explained	why	F.	Reinaga	claimed	that	the	

possibility	of	transformation	that	emerged	with	the	Amáutico	Mentality	was	“scientific”	(8:42).	

“The	mentality	of	the	Indio	comes	up	from	science.	The	science	of	the	Indio’s	mentality	is	truth	and	

life”	(8:219,	author’s	translation).	

Because	the	experience	of	“humanity”	was	used	to	enable	the	observation	and	definition	of	
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the	cosmic	relationship	between	the	different	entities	of	the	universe,	this	aspect	of	the	condition	of	

possibility	constructed	by	F.	Reinaga	created	a	way	to	reintroduce	“man”	and	to	re-

anthropomorphize	the	epistemological	aspect	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	This	connection	between	

“humanity’s”	cognitive	capacities	and	the	characteristics	of	the	Cosmos	allowed	for	this	field	of	

knowledge	to	be	possible.	Despite	its	enabling	aspect,	this	“human”	cognitive	connection	conflicted	

with	the	other	side	of	this	epistemic	platform	and	it	created	a	discursive	contradiction.	

The	fact	of	coexistence:	a	contradiction	in	Reinaga	

In	the	previous	section,	I	sought	to	describe	the	epistemological	connection	that	allowed	for	

F.	Reinaga	to	substantiate	and	prove	the	fact	of	coexistence.	By	contrast,	this	section	focused	on	the	

set	of	characteristics	philosophically	included	in	the	fact	of	coexistence	itself.	From	the	notion	of	

Pachamama	about	the	relationships	between	entities	in	the	Cosmos,	F.	Reinaga	constructed	a	

definition	of	cosmic	coexistence	that	presupposed	a	specific	form	of	equality.	For	example,	if	“man”	

could	manage	to	reach	the	harmony	of	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	and	could	understand	the	logic	of	the	

fact	of	coexistence,	he	became	an	equal	entity	among	others.	“The	Mayan	thinker	had	reached	the	

conclusion	that	man	was	created	by	the	same	creators	of	earth	and	that	he	was	not	an	exceptional	

being	inside	of	nature;	he	is	just	only	one	part	in	it.	He	realized	that	man,	just	like	nature,	had	to	

obey	the	laws	of	nature,	just	like	plants,	beasts,	birds,	insects”	(ibid.,	6:227,	author’s	translation,	

italic	by	author).	

This	idea	of	equality	between	“man”	and	“nature”	surged	from	their	co-substantiation.	The	

essence	of	all	the	different	entities	of	the	universe	appeared	as	connecting	everything	through	a	

commonality	and	relationship	that	entailed	different	combinations	of	matter	and	energy,	which	

were	the	basic	elements	of	the	Cosmos.	All	different	entities	existed	as	particular	combinations	of	

shared	elements	of	“nature.”	This	possibility	of	sharing	elements	of	the	Cosmos	provided	a	basis	of	

commonality	for	every	existence.	F.	Reinaga	illustrated	this	notion	through,	for	example,	the	

description	of	Mayan	ideas	discovered	by	intellectuals	called	Itzá:	
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He	reached	the	conclusion	that	he	was	nothing	but	a	set	of	generating	elements	
catalyzed	by	the	presence	of	water,	the	elemental	liquid,	in	combination	with	
energy,	fire,	heat.	He	reached	the	conclusion	that	his	organism	was	composed	of	the	
same	elements	that	nature	had:	minerals	and	vegetables.	Thus,	he	reached	the	
conclusion	that	he	and	nature	were	the	same	thing	(6:227,	author’s	translation).	

Whether	the	basic	elements	were	water,	fire,	matter,	energy,	the	sun,	or	earth,	was	a	

secondary	issue.	The	main	purpose	of	this	idea	was	to	demonstrate	that	the	components	that	made	

up	all	the	entities	of	the	universe	were	shared	elements	found	in	nature	and	they	formed	a	basis	of	

universal	commonality.	The	shared	co-substantiation	of	all	the	beings	of	the	universe	thus	created	a	

positive	platform	of	commonality,	which	granted	equality	to	every	entity	and	thus	erected	one	of	

the	principles	that	constituted	the	fact	of	coexistence.	It	created	a	basic	relationship	connecting	

every	entity	of	the	Cosmos	together.	

Additionally,	F.	Reinaga	defined	the	fact	of	coexistence	as	based	in	difference.	Because	the	

Cosmos	resulted	from	the	infinite	aggregation	of	everything,	all	differences	equally	composed	the	

complex	relationship	of	coexistence.	Each	one	of	them	was	a	complementary	piece	of	the	totality	of	

the	Cosmos.	Thus,	all	differences	had	to	be	equally	validated.	The	very	fact	that	each	entity	was	

different	in	its	own	way	and	was	thus	a	special	part	of	the	complex	aggregate	or	relationship	that	

made	up	Pachamama,	granted	equal	status	to	every	live	or	inert	existence.	They	were	all	different	

and	equally	important	parts	of	Pachamama.	Because	this	principle	was	based	on	the	possibility	that	

entities	lacked	something	in	relationship	to	each	other,	difference	appeared	as	a	negative	form	of	

equality.	Here,	the	principle	of	equality	was	not	based	on	a	shared	commonality.	Instead,	it	emerged	

from	the	possibility	of	sharing	difference.	It	was	a	status	of	equality	granted	thanks	to	the	

relationship	that	emerged	when	entities	were	missing	something	vis-à-vis	each	other.	

In	combination	with	the	positive	principle	of	equality,	which	was	based	on	co-

substantiation,	the	value	of	differences	was	used	by	F.	Reinaga	to	construct	coexistence	as	a	

relationship	of	interdependence	and	solidarity.	On	one	side,	differences	configured	the	Cosmos	with	

entities	that	could	be	and	do	divergent	things.	Because	they	were	equally	valued	in	their	
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differences,	all	entities	appeared	as	equally	necessary	for	the	emergence	of	the	overarching	

relationship	of	coexistence.	Their	differences	made	up	specific	kinds	of	beings	and	roles,	which	

enabled	the	overall	possibility	of	having	a	cosmic	relationship	where	all	entities	complemented	

each	other	in	a	universal	community.	Additionally,	all	entities	appeared	as	equal	in	that	they	shared	

the	same	elements	of	the	universe	in	their	composition.	Positive	and	negative	equalities	were	thus	

articulated	together	to	negate	the	construction	of	hierarchical	divisions	of	roles	in	the	Cosmos.	They	

both	located	all	entities	within	more	egalitarian	forms	of	“solidarity.”		

The	Cosmos	is	movement.	Between	all	the	parts	and	the	whole	there	is	an	
interrelation,	a	community,	and	solidarity.	From	the	common	effort	of	all	emerges	a	
collective	and	harmonic	action.	Each	thing,	each	being	is	what	it	is	and	does	what	it	
must	do	(ibid.,	6:223,	author’s	translation).	

The	connection	between	the	equality	in	co-substantiation,	equality	in	difference,	and	

solidarity	thus	constructed	a	normativity	that	was	endogenously	connected	in	this	discourse	to	the	

description	epistemically	required	in	order	to	prove	the	very	existence	of	the	foundation	“that	is.”	

Here,	a	positivity	consistently	included	from	its	very	roots	a	normativity	of	equality	and	solidarity.	

These	values	were	not	regarded	as	a	relativist	affirmation	of	everything,	which	would	prevent	

Indianismo	from	creating	its	“others”	and	enabling	political	actions.	Instead,	they	opposed	notions	

that	contradicted	the	respect	of	differences,	the	equal	status	of	every	entity	in	the	universe,	and	

solidarity.	They	opposed	homogenization,	hierarchicalization,	and	exploitation.	

The	contradiction	for	F.	Reinaga	emerged	between	these	philosophical	notions	of	equality	

and	the	cognitive	superiority	granted	to	“humanity.”	On	one	side,	the	fact	of	coexistence	granted	

equality	to	every	entity	of	the	universe	thanks	to	their	differences	and	their	co-substantiation.	On	

the	other	side,	F.	Reinaga	used	the	idea	of	co-substantiation	to	say	that	“humanity”	was	connected	

as	an	“antenna”	to	all	other	entities.	This	very	connection	epistemologically	enabled	“humanity”	to	

experience	the	Cosmos	and	to	create	knowledge,	but	why	did	this	particular	connection	and	

experience	grant	the	cognitive	authority	to	define	the	entire	Cosmos	only	to	“humanity”?	Why	was	

the	experience	of	“humanity”	more	valid	than	other	experiences	and	thus	more	authorized	to	define	
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the	Cosmos	for	everything	and	everyone	else?	

To	a	certain	extent,	then,	F.	Reinaga	sought	to	de-anthropomorphize	the	characteristics	of	

the	fact	of	coexistence,	but	he	still	anthropomorphized	the	epistemological	access	to	the	foundation	

of	the	discourse,	which	granted	certainty	and	veracity	to	“human”	knowledge.	Consequently,	F.	

Reinaga	found	himself	between	the	need	to	grant	equal	epistemic	status	to	every	entity	in	the	

universe	and,	contradictorily,	giving	“humanity”	a	higher	status.	On	one	side,	Reinaga	asserted,		

For	the	Amáutico	Mentality,	man	thinks,	ants	think,	and	trees	think	too.	From	
somewhere	emerges	the	possibility	of	thinking.	Neither	man	nor	the	ant,	nor	the	
tree	can	think	without	the	Sun.	They	cannot	live	without	the	Sun	and	the	Sun	is	thus	
somehow	the	one	who	generates	and	makes	life	possible.	Because	without	the	Sun	
there	is	no	life,	without	it	there	is	no	possibility	of	thinking.	Thinking	is	the	energy	of	
light,	the	energy	of	the	Sun	(6:403,	author’s	translation).	

Here,	the	Sun	appeared	as	the	energy	that	enabled	the	experience	of	coexistence	and	made	

it	possible	to	think	or	create	knowledge,	but	each	entity	had	the	equal	capacity	to	access	and	

experience	the	light	of	the	Sun.	The	underlying	equality	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	thus	pushed	F.	

Reinaga	to	grant	equal	cognitive	capacity	to	other	entities	found	in	“nature.”	On	the	other	side,	F.	

Reinaga	claimed,	“man	with	an	even	greater	right	must	make	his	instinct	into	mentality,	its	

mentality	into	reason,	its	reason	into	consciousness,	its	consciousness	into	liberty”	(6:382,	author’s	

translations,	italic	by	author).	Here,	“man”	appeared	as	superior	in	its	own	cognitive	capacity,	which	

gave	him	the	unwarranted	greater	right	to	define	the	relationship	between	all	the	entities	of	the	

universe	and	coexistence.	

“Man”	thus	appeared	as	an	equal	entity	in	its	co-substantiation	and	its	own	difference,	but	it	

also	appeared	as	superior	in	its	authority	to	define	the	Cosmos	for	everything	and	everyone	else.	

“Man”	was	still	the	epistemologically	authorized	knower.	“Man’s”	experience	of	the	Cosmos	

appeared	as	superior	to	all	other	possible	experiences	of	coexistence,	even	though	they	all	emerged	

from	equal	co-substantiation	and	equally	valued	differences.	F.	Reinaga	sustained	this	contradiction	

and	he	unwarrantedly	authorized	“man”	to	define	the	Cosmos	from	his	own	experience.	Because	

this	experience	had	to	be	the	relationship	between	all	the	entities	of	the	universe	and	the	
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characteristic	that	proved	the	existence	of	the	Cosmos,	he	asserted	that	the	Cosmos	was	a	single	

and	harmonic	order	incarnated	in	the	“Indio”	with	Amáutico	Mentality.	“The	Amáutico	man,	unlike	

the	Socratic	man	of	the	Occident,	is	the	consciousness	of	the	Cosmos.	He	is	the	Cosmos	made	

Amáutico	consciousness”	(ibid.,	6:405,	author’s	translation).	Insofar	as	the	“Indio”	could	access	and	

experience	the	characteristics	of	the	coexistence	between	every	entity	in	the	Cosmos,	he	could	

define	the	laws	of	the	universe	and	shape	its	social	life	consistently	with	this	order.	Insofar	as	this	

was	the	coexistence	of	the	Cosmos	and	thus	the	transcendental	relationship	between	all	the	entities	

of	the	universe,	the	“Indio”	knew	the	single	and	universal	path	that	everyone	and	everything	else	

had	to	follow.	“The	Amáutico	Mentality	is	the	only	possible	way	to	save	man”	(ibid.,	6:426,	author’s	

translation).	By	ignoring	this	contradiction,	F.	Reinaga	was	able	to	acquire	the	validity,	veracity,	

universality,	and	certainty	that	emerged	from	the	epistemological	correspondence	between	

“human”	knowledge	and	the	fact	of	coexistence.	He	created	a	connection	between	a	“human”	

subject	and	a	cosmic	object.	Henceforth,	F.	Reinaga	could	construct	a	strong	platform	of	articulating	

equality	and	he	could	universalize	his	own	struggle	against	clear	enemies.	He	retained	“humanity’s”	

higher	cognitive	status	and	defined	the	rest	of	the	discourse	based	on	this	assumption.	

The	Amauta	and	Nature:	Two	Articulated	Levels	of	Equality	

The	experience	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	in	language	and	mentality	

In	order	to	continue	the	construction	of	Decolonial	Indianismo,	F.	Reinaga	built	the	

definition	of	who	or	what	fitted	the	platform	of	cosmic	equality,	which	emerged	from	the	fact	of	

coexistence.	He	defined	the	specifics	that	substantiated	the	existence	of	the	Cosmos,	its	basic	

relationship	of	commonality,	and	Amáutico	“self.”	As	I	previously	asserted,	this	possibility	of	

accessing	this	knowledge	derived	from	the	“human”	experience	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	According	

to	F.	Reinaga,	“humanity’s”	experience	of	the	Cosmos	was	first	found	in	its	“thought,”	which	was	the	

mechanism	that	organized	all	the	“signals”	received	by	“man”	when	he	acted	as	the	co-

substantiated	“antenna.”	This	was	how	F.	Reinaga	was	able	to	claim	that	the	mentality	of	the	“Indio”	
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Amáutico	corresponded	to	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos.		

On	earth,	appears,	among	other	beings,	this	thing	called	‘man.’	And	in	the	brain	of	
this	man	appears	thought.	Man	and	his	thought	have	not	emerged	from	nothing.	
From	nothing,	nothing	flourishes.	They	have	emerged	from	the	Cosmos,	which,	as	
far	as	we	know,	is	energy.	Each	Galaxy	and,	inside	of	each	galaxy,	each	planet	move	
to	the	same	rhythm.	Thought	thinks,	speaks,	and	does.	We	do	not	know	with	
certainty	whether	the	Cosmos	thinks,	but	there	is	no	doubt	that	thought	can	be	
found	inside	man’s	head.	Man	is	found	on	earth.	Earth	is	found	in	the	Cosmos.	
Thought	must	have	emerged,	then,	from	the	Cosmos.	Thought	is	the	image	of	the	
Cosmos.	The	Cosmos	has	birthed	thought	and	not	the	other	way	around	(6:356,	
author’s	translation).	

Notwithstanding	this	direct	connection	between	Amáutico	thought	and	the	fact	of	

coexistence,	F.	Reinaga	also	had	to	explain	the	deviation	that	created	Occidental	colonialism.	

Accordingly,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	“man”	was	driven	by	ideology	and	thought	in	more	general	

terms	(6:224).	In	his	creative	capacity,	“man”	sometimes	stopped	listening	to	the	signals	sent	from	

the	rest	of	the	universe	and	he	created	his	own	thought,	which	then	shaped	everything	that	he	did	

and	constructed,	including	his	society.	

The	impostor	has	his	own	mentality	and	thought.	Thanks	to	his	mentality,	he	has	
taken	the	fire	from	havens	and	has	invented	God.	Thanks	to	his	mentality,	he	has	
created	the	clan	and	has	converted	himself	into	a	master.	His	thought	has	created	
society.	The	reason	of	gods	emerges	as	the	reason	of	men	(6:243,	author’s	
translation).50	

This	primordiality	of	thought	enabled	F.	Reinaga	to	avoid	one	of	the	problems	of	the	racial	

definition	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	which	attached	the	basic	characteristics	of	equality	to	a	

physical	aspect	of	human	beings.	Insofar	as	this	was	the	case,	those	who	did	not	fit	the	

characteristics	of	the	definition	of	equality	became	inevitably	excluded.	Thus,	those	who	were	

colonial	agents	could	not	change	or	liberate	themselves.	Conversely,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	

used	the	idea	of	nation	and	“mentality”	in	order	to	grant	access	to	the	platform	of	equality	to	

everyone.	In	his	construction	of	Decolonial	Indianismo,	F.	Reinaga	used	the	same	discursive	

strategy.	He	located	mentality	first	in	order	to	prioritize	this	dimension	over	the	material	aspects	of	

																																																								
50 Here, F. Reinaga referred to Greek gods invented by Occidental culture and based on notions of reason defined by 

Socrates. 
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the	entities	of	the	universe.	Then,	he	granted	the	possibility	of	accessing	the	Amáutico	community	

to	everyone.	Anyone	who	chose	to	agree	with	the	logic	of	the	Cosmos	and	the	fact	of	coexistence	

could	potentially	be	part	of	the	new	alternative	that	he	sought	to	build.	The	“Indio”	thus	continued	

to	be	a	mentality.	He	was	not	a	skin	color	(6:399).	

To	F.	Reinaga,	thought	and	language	were	inter-connected.	Language	expressed	thought,	

but	thought	was	only	possible	through	language.	This	explained	why	F.	Reinaga	asserted,	“The	

quality	of	a	mentality	and	a	thought	is	included	in	the	quality	of	a	language.	There	are	no	thoughts	

without	words,	and	there	are	no	words	without	thoughts”	(6:235,	author’s	translation).	F.	Reinaga	

thus	chose	to	study	language	and	meaning	in	order	to	find	“man’s”	experience	of	the	Cosmos.	

Language	became	the	empirical	object	representing	thought,	the	experience	of	“man,”	and	the	fact	

of	coexistence.	Since,	he	first	received	the	idea	of	the	Cosmos	from	the	“religion	of	the	Indio,”	F.	

Reinaga	sought	the	reconstruction	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	in	the	language	of	the	“Indio”	and	the	

meanings	that	still	resisted	the	influence	of	colonialism	(6:235).	Insofar	as	they	were	consistent	

with	the	epistemic	positivity	of	the	fact	of	coexistence,	the	new	meanings	that	F.	Reinaga	found	

became	regarded	as	a	specificity	of	the	Amáutico	Mentality.	This	explained	how	F.	Reinaga	explicitly	

systematized,	classified,	and	organized	a	discourse	from	the	chaotic	multiplicity	of	meanings	that	

were	mixed	in	with	European	influences	and	linguistic	introductions	of	coloniality.	Unlike	in	

Revolutionary	Indianismo,	the	Amáutico	construction	of	the	“Indio”	was	no	longer	possible	thanks	

to	connections	to	pre-colonial	pasts.	Instead,	it	emerged	from	the	meanings	that	were	consistent	

with	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	were	found	in	the	languages	of	the	“Indio”	(ibid.,	6:236).	This	

explained	why	F.	Reinaga	insisted	that	he	was	the	one	constructing	the	Amáutico	mentality.	This	

discourse	was	no	longer	viewed	as	the	authentic	past	of	the	“Indio.”	Instead,	it	was	a	construction	

partially	consistent	with	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	still	alive	in	the	meanings	found	in	Aymara,	

Quechua,	and	other	“indigenous”	languages.		

In	sum,	I	have	forged	a	mentality;	I	have	constructed	a	verb,	and	have	forged	a	
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praxis!	I	have	created	a	cosmic	and	Amáutico	ideology	of	truth	and	liberty,	an	action	
of	millions	of	human	beings.	Thought,	mentality,	verb,	and	action!	With	such	vitality,	
the	Occident	only	has	to	adore	what	it	has	burned	and	burn	what	it	has	adored.	But	
if	the	Occident	insists	in	its	stupidity	and	crime;	then,	my	thought	and	mentality	will	
become	cosmic	war”	(6:424,	author’s	translation).	

The	specificities	of	the	Cosmos	could	also	be	found	in	the	meanings	that	made	up	current	

forms	of	societies	consistent	with	the	negative	and	positive	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	For	

example,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	Sak’abamba	was	a	community	where	peoples	from	different	races	

and	nations	lived	together	in	accordance	to	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	(6:510).	When,	on	the	other	

side,	F.	Reinaga	found	meanings	that	did	not	fit	the	fact	of	coexistence,	he	organized	them	as	

Occidental	notions	that	constructed	the	bases	of	colonialism.	If	these	meanings	entailed	

homogenization,	hierarchicalization,	and	exploitation,	they	became	invalidated	and	classified	as	the	

“other.”	

In	the	combination	of	the	philosophically	defined	aspects	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	its	

empirical	presence	in	language,	F.	Reinaga	enabled	the	reconstruction	of	history	as	the	basis	from	

which	the	platform	of	equality	and	idea	of	Amáutico	“self”	could	emerge.	As	I	briefly	mentioned	

above,	the	reconstruction	of	what	happened	in	the	past	was	not	made	possible,	in	this	discourse,	

through	some	kind	of	connection	with	or	correspondence	to	previous	times	and	events	(e.g.,	the	

fact	of	inheritance).	Instead,	meanings	found	in	the	languages	and	current	social	experiences	of	

“indigenous”	peoples	contained	vestiges	of	a	form	of	social	organization	and	mentality	different	to	

what	the	Occident	appeared	to	promote.	“Unlike	what	fallacious	testimonies	by	European	

chroniclers	and	scientists	say,	the	mentality	and	thought	of	the	Indio	is	currently	alive”	(ibid.,	6:36,	

author’s	translation).	Human	time	and	history	thus	became	constructions	that	emerged	from	

presently	shared	meanings.	The	concurrent	correspondence	between	meanings	and	the	fact	of	

coexistence	validated	specific	memories.	This	idea	modified	previous	notions	of	temporality	found	

in	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	F.	Reinaga	separated	history	from	the	rectilinear	possibility	of	

accessing	a	genuine	or	objective	past,	which	could	act	as	a	thesis	or	basis	from	which	the	“Indio”	
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could	judge	the	present	and	construct	a	liberated	future.	F.	Reinaga	revised	previous	ideas	of	

dialectics	and	he	introduced	into	his	decolonial	discourse	a	notion	of	circular	temporality.	

This	is	not	a	return	to	the	past.	This	is	not	a	return	to	an	expired	and	dead	past.	
None	of	that.	In	the	Amáutico	mentality,	time	is	pure	idea.	Time	does	not	exist.	
Specially	the	rectilinear	notion	of	time,	with	its	‘yesterday’	and	its	‘tomorrow.’	
Indianity	is	a	return	to	the	path.	That	is	it	and	there	is	nothing	else.	It	entails	the	
possibility	of	entering	into	the	path.	…	In	the	mind	and	the	consciousness	of	man	
there	is	no	time;	there	is	no	past	and	there	is	no	future.	Or	better	yet,	time	is	
circular:	without	a	starting	point,	an	end	or	goal.	Time,	just	like	life,	is	not	finitude.	It	
is	eternal.	Everything	is	eternal.	Everything	is	Cosmos	(6:387,	author’s	translation).	

This	notion	of	temporality	re-included	and	reorganized	the	idea	of	equality	constructed	

within	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	It	located	the	ideas	of	race	and	nation	within	the	fact	of	

coexistence,	which	was	present	in	the	meanings	shared	in	“indigenous”	languages.	These	meanings	

could	very	well	construct	everything	about	the	“Indio”	as	“pre-colonial”	or	as	separated	from	

colonialism,	but	the	discourse	did	not	make	this	distinction	thanks	to	racial	or	inter-generationally	

pedagogical	links	with	the	past	itself.	Instead,	F.	Reinaga	could	find	history	in	the	meanings	shared	

in	the	present.	The	belonging	of	“Indio’s”	meanings	within	the	fact	of	coexistence	thus	made	it	

“true.”	This	explained	why	the	construction	of	this	decolonial	possibility	was	given	to	the	“Indio”	of	

today	(ibid.,	9:	22).	This	time,	however,	the	“Indio”	constructed	its	identity	as	a	basis	of	“human”	

and	“cosmic”	equality	simultaneously.	

The	application	of	the	fact	of	coexistence:	The	equalities	of	the	“Indio”	and	of	“nature”	

Through	the	reconstruction	of	the	history	found	in	the	meanings	shared	in	“indigenous”	

languages,	F.	Reinaga	substantiated	the	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence,	which	determined	the	

specific	characteristics	of	what	or	who	fitted	within	this	platform	of	cosmic	equality.	Because	his	

philosophical	foundation	entailed	a	bedrock	that	included	“humans”	but	also	moved	beyond	them,	

F.	Reinaga	opened	the	door	to	the	possibility	of	including	more	than	one	notion	of	equality	within	a	

single	discourse.	He	philosophically	defined	the	general	and	overarching	logic	of	the	fact	of	

coexistence	through	the	principles	of	positive	equality	in	shared	co-substantiation	and	negative	
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equality	in	shared	difference.	Then,	he	reconstructed	the	history	of	the	“Indio”	and	built	upon	this	

notion.	In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	F.	Reinaga	found	himself	discussing	two	different	levels	of	

equality	and	relationships	of	commonality	simultaneously.	On	one	side,	he	constructed	a	meta-level	

of	cosmic	equality	between	relationships	in	the	universe.	This	notion	enabled	F.	Reinaga	to	

construct	a	“human”	relationship	of	equality	and	an	ecological	relationship	of	equality	

simultaneously.	On	the	other	side,	he	defined	the	equality	that	emerged	from	within	the	definition	

of	each	relationship,	which	constructed	a	platform	of	equality	among	certain	entities	while	also	

sustaining	consistency	with	the	general	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	This	intra-relationship	

level	of	equality	enabled	F.	Reinaga	to	define	the	inner	characteristics	of	“human”	equality.	The	

epistemic	usage	of	the	Cosmos	as	a	starting	point	thus	created	the	possibility	of	constructing	a	more	

overarching	notion	of	equality,	which	applied	differently	within	the	level	of	each	bounded	

relationship	existent	in	the	Cosmos.	F.	Reinaga	thus	began	to	construct	a	multi-relational	notion	of	

two	equalities	within	the	Cosmos.	

On	one	side,	F.	Reinaga	substantiated	the	overarching	and	general	logic	of	the	fact	of	

coexistence	at	the	level	of	the	Cosmos,	which	he	primarily	used	to	discuss	the	ecological	

relationship	of	equality.	He	achieved	this	goal	by	studying	meanings	shared	in	“indigenous”	

languages	and	stories.	For	example,	F.	Reinaga	showed	that	“indigenous”	children	in	the	Andean	

region	of	Latin	America	often	grew	up	socialized	by	pedagogical	strategies	that	were	consistent	

with	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	(6:34).	In	its	difference	and	in	its	co-substantiation,	even	a	tiny	plant	of	

corn	became	an	equal	entity	to	the	boy	growing	up	and	to	“humanity”	more	in	general.	The	shared	

elements	that	made	up	both	entities	displayed	their	equality	within	the	Cosmos.	Their	difference	

showed	the	value	that	each	one	of	them	gained	as	a	complementary	part	of	the	aggregated	meta-

relationship.	Here,	the	very	existence	of	the	boy	became	only	possible	thanks	to	the	solidary	

relationship	between	the	set	of	different	entities	that	made	up	the	Cosmos.	This	idea	granted	

superiority	only	to	the	total	aggregate	of	different	entities.	
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Through	the	example	of	Sak’abamba,	F.	Reinaga	showed	that	this	cosmic	notion	of	

ecological	equality	undermined	Occidental	ideas	of	private	property.	The	equality	between	all	the	

entities	of	the	universe	invalidated	the	notion	of	“human”	superiority	presupposed	in	the	idea	that	

included	nature	simply	as	a	resource.	Instead,	the	ideas	that	shaped	Sak’abamba’s	society	

constructed	“humanity”	as	participating	in	nature	by	taking	what	it	needed	in	a	more	moderate	and	

respectful	manner,	which	hardly	led	to	a	form	of	individual	accumulation	of	natural	resources	

(6:206).	Here,	the	Inca	precept	of	“ama	llulla,	ama	suwa,	ama	qhilla”	(do	not	lie,	do	not	steal,	and	

work)	acquired	a	different	meaning	than	it	had	within	the	Revolutionary	branch	of	Indianismo.	To	

the	Amauta,	this	precept	was	related	to	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos,	which	created	a	connection	

between	the	ethical	value	against	stealing	and	the	equality	between	“man”	and	“nature.”	Here,	the	

ideas	of	accumulation	and	the	depletion	of	“nature”	appeared	as	inconsistent	with	the	cosmic	

equality	of	co-substantiation	and	differences	(ibid.,	6:179).	Accumulation	was	regarded	as	stealing	

from	Mother	Earth	and	other	entities	of	the	Cosmos.	The	ethical	value	granted	to	work	and	against	

laziness	was	similarly	connected	to	the	notion	of	ecological	equality.	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	

private	property	was	conceived	as	the	mechanism	that	allowed	owners	to	exploit	others	and	to	

avoid	participating	in	the	cosmic	requirement	of	solidarity	and	working.	Consistently,	the	

exploitation	of	men	by	men	appeared	as	possible	thanks	to	the	anthropocentric	conception	of	

relationships	with	nature.	

On	the	other	level	of	the	application	of	the	fact	of	coexistence,	F.	Reinaga	defined	the	intra-

relationship	equality	of	“humanity.”	In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	F.	Reinaga	interpreted	the	ways	in	

which	stories,	documents,	and	monuments	attributed	certain	characteristics	to	pre-colonial	

societies.	To	him,	the	Mayan	calendar,	the	Ayllu	of	the	Andean	world,	the	Pop	Vuh	of	Guatemala,	

and	the	Calpulli	of	Mexico	still	contained	the	meanings	that	were	consistent	with	the	fact	of	

coexistence	and	could	help	him	construct	the	Amauta	community	(6:237).	These	statements	or	

“testimonies”	showed	the	characteristics	of	an	Amáutico	“human”	relationship.	Here,	society	had	to	
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be	based	on	the	kind	of	general	equality	that	the	Cosmos	constructed	for	every	entity	that	existed,	

but	F.	Reinaga	applied	these	principles	in	a	specific	intra-relationship	manner.	He	delineated	

another	relationship	of	equality	for	“humanity”	itself.	

For	the	definition	of	“human”	equality,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	each	community,	nation,	or	

people	appeared	as	equally	valued	because	each	one	of	them	shared	the	general	characteristics	and	

commonality	of	the	“human”	relationship.	What	made	them	all	connected,	as	a	single	“humanity”	

was	a	re-arranged	relationship	of	national	common	origin.	Here,	F.	Reinaga	did	not	claim	to	have	

access	to	the	past	itself	and	he	did	not	seek	universal	equality	through	the	study	of	the	actual	

common	origin	of	all	“human	beings.”	Instead,	he	found	a	common	origin	in	the	language	and	

meanings	used	by	“indigenous”	peoples.	The	current	experience	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	expressed	

in	languages	showed,	to	F.	Reinaga,	a	common	origin	for	all	of	“humanity.”51	F.	Reinaga	found	a	

commonality	in	the	meanings	shared	by	“humanity”	and	he	constructed	a	platform	of	equality	

based	on	the	reorganized	idea	of	nation.	Nation	thus	appeared	as	the	universally	shared	experience	

of	coexistence	for	“humanity.”	

One	of	the	most	interesting	aspects	of	this	notion	was	not	so	much	the	specific	hypothesis	of	

a	common	linguistic	origin;	but	the	more	general	implication	of	this	idea.	Here,	F.	Reinaga	was	using	

the	possibility	of	a	shared	linguistic	definition	of	an	experience	of	coexistence,	or	a	shared	

construction	of	a	relationship	of	commonality,	as	a	basis	of	equality,	which	also	allowed	for	

meaning-related	differences	in	terms	of	ethnic	and	national	identities.	The	very	possibility	of	

sharing	a	set	of	general	meanings	creating	a	broad	relationship	and	experience	of	coexistence	thus	

became	the	source	of	“human”	equality.	The	possibility	of	sharing	an	idea	of	“human”	nations	

hereby	became	an	experience	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	thus	constructed	a	validated	source	of	

equality	for	the	entities	that	fitted	within	the	boundaries	of	this	relationship.	Additionally,	this	

																																																								
51 Accordingly, F. Reinaga asserts that Mayan was a first language that has left its traces in many other languages of 

the world (6:228). 



	 130	

definition	of	a	nation-based	form	of	equality	included	a	form	of	respect	for	a	particular	kind	of	

differences	among	certain	identities.	Because	each	nation	was	a	different	identity,	it	was	also	valued	

as	a	set	of	distinct	“human	beings.”	This	explained	how	the	definition	of	a	specific	intra-relationship	

notion	of	equality	became	consistent	with	the	two	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	This	

possibility	of	thinking	about	equality	and	difference	within	each	relationship	that	was	consistent	

with	the	fact	of	coexistence	or	was	a	specific	experience	of	coexistence	opened	an	enormous	door,	

which	F.	Reinaga	only	began	to	explore	and	unfortunately	foreclosed	due	to	his	epistemological	

anthropocentrism.	

To	F.	Reinaga,	then,	the	equality	that	emerged	from	sharing	a	commonality	within	a	single	

relationship	(i.e.,	“humanity”)	and	the	negative	equality	of	differences	as	nations	granted	equal	

status	to	each	community.	Then,	each	person	was	valued	because	they	also	were	parts	of	the	same	

nation	and	because	they	were	special	elements	of	this	community.	Each	individual	was	valued	by	

virtue	of	its	similarity	as	a	“human	being”	from	a	particular	community	and	in	its	difference	as	an	

individual.	National	differences	thus	appeared	as	equally	valued	in	the	“human”	part	of	the	fact	of	

coexistence.	In	this	sense,	F.	Reinaga	reiterated	the	importance	of	race	and	nation	for	the	struggle	of	

the	“Indio.”	He	cited	Tupaj	Amaru	and	asserted,		

Black	slaves	will	be	liberated…	let	us	all	live	together	like	brothers	congregated	as	a	
single	body,	destroying	the	chains	of	oppressors	who	steal	the	honey	of	our	
beehives.	My	intension	is	to	reach	the	absolute	freedom	of	every	aspect	of	my	nation	
(6:418,	author’s	translation).	

Instead	of	validating	this	idea	of	the	nation	through	a	notion	of	history	and	a	connection	to	

pre-colonial	pasts,	F.	Reinaga	legitimized	this	specific	definition	of	“human”	equality	through	its	

consistency	with	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	or	the	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	Then,	he	located	

this	specific	form	of	coexistence	as	an	experience	of	the	Cosmos	and	as	a	proof	of	its	existence.	In	

turn,	this	idea	of	equality	also	entailed	the	possibility	of	a	relationship	of	solidarity,	where	each	

community	and	each	individual	was	viewed	as	a	key	component	of	a	complementary	relationship	of	
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communal	or	“human”	production	(6:237).	

To	F.	Reinaga,	these	two	levels	of	equality	(i.e.,	cosmic	equality	and	“human”	equality)	were	

articulated	and	logically	intertwined	through	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos.	

The	Indio	movement	of	America	-	North	America,	Central	and	South	America	-	has	a	
single	spirit	and	one	reason:	the	spirit	of	liberty	and	the	reason	of	the	Cosmos.	It	is	
not	and	it	cannot	be	a	simple	racial	movement	because	racism	is	only	initial	and	it	is	
only	Occidental,	the	white	Occident.	The	Indio	Movement	is	a	cosmic	struggle	of	
freedom.	In	the	mentality	of	the	Indio	there	is	one	truth	and	one	faith:	that	the	
human	being	of	earth	is	the	son	of	the	Father	Sun	and	the	Mother	Earth.	…	The	Indio	
is	thus	against	those	who	turn	their	backs	against	Father	Sun	and	Mother	Earth	
(ibid.,	6:197,	author’s	translation).	

As	a	result	of	this	articulation,	F.	Reinaga	was	able	to	reconstruct	the	general	law	of	the	fact	

of	coexistence	based	on	a	threefold	principle	(6:405).	He	could	pre-define	an	overarching	equality	

among	particular	relationships	(i.e.,	ecology	and	ethnicity).	First,	the	Amáutico	Mentality	entailed	

“truth”	as	a	single	source	of	human	wisdom.	This	principle	allowed	F.	Reinaga	to	return	from	the	

empirical	meanings	found	in	the	languages	of	“indigenous”	peoples	to	the	epistemic	basis	of	the	fact	

of	coexistence.	It	showed	that	the	“Indio’s”	empirical	experience	of	coexistence	“proved”	the	general	

laws	of	the	Cosmos	and	created	a	single	notion	of	“truth.”	Second,	the	Amáutico	Mentality	sought	

“liberty”	as	the	source	of	“human”	dignity.	Here,	“liberty”	entailed	the	possibility	of	following	the	

laws	of	the	Cosmos	and	to	construct	a	single	form	of	“human”	equality.	To	F.	Reinaga,	“humanity”	

could	only	respect	its	nation-based	differences	by	applying	the	general	principles	of	the	Cosmos	

upon	its	own	social	organization,	which	would	then	grant	“humanity”	the	freedom	to	be	itself.	Only	

in	this	form	of	equality	could	peoples	respect	the	differences	of	other	nations	and	liberate	

themselves	from	the	colonialism	of	Occidental	mentalities.	Finally,	the	Amáutico	Mentality	sought	

“good”	as	the	cosmic	imperative	of	“human”	existence.	Here,	“good”	entailed	the	solidarity	of	

peoples	among	themselves	and	in	the	Cosmos.		

This	form	of	articulation	was	made	possible	thanks	to	the	previously	described	idea	of	

“humanity”	as	an	“antenna.”	This	epistemological	notion	not	only	connected	the	experience	of	
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“humanity,”	which	was	observable	in	languages,	with	the	fact	of	coexistence,	but	it	also	made	it	

possible	for	F.	Reinaga	to	assert	that	the	logic	of	the	Cosmos	was	a	single	and	“harmonious”	set	of	

principles	that	equally	applied	to	every	relationship	and	entity	in	the	universe.	Insofar	as	the	

experience	of	“humanity”	corresponded	to	the	fact	of	coexistence,	F.	Reinaga	could	validate	this	

specific	entity	to	speak	for	every	other	experience	of	the	Cosmos.	The	consciousness	of	the	“Indio”	

Amáutico	thus	became	one	with	the	Cosmos	itself.	For	example,	F.	Reinaga	described	the	Inca	and	

he	asserted	that	his	consciousness	was	the	Cosmos	itself.	It	was	the	consciousness	of	“truth”	and	

“liberty”	(6:211).	The	“Indio”	was	thus	the	one	who	found	the	universal	bedrock	used	to	judge	

everything	else.	He	was	the	one	who	understood	the	cosmic	level	of	equality,	which	then	validated	a	

specific	experience	of	ecological	and	“human”	relationships	simultaneously.	

As	a	consequence	of	the	authorization	of	“Indio”	knowledge	and	the	articulation	of	the	two	

levels	of	equality,	F.	Reinaga	could	construct	a	discourse	that	included	nature	and	the	respect	for	

national	differences	at	the	same	time.	Because	“humanity”	was	hereby	granted	access	to	this	

“harmonious”	logic,	F.	Reinaga	could	define	the	“true”	experience	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	or	laws	

of	the	Cosmos.	From	this	cognitive	capacity,	F.	Reinaga	created	a	hierarchy	based	on	the	different	

levels	of	consistency	that	each	mentality	or	set	of	meanings	had	with	this	fact	of	coexistence.	He	

created	a	hard	definition	of	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	and	then	hierarchicalized	every	mentality	based	

on	their	degrees	of	consistency	with	it.	The	closer	a	set	of	meanings	shaping	societies	and	

relationships	with	nature	was	to	F.	Reinaga’s	definition	of	the	Cosmos,	the	more	validated,	“true,”	

“free,”	and	“good”	it	became.	

Then,	he	asserted	that	the	“Indio”	was	a	total	unity	with	the	Cosmos.	His	galaxy	and	his	

“self”	were	a	single	and	absolute	identity	(ibid.,	6:234).	Thus,	the	“Indio”	appeared	as	a	superior	

subject	in	his	mentality,	participation	in,	and	proximity	to	what	was	regarded	as	“truth.”	Here,	the	

possibility	to	access	the	positivity	constructed	by	F.	Reinaga	appeared	as	the	determinant	of	a	

knowledge-based	hierarchy,	which	located	the	“Indio”	at	the	top	because	his	thoughts	were	fully	
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consistent	with	this	foundation,	characteristic	of	the	Cosmos,	laws	of	the	Cosmos,	or	fact	of	

coexistences.	He	was	the	main	authorized	knower.	Within	the	“Indio”	identity,	moreover,	F.	Reinaga	

pointed	out	that	Amautas	were	the	Masters	who	studied	and	discovered	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	

(6:376).	Consistently,	Amautas	appeared	as	higher	beings	who	knew	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	better	

than	anyone	else.	They	were	owed	respect,	obedience,	and	love	because	they	were	representatives	

of	the	Sun	on	earth	(ibid.,	6:377).	This	hierarchy,	which	was	based	on	the	epistemological	

possibility	of	accessing	the	“true”	and	single	characteristic	of	the	Cosmos,	created	problematic	

limitations,	which	were	endogenously	inconsistent	with	the	general	principles	of	the	fact	of	

coexistence,	but	it	also	allowed	F.	Reinaga	to	define	its	“other”	and	to	create	a	strong	platform	for	

politics.	

Colonialism	and	the	Occidental	Mentality:	The	Amauta’s	Enemy	and	its	Politics	

The	reason	of	the	Occident		

Notwithstanding	their	capacity	to	access	the	fact	of	coexistence,	demonstrate	its	veracity,	

and	construct	its	specificity,	“humans”	could	fabricate	ideas	that	deviated	from	the	kind	of	thought	

that	corresponded	to	the	principles	of	the	Cosmos.	They	could	build	different	forms	of	mentalities,	

which	then	organized	divergent	societies	and	relationships.	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	the	aspect	that	

defined	a	people	was	their	shared	mentality,	identity,	or	culture;	it	was	their	nationhood.	Those	

mentalities	that	opposed	the	equality	of	“human	beings”	and	disrespected	their	nation-based	

differences	thus	appeared	as	“others.”	“There	are	two	kinds	of	mentalities:	the	Amáutico	mentality	

and	the	mentality	of	Occident”	(ibid.,	6:378,	author’s	translation).	

According	to	F.	Reinaga,	“reason”	was	the	core	and	center	of	Occidental	mentality.	This	idea	

was	the	cause	of	colonial	relationships	and	actions.	

Reason	(the	mentality)	opens	its	path	towards	not	only	the	four	cardinal	points	of	
the	world,	but	also	to	the	heavens,	and	into	the	depths	of	earth.	It	penetrates	the	
Cosmos	and	the	oceans.	Action	is	thus	attached	to	reason,	like	a	shadow	is	attached	
to	a	body.	Action	goes	where	reason	goes;	and	reason	goes	where	action	goes.	
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Where	there	is	action,	there	is	reason	and	where	there	is	reason,	there	is	action	
(6:334,	author’s	translation).	

The	intellectual	work	of	Socrates	then	appeared	as	an	origin	for	the	Occidental	notion	of	

“reason,”	which	defined	“humanity”	as	a	being	whose	superior	characteristic	was	the	non-

emotional	capacity	to	think	logically	(ibid.,	6:279).	Socrates	appeared	as	the	first	Occidental	

intellectual	who	separated	“humanity”	from	everything	that	was	sentimental	(ibid.,	6:279).	Here,	

“humanity’s”	“reason-based”	knowledge	emerged	as	the	basis	of	philosophy	and	the	bedrock	from	

which	everything	else	could	be	judged.	As	its	highest	faculty,	“reason”	became	the	characteristic	of	

“humanity”	used	to	judge	everything	else.	Additionally,	because	it	was	used	as	the	philosophical	

bedrock	that	set	the	standard	for	universal	judgment,	“reason”	became	more	“real”	and	“true”	than	

anything	else.		

Man	becomes	the	measurement	of	everything.	His	measurement	becomes	the	
universal	measurement	because	the	Universe	is	now	man.	…	In	this	universe,	then,	
there	is	no	other	reality	than	man;	nor	is	there	another	reason	than	man.	Man	is	
what	is	real;	and	man	is	reason.	What	is	rational	is	thus	real	and	what	is	real	is	thus	
rational	(6:279,	author’s	translation).	

According	to	F.	Reinaga,	Socrates	was	one	of	the	fathers	of	the	Occidental	mentality	that	

organized	the	world	into	a	colonial	form	of	anthropocentric	society,	but	these	ideas	evolved	

throughout	history.	René	Descartes,	for	example,	further	developed	this	notion	and	guaranteed	the	

very	existence	of	the	universe	from	the	undeniability	of	his	own	doubt.	“I	doubt,	that	is	absolutely	

certain;	but	doubting	is	thinking.	What	is	certain	is	that	I	think.	To	think	is	to	be.	Then,	it	is	true	that	

I	exist.	Cogito	ergo	sum”	(ibid.,	6:287,	author’s	translation).	Here,	“reason”	became	the	foundation	

of	everything	and	it	was	attached	to	God	itself	(ibid.,	6:288).	“This	is	Descartes,	the	bridge	between	

Socrates	and	Kant”	(ibid.,	author’s	translation).	Immanuel	Kant	then	finished	this	relationship	

between	“reason”	and	the	transcendental	basis	of	philosophy	by	detaching	“reason”	from	

everything	that	was	empirical.	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	Kant	constructed	“reason”	and	the	world	of	

ideas	as	an	absolute,	the	universe,	the	soul,	and	God	(6:289).	Following	these	ideas,	Hegel	defined	
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history	itself	as	“reason”	through	a	definition	of	dialectical	progression	(6:290).	Destiny	became	

pure	rationality,	which	led	teleologically	to	its	logical	expression	embodied	in	the	state.	

Unlike	this	line	of	thinking,	Karl	Marx	broke	away	from	the	“idealist”	definition	of	“reason”	

(ibid.,	6:57).	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	Marx	studied	how	the	activities	of	human	beings	reintegrated	

“reason”	into	nature	(ibid.,	6:293).		

The	individual	is	not	abstract	or	isolated;	he	does	not	have	real	existence	outside	the	
relationships	in	which	he	lives.	And,	in	order	to	understand	the	true	nature	of	
humanity,	it	is	necessary	to	integrate	him	into	society,	into	social	life	(ibid.,	author’s	
translation).	

Marx	put	“reason”	into	the	social	organization	of	labor-based	activities,	which	could	now	be	

explored	empirically	throughout	history	(ibid.,	6:148).	Marx	attached	“reason”	to	the	ways	in	which	

“humanity”	related	to	nature	in	order	to	produce,	survive,	and	progress.	“Through	his	action,	man	

integrates	himself	into	nature	and	takes	human	shape”	(ibid.,	6:292,	author’s	translation).	This	

Marxist	idea	organized	as	inferior	every	form	of	life	that	was	inconsistent	with	the	most	“rational”	

relationship	with	nature.	Those	social	organizations	that	were	not	industrially	developed	and	did	

not	have	equal	access	to	nature	thus	appeared	as	less	“rational”	or	“backward.”	

Finally,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	Nietzsche	unveiled	the	arbitrariness	of	the	notion	of	

“reason”	and	fell	into	nihilism.	This	appeared	as	the	ultimate	logical	conclusion	of	the	construction	

of	“reason,”	which	sought	the	fundament	of	the	universe	in	a	“human”	dimension	that	changed	

throughout	time	based	on	the	creative	capacity	of	intellectuals.	In	other	words,	Nietzsche	observed	

the	changing	nature	of	“reason”	in	the	Occident	and	from	this	arbitrariness	concluded	that	there	

was	no	bedrock	or	foundational	basis.	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	Nietzsche	was	the	first	one	to	

discover	the	arbitrariness	of	the	Occidental	constructions	of	“reason”	as	an	epistemic	foundation	for	

all	truths.	However,	he	fell	into	a	philosophical	nihilism	based	solely	on	the	possibility	of	power	

struggles.	Nietzsche	appeared	as	finding	the	solution	to	the	arbitrariness	of	the	definitions	of	

“reason”	in	the	power	of	ideas	and	their	victories.	In	other	words,	F.	Reinaga	viewed	this	work	as	
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justifying	the	war	of	ideas	as	the	only	source	of	truth	for	Occidental	mentalities.	Here,	victory	alone	

became	a	sign	of	moral	superiority	(6:136).	“Man	is	a	being	that	emerges	from	Nature	and	then	

rushes	towards	the	abyss	of	nothingness”	(ibid.,	6:293,	author’s	translation).	

F.	Reinaga	also	found	a	parallel	and	sometimes	conflicting	process	in	the	intellectual	

construction	of	the	Occident.	This	side	of	Occidental	thought	began	with	the	intellectual	teachings	

of	Jesus	Christ	and	his	disciples,	which	promoted	a	single	notion	of	God	and	truth	(ibid.,	6:248).	

Then,	Saint	Thomas	Aquinas	used	the	story	of	Moses	to	prove	God’s	existence	(ibid.,	6:253).	He	

asserted	that	faith	in	that	God	“is	that	is”	always	came	first.	Then,	rationality	could	be	used	to	prove	

God’s	existence	and	to	determine	some	of	his	characteristics.	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	this	strategy	

put	“man”	and	his	rationality	as	the	guarantee	and	creator	of	God	(6:350).	This	form	of	rationality	

and	the	power	of	God	were	then	embodied	in	the	Pope	and	the	Church,	which	had	worldly	power	

over	kings	(ibid.,	6:253).	In	turn,	this	notion	led	Christopher	Columbus	and	Queen	Isabella	I	of	

Castile	to	justify	the	conquest	of	the	Americas,	the	extraction	of	resources,	the	enslavement	of	

peoples,	etc.	(ibid.,	6:255).	The	idea	of	a	single	truth	attached	to	God	and	known	rationally	by	the	

Church	thus	authorized	the	Occident	in	its	colonial	endeavors.	It	also	authorized	Europeans	to	fight	

against	each	other	in	the	wars	that	began	during	the	Reformation.	Christianity	thus	appeared	as	a	

history	of	wars	against	other	truths,	religions,	and	nations	(ibid.,	6:262).	It	appeared	as	the	search	

for	the	definition	of	a	Christian	nation,	which	viewed	itself	as	superior	and	then	imposed	its	

mentality	upon	others.	

Between	“reason”	and	“faith,”	intellectuals	thus	struggled	in	the	construction	of	an	

Occidental	mentality.	Notwithstanding	the	conflicts	and	differences	between	these	two	sides	and	

among	European	intellectuals,	F.	Reinaga	found	general	trends	shared	by	all	these	productions	

making	up	the	Occident.	He	asserted	that	the	Occident	tended	to	locate	certain	characteristics	of	

“man”	as	the	epistemic	starting	points	of	their	mentality.	Something	that	was	shared	by	and	

undeniable	to	“man”	himself	appeared	as	existent	and	“true.”	“Reason”	and	the	seemingly	
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unquestionable	possibility	of	doubting	thus	appeared	as	the	fountain	of	veracity	for	everything	else.	

Faith	complicated	this	anthropocentric	and	epistemic	starting	point	because	it	depended	on	God’s	

statement	that	it	“is	that	is.”	In	other	words,	God’s	veracity	depended	on	something	that	was	not	

related	to	“man.”	Despite	this	difference,	Saint	Thomas	Aquinas	introduced	the	notion	of	rationality	

and	“man”	became	the	one	empowered	to	prove	and	to	define	God	based	on	his	own	rationality.	

“Reason”	was	thus	reconstructed	as	the	guarantee	of	faith.	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that,	despite	the	

differences	between	“faith”	and	“reason,”	Descartes	fully	connected	them	and	made	them	“sisters”	

(6:350).	These	ideas	were	united	and	fused	into	the	construction	of	the	Occidental	“man”	(ibid.,	

6:352).	Here,	“reason”	conceived	faith	and	God.		

The	Reason	of	Gods	is	the	dogma	of	faith.	Faith,	despite	being	a	blind	belief,	is	the	
Siamese	sister	of	reason.	That	is	why,	where	there	is	faith,	there	is	reason	and	vice	
versa.	That	is	why	reason,	and	only	reason,	conceives	God	(6:247,	author’s	
translation).	

This	reason-based	anthropocentrism	had	several	consequences,	which	emerged	from	the	

separation	of	“man”	from	the	Cosmos	and	the	high	position	assumed	for	“humanity”	at	the	center	of	

the	universe.	The	Occidental	construction	of	the	notion	of	“reason”	separated	“humanity”	from	the	

fact	of	coexistence	and	its	principles	of	equality.		

The	Amáutico	Mentality	tells	men:	You	have	emerged	from	the	Cosmos.	Everything	
found	in	the	Cosmos	is	in	you.	You	are	the	Cosmos.	The	Mentality	of	the	Occident	
tells	men:	You	are	the	center	and	axis	of	the	universe;	you	exist.	There	is	nothing	
beyond	you.	You	are	the	being.	Everything	that	is	can	be	found	in	you	(ibid.,	6:378,	
author’s	translation).	

In	the	Occident,	the	Cosmos	did	not	act	as	the	foundation	of	“truth.”	Instead,	“man”	became	

the	bedrock	of	everything	that	existed.	In	this	sense,	“reason”	became	the	universal	organizer	of	

everything.	Even	the	notion	of	Cosmos	thus	became	included	and	reorganized	within	the	idea	of	

“reason”	(6:290).	“Reason”	became	the	“true”	and	transcendental	characteristic	of	the	Universe.	

The	egocentric	consciousness	of	Occident	has	located	man	at	the	summit	of	the	
value	scale.	Man	is	a	value	in	itself	and	for	itself	and,	as	such,	he	has	declared	himself	
the	‘king	of	creation,’	‘measurement	of	everything,’	‘homo	sapiens.’	Based	on	his	
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own	understanding,	feelings,	and	knowledge;	he	has	organized	everything	in	the	
world.	He	has	created	Gods	based	on	his	own	image;	he	put	man	on	earth	and	Gods	
on	heaven	(6:403,	author’s	translation).	

Additionally,	because	“man”	was	the	master	of	his	own	knowledge,	which	was	the	

knowledge	of	the	universe,	he	became	the	master	of	the	universe.	In	other	words,	Occidental	

thought	located	the	“reason”	of	“man”	as	the	intelligible	“truth”	of	the	universe,	which	“man”	could	

know	and	thus	control.	Despite	the	seemingly	universal	notion	of	“reason,”	only	those	who	better	

fitted	the	universalized	characteristic	of	Occidental	“humanity”	could	better	experience	“reason”	

and	could	more	effectively	understand	its	empirical	characteristics.	Here,	the	more	pure	“man”	of	

“reason”	became	the	best	knower	of	the	universe.	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	this	cognitive	capacity	

granted	to	some	was	the	root	of	Occidental	individualism.	Here,	the	possibility	of	creating	

knowledge	depended	on	the	proximity	of	individuals	to	the	dominant	definitions	of	“reason.”	This	

notion	thus	focused	on	the	characteristics	of	the	individual	and	relegated	social	collaboration	or	

even	knowledge	inheritance	to	secondary	positions.	The	role	of	communal	collaboration	was	left	

aside	(ibid.,	6:34).	

Then,	to	know	the	universal	was	to	be	the	master	of	the	universe.	The	epistemic	platform	of	

Occidental	thought	thus	created	a	hierarchy	based	on	the	definitions	of	“reason.”	As	F.	Reinaga	

showed	throughout	his	study,	this	hierarchy	changed	throughout	history,	but	it	always	

presupposed	a	scale	based	on	the	different	degrees	of	“reason”	and	it	was	always	assumed	as	“true.”	

“Reason”	not	only	distanced	“humanity”	from	the	Cosmos,	but	it	also	began	to	separate	those	closer	

to	“reason”	from	those	who	did	not	quite	fit	its	dominant	definition	in	each	historical	context.	Thus	

the	egocentric	consciousness	of	the	Occident	and	the	Occidental	“man”	“established	the	value	of	

peoples	based	on	skin	color,	economic	range,	cultural	monopoly,	etc.	It	divided	humanity	into	slaves	

and	free	peoples	(ibid.,	6:403).	

This	epistemic	anthropocentrism	thus	led	to	the	separation	of	“man”	from	other	peoples	

and	from	the	Cosmos.	Then,	the	development	of	knowledge	moved	away	from	the	Cosmos	and	it	
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focused	on	“man”	himself.	Because	Occidental	thought	epistemically	validated	“reason,”	sciences	

organized	their	objects	based	on	this	hierarchy.	This	pushed	the	order	created	from	each	single	

definition	of	“humanity”	on	to	the	universe	and	it	hierarchicalized	social	order.	Saint	Thomas’	

notion	of	“God,”	Kant’s	definition	of	“reason,”	Marx’s	conceptualization	of	“labor,”	and	Nietzsche’s	

idea	of	“victory”	all	entailed	specific	delineations	of	“reason.”	They	all	defined	the	bedrock	of	

judgment	for	the	universe.	Occidental	thought	thus	hierarchicalized	other	peoples	whose	

characteristics	were	not	congruent	with	“reason.”	Here,	the	“Indio”	appeared	as	the	uncivilized	

“other,”	who	had	to	convert	itself	into	“reason”	or	be	removed	as	an	obstacle	against	the	possibility	

of	developing	“humanity”	(6:474).	“Reason”	thus	appeared	as	the	epistemic	basis	of	Occidental	

racism,	which	changed	based	on	Occidental	philosophical	discussions	and	the	empirical	

delineations	of	the	inferior	“Indio.”	

Occidental	lies	and	injustices	

This	anthropocentric	and	Eurocentric	notion	of	“reason”	contradicted	the	fact	of	

coexistence	and	its	principles	of	equality.	It	created	a	hierarchical	order	of	things	based	on	an	

epistemically	elevated	notion	of	“humanity.”	F.	Reinaga	thus	reorganized	the	hierarchicalizing	

tendency	of	Occidental	thought	as	an	inferior	“other,”	which	was	excluded	from	the	platform	of	

positive	and	negative	equality	constructed	within	the	Amáutico	Mentality.	

We	classify	everything	through	the	different	degrees	of	cosmological	conception	of	
mentality.	We	classify	according	to	the	ascending	scale	of	pre-American	thought,	the	
social	sentiments,	the	fusion	of	beings,	the	sentiments	of	co-substantiation,	and	the	
sentiments	of	continuous	creation	(6:33,	author’s	translation).	

Here	F.	Reinaga	used	the	notion	of	a	meta-relationship	of	commonality	and	cosmic	equality,	

defined	within	the	fact	of	coexistence,	as	the	basic	criterion	used	to	classify	everything.	The	more	

respected	the	cosmic	principles	were,	the	higher	things	were	located	in	the	“Indio’s”	scale	and	the	

more	validated	they	became.	“Reason’s”	inconsistency	with	the	characteristics	of	the	fact	of	

coexistences	thus	made	it	less	“true.”	In	order	to	prove	the	inferiority	of	colonial	European	thought,	
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F.	Reinaga	analyzed	the	epistemic	arbitrariness	of	the	category	of	“man.”	He	asserted	that	the	

notion	of	“man”	changed	throughout	history	and	based	on	particular	intellectual	productions	that	

became	influential.	“Human	nature	is	thus	a	myth.	There	is	no	such	a	thing	as	an	invariable,	

unchanging,	innate,	immanent,	and	fatal	‘human	nature’	in	human	beings”	(ibid.,	6:365,	author’s	

translation).	In	the	sense	that	each	definition	of	“reason”	presupposed	a	status	of	universality	and	

transcendentality,	the	changing	and	context-dependent	character	of	“reason”	contradicted	its	own	

epistemic	postulations	and	it	undermined	its	foundations.	

Additionally,	F.	Reinaga	understood	the	equality	between	nations	as	a	universally	shared	

characteristic	that	made	up	“humanity,”	but	the	Occident	mistakenly	reorganized	them	as	

hierarchical.	This	hierarchicalization	did	not	fit	the	negative	and	positive	notions	of	equality	from	

the	fact	of	coexistence,	so	it	was	classified	as	an	“other”	and	invalidated.	To	the	contrary,	the	

empirical	connection	between	“indigenous”	languages	and	the	fact	of	coexistence	included	notions	

of	nationhood	articulated	as	closer	to	the	respect	of	“human”	and	“cosmic”	coexistence.	The	

“Indio’s”	experience	thus	proved	the	fact	of	coexistence.	In	a	way,	F.	Reinaga	used	an	endogenously	

circular	form	of	validation	for	his	own	discourse,	which	used	the	philosophical	characteristic	of	the	

fact	of	coexistence	to	classified	things,	but	then	these	empirical	meanings	found	in	“indigenous”	

languages	proved	the	principles	themselves.	F.	Reinaga	classified	an	experience	of	coexistence,	but	

the	experience	itself	then	proved	the	existence	of	these	principles.	

Thanks	to	F.	Reinaga’s	validation	of	his	own	definition	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	the	

creation	of	a	classifying	boundary,	the	mentality	of	the	Occident	appeared	as	a	“lie.”	Specifically,	

“The	European	mentality,	its	time,	life,	death,	pain,	and	its	entire	value	scale	are	nothing	but	an	anti-

Amáutico	and	anti-cosmic	lie”	(6:378,	author’s	translation).	In	other	words,	F.	Reinaga	constructed	

his	own	notion	of	“human”	and	ecological	equalities	as	epistemically	superior	and	then	viewed	all	

other	constructions	of	relationships	as	less	“true.”	“The	man	of	Occident,	the	man	of	Europe,	

rational	and	deist,	is	falsehood	and	enslavement.	Despite	whatever	level	of	intelligence	it	may	have,	
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despite	whatever	power	it	has,	its	ego	emerges	from	the	foundation	of	error,	lies,	and	crime”	(ibid.,	

6:388,	author’s	translation).	This	lower	epistemic	status	led	F.	Reinaga	to	assert	that	the	linguistic	

characteristics	of	the	Occident	were	also	inferior.	The	meanings	and	grammatical	structures	of	

Occidental	languages	constituted	an	erroneous	definition	of	coexistence	and	they	polluted	other	

languages.	They	degenerated	other	experiences	of	coexistence	closer	to	the	Amáutico	definition	

(ibid.,	6:235).	

Despite	his	own	contradictions,	F.	Reinaga	regarded	his	own	definition	of	cosmic	equality,	

which	was	substantiated	by	specific	ideas	of	“human”	and	ecological	equalities,	as	universal	and	he	

viewed	only	“reason”	as	a	hierarchicalizing	principle.	This	Occidental	and	“erroneous”	

hierarchicalization	was	then	understood	as	the	cause	of	the	racism	that	emerged	from	the	

organization	of	peoples	presupposed	within	each	definition	of	“reason.”	Because	it	contradicted	the	

Amáutico	intra-relationship	equality	of	“humanity,”	racism	appeared	as	an	invalidated	“lie”	and	a	

“myth”	as	well.	Similarly	to	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	this	hierarchy	was	

only	an	Occidental	construction	based	on	erroneous	conceptions	of	“humanity”	(ibid.,	6:418).	F.	

Reinaga	hereby	recycled	much	of	his	own	production	of	Revolutionary	Indianismo	and	re-

constructed	an	idea	of	peoples	based	purely	on	the	notion	of	nation.	The	“human”	relationship	thus	

emerged	from	identities	related	to	meanings	bounded	and	shared	at	communal	levels.	These	

identities	were	regarded	as	equal	within	the	intra-relationship	notion	of	“human”	equality.	By	

contrast,	racism	was	viewed	as	an	arbitrary	construction,	which	prioritized	a	single	definition	of	

nation	and	hierarchicalized	everyone	else.	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	European	intellectuals	annexed	

each	definition	of	“reason”	to	particular	peoples	and	then	organized	“others”	as	further	from	this	

criterion	of	universal	measurement.	This	was	how	“faith”	and	“reason”	continuously	created	racism	

(ibid.,	6:461).	

This	hierarchicalizing	mentality	was	the	cause	of	the	homogenizing	process	of	civilization	

called	“mestizage,”	which	states	(metropolises	or	colonies)	applied	throughout	the	Americas	since	
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the	times	of	Columbus	(ibid.,	6:464-466).	“Mestizage”	also	changed	throughout	time	and	it	was	

debated	by	Latin	American	intellectuals	who	redefined	“reason”	within	their	contexts.	They	

adapted	notions	of	“humanity”	to	their	own	situations.	Then,	they	hierarchicalized	whoever	was	

further	down	from	“reason”	than	they	were	(ibid.,	6:395).	This	hierarchicalizing	tendency	denied	

the	“Indio”	its	“human”	condition	and	it	excluded	him	from	rights	or	from	political	agency	until	he	

gave	up	his	identity	and	converted	into	“reason.”	

These	Eurocentric	and	anthropocentric	hierarchies	created	by	Occidental	thought	appeared	

as	the	causes	of	violence	and	war	against	“nature”	and	between	“human”	beings.	“And	as	an	ethical	

imperative,	it	is	a	lie;	the	error,	instead	of	truth,	and	the	lie	made	into	natural	law.	This	error	has	

generated	hate.	This	hate	has	generated	crime.	The	mentality	of	the	Occident	is	crime,	total	crime,	

and	absolute	crime”	(ibid.,	6:347,	author’s	translation).	Here,	“reason”	hierarchicalized	the	“Indio”	

and	“nature”	as	inferior	sets	of	beings	confronted	against	“man.”	“Europe,	since	the	time	it	emerges	

in	history,	since	the	time	that	news	of	its	mentality	began	to	spread,	makes	weapons,	weapons	

against	humanity	and	against	Mother	Earth”	(6:406,	author’s	translation).	Moreover,	the	“error”	of	

this	foundation	created	an	endogenous	cause	of	violence	against	any	intellectual	who	dared	explore	

the	boundaries	of	dominant	or	widely	accepted	constructions	of	“reason.”	Because	each	definition	

was	viewed	as	“true,”	Europe	had	historically	treated	its	most	salient	intellectuals	as	persecuted	

criminals.	It	had	exiled,	hanged,	excluded	in	poverty,	murdered,	and	burned	at	the	stake	many	of	its	

most	brilliant	minds	(ibid.,	6:331-332).	Notwithstanding	the	violence	that	they	had	suffered,	these	

intellectuals	were	also	regarded	as	the	main	authors	of	the	Occidental	mentality	denounced	by	F.	

Reinaga.	They	were	the	responsible	creators	of	the	lies	and	their	violent	consequences	(6:508).		

Once	the	notion	of	hierarchy	emerged	from	an	idea	of	“reason,”	it	acted	as	the	core	of	an	

understanding	of	history,	which	led	to	injustices	and	violence.	From	the	meanings	found	in	the	

practices	of	Occidental	philosophers,	sociologists,	politicians,	military	generals,	etc.,	F.	Reinaga	

found	an	organization	that	was	applied	from	each	context	of	intellectual	production	backwards	
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towards	the	past	and	forward	towards	the	future.	The	focus	on	“reason”	and	“man”	led	towards	a	

definition	of	“humanity”	based	on	individuals,	who	appeared	as	disconnected	from	the	rest	of	the	

Cosmos.	In	its	solitude,	“man”	constructed	time	based	on	his	own	isolated	life	and	experience.	

“Man”	defined	time	as	a	line	with	a	beginning	and	an	end.		

Occident	invented	the	idea	and	concept	of	rectilinear	time.	It	created	the	idea	of	a	
finite	life	that	ended	in	death.	Death	was	the	realm	of	darkness,	of	nothingness.	
Occident	uses	its	fear	of	death	and	it	torments,	tortures,	and	pushes	the	society	of	
our	times	towards	disappearance	and	craziness.	Truth	is	this:	life	is	eternal.	Time	
does	not	exist	and	neither	does	death.	The	life	of	a	single	being	(e.g.,	man,	animal,	or	
vegetable),	their	birth	and	their	death,	are	only	ways	of	being	in	the	Cosmos.	Each	
diaspora	is	infinite	and	eternal	(6:378,	author’s	translation).	

When	the	notion	of	time	was	annexed	to	the	idea	of	“reason”	it	was	converted	into	a	

hierarchical	line	of	beginning	and	end.	Here,	each	dominant	definition	of	“reason,”	within	each	

particular	context,	became	a	bedrock,	which	had	to	measure	the	past	and	design	the	future.	Time	

itself	thus	appeared	as	a	hierarchy	based	on	the	different	degrees	of	proximity	to	particular	

definitions	of	“reason”	(ibid.,	6:233).	Then,	this	notion	of	time	appeared	as	the	basis	from	which	the	

Occident	could	apply	colonial	violence	against	“others”	that	did	not	fit	the	currently	dominant	

notion	of	“reason.”	The	past	and	the	future	thus	appeared	as	a	line	that	went	from	“uncivilized”	or	

“irrational”	obstacles	to	more	pure	and	perfect	“reason.”	The	violence	of	the	past	was	thus	attached	

to	the	irrationality	of	the	“other.”	The	violence	of	the	future	was	constructed	as	the	protection	and	

development	of	“humanity”	and	“reason.”	To	F.	Reinaga,	this	construction	was	a	“lie,”	which	erased	

the	colonial	violence	of	the	“past”	and	justified	the	“future”	violence	of	“progress”	(6:231).	

Because	the	Occident	sought	to	construct	the	world	based	on	each	hierarchy	of	“reason,”	the	

general	trend	of	colonialism	entailed	context-dependent	strategies	of	homogenization,	where	

everything	had	to	become	more	similar	to	“reason”	or	simply	vanish.	Since	“reason”	was	based	on	

“lies”	and	“errors,”	whatever	actions	these	ideas	consistently	promoted	appeared	as	injustices.	For	

example,	F.	Reinaga	denounced	the	silencing	of	indigenous	peoples.	According	to	this	author,	

Occidental	thought	categorized	“Indio”	voices	as	inferior	notions	from	a	past	that	was	further	from	
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“reason”	and	thus	less	“true.”	For	“humanity”	to	progress	towards	“reason,”	the	“Indio”	thus	had	to	

disappear	one	way	or	another.	This	was	not	only	a	policy	of	intellectual	exclusion	and	silencing,	but	

also	a	colonial	process	that	destroyed	an	entire	society	and	sought	to	erase	a	people.		

The	mentality	of	the	Indio	is	thus	the	voice	of	a	500-years-old	silence.	Silence	that	
has	lived	minute	by	minute,	chained	by	the	inquisition	of	Occidental	thought.	
Europe,	with	its	hammer	and	anvil,	from	the	root	and	sap,	has	forged	lies	and	
genocide	(9:	209,	author’s	translation).	

The	destruction	of	societies	included	genocide	as	a	possibility	of	erasing	peoples	and	

meanings	from	the	path	of	“rational”	progression.	According	to	F.	Reinaga,	genocide	continued	to	be	

a	possibility	through	the	threat	of	nuclear	war	and	through	the	killings	of	non-Occidental	peoples	

in,	for	example,	the	Cold	War	(6:508).	Moreover,	genocide	was	also	a	possibility	that	affected	

Europeans	themselves.	This	was	not	only	due	to	the	threat	of	suicide	in	nuclear	wars,	but	also	to	the	

definition	of	“reason,”	which	always	entailed	specific	characteristics	determined	contextually.	The	

U.S.S.R.	thus	used	a	Marxist	idea	of	“reason”	that	contradicted	the	liberal	notion	promoted	by	the	

United	States.	Both	of	these	notions	also	contradicted	the	Nazi	idea	of	“reason”	and	they	all	went	to	

war	against	each	other.	Each	one	of	them	fought	anyone	who	appeared	as	inferior	and	did	not	

follow	the	“true”	characteristics	of	“reason.”52	

Additionally,	if	they	did	not	directly	fight	against	an	inferior	and	less	“rational”	other,	they	

often	imposed	domestic	governments	that	followed	their	instructions	and	violently	sought	the	

same	process	of	homogenization.	This	was	how	F.	Reinaga	explained	the	Occidental	support	of	

dictatorships	both	in	communist	and	in	capitalist	states.	He	pointed	out	that	the	U.S.S.R.	imposed	

revolutions	based	on	its	own	Marxist	definition	of	rationality	(6:495).	Similarly,	the	United	States	

																																																								
52 F. Reinaga summarized “reason” in the following manner, “Occident, the Judeo-Christian civilization, is born 

from war. It is, in essence and in existence, war. Occident dominates the planet. Occident arrives to the nuclear 
weapon. The nuclear weapon in the hands of Occident is the end of life. (…) The legions of Hitler and the 
legions of Stalin march to war with the blessing of the Pope of Rome and the Orthodox Pope of Moscow. The 
President of North America, who, with his pilots, dropped the atomic bomb in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, has on 
his hands, his brain, his heart, and his lips Jesus Christ. The philosophy of Nietzsche, the science of Einstein, and 
the religion of Loyola and Luther, have created nothing other than the nuclear weapon (6:163, author’s 
translation). 



	 145	

strongly	supported	dictatorships	throughout	the	world	and	Latin	America	in	order	to	promote	its	

own	liberal	and	capitalist	notion	of	“reason”	(6:496).	Because	each	one	of	them	considered	itself	as	

superior	and	as	“true,”	they	sought	to	impose	their	definitions	of	“reason”	upon	everyone	else.	

F.	Reinaga	also	asserted	that	the	anthropocentric	definition	of	“reason”	led	to	the	

construction	and	protection	of	private	property.	Because	the	Amáutico	Mentality	of	the	fact	of	

coexistence	sought	equality	in	“human”	and	“ecological”	terms,	private	property	appeared	as	a	form	

of	unjust	robbery	created	by	the	“error”	of	anthropocentrism	and	the	linear	understanding	of	

history	(6:201).	By	contrast,	the	Occident	viewed	“nature”	as	another	inferior	set	of	beings	and	

existences	meant	only	to	support	the	life	of	“humanity.”	The	application	of	“reason”	through	labor	

often	appeared	as	the	justification	for	the	appropriation	and	accumulation	of	resources.	Hence,	the	

competition	for	resources	and	the	hierarchy	based	on	the	accumulation	of	material	wealth	

appeared	as	connected	to	the	hierarchy	of	“reason.”		

To	the	Amáutico	Mentality,	this	created	the	possibility	of	exploiting	other	peoples.	The	

individual,	who	was	the	bearer	of	“reason,”	was	also	the	recipient	of	private	property.	He	applied	

his	“reason”	to	nature	through	his	labor	and	then	appropriated	it	to	survive.	This	notion	enabled	

the	accumulation	of	“resources”	and	it	restricted	the	possibility	of	freely	accessing	nature.	

Accordingly,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	“reason”	entailed	a	set	of	characteristics	attached	to	“white	

Europeans.”	This	definition	empowered	“Europeans”	to	be	the	owners	of	earth:	“White	Europeans,	

on	behalf	of	their	God,	and	their	aggressiveness,	control	all	economic	and	social	forces.	Land,	work,	

merchandise,	and	money	are	under	the	control	of	European	hands	for	their	own	benefits”	(9:124,	

author’s	translation).	

Thus,	other	peoples	could	find	themselves	exploited	by	those	who	controlled	nature.	

According	to	F.	Reinaga,	this	was	the	Occidental	root	of	hunger	and	economic	inequality	(6:169).	

Instead	of	granting	the	possibility	of	accessing	nature	to	all,	because	every	individual	belonged	to	
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“humanity”	and	a	particular	community,	and	instead	of	balancing	ecological	relationships	with	the	

environment,	the	Occident	gave	property	to	the	individual	and	allowed	him	to	accumulate	

endlessly.	These	ideas	contradicted	the	Amáutico	Mentality.	Private	property	and	exploitation	

appeared	as	injustices	because	they	violated	F.	Reinaga’s	definition	of	“human”	equality,	and	they	

were	based	on	the	Occidental	“lie”	of	“reason.”	

Marxism	disagreed	with	this	individualistic	definition	of	“reason”	and	labor,	but,	according	

to	F.	Reinaga,	it	still	created	a	hierarchy	based	on	the	different	levels	of	“rational”	relationships	with	

“nature,”	which	organized	“humanity”	based	on	notions	of	collective	classes.	This	approach	viewed	

the	“proletariat”	as	the	most	“rational”	actor,	who	could	liberate	“humanity”	from	individualistic	

forms	of	private	property	and	could	allow	for	everyone	else	to	access	nature	freely.	This	position	

granted	to	the	proletariat	still	hierarchicalized	forms	of	nations	and	sought	to	homogenize	the	

“Indio”	into	a	more	“Western,”	urban,	and	industrial	identity.	This	Westernizing	and	hierarchical	

tendency,	classified	Marxism	as	another	form	of	reason-based	“Occidental	mentality”	(ibid.,	6:88).	

Marxism	and	Liberalism	not	only	contradicted	the	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	

because	they	hierarchicalized	“humanity”	in	nation-based	terms,	but	they	also	created	relationships	

of	environmental	exploitation,	which	justified	the	over-extraction,	transformation,	and	depletion	of	

nature.	They	led	towards	the	anthropocentric	exploitation	of	Mother	Earth	and	ecocide	(ibid.,	

6:215).	This	anthropocentric	notion	of	humanity’s	ecological	relationship	put	nature	as	an	inferior	

“other.”	Here,	nature	lost	its	status	of	positive	and	negative	equality	and	it	became	a	depletable	

resource.	Either	through	individual	or	through	collective	“reason,”	Occidental	mentalities	

constructed	a	notion	of	“labor”	that	justified	“humanity’s”	possession	and	endless	accumulation	of	

everything	else.	This	explained	why	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	“reason,”	together	with	property,	was	

the	accumulation	of	gold	(6:	331).	

This	notion	of	exploitation	was	then	combined	with	the	linear	definition	of	the	end	of	
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history,	which	entailed	the	promotion	of	the	development	of	“reason.”	Here,	“reason”	was	defined	

from	a	particular	historical	context,	but,	because	it	was	regarded	as	the	“true”	bedrock	of	universal	

judgment,	it	also	applied	to	the	future	and	the	past.	Nature	thus	became	a	“means”	or	“resource”	for	

the	progression	of	a	“reason.”	Some	of	its	aspects	could	be	even	viewed	as	an	“other”	that	was	an	

obstacle	and	had	to	disappear.	Either	way,	“nature”	was	understood	as	an	inferior	“other”	that	had	

to	be	manipulated	into	the	universal	order	of	“reason.”	Occidental	thought	thus	granted	to	

“humanity”	an	endless	right	to	manipulate	“nature”	based	on	a	specific	definition	of	“reason”	and	

progress.	

One	of	the	implications	of	this	critique	against	anthropocentric	understandings	of	ecological	

relationships	was	that	“reason-based”	knowledge	appeared	as	the	source	of	the	right	to	manipulate	

nature.	This	critique	not	only	showed	a	colonial	tendency	towards	the	domination	of	nature,	but	it	

also	unveiled	the	source	of	Occidental	faith	in	technology.	Because	each	definition	of	“reason”	

endogenously	appeared	as	self-validated,	each	one	of	them	set	a	universal	criterion	of	order,	which	

applied	everywhere	and	throughout	time.	Consistently,	knowledge	never	appeared	as	the	source	of	

problems.	Instead,	problems	emerged	from	the	underdeveloped	stages	of	its	existing	forms	of	

application.	Occident	created	an	unquestionable	faith,	endogenous	to	each	one	of	its	definitions	of	

“reason,”	and	it	assumed	that	the	problematic	or	underdeveloped	stage	of	its	application	could	soon	

be	surpassed	with	newer	technologies.	In	other	words,	the	Occidental	definition	of	“reason”	

assumed	the	possibility	of	controlling	the	future	due	to	its	current	certainty.	It	assumed	that	

whatever	problems	current	technologies	were	causing	could	be	fixed	with	more	knowledge,	more	

control	of	nature,	more	colonialism	of	the	environment,	etc.	The	problem	was	never	“reason”	and,	

therefore,	solutions	entailed	its	wider	application.	

Consequently,	the	Occidental	“mind”	continued	to	build	technologies	and	machineries	that	

sought	to	control	“nature”	without	thinking	about	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos.	“Reason”	was	thus	

blinded	against	the	possibility	of	doubting	itself	and	only	observed	phenomena	that	fitted	its	logic	
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and	its	progression	in	history.	This	Occidental	blindness	appeared	as	the	root	of	constraints	against	

the	possibility	of	observing	the	suffering	of	nature,	the	suicidal	characteristic	of	“humanity’s”	

progress,	and	the	distributive	injustices	that	affected	“humanity”	due	to	the	disproportional	

benefits	retrieved	by	some	and	to	the	costs	incommensurately	paid	by	all.	In	order	to	denounce	this	

problem	in	1974,	F.	Reinaga	quoted	Guillermo	Carnero	Hoke,	who	wrote,		

Contemporary	science	and	technology,	products	of	the	creational	imaginary	of	the	
Occidental	man,	have	incremented	a	suicidal	form	of	industrial	development	with	
machines	that	contaminate	the	oxygen	that	is	indispensable	for	human	life.	They	
poison	waters	that	criminally	adulterate	ecological	relationships.	It	is	proven	that	
rich	oceans	are	now	dead	regions	with	disappearing	life.	…	This	scientific	craze	of	
the	Occident	is	being	paid	for	by	all	of	humanity	(6:176,	author’s	translation).	

Moreover,	this	explained	how	the	study	of	nuclear	physics	led	to	the	discovery	of	the	

structure	of	atoms	and	their	manipulation	towards	the	creation	of	nuclear	energy,	which	was	the	

basis	of	the	nuclear	bomb	(ibid.,	6:176).	

Overall,	the	Occidental	lies,	hierarchical	relationships	with	“others”	(which	included	

nature),	and	injustices	represented	the	global	problem	of	colonialism.	

Planet	earth	has	become	a	boiling	cauldron,	a	cauldron	of	hate	and	crime.	There	is	
no	small	place,	hut,	house,	cave,	or	nest	where	peace	still	reigns.	Fear	has	inundated	
everything.	Hate	has	polluted	and	mined	everything.	…	This	is	Occident.	To	this	end	
has	the	Occident	arrived	thanks	to	reason;	thanks	to	the	stupidity	of	reason	(ibid.,	
6:348,	author’s	translation).	

Liberation:	the	Amáutico	Universal	Community	

Language	and	intellectual	production	

The	Occidental	homogenization,	domination,	destruction,	exploitation,	and	silencing	of	all	

“others”	appeared	as	the	effects	of	“lies”	from	which	the	Cosmos	had	to	be	liberated.	Because	

thought	shaped	societies,	liberation	had	to	begin	from	the	transformation	of	mentalities	and	

languages.	

The	revolution	is	a	scientific	revolution	of	thought	and	mentality.	If	it	is	not	a	
revolution	of	mentality,	it	is	anything	else,	but	it	is	not	a	revolution.	Above	the	
power	and	the	force	of	mentality	there	is	nothing.	Thought	and	mentality	are	
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everything	(ibid.,	8:39,	author’s	translation).	

Since	the	1400’s,	Occidental	thought	spread	throughout	the	world	and	shaped	the	order	of	

things	into	“man’s”	hierarchy,	which	organized	peoples	and	created	an	ecological	scale	for	every	

other	entity	of	the	Cosmos.	Accordingly,	liberation	entailed	the	transformation	of	Occidental	

thought	and	the	creation	of	a	different	mentality.	Since	it	created	“lies,”	“injustices,”	and	death,	

“reason”	could	not	be	the	root	of	the	new	order,	which	had	to	emerge	from	“another	mentality”	

(ibid.,	6:373).	Instead,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	liberation	could	only	be	possible	through	a	mentality	

that	opposed	the	hierarchical	organization	of	peoples	and	nature.	Only	a	thought	that	fixed	the	

errors	of	the	Occidental	causes	of	violence,	exploitation,	homogenization,	destruction,	domination,	

etc.,	could	liberate	“humanity”	and	the	rest	of	the	Cosmos	from	its	current	path.	

As	a	form	of	mentality	that	respected	the	equality	of	every	entity	of	the	universe	while	also	

opposing	inequality	and	the	disrespect	of	differences,	the	fact	of	coexistence	hereby	appeared	as	

the	solution	(8:43).	“Thought,	and	only	thought,	can	change	the	world	and	men.	Confronting	the	

Socratic	mentality	with	Amáutico	thought	is	thus	a	peremptory	necessity”	(ibid.,	6:402,	author’s	

translation).	F.	Reinaga	thus	called	for	the	opposition	against	the	general	trends	of	Occidental	

thought	and	its	specific	manifestations	throughout	history.	The	possibility	of	removing	Socrates,	

Kant,	Marx,	and	Christ	from	the	Occidental	brain	thus	became	the	first	task	for	liberation.	

The	first	commandment,	the	first	categorical	imperative,	the	first	duty,	the	first	
obligation,	or	the	first	right	of	men	is	to	create	the	Amáutico	Revolution.	This	
Amáutico	Revolution	entails	getting	Christ	and	Marx	out	of	the	heads	of	all	men;	it	
entails	uniting	all	men,	all	peoples,	all	races	of	earth	in	a	single	biological,	
psychological,	and	volitional	community.	It	entails	the	creation,	edification,	and	
construction	of	the	World	Amáutico	Community	(8:43,	author’s	translation).	

This	task	not	only	included	the	possibility	of	liberating	those	peoples,	animals,	things,	etc.	

that	had	been	classified	as	inferior	“others,”	erased,	silenced,	exploited,	killed,	and	enslaved	

throughout	colonialism,	but	also	led	to	the	liberation	of	the	European	“man,”	who	located	himself	at	

the	top	of	his	“reason-based”	hierarchy.	F.	Reinaga	thus	asserted	that	one	of	the	tasks	of	the	
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revolution	was	to	introduce	the	Cosmos	into	the	brain	of	Occidental	men.	“We	need	to	introduce	the	

Amáutico	mentality.	Introduce	the	cosmic	mentality;	introduce	that	wonder	into	the	brain	of	

Occidental	men.	That	is	the	supreme	duty	of	men”	(6:368,	author’s	translation).	

F.	Reinaga	thus	sought	to	avoid	the	reconstruction	of	another	form	of	“Indio”	racism	against	

“whites”	or	“mestizos.”	He	created	the	possibility	of	a	universal	form	of	liberation	by	including	the	

oppressor	himself.	Insofar	as	Europeans	become	“Indios”	and	learned	to	respect	the	form	of	

Amáutico	equality,	they	could	be	included	in	this	path	of	liberation	and	its	resulting	order.	The	

Amáutico	Revolution	thus	appeared	as	a	global	process	of	transformation	against	all	Occidental	

“lies”	and	their	consequences	(6:382).	This	did	not	mean	that	F.	Reinaga	constructed	a	form	of	

relativism,	which	would	protect	every	single	individual	in	the	world.	Here,	those	individuals	who	

promoted	and	imposed	Occidental	thought,	while	also	opposing	the	possibility	of	Amáutico	

liberation,	were	regarded	as	enemies.	

The	path	towards	liberation:	war	or	reformation?	

The	Amáutico	Mentality	thus	constructed	a	clear	and	epistemically	validated	delineation	of	

enemies	based	on	the	definition	of	the	Occidental	Mentality	and	the	individuals	who	acted	as	its	

agents.	Because	this	Amáutico	construction	of	an	"other"	entailed	a	process	of	hierarchicalization	

against	ecological	and	“human”	hierarchies,	F.	Reinaga	did	not	understand	the	declaration	of	an	

enemy	as	a	contradiction	against	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos.	The	epistemic	authority	of	the	Amáutico	

“Indio”	thus	justified	a	hierarchy	against	specific	hierarchies.	F.	Reinaga	thus	claimed	that	the	

Amáutico	“Indio”	had	the	experience,	mentality,	and	language	that	best	approximated	the	Cosmos.	

He	was	the	best	“antenna”	in	the	connection	to	the	cosmos.	This	epistemological	strategy	created	a	

relationship	of	correspondence	between	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	the	mentality	of	the	“Indio,”	

which	then	hierarchicalized	all	other	voices	as	less	“true”	and	inferior.	This	sense	of	certainty	and	

authority	solidified	the	othering	boundaries	of	the	Amáutico	Mentality	and	it	declared	the	
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experience	of	the	“Indio”	as	universal	bedrock.	

On	one	side,	F.	Reinaga	used	this	boundary	to	classify	anyone	who	was	or	chose	to	be	

“Indio.”	This	included	anyone	agreeing	with	and	living	by	F.	Reinaga’s	definition	of	the	fact	of	

coexistence.	In	terms	of	the	revolution,	this	notion	emphasized	the	strategic	need	to	unite	as	

“Indios.”	For	example,	the	liberation	of	humanity	required	the	unification	of	the	Third	World	behind	

the	Amáutico	flag.	Because	he	knew	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	better	than	anyone,	the	revolution	first	

began	with	the	Amáutico	“Indio”	as	its	main	agent.	This	superior	capacity	of	political	agency	made	

the	“Indio”	the	leader	of,	for	example,	a	strategic	unification	of	the	countries	of	the	“South”	into	a	

broader	political	platform	(8:29).	Moreover,	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	all	the	oppressed	peoples	of	

the	world,	who	had	suffered	the	consequences	of	anthropocentric	Occidental	hierarchicalizations,	

had	to	unite	and	struggle	together	for	liberation.	For	example,	F.	Reinaga	asserted,	“together	with	

black	power,	we	have	to	add	our	own	Indio	power”	(6:192,	author’s	translation).	

On	the	other	side,	this	boundary	strongly	separated	anyone	who	acted	as	an	agent	or	

defender	of	the	“lies,”	“errors,”	and	“injustices”	of	Occidental	thought.	Because	thought	came	first,	

these	colonial	agents	had	to	be	liberated	through	a	pedagogical	action	of	transformation.	However,	

if	the	opposition	against	the	Amáutico	liberation	turned	to	violence	in	order	to	resist	the	creation	of	

an	order	based	on	ecological	and	“human”	national	equality,	the	“Indio”	could	become	justified	to	

raise	arms	and	struggle	through	war.	F.	Reinaga	thus	asserted	that	the	“Indio”	had	the	right	to	begin	

a	“holy	war”	because	he	had	suffered	hundreds	of	years	of	oppression	and	because	Occidental	

resistance	against	deeper	transformations	often	included	violent	ways	to	silence	peoples	or	to	

exterminate	them	(6:196).	F.	Reinaga	affirmed,	“If	the	Occident	insists	in	its	stupidity	and	crime,	

then,	my	mentality	will	unchain	and	generate	a	cosmic	war;	a	war	like	no	other	in	the	universe.	

Through	Amáutico	persuasion	or	through	nuclear	incineration,	at	the	end,	I	will	defeat	Occident”	

(ibid.,	6:424,	author’s	translation).	
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Hence,	F.	Reinaga	granted	a	high	level	of	validation	and	certainty	to	his	own	discourse,	

which,	in	turn,	made	him	indistinguishable	from	scholars	committed	to	the	idea	of	“reason,”	and	led	

him	to	justify	the	extreme	usage	of	violence	against	“others”	if	it	was	regarded	as	necessary.	

Notwithstanding	these	assertions,	F.	Reinaga	realized	that	this	tendency	towards	the	usage	of	war	

and	even	nuclear	power	unveiled	a	problematic	contradiction	in	his	own	work.	He	asserted	that	

war	and	democracy	were	products	of	the	Occidental	mentality	of	“reason.”	By	contrast,	the	“Indio”	

had	to	create	something	different	based	on	its	own	mentality,	which	could	lead	to	a	deeper	level	of	

transformation	(6:400).	Unfortunately,	F.	Reinaga	did	not	develop	this	argument	and	he	did	not	

follow	the	path	that	this	contradiction	could	have	opened	to	think	about	the	fact	of	coexistence.	

Instead,	F.	Reinaga	returned	to	his	self-validated	notion	of	Amáutico	Mentality	and	he	reaffirmed	

the	end	goal	of	liberation.	

The	return	to	the	Cosmos	

Liberation	was	regarded	as	the	salvation	of	“humanity”	and	life	on	Earth	(ibid.,	6:215).	In	

order	to	achieve	the	goal	of	salvation	from	the	potential	destruction	of	the	nuclear	era,	the	

Amáutico	Mentality	proposed	to	“free	men	so	that	he	may	integrate	the	Cosmos	and	live	inside	of	

the	Cosmos”	(ibid.,	6:377).	In	other	words,	liberation	entailed	the	creation	of	a	form	of	social	life	

ordered	by	the	principles	of	equality	erected	within	the	fact	of	coexistence.	The	positive	notion	of	

equality	that	emerged	from	co-substantiation	and	the	negative	notion	of	equality	constructed	from	

the	value	of	differences	within	the	total	aggregate	that	made	up	the	Cosmos	had	to	deconstruct	the	

anthropocentric	hierarchy	that	the	Occident	promoted	through	each	one	of	its	definitions	of	

“reason.”	F.	Reinaga	thus	located	the	Cosmos	above	“humanity.”	“Man”	now	had	to	follow	a	set	of	

principles	that	emerged	from	something	beyond	its	own	characteristics.	The	fact	of	coexistence	

became	the	main	principles	of	life.	Universal	order	emerged	from	the	universe	itself.	Universal	

order	was	thus	not	based	on	the	rules	of	“reason;”	instead,	it	emerged	from	the	meta-relationship	

between	the	existing	entities	of	the	universe.		
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Man	is	the	Cosmos.	Man	has	not	created	the	Cosmos.	It	is	the	other	way	around:	
Cosmos	has	created	men.	The	Cosmos	rules	over	men.	That	is	the	law.	…	Man	is	a	
part	of	the	Cosmos.	Man	is	the	Cosmos	and	has	to	live	like	the	Cosmos	(6:381,	
author’s	translation).	

Despite	this	idea,	which	turned	“humanity”	into	another	equal	entity	following	and	

emulating	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	or	the	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence,	F.	Reinaga	still	granted	

the	“Indio”	a	privileged	epistemic	authority.	Because	F.	Reinaga	conceived	him	as	an	antenna	

epistemologically	connected	to	the	Cosmos,	the	“Indio’s”	experience	of	coexistence,	embodied	in	his	

language,	became	universalized.	Hence,	the	Cosmos	came	first,	but	the	“Indio”	was	the	Cosmos	and	

he	knew	its	laws	better	than	any	one	else.	Notwithstanding	F.	Reinaga’s	assertions,	then,	the	“Indio”	

was	the	one	who	knew	the	Cosmos.	The	Amauta’s	definition	of	cosmic	equality	thus	reappeared	as	

the	solution	of	every	universal	problem.		

In	order	to	substantiate	this	universalized	experience	of	the	fact	of	coexistence,	F.	Reinaga	

promoted	a	system	of	“cosmic	socialism”	and	put	the	community	as	the	basic	unit	of	equality	

(6:177).	Each	nation,	or	shared	meanings,	created	flexible	communities,	which	were	equal	in	their	

shared	“humanity”	and	their	national	differences.	Each	“ayllu”	thus	became	the	unit	of	organization	

and	equality	between	peoples.	Here,	F.	Reinaga	created	a	system	of	“human”	equality	that	was	

seemingly	consistent	with	the	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	Each	nation	was	a	different	ayllu	

equally	valued.	This	idea	deconstructed	the	hierarchical	relationship	that	the	Occident	created	

when	it	considered	only	those	with	“reason”	as	superior.	Here,	Occidental	colonialism	appeared	as	a	

non-nation	and	as	an	“other”	because	it	contradicted	the	Amáutico	definition	of	the	fact	of	

coexistence.	Its	hierarchical	and	homogenizing	nature	appeared	as	a	“lie,”	which	had	to	disappear	in	

order	to	create	a	more	just	form	of	equality,	respectful	of	all	the	nations	that	respected	each	other.	

The	Amauta	conception	of	“human”	equality	thus	became	the	bedrock	of	universal	

measurement.	“The	universe	of	the	Indio	will	return	to	be	one	single	ayllu”	(ibid.,	6:185,	author’s	

translation).	This	universalization	of	the	Amáutico	Mentality	not	only	created	its	enemy	in	the	
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delineation	of	the	hierarchicalizing	Occidental	mentality,	but	also	authorized	its	own	main	agents	to	

rule	over	the	world.	This	rule	entailed	the	protection	and	regulation	of	the	equality	between	nations	

organized	in	a	system	of	a	global	confederation.	It	protected	the	fact	of	coexistence	as	it	was	applied	

through	the	notion	of	communal	identities	and	nation-based	equality.	Those	who	knew	the	fact	of	

coexistence	thus	became	the	legitimate	rulers	because	they	knew	the	laws	of	the	cosmos.	This	

explained	why	F.	Reinaga	asserted	that	the	World	Amáutico	Community	required	the	rule	and	

government	of	an	Amáutico	Council.		

The	government	of	the	world	can	only	be	integrated	by	geniuses	or	by	a	single	
genius,	an	Amáutico	genius	who,	together	with	his	Sun-brain,	has	a	cosmic	heart.	
The	authority	and	jurisdiction	of	the	Amáutico	Government	is	global.	The	
sovereignty	of	this	state	extends	over	the	entire	surface	of	the	planet	(ibid.,	8:159,	
author’s	translation).	

To	a	certain	extent,	F.	Reinaga	still	sought	to	be	consistent	with	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	

he	claimed	that	nature	or	the	Cosmos	ruled	over	“humanity.”	He	claimed,	for	example,	that	the	

control	over	populations	and	the	usage	of	nature	depended	on	the	capacity	of	production	of	earth.	

People	had	to	decrease	or	increase	procreation	based	on	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	and	their	

relationship	with	a	finite	earth	(ibid.,	6:368).	Despite	the	notion	of	supremacy	initially	given	to	the	

fact	of	coexistence,	the	possibility	of	accessing	and	knowing	the	law	of	the	Cosmos	gave	“humanity”	

its	throne	back.	In	its	knowledge	of	the	universal	fact	of	coexistence,	“humanity”	became	re-

authorized	to	define	a	single	relationship	with	nature	as	universal.	The	very	experience	of	the	

“Indio”	became	again	the	universal	experience	of	coexistence	for	every	other	relationship	of	the	

universe.	In	this	sense,	Reinaga	articulated	other	relationships	within	his	own	notion	of	“human”	

commonality.	

The	ayllu	thus	became	the	perfect	way	to	relate	“humanity”	to	the	rest	of	the	Cosmos.	This	

communal	form	of	economic	organization	sought	to	satisfy	the	needs	of	all	its	members	while	also	

respecting	the	equality	of	Mother	Earth.	In	other	words,	each	people	sharing	particular	meanings	

and	constituting	nations	lived	in	specific	territories.	Land	then	became	a	part	of	their	shared	
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meanings	as	a	nation.	This	connection	legitimized	a	communal	form	of	land	usage	for	the	

satisfaction	of	needs,	but	it	prevented	peoples	from	seeking	accumulation	and	expansion	in	

detriment	of	others.		

Since	the	ayllu	exists	in	a	community,	land	has	become	blood	and	consciousness	of	
men.	In	this	way,	men	and	land,	land	and	men,	have	become	the	same	thing:	a	single	
unity	of	identity.	They	are	a	community,	ayllu,	calpulli,	pop-wuh	(ibid.,	6:237,	
author’s	translation).	

This	form	of	organization	and	relationship	with	nature	did	not	allow	for	accumulation	and	

competition	in	communal	and	national	terms.	Moreover,	it	prevented	individual	forms	of	

accumulation,	which	were	the	sources	of	inequality,	exploitation,	hunger,	and	destruction	of	the	

environment	(ibid.,	6:364).	

According	to	F.	Reinaga,	this	form	of	society	was	perfect.	Its	harmony	with	a	definition	of	

the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	made	it	the	end	of	colonial	oppression	and	the	beginning	of	cosmic	

liberation.	

The	mentality	of	the	New	World,	the	Mentality	of	the	Indio,	builds	a	perfect	society;	
a	society	unique	in	history.	Pre-America	is	the	perfect	society.	It	is	a	holistic	society	
for	the	coexistence	of	humanity	in	the	atomic	era.	The	golden	and	marmoreal	axis,	
vital	column,	of	this	society	is	the	Tawantinsuyu	Inca	(6:185,	author’s	translation).	

“Humanity”	could	thus	become	a	single	global	community	in	its	respect	for	nations	and	its	

communal	notion	of	balance	with	nature	(ibid.,	6:199).	It	could	become	a	unity	in	its	mentality,	

language,	and	Amáutico	government	(ibid.,	6:235).	

The	ideas	of	a	perfect	society,	the	end	of	oppression,	and	the	liberation	of	humanity	in	the	

return	to	the	Cosmos	seemingly	led	to	a	dialectical	reading	of	time,	similar	to	the	notions	promoted	

within	Revolutionary	Indianismo.	Unlike	this	discourse,	however,	the	Amáutico	Mentality	sought	

the	recuperation	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	in	the	meanings	found	in	the	“indigenous”	languages	of	

the	present.	Here,	F.	Reinaga	gave	up	the	notion	of	returning	to	the	genuine	past	of	“humanity”	to	

improve	it	in	a	dialectical	sense	and	to	reach	the	end	of	history.	He	stayed,	instead,	within	the	
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present	and	then	from	here-now,	he	sought	to	construct	a	present	notion	of	a	different	future.	He	

constructed	a	notion	of	present-future.	In	this	sense,	he	partially	stayed	within	the	notion	of	

circular	time.	Despite	the	way	in	which	F.	Reinaga	opened	the	door	to	understand	time	in	a	different	

way,	he	also	found,	in	presently	shared	meanings,	the	bedrock	of	universal	judgment.	He	

epistemically	claimed	to	access	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	thus	re-separated	the	future	in	a	linear	

manner.	This	idea	still	constructed	another	end	of	history,	linear	temporality,	and	notion	of	

progress,	which	justified	homogenization	and	violence	in	its	own	way.	

Conclusion:	Articulation	and	Contradiction	

Throughout	the	analysis	of	the	Amáutico	understanding	of	the	fact	of	coexistence,	I	

demonstrated	that	F.	Reinaga’s	intellectual	production	had	a	contradiction.	F.	Reinaga’s	

contribution	led	to	the	possibility	of	thinking	about	coexistence	from	the	perspective	of	multiple	

relationships	simultaneously.	This	notion	produced	a	deep	critique	of	Occidental	mentality	and	it	

began	to	construct	interesting	alternatives.	Instead	of	following	this	possibility	consistently,	

however,	F.	Reinaga	foreclosed	the	study	of	multiple	relationships	through	the	epistemic	

authorization	of	the	“Indio”	and	the	validation	of	his	own	relationship.	In	turn,	this	boundary	

created	a	contradiction	between	the	broader	implications	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	the	specifics	

of	F.	Reinaga’s	construction.	

On	the	philosophical	side	of	this	definition,	F.	Reinaga	used	the	negative	and	positive	

notions	of	meta-equality.	Then,	he	chose	to	focus	primarily	on	the	positive	participation	of	

“humanity”	in	the	Cosmos	in	order	to	validate	his	own	discourse.	He	used	the	idea	of	positive	co-

substantiation	to	establish	a	universal	connection	between	a	“human”	experience	and	the	fact	of	

coexistence.	Through	its	thought	and	language,	“humanity”	could	thus	know	the	very	relationship	of	

the	entities	of	the	universe	and	establish	a	fixed	meta-principle	of	articulation.	By	following	this	

discursive	path,	the	“human”	epistemic	access	to	this	relationship	appeared	as	universal	and	it	
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granted	authority	to	a	specific	knower.	Because	he	was	the	witness	and	he	defined	it,	the	knower	

became	the	epistemic	guarantee	and	the	creator	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	F.	Reinaga’s	Amauta	thus	

became	the	new	master	of	a	universal	bedrock	of	judgment	and	organization.	His	own	experience	

living	in	ayllus	and	respecting	nature	in	a	particular	way	became	generalized	as	the	universal	

relationship.	

This	epistemic	strategy	contradicted	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	it	created	several	discursive	

consequences,	which	F.	Reinaga	himself	sought	to	abandon.	It	brought	the	fact	of	coexistence	closer	

to	the	notion	of	“reason.”	The	root	of	this	problem	could	be	found	in	F.	Reinaga’s	separation	

between	a	“human”	epistemological	dimension	and	the	fact	of	coexistence.	On	one	side,	every	entity	

was	regarded	as	an	equal	because	they	all	shared	participation	in	the	universe	and	because	their	

differences	were	equally	valued	components	of	the	total	aggregate	making	up	the	Cosmos.	On	the	

other	side,	this	philosophical	delineation	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	was	partially	ignored	by	F.	

Reinaga	in	his	construction	of	an	epistemology.	F.	Reinaga	used	part	of	the	positive	principle	of	

equality	to	grant	“humanity”	the	possibility	of	participating	in	the	Cosmos	and	to	attach	“human”	

experience	to	the	fact	of	coexistence.	Despite	this	possibility,	F.	Reinaga	forgot	that,	if	the	fact	of	

coexistence	was	applied	consistently,	the	positive	principle	of	equality	also	connected	the	

experiences	of	every	other	entity	to	the	Cosmos.	Because	they	were	all	co-substantiated	and	they	all	

participated	in	relationships	within	the	Cosmos,	every	entity	could	thus	be	potentially	granted	an	

equal	epistemological	possibility	of	having	an	experience	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	“Humanity’s”	

experience	could	appear	as	a	single	relationship	within	the	Cosmos	and	among	other	equally	valid	

experiences.	The	experience	of	the	“Indio”	could	thus	appear	as	epistemically	authorized	only	

insofar	as	it	was	equally	valid	to	other	experiences	of	relationships.	

Additionally,	F.	Reinaga	used	the	negative	principle	of	equality	in	his	construction	of	the	

idea	of	solidarity	between	all	the	entities	of	the	universe.	He	asserted	that	the	difference	of	every	

entity	was	equally	validated	because	they	were	all	parts	of	the	solidarity	and	complementarity	that	
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made	up	the	possibility	of	a	cosmic	relationship	of	coexistence.	Despite	the	importance	of	his	

contributions,	F.	Reinaga	did	not	apply	the	implications	of	this	principle	to	the	epistemic	dimension	

of	his	discourse.	Insofar	as	each	relationship	was	regarded	as	equal	due	to	their	differences;	the	

characteristics	that	they	did	not	share,	the	things	that	they	did	not	have	in	common,	the	aspects	that	

they	were	missing	vis-à-vis	each	other	could	become	validated.	Insofar	as	it	was	applied	to	the	

epistemic	dimension	of	the	discourse,	this	negative	principle	of	equality	could	validate	the	very	

difference	of	every	experience	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	This	notion	validated	the	experience	of	the	

“Indio,”	but	it	could	also	remind	him	that	other	experiences	of	relationships	could	be	equally	

validated	due	to	the	differences	they	had	with	the	notions	of	nation	and	ayllu.	

When	applied	consistently	throughout	all	the	dimensions	of	the	discourse,	then,	the	two	

principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	began	to	produce	a	very	different	picture.	Here,	the	principles	of	

negative	and	positive	equality	began	to	undo	the	possibility	of	universalizing	any	single	experience	

of	relationship	and	they	opened	a	realm	of	validation	for	multiple	relationships.	They	also	began	to	

deconstruct	the	authority	of	any	single	knower	over	other	voices	and	over	time.	When	the	Cosmos	

truly	came	first,	the	fact	of	coexistence	proceeded	in	a	different	manner,	but	F.	Reinaga	created	this	

platform	without	following	all	of	its	implications,	which	created	a	series	of	problems	and	

contradictions.	

Because	his	work	ended	up	using	a	similar	epistemic	strategy	as	the	denounced	notion	of	

anthropocentric	“reason,”	it	consistently	led	to	the	promotion	of	comparable	consequences.53	

Similarly	to	most	definitions	of	“reason,”	F.	Reinaga	claimed	access	to	a	universal	bedrock,	which	

was	now	based	on	a	relationship	between	entities	that	were	also	extra-human.	F.	Reinaga	thus	
																																																								
53 Clearly, Indianismo never had the saliency of Occidental thought and it never became the institutionalized 

mentality of a global Amáutico community. Indianismo never had a chance to materialize practices with the 
types of consequences attached to “reason.” Indianismo was never accused of an actual genocide, war, violence, 
destruction of Earth, etc. This was an important difference that had to be taken into account in order to avoid 
saying that the Amáutico Mentality was a moral equivalent to Occidental thought. Moreover, F. Reinaga opened 
the possibility of thinking in terms of ecological equality beyond the anthropocentrism of Occidental thought. 
Finally, F. Reinaga was the intellectual who also enabled the possibility of beginning to think about the fact of 
coexistence. 
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expanded	the	universal	bedrock	of	judgment	and	included	an	extra-human	relationship	of	equality,	

but	he	also	granted	the	capacity	to	define	this	bedrock	to	a	single	experience,	which	emerged	from	a	

particular	form	of	“human”	relationship.	This	access	to	the	universal	bedrock	of	judgment	re-

enabled	an	epistemic	form	of	anthropocentrism.	Once	Reinaga	granted	this	status	to	the	“Indio’s”	

experience	of	nation-based	“human”	equality,	all	other	experiences	became	hierarchicalized	as	

lower	forms	of	mentality,	which	were	less	corresponding	to	the	“true”	fact	of	coexistence.	In	turn,	

this	relationship	articulated	and	organized,	based	on	its	own	logic,	the	relationship	of	ecological	

equality,	which	was	constructed	from	the	idea	of	ayllu.	This	notion	also	authorized	a	particular	

group	of	people,	who	became	the	main	agents	and	knowers	of	the	Amáutico	knowledge.	The	

epistemic	hierarchy	of	relationships	then	became	a	solid	political	system.	Similarly	to	“reason,”	

then,	those	who	knew	the	universalized	bedrock	of	judgment	could	rule,	control,	and	transform	the	

universe	according	to	their	own	criteria	and	experience.	They	became	authorized	to	impose	their	

own	relationship	of	equality.	They	could	colonize	other	ecological	and	“human”	relationships.	By	

repeating	the	epistemic	universalization	of	a	single	“human”	experience,	F.	Reinaga	thus	

reintroduced	the	anthropocentrism	of	“reason”	into	the	fact	of	coexistence.	Humanity	still	appeared	

as	the	center	of	the	Cosmos.	

This	notion	enabled	F.	Reinaga	to	hierarchicalize	all	“others”	who	were	enemies.	Occidental	

identities	were	thus	viewed	as	non-nations,	whose	culture	had	to	disappear	or	be	“liberated.”	

Despite	F.	Reinaga’s	construction,	this	form	of	classification	contradicted	the	possibility	of	

respecting	differences	in	terms	of	national	identities.	It	led	to	the	global	imposition	of	an	“Indio”	

nation.	In	a	way,	then,	the	complete	invalidation	of	everything	Occidental	contradicted	the	

principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	This	contradiction	led	to	the	following	question:	did	all	the	

elements	of	Occidental	identities	contradict	the	fact	of	coexistence	or	were	there	specific	aspects	of	

their	constructions	that	were	inconsistent	with	the	principles	of	positive	and	negative	equality?	

This	question	opened	the	possibility	of	a	more	respectful	relationship	between	nations,	which	could	
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be	more	consistent	with	the	cosmic	principles	of	equality.	

Additionally,	the	epistemic	anthropocentrism	of	F.	Reinaga	also	led	to	the	

hierarchicalization	of	any	other	experience	of	relationships	that	could	be	regarded	as	consistent	

with	the	fact	of	coexistence.	Here,	any	other	experience	of	relationships	that	respected	some	form	

of	difference	and	shared	participation	in	coexistence	appeared	as	less	“true”	than	the	experience	of	

the	“Indio.”	This	was	problematic	to	anyone	who	was	concerned	with	other	forms	of	Occidental	

hierarchicalizations	and	sought	to	construct	a	different	form	of	coexistence.	Silvia	Rivera	

Cusicanqui	was,	for	example,	not	only	concerned	with	the	respect	of	nation-based	and	ecological	

differences,	but	also	sought	a	profound	respect	for	the	differences	between	genders	(2015,	41).	

Moreover,	is	there	only	one	authorized	notion	of	ethnic	and	ecological	relationships?	Insofar	as	F.	

Reinaga	universalized	a	male-based	experience	of	ethnic	and	ecological	equality,	he	also	

hierarchicalized	other	experiences	of	relationships	as	less	“true”	and	valid.	He	indirectly	

constructed	other	experiences	as	inferior	because	they	were	further	from	the	“Indio,”	who	was	the		

“human”	antenna	connected	to	the	Cosmos	itself.	By	contrast,	the	fact	of	coexistence	could	equalize	

every	experience	of	relationship	and	commonality,	even	those	experiences	regarded	as	re-

constructing	similar	types	or	axes	of	relationships.	There	could	be	several	notions	of	ethnic,	gender,	

or	ecological	relationships.	Each	experience	of	a	relationship	in	the	Cosmos	could	thus	become	

equal	because	they	all	resulted	from	co-substantiation	and	they	were	all	equally	valued	as	

complementary	components	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	In	this	sense,	the	fact	of	coexistence	could	

open	the	doors	to	multi-relational	notions	of	coexistence.	

F.	Reinaga’s	epistemic	strategy	also	led	to	a	high	level	of	certainty	vis-à-vis	the	manipulation	

of	nature.	He	not	only	granted	more	epistemic	authority	to	a	specific	experience	of	“human”	

relationship,	but	also	claimed	to	know	the	laws	of	the	Cosmos	vis-à-vis	every	other	entity	in	it.	This	

notion	reintroduced	the	anthropocentric	faith	on	technology	that	F.	Reinaga	denounced	earlier.	The	

knowledge	of	the	“Indio”	was	never	regarded	as	the	problem,	but	the	application	of	its	principles	
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could	still	need	work.	In	a	way,	then,	“nature”	was	still	an	object	of	human	knowledge.	The	“Indio”	

controlled	it	and	knew	it.	This	entailed	still	a	form	of	faith	in	science	and	its	control	of	the	universe	

based	on	a	single	notion	of	relationship	(i.e.,	the	ayllu).	This	created	a	contradiction	against	the	

equality	granted	to	everything	else	by	the	fact	of	coexistence	and	it	also	resisted	the	possibility	of	

listening	to	nature	more	carefully.	The	ayllu	order	thus	appeared	as	a	new	universal	bedrock	from	

which	“humanity”	organized,	manipulated,	used,	and	judged	“nature.”	How	much	development,	

manipulation,	transformation,	domination,	and	production	were	“naturally”	respectful	of	ecological	

equality	depended	again	on	a	human-centric	form	of	criteria	and	certainty.	To	the	contrary,	the	

complete	application	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	made	every	other	entity	appear	as	epistemically	

equal.	

Finally,	F.	Reinaga’s	epistemic	anthropocentrism	also	reintroduced	the	notion	of	progress	

and	linear	temporality.	As	I	showed	above,	F.	Reinaga	repeatedly	claimed	that	the	notion	of	“Indio”	

time	was	circular.	Notwithstanding	these	claims,	he	also	granted	to	the	“Indio”	the	access	to	the	

laws	of	the	Cosmos	and	enabled	the	Amauta	to	construct	an	absolute	bedrock	of	judgment	for	the	

entire	universe.	This	included	not	only	the	criterion	to	judge	against	“others”	(“human”	or	

ecological),	but	it	also	entailed	the	standard	used	to	judge	and	organize	time.	Accordingly,	the	

current	epoch	of	Occidental	colonialism	had	to	be	transformed	into	the	liberation	of	the	“Indio.”	

This	idea	could	resist	colonialism,	but	it	also	created	a	linear	notion	of	progress,	which	made	the	

future	an	object	of	“human”	control.	All	other	experiences	of	relationships	(“human”	or	ecological)	

thus	appeared	as	inferior	ideas	that	had	to	be	transformed	or	simply	removed	from	the	path	of	

Amáutico	liberation.	Other	voices	that	could	be	regarded	as	consistent	with	the	fact	of	coexistence	

became	silenced	and	other	possibilities	of	relationships	become	ignored.	The	future	of	the	fact	of	

coexistence	became	a	single	line	of	progress	towards	the	perfection	and	“harmony”	of	the	

experience	of	the	“Indio.”	All	other	entities	and	all	other	experiences	of	relationships	had	to	become	

“Indio.”	
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This	notion	of	linear	time	thus	also	created	a	homogenizing	tendency	against	other	

experiences	of	relationships	and	other	entities	in	the	Cosmos.	Other	forms	of	decoloniality	and	

coexistence	thus	become	invalidated.	Conversely,	following	the	principles	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	

consistently	led	to	a	much	more	circular	notion	of	time.	Different	experiences	of	relationships	could	

become	equally	validated	and	transformation	had	to	be	understood	in	a	more	pluralistic	and	

reflexive	manner.	
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CHAPTER	FIVE:	THE	CH’IXI,	FEMINISM,	AND	DECOLONIAL	INDIANISMO	

Introduction:	From	F.	Reinaga	to	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	

Despite	the	contradictions	that	emerged	within	the	Amáutico	construction	of	decoloniality	

and	notwithstanding	the	earlier	contributions	of	Ramiro	Reynaga,	the	epistemic	implications	of	the	

fact	of	coexistence	were	not	followed	until	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	simultaneously	introduced	

feminist	and	ecologist	insights	into	Indianismo.	Fausto	Reinaga	sought	to	respect	both	principles	of	

the	fact	of	coexistence	(i.e.,	the	positive	notion	of	co-substantiation	and	the	negative	idea	of	

difference)	at	the	same	time,	but	he	universalized	a	single	experience	of	relationships	in	order	to	

define	his	enemy	and	create	a	monologic	foundation	of	validation.	As	a	consequence,	he	also	

hierarchicalized	other	experiences	of	coexistence	and	contradicted	his	critique	of	

anthropocentrism.	Ramiro	Reynaga	followed	both	principles	and	sought	to	resist	universalization	

more	explicitly,	but	he	did	not	develop	the	epistemic	implications	of	this	discourse,	which	led	him	

to	contradict	himself	as	well.	Despite	these	limitations,	their	work	opened	the	door	to	think	about	

the	epistemic	possibility	of	a	multi-relational	form	of	coexistence.	

Then,	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	followed	the	implications	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	in	

every	dimension	of	her	construction	and	she	validated	a	multiplicity	of	experiences	of	

relationships	simultaneously.	As	I	show	below,	the	epistemic	utilization	of	these	principles	

led,	however,	to	a	philosophical	tension	with	important	implications.	Here,	Cusicanqui	de-

universalized	her	own	epistemic	platform	and	created	a	much	more	reflexive	form	of	

knowledge.	This	innovative	form	of	knowledge	did	not	fit	comfortably	within	“Occidental”	

forms	of	universalized	order,	but	it	used	its	own	“chaos	to	create	a	new	star”	(Ramiro	

Reynaga	1972,	19,	author’s	translation).
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The	Sociology	of	Images	

Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui’s	intellectual	life	and	antecedents	

Unlike	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	only	a	few	intellectuals	forged	Decolonial	Indianismo.	

Throughout	her	political	and	academic	life,	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	has	produced	several	books	

and	articles,	which,	as	the	editors	of	her	book	Sociología	de	la	Imagen	asserted,	unapologetically	and	

explicitly	combined	the	possibility	of	creating	knowledge	and	acting	politically	(in	Cusicanqui	2015,	

7).	Much	of	the	work	that	I	took	into	account	was	connected	to	the	Indianista	concern	against	

racism	and	ethnic	injustices	(Cusicanqui	2010,	179).	Moreover,	much	of	her	work	was	influenced	

by	the	Andean	context	of	Katarismo	and	Indianismo	(Cusicanqui	2015,	287).	Additionally,	she	was	

guided	by	the	work	of	Fausto	Reinaga	and	his	focus	on	the	international	issues	of	colonial	racism	

(Cusicanqui	2010,	13-14).	Despite	this	intellectual	background	and	her	connection	with	other	forms	

of	Indianismo,	Cusicanqui	also	introduced	anarchist	insights,	ecological	concerns,	and	feminist	

theories	into	Indianista	discussions	and	her	construction	of	a	political	praxis	(Cusicanqui	2015,	

289).	She	also	took	into	account	the	work	of	M.	Foucault,	but	she	asserted	that	his	focus	on	racism	

limited	his	investigations	of	colonialism	and	his	analysis	of	alternatives	(ibid.,	27).54	Finally,	

Cusicanqui’s	intellectual	production	resulted	from	the	empirical	findings	produced	through	a	wide	

collection	of	“indigenous”	oral	histories	in	Bolivia.	From	her	work	as	the	coordinator	of	the	

Workshop	of	Oral	Andean	History	(Taller	de	Historia	Oral	Andina	–	THOA),	as	well	as	from	her	

engagement	with	the	scholars	that	intellectually	guided	her	ideas,	Cusicanqui	constructed	an	

innovative	discourse,	which	included	tensions	and	dilemmas	in	order	to	study	multiple	problems	of	

colonialism	and	forms	of	liberation	at	the	same	time.	She	carefully	listened	to	“indigenous”	insights	

and	found	convergences	of	voices,	which	helped	her	to	construct	another	way	to	think	about	

politics	(ibid.,	18).	Hence,	the	sociology	of	images	was	not	yet	another	form	of	stereotype	for	
																																																								
54 Cusicanqui also cites and acknowledges the influence of other important post-structuralist scholars such as Judith 

Butler and Jacques Derrida (2015, 203). The work of these intellectuals helped Cusicanqui to introduce feminist 
insights and study deeper discursive dimensions of civilizing projects.  
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“indigenous”	peoples;	it	was	not	another	pre-defined	notion	of	“human”	equality	or	nation.	Instead,	

it	was	an	“indigenous	philosophy”	(ibid.,	8),	which	could	help	peoples	to	think	about	global	issues	of	

coexistence	from	localized	positions	and	experiences.	

In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	Cusicanqui	expanded	the	Indianista	notions	that	I	analyzed	

above	and	introduced	feminist	concerns	against	patriarchic	dominations.	According	to	the	author,	

patriarchy	was	an	equally	important	part	of	colonialism;	it	was	a	form	of	domination	equivalent	to	

ethnic,	racial,	and	class-based	forms	of	oppression.	By	including	this	relationship	and	re-thinking	

the	possibility	of	decoloniality,	Indianismo	became	more	critical	of	previously	ignored	forms	of	

hierarchicalizing	relationships.	She	also	problematized	the	ways	in	which	relationships	were	often	

articulated	through	monocultural	and	Occidental	discourses	(Cusicanqui	2010,	14).	Moreover,	the	

author	sought	to	understand	these	forms	of	inter-human	hierarchicalizations	together	with	the	

anthropocentric	problems	of	ecological	exploitation,	which	emerged,	for	example,	from	neo-liberal	

discourses	of	modernization	and	development	promoted	by	the	World	Bank	and	the	United	States	

Agency	for	International	Development	(ibid.,	212).	In	other	words,	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	sought	

to	deconstruct	and	resist	several	colonial	forms	of	hierarchicalization	while	promoting	a	

multiplicity	of	equalities	at	the	same	time.	Because	she	analyzed	a	complex	map	of	contradictory	

discourses	simultaneously,	I	began	this	chapter	by	describing	her	empirical	work,	which	then	

allowed	me	to	analyze	the	philosophical	dimensions	of	her	discourse	in	a	more	clear	and	

substantive	manner.55	

From	racisms	to	multi-ethnicity	

In	much	of	her	work,	Cusicanqui	analyzed	paintings,	letters,	and	narrations	in	order	to	

study	a	history	of	relationships	based	on	ethnicity.	At	first,	paintings	and	texts	reconstructed	

																																																								
55 Unlike previous discourses, Cusicanqui’s work did not lend itself to a linear form of explanation and it thus 

required a different strategy of narration. Her complex treatment of tensions and multiplicity thus required some 
repetition in order to expand previous possibilities and to understand how a several relationships of equality were 
hereby validated. 
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hierarchies	of	racial	segregation	in	Bolivia,	embedded	in	separated	jurisdictions	or	legal	systems	of	

unequal	rights	and	duties.	The	colonial	era	was	thus	reconstructed	as	a	system	of	juridical	

separations	between	“indigenous”	peoples	and	“Spaniards.”	This	juridical	system	was	confronted	

because	“indigenous”	peoples	viewed	themselves	as	equals	who	had	to	have	the	same	kinds	of	

rights	and	duties	(Cusicanqui	and	Morón	1993,	39).	The	opposition	and	struggle	between	colonial	

notions	of	hierarchies	and	the	experiences	of	those	located	as	“inferior”	created	these	moments	of	

confrontation.	

In	order	to	unveil	this	opposition,	Cusicanqui	used	the	letters	written	by	Waman	Puma	to	

King	Felipe	III	in	1613-15.	She	asserted	that	Waman	Puma	reconstructed	this	colonial	system	as	

exploitative	because	Kings	and	the	nobility	were	able	to	eat	thanks	to	the	work	and	the	crops	of	

“indigenous”	peoples.	Waman	Puma	respected	the	colonial	system	and	the	Catholic	religion	of	the	

time,	but	he	also	critiqued	the	disproportionally	disadvantaged	position	that	these	systems	created	

for	“indigenous”	peoples	(Cusicanqui	2015,	176).	He	also	showed	how	it	made	“indigenous”	peoples	

feel	small,	discriminated,	exploited,	and	undignified	(ibid.,	181).	Moreover,	Cusicanqui	noticed	that	

these	hierarchies	were	often	reconstructed	as	the	causes	of	violent	policies	or	actions	suffered	by	

“indigenous”	peoples	in	the	Americas	(2010,	37).	By	contrast,	Waman	Puma’s	letters	turned	

colonial	hierarchies	upside-down	and	he	constructed	Spaniards	as	inferior	gold-eating	beings	

(2015,	183).	Waman	Puma	thus	expressed	the	confrontation	that	emerged	by	hierarchicalizing	

indigenous	peoples	as	inferior	even	though	they	still	appeared	to	sustain	a	moral	and	economic	

high	ground.	The	reconstruction	of	experiences	of	relationships	thus	unveiled	a	confrontation	and	

opposition	between	colonialism	and	“indigenous”	self-validation.	These	reconstructions	showed	

how	colonialism	was	experienced	as	a	confrontation	between	the	inclusion	of	peoples	and	their	

segregated	hierarchicalization.	

These	oppositions	against	the	hierarchicalization	of	“indigenous”	peoples	were	also	

reconstructed	from	narrations	and	memories	related	to	experiences	of	resistance,	which	
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confronted	colonialism	through	a	search	of	separation	and	autonomy.	Those	who	were	

hierarchicalized	and	exploited	within	the	borders	of	this	system	of	juridical	segregation	thus	sought	

to	construct	another	form	of	relationship,	outside	of	current	boundaries	of	sovereignty,	to	validate	

their	own	differences.	These	memories	connected	two	sets	of	reconstructions	of	relationships.	On	

one	side,	they	reconstructed	pre-colonial	relationships,	which	were	regarded	as	more	respectful	of	

ethnic	differences	(Cusicanqui	and	Morón	1993,	36).	According	to	these	memories,	a	multiplicity	of	

ethnicities	coexisted	as	equally	respected	economic	and	political	units	called	ayllus.	These	

relationships	were	not	completely	peaceful	or	perfect,	but	they	entailed	a	higher	degree	of	respect	

of	differences	than	was	allowed	by	the	colonialism	of	the	time.	On	the	other	side,	these	memories	

reconstructed	the	experiences	of	rebellions,	which	sought	to	revive	pre-colonial	relationships	and	

fought	against	colonialism.	The	Inka	movement	of	the	1500’s	thus	appeared	as	an	experience	

seeking	to	build	an	autonomous	state.	This	proposal	sought	to	reconstruct	a	multiethnic	space	and	

it	aimed	also	to	resist	the	Catholic	imposition	of	homogeneous	religious	notions	(ibid.,	38).	Another	

reconstructed	experience	of	rebellion	was	related	to	the	wars	of	the	1780’s	(ibid.,	41).	The	Tupaq	

Amaru	and	Tupaj	Katari	movements	were	thus	viewed	as	reconstructed	experiences	of	resistance	

against	forms	of	discrimination	and	segregation.	

Despite	these	experiences	of	opposition	and	resistance,	other	reconstructions	showed	the	

continuation	of	these	hierarchicalizations	under	different	forms	of	colonial	systems.	The	emergence	

of	the	independent	Republic	of	Bolivia	in	1825	often	appeared	as	another	form	of	segregation	

against	“indigenous”	peoples.	Throughout	this	period,	a	limited	form	of	liberalism	was	introduced	

as	the	official	delineation	of	citizenship,	which	pretended	to	include	the	basic	equality	of	all	“human	

beings”	(ibid.,	34).	Despite	this	idea	of	“universal”	equality,	the	Bolivian	Republic	of	the	1800’s	

delineated	an	exclusionary	notion	of	citizenship,	which	still	negated	the	“humanity”	of	“indigenous”	

peoples.	The	memories	and	reconstructions	of	these	relationships	thus	showed	a	confrontation	

between	the	inclusion	of	“indigenous”	peoples	and	their	hierarchicalization.	For	example,	
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Cusicanqui	used	the	ethnographic	paintings	by	Melchor	María	Mercado	to	analyze	how	he	

reconstructed	the	hierarchical	system	that	he	witnessed	throughout	his	travels	in	Bolivia	

(Cusicanqui	2015,	39).	In	these	paintings,	Cusicanqui	found	a	subjective	experience	of	

confrontation	between	a	Bolivian	history	of	ethnic	segregations,	based	on	a	system	of	

differentiation	of	clothing,	and	the	possibility	of	constructing	a	more	encompassing	and	egalitarian	

notion	of	nation	(ibid.,	41).	Melchor	thus	tried	to	contribute	in	the	construction	of	a	notion	of	

nation,	which	found	itself	in	a	confrontation	between	conservative	hierarchies,	emerging	from	the	

Catholic	church	and	the	Bolivian	oligarchy,	and	the	more	progressive	forces	of	the	market	and	the	

economy	(ibid.,	55).	

Some	memories	also	illustrated	the	suffering	caused	by	these	hierarchies.	Oral	and	archival	

memories	showed,	for	example,	that	this	liberal	construction	of	citizenship	entailed	a	notion	of	

“humanity”	based	on	individualist	and	European	ideas,	which	led	to	the	cancelation	or	negation	of	

communitarian	forms	of	life.	In	the	1870’s,	the	government	of	Bolivia	legally	forbid	the	ayllu	and	

many	communities	lost	their	lands	and	means	of	survival	(Cusicanqui	2010,	142).	Other	memories	

also	included	reconstructions	of	processes	of	resistance	against	these	hierarchies	and	their	effects.	

Within	the	1800’s	and	its	context	of	juridical	segregation	and	inequality,	the	movement	headed	by	

Santos	Marka	Tula,	Feliciano	Inka	Marasa,	Faustino	Llanki,	Mateo	Alfaro,	and	many	others	sought	to	

use	older	laws	in	order	to	protect	or	regain	access	to	lands	(ibid.,	208).56	This	movement,	which	

later	became	known	as	the	Alcaldes	Mayores	Particulares,	aimed	to	create	a	notion	of	citizenship	

that	could	equally	protect	all	individuals	while	also	granting	autonomy	and	self-government	to	

“indigenous”	communities.	Many	of	these	memories,	reconstructing	experiences	of	opposition	

against	hierarchies,	were	recovered	through	archival	research,	but	Cusicanqui	also	found	important	

convergences	between	oral	histories	gathered	through	the	workshop	in	the	1980’s	(ibid.,	207).		
																																																								
56 As Cusicanqui asserts, the liberal forms of citizenship and legality only granted property rights to European 

descendants. Through legal means, Occidental elites thus gained legal access to land and resources that 
previously belonged to indigenous communities. Governments and economic elites thus used legal mechanisms 
to expropriate lands or to force indigenous peoples to sell them (Cusicanqui 2015, 98). 
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By	the	1920’s	this	movement	continued	to	seek	“indigenous”	autonomy,	but	its	wide	

platform	also	included	other	voices	reconstructing	confrontations	from	different	perspectives.	

According	to	Cusicanqui’s	thorough	empirical	work,	oral	histories	and	other	forms	of	memories	

showed	discursive	convergences	about	anarchist	and	urban	“indigenous”	movements,	which	also	

sought	to	fight	colonialism	(Cusicanqui	2015,	100).	These	groups	led	violent	struggles	against	state-

ran	racism	and	segregation.	These	oral	and	archival	memories	also	connected	the	Alcalde	Mayores	

Particulares	“indigenous”	and	anti-colonial	movement	with	the	emergence	of	the	Warisata	schools	

in	the	1930’s	(ibid.,	101).	As	I	previously	mentioned,	these	schools	based	their	pedagogical	program	

on	notions	of	ayllu	communal	organization.	The	form	of	coloniality	reconstructed	through	these	

memories,	together	with	the	forms	of	struggles	attached	as	strategies	of	resistance	against	the	

hierarchies	creating	these	confrontations,	continued	to	increase	levels	of	social	conflict	in	Bolivia	all	

the	way	until	the	beginning	of	the	Chaco	war	against	Paraguay	in	June	1932	(ibid.,	100).	

After	the	war	ended	in	1935,	Bolivia	saw	the	re-consolidation	of	an	oligarchic	sector	of	

society,	but	it	also	saw	the	emergence	of	unions	and	syndicates,	which	aimed	to	include	different	

forms	of	struggle	against	the	oligarchy	(ibid.,	100).	The	memories	gathered	by	Cusicanqui	showed	

how	both	of	these	forms	of	organization	still	included	the	same	confrontation	expressed	by	other	

memories	of	previous	times.	On	one	side,	the	oligarchic	government	and	social	sector	still	sought	to	

continue	a	form	of	citizenship	based	on	juridical	segregation.	On	the	other	side,	the	more	

“progressive”	movement	of	unionization	transformed	and	co-opted	“indigenous”	forms	of	struggles	

under	a	different	hierarchy.	Cusicanqui	analyzed	these	confrontations,	for	example,	from	memories	

about	the	path	of	the	Warisata	schools	(ibid.,	101).	These	schools	were	either	closed	down	by	the	

Government	or	integrated	into	more	“progressive”	forms	of	policies,	which	still	marginalized	

indigenous	notions	of	ayllu	pedagogy	(ibid.,	101).	These	“progressive”	notions	actually	played	along	

with	governmental	policies.	Together,	they	sought	to	transform	the	“Indio”	into	a	“clean	agricultural	

worker”	(ibid.,	102).	The	memories	reconstructing	these	forms	of	coloniality	thus	showed	a	
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confrontation	between	the	inclusion	of	“indigenous”	peoples	into	unions	or	policies	and,	on	the	

other	side,	their	hierarchicalization.	These	memories	displayed	the	suffering	experienced	through	

policies	of	“hygiene”	or	“health,”	which	used	these	schools	to	achieve	their	goals	and	to	penetrate	

the	household	of	“indigenous”	peoples.	These	policies	diagnosed	“indigenous”	practices	as	

“unhealthy”	or	“anti-hygienic,”	seeking	to	transform	ways	of	life	and	constructing	everything	

“indigenous”	as	inferior	or	as	“uncivilized”	(ibid.,	103).	In	order	to	achieve	these	goals,	they	co-

opted	the	Warisata	schools	that	remained	standing	in	the	late	1930’s	and	the	early	1940’s.	The	

schools	thus	began	applying	politics	of	the	body	upon	“indigenous”	peoples	(ibid.,	103).	Companies	

from	the	United	States	sold	packages	of	soap,	detergent,	and	“hygiene;”	the	United	States	

government	offered	scholarships	for	Bolivian	doctors,	and	the	Bureau	of	American	Indian	created	a	

school	curriculum	based	on	the	promotion	of	the	“American	way	of	life”	(ibid.,	104).	

Many	of	the	unions	became	the	platform	of	the	1952	Nationalist	Revolution,	which	

transformed	the	governmental	notion	of	citizenship	and	sought	to	include	“indigenous”	peoples	in	a	

different	manner.	Instead	of	annexing	them	through	their	explicit	and	unequal	segregation,	the	

Revolution	sought	to	include	“indigenous”	peoples	through	their	homogenization	into	“mestizo”	

and	urban	workers.	Cusicanqui	reconstructed	this	context	in	Bolivia	from	the	memories	she	

collected	from	a	variety	of	sources.	These	memories	showed	a	transformation	of	coloniality	through	

the	actual	consolidation	of	Melchor’s	idea,	which	entailed	a	broader	platform	of	inclusion	for	

“indigenous”	peoples	through	the	more	“progressive”	forces	of	the	economy	and	the	market	(ibid.,	

95-96).	This	platform	avoided	the	explicit	juridical	segregation	of	“indigenous”	peoples	through	a	

more	encompassing	idea	of	citizenship,	but	the	memories	gathered	by	Cusicanqui	also	showed	an	

underlying	continuation	of	old	confrontations	and	hierarchicalizations.	Cusicanqui	thus	used	the	

convergences	between	these	memories	of	“indigenous”	experiences	related	to	the	years	of	the	

Revolution	in	order	to	unveil	how	these	“progressive”	policies	promoted	by	unions	and	then	by	the	

government	entailed	civilizing	models	continuing	oligarchic	hierarchies	(ibid.,	105).	
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In	these	memories,	the	confrontation	of	hierarchies	were	experienced	in	relationship	to	the	

governmental	formation	of	a	universalized	idea	of	class,	which	created	a	notion	of	citizenship	based	

on	industrialized	production,	capitalist	consumption,	and	“modernity”	(ibid.,	105).	This	idea	of	

citizenship	was	embedded	into	the	notion	of	“mestizage,”	which	sought	to	universalize	a	single	

Bolivian	identity	and	to	undermine	differences.	Within	this	notion	of	citizenship,	“indigenous”	

peoples	were	viewed	as	“peasants,”	who	had	to	follow	a	process	of	modernization	of	agricultural	

practices.	Much	of	this	process	was	included	into	the	reform	of	the	education	system,	which	took	

place	in	1955.	This	reform	imposed	Spanish	as	the	official	language	of	Bolivia	and	sought	to	expand	

the	reach	of	previous	policies	of	“hygiene”	(ibid.,	105).	The	construction	of	“indigenous”	peoples	as	

“non-modern”	or	“backwards”	was	also	related	to	the	land	reform	promoted	by	the	government	

and	its	continuous	negation	of	communitarian	forms	of	ownership	(Cusicanqui	2010,	173).	

Cusicanqui	also	analyzed	the	confrontation	of	these	hierarchicalizations	from	memories	of	

histories	that	the	Revolution	sought	to	erase.	According	to	the	author,	the	1952	Revolution	created	

a	reading	of	Bolivian	history	that	sought	to	homogenize	relationships	and	aimed	to	delete	the	

“indigenous”	confrontations	and	struggles	discussed	above	(Cusicanqui	2015,	127).	The	Revolution	

thus	reinvented	history	in	order	to	center	its	narration	in	the	new	notion	of	citizenship	and	

“mestizage”	(ibid.,	95).	The	Commission	of	History	of	Bolivian	People,	which	was	created	by	decree	

in	1954,	thus	sought	to	falsify	the	oligarchic	reading	of	history	(ibid.,	107).	Instead	of	a	history	of	

civilization	based	on	conservative	segregation,	the	Revolution	reconstructed	a	history	based	on	the	

idea	of	a	series	of	class	conflicts,	which	slowly	and	progressively	led	towards	the	formation	of	a	

more	encompassing	notion	of	universalized	citizenship.	In	other	words,	the	Revolution	constructed	

a	notion	of	dialectical	history,	which	slowly	overcame	contradictions	of	exclusion	and	eventually	

became	a	universalized	possibility	of	equality	based	on	classes	and	“mestizage.”	History	was	thus	

viewed	as	a	series	of	chapters,	which	finished	in	the	consolidation	of	the	1952	Revolution	(ibid.,	

107).	
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The	Revolution	thus	constructed	“indigenous”	peoples	as	a	homogenous	and	oppressed	

class,	which	was	liberated	by	the	governmental	decrees	of	mine	nationalization	and	land	reform	

(ibid.,	110).	The	oligarchy	of	Bolivia	was	regarded	as	an	exploiting	class,	which	used	its	

concentrated	ownership	of	land	to	extract	the	surplus	value	of	“peasant”	work.	The	government	of	

the	Revolution	and	the	leadership	of	Víctor	Paz	Estenssoro	thus	appeared	as	the	agents	responsible	

for	the	liberation	of	Bolivian	society	from	the	chains	of	the	old	oligarchy	(ibid.,	124).	The	1952	

Revolution	was	viewed	as	the	second	Independence	of	Bolivia	(ibid.,	10).	

Despite	this	notion	of	national	liberation,	the	memories	collected	by	Cusicanqui	

reconstructed	this	context	as	yet	another	experience	of	confrontation.	“Indigenous”	peoples	

appeared	as	a	homogenous	class,	whose	struggle	was	related	only	to	their	economic	exploitation	in	

the	mines	and	the	lands	that	were	concentrated	within	the	ownership	of	few	old	oligarchic	families	

(ibid.,	116).	All	other	struggles	for	cultural,	religious,	and	political	forms	of	autonomy	were	thus	

erased.	Additionally,	since	the	government	and	the	leadership	of	the	new	president	accomplished	

liberation	for	them,	“indigenous”	agency	also	disappeared	(ibid.,	127).	Cusicanqui	called	this	

discursive	erasure	of	other	struggles	and	agencies	miserabilism	(ibid.,	151).	

At	this	juncture,	Christian,	mestizo,	urban,	and	male	leadership	appeared	as	enabling	the	

liberation	of	Bolivia	and	as	creating	a	universal	form	of	citizenship,	which	supposedly	included	

everyone	(ibid.,	162).	Other	struggles	were	viewed	as	“archaic”	demands,	which	were	repressed	or	

neutralized	whenever	“anarchist”	and/or	“indigenous”	movements	in	cities	and	mines	sought	to	

raise	their	own	voice	(ibid.,	96).	The	memories	gathered	and	analyzed	by	Cusicanqui	unveiled	many	

other	hierarchicalizations	experienced	in	relation	to	specific	policies	promoted	within	the	

Revolution,	but	the	analysis	of	their	convergences	showed	the	general	continuation	of	old	vertical	

orders	through	a	new	notion	of	“mestizage,”	which	sought	to	homogenize	the	ethnic	differences	

experienced	in	Bolivia	through	an	economic	form	of	citizenship.	This	form	of	hybridization	and	

homogenization	still	hid	an	Occidental	notion	of	modernization	based	on	the	Eurocentric	idea	of	a	
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model	citizen	(ibid.,	94).	Here,	everyone	had	to	become	the	urban	worker	of	Bolivia,	who	spoke	and	

wrote	in	Spanish,	was	“clean,”	and	sought	higher	levels	of	consumption.	Instead	of	an	explicit	form	

of	segregation,	then,	this	hierarchy	unveiled	a	form	of	homogenization	based	on	the	same	notion	of	

race	and	nationality	that	emerged	from	previous	colonial	definitions	of	the	“savage”	(ibid.,	271).57	

Despite	the	Revolutionary	promotion	of	a	universalized	annexation	or	articulation	of	

“indigenous”	struggles	through	Marxist	ideas,	which	were	fused	with	Eurocentric	notions	of	

citizenship	and	nationality,	the	memories	collected	by	Cusicanqui	showed	an	opposition	and	

confrontation	against	hierarchicalizations	hidden	beneath	the	discourse.	In	addition	to	other	

sources	of	memories	related	to	experiences	of	the	Revolution,	Cusicanqui	analyzed	the	Indianista	

and	Katarista	reconstructions	of	confrontations.	Cusicanqui	thus	described	Indianismo	and	Fausto	

Reinaga’s	intellectual	production	in	order	to	show	how	they	emphasized	the	racial	and	ethnic	

hierarchy	experienced	by	“indigenous”	peoples	through	colonial	and	Bolivian	history	(Cusicanqui	

and	Morón	1993,	49).	These	experiences	emphasized	the	continuous	“indigenous”	struggle	against	

dichotomous	forms	of	racial	and	ethnic	hierarchicalization	based	on	notions	of	savage/civilized,	

barbaric/civilized,	developed/underdeveloped,	etc.	(ibid.,	34).	As	I	previously	discussed	in	Chapter	

Three	and	Four,	Indianismo	confronted	the	racial	and	ethnic	hierarchicalizations	of	“indigenous”	

peoples	and	it	sought	to	create	a	space	where	the	coexistence	of	Indios,	“mestizos,”	and	“whites”	

could	emerge	(ibid.,	54).	

Notwithstanding	Indianista	struggles	and	confrontations	against	these	continuing	

hierarchies,	the	fall	of	the	Revolution	in	1964	led	to	the	rise	of	dictatorships,	which	eventually	

consolidated	neoliberalism	in	Bolivia.	According	to	Cusicanqui,	the	dictatorships	and	the	emergence	

of	neoliberalism	were	experienced	by	conservative	sectors	of	Bolivia	as	a	reaction	against	the	

																																																								
57 According to Cusicanqui, the 1952 Revolution substituted the previous dichotomy between civilized and barbaric 

with the hierarchicalized idea of development/underdevelopment or modernity/backwardness. This new 
dichotomy was also experienced as a continuation of a disciplining culture that killed identity differences 
through hierarchy, and conquered and invaded “indigenous” peoples (2015, 34). 
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political	mobilization	that	had	emerged	during	the	Revolution	(ibid.,	90).	According	to	the	

reconstructions	of	these	hierarchicalizations	collected	by	Cusicanqui,	the	rise	of	neoliberalism	

entailed	the	re-imposition	of	notions	of	citizenship	that	were	similar	to	the	previous	and	more	

oligarchic	ideas	of	the	nineteenth	century	(ibid.,	90).	These	new	policies	entailed	the	delineation	of	

a	citizenship	that	pretended	to	be	universal,	but	also	included	a	specific	definition	of	“humanity”	

and	a	boundary	against	those	who	did	not	fit	these	characteristics.	After	the	Revolution,	this	notion	

could	not	go	back	to	the	explicit	juridical	segregation	of	the	nineteenth	century,	but	it	still	sought	to	

include	only	those	who	fitted	within	a	bounded	notion	of	superior	citizenship,	which	functioned	as	

a	model	for	everyone	else	to	follow	or	to	convert	into	(ibid.,	91).		

Neoliberalism	was	thus	experienced	by	“indigenous”	voices	as	yet	another	form	of	

domestication	and	civilization	now	based	on	rules	of	consumption,	which	promoted	European	ways	

of	life	and	aesthetics.	They	also	imposed	a	European	notion	of	labor,	which	devalued	agricultural	

and	non-urban	forms	of	work	(ibid.,	93).	Education	continued	to	impose	a	single	and	officially	

recognized	language	(ibid.,	92).	Moreover,	whenever	social	or	“indigenous”	movements	sought	to	

resist	these	hierarchies,	institutionalized	ideas	of	“democracy”	often	led	to	repressive	policies	

against	political	mobilization	(ibid.,	95).	Neoliberalism	was	also	reconstructed	as	an	experience	of	

hierarchicalization	because	it	did	not	recognize	the	ayllu	as	a	communitarian	form	of	political	

organization	(Cusicanqui	2015,	174).	Because	they	were	not	legally	recognized	entities,	ayllus	could	

not	access	credits	or	legal	protections	(ibid.,	175).	In	a	sense,	then,	these	reconstructions	showed	

neoliberalism	as	imposing	a	comparatively	more	open	notion	of	citizenship	than	previous	

oligarchic	ideas,	but	they	also	emphasized	the	continuous	hierarchicalization	of	“indigenous”	ways	

of	life	and	the	homogenization	of	coexisting	differences	experienced	in	Bolivia.	

Cusicanqui	also	discussed	more	contemporary	reconstructions	of	hierarchicalizations	and	

confrontations.	For	example,	she	analyzed	the	symbolic	production	continued	through	festivals	and	

ancestral	rituals,	which	were	strongly	revived	within	the	water	and	gas	wars	of	2000	and	2003	
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respectively	(2015,	171).	

The	indigenous	assembly,	ponchos,	whipalas,	and	skirts,	the	collective	organization	
and	the	family,	and	neighborhood	networks	marked	the	paths	of	solidarity	and	
symbolic	identification	of	a	population	in	rebellion,	shattering	into	pieces	the	mirror	
of	the	homogenous,	Christian,	masculine,	and	Eurocentric	modernity	that	they	tried	
to	impose	hegemonically	upon	the	social	imaginary.	Moreover,	the	narrative	of	
miserabilism	is	turned	upside-down	showing	the	symbolic	productivity	and	
richness	of	the	oppressed,	with	their	exuberant	production	of	agro-ecological	
knowledge,	communitarian	foods,	and	weapons	of	indigenous	struggle.	In	this	way,	
the	multitudes	of	peoples	aspire	to	recuperate	their	condition	of	subjects	of	history	
and	they	burry	their	anonymous	destiny,	which	the	state	and	the	elites	want	for	
them	(ibid.,	172,	author’s	translation).	

Additionally,	I	analyzed,	in	the	following	chapter,	how	some	of	these	confrontations	

remained	present	in	the	era	that	emerged	since	Evo	Morales	won	the	2005	presidential	elections	of	

Bolivia.	These	voices	and	memories	thus	reconstructed	diachronically	organized	experiences	of	

confrontation	against	hierarchies	and	colonialities.	They	deconstructed	the	ways	in	which	other	

discursive	reconstructions	of	relationships	pretended	to	grant	universal	equality	while	also	

ignoring	confrontations	and	hierarchies	(Cusicanqui	2015,	143).	These	experiences	thus	revealed	

the	long-lasting	contradictions	between	colonial	elites	and	“indigenous”	and	subaltern	masses	in	

Bolivia	(ibid.,	145).	

Melchor	María	Mercado	thus	draws	the	social	and	cultural	landscape	of	the	
most	remote	concerns	of	Bolivia,	constructing	one	of	the	more	acute	interpretative	
texts	about	the	‘variegation,’	mestizage,	internal	market,	and	political	power	
paradoxes	in	Bolivia.	A	century	later,	Jorge	Sanjinés	was	a	pioneer	–	even	though	
Fausto	Reinaga	preceded	him	–	in	removing	the	Revolutionary	veil	that	had	fallen	
upon	indigenous	issues	since	1952.	They	showed	us	the	fallacious	democratization	
of	the	revolutionary	movement,	which	sought	to	abolish	racial	terms	from	the	
official	language	while	they	circulated	and	multiplied	in	the	private	talk	and	closed	
buildings	of	political	mediation.	Thus,	while	indigenous	work	sustained	the	
productive	structure	of	the	country,	power	was	constructed	from	an	illusory	
citizenship	that	only	hid	new	forms	of	racism	and	exclusion	(ibid.,	285	author’s	
translation).	

Citizenship	thus	appeared	as	a	continuous	form	of	colonialism,	which	organized	each	

categorization	of	“non-citizens”	as	“others”	who	remained	legally	excluded	or	had	to	negate	

themselves	in	order	to	become	equals	within	the	boundaries	of	an	official	social	relationship	
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(Cusicanqui	2010,	173).	Colonialism,	oligarchic	liberalism,	nationalist	Marxism,	and	Neoliberalism	

thus	created	notions	of	equality	bounded	by	ideas	of	citizenship,	which	reproduced	colonial	

confrontations	and	hierarchies.	These	oppressive	forms	of	colonialisms,	analyzed	through	texts,	

images,	paintings,	documents,	documentaries,	oral	histories,	etc.,	undid	the	possibility	of	

coexistence	with	“others.”	“The	impossibility	of	coexistence,	established	by	the	behavior	of	the	

majority	of	mestizos,	creoles,	and	Spaniards,	was	the	triggering	factor	that	led	to	the	emergence	of	a	

separatist	movement”	(Cusicanqui	and	Morón	1993,	44,	author’s	translation).	This	reconstruction	

of	the	“Indio”	as	an	inferior	“other”	thus	led	to	the	confrontations,	oppositions,	and	struggles	

against	the	boundaries	of	citizenship.	The	possibility	of	respecting	and	validating	the	ethnic	and	

racial	difference	of	“indigenous”	peoples	thus	emerged	from	the	possibility	of	respecting	their	

separation.	

From	the	“Indio”	to	de-universalization	

Throughout	her	historical	account	of	ethnic	confrontations	in	Bolivia,	hidden	beneath	

universalized	notions	of	equality,	Cusicanqui	validated	the	ethnographic	memories,	voices,	

documents,	paintings,	films,	and	documentaries	that	unveiled	these	hierarchies	and	exogenously	

confronted	colonial	boundaries	of	segregation,	homogenization,	and	oppression.	She	validated	the	

voices	that	reconstructed	a	different	relationship	of	equality	separated	from	colonial	boundaries	of	

citizenship	and	class.	Despite	this	validation	of	“indigenous”	memories	and	voices,	she	also	avoided	

the	universalization	of	their	reconstructions	of	equality.	In	other	words,	Cusicanqui	validated	the	

voices	expressing	confrontations,	but	she	did	not	view	them	as	superior	notions	that	could	solve	all	

other	confrontations,	problems	of	coexistence,	colonial	injustices,	or	hierarchies.	

As	I	showed	in	previous	chapters,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	built	its	platform	of	judgment	

from	the	fact	of	inheritance,	which	connected	the	“Indio”	with	a	“true”	past	of	“human”	equality.	On	

the	other	side,	the	Amáutico	notion	of	the	fact	of	coexistence	entailed	a	concurrent	construction	of	a	
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universalized	basis	of	equality,	which	was	made	possible	through	the	epistemic	access	to	cosmic	

knowledge	granted	to	“humanity.”	Insofar	as	the	“Indio”	knew	the	laws	of	coexistence,	he	could	

determine	the	authorized	relationship	of	equality	that	was	then	used	to	judge	every	nation	and	

ecological	relationship.	Then,	the	“Indio”	became	the	authority	and	the	representative	of	

“humanity.”	F.	Reinaga	thus	ended	up	creating	yet	another	perfect	notion	of	bedrock.	In	order	to	

avoid	this	problem,	Cusicanqui	sought	the	possibility	of	creating	an	epistemic	space	of	multiplicity,	

where	all	experiences	of	relationships	of	equality	and	the	identities	that	they	included	lost	their	

universalized	status	of	superior	“truth.”	Cusicanqui	thus	avoided	some	of	the	previously	described	

contradictions	found	in	F.	Reinaga’s	intellectual	production.	Her	struggle	against	colonialisms	did	

not	lead	to	the	universal	imposition	of		“indigenous”	notions	of	life	or	stereotypes.	

In	effect,	Cusicanqui	validated	the	very	separation	between	multiple	reconstructions	of	

relationships	and	confrontations.		

The	plural	meanings	of	history	are	re-created	through	the	counterpoints	between	
voices	of	men	and	women,	workers	and	peasants,	employees	and	manual	workers,	
which,	far	from	integrating	themselves	into	a	linear	vision	of	history,	stay	as	loose	
threads	of	an	unfinished	fabric,	which	will	be	weaved	by	the	spectator	(Cusicanqui	
2015,	78,	author’s	translation).	

She	found	a	discursive	pattern	of	fractures,	which	was	interpreted	from	the	convergences	of	

reconstructions	of	oppositions	and	confrontations	against	hierarchies	and	universalized	

relationships.	These	fractures	emerged	to	the	surface	of	contemporary	times	in	the	memories	and	

reconstructions	of	past	relationships.	

This	conceptual	framework	is	no	other	than	the	theory	of	internal	colonialism,	
understood	as	the	set	of	diachronic	contradictions	of	diverse	depth,	which	emerge	
to	the	surface	of	contemporaneity	and	thus	cross	the	coetaneous	spheres	of	
production,	state	political	systems,	and	the	ideologies	anchored	in	cultural	
homogeneity	(Cusicanqui	and	Moron	1993,	30,	author’s	translation).	

For	Cusicanqui,	that	explained	where	the	possibility	of	politics	or	praxis	emerged,	that	was	

the	point	at	which	the	decolonizing	effect	of	insubordination	enabled	more	difference	and	
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coexistence.	

Gender	

Thanks	to	the	possibility	of	de-universalizing	the	“indigenous”	experience	of	ethnic	

relationships,	Cusicanqui	was	able	to	study	other	relationships	simultaneously.	Her	focus	on	the	

convergences	of	expressions	of	confrontations	and	fractures	between	reconstructions	of	

relationships	thus	led	to	the	analysis	of	another	set	of	hierarchicalizations	also	hidden	beneath	

ideas	of	universalized	equality.	This	focus	enabled	Cusicanqui	to	reconstruct	a	parallel	history	by	

following	the	diachronically	organized	gender-based	confrontations	found	in	memories,	

documents,	paintings,	etc.	Much	of	this	hierarchy	was	opposed	in	Bolivia	and	confronted	because	it	

often	re-emerged	through	memories	of	sexual	rape	and	violence,	which	were	systematically	

suffered	within	colonialism.	According	to	Cusicanqui,	colonialism	undid	whatever	form	of	previous	

respect	might	have	existed	for	“women”	and	it	introduced	a	widespread	violation,	rape,	and	

violence	(Cusicanqui	2010,	191).	

These	gender-based	hierarchies	were	also	analyzed	as	confrontations	found	in	a	variety	of	

sources,	which	showed	a	set	of	memories	contradicting	and	thus	deconstructing	their	validity.	For	

example,	Cusicanqui	asserted	that	the	ayllu	entailed	a	gender	relationship	that	respected	

differences	and	also	granted	certain	levels	of	equality	between	“women”	and	“men”	(Cusicanqui	

2010,	182).	This	relationship	of	“complementarity”	between	“women”	and	“men”	allowed	for	the	

former	to	co-govern	and	to	control	the	very	boundaries	of	the	community	(ibid.,	183).	From	their	

domestic	power,	“women”	controlled	the	conditions	of	political	power	and	inter-ethnic	relations.	As	

Cusicanqui	asserted,	this	relationship	did	not	entail	a	perfect	form	of	“egalitarianism;”	instead,	it	

sought	to	respect	differences	and	grant	equality	at	the	same	time.	Here,	“women”	often	formed	

intra-communitarian	alliances,	which	controlled	the	realm	of	endogamy	and	the	boundaries	of	the	

ayllu.	This	form	of	control	balanced	their	power	with	“men”	and	enabled	“women”	to	participate	in	
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the	politics	of	the	Inka	state	(ibid.,	185).	“Women”	thus	had	their	own	voice	in	politics,	actively	

participated	in	the	productive	and	economic	structure	of	the	state,	organized	domestic	cycles,	were	

the	main	weavers,	and	were	often	in	charge	of	rituals	(ibid.,	206).	

This	religious	role	was	very	important	because	it	enabled	“women”	to	have	a	key	function	in	

the	symbolic	production	of	the	Inka	state.	Inka	religions	thus	included	“feminine”	and	“masculine”	

deities	that	also	complemented	each	other	(ibid.,	188).	The	Moon	and	the	Sun	(“feminine”	and	

“masculine”	respectively)	thus	represented	two	parallel	lines	of	descendancy	creating	humanity	in	

their	balanced	power	(ibid.,	188).	These	religious,	political,	and	economic	notions	of	gender	

relations	did	not	include	a	sense	of	perfect	equality,	but	they	sought	to	balance	existent	

asymmetries	while	respecting	differences.	These	were	examples	of	“…	Andean	efforts	to	create	an	

ideal	society	in	which	the	inequalities	and	disequilibrium	of	the	natural	were	compensated	and	

redistributed	through	social	and	cultural	mechanisms,	which,	far	from	removing	them,	tamed	

differences	through	oppositional	and	dynamic	systems	of	complementarity”	(ibid.,	188,	author’s	

translation).	Additionally,	these	reconstructions	from	memories	did	not	appear	as	yet	another	

universalizable	experience	of	equality.	Instead,	Cusicanqui’s	analysis	of	these	memories	showed	

another	confrontation	with	the	colonial	experience.	They	unveiled	another	separation	and	

opposition	from	universalized	discourses,	which	reconstructed	and	validated	a	different	experience	

of	equality.	

According	to	Cusicanqui’s	empirical	work,	patriarchic	hierarchies	were	also	reconstructed	

as	diachronically	attached	to	other	universalized	discourses	of	colonial	order.	Cusicanqui	analyzed	

how	gender-related	memories	reconstructed	oppositions	against	the	Marxist	discourse	of	

relationships	institutionalized	in	1952.	In	these	confrontations,	Cusicanqui	found	that,	beneath	the	

universalized	notion	of	class-based	equality	promoted	by	the	Nationalist	Revolution,	there	was	a	

hierarchicalization	and	erasure	of	“women.”	Throughout	the	Revolution,	“women”	appeared	as	

“widows”	of	martyrs	and	soldiers	or	they	were	completely	deleted	from	history	(Cusicanqui	2015,	
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158).	The	reorganization	of	history	designed	by	the	Revolution	put	class	as	the	main	system	of	

contradictions,	which	became	resolved	by	the	government	of	Estenssoro.	The	role	of	“women”	in	

these	contradictions,	and	in	the	final	resolution	of	history,	was	viewed	as	“companionship,”	

“widows,”	“sisters,”	or	“wives”	(ibid.,	162).	As	such,	“women”	were	used	as	inactive,	weak,	and	idle	

“victims”	of	previous	systems	of	economic	exploitation	(ibid.,	42).	They	never	appeared	as	agents	of	

political	struggles	(ibid.,	162).	“Women”	of	all	races	or	ethnicities	acquired	this	role,	which	made	

this	form	of	confrontation	a	logic	of	hierarchicalization	parallel	to	ethnicity.	

Despite	the	official	erasure	of	their	agency,	some	of	the	memories	taken	into	account	by	

Cusicanqui	unveiled	hidden	confrontations	and	revived	the	anarchist	feminist	movements	of	the	

1930’s	in	Bolivia	(ibid.,	149).	Additionally,	Cusicanqui	showed	the	groups	of	“women”	resisting	

beneath	the	discourse	of	the	Revolution	in	festivals	and	markets,	as	well	as	in	popular	forms	of	

organization	and	ancestral	rituals,	which	took	place	in	cities	and	rural	areas	(ibid.,	170,	author’s	

translation).	These	movements	emerged	from	commercial	and	service	sectors	of	the	Bolivian	

economy,	but	they	sought	to	reinforce	cultural	practices	and	economic	rights	at	the	same	time.	As	a	

result	of	the	Revolutionary	reading	of	history	and	the	relegation	of	gender-based	relations,	

however,	much	of	this	feminist	form	of	political	action	was	then	“domesticated”	through	their	co-

optation	into	male-dominant	unions	and	eventually	into	the	structures	of	the	government	(ibid.,	

149).	Despite	this	process	of	institutional	erasure,	Cusicanqui	revived	these	actions	and	showed	the	

confrontations	and	oppositions	hidden	beneath	these	Marxist	constructions	of	universalized	

relationships	and	history,	which	entailed	a	male-based,	Christian,	modern,	and	mestizo	notion	of	

citizenship	and	equality	(ibid.,	151).	

The	Revolutionary	reading	of	history	not	only	erased	the	agentic	activism	and	political	

action	of	“women”	in	Bolivia,	but	also	silenced	the	confrontation	that	these	memories	

reconstructed.	In	other	words,	the	erasure	of	the	confrontation	reconstructed	by	these	memories	

silenced	the	struggle	and	the	agency	of	those	involved	in	these	experiences.	
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Indios	and	women	are	thus	erased	or	represented	in	stereotyped	forms	in	an	album	
that	transforms	them	into	culturalist	ornaments	of	a	discourse	and	a	vision	of	nation	
that	postulates	the	absolute	hegemony	of	Occidental,	patriarchic,	and	Christian	
culture	upon	the	country	and	from	the	state.	Women	are	thus	introduced	only	as	
debts,	family,	or	widows	of	combatants,	and	Indios	become	cultural	ornaments	of	
the	realm	of	labor;	they	dance,	play	instruments	and	praise	mestizo	leaders.	In	this	
process	of	collective	anonymity,	the	notion	of	misery	and,	more	in	general,	
miserabilism	in	the	representation	of	subaltern	sectors	becomes	a	weapon	of	great	
efficacy	(ibid.,	145,	author’s	translation).	

Similar	to	the	analysis	of	the	patriarchic	biases	found	in	the	class-based	relationship	

promoted	within	the	Revolution,	Cusicanqui	examined	the	Bolivian	versions	of	liberalism	through	

the	gender-based	confrontation	expressed	by	particular	memories	and	marginalized	voices.	

According	to	the	author,	the	oligarchic	and	earlier	forms	of	liberalism,	which	emerged	after	the	

independence	of	Bolivia	in	1825,	created	notions	of	citizenship	that	were	rhetorically	universal,	but	

only	granted	rights	to	male,	mestizo,	and	Christian	individuals.	These	“human	rights”	were	thus	not	

granted	to	“women,”	who	could	not	own	property	and	were	only	protected	against	domestic	

violence	if	the	period	of	hospitalization	lasted	more	than	thirty	days	(Cusicanqui	2010,	204).	

Similar	to	the	“Indio”	and	in	terms	of	legal	segregation,	all	“women”	were	excluded	from	some	

rights.	

The	re-emergence	of	these	notions	of	citizenship,	within	the	neo-liberalism	that	began	to	

surge	in	the	1960’s,	transformed	some	of	these	legal	segregations,	but	also	continued	these	

hierarchies.	“Women”	were	still	regarded	as	less	“human”	and	thus	erased	from	the	realm	of	

policies.	In	the	national	census	of	Bolivia,	for	example,	the	number	of	“women”	was	systematically	

underestimated,	which	created	a	mentality	of	“minority”	and	also	decreased	“women’s”	relevance	

in	relationship	to	the	design	of	policies	(ibid.,	212).	Moreover,	the	“masculine”	construction	of	

“indigeneity”	in	Bolivia	completely	excluded	“indigenous”	“women”	from	this	political	dimension.	

The	reform	of	the	education	system	then	proceeded	to	ignore	their	experience	and	the	demands	

that	could	have	emerged	from	their	positionality	(ibid.,	214).	These	memories	and	voices	thus	

showed	a	logic	of	hierarchicalization	parallel	to	that	of	ethnicity.	The	domestic	exploitation	of	
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women	in	the	household,	which	often	included	an	extended	amount	of	unpaid	work,	also	showed	

the	gender-based	hierarchy	even	within	similar	ethnic	categories.	This	form	of	hierarchy	was	often	

based	on	ideas	of	“natural”	divisions	of	labor,	but	these	memories	and	voices	showed	the	

confrontation	lying	beneath	“natural”	hierarchies	(ibid.,	216).	

These	gender-based	confrontations	thus	led	Cusicanqui	to	analyze	at	least	two	separated	

struggles	and	differentiated	reconstructions	of	possible	relationships	of	equality	(i.e.,	ethnic	

equality	and	gender	equality)	within	the	context	of	Bolivia.	Here,	the	separation	of	a	gender-based	

experience	unveiled	the	struggle	and	the	agency	of	otherwise	silenced	voices,	but	it	did	not	

translate	into	the	devaluation	of	other	experiences	of	confrontation.	Instead,	Cusicanqui	

emphasized	how	multiple	forms	of	struggles	for	equality	remained	hidden	beneath	universalized	

discourses	of	Occidental	and	masculine	equality,	such	as	the	Bolivian	experiences	of	liberalism	and	

Marxism.	Her	work	thus	separated	confrontations	and	possibilities	of	equality	hidden	and	

articulated	beneath	the	universalized	forms	of	relationships	imposed	by	monologic	colonial	

discourses.	She	separated	and	equally	validated	the	multiplicity	of	voices	found	in	the	

confrontations	diachronically	organized.	In	other	words,	Cusicanqui’s	validation	of	a	set	of	

discursive	convergences	did	not	universalize	any	single	form	of	confrontation	above	others.	

Instead,	she	equally	validated	all	struggles	simultaneously.	

As	a	result,	Cusicanqui	showed	that	even	a	universalized	idea	of	ethnic	equality	could	

silence	and	erase	the	struggle	of	“women”	and	their	agency.	It	could	hierarchicalize	and	

epistemically	invalidate	the	reconstruction	of	these	gender-based	confrontations,	which	would	

delegitimize	the	critique	of	patriarchic	aspects	of	colonialisms.	Cusicanqui	thus	considered	gender	

confrontations	as	equally	important	because	they	could	otherwise	become	ignored	underneath	

male-based	experiences	of	ethnic	relationships	(Cusicanqui	2010,	218).	For	example,	the	memories	

and	voices	used	as	empirical	sources	by	Cusicanqui	showed	how	ethnically	oriented	unions,	parties,	

and	movements	silenced	“women,”	while	their	economic	activities	inside	and	outside	the	household	
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actually	enabled	“men”	to	participate	in	politics.	The	exclusively	“ethnic”	focus	hid	the	

hierarchicalization	of	“women”	and	their	gender-based	exploitation.	The	encounter	between	

Indianismo	and	feminism	thus	led	to	the	inclusion	of	a	much	more	complex	study	of	colonial	

hierarchies	and	the	confrontations	hidden	underneath	them	(ibid.,	179).	

Ecology	

Notwithstanding	the	already	complex	topology	of	parallel	struggles	and	relationships	

charted	by	Cusicanqui’s	analysis	of	convergences	between	memories,	voices,	and	other	sources,	the	

examination	of	confrontations	led	Cusicanqui	to	investigate	the	anthropocentric	hierarchies	created	

by	colonial	discourses	between	“nature”	and	“humanity.”	Consistent	with	the	opposition	of	gender	

and	ethnic	hierarchicalizations	analyzed	above,	the	problem	of	ecological	domination	was	revealed	

by	the	voices	that	reconstructed	relationships	of	equality	and	difference	exogenously	confronting	

the	universality	of	particular	discourses.	Some	of	the	paintings,	letters,	and	narrations	thus	

confronted	the	colonial	hierarchy	established	from	the	1500’s	with	“nature.”	These	memories	

recalled	Waman	Puma	portraying	conquistadores	as	“others,”	who	ate	gold	and	whose	insatiable	

appetite	for	material	wealth	was	beyond	“humanity”	(Cusicanqui,	2015,	262).	Similarly,	Melchor	

María	Mercado	critiqued	the	hierarchies	that	emerged	in	post-independence	Bolivia	through	

paintings	portraying	notions	of	progress.	In	these	paintings,	Melchor	described	the	dominant	

position	of	Christian	men,	who	appeared	above	“Indios,”	“women,”	and	“nature”	(ibid.,	85).	

Cusicanqui	also	unveiled	this	type	of	anthropocentric	hierarchy	with	“nature”	through	other	

memories	and	voices,	which	unveiled	the	continuity	of	notions	of	progress.	Documents	and	voices	

related	to	the	beginning	of	the	neoliberal	era	in	the	1960’s,	for	example,	showed	the	promotion	of	

“development”	based	on	the	over-exploitation	of	raw	material	(ibid.,	212).	These	notions	were	

promoted	by	the	World	Bank	and	the	United	States	Agency	for	International	Development,	which	

encouraged	Bolivia	to	“modernize”	through	the	usage	of	fertilizers	in	agriculture,	the	opening	of	the	
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financial	market	to	allow	for	foreign	investment,	the	development	of	the	mining	industry,	the	

construction	of	roads,	etc.	According	to	Cusicanqui,	much	of	“progress”	and	“modernization”	

continued	even	after	Evo	Morales	became	the	president	of	Bolivia	in	2006	(ibid.,	219).	

Thanks	to	the	memories	that	Cusicanqui	analyzed	in	documents	and	different	types	of	

sources,	these	hierarchies	of	dominance	upon	“nature”	appeared	confronted.	This	anthropocentric	

hierarchicalization	of	“nature,”	often	universalized	through	colonial	discourses,	was	confronted	by	

the	recuperation	of	other	memories	hidden	and	silenced.	For	example,	the	letter	of	Waman	Puma	

showed	how	the	pre-colonial	“Indio”	of	the	mountains	learned,	from	the	Amazonian	“Indio,”	to	

listen	to	“nature”	(ibid.,	270).	This	inter-ethnic	relationship	between	communities	not	only	

illustrated	the	Inka’s	capacity	to	learn	from	other	peoples,	but	it	also	showed	their	concern	to	

establish	more	balanced	relationships	even	with	“nature.”	The	“Indio”	of	the	Amazon	thus	tried	to	

become	the	jaguar;	they	tried	to	view	“nature”	and	“humanity”	from	the	perspective	of	the	animal	

world.	This	aim	to	reach	an	ecological	perspective	was	not	only	regarded	as	a	“cosmic	mandate”	to	

listen	to	“nature,”	but	it	was	also	a	more	general	command	to	listen	to	all	others	in	order	to	learn	

different	relationships	of	equality	and	coexistence	(ibid.).	“A	mandate	truncated	by	the	colonial	

conquest	and	abandoned	by	many	of	the	descendants	of	its	creators,	but	no	less	valid	because	of	

that”	(ibid.,	271,	author’s	translation).	This	“cosmic	mandate”	to	listen	to	“others”	and	learn	about	

new	possibilities	of	equality	thus	included	inter-human	experiences	and	it	also	expanded	itself	to	

include	“nature.”	

The	calendar	of	rituals	described	at	the	beginning	(by	Waman	Puma)	can	thus	be	
understood	from	another	perspective:	its	core	entails	the	possibility	of	sustaining	a	
more	balanced	relationship	with	Earth	and	the	cosmic	order	represented	by	the	
stars,	mountains,	and	other	elements.	…	This	sense	of	common	good	is	thus	based	
on	several	relationships:	between	humans	and	nature,	between	families	and	
communities,	between	communities	and	their	authorities	and	the	Inka.	The	entire	
set	of	relationships	represents	a	cosmic	order,	in	which	governors,	the	governed,	
and	the	earth	that	supplies	for	them	dialogue	continuously	and	cyclically	
(Cusicanqui	2015,	178,	author’s	translation).	

These	notions	of	ecological	equality	also	entailed	a	different	definition	of	labor,	which	now	
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reconstructed	the	idea	of	exploitation	as	an	unjust	hierarchy	not	only	between	“humans,”	but	also	

between	“humanity”	and	“nature”	(ibid.,	180).	For	example,	the	notion	of	a	more	balanced	

relationship	with	“nature”	was	attached	to	strategies	of	resistance	against	current	policies	of	

“development”	(ibid.,	235).	Cusicanqui	analyzed	how	“indigenous”	peoples	reconstructed	some	of	

Evo	Morales’	policies	as	violations	of	the	rights	of	Pachamama	and	as	the	expansion	of	“human”	

dominance.	Mining,	road	construction,	deforestation,	the	expansion	of	coca	plantations,	and	

contamination	were	all	reconstructed	as	the	consequences	of	hierarchies	related	to	progress	and	

development.	

Cusicanqui	has	not	yet	developed	the	analysis	of	anthropocentrism	and	ecologism	to	the	

same	extent	that	she	analyzed	gender	and	ethnic	relationships	from	Bolivia.	Notwithstanding	this	

focus	on	the	other	two	confrontations	and	relationships	that	she	found,	Cusicanqui’s	analysis	had	

very	important	implications.	Cusicanqui	showed	another	separated	relationship	also	hidden	

beneath	the	universalized	discourses	of	colonial	order.	She	highlighted	yet	another	form	of	

decoloniality	and	coexistence,	which	was	hereby	considered	as	equally	important.	This	relationship	

appeared	as	equally	validated	and	it	created	a	possibility	of	studying	history	through	yet	another	

set	of	confrontations	and	possibilities.	Unlike	the	other	two	relationships,	however,	the	ecological	

reconstruction	of	relationships	included	entities	of	the	universe	whose	memories,	voices,	and	

experiences	could	not	be	intelligibly	accessed	through	linguistic	or	artistic	media.	In	other	words,	

plants,	animals,	minerals,	and	other	“natural”	entities	did	not	have	the	capacity	to	express	their	

experiences	of	relationships	with	humanities.	Hence,	the	ecological	confrontation	was	analyzed	

through	the	reconstructions	of	relationships	emerging	from	“humans,”	who	tried	to	listen	to	Earth	

or	who	followed	the	“cosmic	mandate.”	

This	notion	had	two	related	implications.	First,	it	emphasized	the	need	to	listen	and	to	learn	

from	others	in	order	to	create	more	balanced	relationships.	Ecological	relationships	inevitably	

entailed	differences	between	entities	using	each	other	for	their	own	survival,	but	the	analysis	of	this	
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confrontation	showed	that	it	was	possible	to	think	about	more	balanced	relationships,	which	could	

be	more	mindful	of	anthropogenic	depletion,	destruction,	contamination,	etc.	Similar	to	the	other	

two	forms	of	gender	and	ethnic	equality	discussed	by	Cusicanqui,	then,	this	ecological	possibility	of	

struggle	did	not	entail	a	pre-definition	of	perfect	equality.	Instead,	it	required	the	“mandate	to	

listen”	to	others	and	to	seek	more	balanced	relationships.	Cusicanqui’s	definition	of	ecological	

struggles	thus	did	not	presuppose	a	perfect	“harmony”	with	nature,	but	she	still	sought	to	undo	the	

hierarchy	imposed	within	universalized	discourses	and	she	proposed	more	balanced	

relationships.58	

Second,	this	ecological	confrontation	emphasized	the	inevitable	incompleteness	in	“our”	

capacities	to	listen	and	to	appreciate	all	relationships.	It	highlighted	“our”	cognitive	limits.	Hence,	

ecologisms	shined	the	light	on	the	continuous	incompleteness	that	Cusicanqui	purposely	left	empty	

in	her	analysis	of	confrontations.	In	turn,	the	acknowledgment	of	this	cognitive	limitation	sustained	

a	capacity	of	reflexivity	absent	in	the	other	discourses	I	analyzed	above.	Because	it	required	a	

continuous,	but	always	incomplete,	capacity	to	listen	to	others	and	to	learn	from	more	balanced	

relationships,	this	notion	undermined	the	possibility	of	constructing	a	universalized	“harmony”	

with	“nature”	or	a	universalized	definition	of	equality.	This	incompleteness	thus	further	

deconstructed	the	epistemic	authority	of	any	single	notion	of	cosmic	relationship	while	also	

emphasizing	the	constant	need	to	listen	to	“others”	in	order	to	understand	possible	confrontations	

hidden	beneath	implicit	hierarchies.	

Together,	the	two	implications	that	emerged	from	the	discussion	of	anthropocentrism	

began	to	illustrate	the	two-sided	epistemic	goal	of	Cusicanqui’s	intellectual	production.	On	one	side,	

Cusicanqui	sought	to	listen	to	voices,	unveil	previously	hidden	or	silenced	confrontations,	and	

validate	a	multiplicity	of	struggles	and	relationships.	On	the	other	side,	she	limited	the	validity	of	

each	struggle	and	constrained	the	reach	of	the	general	map	she	drew.	She	only	validated	her	
																																																								
58 I discussed below how Cusicanqui determined what “more balanced” relationships entailed. 
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topography	of	colonialisms,	decolonialities,	and	coexistences	in	reference	to	localized	and	context-

dependent	experiences.	

The	Ch’ixi	Episteme	

Pacha	and	the	ch’ixi	realm	

As	the	discussion	of	these	three	relationships	and	sets	of	confrontations	illustrated,	

Cusicanqui	validated	reconstructed	experiences	of	confrontation	and	their	possibilities	of	equality	

or	more	balanced	relationships,	while	also	avoiding	yet	another	process	of	monologic	conquest	and	

universalization.	She	validated	the	fracture	and	separation	of	each	reconstructed	experience	while	

also	renouncing	the	universalization	of	these	previously	silenced	voices.	Each	set	of	voices	thus	

appeared	as	a	separate	and	equally	validated	experience	of	relationships	and	confrontations.	The	

convergences	of	meanings	recreating	these	confrontations	and	unveiling	the	hidden	possibilities	of	

separated	relationships	thus	assembled	a	multilayered	map,	which	included	a	multiplicity	of	

relationships.	Cusicanqui	explicitly	defined	this	possibility	of	multiplicity	as	disarticulation	

(Cusicanqui	2015,	220).	Here,	Cusicanqui	sought	to	avoid	the	homogenizing,	as	well	as	

hierarchicalizing,	effects	of	universalized	notions	of	equality,	which	hide	other	possibilities	of	

decoloniality	and	other	forms	of	coexistence	(Cusicanqui	2010,	199).	For	example,	the	voices	of	the	

“Indios”	and	of	“women”	disarticulated,	disorganized,	undisciplined,	and	muddled	universalized	

discourses,	such	as	the	Marxist	notions	of	history	promoted	by	the	1952	Revolution	of	Bolivia.	

On	one	side,	then,	Cusicanqui	enabled	the	possibility	of	creating	“new”	relationships	of	

equality,	which	fractured	previous	hierarchies	and	separated	new	realms	of	differences.	These	

boundaries	were	analyzed	from	the	convergences	found	between	discursive	expressions	of	

relationships	and	they	became	as	valid	as	the	boundaries	that	previously	pretended	to	organize	and	

hierarchicalize	them	endogenously.	Cusicanqui	thus	validated	the	separation	of	these	boundaries	

and	equalized	their	constructions	of	relationships.	
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The	possibility	of	postulating	the	potential	of	these	ideas	can	become	a	way	to	walk	
along	the	paths	of	a	boundary	consciousness,	or	a	consciousness	of	borders;	it	can	
become	the	possibility	of	a	point	of	view	hereby	baptized	as	a	‘ch’ixi’	epistemology	
of	a	world-in-the-middle,	a	taypi,	or	a	zone	of	contact	that	allows	us	to	live	inside	
and	outside	of	the	capitalist	machine,	to	use	and,	at	the	same	time,	demolish	the	
instrumental	reasoning	that	was	born	from	its	womb	(Cusicanqui	2015,	207,	
author’s	translation).59		

This	focus	on	confrontations	and	boundaries	thus	explained	how	subaltern	voices	could	

seek	to	speak	again	(Cusicanqui	2015,	88).	This	was	how	the	sociology	of	images	created	a	praxis	of	

decolonial	insubordination	(ibid.,	8).	

Despite	this	possibility,	the	very	validation	of	a	multiplicity	of	voices	came	at	a	cost,	which	

transformed	the	voices	integrated	into	this	“ch’ixi”	realm.	In	other	words,	Cusicanqui	enabled	a	

multiplicity	of	voices	to	speak	and	to	express	their	struggles,	but	her	field	of	knowledge	and	praxis	

charged	them	the	price	of	de-universalization.	It	took	away	their	endogenous	positivity	of	

validation	and	it	exogenously	granted	them	equal	validity.	It	took	away	their	condition	of	possibility	

and	it	used	its	own.	This	notion	could,	for	example,	respect	the	ethnic	struggle	of	Revolutionary	

Indianismo,	but	it	also	deconstructed	the	fact	of	inheritance	and	the	direct	connection	to	the	past	

that	it	presupposed.	Insofar	as	each	discourse	retained	its	endogenous	epistemic	platform,	

moreover,	Cusicanqui’s	field	of	knowledge	regarded	them	as	inferior	because	they	assumed	

themselves	as	above	other	struggles.	The	possibility	of	disarticulating	and	enabling	a	multiplicity	of	

equal	struggles	thus	hierarchicalized	those	discourses	that	retained	their	own	epistemic	platforms	

and	claimed	universality.	In	order	to	enable	a	decolonial	form	of	praxis,	then,	Cusicanqui’s	field	of	

knowledge	included	a	contradiction	against	the	respect	of	differences	and	the	possibility	of	

validating	voices	in	their	entirety.	

As	Sinclair	Thomson	asserted	in	her	introduction	to	Cusicanqui’s	book	Violencias	(re)	

encubiertas	en	Bolivia,	this	form	of	knowledge	thus	included	and	sustained	an	internal	tension	or	

																																																								
59 In Aymara, the word “ch'ixi” means, “gray.” This idea broadly referred to the “mestizo” possibility of constructing 

a form of decoloniality that did not claim a pure connection to pre-colonial “indigenous” pasts. Instead, ch’ixi 
decoloniality emerged from the possibility of celebrating identity and seeking transformation from the present. 
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dilemma	between	the	different	horizons	structured	by	the	historical	matrixes	of	colonialisms	(in	

Cusicanqui	2010,	13).	The	tension	emerged	from	the	connection	between	the	epistemic	validation	

of	multiple	struggles	and	the	invalidation	of	their	endogenous	universality.	The	sociology	of	images,	

systematized	by	Cusicanqui,	thus	created	a	field	of	inquiry	designed	to	study	the	multiplicity	of	

equalities	often	articulated	into	the	hierarchical	organizations	erected	by	single	colonial	discourses,	

which	were	institutionalized	in	particular	spaces	and	throughout	time.	In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	

the	sociology	of	images	examined	the	epistemic	platforms	used	by	each	discourse	and	it	understood	

the	source	of	their	endogenous	tendency	of	universalization.	Once	it	related	the	discourses	that	it	

analyzed	and	it	reorganized	them	into	its	own	topography,	however,	the	sociology	of	images	

validated	each	set	of	voices	by	using	its	own	condition	of	possibility,	which	deconstructed	each	

endogenous	platform	of	validity	and	accommodated	them	all	as	equal	parcels	of	a	horizontal	and	

multilayered	map.	Hence,	the	sociology	of	images	constructed	its	own	bounded	platform	of	

validation	from	the	idea	of	a	ch’ixi	realm.	

The	ch’ixi	epistemology	consists	in	opening	and	expanding	a	third	space,	
intertwining	two	opposite	worlds	into	a	contentious	and	dynamic	plot,	in	which	
both	opposites	interpenetrate	each	other	without	ever	fusing	or	hybridizing.	This	
taypi,	or	contact	zone,	is	the	ch’ixi	space	of	a	structure	formed	by	complementary	
opposites.	There,	theory	and	practice	interrelate;	an	auto-poietic	community	
emerges	and	thinks	itself,	at	the	same	time	desired	and	avoided,	realized	only	in	the	
energy	of	desire	(Cusicanqui	2015,	302,	author’s	translation).	

The	Ch’ixi	realm	thus	sought	to	construct	a	space	where	confrontations	could	question	the	

silencing	of	voices	hidden	under	universalized	“harmonies,”	which	were	created	by	dominant	

discourses.	It	was	a	space	where	gender-based	struggles	could	question	the	universality	of	Marxism	

and	the	patriarchy	hidden	under	its	relationship,	while	also	avoiding	the	complete	hybridization	of	

these	opposites	into	a	newly	universalized	relationship	of	equality.	According	to	Cusicanqui,	this	

third	space	of	confrontations	emerged	from	Aymara	religious	notions,	which	constructed	a	

cosmological	view	based	on	complementary	dualisms.	This	idea	regarded	life	as	a	here-now	of	

confrontation	between	opposites.	In	this	sense,	Cusicanqui	asserted	that	future	and	past,	as	well	as	
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“South”	and	“North,”	were	all	united	in	a	middle	place	that	did	not	allow	for	a	fusion	and	that	

retained	the	violent	encounter	of	opposites	(ibid.,	210).	Throughout	her	work,	Cusicanqui	sought	to	

investigate	this	religious	notion	in	order	to	enable	a	decolonial	episteme	(ibid.,	29).	

Cusicanqui	explained	this	religious	notion	through	the	idea	of	“Pacha”	or	Cosmos.	The	

Aymara	notion	of	the	Cosmos,	which	was	similar	to	Fausto	Reinaga’s	definition,	included	a	

“…multiplicity	of	sacred	spaces	and	entities,	imbedded	in	the	Aymara	logic	of	complementarity,	

supplementation,	and	dialectical	opposition”	(ibid.,	208,	author’s	translation).	In	a	sense,	then,	the	

Aymara	notion	of	the	Cosmos	worked	as	a	metaphorical	principle,	which	reorganized	life	into	a	

logic	of	complementarity.	This	relationship	connected	all	the	voices	and	struggles	re-accommodated	

within	this	realm	of	knowledge.	It	modified	them	in	order	to	enable	them	inside	its	own	boundaries	

or	its	own	coexistence.	The	notion	of	Pacha	thus	explicitly	acknowledged	the	epistemic	cost	

required	from	the	multiplicity	of	voices	to	become	equally	validated.	

Pacha	is,	at	the	same	time,	an	abstract	concept	of	metaphorical	and	interpretative	
nature,	and	a	practical	tool	to	walk	the	here-now	of	daily	life.	The	syntax	of	Aymara	
culture	is	thus	a	form	of	semiotic	movement	that	creates	a	method	of	translation	
and	integration	of	present	and	future	entities,	even	entities	such	as	foreign	cultures.	
Thus,	Jesus	Christ,	development,	democracy,	history,	and	other	figures	are	
continuously	integrated	into	the	dynamic	structures	of	Aymara	cosmology,	and	they	
thus	become	parcels	of	a	multipolar	and	broader	form,	which	reverses	the	unitary	
and	totalizing	character	of	those	words	and,	while	doing	so,	erases	their	capitalized	
letters	(ibid.,	207,	author’s	translation).	

The	ch’ixi	realm	thus	created	a	space	that	validated	a	multiplicity	of	struggles	while	also	

accommodating	them	into	an	overarching	logic	of	complementarity,	which	de-universalized	them	

and	took	away	their	capitalized	letters.	In	order	to	be	included	in	the	ch’ixi	realm,	ideas	had	to	lose	

their	superior	epistemic	status	and	hierarchicalizing	tendency.	They	could	no	longer	appear	as	the	

universal	bedrocks	of	judgment.	Pacha	thus	acted	as	a	“metaphor,”	which	transformed	ideas	into	

equal	reconstructions	of	relationships	and	struggles	for	equalities.	

The	sociology	of	images	thus	entailed	an	epistemic	starting	point	that	was	partially	
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consistent	with	F.	Reinaga’s	definition	of	the	Cosmos,	which	I	called	the	fact	of	coexistence.	

Cusicanqui’s	work	entailed	a	continuation	and	a	rupture	with	Amáutico	Indianismo.	The	idea	of	

multiplicity	entailed	an	equal	value	of	difference	and	a	principle	of	negative	equality.	Additionally,	

the	notion	of	complementarity	entailed	a	form	of	positive	equality	more	comparable	to	the	idea	of	

co-substantiation.	Similar	to	F.	Reinaga,	Cusicanqui	thus	used	the	existence	of	the	Cosmos	as	the	

epistemic	starting	point	from	which	her	sociology	of	images	could	emerge.	Unlike	the	Amáutico	

construction	of	decoloniality,	however,	the	Cosmos	hereby	appeared	as	a	“metaphor,”	which	more	

loosely	guided	daily	life.	Here,	the	philosophical	construction	of	the	Cosmos	was	no	longer	a	

harmonious	bedrock	that	consistently	pre-defined	a	universalized	and	perfect	relationship	of	

equality.	The	Cosmos	no	longer	pre-determined	what	equalities	were	superior	or	what	

reconstructions	of	relationships	were	validated.	Instead,	it	was	a	“…tool	to	walk	the	here-now	of	

daily	life”	(ibid.,	207).	It	was	a	realm	of	multiplicity	where	all	experiences	of	confrontation,	equality,	

and	relationships	appeared	as	equally	validated	insofar	as	they	paid	the	price	of	de-

universalization.	

Disarticulation	and	multiplicity,	but	also	articulation	and	complementarity	

In	order	to	validate	different	struggles	and	relationships	within	her	field	of	inquiry,	while	

also	invalidating	or	resisting	confronted	notions	of	hierarchy,	Cusicanqui	focused	primarily	on	the	

notion	of	complementarity.	She	asserted	that	the	co-participation	(co-participación)	of	the	observer	

in	space	and	time,	as	well	as	in	a	dialogue	with	other	subjects,	enabled	her	to	construct	knowledges	

(2015,	25).	The	validation	of	knowledges	thus	emerged	from	the	very	possibility	of	co-participation	

in	the	Cosmos	or,	in	other	words,	from	the	positive	principle	of	the	fact	of	coexistence.	Similar	to	F.	

Reinaga,	the	knower	was	connected	or	related	to	other	entities	in	her	co-participation	and	could	

thus	experience	the	relationships	that	emerged	from	those	connections.	Unlike	the	Amáutico	

universalization	of	the	“Indio’s”	equality,	however,	Cusicanqui	did	not	establish	a	single	form	of	co-

participation	and	she	did	not	define	“man”	as	a	single	entity	or	“antenna”	connected	to	the	entirety	
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of	the	Cosmos.	Instead,	she	used	the	positive	principle	of	equality	and	the	notion	of	co-participation	

to	validate	the	multiplicity	of	possibilities	of	defining	relationships	in	the	Cosmos.	The	positive	

principle	of	equality	thus	became	more	intertwined	with	the	negative	principle	of	equality	and	the	

possibility	of	respecting	a	broader	array	of	differences.60	Here,	the	general	application	of	the	

epistemic	notion	of	co-participation	acknowledged	not	only	the	internal	connection	between	the	

entities	associated	in	a	single	relationship,	but	also	the	separated	possibility	of	other	relationships.	

Despite	its	apparent	openness,	this	condition	of	possibility	presupposed	a	boundary	of	

epistemic	equality	granted	to	every	experience	of	relationships	that	emerged	from	each	definition	

of	a	commonality	and	difference.	In	other	words,	all	definitions	of	relationships	were	hereby	

validated	as	long	as	each	one	of	them	constructed	a	bounded	notion	of	equality	while	also	

respecting	other	experiences	of	relationships.	These	constructions	thus	had	to	create	the	possibility	

of	respecting	the	differences	of	entities	included	in	each	boundary	while	also	respecting	the	

differences	defined	by	other	relationships.	This	is	why	the	notion	of	fragmentation	and	

confrontation	were	located	as	the	key	points	enabling	the	study	and	validation	of	multiple	

relationships.	This	requirement	or	classifying	condition	of	validation	emerged	from	the	equal	co-

participation	of	all	entities	within	the	Cosmos,	which	acted	as	a	meta-commonality	granted	to	

everything.	As	long	as	experiences	were	consistent	with	the	possibility	of	co-participation	and	its	

meta-equality,	they	fitted	the	epistemic	boundary	of	validation	created	by	the	positive	principle	of	

equality	and	they	became	included	within	this	realm.	

Endogenously,	at	the	intra-relationship	level	of	this	epistemic	platform,	or	from	within	the	

definition	of	each	experience	of	relationships,	this	principle	created	a	first	form	of	resistance	against	

																																																								
60 The value of difference and multiplicity was similar to the negative principle of equality that I discussed in the 

previous chapter. When applied epistemically, the negative idea of equality became a principle of validation 
based on the possibility of separations between the relationships of the entities of the Cosmos. In other words, 
the entities that coexisted in the Cosmos not only co-participated in particular relationships, but also withdrew, 
disassociated, or simply remained detached and absent from other relationships. In Cusicanqui’s construction of 
the ch’ixi ream, the negative principle was articulated under the umbrella of the notion of co-participation and it 
validated the separation of relationships. 
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the	hierarchical	organization	of	everything	that	fitted	within	each	set	of	boundaries.	For	example,	a	

validated	experience	of	a	gender-based	equality	invalidated	the	hierarchicalization	of	all	the	

entities	that	fitted	within	this	boundary.	The	hierarchicalization	of	“men”	over	“women”	thus	

appeared	as	invalidated.	The	definition	of	a	commonality	between	a	set	of	experiences	taken	into	

account	thus	created	a	category	and	a	relationship	between	identities	(e.g.,	classes,	genders,	

ethnicities,	ecologies,	sexualities,	etc.).	It	equalized	certain	entities	within	a	boundary	or	

relationship.	Because	each	entity	co-participated	within	each	relationship,	each	momentary	

category	of	relationship	presupposed	an	internal	commonality	and	a	horizontal	form	of	equality.	

Moreover,	each	definition	was	able	to	include	some	differences	because	each	commonality	and	

relationship	entailed	a	delineation	of	a	grouping	boundary,	which	included	several	identities.	

Whatever	form	of	difference	fitted	within	each	boundary	was	hereby	organized	as	a	horizontal	and	

equal	relationship.	Consistently,	the	principle	of	positive	equality	and	co-participation	granted	

equality	to	the	entities	and	identities	that	fitted	within	the	category	constructing	a	commonality	

and	thus	defining	a	relationship.	By	contrast,	the	hierarchicalization	of	these	differences	was	hereby	

invalidated	due	to	its	inconsistency	with	the	principle	of	meta-equality	in	co-participation.	In	other	

words,	a	relationship	could	be	defined	thanks	to	the	experiences	of	connections,	which	entities	

underwent	by	equally	participating	in	a	moment	of	encounter.	Because	all	entities	included	within	a	

relationship	had	an	equal	opportunity	to	experience	these	connections,	the	relationship	could	not	

be	hierarchical.	

Notwithstanding	this	validation	of	single	experiences	of	relationships	of	equality	and	their	

confrontations	of	hierarchies,	the	epistemic	principle	of	co-participation	simultaneously	validated	

other	forms	of	identities	and	notions	of	relationships.	Each	definition	could	thus	create	different	

forms	of	bounded	relationships	of	equality,	but	the	broader	utilization	of	the	principle	allowed	for	

other	notions	of	relationships	of	equality	to	limit	each	other’s	validity.	Accordingly,	each	definition	

of	a	relationship	of	equality	appeared	as	validated	insofar	as	it	did	not	claim	to	define,	articulate,	or	
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organize	other	relationships	as	well.	Co-participation	thus	appeared	as	a	principle	that	validated	a	

multiplicity	of	relationships.	It	was	a	multi-relational	realm.	It	established	a	realm	of	taypi,	which	

created	a	second	form	of	resistance	called	disarticulation.	Because	multiple	forms	of	relationships	

of	equality	could	emerge	from	different	moments	of	co-participation,	the	realm	of	taypi	

simultaneously	validated	separate	and	different	definitions	of	equalities.	Consistently	with	this	

inter-relationship	equality,	then,	this	epistemic	form	of	plural	validation	required	the	equalization	

of	all	definitions	of	relationships.	By	contrast,	the	universalization	or	superior	epistemic	status	of	

any	single	relationship	of	equality	appeared	as	inconsistent	with	the	principle	of	co-participation	

and	its	requirements.	Universalization	thus	appeared	as	invalidated	and	politically	resisted.61	

These	possibilities	of	resistance	against	two	levels	of	hierarchicalization	thus	emerged	from	

the	requirement	of	overarching	equality,	which	surged	from	the	meta-commonality	of	co-

participation.	In	turn,	this	two-leveled	form	of	resistance	and	invalidation	created	a	transforming	

praxis	and	a	semantic	modification	for	the	definitions	of	relationships	annexed	within	the	ch’ixi	

realm.	Within	this	meta-boundary,	relationships	appeared	as	validated	as	long	as	they	did	not	

internally	hierarchicalize	the	entities	included	and	insofar	as	they	did	not	organize	other	

relationships	as	inferior.	Hierarchical	relationships	and	stratified	organizations	of	equalities	thus	

fractured	at	the	point	of	experienced	confrontations	and	they	became	reorganized	as	much	more	

limited	boundaries.	Hierarchical	relationships	and	organizations	thus	became	transformed.	They	

were	reorganized	as	validated	only	insofar	as	they	lost	their	epistemic	sense	of	superiority	and	

over-expanded	boundaries,	which	were	unveiled	at	the	points	of	confrontations.	They	thus	had	to	

renounce	the	capacity	to	continue	organizing	or	articulating	relationships	that	included	

confrontations,	oppositions,	and	hierarchies.	The	requirement	of	the	ch’ixi	realm	thus	enabled	

movements	of	fragmentation,	disarticulation,	and	separation,	which	emerged	during	every	instance	

																																																								
61 This explained how Cusicanqui invalidated the self-universalized tendency of Marxism, which was used in the 

construction of the 1952 Revolution in Bolivia. This tendency of universalization and articulation relegated other 
notions of equality such as gender and ethnic relations to secondary or invalidated positions. 
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of	confrontation	and	hierarchicalization.	In	other	words,	each	definition	of	a	commonality	and	

relationship	created	boundaries	and	excluded	“others”	who	did	not	fit	these	basic	characteristics.	In	

the	ch’ixi	realm,	this	notion	had	to	appear	as	validated	while	also	regarded	as	equal	to	its	“others.”	

Insofar	as	these	boundaries	aimed	to	accommodate	“others”	as	inferior	entities,	they	lost	their	

validity.	Hence,	the	ch’ixi	realm	fractured	their	possibility	of	over-expansion	in	order	to	unveil	the	

identities	and	voices	that	had	become	silenced	within	processes	of	universalization.62	The	ch’ixi	

realm	thus	fractured	any	over-expansion	of	endogenous	validity	and	it	disarticulated	

universalizations.	This	explained	how	the	realm	of	the	sociology	of	images	created	a	space	of	

“complementarity,”	where	the	meta-commonality	of	co-participation	allowed	for	opposing	notions	

of	identity	and	relationships	to	coexist.	

The	manifestation	of	the	epistemic	tension	

The	resistance	and	political	praxis	that	emerged	from	the	sociology	of	images	thus	led	to	the	

reorganization	of	the	definitions	of	equalities	through	exogenous	confrontations	validated	by	the	

broader	and	more	inclusive	form	of	co-participation.	Each	notion	of	identity,	relationship,	and	

confrontation	tended	to	retain	part	of	its	validity,	but	the	usage	of	the	positive	principle	of	equality	

led	to	their	re-accommodation	in	a	broader	field	of	multiplicity.	This	explained	why	Cusicanqui	

asserted	that	notions	of	“development”	and	Jesus	Christ	could	become	reorganized	as	equal	parcels	

of	the	metaphorical	space	of	Pacha.	

This	form	of	praxis	created	two	problems	or	complications.	First,	the	notion	of	a	ch’ixi	realm	

begged	the	question	of	how	much	fragmentation	was	required	in	order	to	settle	a	particular	map	of	

relationships.	If	all	relationships	broke	at	the	point	of	over-expansion	and	confrontation,	how	was	it	

possible	to	include	a	specific	multiplicity	of	relationships	and	settle	a	particular	map	of	equalities?	
																																																								
62 For example, the over-expansion of marxist notions of class-based relationships became fractured by Cusicanqui’s 

work, which showed how the universalization of this particular relationship had covered and reorganized other 
notions of identity that were equally validated. Gender, ethnicity, and ecology thus re-appeared once the over-
expansion of the Marxist discourse was fractured, confronted, and limited. This praxis of transformation against 
the universalization of a single discourse thus uncovered a multiplicity of equally validated relationships. 
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This	question	had	a	twofold	answer.	On	one	side,	Cusicanqui	focused	on	relationships	and	she	did	

not	seek	to	essentialize	identities.	Insofar	as	identities	became	essentialized	or	attached	directly	to	

the	very	essence	of	the	entities	taken	into	account	within	each	validated	relationship,	it	was	not	

hard	to	imagine	an	endless	process	of	fragmentation.63	Each	identity	could	include	a	confrontation,	

fracture	categories	endlessly,	and	fragment	the	individual.	In	other	words,	if	each	category	were	

viewed	as	the	individual	itself,	it	would	create	all	kinds	of	confrontations,	which	would	endlessly	

fragment	all	boundaries	and	would	break	all	possibilities	of	commonalities.	In	order	to	solve	this	

problem,	Cusicanqui	de-essentialized	identity.	She	detached	these	experiences	of	relationships	

from	the	individual	or	the	entity	itself	and	connected	it	to	their	multiple	experiences,	which	emerged	

from	the	many	social	and	interactive	spaces	and	times	that	they	encountered	and	reconstructed.	

Here,	co-participation	continued	to	act	as	the	epistemic	principle	of	validation,	but	the	categories	of	

commonality	that	emerged	defined	identities	vis-à-vis	the	relationships	subjectively	experienced	by	

individuals	or	entities	who	momentarily	occupied	these	loci	throughout	their	daily	lives	or	

existences.	In	other	words,	individual	entities	became	many	identities	simultaneously	because	

these	definitions	depended	on	the	multiplicity	of	relational	moments	that	they	experienced	and	

occupied.64	

On	the	other	side,	Cusicanqui	could	not	pre-determine	philosophically	the	moment	that	

settled	the	map	of	relationships.	If	she	had	designated	the	moment	at	which	fragmentation	stopped,	

she	would	have	prioritized	particular	relationships	of	equality	and	she	would	not	have	been	able	to	

follow	the	principle	of	co-participation	consistently.	Accordingly,	the	possibility	of	fixing	and	

settling	specific	maps	of	relationships	of	equality	became	an	empirical	and	contextual	matter.	The	

																																																								
63 An individual entity could, for example, “be” part of gender equality, but could also be included within ethnic 

notions of commonality. This tension would invalidate both identities and fracture their boundaries in order to 
create a third category of, for example, “indigenous” “women.” Because each community could have a different 
experience of “indigenous” “women,” this identity could also be fractured into localized category of, for 
example, “indigenous” “women” of La Paz. Then, it was possible to take into account neighborhoods, classes, 
sexuality, family relations, social movements spaces, professions, etc. 

64 I further discuss this notion in the definition of senti-pensar below.  
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determination	of	the	moment	of	fragmentation	thus	created	a	more	prevalent	function	for	the	

empirical	realm	of	the	sociology	of	images,	but	it	also	retained	the	reflexive	requirement	of	

sustaining	a	constant	search	for	potentially	ignored	moments	of	confrontation	and	fragmentation.	I	

further	discuss	this	in	the	following	section.	

The	second	question	that	emerged	from	the	creation	of	an	active,	normatively	figured,	and	

politically	relevant	praxis	was	discussed	in	the	conclusion,	but	before	talking	this	question,	I	

delineated	the	way	in	which	the	rest	of	the	discourse	functioned.	

How	Does	the	Ch’ixi	Realm	Validate	its	Own	Knowledge	and	Praxis?	

Senti-pensar:	intermediate	connections	between	empirical	and	epistemic	dimensions	

The	ch’ixi	realm	entailed	the	construction	of	an	epistemic	condition	of	possibility,	which	

included	a	selective	criterion	of	validation	and	erected	a	boundary	against	hierarchicalizations	of	

identities	and	relationships.	All	identities	and	relationships	that	regarded	each	other	as	equals	thus	

appeared	as	validated;	whereas,	the	hierarchicalization	of	identities	and	the	epistemic	over-

expansion	of	confronted	relationships	were	hereby	resisted.	Beyond	this	classificatory	boundary,	

the	ch’ixi	realm	could	not	pre-construct	specific	relationships	or	identities.	Unlike	Revolutionary	

Indianismo	and	the	Amáutico	delineation	of	decoloniality,	Cusicanqui	could	not	create	an	epistemic	

platform	that	included,	from	its	very	roots,	the	definitions	of	the	relationships	of	equality	validated.	

She	could	not	pre-construct	“ethnicity”	or	“nation”	and	she	could	not	authorize	these	relationships	

as	the	primary	characteristics	of	coexistence.	Instead,	she	aimed	to	construct	the	possibility	of	a	

taypi	for	a	dynamic	multiplicity	of	relationships	of	equality,	which	emerged	from	the	muddled	

experiences	of	entities	involved	in	confrontations.	Beyond	the	requirement	of	endogenous	(i.e.,	

intra-relationship)	and	exogenous	(i.e.,	inter-relationship)	equality,	then,	the	notion	of	co-

participation	avoided	defining	the	inner	characteristics	of	the	meta-relationship	that	it	validated.	

Instead,	the	definition	of	the	inner	characteristics	of	relationships	and	identities	became	dependent	
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on	all	the	experiences	of	the	entities	co-participating.	This	taypi	notion	thus	assigned	a	much	more	

active	role	for	the	empirical	dimension	than	Revolutionary	Indianismo	or	the	Amáutico	

construction	of	Decolonial	Indianismo,	which	only	used	empirical	realms	to	prove	what	they	had	

already	philosophically	constructed.	

What	was,	however,	this	empirical	realm?	How	was	it	intelligible?	How	was	Cusicanqui	a	

knower	epistemologically	participating	in	a	connection	between	the	empirical	and	the	ch’ixi?	In	

order	to	define	her	empirical	realm	in	connection	to	the	ch’ixi	episteme,	Cusicanqui	used	the	notion	

of	“senti-pensar”	(Cusicanqui	2015,	228).	To	senti-pensar	entailed	a	rejection	against	philosophies	

that	consistently	pre-determined	prioritized	relationships	of	equality.	It	was	a	rejection	against	

“reason”	and	perfect	bedrocks.	Senti-pensar	was	a	possibility	of	thinking	based	on	complex	feelings	

and	to	feel	based	on	complex	thoughts.	It	was	a	possibility	of	using	multifaceted,	polysemous,	and	

even	contradictory	subjective	experiences	in	order	to	create	and	support	knowledges.	Senti-pensar	

entailed	the	possibility	of	expressing	the	experience	of	a	connection	between	feelings,	thoughts,	and	

the	relationships	that	individual	entities	had	lived	through.	

This	possibility	of	expressing	or	reconstructing	experiences	of	relationships	did	not	entail	

some	kind	of	“objective”	correspondence	between	knowledge	and	the	relationship	of	coexistence.	It	

was	not	the	expression	or	manifestation	of	the	relationship	itself.65	Instead,	the	sources	of	senti-

pensar	knowledge	were	the	subjective	feelings	and	thoughts	that	an	individual	entity	used	to	

reconstruct	her	experiences	of	relationships	meaningfully.	Senti-pensar	was	not	a	direct	connection	

between	meanings	and	the	objective	relationship	experienced	by	all	the	entities	co-participating	in	

a	particular	here-now.	It	was	the	possibility	of	valuing	the	very	subjectivity	that	interpreted	

experiences	of	relationships.	Subjective	“feelings”	and	“thoughts”	thus	mediated	and	interpreted	

																																																								
65 This notion differed from Fausto F. Reinaga’s definition of “man” as an antenna, which received from the 

universe the very laws of the Cosmos. To F. Reinaga, there seemed to be a direct relationship of correspondence 
between the construction of the “Indio” and the very relationship of all entities. In contrast, Cusicanqui analyzed 
the subjective interpretations of relationships described by voices involved in tensions and in the struggle for 
more balanced possibilities. 
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these	experiences	of	relationships	making	the	sociology	of	images	an	analysis	of	interpretations	

(Cusicanqui	2015,	183).	

Consistent	with	the	classifying	platform	of	ch’ixi	episteme,	senti-pensar	was,	then,	the	

capacity	shared	by	all	entities	to	recreate	experiences	of	relationships.	It	was	a	meta-commonality	

that	connected	all	entities	in	a	shared	characteristic	of	co-participation,	the	source	of	equally	

validated	knowledges.	It	was	the	epistemological	application	of	a	fusion	between	the	positive	and	

negative	principles	of	equality.	This	shared	capacity	thus	included	differences	because	it	entailed	

the	subjective	and	momentary	reconstructions	of	experiences.	This	separation	between	experiences	

crated	a	possibility	for	a	multiplicity	of	equal	knowledges.	

In	order	to	stay	within	the	consistency	of	this	ch’ixi	realm,	however,	Cusicanqui	could	only	

define	senti-pensar	while	avoiding	the	further	construction	of	other	commonalities,	which	could	

implicitly	limit	the	differences	that	she	sought	to	enable	in	her	field.	The	definition	of	

commonalities	beyond	co-participation	and	between	subjectivities	could	pre-define	the	

relationships	authorized	and	the	entities	regarded	as	knowers,	which	could	further	determine,	for	

example,	the	cognitive	capacity	of	“humans.”	This	delineation	could	erect	more	limited	boundaries	

against	those	who	were	less	“human”	and	could	further	hinder	the	ch’ixi	mandate	to	listen.	In	other	

words,	if	Cusicanqui	further	delineated	her	own	epistemological	commonality,	she	could	pre-

determine	another	form	of	equality	and	she	could	undermine	the	possibility	of	validating	a	

multiplicity	of	relationships	simultaneously.	This	possibility	of	a	more	open	notion	of	cognitive	

capacities	was	important	not	only	vis-à-vis	the	study	of	inter-ethnic	relationships,	but	it	also	

enabled	a	much	more	ecological	understanding	of	knowledge.	

Instead,	the	commonality	of	each	relationship	had	to	emerge	empirically.	Any	higher	

definitional	degree	of	shared	commonality	and	shared	difference	had	to	be	determined	by	the	

analysis	of	convergences	or	patterns	between	subjective	interpretations	themselves.	The	analysis	of	
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subjective	expressions	of	experiences	thus	had	to	define	the	relationships	and	the	identities	

mapped.	From	there,	the	sociology	of	images	could	validate	the	multiplicity	of	relationships	that	it	

described,	the	confrontations	that	it	mapped,	and	the	possibilities	of	transformations	that	it	sought.	

Since	these	interpretations	described	experienced,	remembered,	or	imagined	relationships	of	

equality,	the	voices	expressing	confrontations	against	hierarchies	or	against	universalized	notions	

of	equality	became	consistently	emphasized.	These	marginalized	voices	unveiled	confrontations	

and	showed	previously	silenced,	but	hereby	validated,	possibilities	of	equality.	They	had	an	active	

role	determining	the	context-dependent	characteristics	of	a	taypi.	

Overall,	then,	this	empirical	realm	consisted	of	momentary	and	precarious	maps	of	

relationships,	confrontations,	and	identities.	The	senti-pensar	connection	between	relationships	

and	their	reconstructions	momentarily	fixed	the	open	and	dynamic	realm	of	taypi.	This	definition	

thus	made	the	sociology	of	images	a	form	of	interpretation	and	analysis	of	subjective	expressions	or	

reconstructions	of	relationships.	Cusicanqui’s	field	of	inquiry	and	praxis	was,	then,	the	possibility	of	

mapping	the	“convergences”	or	“discursive	atmospheres”	that	emerged	from	texts,	voices,	and	

images	(Cusicanqui	2015,	23-24).	It	was	the	study	of	the	trends	shared	between	current	

experiences	of	here-now’s	and	between	memories.	It	was	“…	a	spirit,	a	tendency,	a	vital	attitude	

that	centralized	its	impulse	in	grasping/narrating	the	experience	of	a	situated	and	self-conscious	

sense	of	social	existence”	(ibid.,	25,	author’s	translation).	

In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	Cusicanqui	used	the	notion	of	allegories	defined	by	John	

Berger	in	1975.	She	asserted	that	her	sociology	of	images	sought	to	construct	narrations	with	the	

allegoric	organization	of	metaphors,	which	did	not	emerge	from	the	universalized	consistency	of	a	

single	person.	Instead,	narrations	depended	on	the	messy	realm	of	taypi	and	the	momentary	

settling	capacity	of	its	empirical	dimension.	Allegoric	narrations	thus	entailed	a	way	to	see:	weaved	

from	individual	narrations	and	versions	that	converged	in	cultural	styles,	political	actions,	

discursive	atmospheres,	and	gestural	types.	The	interpretation	of	relationships	proposed	by	the	



	 201	

sociology	of	images	thus	had	to	pay	attention	to	the	connections	of	what	was	immediately	lived	

(ibid.,	24,	author’s	translation).	

Images,	voices,	and	texts:	meanings	

Senti-pensar	created	a	connection	between	the	ch’ixi	notion	of	co-participation	and	the	

subjective	reconstructions	of	relationships.	This	connection	enabled	the	sociology	of	images	to	seek	

knowledge	as	a	form	of	“…narration,	a	syntax	between	images	and	text	that	tell	the	story	of	what	

was	lived”	(ibid.,	22,	author’s	translation).	Senti-pensar	thus	enabled	a	field	of	inquiry	dedicated	to	

the	analysis	of	the	convergences	between	reconstructions	of	relationships.	These	meanings	were	

grasped	from	texts,	voices,	and	images.	The	meanings	embedded	into	texts,	voices,	and	images	thus	

appeared	as	the	subjective	expressions	and	reconstructions	of	experiences	of	relationships	and	

confrontations.	Cusicanqui	asserted,	however,	that	language	tended	to	impose	articulating	rules	

that	often	excluded	the	complexity	of	meanings	that	she	sought.	In	order	to	decolonize	the	

empirical	realm	of	knowledge,	the	sociology	of	images	thus	had	to	“…free	visualization	from	the	ties	

of	language,	and	it	had	to	re-actualize	experience	as	an	indissoluble	whole	that	fused	bodily	and	

mental	feelings”	(ibid.,	23,	author’s	translation).	According	to	Cusicanqui,	then,	language	sustained	

articulating	tendencies,	which	could	limit	the	wealth	of	meanings	reconstructing	multiple	

experiences	of	relationships.66	Moreover,	“…	the	mediation	of	language	and	the	over-interpretation	

of	the	data	provided	by	visualization	made	other	senses	–	touch,	smell,	taste,	movement,	hearing	–	

more	ignored	or	silenced	from	memories”	(ibid.,	23).	

Conversely,	images	did	not	necessarily	follow	articulating	linguistic	logics	of	singular	

meaning	coherence.	They	could	express	previously	silenced	meanings	and	a	multiplicity	of	

relationships	in	a	single	canvas.	Images	thus	played	an	important	decolonial	role	showing	the	

richness	of	meanings	that	emerged	from	more	complex	experiences	of	relationships	and	

																																																								
66 Due to this tendency, texts and written works are particularly helpful to find the colonial and articulating 

tendencies of Occidental ideologies carefully embedded into books (Cusicanqui 2015, 142). 



	 202	

confrontations.	“Images	thus	have	played	a	key	role	in	the	communication	of	interculturality:	they	

are	a	proliferating	language	of	codes	and	messages	that	unfold	in	multiple	directions	without	

forming	a	linear	or	unidimensional	trajectory”	(ibid.,	73,	author’s	translation).	This	possibility,	

found	in	images,	did	not	exclude	language	or	texts.	Instead,	it	used	its	unsettling	effect	to	recreate	

language	in	more	complex	ways.	It	expanded	language	and	it	created	a	greater	possibility	of	writing	

(ibid.,	25).	Language,	voices,	and	images	thus	played	together	with	meanings	in	this	disarticulating	

manner,	which	enabled	the	possibility	of	constructing	a	wider	map	of	relationships.	

Because	images,	voices,	and	texts	could	reconstruct	experiences	previously	articulated	and	

invalidated	under	the	over-expansion	of	particular	relationships,	they	could	make	it	possible	to	

interpret	silenced	notions	of	equality	and	struggles.	They	unveiled	fractures	and	facilitated	the	

empirical	interpretation	of	the	topography	of	coexisting	experiences	of	relationships.	For	example,	

Cusicanqui	asserted	that	she	used	the	artistic	works	of	Melchor	María	Mercado	and	Jorge	Sanjínes	

to	“…	interpret	the	societies	of	the	epochs;	in	its	mottled	and	conflicting	dimensions”	(ibid.,	74,	

author’s	translation).	These	works	integrated	ethnographic	imagination	and	oral	history	into	their	

interpretations	of	societal	orders	(ibid.,	75).	These	were	two	empirical	manifestations	of	multiple	

relationships	simultaneously	reconstructed	and	mapped	by	Cusicanqui.	

The	past	as	current	memories	

Because	the	idea	of	senti-pensar	sought	to	connect	meanings,	subjective	expressions	of	

relationships,	and	the	principle	of	co-participation,	the	notion	of	the	past	became	transformed	into	

an	idea	of	memories,	which	subjectively	reconstructed	diachronically	organized	experiences	of	

relationships	and	confrontations.	The	past	thus	acquired	a	very	important	function	in	the	

production	of	knowledge	made	possible	within	the	ch’ixi	realm.	Memories,	however,	were	not	

regarded	as	the	actual	experiences	of	past	relationships	themselves.	Instead,	they	hereby	became	

subjective	reconstructions	of	past	experiences	of	relationships.	Hence,	Cusicanqui	did	not	view	
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memories	as	the	“authentic”	and	“factual”	past	of	“humanity”	(ibid.,	183).	

By	contrast,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	created	direct	links	to	the	past.	The	presently	

constructed	notion	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	validated	a	connection	with	the	past	and	created	a	

possibility	of	establishing	an	endogenously	coherent	form	of	history.	The	connection	to	the	past	

thus	helped	intellectuals	to	classify	ideas	based	on	the	bedrock	of	the	fact	of	inheritance.	This	was	

the	basis	from	which	temporality	became	a	single	dialectical	line,	which	authorized	a	particular	

relationship	from	the	past,	constructed	a	specific	contradiction,	and	oriented	history	towards	a	

single	form	of	liberation.	Beyond	the	Revolutionary	Indianista	universalization	of	these	

endogenously	consistent	connections	with	the	past,	Cusicanqui	showed	that	the	manifestations	of	

other	relationships	exogenously	confronted	the	internal	validity	of	this	discourse.	Other	memories	

confronted	and	undermined	the	validity	of	previously	universalized	connections	with	a	perfect	

past.	Other	voices	about	the	past	pushed	towards	the	construction	of	a	more	encompassing	form	of	

temporality.	Rescuing	memories	of	silenced	pasts	could	thus	show	different	possibilities	previously	

excluded	through	particular	articulations	of	endogenously	validated	notions	of	relationships.	For	

example,	Cusicanqui	showed	how	certain	memories	of	forgotten	pasts	could	serve	as	lessons	

explicitly	oriented	to	find	other	forms	of	relationships	and	better	“government.”	The	Inka,	for	

example,	established	an	empire	that	was	much	more	respectful	of	cultural	differences	through	the	

creation	of	a	space	of	“…exchange,	contention,	and	coexistence	between	indigenous	peoples	of	the	

low	lands	and	those	who	belonged	to	the	mountains”	(ibid.,	268,	author’s	translation).	Senti-pensar	

thus	sought	to	validate	every	memory	of	the	past	that	reconstructed	experiences,	created	

relationships	of	equality,	confronted	hierarchies,	and	did	not	claim	epistemic	universality	over	

other	memories.	Several	kinds	of	memories	of	the	past	could	thus	be	equally	validated	in	the	ch’ixi	

realm	(ibid.,	73).		

Nevertheless,	the	ch’ixi	reconstruction	of	temporality	still	classified	memories	based	on	

different	degrees	of	validation.	In	consistency	with	the	notion	of	co-participation,	the	ch’ixi	realm	
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invalidated	the	hierarchicalization	of	memories	of	relationships.	If	a	memory	included	an	epistemic	

notion	of	a	direct	connection	to	a	past	and	it	hierarchicalized	the	multiplicity	of	relationships	

validated	within	the	ch’ixi	realm,	the	sociology	of	images	classified	it	as	an	invalidated	

“contradiction.”	For	example,	Cusicanqui	asserted	that	crises	tended	to	uncover	some	of	the	oldest	

contradictions	of	particular	social	forms	of	order.	These	crises	unveiled	contradictions	of	a	“remote	

past	that	emerged	alive”	(2015,	285).	

The	ch’ixi	realm	thus	used	its	own	construction	of	multiple	temporalities	to	judge	other	

memories,	which	either	articulated	relationships	or	created	single	hierarchies	of	“development,”	

“evolution,”	etc.	In	order	to	fit	the	ch’ixi	realm,	memories	were	thus	required	to	lose	their	epistemic	

bases,	which	created	notions	of	correspondence	between	current	constructions	and	past	

experiences.	They	were	transformed	into	equally	validated	memories,	but	they	lost	their	

connections	to	“genuine”	pasts.	For	example,	the	invalidation	of	articulating	notions	of	connections	

with	the	past	transformed	the	epistemic	over-expansion	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	and	it	

reorganized	this	diachronic	classification	of	memories	as	another	equal	parcel	located	within	a	

taypi	map.	The	narration	of	a	past	of	ethnic	hierarchicalization	and	oppression	in	Bolivia	thus	

became	another	parallel	reconstruction	of	history,	which	coexisted	at	least	with	gender	and	

ecological	memories.	

Additionally,	memories	had	to	include	reconstructions	of	relationships	of	equality	in	order	

to	be	hereby	validated.	If	they	expressed	relationships	of	equality	or	confrontations	of	hierarchies,	

they	could	show	other	alternatives	and	fracture	articulating	notions	of	universalized	relationships.	

For	example,	Cusicanqui	often	used	memories	in	order	to	show	that	better	possibilities	existed.	

Those	possibilities	were	not	regarded	as	perfect	bedrocks,	corresponding	to	defined	connections,	

but	the	plurality	of	meanings	referring	to	the	past	appeared	as	lessons	of	better	government	and	

relationships	(Cusicanqui	2010,	188-189).	They	confronted	hierarchies	and	fractured	articulating	

notions	of	temporality.		
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Insofar	as	they	express	moments	and	fragments	of	a	past	that	have	not	been	
conquered,	that	have	remained	rebellious	against	the	integrating	and	totalizing	
discourse	of	social	sciences	and	great	narratives;	movies	and	paintings	are	the	most	
apt	media	to	penetrate	the	surface	of	these	consolidating	ideas	(Cusicanqui	2015,	
88,	author’s	translation).	

By	contrast,	if	memories	entailed	reconstructions	of	hierarchies,	they	could	lose	validity	and	

become	excluded	as	“others.”	For	example,	Colonial	memories	of	hierarchies	between	civilizations	

organized	in	a	progressive	or	evolutionary	manner	throughout	time	appeared	as	invalidated.	

Accordingly,	Cusicanqui	showed	the	problem	of	introducing	the	“Indio”	into	the	hierarchical	

organization	of	time	accomplished	by	theories	of	modernization	(ibid.,	104).	This	did	not	mean	that	

memories	of	exploitation,	discrimination,	or	genocide	were	regarded	as	“untrue.”	Instead,	

Cusicanqui	organized	these	hierarchicalizing	memories	as	experiences	of	confrontation,	which	

opposed	and	invalidated	these	hierarchies	as	“others.”	This	classification	created	a	fracture,	which	

separated	and	validated	a	previously	silenced	memory	of	struggle	and	equality.	A	contradiction	

against	the	ch’ixi	notion	of	co-participation	could	thus	lead	to	the	classification	of	invalidated	

“others”	and	it	enabled	the	fracture	between	equally	valid	voices.	It	was	a	contradiction	used	to	

enable	the	multiplicity	of	the	taypi.	The	sociology	of	images	thus	“…works	with	heterogeneous	

materials	and	makes	weird	combinations.	It	discovers	a	sort	of	secrete	pattern,	an	underlying	

diagram	in	which	history	finds	new	meanings	by	being	confronted	with	the	dilemmas	and	

experiences	of	the	present”	(ibid.,	288,	author’s	translation).	

The	taypi	thus	sought	to	include	not	only	a	multiplicity	of	here-now	relationships,	but	it	also	

encompassed	a	possibility	of	parallel	fractures	within	temporality,	between	the	now’s	and	the	

pasts.	The	application	of	the	ch’ixi	realm	thus	permeated	every	dimension	of	knowledge	

production.	To	the	extent	that	this	was	the	case,	no	single	connection	of	commonality	could	become	

universalized	and	thus	no	single	form	of	past	could	appear	as	the	authorized	source	of	“true”	equal	

relationships.	No	single	past	could	become	the	thesis	of	history,	perfect	source	of	equality,	and	

perfect	bedrock	of	judgment.	



	 206	

Liberations:	Circular	Temporalities	and	Reflexivity	

Multiple	liberations	and	agents	

Because	it	validated	a	multiplicity	of	reconstructions	of	relationships	of	equality,	an	array	of	

pasts,	and	a	plurality	of	confrontations,	the	ch’ixi	realm	did	not	provide	a	settled	bedrock	of	

judgment,	which	could	pre-determine	the	future	path	of	the	entities	involved	and	their	liberation	in	

a	single	and	universalized	manner.	Unlike	previously	described	branches	of	the	movement,	

Cusicanqui’s	version	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	included	a	different	kind	of	strategy	of	validation,	

which	did	not	create	a	single	definition	of	commonality	and	equality.	Instead,	the	ch’ixi	realm	

created	a	meta-criterion	of	validation.	Consequently,	this	field	of	knowledge	transformed	the	

discourses	that	hierarchicalized	other	voices.	It	deconstructed	their	epistemic	assumptions	of	

superior	validity	and	it	reorganized	them	as	equal	parcels	only	valid	insofar	as	they	renounced	the	

source	of	the	confrontation	they	created	for	their	“others.”	As	a	result,	Cusicanqui	relied	on	the	

notion	of	taypi	to	construct	a	space	of	multiplicity	for	different	expressions	of	equality.	These	

notions	of	equality	emerged	from	the	analysis	of	empirical	and	context-dependent	convergences	

between	concurrent	expressions	of	relationships,	confrontations,	and	memories.	The	field	of	

knowledge	created	by	Cusicanqui	thus	enabled	many	context-dependent	notions	of	equality,	which	

became	possible	ways	to	create	more	balanced	relationships	and	forms	of	liberation.	

Additionally,	this	branch	of	Indianismo	created	a	dynamic	definition	of	agent,	which	

depended	on	the	convergence	of	subjective	reconstructions	of	confrontations	to	create	fractures	in	

struggles	against	dominations.	In	the	ch’ixi	realm,	the	empirical	convergence	of	discursive	

expressions	acquired	an	active	role	in	the	determination	of	the	boundaries	of	each	“voice”	because	

the	notion	of	senti-pensar	did	not	provide	the	intermediate	definition	of	the	commonality	that	

connected	the	individual	experiences	of	reconstructed	relationships.	Cusicanqui	thus	did	not	define	

an	epistemological	commonality	between	the	subjective	capacities	to	express	or	reconstruct	

experiences	of	relationships.	In	turn,	this	strategy	avoided	pre-defining	the	main	authorized	
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knower	and	agent	of	the	ch’ixi	realm.	Because	the	characteristics	of	each	equality	and	commonality	

depended	on	the	empirical	realm,	the	definition	of	who	participated	in	those	relationships,	who	had	

the	characteristics	of	commonality,	and	who	knew	those	forms	of	equality	was	also	empirically	

dependent.	Consistently,	Cusicanqui	avoided	constructing	a	single	“antenna”	or	authorizing	a	single	

group	of	peoples	as	superior	knowers.	The	convergence	of	discursive	expressions	thus	remained	as	

the	contextual	mapping	and	settling	source	of	the	taypi,	which	momentarily	enabled	a	specific	

multiplicity	of	relationships	and	identities	to	play	against	particular	dominant	discourses.	Context-

dependent	multiplicities	of	equalities	and	identities	thus	emerged	as	concurrently	validated	

possibilities	of	liberation	and	agents.	The	identities	included	and	validated	within	the	new	or	

confronting	notions	of	equalities	thus	acted	against	the	discourses	that	sought	to	organize	them	in	

hierarchical	manners.	For	example,	the	identity	of	“Indios”	appeared	as	the	validated	agents	of	

ethnic	equality	in	Bolivia	because	“they”	participated	in	that	relationship	of	commonality	and	

confrontation.	Their	empirical	construction	of	a	notion	of	equality	made	them	the	agents	of	a	

particular	struggle.	They	were	the	ones	expressing	the	confrontation	that	created	a	new	fracture	

and	enabled	yet	another	form	of	equality.	Similarly,	“women”	expressed	another	confrontation	and	

unveiled	yet	another	possibility	of	more	balanced	relationships.	In	this	sense,	“they”	were	also	the	

main	agents	of	a	form	of	liberation.	Each	identity	speaking	from	the	moment	of	fracture,	directly	

participating	in	the	commonality	constructing	an	equality,	and	confronting	a	hierarchy	thus	became	

the	main	agent	of	a	liberation.	As	the	editors	of	Sociología	de	la	Imagen	asserted,	then,	Cusicanqui	

constructed	a	possibility	of	situated	and	micro-political	liberations	(in	Cusicanqui	2015,	7).	She	

enabled	a	way	to	think	about	global	coexistence	from	the	contextual	and	multi-relational	here-now	

of	specific	confrontations	and	marginalized	voices.	

This	form	of	political	praxis	had	an	“iconoclastic”	tendency	because	it	enabled	an	

unprecedentedly	complex	and	dynamic	topography	of	struggles,	agencies,	fractures,	and	notions	of	
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equality	simultaneously.67	It	allowed	for	a	multiplicity	of	voices	to	emerge	and	to	speak	out	against	

the	multiplicity	of	hierarchies	that	they	experienced	under	universalized	discourses	often	used	in	

order	to	construct	the	civilizational	boundaries	of	states	and	governments.	This	connection	

between	states	and	universalized	boundaries	thus	appeared	as	an	invalidated	source	of	sovereignty	

and	citizenship	(Cusicanqui	2015,	215).	The	universalization	of	a	single	form	of	equality	to	define	

bounded	notions	of	citizenship,	for	example,	became	problematic	under	the	ch’ixi	validation	of	

multiple	relationships	of	equality	and	a	more	dynamic	form	of	taypi.	The	ever	changing,	

iconoclastic,	and	multilayered	logic	of	the	taypi	thus	complicated	the	notion	of	sovereignty,	

citizenship,	and	institutionalization.	

According	to	Cusicanqui,	however,	the	ch’ixi	realm	could	also	validate	practices	of	“good	

government”	(Cusicanqui	2010,	189).	Cusicanqui	illustrated	this	possibility	through	the	analysis	of	

“indigenous”	memories	related	to	the	1920’s,	when	“indigenous”	peoples	created	assemblies	and	

“cultural	meetings”	in	order	to	construct	their	struggles	and	strategies	(Cusicanqui	2015,	19).	

Cusicanqui’s	work	thus	validated	a	notion	of	context-dependent	protection	for	the	relationships	of	

equality	and	voices	that	surged	against	domination	and	its	effects.	Unlike	other	forms	of	rule,	

however,	the	ch’ixi	realm	required	a	continuous	focus	on	the	potential	emergence	of	expressions	

related	to	marginalized	voices.	It	demanded	a	constant	attention	on	the	confrontations	that	could	

be	momentarily	silenced	or	hidden.	The	main	difference	between	this	practice	of	“good	

government”	and	liberal	or	Marxist	notions	of	citizenship	was	thus	found	in	the	epistemic	

validation	of	localized	emergences,	which	constantly	modified	protections	or	policies	based	on	the	

confrontations	they	unveiled,	the	fractures	they	created,	and	the	multiplicity	of	equalities	they	

sought.	These	forms	of	protections	needed	to	create	bottom	up	processes	of	constant	and	complex	

dialogue	to	respect	multiple	differences	and	equalities.	They	had	to	respect	the	cosmic	mandate	to	

																																																								
67 Cusicanqui asserted that her politics entailed an “iconoclastic” and “situated” tendency, which was connected to 

anarchist insights from some of the voices recuperated through the Workshop of Andean Voices (THOA) 
(Cusicanqui 2015, 15-17). 
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listen.	

Insofar	as	the	ideal	of	equality	continues	to	be	based	on	the	Occidental	model	of	
citizenship:	modern,	‘rational,’	proprietor,	capable	of	realizing	transactions	in	the	
market	and	integrating	the	fetish	of	merchandise;	then,	it	will	continue	prolonging	
and	reproducing	this	process	of	exclusion,	which	ultimately	forms	the	fact	of	
colonialism.	Hence,	an	authentically	democratic	reform	will	necessarily	require	
some	form	of	articulation	between	direct	democracy	and	representation,	managed	
by	the	interested	parties.	At	the	core	of	this	problematic	resides	also	the	necessity	to	
create	practical	forms	of	democracy	based	of	the	acknowledgment	of	difference	as	a	
fundamental	human	right	(Cusicanqui	2010,	176,	author’s	translation).	

Many	pasts	and	many	futures	

In	order	to	achieve	the	multiple	goals	of	equalities	that	could	contextually	emerge	in	

particular	moments	of	the	taypi,	the	multiple	reconstructions	of	the	validated	pasts	appeared	as	

sources	of	memories,	which	could	be	related	to	the	confrontations	continuously	experienced	or	to	

other	forms	of	relationships,	different	to	the	ones	universalized	within	dominant	discourses.	

Memories	thus	appeared	either	as	reconstructions	of	the	hierarchies	suffered	or	as	memories	of	

other	possibilities	of	more	balanced	relationships.	They	were	presently	expressed	meanings	related	

to	struggles	or	to	the	imaginaries	that	provided	the	possibility	of	different	paths	for	futures.	Pasts	

were	thus	present	actualizations	(i.e.,	they	were	a	present-pasts)	used	to	imagine	now	different	

futures	(i.e.,	they	were	past-futures	to	walk	in	the	here-now)	(Cusicanqui	2015,	19).68	

A	memory	is	not	only	action,	but	also	ideation,	imagination,	and	mentality	
(amuyt’aña).	Following	this	amuyt’aña,	as	a	collective	gesture,	would	allow	the	re-
actualization/reinvention	of	collective	memory	in	particular	spaces	and	times	in	the	
historical	cycle	in	which	it	is	possible	to	see	a	social	change	or	commotion	coming	
(ibid.,		28,	author’s	translation).	

Unlike	previously	discussed	notions	of	history,	this	idea	constructed	a	circular	temporality	

from	the	ream	of	taypi	or	present	contact	zone.	Here,	meanings	of	memories	reconstructed	

experiences	of	relationships,	acted	as	sources	of	sociological	understandings,	and	provided	the	

possibility	of	imagining	different	futures.	This	notion	was	cyclical	in	part	because	it	entailed	the	

																																																								
68 This notion of temporality refers to the following Aymara aphorism: “Quipnayra uñtasis sarnaqapxañani” 

(Looking back and forward - to the past-future-, we can walk in the present-future).    
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possibility	of	a	return	to	imagined	relationships,	which	emerged	from	memories	reconstructing	

pasts.	The	examples	of	memories	discussed	above	could	thus	show	“better”	relationships	hidden	

underneath	the	hierarchicalizations	created	by	universalized	discourses.	

Additionally,	the	acknowledgment	of	the	present	existence	of	meanings	in	concurrently	

shared	memories,	together	with	the	disconnection	between	memories	and	their	“objective”	pasts	or	

futures,	made	temporality	circular	as	well.	Within	the	ch’ixi	episteme,	the	possibility	of	constructing	

knowledge	emerged	from	the	validation	of	expressions	of	relationships	of	equality	and	

confrontations.	Meanings	did	not	require	a	correspondence	to	the	actual	past	to	be	validated.	

Instead,	the	construction	of	temporality	emerged	from	the	present	and	it	created	a	void	of	

correspondence	with	other	times.	No	single	notion	of	the	past	thus	appeared	as	superiorly	

validated.	This	void	thus	required	a	constant	return	to	presently	shared	memories	and	experiences	

in	order	to	find	potentially	excluded	voices.	No	single	past	appeared	as	universalized,	and	this	

impossibility	reminded	political	actors	that	the	future	they	imagined	was	also	limited	in	its	

localized	validation.	In	the	possibility	of	a	past-future,	Cusicanqui’s	work	thus	required	a	constant	

return	to	the	present-past.	Each	form	of	liberation	was	thus	required	to	listen	to	conflicting	past-

futures	and	reflexively	walk	in	the	here-now.	

Conclusion:	Incompleteness,	Faith,	Reflexivity,	and	Multi-relationality	

Overall,	the	principles	of	the	ch’ixi	platform	of	validation	entailed	a	strategy	of	classification	

primarily	based	on	the	meta-criterion	of	positive	equality,	which	was	applied	at	the	internal	level	of	

specific	relationships	among	identities	and	at	the	more	macro-level	of	multi-relationality.	This	

notion	expanded	the	possibility	of	respecting	differences	beyond	the	limitations	of	the	previous	

branches	of	Indianismo	and	it	enabled	a	much	more	complex	zone	of	relationships,	which	allowed	

for	the	parallel	validation	of	gender,	race,	ethnicity,	class,	ecology,	and	other	relationships	still	
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hereby	ignored.69	This	strategy	of	selection	consistently	enabled	the	political	praxis	of	the	sociology	

of	images	and	it	created	a	new	form	of	dynamic	decoloniality.	Despite	the	expansion	created	by	this	

new	boundary	of	validation,	the	ch’ixi	realm	still	charged	a	price	and	it	created	its	own	

homogenizing	tendency	by	requiring	the	de-universalization	of	all	the	discourses	included	within	

the	contact	zone	called	taypi.	

In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	Cusicanqui	sought	to	use	the	notion	of	senti-pensar,	which	

aimed	to	construct	a	link	between	the	ch’ixi	philosophy	and	the	empirical	relationships	that	it	

included	within	its	taypi	realm.	This	link	was	created	as	a	subjective	capacity	to	reconstruct	

experiences	of	relationships	through	a	variety	of	meaning	expressions.	Then,	Cusicanqui	

emphasized	the	importance	of	“convergences”	or	“discursive	atmospheres”	grasped	between	these	

reconstructions	(Cusicanqui	2015,	23-24).	These	“discursive	atmospheres”	thus	enabled	the	

empirical	construction	and	settlement	of	a	taypi	and	they	drew	the	topographic	map	of	

relationships	equally	validated.	Senti-pensar	thus	aimed	to	enable	a	form	of	classification,	which	

could	be	empirically	and	momentarily	substantiated,	proved,	and	settled.	

Despite	the	subjective	and	individualized	character	of	each	possibility	of	senti-pensar,	the	

patterns	grasped	by	Cusicanqui	in	her	sociology	of	images	entailed	undefined	possibilities	of	extra-

individuality,	which	enabled	the	possibility	of	connecting	“converging”	meanings	together	and	

allowing	for	the	author	to	create	more	complete	maps	of	boundaries	and	interpretation.	In	other	

words,	senti-pensar	did	not	define	epistemological	commonalities	between	subjective	expressions	

of	experiences	of	relationships	in	order	to	avoid	predefining	equalities	and	articulations,	but	it	used	

an	underlying	and	undefined	assumption	of	extra-individuality	to	move	from	the	semantics	of	one	

meaning	expression	to	another	while	claiming	to	grasp	consistencies,	patterns,	convergences,	

differences,	etc.	This	possibility	of	sharing	meanings	and	consistencies	across	different	

																																																								
69 Within Cusicanqui’s work, other relationships based, for example, on sexuality were partially ignored, but her 

field of inquiry enabled a space that required a constant attention towards marginalized voices, confrontations, 
and struggles. Hence, this field could easily include other relationships of equality and struggle. 
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manifestations	enabled	the	construction	of	more	complete	maps	of	convergences,	which	connected	

the	complexity	of	expressions	and	subjectivities	within	the	relationships	charted	and	equally	

validated.	

The	assumption	of	a	possibility	of	grasping	semantic	connections	and	convergences	

between	the	meanings	and	expressions	analyzed	emerged	again	from	the	idea	of	co-participation,	

which	was	hereby	re-applied	to	the	cognitive	capacity	of	the	researcher	herself.	“The	perceptions	of	

the	ones	interrogating	and	the	ones	interrogated	become	transformed	in	a	long	process	that	ends	

up	constructing	an	inter-subjective	and	cognizant	‘us’”	(2015,	286,	author’s	translation).	Co-

participation	in	a	relationship	of	commonality	between	expressions	of	experiences	made	it	possible	

to	establish	connections,	links,	separations,	patterns,	and	convergences.	In	other	words,	

Cusicanqui’s	production	of	knowledge	entailed	a	possibility	of	“inhabiting”	the	relationship	

between	meanings.	

Despite	this	possibility	of	participation	in	an	epistemological	meta-commonality,	which	

enabled	the	interpreter	to	know,	the	notion	of	co-participation	prevented	the	author	from	fully	

applying	this	concept	to	the	dimension	of	meanings.	It	required	her	to	renounce	the	possibility	of	

defining	a	pre-established	commonality	among	the	subjective	capacities	to	grasp	meanings.	The	

consistency	of	the	meta-principle	of	ch’ixi	equality	thus	averted	the	possibility	of	defining	the	

epistemological	details	or	specificities	of	senti-pensar,	which	could	lead	to	the	construction	of	a	

commonality	among	expressions,	bridged	by	the	sociology	of	images,	and	could	constrain	

knowledge	to	specific	forms	of	meanings	and	experiences	of	relationships.	Similar	to	the	

transformation	of	the	other	voices	that	it	validated	within	its	own	boundary,	then,	the	ch’ixi	realm	

took	away	the	epistemological	specificities	of	its	endogenously	bounded	relationship	of	equality.	It	

deconstructed	the	possibility	of	defining	the	commonality	in	which	the	researcher	participated.	It	

charged	itself	the	price	of	transformation	required	in	order	to	include	the	multiplicity	of	voices	that	

it	consistently	validated.	It	charged	itself	the	price	of	renouncing	strong	epistemologies	and	it	
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created	an	endogenous	incompleteness.	

The	meta-commonality	of	co-participation	thus	validated	Cusicanqui’s	knowledge,	but	also	

created	an	absence,	which	constructed	senti-pensar	as	a	hollow	form	of	epistemology.	The	

researcher’s	capacity	of	interpretation	and	the	entities’	capacity	to	create	meanings	thus	appeared	

as	equal	participants	of	a	semantic	relationship	that	could	not	be	defined	in	further	specificity.	

Despite	using	a	condition	of	possibility,	then,	Cusicanqui	found	her	field	of	inquiry	having	to	pay	the	

price	of	epistemic	incompleteness	that	de-universalized	the	ch’ixi	realm	itself.	Accordingly,	

Cusicanqui	asserted	that	Pacha	always	entailed	a	fourth	space	called	Khä	Pacha.	

This	is	the	world	of	what	does	not	yet	exist,	of	what	is	unknown,	which	emerges	as	a	
force	in	permanent	displacement,	which	confronts	a	permanent	disjunction:	
everything	can	become	ruins	and	all	human	actions	can	become	catastrophe,	or	else,	
it	can	redeem	the	world	of	what	exists	and	turn	into	an	act	of	liberation	and	
accomplishment.	The	disjunction	present	in	the	abysmal	nature	of	Khä	Pacha	is	thus	
a	danger	always	present,	which	is	perceived	in	the	social	world	as	a	risk	of	
dissolution	and	stagnation,	but	can	also	create	the	possibility	of	renovation	and	
realization	of	more	complete	human	potential	(Cusicanqui	2015,	212,	author’s	
translation).	

Hence,	beyond	the	consistency	of	the	notion	of	co-participation,	Cusicanqui’s	own	sociology	

of	images	could	not	define	the	underlying	commonality	presupposed	among	the	multiple	capacities	

to	grasp	meanings.	This	absence	pushed	the	sociology	of	images	towards	an	incomplete	platform	of	

self-validation.	The	possibility	of	constructing	maps	of	multiple	relationships	of	equalities	required	

that	knowledge	production	abandon	all	pre-definitions	of	commonality	and	equality,	even	the	ones	

necessary	to	self-validate	the	field	of	knowledge	constructing	those	maps.	

This	incompleteness	consistently	emerged	from	the	utilization	of	a	meta-equality	for	all	

equalities,	but	it	also	led	to	the	problem	and	tension	that	I	hinted	several	times	throughout	this	

chapter.	How	could	Cusicanqui	use	a	field	that	was	not	fully	self-validated	to	classify	and	invalidate	

other	knowledges?	How	could	it	regard	others	as	inferior	if	it	was	not	superior	itself?	How	could	it	

charge	the	price	of	de-universalization,	create	its	own	homogenizing	tendency,	re-accommodate	
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other	voices,	and	create	a	form	of	praxis	if	it	did	not	count	with	a	foundation	epistemically	

validating	and	justifying	these	transformations?	

Within	the	works	of	Cusicanqui,	the	answer	to	this	question	was	that	the	ch’ixi	meta-

principle	of	equality	created	an	irresolvable	internal	tension	and	paradox.	It	constructed	a	

philosophical	movement,	which	cyclically	validated	and	deconstructed	itself.	Instead	of	settling	this	

meta-relationship	prematurely	by	granting	a	privileged	epistemic	capacity	to	some	kind	of	

“humanity,”	Cusicanqui	reflexively	sustained	this	tension	and	created	a	more	uncertain	or	humble	

realm	of	knowledge.	Hence,	Cusicanqui	sought	to	play	with	the	positive	and	negative	principles	of	

equality	at	higher	levels	of	inclusion	than	previous	discourses.	She	validated	more	differences	by	

constructing	a	broader	meta-commonality,	but	this	platform	contained	seemingly	irresolvable	

tensions.	In	this	sense,	the	ch’ixi	realm	was	not	regarded	as	a	new	form	of	universalized	articulation	

(Cusicanqui	2015,	28).	It	was	a	critique	against	the	notion	of	scientific	“objectivity,”	which	often	

emerged	from	an	assumption	of	correspondence	between	empirical	findings	and	a	universalized	

bedrock	of	epistemic	validation.	The	sociology	of	images	was	a	critique	of	objectivity	emerging	from	

“fragmented”	visions	of	society,	which	precariously	began	to	construct	a	more	encompassing	realm	

of	knowledge	(ibid.,	91).	Cusicanqui	thus	explicitly	sought	to	sustain	this	philosophical	tension	

while	still	constructing	a	localized,	context	dependent,	multi-relational,	and	incompletely	validated	

form	of	political	praxis.	

Unlike	other	Indianista	intellectuals	and	discursive	constructions,	Cusicanqui	recognized	

that	her	philosophical	system	was	epistemologically	incomplete	and	that	it	implicated	the	

researcher	in	its	realization.	Because	she	sustained	these	notions,	Cusicanqui	also	acknowledged	

the	requirement	of	reflexivity	that	they	carried	along.	She	decided	to	sustain	her	field	of	knowledge	

and	praxis	while	also	recognizing	its	philosophical	deficit.	Unlike	the	other	discourses	described	

above	and	their	claims	of	“transcendentality,”	“Truth,”	“universality,”	or	“absoluteness;”	Cusicanqui	

made	a	“…	profession	of	faith	in	that	decolonization	can	only	be	realized	within	practice.	This	would	
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be,	however,	a	reflexive	and	communicative	practice	founded	in	the	desire	of	recuperating	a	

memory	and	our	own	corporality”	(ibid.,	28,	author’s	translation).	This	explained	why	Cusicanqui	

asserted	that	her	field	of	knowledge	ultimately	relied	on	the	political	“energy	of	desire”	(ibid.,	302,	

author’s	translation);	it	emerged	from	the	desire	of	transformation	and	resistance	against	suffered	

hierarchies.	In	a	way,	then,	Cusicanqui	transformed	Fausto	Reinaga’s	epistemic	notions	and	she	

actually	guaranteed	her	platform	of	validation	by	utilizing	the	energy	that	surged	from	wishes	of	

transformation	and	desires	of	liberation,	which,	in	turn,	emerged	from	a	“faith”	in	the	possibility	to	

know	experiences	confronting	oppressions.	She	sustained	her	philosophical	tension	by	

acknowledging	or	having	“faith”	in	the	“fact	of	colonialism”	(ibid.,	28).	

This	was	the	foundation	or	positivity	from	which	Cusicanqui	could	sustain	the	

incompleteness	of	her	philosophy	and	still	create	a	praxis	of	decoloniality.	The	“faith”	in	the	

assumption	of	the	existence	of	shared	colonialisms	thus	created	an	underlying	validating	effect.	

Similar	to	the	other	discourses,	then,	Cusicanqui	constructed	her	edifice	from	a	basic	assumption	of	

a	shared	fact,	but	she	acknowledged	this	as	an	assumption.	Despite	this	self-validation,	then,	

Cusicanqui	acknowledged	her	foundational	starting	point	as	a	decision,	a	leap	of	faith,	and	a	desire	

that	could	not	be	fully	defined,	settled,	fixed,	or	determined.	She	sustained	the	reflexivity	created	by	

the	philosophical	incompleteness	described	above	and	she	introduced	a	different	form	of	

knowledge,	which	acknowledged	its	own	limitations	while	also	creating	its	own	faith-based	

positivity.	

This	form	of	knowledge	has	several	implications	and	lessons	related	to	some	of	the	

limitations	and	colonial	tendencies	included	within	the	other	discourses	that	I	described	in	other	

chapters.	Before	discussing	these	implications	in	the	Conclusion	of	my	dissertation,	however,	I	

analyzed	the	institutionalization	and	normalization	of	Indianismo,	which	emerged	from	Evo	

Morales	and	Álvaro	García	Linera’s	construction	of	yet	another	form	of	Indianismo.	
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CHAPTER	SIX:	LIBERALISM	AND	INDIANISMO	

Introduction:	The	Institutionalization	of	an	Indianismo	

Notwithstanding	the	genealogical	plot	that	I	constructed	in	order	to	connect	the	previous	

chapters	through	an	analysis	of	the	expansion	of	the	boundaries	of	the	discourse,	Indianismo	

contained	at	least	three	parallel	and	disputed	paths	simultaneously.	For	example,	Felipe	Quispe	was	

still	promoting	in	2017	a	revolutionary	path	of	transformation	towards	the	recuperation	of	the	

“Indio’s”	past.	Similarly,	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui	continued	to	work	intellectually	and	politically.	

She	taught	classes	at	the	Universidad	Mayor	San	Andrés	in	La	Paz,	actively	worked	in	the	Ch’ixi	

Collective	(Colectivx	Ch’ixi),	and	participated	in	international	conferences.	The	third	discursive	path	

of	Indianismo	was	related	to	the	political	and	intellectual	careers	of	Juan	Evo	Morales	Ayma	(also	

known	as	Evo	Morales)	and	Álvaro	García	Linera	(also	known	as	Linera).	

These	discourses	had	important	differences	and	the	intellectuals	involved	in	their	

production	often	confronted	each	other	in	political	arenas,	but	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	successfully	

constructed	a	coherent	discourse	unifying	the	Bolivian	history	of	struggles,	resistances,	and	

rebellions.	They	created	a	project	of	decoloniality	that	located	itself	as	the	culminating	point	of	a	

series	of	historical	contradictions	oppressing	different	social	sectors	of	Bolivia	and	the	world.	

According	to	this	Indianista	perspective	on	history,	the	last	moment	of	colonial	contradiction	was	

neoliberalism,	which	appeared	as	the	main	source	of	contemporary	injustices	against	peoples	and	

Pachamama	(Mother	Earth).	This	form	of	Indianismo	became	much	more	popular	and	politically	

influential	than	Revolutionary	and	Decolonial	Indianismo,	but	it	also	excluded	some	of	the	

epistemic,	reflexive,	multi-relational,	bottom-up,	and	ecological	implications	reached	by	Silvia	

Rivera	Cusicanqui.	Its	institutionalization	within	the	government	of	Bolivia	allowed	for	Evo	Morales	

and	Linera	to	export	Indianista	ideas	in	many	international	fora,	the	most	important	of	which	were	

the	United	Nations	General	Assembly	annual	sessions.	Within	these	international	spaces,	the	
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President	and	Vice-president	of	Bolivia	were	able	to	communicate	notions	of	ecological	and	

national	or	ethnic	equality,	which	sought	to	expand	ideas	of	rights	beyond	neoliberal	limitations.	At	

the	same	time,	however,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	did	not	take	into	account	some	of	the	epistemic	

and	more	multi-relational	notions	that	other	Indianista	intellectuals	aimed	to	construct.	

Because	it	established	connections	between	Indianismo	and	liberal	ideas	of	law,	rights,	

duties,	state	structure,	and	international	order,	I	decided	to	name	this	discursive	construction	

Liberal	Indianismo.	In	order	to	achieve	the	consolidation	of	a	unified	governmental	project,	which	

had	to	include	different	sectors	of	the	Bolivian	society,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera,	neither	of	them	

liberals	in	backgrounds	or	beliefs,	sought	to	fuse	liberal	notions	of	individual	rights	together	with	

an	idea	of	equality	and	rights	for	communities.	As	Linera	asserted,		

The	space	of	plurinationality	is	the	acknowledgment	of	two	equalities;	the	equality	
of	Bolivians	to	have	rights	and	guarantees	independently	of	their	last	name,	skin	
color,	maternal	language,	clothing,	agricultural	origin,	urban	or	rural,	but	this	is	a	
dimension	of	liberal	rights.	The	fundamental	and	differentiating	aspect	of	the	new	
Bolivian	constitutional	doctrine	is	the	strength	of	the	social,	indigenous,	peasant,	
and	originary	movement	in	relationship	to	the	last	185	years	of	republican	life.	The	
rights	of	people-nation	is	a	new	form	of	constitutionalism,	which	not	only	
recognizes	each	one	of	the	indigenous	peoples	as	a	nation,	but	also	recognizes	their	
rights	as	a	nation	inside	a	state	structure	and	the	great	nation	called	Bolivia.	This	
architecture	has	two	levels	(2015,	314,	author’s	translation).	

In	order	to	articulate	Indianismo	and	liberalism	together,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	

constructed	a	discourse	connecting	all	these	elements	within	a	single	historical	line,	which	led	to	a	

specific	culminating	moment.	

The	events	and	phenomena	often	connected	within	the	historical	narrative	created	by	

Liberal	Indianismo	included	Spanish	colonialism,	the	oligarchic	emergence	of	the	Bolivian	state,	the	

1952	Revolution,	the	neoliberal	turn	of	Bolivia	in	the	late	1970’s,	and	the	series	of	crises	and	

political	actions	prior	to	Evo	Morales’	presidential	election	in	2005.	During	the	years	between	the	

1970's	and	the	early	2000's,	much	of	Latin	America	followed	the	Washington	Consensus.	This	

economic	formula	promoted	a	homogenizing	notion	of	development	intended	to	fit	all	(De	la	Barra	
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and	Dello	Buono	2009,	3),	but	it	often	led	to	social	inequality,	unemployment,	social	exclusion,	

poverty,	and	political	discontent	(Petras	and	Veltmeyer	2005,	222).	From	1971,	the	dictatorship	of	

Hugo	Banzer	Suárez	took	control	of	the	government	of	Bolivia	and	harshly	repressed	many	forms	of	

collective	action.	His	government	proceeded	to	implement	International	Monetary	Fund	and	World	

Bank	structural	adjustment	policies	(Ticona	2013).	

In	the	1980’s,	Bolivia	transitioned	to	democracy	and	deepened	the	application	of	neoliberal	

policies	after	the	1985	presidential	election	of	Victor	Paz	Estenssoro.	His	government	exacerbated	

the	application	of	neoliberalism	in	Bolivia	and	deepened	its	integration	into	the	global	economy	

(Postero	2010;	Kohl	and	Farthing	2009).	This	was	the	context	in	which	the	Indianista	movement	

expanded	its	political	force	by	taking	control	of	one	of	the	main	unions	of	Bolivia,	namely	the	

Confederación	Sindical	Única	de	Trabajadores	de	Bolivia	(Rivera	1999,	153).	At	the	same	time,	in	

1984,	Álvaro	García	Linera	began	to	work	with	Felipe	Quispe	in	the	Tupak	Katari	Movement	(ibid.,	

21).	In	1986	they	founded	the	Tupak	Katari	Guerilla	Army.	Accused	of	destroying	electric	towers,	

Linera	was	arrested	in	1992	and	freed	five	years	later	in	1997.	

While	Indianismo	was	developing	its	political	platform,	Evo	Morales	was	working	in	the	city	

of	El	Chapare	with	the	coca	leaf	syndical	union,	which	had	expanded	its	number	of	members	thanks	

to	the	migration	of	miner	workers	to	Cochabamba.	Much	of	this	social	sector	had	become	coca	leaf	

farmers	due	to	the	effects	of	privatization,	increased	economic	competition,	and	labor	liberalization	

in	the	mine	industry	of	Bolivia	(Postero	2010,	21).	By	1985,	Evo	Morales	had	become	the	secretary	

general	of	the	“cocalero”	union	and	often	organized	protests	against	the	United	States-led	

eradication	of	coca	production,	which	often	cost	the	lives	of	coca	workers	and	political	activists	

(ibid.,	22).	By	the	1990’s,	Evo	Morales	supported	a	move	within	his	union	towards	the	possibility	of	

participating	in	the	institutional	political	arena	of	Bolivia	through	the	presentation	of	candidates	for	

governmental	positions.	As	a	result,	Evo	Morales	was	elected	to	the	national	congress	of	Bolivia	in	

1997	(Postero	2010,	23).	
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During	the	1990’s,	President	Sanchez	de	Lozada	deepened	neoliberal	policies	even	further,	

which	restructured	the	economy	and	allowed	for	the	partial	privatization	of	hydrocarbons	and	

telecommunications	in	Bolivia	(Kohl	and	Farthing	2009,	67).	Former	dictator	Hugo	Banzer	then	

continued	this	tendency	after	1997,	when	he	was	elected	President	of	Bolivia	(ibid.,	68).	During	his	

presidency,	Banzer	increased	confrontations	against	the	coca	leaf	farmers	through	a	program	called	

“coca	zero.”	He	“acceded	to	constant	U.S.	pressure	to	use	military	force	to	destroy	coca	cultivation	in	

the	Chapare	region,	east	of	Cochabamba.	The	resulting	Coca	Zero	policy	virtually	destroyed	the	

regional	economy,	with	effects	that	rippled	through	the	entire	country”	(ibid.).	

This	context	thus	saw	the	simultaneous	emergence	of	strong	Indianista	and	coca	leaf	

movements	while	also	increasing	economical	policies	of	privatization,	deregulation,	forced	

eradication	of	coca	farming,	and	political	persecution.	Additionally,	the	workers’	movement,	which	

was	centralized	in	the	Workers’	Union	of	Bolivia	(Central	Obrera	de	Bolivia	–	COB),	had	become	the	

main	target	of	neoliberal	policies	(Kohl	and	Farthing	2009,	68).	As	one	of	the	most	important	actors	

supporting	the	previous	governments	of	the	Revolution,	the	COB	was	systematically	undermined	by	

the	series	of	neoliberal	governments	that	began	in	the	1970’s.	This	union	had	a	strong	Marxist	

doctrine	and	it	focused	its	attention	on	the	demands	emerging	from	mine	workers	(ibid.,	20).	

Despite	its	decline,	the	COB	sought	to	continue	its	work	and	actively	participated	in	many	forms	of	

sectoral	resistance	throughout	the	1990’s	(Kohl	2006,	316).	

The	gradually	increasing	confrontation	between	these	political	actors	of	Bolivia	and	

neoliberal	policies	often	led	to	important	mobilizations,	marches,	protests,	and	electoral	victories	

for	previously	marginalized	sectors	of	society.	The	widespread	discontent	with	neoliberalism	also	

resulted	in	a	series	of	crises	between	2000	and	2005.	In	2000,	several	social	movements	

vehemently	resisted	the	privatization	of	water	during	the	water	wars.	In	the	city	of	Cochabamba,	

“water	warriors”	began	a	massive	mobilization	under	the	leadership	of	the	organization	called	

Coordinator	of	the	Defense	of	Water	and	Life	(Coordinadora	de	Defensa	del	Agua	y	de	la	Vida).	The	
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company	Aguas	de	Turani	(a	subsidiary	of	the	Bechtel	Corporation)	had	doubled	the	prices	for	

water	after	signing	a	40-year	lease	with	the	government	of	Cochabamba	(Shultz	2000).	After	much	

repression,	martial	law,	tear	gas,	political	arrests,	and	the	intervention	of	the	national	government,	

the	company	decided	to	leave	the	country	and	the	governor	of	Cochabamba	resigned.	According	to	

some	of	the	leaders	of	the	protests,	the	World	Bank	and	the	neoliberal	policies	that	it	promoted	

were	the	direct	causes	of	the	crisis	(ibid).	During	these	conflicts,	Evo	Morales	was	trying	to	compete	

electorally	for	different	positions,	but	he	also	led	street	blockades	and	political	actions	in	support	of	

the	Cochabamba	resistance	against	the	privatization	of	water	(Kohl	2006,	318).	He	also	met	Linera	

and	began	working	with	him.	Linera	had	become	a	professor	of	sociology	at	the	Universidad	Mayor	

San	Andrés,	where	he	also	met	Silvia	Rivera	and	other	influential	intellectuals	of	Bolivia.	

Despite	the	governmental	accounts	of	history,	which	I	further	discussed	below,	Canessa	

pointed	out	that	the	conflicts	and	confrontations	emerging	in	Bolivia	from	the	1970’s	to	2000	were	

related	to	different	social	movements,	which	formed	contextual	coalitions	and	successfully	

mobilized	in	particular	conjunctures	(Canessa	2006,	249).	Until	the	year	2003,	the	history	of	these	

decades	could	thus	be	regarded	as	a	messy	group	of	confrontations	between	neoliberalism	and	

different	social	sectors,	social	movements,	unions,	parties,	and	intellectuals.	Then,	Evo	Morales	

began	to	consolidate	a	broad	political	platform	within	the	Movement	towards	Socialism.	He	

promoted	a	successful	discourse	joining	several	social	and	political	sectors	of	Bolivia	(Canessa	

2006,	249).	

In	2003,	Bolivia	saw	the	uprising	of	the	gas	wars.	Initially,	the	demands	from	social	

movements	entailed	the	cancelation	of	the	deal	to	export	gas	through	Chile,	but	the	repressive	and	

violent	responses	of	President	Sanchez	de	Lozada	quickly	ignited	the	conflict	(Kohl	and	Farthing	

2009,	70).	Social	movements	and	thousands	of	protesters	demanded	the	resignation	of	President	

Gonzalo	Sanchez	de	Lozada,	the	freedom	of	political	prisoners,	justice	for	the	killings	of	activists	

and	civilians	caused	by	the	repressive	usage	of	police	force,	and	a	move	away	from	the	neoliberal	
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model	of	development	(Assies	2004).	Due	to	the	death	toll	that	resulted	from	these	events	and	the	

increasing	pressure	coming	from	several	social	movements,	which	included	the	Movement	towards	

Socialism	led	by	Evo	Morales,	Gonzalo	Sanchez	de	Lozada	resigned	as	President	of	Bolivia	and	fled	

to	Miami.	Carlos	Mesa	replaced	him	and	tried	to	find	a	balance	between	neoliberal	policies,	

pressures	from	the	United	States	against	coca	production,	and	social	movements.	However,	Mesa	

failed	to	meet	the	demands	of	social	movements	(Kohl	and	Farthing	2009,	60).	In	2005,	Evo	

Morales,	the	Movement	towards	Socialism,	and	other	social	movements	continued	to	pressure	the	

government	until	Carlos	Mesa	resigned	and	early	presidential	elections	were	organized.	

Due	to	his	relationship	with	a	variety	of	social	sectors	and	his	pragmatic	approach	to	

politics,	Evo	Morales	emerged	as	the	main	leader	of	politically	active	social	movements	(Postero	

2010,	24).	By	contrast,	Felipe	Quispe	lost	much	of	its	political	platform	due	to	his	separatists	and	

racialized	discourse	(Canessa	2006,	255).	In	2005,	Evo	Morales	won	the	presidential	elections	of	

Bolivia	together	with	Álvaro	García	Linera	as	his	Vice-president.	This	moment	of	

institutionalization	entailed	a	new	reconstruction	of	the	Bolivian	history	and	it	led	to	the	

sedimentation	of	some	Indianista	principles	through	policies,	juridical	and	institutional	reforms,	the	

participation	of	Evo	Morales	in	international	fora,	and	the	intellectual	production	by	Linera.	How	

did,	however,	this	Liberal	form	of	Indianismo	unite	all	these	events	and	forms	of	resistance	under	a	

single	banner?	

How	Does	Liberal	Indianismo	Know:	an	Epistemic	Validation	and	Classification	

Connections	to	the	past	and	identity	constructions	

Similar	to	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	Liberal	Indianismo	used	the	possibility	of	a	connection	

with	the	past	in	order	to	establish	a	broader	relationship	of	commonality	and	to	create	an	

epistemically	validated	notion	of	equality.	This	was	the	basis	from	which	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	

constructed	the	essentialized	notion	of	“indigeneity”	and	citizenship	that	other	authors	have	
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noticed	(e.g.,	Canessa	2006,	255).	Unlike	the	Revolutionary	discussions	of	racial	and	biological	

connections	with	the	past	through	endogamy	and	physical	commonalities,	Liberal	Indianismo	

focused	exclusively	on	the	notion	of	nation	and	identity.	These	two	discourses	constructed	the	idea	

of	nation	and	identity	differently,	but	they	both	proceeded	from	the	fact	of	inheritance.	The	Liberal	

version	of	Indianismo	thus	presupposed	the	idea	of	an	indisputable	pedagogical	connection	

throughout	time	as	a	positivity	from	which	uncertainty	could	be	removed,	a	relationship	of	

commonality	established,	and	a	criterion	of	validation	discerned.	Here,	inheritance	enabled	

identities	to	be	validated,	known,	and	communicated.	

According	to	Linera,	who	published	his	book	Identidad	Boliviana	(Bolivian	Identity)	through	

the	Vice-presidency	Press	in	2014,	identity	was	the	basis	of	the	consciousness	and	affirmation	of	

oneself	(9).	In	the	construction	of	an	identity,	people	created	a	relationship	with	others	through	the	

definition	of	commonalities,	but	they	also	differentiated	themselves	in	the	erection	of	boundaries	

and	categories,	which	separated	groupings	from	each	other.	The	process	of	construction	of	

identities	took	place	throughout	time	because	it	entailed	meanings	inherited	from	a	social	space	of	

reference	(ibid.,	10).	In	other	words,	the	inclusion	and	participation	of	individuals	in	social	spaces	

connected	them	to	meanings	of	affirmation	and	categorization	passed	on	from	social	pasts	to	

participating	individuals	or	actors	in	contemporaneous	interactions.	Inherited	meanings	thus	

enabled	peoples	to	know	categories	of	identification.	They	entailed	a	process	of	socialization,	which	

shared	or	imposed	identities	in	particular	moments	of	interaction.	The	possibility	of	constructing	

and	knowing	identities	thus	primarily	depended	on	the	meanings	inherited	in	each	interaction	and	

extra-individual	connection	with	the	rest	of	society.	

For	the	construction	of	each	identity	to	be	possible,	then,	Liberal	Indianismo	presupposed	a	

past	background	of	meanings,	socially	re-shared	and	re-deployed	within	concurrent	interactions.	

Individuals,	as	well	as	actors	more	in	general,	were	connected	to	socially	shared	meanings	through	

the	inheritance	they	received	while	participating	in	social	interactions.	Because	these	meanings	
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were	deployed	in	interactions,	the	fact	of	inheritance	enabled	the	knower	to	reconstruct	the	long	

chain	of	meanings,	which	acted	as	the	basis	of	new	possibilities	of	peoplehood.	Each	moment	of	

diachronically	organized	interaction	entailed	meanings	connected	throughout	time.	This	

assumption	enabled	the	possibility	of	tracing	the	continuity	of	meanings	backwards,	which	

authorized	the	knower	to	re-create	the	history	of	continuations	and	the	concurrent	map	of	

coexisting	identities.	Hence,	the	knower	could	take	an	objectifying	step	towards	the	reconstruction	

of	maps	of	identities	in	space	and	throughout	time.	Inheritance	was	thus	made	intelligible.	

This	definition	of	the	connection	with	a	past	background	of	meanings	modified	some	of	the	

Revolutionary	notions	of	nation.	As	Chapter	Three	explained,	the	Revolutionary	form	of	Indianismo	

established	a	closer	and	more	rigidly	consistent	link	between	individuals,	specific	communities,	and	

their	family	lineage.	Liberal	Indianismo,	on	the	other	side,	re-built	the	fact	of	inheritance	as	a	

broader	connection	to	a	social	past	of	meanings,	which	became	repeatedly	revived	in	different	

kinds	of	interactions.	An	individual	or	an	actor	could	thus	inherit	meanings	from	social	spaces	

beyond	the	family	and	the	community.	Additionally,	the	possibility	of	a	variety	of	interactions	made	

identities	become	more	“situational,”	which	also	meant	that	individuals	could	often	change	their	

identities	based	on	the	characteristics	of	the	interactions	they	entered	(ibid.,	12).	This	definition	

separated	nation	further	away	from	essentialized	ideas	of	ancestry	and	communitarian	lineage,	

often	emphasized	by	Revolutionary	Indianistas	and	the	earlier	works	of	Fausto	Reinaga.	In	Liberal	

Indianismo,	the	identity	of	an	individual	could	be	more	complex	than	its	community,	family,	or	

lineage.	An	individual	could	have	several	loyalties	simultaneously.	

Notwithstanding	the	epistemic	and	enabling	importance	of	this	link	to	the	past,	Linera	also	

asserted	that	identities	could	be	reconstructed	and	modified	throughout	time.	Identities	could	thus	

be	either	“assigned”	or	“assumed”	in	each	context	of	interaction	(ibid.,	12).	Assigned	identities	were	

inherited	and	imposed	within	particular	social	contexts	of	interaction,	which	made	them	very	

difficult	to	resist	or	renounce.	Assumed	identities	entailed	the	creative	possibility	of	modifying	
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inherited	identities	in	different	directions.	Despite	this	flexibility,	the	possibility	of	knowing	

categories	still	depended	on	the	moments	of	meaning	inheritance,	which	socially	limited	the	means	

used	by	actors	to	reconstruct	identities.	Because	identities	became	re-activated	in	social	

interactions,	the	possibility	of	creativity	was	also	limited	by	the	confrontations	that	took	place	

within	these	moments.	

Liberal	Indianismo	thus	constructed	a	more	complex	definition	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	

than	notions	previously	used	by	Revolutionary	Indianistas.	The	inheritance	of	meaning	became	

more	flexible	and	dynamic,	which	complicated	the	possibility	of	defining	the	legitimate	pre-colonial	

past	used	as	a	pure	and	intelligible	platform	of	decoloniality.	Identity	hereby	lost	its	direct	

connection	with	a	single	historical	moment	because	inheritance	became	a	less	mechanical	

connection	with	the	past.	Instead,	inheritance	included	creativity	in	the	construction	of	identities.	

Additionally,	Linera	asserted	that	identities	resulted	from	long	processes	of	struggles	and	

domination,	which	could	modify	different	notions	or	could	even	erase	particular	identities.	

These	historical	groups,	their	struggles,	discourses,	disputes	with	other	proto-
groups,	ideological	irradiations,	leadership	capacity,	conceptions	of	past	history	and	
destiny	that	fight	to	self-legitimate;	their	ways	to	occupy	and	interpret	territory	as	a	
material	presupposition	of	social	reproduction	accepted	by	the	rest	of	society;	their	
ways	to	articulate	basic	adhesions,	which	define	a	transcendental	common	sense	of	
a	country	and	the	shared	characteristics	of	a	society,	are	what	ultimately	create	the	
national	content	of	a	society	(2014,	28,	author’s	translation).	

The	notion	of	struggle	and	identity	negotiation	emerged	not	only	due	to	confrontations,	

which	could	take	place	within	a	series	of	moments	of	deployment,	assumption,	and	assignment,	but	

also	thanks	to	the	very	nature	of	identities.	According	to	Linera,	identities	were	“inevitably	

hierarchicalizing”	because	they	entailed	differentiating	and	valuing	boundaries.	These	lines	created	

a	sense	of	belonging	and	simultaneously	excluded	“others”	who	did	not	fit	the	delineated	

commonalities	grouping	specific	entities	(ibid.,	13).	This	exclusion	entailed	a	hierarchicalization,	

which	created	politics	of	force	and	power.	“Therefore,	identity	is	a	way	to	value	oneself	and,	at	the	

same	time	–	without	intending	it	–,	to	value	or	devalue	others.	Identities,	to	different	extents,	have	a	
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permanent	effect	of	hierarchicalization	and	dispute	in	the	social	space”	(2014,	14,	author’s	

translation).	

Consistent	with	the	idea	of	struggles	and	interactions,	Linera	asserted	that	certain	identities	

could	become	hegemonic.	Some	notions	achieved	this	status	through	power	struggles	and	by	

homogenizing	or	excluding	other	identities.	They	politically	imposed	a	single	notion	of	identity	as	

the	official	definition	of	nation	and	“committed	ethnocide”	against	all	the	other	identities	present	in	

the	territory	(ibid.,	75.).	Other	forms	of	hegemony	built	more	encompassing	ideas,	which	could	

successfully	articulate	many	identities	together.	Some	notions	thus	entailed	more	complex	ideas	

capable	of	integrating	a	diversity	of	identities	(ibid.,	18).	Both	homogenizing	and	complex	

constructions	of	nations	needed	to	impose	themselves	throughout	time	and	struggles.	These	

notions	were	capable	of	constructing	ideas	of	nation,	which	created	hard	boundaries	and	

sometimes	became	territorialized	(ibid.,	18).	These	nations	could	thus	reach	historical	points	of	

hegemony,	which	articulated	or	homogenized	many	identities	within	a	single	territory,	common	

origin,	common	future,	and	common	set	of	institutions	(ibid.,	19).	

These	different	forms	of	modifications,	struggles,	and	flexibility	allowed	for	current	

identities	to	be	more	separated	from	the	purity	of	historical	pasts.	Unlike	Revolutionary	

Indianismo,	Liberal	Indianismo	was	thus	able	to	understand	the	ways	in	which	contemporaneous	

“indigenous”	identities	might	not	necessarily	correspond	to	the	pure	identities	of	the	Inca	or	the	

Tawantinsuyu	Empire	in	the	fifteenth	century.	Despite	this	complication	and	separation,	Linera	

sustained	the	notion	of	meaning	inheritance	and	he	created	an	epistemic	possibility	of	knowing	the	

chains	of	meanings	connected	backwards	in	time.	These	connections	could	show	the	struggles	and	

modifications	of	meanings,	but	they	could	also	claim	to	examine	the	historical	continuity	and	

connections	of	some	elements	and	identities.	

Creativity	and	struggle	did	not	obstruct	the	epistemic	validation	of	certain	identities	
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whenever	the	authorized	knower	could	establish	the	long	chain	of	connections	and	inheritance.	

This	cognitive	capacity	to	know	the	historical	continuity	of	identities	could	be	proved	and	

empirically	examined	by	taking	into	account	events	that	included	the	deployment	and	dispute	of	

national	identities.	Insofar	as	certain	elements	of	an	identity	continued	throughout	time	despite	

struggles	and	modifications,	the	authorized	knower	could	prove	its	capacity	of	resistance.	Similar	

with	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	then,	the	possibility	of	resisting	throughout	colonialism	became	the	

answer	to	the	question	of	continuity.	

Equality	and	the	past:	How	does	Liberal	Indianismo	know	better?	

Liberal	Indianismo	thus	pushed	the	notions	previously	used	by	Revolutionary	Indianismo	

towards	their	logical	and	philosophical	conclusions.	Revolutionary	Indianismo’s	focus	on	family,	

lineage,	and	communities	led	to	a	construction	of	a	“true”	past	based	on	the	possibility	of	accessing	

the	purity	of	the	pre-colonial	“Indio.”	From	this	platform,	intellectuals	often	regarded	“everything	

Occidental”	as	colonial,	which	classified	Occidental	culture	as	a	“non-nation.”	In	contrast,	Liberal	

Indianismo	sought	to	build	its	platform	of	commonality	and	validation	from	a	more	general	

philosophical	idea,	which	allowed	for	the	inclusion	of	“indigenous”	identities	together	with	other	

nations.	In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	Liberal	Indianismo	used	two	interconnected	notions,	which	

consistently	unfolded	from	the	fact	of	meaning	inheritance.	

On	one	side,	Liberal	Indianismo	used	the	idea	of	a	common	origin.	Instead	of	defining	a	

historical	origin	of	peoples	through	evolutionary	notions	of	Homo	sapiens	or	through	an	idea	of	a	

common	origin	in	the	creation	of	Pachamama,	Liberal	Indianismo	created	a	common	origin	

philosophically	consistent	with	its	idea	of	identity	and	inheritance.	The	notion	of	identity	and	

meaning	inheritance	led	the	knower	towards	the	possibility	of	reconstructing	the	history	and	map	

of	concurrent	identities.	This	move	presupposed	the	possibility	of	knowing	the	continuous	path	of	

identities	since	their	moment	of	inception.	Their	originary	moment	could	be	empirically	
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untraceable	due	to	fortuitous	problems,	but	the	epistemic	notion	of	the	fact	of	inheritance	

authorized	the	knower	to	analyze	the	diachronic	path	of	identities.	In	other	words,	the	original	

creation	of	an	identity	could	be	empirically	untraceable,	but	the	study	of	origins	was	epistemically	

warranted.	This	continuity	made	the	originary	moment	of	identities	philosophically	intelligible.	

Linera	discussed	this	notion	of	a	common	origin	not	only	in	the	construction	of	a	foundation	of	

judgment	for	identities,	but	also	in	relationship	to	his	analysis	of	Marxism.	Here,	Linera	asserted	

that	Marxism	constructed	history	from	a	common	initial	past,	which	entailed	the	originary	moment	

of	social	order,	established	through	communitarian	organizations	of	agricultural	work	(Linera	

2015,	50).	This	initial	moment	appeared	as	a	basis	of	historical	judgment.	

Linera	claimed	that	identities,	together	with	their	components	and	characteristics,	which	

could	be	notions	of	territory,	common	future,	common	destiny,	and	common	institutions,	always	

resulted	from	the	“will	(voluntad)	and	the	national	construction,	which	existed	prior	to	the	

conquest	or	the	real	nationalization	of	each	one	of	them”	(2014,	23,	author’s	translation).	The	very	

“will”	and	the	“construction”	of	a	shared	identity	thus	entailed	a	common	initial	moment	and	a	

collective	decision	to	gather	together	under	a	single	category.	It	entailed	a	moment	of	agreement	

prior	to	conquest	and	thus	originary	in	its	construction.	Thanks	to	their	originary	moment	of	“will”	

and	“construction,”	every	national	identity	thus	became	included	within	a	basis	of	commonality	and	

equality.	This	philosophical	notion	of	a	commonality	equally	validated	every	form	of	national	

identity	and	it	created	a	space	of	coexistence	for	multiple	nations.	This	principle	validated	national	

identities	as	long	as	they	could	coexist	with	other	notions	emerging	from	“wills”	and	

“constructions.”	The	epistemic	connection	with	the	past	thus	led	Linera	to	use	a	philosophical	

common	origin	as	a	basis	of	commonality	and	a	boundary	of	equality.	Insofar	as	a	state,	society,	and	

territory	coincided	in	the	creation	of	such	a	boundary,	they	could	construct	the	form	of	equality	

called	“plurinationality”	(ibid.,	75),	which	established	a	space	designed	to	include	a	multiplicity	of	

national	identities	simultaneously.	Accordingly,	the	2009	Constitution	of	Bolivia	stated,		
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Cultural	diversity	constitutes	the	essential	basis	of	the	Plurinational	and	
Communitarian	State.	Interculturality	is	the	instrument	for	the	harmonic	and	
balanced	(equilibrada)	cohesion	and	coexistence	between	all	peoples	and	nations.	
Interculturality	will	thus	take	place	with	the	respect	of	differences	and	the	equality	
of	conditions	(art.	XCIX,	§	1,	author’s	translation).	

Despite	its	capacity	to	include	several	national	identities	as	equally	valid	within	a	defined	

realm,	this	notion	of	a	common	origin	also	created	an	exclusionary	boundary,	which	could	become	

sedimented	in	a	particular	territory,	institution,	and	state.	As	I	previously	discussed,	Linera	

asserted	that	identities	entailed	hierarchicalization.	Ultimately,	the	construction	of	a	nation	thus	

depended	on	the	results	of	the	long	historical	process	of	struggles	and	domination.	The	capacity	of	a	

group	within	a	territory	to	impose	its	own	notion	of	nation	thus	appeared	as	the	most	important	

factor	in	the	construction	of	a	unifying	identity.	Moreover,	Linera	asserted	that	all	identities	

presupposed	a	degree	of	“mestizage”	and	hybridity	because	they	all	entailed	some	level	of	mixture,	

interaction,	influence,	and	reception	(ibid.,	67).	These	two	ideas	seemingly	equalized	all	identities	

in	order	to	allow	for	power	relations	and	domination	to	become	the	ultimate	arbiters	of	validation.	

Before	actually	following	such	a	notion,	however,	Linera	prioritized	the	principles	of	the	fact	of	

inheritance.	Despite	the	generalized	notions	of	hybridity	and	struggle,	identities	could	still	include	

differences	partially	inherited	and	partly	assumed.	Because	these	differences	could	equally	entail	

the	common	original	characteristic	of	all	nations	(i.e.,	“will”	and	“construction”),	they	had	to	be	

respected.	The	Liberal	Indianista	version	of	fact	of	inheritance	thus	led	to	a	notion	of	equality	that	

validated	the	very	heterogeneity	of	pre-existent	national	identities.	Through	this	form	of	validation,	

the	discourse	constructed	a	form	of	articulation	or	a	complex	identity,	which	could	encompass	a	

diversity	of	nations	within	a	single	territory,	society,	and	state.	By	contrast,	processes	of	

homogenization,	conquest,	exclusion,	ethnocide,	and	domination	appeared	as	less	legitimate.	Their	

inconsistence	with	and	disrespect	of	the	equality	of	“will”	and	“construction”	led	to	their	

invalidation.	

If	it	only	included	the	notion	of	a	common	origin	to	determine	a	criterion	of	classification,	
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however,	Liberal	Indianismo	would	not	have	been	able	to	determine	the	difference	between,	on	one	

side,	a	moment	of	“will”	and	“construction”	and,	on	the	other	side,	a	moment	of	conquest.	How	did	

Liberal	Indianismo	determine	that	a	“homogenizing”	and	“hierarchicalizing”	idea	did	not	emerge	

from	a	new	widespread	moment	of	“will”	and	“construction”?	In	order	to	answer	this	question,	

Liberal	Indianismo	introduced	a	second	criterion	of	classification,	which	was	consistently	included	

within	the	fact	of	inheritance.	It	used	the	notion	of	meaning	continuity,	which	enabled	the	knower	to	

trace	an	identity	before	and	after	conquest.	This	continuation	proved	the	resistance	of	a	“will”	and	a	

“construction”	throughout	time.	Similarly,	the	analysis	of	a	contemporaneous	map	of	identities	

required	an	examination	of	the	continuity	of	identities	over	time	and	struggles	all	the	way	until	the	

present	charting	moment.	Insofar	as	identities	had	resisted	conflicts	and	continued	on	towards	the	

concurrent	moment	of	mapping,	they	were	immunized	against	the	possibility	of	their	

contemporaneous	homogenization	or	exclusion.	The	continuity	of	an	identity	thus	required	the	

possibility	of	respect	for	its	differences.	

Notwithstanding	the	possibility	of	assuming,	modifying,	and	constructing	identities,	the	fact	

of	inheritance	thus	prioritized	meanings	that	had	longer	and	more	continuous	pasts.	For	example,	

the	2009	Constitution	of	Bolivia	affirmed,	

Given	the	pre-colonial	existence	of	originary	indigenous	peasant	nations	and	
peoples	and	given	their	ancestral	dominion	of	their	territories,	the	constitution	
guarantees	their	free	determination	in	the	framework	of	unity	within	the	State,	
which	consists	in	the	right	to	autonomy,	self-governance,	their	culture,	the	
acknowledgment	of	their	institutions,	and	the	consolidation	of	their	territorial	
entities,	consistent	with	constitutional	law	(art.	II,	author’s	translation).	

Whenever	they	became	confronted	or	contradicted,	older	identities	retained	their	validity	

and	possibility	of	continuation.	By	contrast,	an	identity	became	“conquest”	whenever	it	

overstepped	its	epistemic	authority	upon	other	equally	validated	and	pre-existing	notions	of	

identity.	In	domination	and	conquest,	these	identities	lost	their	connection	with	the	commonality	of	

origin.	They	became	something	else	other	than	“will”	and	“construction.”	They	became	the	result	of	
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imposition	and	they	lost	the	validity	that	emerged	from	the	fact	of	inheritance.	Pre-existing	

identities	thus	appeared	as	more	connected	to	their	originary	moments	of	“will”	and	“construction;”	

whereas	newer	and	confronting	identities	could	be	overstepping	their	own	originary	validation	

while	seeking	to	obstruct	other’s	possibility	of	a	continuous	path	forward.	

The	prior	existence	of	a	“will”	and	a	“construction”	thus	validated	a	different	identity	and	

sustained	its	continuation.	

Today,	the	Bolivian	nation	consolidates	itself	as	a	state-nation,	which	encompasses	
and	unites	more	than	ten	million	Bolivians	that	were	born	in	this	nation.	Inside	of	
her,	there	are	cultural	nations	of	originary	indigenous	peoples,	who	posses	an	
identity	that	pre-existed	the	Republic	and	the	Colony.	These	nations	have	the	
capacity	of	free	determination	and	they	nourish	the	Bolivian	identity	(Linera	2014,	
47,	author’s	translation).	

The	“plurinationality”	that	Linera	and	Evo	Morales	sought	to	construct	with	their	notion	of	

equality	thus	aimed	to	respect	those	pre-existing	differences	and	to	create	a	space	where	a	

historical	diversity	of	nations	could	continue.	In	the	process,	the	homogenization	and/or	

hierarchicalization	of	those	differences	became	invalidated:	

When	dominant	classes	and	identities	disavow	and	homogenize	the	rest	of	nations	
existing	within	a	state,	mestizage	becomes	an	ethnocide	and	the	result	is	a	mono-
cultural	state	confronted	with	the	rest	of	the	plurinational	society.	By	contrast,	if	the	
leading	identity	and	classes	acknowledge	those	other	national	identities	and	the	
latter	inscribe	their	material	practices	in	the	order	created	by	the	state,	then,	we	are	
in	a	relationship	of	isomorphism	between	the	state,	society,	and	territory,	which	is	
characteristic	of	plurinational	states.	That	is	what	Bolivia	is	today	(Linera	2014,	75,	
author’s	translation).	

The	past,	plurinationality,	and	Indianization	of	Bolivia	

When	applied	within	the	borders	of	Bolivia,	these	principles	of	validation	(i.e.,	common	

origin	equality,	pre-conquest	existence,	and	temporal	continuity)	led	to	the	acknowledgment	of	

“indigenous”	identities.	Additionally,	they	respected	other	nations	that	were	consistent	with	the	

condition	of	possibility	created	within	Liberal	Indianismo.	In	order	to	utilize	Liberal	Indianismo,	

Bolivia	thus	had	to	re-build	itself	by	including	“indigenous”	peoples	and	by	creating	the	
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philosophically	required	isomorphism	of	the	state,	identities,	and	territory.	Linera	affirmed,		

What	does	the	Plurinational	State	mean	in	terms	of	the	construction	of	a	new	
nation?	In	principle,	it	is	the	recognition	of	the	existence	of	indigenous	nations	in	the	
material	construction	of	the	new	State,	the	system	of	political	institutions,	the	
decision-making	regime,	the	educational	narrative	of	the	entire	society,	the	
historical	memory	and	destiny,	the	structures	of	collective	values,	and	legitimate	
knowledges.	It	is	not	simply	the	tolerance	of	their	presence	as	a	minority	protected	
in	their	slow,	but	inevitable	transition	towards	cultural	dissolution,	which	happens	
in	‘multicultural’	States.	The	Plurinational	State	is	the	constitution	of	the	totality	of	
the	systems	of	state	power	based	on	plurinationality	as	plurinationality;	in	other	
words,	as	the	state	power	and	governmental,	cultural,	educational,	economic,	and	
historic	institutionality.	In	strict	terms,	the	Plurinational	State	is	a	form	of	State	that	
corresponds	to	the	plurinational	social	form	(2014,	44,	author’s	translation).	

On	one	side,	“indigenous”	nations	were	consistent	with	the	principle	of	equality	in	common	

origin.	They	entailed	a	moment	of	“will”	and	“construction,”	which	made	them	equal	to	all	other	

nations.	In	order	to	warrant	this	original	moment,	these	forms	of	identities	appeared	as	connected	

to	pre-colonial	times.	This	connection	located	“indigenous”	identities	within	the	platform	of	the	fact	

of	inheritance	because	they	appeared	as	the	result	of	an	original	agreement	to	create	a	form	of	

“brotherhood.”	Furthermore,	this	identity	and	set	of	meanings	included	the	historical	continuation	

required	by	the	epistemic	criterion	of	validation.	On	the	other	side,	“indigenous”	identities	entailed	

a	form	of	respect	for	other	nations,	which	were	regarded	as	equally	validated	forms	of	“will”	and	

“construction.”	This	respect	for	national	differences	appeared	as	part	of	the	original	and	pre-

conquest	form	of	“indigenous”	identity.	Consistently,	the	2009	Constitution	of	Bolivia	affirmed,	

From	immemorial	times,	mountains	were	erected,	rivers	moved,	lakes	formed.	Our	
Amazon,	Chaco,	High	plane	(Altiplano),	valleys,	and	flatlands	were	covered	in	green	
and	flowers.	We	populated	our	sacred	Mother	Earth	with	different	faces	and	
understood	from	then	the	valid	plurality	of	all	things	and	our	diversity	as	beings	and	
cultures.	That	is	how	we	constructed	our	peoples	(pueblos)	and	never	understood	
racism	until	we	suffered	it	during	colonial	times	(Preamble,	author’s	translation).	

This	“indigenous”	regard	for	national	diversity	was	understood	as	a	characteristic	

continuously	treasured	through	500	years	of	resistance	(see,	for	example,	Linera	2014,	44).	

Sociologists,	intellectuals,	social	movements,	politicians,	and	other	actors	could	thus	trace	the	path	

of	“indigenous”	meaning	inheritance	from	pre-conquest	periods	to	contemporary	Bolivia.	Many	
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things	could	have	changed	throughout	the	path	of	historical	inheritance	and	dispute	taken	by	these	

meanings,	but	intellectuals	and	political	actors	claimed	to	find	the	continuation	of	a	search	for	the	

respect	of	national	differences.	This	did	not	mean	that	the	possibility	of	national	diversity	in	Bolivia	

was	the	reconstruction	of	a	pure	past	found,	for	example,	in	the	Inca	Empire.	National	diversity	was	

not	a	single	and	unchanging	form	of	“plurinationality.”	Moreover,	the	Revolutionary	definition	of	an	

Inca	form	of	confederation	could	now	be	regarded	as	disrespectful	to	other	national	identities	

coexisting	within	Bolivian	territory	and	potentially	acquiring	equal	validity.	Instead,	the	

reconstruction	of	the	respect	of	national	differences	had	to	take	into	account	the	modifications	that	

had	been	assumed	throughout	time	and	the	inclusion	of	new	“wills”	and	“constructions.”	The	notion	

of	continuity	used	in	Liberal	Indianismo	was	thus	different	than	the	idea	used	by	Revolutionary	

Indianismo	because	it	accepted	“occidental”	notions	of	nation	to	coexist.	The	“indigenous”	struggle	

in	Bolivia	became	a	broader	or	more	encompassing	fight	against	all	homogenizations	and	

conquests.	They	sought	national	diversity	and	equality.	Against	other	mono-cultural	civilizing	

projects	of	national	construction	in	Bolivia,	then,	this	“indigenous”	struggle	questioned	the	

homogeneity	and	conquest	previously	sought	in	the	country	and	it	led	to	a	notion	of	liberation	

based	on	“identity”	diversity	or	“plurinationality.”	

The	combination	of	this	consistency	between	“indigenous”	notions	and	the	principles	of	the	

fact	of	inheritance	(i.e.,	original	will	and	construction,	pre-conquest	origin,	respect	for	national	

diversity,	and	temporal	continuity)	demanded	that	Bolivia	“Indianized”	its	state,	territory,	and	

government	(Linera	2014,	50-51).	Additionally,	the	“Indios”	were	the	ones	who	resisted	

homogenization	throughout	time	in	Bolivia,	which	made	them	the	ones	consistently	authorized	as	

the	main	agents	of	this	historical	synthesis.	Their	struggles	throughout	colonialism	illustrated	their	

concerns	for	the	respect	of	identities,	self-government,	autonomy,	communitarian	economic	

organizations,	etc.	Moreover,	“indigenous”	pre-colonial	histories	showed	the	congruency	between	

their	knowledge	and	the	basis	of	equality	validated	by	the	fact	of	inheritance.	Their	pre-colonial	
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communitarian	systems,	for	example,	illustrated	how	their	ways	of	life	were	consistent	with	the	

originary	moment	of	history	(i.e.,	the	thesis	of	history)	and	with	the	notion	of	national	equality	

validated	by	Liberal	Indianismo.	Through	these	systems,	“indigenous”	peoples	allowed	for	a	

plurality	of	originary	“wills”	and	“constructions”	to	coexist.	Then,	they	became	the	ones	

continuously	fighting	for	the	possibility	of	constructing	a	space	of	“equality.”	“Indios”	were,	then,	

the	epistemically	authorized	knowers	and	agents	of	national	diversity.	

The	historical	triumph	of	Bolivian	identity	did	not	and	could	not	happen	through	the	
negation	of	indigenous	peoples.	Said	triumph	entails	precisely	the	indianization	of	
Bolivian	identity;	and	in	that	process	it	finds	its	roots,	hegemonic	irradiation,	full	
territorialization	of	its	geography,	and	common	destiny	with	all	identities,	regions,	
and	social	classes.	Bolivianity	becomes	real	only	in	the	moment	of	indianization;	it	
becomes	the	complete	unifier	of	society	only	as	long	as	it	acknowledges	as	its	vital	
source	the	indigenous	nations	that	prosper	inside;	it	becomes	an	irradiating	and	
totalizing	identity	of	all	other	identities	(convoking	indigenous	and	non-indigenous	
peoples)	only	when	the	collective	social	subject	leading	what	is	called	“Bolivianity”	
is	precisely	indigenous	people	(Linera	2014,	58,	author’s	translation).	

Ethnocide,	Colonialism,	and	Neoliberalism:	The	Politics	of	Liberal	Indianismo	

Colonialism	and	history	

As	with	the	ethnicity-based	history	of	Bolivia,	delineated	by	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui,	and	

the	historical	plot	narrated	by	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	the	official	version	of	history	constructed	

by	Liberal	Indianismo	focused	on	the	confrontation	between	“indigenous”	peoples	and	the	racist	

civilizing	projects	imposed	in	the	Americas	from	the	moment	of	conquest.	These	colonial	projects	

appeared	as	invalidated	because	they	violated	the	original	“will”	and	“construction”	of	“indigenous”	

identities	through	the	imposition	of	their	own	nation.	Because	Europeans	viewed	their	own	identity	

as	superior,	all	other	nations	were	obligated	to	fit	into	a	descending	hierarchical	organization.	

European	nations	overstepped	their	epistemic	authority	by	expanding	their	own	validity	upon	

other	“wills”	and	“constructions.”	By	doing	so,	they	disrespected	the	diversity	of	nations	pre-

existing	in	the	Americas	and	located	themselves	above	everyone	else.	This	hierarchy	did	not	fit	the	

consistency	of	originary	equality,	which	was	why	Liberal	Indianismo	classified	it	as	a	“lie”	and	the	
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cause	of	injustices.	These	civilizing	projects	threatened	the	continuity	of	“indigenous”	nations	and	

sought	conquest,	homogenization,	or	extermination	throughout	time.	Despite	the	threat	and	

violence	against	“indigenous”	nations;	social	movements,	sociologists,	politicians,	communities,	etc.	

could	still	trace	the	temporal	continuity	of	meanings	inherited	in	the	present.	This	temporally	

extended	form	of	“indigenous”	resistance	invalidated	colonial	and	civilizing	projects,	which	sought	

to	impose	their	own	“will”	and	“construction”	upon	unwilling	identities.	

Similar	to	Revolutionary	Indianismo,	the	fact	of	inheritance	hereby	categorized	historical	

times	or	epochs	dialectically.	As	the	2009	Constitution	narrated,	pre-colonial	epochs	were	regarded	

as	respectful	of	identity	diversity.	This	epoch	was	viewed	as	the	thesis	of	history,	but	the	beginning	

of	conquest	marked	the	opening	of	the	anti-thesis	and	the	continuous	resistance	of	“indigenous”	

nations.	Hierarchy,	contradiction,	falsehood,	injustice,	and	resistance	thus	characterized	the	500	

years	of	Colonialism	(see,	for	example,	Linera	2014,	56).	The	colonial	era	saw	the	homogenization	

or	extermination	of	everything	“indigenous”	through	genocide,	private	property,	military	service,	

tools	of	citizenship,	education,	etc.	(Linera	2015,	210).	This	civilizing	project	not	only	took	place	in	

terms	of	identity	and	nation,	but	also	included	institutionalized	and	economic	forms	of	exclusion	

(ibid.,	281).	In	addition	to	their	physical	and	cultural	erasure,	elimination,	or	marginalization,	this	

process	sought	to	silence	“indigenous”	struggles	and	their	agency	throughout	history.	Colonialism	

thus	entailed	a	“miserabilist”	reading	of	“indigenous”	struggles	and	historical	participation	(ibid.,	

211).	

This	epoch	of	injustices	and	historical	contradictions	began	with	the	conquest	of	the	

Americas	and,	in	the	case	of	the	Andean	region,	the	Inca	Empire.	The	1825	independence	of	Bolivia	

continued	this	process	by	denying	“indigenous”	peoples	their	rights	(Linera	2014,	35).	The	

oligarchic	state	that	emerged	at	the	time	constructed	a	notion	of	citizenship	that	excluded	

“indigenous	peoples”	and	regarded	everything	“Indio”	as	a	non-nation	(ibid.,	30).	Despite	this	

civilizing	project,	“indigenous”	peoples	fought	for	the	expansion	of	rights	and	citizenship	(ibid.,	35).	
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Then,	the	1952	Nationalist	Revolution	modified	the	civilizing	project	of	Bolivia	while	also	

continuing	the	exclusion	of	everything	“indigenous.”	During	the	years	of	the	Revolution,	the	

government	solidified	a	hegemonic	notion	of	common	identity,	nationalized	hydrocarbons,	and	

began	a	program	of	land	redistribution	(ibid.,	37).	Through	these	policies,	as	well	as	other	

strategies,	the	Revolution	sought	to	impose	a	single	notion	of	nation	and	it	aimed	to	homogenize	the	

identity	differences	that	existed	in	the	Bolivian	territory	(ibid.,	40).	Military	service,	education,	and	

many	other	programs	were	thus	used	to	transform	everyone	in	Bolivia	into	“mestizo”	citizens.	This	

strategy	still	buried	“indigenous”	identities	beneath	Eurocentric	ideas	of	nation	and	civilization	

(ibid.).	The	fourth	colonial	moment	of	Bolivian	history	was	the	rise	of	neoliberalism,	which	I	further	

discussed	in	the	next	section.	

Throughout	all	these	colonial	moments,	the	main	historical	contradiction,	according	to	

Liberal	Indianismo,	was	the	exclusion	of	national	diversity,	which	not	only	entailed	the	

monocultural	imposition	of	forms	of	citizenship	and	social	order,	but	also	included	racist	

classifications	of	individuals	based	on	their	skin	color,	practices,	clothing,	traditions,	etc.	Due	to	the	

ideational	connection	established	between	“whiteness”	and	official	notions	of	identity,	the	ordering	

of	nations	appeared	as	a	racial	hierarchicalization	of	individuals.	Accordingly,	Linera	affirmed	that	

“whiteness”	was	regarded	throughout	time	as	“social	capital,”	which	was	required	in	order	to	

access	institutional	power,	economic	power,	certified	education,	and	military	positions	(2014,	51).	

All	four	forms	of	civilization	found	throughout	Bolivian	history	thus	contradicted,	in	specific	ways,	

the	fact	of	inheritance	and	the	platform	of	validation	created	within	Liberal	Indianismo.	

Neoliberalism	and	racism:	the	last	form	of	colonialism	

The	last	Bolivian	moment	of	contradiction	and	resistance	began	with	the	emergence	of	

neoliberalism	in	the	1970’s.	According	to	Evo	Morales,	this	political	agenda	corresponded	to	new	

imperialist	tactics	used	to	control	the	“South”	and	all	marginalized	peoples	(2015b).	Linera	added	
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that	neoliberalism	was	a	form	of	capitalism	purely	oriented	towards	the	increase	of	profit	through	

wars,	the	destruction	of	nature,	and	the	erasure	of	all	nations	if	necessary	(2015,	320).	This	

definition	of	the	neoliberal	era	in	Bolivia,	the	Americas,	and	the	world	entailed	its	own	

homogenizing	and	conquering	nation.	

According	to	this	branch	of	Indianismo,	neoliberalism	constructed	a	model	citizen	

through	a	universalized	idea	of	“rationality.”	Instead	of	a	“mestizo”	identity	or	a	segregation-based	

idea	of	nation,	neoliberalism	constructed	its	notion	of	“humanity”	by	proceeding	from	the	

universalized	idea	of	a	profit-seeking	individual	(Linera	2015,	323).	Neoliberalism	thus	overly	

validated	a	notion	of	“humanity”	based	on	the	individualist	search	of	profit	and	competition.	This	

notion	of	“humanity”	pretended	to	be	universal,	but	it	hierarchicalized	identities,	homogenized	

nations,	and	disproportionally	benefited	some	peoples	over	others.	According	to	Liberal	

Indianismo,	the	neoliberal	scale	of	judgment	entailed	a	system	of	classification	based	on	the	levels	

of	“rationality”	of	different	nations	and	their	degrees	of	competitive	capacity	to	accumulate	power,	

resources,	wealth,	etc.	Evo	Morales	called	this	classification	the	“hierarchy	of	the	market”	(2012),	

which,	of	course	violated	the	platform	of	validation	created	by	the	Liberal	Indianista	understanding	

of	the	fact	of	inheritance.	The	lower	levels	of	“development”	entailed	lower	capacities	of	

competition	and	individual	“rationality.”	Other	nations	and	identities	thus	appeared	as	inferior	or	

less	“rational”	cultures	that	had	to	learn	or	disappear	as	obstacles.	Moreover,	the	responsibility	of	

“progress”	depended	on	the	capacity	of	each	individual,	which	transformed	notions	of	solidarity	

and	more	collective	forms	of	organization	into	“irrationalities.”	

In	relationship	to	the	domestic	application	of	neoliberalism	in	Bolivia,	Liberal	Indianismo	

understood	this	period	as	the	colonial	continuation	of	nation-based	hierarchies	and	homogenizing	

policies.	As	Linera	claimed,		

The	third	moment	(of	colonial	history)	takes	place	in	neoliberal	times	through	the	
so-called	pluri-multi	culturalism.	The	State	recognized	indigenous	“peoples”	as	a	
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minority	of	society,	but	it	never	acknowledged	them	as	a	constitutive	part	of	the	
State.	They	thus	sought	to	implement	tepid	policies	of	protection	for	‘folkloric’	
practices.	It	was	an	ornamental	recognition	of	indigenous	peoples	as	a	vulnerable	
subject,	who	was	objected	to	charity	in	order	to	tame	its	inevitable	and	gradual	
historical	extinction	in	correspondence	with	times	of	Globalization,	where	only	
great	competitive	identities	survive	(2014,	57,	author’s	translation).	

In	this	case,	neoliberalism	tried	to	pacify	the	continuation	and	increasing	force	of	

“indigenous”	movements	by	“protecting”	their	“originary”	identities.	Beneath	this	form	of	

protection,	however,	the	state	excluded	“indigenous”	peoples	from	political	power	and	still	

hierarchicalized	their	identity	as	an	inferior	nation,	inevitably	disappearing	under	the	superior	

forces	of	globalization.	

By	contrast,	the	state	enabled	and	empowered	those	individuals	whose	“rationality”	fitted	

the	model	and	neoliberal	citizen.	They	were	regarded	as	the	agents	of	progress	and	“development”	

in	Bolivia.	Hence,	the	Bolivian	state	followed	policies	promoted	by	the	International	Monetary	

Fund,	World	Bank,	and	its	own	elites,	which	pushed	the	government	towards	a	wide	range	of	

privatizations,	labor	market	deregulations,	financial	market	deregulations,	etc.	Those	who	were	

regarded	as	“rational”	were	given	leeway	to	civilize	the	rest	of	the	country.	The	state	granted	a	

disproportionate	amount	of	benefits	to	those	who	fitted	the	universalized	idea	of	a	profit-seeking	

model	citizen.	Laws	and	policies	benefited	those	who	sought	competition	and	profit	above	all	else.	

In	turn,	the	neoliberal	form	of	citizenship	allowed	for	the	concentration	of	capital	and	wealth	in	the	

hands	of	the	few	who	could	in	fact	access	contracts	of	privatization	and	already	fitted	the	

characterization	of	“rationality”	benefited	as	the	most	valid	form	of	identity	in	Bolivia.	On	the	other	

side,	individuals	regarded	as	less	“rational”	due	to	their	incapacity	to	accumulate	wealth	for	their	

own	could	work	for	someone	else.	Exploitation	was	thus	justified	for	those	who	were	hierarchically	

lower	in	the	scale	of	individualist	“rationality”	(Linera	2015,	320).	

According	to	Liberal	Indianismo,	this	hierarchicalization	of	identities	and	the	

prioritization	of	capitalist	individualism	led	Bolivia	to	an	unsustainable	increase	in	poverty	and	
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inequality,	which	eventually	led	to	the	worsening	of	the	economy,	weakening	of	the	productive	

bases,	increase	in	unemployment,	fragmentation	of	institutions,	political	crises,	deaths,	and	the	

collapse	of	the	traditional	state	(Linera	2015,	307-308).	Behind	these	crises,	which	took	place	

throughout	the	1990’s	and	early	2000’s,	the	Aymara	movement	appeared	as	the	main	actor	

continuously	resisting	the	homogenizing,	yet	hierarchicalizing	and	immiserating	tendencies	of	

neoliberalism.	They	were	the	ones	who	resisted	against	the	privatizations	of	water	and	other	

resources,	the	interventions	of	the	International	Monetary	Fund,	the	World	Bank,	and	foreign	direct	

investments,	and	the	exclusion	of	“indigenous”	peoples	(Linera	2015,	235).	They	represented	the	

continuity	of	“indigenous”	resistance	through	this	last	moment	of	colonialism.	

Beyond	these	domestic	issues,	Liberal	Indianismo	viewed	neoliberalism	as	the	form	of	

hierarchicalization	and	racism	causing	discriminatory	policies	at	the	global	level.	Immigrants,	for	

example,	appeared	as	less	“rational”	individuals	from	less	“rational”	societies,	which	had	not	

developed	due	to	their	own	“irrational”	choices.	This	view	entailed	a	hierarchicalization	of	capitalist	

businessmen	over	the	populations	that	they	affected	with	their	individualist	profit-seeking	actions	

(see,	for	example,	Morales	2015b).	Moreover,	this	hierarchy	appeared	to	justify	wars	and	invasions	

whenever	profits	or	“rationality”	were	threatened	(see,	for	example,	Linera	2015,	320).	It	pushed	

towards	violent	policies	whenever	nations	or	states	became	obstacles	against	the	continuation	of	

profit	accumulation	and	then	it	excluded	those	affected	by	violent	policies	because	their	misery	was	

caused	by	their	own	“irrationality.”	The	nation-based	hierarchicalization	of	peoples	and	the	

increase	of	global	inequality	were	also	regarded	by	Liberal	Indianismo	as	the	main	causes	of	

terrorism.	The	exclusion	and	marginalization	of	peoples,	impositions	of	colonial	forms	of	

homogenization,	extraction	of	resources	from	all	over	the	world,	and	disproportionate	

accumulation	of	wealth	in	the	“North”	thus	appeared	as	the	causes	of	the	frustration	leading	to	the	

insurgent	usage	of	violence.	Accordingly,	Evo	Morales	asserted,		

We	condemn	terrorism	and	all	other	forms	of	violence,	but	we	must	also	tackle	the	
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root	of	the	problems	of	mankind.	While	wealth	is	concentrated	in	the	hands	of	few,	
while	there	is	poverty	and	exclusion,	while	there	is	still	racism	and	discrimination,	
while	there	is	a	lack	of	respect	for	the	sovereignties	and	identities	of	peoples,	and	
while	all	natural	resources	are	being	pillaged	on	behalf	of	imperialist	interests;	
while	all	of	this	is	happening,	violence	and	terrorism	will	be	encouraged.	We	must	
build	a	world	of	peace,	equality,	and	dignity	for	all	peoples	(2016a,	author’s	
translation).	

Neoliberalism	and	anthropocentrism	

According	to	Liberal	Indianismo,	the	neoliberal	hierarchy	described	above	not	only	

organized	other	“human”	identities	based	on	their	degree	of	“rationality,”	but	also	arranged	all	

other	“natural”	entities	and	objects.	At	the	summit	of	this	vertical	arrangement,	the	profit-seeking	

individual	successfully	accumulated	wealth	and	income.	At	its	bottom,	all	other	entities	became	

“resources,”	“assets,”	or	“tools”	used	in	the	development	of	the	faculty	hereby	prioritized	as	the	

universalized	identity	of	“humanity.”	Nature	was	thus	understood	as	the	“resource”	that	had	to	be	

accumulated	in	order	to	fulfill	the	form	of	rationality	universalized	by	neoliberalism.	Even	some	

peoples	became	usable	“resources”	or	“cheap	labor.”	They	became	means	in	the	accumulation	of	

wealth	and	profit.		

In	2010,	Morales	organized,	together	with	other	politicians,	Latin	American	leaders,	and	

social	movements,	the	Peoples’	World	Conference	of	Climate	Change	and	the	Rights	of	Mother	

Earth.	During	the	inauguration	of	the	Conference,	Morales	stated,	

The	causes	of	the	destruction	of	planet	earth	is	capitalism,	and,	as	peoples	who	
inhabit	Mother	Earth,	we	have	the	right	and	duty	to	say	that	the	main	enemy	of	
Mother	Earth	is	capitalism;	seeking	profit,	promoting	a	limitless	growth	in	a	finite	
world,	creating	asymmetries	and	imbalances	(2010f,	author‘s	translation).	

This	neoliberal	form	of	“progress”	entailed	an	endless	or	limitless	search	of	accumulation	

because	it	universalized	its	profit-seeking	rationality	above	all	else.	The	elevation	of	a	neoliberal	

identity	located	profit	seeking	as	the	universal	bedrock	of	judgment	for	the	future.	Its	universalized	

validity	extrapolated	its	characteristics	to	arrange	the	past	and	to	“know”	the	future,	which	was	

assumed	as	a	continuation	of	the	identity	of	the	present.	Additionally,	this	hierarchical	validation	of	
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the	neoliberal	notion	of	“humanity”	authorized	the	products	and	the	knowledge	produced	by	

neoliberal	rationality.	Its	application	through	technological	advancement	thus	appeared	as	the	

legitimized	result	of	profit-seeking	research.	The	certainty	granted	to	“rational”	knowledge	and	

technology	thus	created	an	anthropocentric	faith	in	the	“human”	capacity	to	resolve	all	future	

issues.	This	notion	of	temporality	further	enabled	the	assumption	of	limitless	“progress”	and	wealth	

accumulation.	

Because	it	disrespected	other	nations	and	it	threatened	other	peoples,	the	

anthropocentrism	of	neoliberalism	appeared	as	invalidated.	Liberal	Indianismo	deconstructed	this	

vertical	organization	because	it	imposed	an	identity	upon	other	“wills”	and	“constructions,”	claimed	

to	be	superior,	and	threatened	their	temporal	continuity.	The	neoliberal	contradiction	of	the	fact	of	

inheritance	thus	became	the	main	factor	of	invalidation.	This	form	of	epistemic	classification	

prioritized	the	equality	among	nations	as	the	main	criterion	separating	“truth”	from	“falsehood.”	As	

a	result,	the	invalidation	of	neoliberal	anthropocentrism	did	not	emerge	from	ecological	ideas	of	

commonality	and	equality,	included	within	a	multi-relational	epistemic	platform,	such	as	the	notion	

of	the	ch’ixi	realm	discussed	in	previous	chapters.	To	Liberal	Indianismo,	the	violation	of	the	

equality	among	nations	led	to	the	invalidation	of	the	anthropocentric	tendencies	created	by	the	

universalization	of	a	profit-seeking	rationality.	

As	a	result	of	the	invalidation	of	neoliberal	anthropocentrism,	Liberal	Indianismo	regarded	

certain	policies	and	effects	as	unjust.	The	profit-seeking	rationality	of	neoliberalism	thus	appeared	

as	the	root	cause	of	unequal	accumulation	and	the	destruction	of	the	environment,	which	had	to	be	

proportionally	distributed	among	all	peoples,	including	future	generations.	For	example,	Linera	

affirmed,	

The	problem	is	that	this	type	of	society	(neoliberal	capitalism)	generates	too	many	
contradictions,	which	develop	knowledge,	science,	and	wealth,	but	also	produces	
too	much	inequality,	poverty,	and	abandonment.	And,	as	if	that	were	not	enough,	it	
does	not	only	destroy	the	human	being,	but	it	also	destroys	nature:	thousands	of	
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animal	and	plant	species	have	been	annihilated	in	the	last	400	or	500	years,	which	
are	the	history	of	capitalism.	Forests	shrink,	the	ozone	layer	weakens,	climate	
change	threatens	with	negative	effects,	our	eternally	snowed	peaks	disappear	as	the	
result	of	incontrollable	and	irrational	development,	which	generates	wealth	for	the	
few	and	abandonment,	sadness,	and	death	for	thousands	of	human	beings	(2015,	
318,	author’s	translation).		

Accordingly,	one	of	the	main	problems	of	neoliberal	anthropocentrism	was	the	

disproportionately	greater	utilization	of	natural	resources	in	the	countries	of	the	“North.”	The	

unequal	accumulation	of	wealth	and	higher	standards	of	life	in	developed	countries	appeared	as	

possible	only	through	the	abusive	usage	of	oxygen,	fossil	fuels,	oceanic	fishery,	mining	products,	etc.	

Moreover,	the	countries	of	the	“South,”	which	were	the	ones	polluting	the	least,	paid	the	highest	

costs	of	environmental	degradation	and	climate	change.	According	to	Liberal	Indianismo,	capitalist	

countries	tried	to	mitigate	these	environmental	issues,	but	their	universalization	of	a	profit-seeking	

rationality	prioritized	wealth	accumulation	over	the	measures	needed.	This	was	the	cause	for	the	

failures	of	international	treaties	and	the	withdrawal	of	the	United	States	from	the	Paris	accords.	

Moreover,	this	explained	why	most	of	the	solutions	called	“green	capitalism”	or	“green	economies”	

appeared	as	shallow	policies,	which	did	not	solve	current	environmental	problems	(Morales	2012).	

Overall,	then,	the	national	inequality	justified	and	produced	by	neoliberalism	led	to	the	

invalidation	of	its	environmental	approach.	By	contrast,	the	fact	of	inheritance	validated	the	notion	

of	national	diversity	promoted	by	“indigenous”	peoples	and	it	authorized	some	of	the	other	notions	

included	into	their	discourse,	such	as	their	idea	of	ecological	equality.	Through	this	form	of	

articulation,	national	equality	appeared	as	the	main	concern	of	Liberal	Indianismo,	but	other	

notions	of	equality	could	also	be	articulated	and	annexed	in	specific	ways.	

Humanity	has	to	choose	between	the	path	of	capitalism	and	death,	or	the	path	of	
harmony	with	nature	and	respect	for	life.	Humanity	needs	a	new	system	for	
harmony	between	nature	and	between	human	beings.	Equilibrium	with	nature	is	
only	possible	if	there	is	equality	between	humanity.	Currently,	1%	of	the	population	
concentrates	50%	of	wealth.	To	the	contrary,	humanity	needs	complementarity,	
solidarity,	reciprocity,	respect	of	Mother	Nature's	rights,	and	Communitarian	
Socialism	(Morales	2010f,	author’s	translation).	
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Neoliberalism	and	the	world	

According	to	Liberal	Indianismo,	the	claim	of	universality	made	by	neoliberalism	could	be	

found	not	only	in	relationship	to	its	hierarchicalization	of	nations	and	its	anthropocentrism,	but	

also	in	its	global	ambition	and	expansion.	Liberal	Indianismo	thus	denounced	the	totalizing	and	

global	nature	of	colonial	neoliberalism	(Linera	2015,	321).	These	tendencies	were	made	manifest	

by	the	ways	in	which	the	functionaries	of	the	United	States	imposed	orders	upon	developing	

nations.	For	example,	Evo	Morales	claimed,	

The	ambassador	of	United	States	tried	to	tell	me	that	I	couldn’t	have	friendly	
relationships	with	Venezuela,	Iran,	and	Cuba.	I	rejected	him;	we	will	have	embassies	
everywhere.	No	one	can	forbid	me	to	have	relations	with	them.	Moreover,	they	
should	finish	the	blockade	and	return	Guantanamo	(2015b,	author’s	translation).	

Liberal	Indianismo	also	related	these	global	tendencies	to	the	violent	policies	promoted	by	

international	organizations	such	as	the	United	Nations,	International	Monetary	Fund,	World	Bank,	

North	Atlantic	Treaty	Organization,	and	World	Trade	Organization.	Sanctions,	wars,	military	

attacks,	invasions,	and	threats	were	thus	regarded	as	tools	used	to	expand	neoliberalism	worldwide	

(see,	for	example,	Morales	2012).	In	relationship	to	the	region	of	Latin	America,	Liberal	Indianismo	

denounced	strategies	of	destabilization	against	regimes	promoting	different	models	of	

development	or	opposing	neoliberalism.	Morales	made	the	point	succinctly:	“Imperialist	powers	

are	creating	destabilizing	effects	in	our	region”	(2016a,	author’s	translation).	Venezuela	and	Cuba	

often	appeared	as	the	main	targets	of	these	imperialist	polices,	but	Bolivia	and	the	rest	of	the	region	

also	suffered	similar	impositions.	Accusations	of	drug	trafficking	thus	appeared	as	excuses	to	

intervene	in	domestic	affairs	and	reshape	governmental	policies	(Morales	2015b).	Moreover,	these	

policies	were	viewed	as	similar	constructions	of	“threats”	in	other	regions	of	the	world	through	

notions	of	“terrorism”	(see,	for	example,	Morales	2016a	).	

According	to	Liberal	Indianismo,	these	strategies	globally	reinforced	neoliberalism	and	

created	planetary	effects	(Linera	2015,	318).	For	example,	Evo	Morales	critiqued	the	tendency	of	
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the	United	Nations	to	work	for	the	unequal	accumulation	of	wealth	in	the	hands	of	few	(2015b).	He	

also	denounced	the	environmental	consequences	of	unequal	economic	growth	(2016a).	Many	of	

these	effects	were	seen	as	the	causes	of	an	increasingly	salient	worldwide	crisis	(2017a).	According	

to	Evo	Morales	and	Linera,	capitalists	tried	to	solve	some	of	these	issues	and	often	promoted	

important	debates,	but	neoliberalism	did	not	address	the	“root”	of	the	problems	that	it	caused	and	

it	failed	to	solve	the	crisis.	

Liberation	in	Bolivia	and	the	World	

The	“Indio”	becomes	government	

Within	Liberal	Indianismo,	the	world	appeared	as	submerged	in	the	continuation	of	the	

neoliberal	crisis,	but	the	discourse	also	viewed	Bolivia	as	the	example	of	the	process	of	

transformation	required	for	liberation.	Despite	the	fragmented	map	of	indigenous	movements	and	

voices	struggling	in	Bolivia	between	the	1970’s	and	early	2000’s,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	used	their	

discursive	construction	in	order	to	unify	these	actors	within	a	single	and	cohesive	narrative.	To	

them,	the	“indigenous”	movements	of	Bolivia	remained	divided	in	the	early	2000’s	by	different	

projects	(Linera	2015,	226).	Felipe	Quispe,	for	example,	sought	a	separatist	project	of	

Revolutionary	Indianismo,	which	required	a	deep	cultural	transformation	from	anyone	seeking	to	

be	included.	Without	this	transformation,	a	big	sector	of	Bolivian	society	would	become	excluded	

and	would	have	to	build	its	own	state.	During	the	early	2000’s,	notwithstanding	these	separations	

and	divisions,	Linera	and	Evo	Morales	thought	that	Bolivia	had	to	remain	united	under	the	“true”	

historical	contradiction	affecting	Bolivia.	Thus,	their	narrative	not	only	included	“indigenous	

peoples,”	but	also	sought	to	respect	the	identities	promoted	by	workers’	movements	and	urban	

sectors	of	Bolivia	(Linera	2015,	221).	Additionally,	they	thought	that	the	water	wars,	gas	wars,	and	

political	crises	that	took	place	in	Bolivia	between	2000	and	2005	belonged	within	a	single	and	

consolidated	narrative,	which	unified	all	these	separated	conflicts	under	the	same	contradiction	

(Linera	2015,	256).	Morales	and	Linera	thought	that	these	crises,	struggles,	and	actors	were	parts	
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of	the	continuous	struggle	for	national	diversity	and	“plurinationality.”	In	2003,	for	example,	Linera	

asserted	that	the	Bolivian	state	needed	a	new	configuration,	which	could	not	continue	to	follow	the	

mono-organizational	liberal	tradition.	Instead,		

If	it	wants	to	overcome	its	political	crisis,	it	is	necessary	to	move	towards	a	multi-
cultural	state,	which	would	have	to	include	the	sectors	marginalized	until	today;	it	
would	have	to	include	indigenous	peoples	and,	fundamentally,	their	communitarian	
organization.	…	What	we	propose	is	the	de-monopolization	of	ethnicity	by	the	state	
or,	if	you	prefer,	the	equality	of	political	and	cultural	rights	between	all	ethnicities	
and	cultures	found	within	the	country.	That	is	what	we	call	a	multinational	or	
multicultural	state	(in	Linera	2015,	279,	author’s	translation).	

In	2005,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	achieved	this	goal	of	unification	and	won	the	presidential	

elections	of	Bolivia.70	Through	the	institutionalization	of	this	branch	of	Indianismo,	Evo	Morales	

and	Linera	articulated	the	diversity	of	struggles,	events,	actors,	and	conflicts	of	Bolivia	within	their	

discourse.	Because	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	were	the	leaders	of	the	“indigenous”	movement,	they	

became	the	main	authorized	agents	of	Liberal	Indianismo.	They	could	now	legitimately	design	the	

specifics	of	national	diversity	and	liberation	for	Bolivia.	As	the	main	authorized	voice	of	

“indigeneity,”	Evo	Morales	could,	for	example,	deploy	his	notion	of	equality	as	a	form	of	

classification	in	specific	moments.	He	could	determine	whether	certain	voices	were	classified	as	

“indigenous,”	or	whether	their	demands	were	legitimate	(see,	for	example,	2015b).	

On	one	side,	this	construction	authorized	them	as	the	“Indios”	who	represented	the	

continuation	of	inherited	meanings	and	the	500-year-old	struggle	against	colonialism.	They	became	

the	embodiment	of	the	long-term	memory	of	the	“Indio.”	Consistently,	Linera	affirmed,		

If	the	long-term	memory	of	being	State	goes	back	as	far	as	500	years	and	was	buried	
under	layers	of	domination,	exploitation,	abuse,	and	discrimination,	from	the	defeat	
of	Manco	Inca	in	1572	in	Vilcabamba;	it	is	now	re-born	with	Evo	Morales	and	the	
group	of	social	movements	(2015,	316,	author’s	translation).	

																																																								
70 Clearly, many of the alliances and connections made by Evo Morales, Linera, and the Movement towards 

Socialism took place before the elections, but I focused primarily on the description of the discursive 
characteristics of Liberal Indianismo. In order to achieve this goal, I concentrated on discursive patterns while 
also overlooking some of the historical details of the chain of events that led to the institutionalization of Liberal 
Indianismo. 
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Morales	also	claimed	this	continuity	between	indigenous	notions	and	himself:	

I	am	ruling	based	on	the	indigenous	precept	ama	sua,	ama	llulla,	ama	quella.	To	be	a	
leader	is	to	serve	the	people	and	originary	indigenous	peoples	apply	it.	The	
originary	authorities,	we	have,	at	this	time,	this	principle,	which	is	the	maximum	for	
that	authority,	for	that	community	(2010g,	author’s	translation).	

On	the	other	side,	this	authorization	transformed	them	into	the	agents	who	would	open	a	

new	era	by	constructing	the	equality	that	emerged	from	the	continuous	resistance	against	mono-

cultural	forms	of	civilization	in	Bolivia.	Accordingly,	Morales	affirmed	in	2012	that	his	government	

and	social	movements	began	a		

Pachakuti,	an	awakening	of	life,	the	culture	of	life,	and	a	transition	away	from	
capitalism	(violence	between	human	beings	and	with	nature)	to	the	time	of	the	
totality	of	the	Cosmos,	which	entails	a	balance	between	peoples	and	with	nature.	
This	is	a	profound	change	in	the	world.	It	is	the	beginning	of	the	end	of	the	
hierarchies	of	markets	and	oligarchies.	We	are	the	warriors	of	vivir	bien	(2012,	
author’s	translation).	

Evo	Morales	and,	to	a	lesser	extent,	Linera	thus	appeared	as	the	personifications	of	

“indigenous”	struggles,	which	were	now	unified	under	a	single	reading	of	history	and	a	single	

notion	of	destiny	in	“plurinationality.”	“Evismo”	entailed	the	possibility	of	reuniting	the	state,	

nation,	and	society	in	Bolivia	(Linera	2015,	303).	The	root	of	this	union	emerged	from	the	Bolivian	

notions	of	identity	and	indigeneity,	which	constructed	a	cohesive	notion	of	equality	through	

national	diversity.	It	was	a	“union	in	diversity”	(ibid.,	304).	

Vivir	bien,	plurinationality,	and	constitutional	law	

Evo	Morales	and	Linera	often	called	their	project	for	a	new	era	and	future	“vivir	bien,”	

which	was	translated	as	“live	well”	(sumak	kawsay	in	Quechua	or	suma	quamaña	in	Aymara).	This	

project	entailed	the	redefinition	of	the	notions	of	complementarity	and	reciprocity,	previously	used	

by	other	Indianista	intellectuals.	Within	Liberal	Indianismo,	complementarity	was	the	possibility	of	

valuing	the	differences	between	the	national	identities	that	were	mapped	in	a	particular	territory.	

On	the	other	side,	reciprocity	promoted	the	solidarity	and	equality	that	could	emerge	among	these	
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different	nations	within	a	realm	of	“plurinationality.”	This	connection	required	that	all	nations	

equally	contributed	to	the	general	possibility	of	living	well.	They	should	do	so	equally	in	a	

proportion	based	on	their	differences.	Vivir	bien	thus	entailed	the	respect	of	differences	between	

nations,	but	it	also	demanded	a	more	equal,	solidary,	and	overarching	form	of	relationship	among	

them.	The	usage	of	these	notions	together	led	to	a	respect	for	differences	that	did	not	entail	a	

separatism	or	secessionism.	Here,	the	notions	of	“plurinational”	equality	and	reciprocity	connected	

all	the	different	nations	coexisting	within	a	single	territory,	state,	and	government.	Equality	

bounded	them	within	its	overarching	realm	of	commonality,	which	consistently	led	to	relationships	

of	solidarity	and	reciprocity.	

By	promoting	this	form	of	equality	within	and	between	nations,	vivir	bien	appeared	to	

oppose	the	capitalist	system	of	nation-based	hierarchies	and	exploitation,	which	was	last	promoted	

in	Bolivia	through	neoliberal	mono-nationality	(Linera	2015,	318).	Accordingly,	vivir	bien	entailed	

an	economic,	social,	and	administrative	(i.e.,	related	to	the	state)	transformation,	a	series	of	

“commandments	to	confront	capitalism	and	construct	the	culture	of	life”	(Morales	2012,	author’s	

translation).	On	one	side,	this	transformation	entailed	the	possibility	of	granting	political	equality	

within	the	state	to	“indigenous”	peoples.	This	redistribution	of	state	power	could	lead	to	the	

simultaneous	usage	of	different	forms	of	democracy	within	a	region	in	order	to	ensure	the	

participation	of	all	peoples.	At	the	same	time,	the	equality	and	solidarity	among	these	different	

nations	was	also	promoted	through	the	state-administered	redistribution	of	wealth.	The	state	thus	

ensured	the	solidarity	required	within	a	more	reciprocal	form	relationship.	

According	to	Evo	Morales,	vivir	bien	required	the	democracy	of	peoples,	opposition	of	

hierarchies	of	the	markets,	communitarian	democracy	based	on	consensus,	politics	at	the	service	of	

life,	recuperation	of	the	ethics	of	indigenous	ancestors	(i.e.,	ama	sua,	ama	llulla,	ama	quella),	service	

to	the	nation,	active	mobilization	of	people	and	social	movements	within	governing	bodies,	

resistance	against	the	homogenization	of	the	world	by	globalization,	and	the	decolonization	of	
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peoples	and	cultures	(2012).	Only	through	the	achievement	of	equality	among	the	nations	

coexisting	in	Bolivia	could	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	construct	“plurinationality”	and	vivir	bien.		

In	turn,	this	project	entailed	the	equal	economic	satisfaction	of	basic	needs.	This	involved	

the	possibility	of	managing	and	redistributing	national	resources	among	the	peoples	who	coexisted	

in	Bolivia.	Hence,		

Nationalization	of	and	sovereignty	over	resources	is	the	condition	for	Bolivia’s	
independence	and	liberation	from	the	domination	of	neoliberalism	and	colonialism	
in	the	world.	Bolivia’s	wealth	has	been	stolen	by	corporations	and	by	other	
countries,	but	now	Bolivia	gives	these	resources	to	its	peoples.	This	is	the	possibility	
of	breaking	away	from	processes	of	economic	dependency”	(Morales	2012,	author’s	
translation).	

The	possibility	of	“plurinationality”	thus	included	greater	independence	from	international	

institutions	acting	on	behalf	of	“colonial	neoliberalism”	(Morales	2012).	In	order	to	achieve	this	

goal,	Bolivia	sought	to	propose	the	construction	of	different	international	institutions	or	the	

reformation	of	the	United	Nations,	International	Monetary	Fund,	World	Bank,	and	World	Trade	

Organization	(ibid).	

Many	policies,	programs,	and	projects	sought	to	facilitate	this	form	of	equality	among	

different	identities	within	Bolivia,	but	the	Constitution	of	2009	appeared	as	the	consolidation	of	

vivir	bien	within	the	structure	of	the	state	and	its	future.	It	was	the	sedimentation	of	the	liberation	

of	nations	within	the	Bolivia	of	the	present	and	the	future.	Accordingly,	the	2009	Bolivian	

Constitution	stated,	“We	leave	behind	the	colonial,	republican,	and	neoliberal	State”	(Preamble,	

author’s	translation).	It	was	the	possibility	of	“re-founding	Bolivia”	(Bolivia	Constitution,	Preamble).	

Plurinationality	and	the	state	

Because	its	form	of	equality	among	different	nations	and	identities	depended	on	the	

originary	moment	of	meanings	and	their	historical	continuation,	Liberal	Indianismo	prioritized	

those	identities	that	had	longer	pasts	and	could	be	mapped	in	the	history	of	the	peoples	sharing	a	
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territory.	Additionally,	the	notions	of	meaning	origin	and	continuation	enabled	those	who	

participated	in	the	inheritance	of	meaning	as	the	authorized	knowers	who	could	fix	a	definition	of	

“plurinationality.”	This	created	the	possibility	of	settling	the	map	of	validated	identities	and	

creating	a	unified	or	bounded	notion	of	society,	territory,	and	state.	

In	the	case	of	Evo	Morales	and	Linera,	the	solidification	of	“plurinationality”	focused	

primarily	on	the	“indigenous”	and	the	“liberal”	identities	coexisting	in	Bolivia.	Unlike	Revolutionary	

Indianismo,	then,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	proposed	a	more	encompassing	idea	of	national	equality,	

which	sought	to	build	a	space	where	different	nations	could	coexist	not	only	by	following	a	

communitarian	identity,	but	also	by	respecting	other	forms	of	life.71	Here,	Liberal	Indianismo	

included	the	“Occidental”	notion	of	nation	as	a	parallel	identity	also	coexisting	within	the	country.	

Their	“liberal”	“will”	and	“construction”	was	not	originary	from	the	pre-colonial	Americas,	but	it	

had	a	legitimate	moment	of	creation	and	a	continuation	among	certain	peoples	in	Bolivia.	The	

originary	creation	and	continuation	of	“liberal”	identities	thus	prevented	Liberal	Indianismo	from	

completely	cancelling	them	as	invalid,	foreign,	or	false	identities.	Instead,	both	of	these	identities	

became	validated	as	equal	nations	within	Bolivia.	

Moreover,	“liberalism”	was	now	a	part	of	the	state,	society,	and	territory	of	Bolivia.	Insofar	

as	it	entailed	a	complete	isomorphism	among	the	entirety	of	society,	state,	and	territory	of	Bolivia,	

“plurinationality”	had	to	include	“them”	as	well.	The	articulation	of	“liberalism”	within	Indianismo	

did	not,	however,	come	free	of	epistemic	costs.	While	still	granting	it	a	space	within	the	Bolivian	

																																																								
71 Vis-à-vis the relationship between Evo Morales and Indianismo, Linera asserted, “The interesting thing about the 

reconstruction of the Indianista identity, in which the Movement towards Socialism participates, coincides with a 
more general process of revelation, which takes place in the Bolivian society of the last 20 years. This process is 
promoted by the Movement towards Socialism taking advantage of antecedent struggles: the Katarismo of the 
1970’s and 80’s, the Radical Indianismo of Felipe Quispe in the 1990’s, and even the moderate Katarismo of 
Victor Hugo Cardenas. The Indianista identity that Evo Morales and the coca leaf unions construct is flexible. 
They inherit the discursive production of indigenous unions and ayllus from the highlands, and they shade it with 
a more negotiating Indianismo from indigenous communities of the low lands. More concretely, the more radical 
and Aymara form of Indianismo ends up proposing a more excluding notion in relationship to any other 
understanding of indigeneity and its horizon is primarily political. The Indianismo proposed by Evo Morales, to 
the contrary, is cultural, and, because of that, it can include broader social sectors of the nation into a project of 
transformation” (2015, 304, author’s translation). 
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territory,	state,	and	society,	this	notion	of	national	equality	striped	“liberalism”	of	its	claim	of	

superiority,	which	previously	enabled	it	to	act	as	the	source	of	mono-nationality	within	Bolivia.	This	

space	of	national	diversity	and	equality	thus	allowed	for	two	contradicting	identities	to	coexist.	It	

settled	the	colonial	contradiction	and	anti-thesis	of	Bolivian	history	by	avoiding	yet	another	form	of	

mono-nationality.	

In	order	to	achieve	this	form	of	“plurinationality,”	Liberal	Indianismo	reshaped	the	Bolivian	

state	through	its	Constitution,	which	included	several	rights	and	mechanisms	designed	to	assure	

the	respect	of	national	differences	and	the	redistribution	of	economic	and	political	power.	As	for	the	

respect	differences,	“indigenous”	peoples	gained	rights	and	laws	designed	to	protect	“their”	

institutions,	autonomy,	and	self-government	(art.	II).	Additionally,	the	Constitution	of	Bolivia	

granted	“indigenous”	peoples	the	right	to	have	an	“indigenous	jurisdiction,”	separated	from	an	

“ordinary	jurisdiction”	and	an	“agro-environmental	jurisdiction”	(art.	CXIC,	§	1).	The	judicial	system	

of	Bolivia	thus	included	juridical	pluralism	(art.	CLXXIX).	The	government	also	assumed	the	

responsibility	to	protect	“indigenous”	cultural	identities	(art.	CI,	§	1).	Even	the	education	system	

was	broadly	delineated	within	the	Constitution	in	order	to	avoid	homogenizing	pedagogies	of	

mono-nationalism	(art.	LXXVIII,	§	2).	Together,	these	rights	enabled	“indigenous”	peoples	to	sustain	

a	degree	of	separation	from	the	rest	of	“liberal”	society.	They	helped	“indigenous”	peoples	to	resist	

mono-nationalism.	

Because	equality	connected	all	the	identities	included	within	“plurinationality,”	the	

separation	of	nations	and	the	respect	of	“their”	differences	was,	however,	not	the	only	value	ruling	

Bolivian	coexistence.	Instead,	“plurinationality”	entailed	an	overarching	connection	between	all	the	

validated	“nations.”	Consistently,	the	Constitution	of	Bolivia	reserved	for	the	state	the	authority	to	

define	what	differences	were	to	be	protected.	The	safeguarding	of	“indigenous”	identity	was,	for	

example,	defined	in	specific	terms,	which	included	“the	patrimony	of	peasant	originary	indigenous	

peoples	and	nations,	cosmic	visions,	myths,	oral	history,	dances,	cultural	practices,	knowledges,	and	
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traditional	technologies.	This	patrimony	is	part	of	the	identity	and	expression	of	the	State”	(art.	CI,	§	

1,	author’s	translation).	Additionally,	the	state	claimed	the	authority	to	draw	the	map	of	national	

identities	coexisting	within	its	territory.	This	authority	enabled	the	state	to	create	a	separation	

between	“liberal”	rights	granted	to	all	individuals	and	“communitarian”	or	“indigenous”	rights,	

which	were	only	granted	to	specific	peoples.	Despite	the	right	to	“self-identify,”	the	Constitution	

thus	delineated	a	criterion	in	order	to	classify	peoples	or	nations.	Consistently	with	the	fact	of	

inheritance,	the	main	criteria	for	the	classification	of	“indigenous”	peoples	were	their	pre-existence	

and	their	continuity	throughout	history.	For	example	the	Constitution	specified,	

Peasant	originary	indigenous	autonomy	is	the	expression	of	rights	of	self-
government	as	the	exercise	of	self-determination	of	originary	indigenous	nations	
and	peoples	and	of	peasant	communities	whose	population	shares	a	territory,	
history,	language,	organization	or	judicial,	social,	political,	and	economic	institutions	
of	their	own	(art.	CCXC,	author’s	translation).	

Additionally,	

The	conformation	of	autonomous	territorial	entities	of	peasant	indigenous	originary	
peoples	or	nations	are	based	on	the	consolidation	of	their	ancestral	territories,	and	
the	will	of	its	population,	expressed	in	a	public	inquiry,	consistent	with	the	norms	
and	procedures	established	by	the	law	and	the	Constitution	(art.	CCXCI,	§	1,	author’s	
translation).	

Because	the	Bolivian	state,	government,	and	constitution	determined	the	rights	of	

“indigenous”	peoples	and	“individuals,”	the	equality	of	the	country’s	many	nations	also	demanded	

the	redistribution	of	state	power	among	these	specific	peoples.	In	other	words,	the	equality	among	

recognized	nations	required	that	these	specific	peoples	had	the	equal	possibility	of	participation	in	

the	definition	of	their	“plurinationality.”	The	state,	government,	and	constitution	thus	defined	the	

specificity	of	Bolivian	“plurinationality,”	but	those	who	were	being	defined	also	became	empowered	

to	have	an	equal	opportunity	of	participation	in	these	processes.	“Their”	differences	had	to	be	

respected,	protected,	and	also	empowered.	Thus	Liberal	Indianismo	consistently	included	the	

possibility	of	“Indianizing”	the	institutions	of	Bolivia,	“…for	example,	with	the	constitutional	

coexistence	of	representative	and	communitarian	democracy,	ordinary	and	indigenous-originary	
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justice,	the	state	control	by	social	organizations,	etc.”	(Linera	2014,	50).	These	mechanisms	of	

participation	ensured	the	deconstruction	of	“whiteness”	as	a	“capital”	of	hierarchicalization	of	

nations	(ibid.,	52).	In	order	to	add	this	possibility,	the	2009	Constitution	of	Bolivia	delineated	a	

complex	system	of	participation	for	“indigenous”	peoples.	It	included	not	only	representative	

democracy,	but	also	integrated	communitarian	and	direct	forms	of	democracy,	which	were	systems	

regarded	as	more	consistent	with	“indigenous”	practices	and	identities	(art.	XI,	§	1).	Hence,	the	

diversity	of	mechanisms	of	political	participation	sought	to	ensure	that	every	identity	within	Bolivia	

could	effectively	influence	the	state	based	on	their	own	practices	and	traditions.	

Here,	this	possibility	of	“equal”	participation	closed	a	loop	that	validated	a	specific	

definition	of	equality.	The	equal	possibility	of	participation	became	the	mechanism	that	proved	or	

re-validated	the	epistemic	platform	constructed	from	the	fact	of	inheritance.	These	voices	and	

condition	of	possibility	validated	each	other.	The	state	could	include	a	specific	form	of	

“plurinationality”	and	then	re-validate	it	with	the	participation	of	those	who	had	been	previously	

recognized.	The	epistemic	fact	of	inheritance	and	the	participation	of	certain	voices	thus	

constituted	each	other	into	a	bounded	form	of	respect	for	“national”	differences.	The	relationship	

between	the	epistemic	fact	of	inheritance,	the	authorization	of	Evo	Morales	and	Linera,	the	

construction	of	the	Constitution,	and	the	re-validating	role	of	participation	thus	created	a	partially	

closed	loop	of	validation	designed	to	authorize	a	particular	notion	of	“plurinationality”	empowering	

particular	voices.	

Within	this	closed	loop	of	self-validation,	Liberal	Indianismo	constructed	a	limited	from	of	

respect	for	some	differences	in	a	particular	definition	of	overarching	equality.	The	definition	of	

“plurinationality”	and	participation	thus	connected	the	respect	of	the	differences	among	

“indigenous”	and	“liberal”	nations	together	within	the	overarching	logic	of	articulation	of	a	single	

state.	It	created	a	form	of	“equilibrium”	between	difference	and	equality,	a	self-validated	and	closed	

loop	of	“harmony”	between	difference	and	equality.	For	example,	the	“plurinational”	respect	of	



	 252	

differences	created	a	limited	form	of	autonomy	for	“indigenous”	nations.	As	previously	illustrated,	

“indigenous”	peoples	gained	the	rights	of	self-determination	and	self-government,	but	they	also	

remained	inside	the	overarching	structure	of	the	Bolivian	state,	territory,	government,	and	

constitution.	Recall	that	“plurinationality”	included	the	equal	division	of	the	judicial	branch	of	the	

government	into	three	equal	jurisdictions	–	“indigenous,”	“ordinary,	and	agro-environmental.”	The	

liberal	idea	of	justice	was	included	under	the	category	called	“ordinary”	justice,	whereas	the	

possibility	of	“indigenous”	autonomy	was	called	“indigenous	jurisdiction”	(art.	CXIC,	§	1).	Despite	

this	juridical	separation	and	autonomy,	constitutional	law	still	appeared	as	the	superior	set	of	

norms	ruling	over	all	the	“differences”	found	in	Bolivia.	Accordingly,	the	2009	Constitution	of	

Bolivia	stated,	“The	peasant	originary	indigenous	jurisdiction	respects	the	right	to	life	and	all	the	

rights	established	in	this	Constitution”	(art.	CXIC,	§	2,	author’s	translation).	Similarly,	the	education	

system	of	Bolivia	sought	to	respect	national	differences	while	also	promoting	a	unifying	notion	of	

“plurinationality.”	The	state	thus	respected	a	group	of	national	identities	and	autonomies,	but	it	also	

centralized	the	education	system	by	promoting	an	overarching	notion	of	equality,	which	sought	to	

include	all	the	pre-existing	and	continuous	identities	of	Bolivia.	The	state	thus	educated	all	the	

different	nations	of	Bolivia	into	“plurinationality”	(art.	LXXX,	§	2).	This	closed	loop	of	self-validation	

and	the	authority	to	define	“difference”	and	“indigeneity”	had	important	implications,	which	I	

discussed	below.	

Plurinationality	and	Pachamama	

Liberal	Indianismo	articulated	a	relationship	between	“nature”	and	“humanity”	into	its	own	

validated	logic,	which	included	the	two	interconnected	sides	of	the	fact	of	inheritance,	namely	the	

respect	of	national	differences	and	their	overarching	equality.	This	ecological	relationship	was	

primarily	constructed	through	the	logic	of	“national”	identity.	The	epistemic	prioritization	of	

“plurinational”	equality	between	specific	identities	thus	led	to	the	articulation	and	annexation	of	

notions	of	ecological	equality	and	economic	production	within	Liberal	Indianismo.	In	order	to	
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achieve	this	goal,	the	two	dimensions	of	“plurinationality”	(i.e.,	national	difference	and	overarching	

equality)	were	often	intertwined	together	as	parts	of	the	“harmonic”	balance	between	nations	and	

also	with	nature.	Their	analytic	separation	was,	however,	useful	to	understand	how	this	form	of	

articulation	took	place	and	what	consequences	it	had.		

In	relationship	to	the	respect	of	national	differences,	“plurinationality”	created	a	

constrained	possibility	of	separation	and	autonomy.	This	form	of	respect	was	reapplied	to	the	

understanding	of	production,	which	was	called	“economic	pluralism”	or	“pluralistic	economy.”	The	

2009	Constitution	of	Bolivia	stated,	

The	Bolivian	economic	model	is	pluralistic	and	it	is	oriented	to	the	improvement	of	
the	quality	of	life	and	the	live	well	of	all	Bolivians.	This	economic	model	is	
constituted	by	the	communitarian,	governmental,	private,	and	cooperative	forms	of	
economic	organization.	The	pluralist	economy	articulates	the	different	forms	of	
economic	organization	within	the	principles	of	complementarity,	reciprocity,	
solidarity,	redistribution,	equality,	sustainability,	equilibrium,	justice,	and	
transparency.	The	social	and	communitarian	economies	will	complement	individual	
interest	with	collective	live	well	(art.	CCCVIII,	§	1,	2,	and	3,	author’s	translation).	

The	respect	of	national	differences	was	thus	granted	to	the	two	main	forms	of	composed	

identities	recognized	within	Bolivia,	namely	“liberalism”	and	“indigeneity,”	and	“their”	practices	of	

production.	

On	one	side,	the	“pluralist	economy”	gave	“indigenous”	peoples	the	rights	of	self-

government	and	autonomy,	which	included	the	possibility	of	respecting	“their”	form	of	relationship	

with	nature.	Through	the	validation	of	“indigenous”	nations,	Liberal	Indianismo	thus	validated	

“their”	conceptions	of	ecology,	which	were	regarded	as	“communitarian”	and	in	“harmony”	with	

nature	(see,	for	example,	Linera	2015,	328).	This	protection	of	differences	not	only	included	the	

historically	demanded	rights	of	communal	property	and	territorial	integrity,	but	also	entailed	

political,	economic,	and	legal	protections	for	communitarian	forms	of	economic	organizations	

(Bolivia	Constitution,	art.	CCCVIII).	Article	CCCLII	of	the	2009	Constitution	even	affirmed	that	the	

state	needed	to	consult	the	people	affected	by	developmental	or	economic	projects	whenever	it	
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sought	to	utilize	natural	resources	found	in	their	regions.	

Because	it	was	also	an	identity	included	in	the	society,	territory,	and	state	of	Bolivia,	

“liberalism”	also	appeared	as	a	respected	difference.	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	often	critiqued	the	

“neoliberal”	or	“capitalist”	form	of	production,	but	they	also	included,	protected,	and	validated	

some	of	the	“neoliberal”	economic	practices	within	the	Constitution.	Consistent	with	the	

“plurinational”	equality	of	“Bolivian”	identities,	Liberal	Indianismo	striped	“liberalism”	of	its	

dominance,	but	it	also	included	it	as	an	equal	nation	coexisting	within	a	single	territory.	The	respect	

of	this	“liberal”	identity	required	the	constitutional	recognition	of	its	form	of	relationship	with	

nature.	Accordingly,	the	2009	Constitution	recognized	and	protected	individual	property	rights	

(art.	LVI,	§	1,	2,	and	3).	Additionally,	the	State	guaranteed	the	respect	and	promotion	of	private	

businesses	within	Bolivian	territory	(art.	CCCIX,	§	1	and	2).		

Despite	the	respect	of	differences	and	the	protection	of	“economic	pluralism,”	

“plurinationality”	also	included	the	overarching	notion	of	equality	and	commonality	among	

Bolivia’s	nations.	This	overarching	connection	between	the	different	identities	coexisting	within	

Bolivia	entailed	a	limitation	of	the	autonomy,	self-government,	and	separation	previously	

discussed.	In	the	case	of	“liberalism,”	the	notion	of	“plurinationality”	limited	its	scope.	Liberal	

Indianismo	constrained	the	“liberal”	tendency	to	impose	its	own	relationship	of	production	as	

universal.	This	dominant	tendency	often	justified	the	notions	of	limitless	development	and	

individualist	rationality,	which	Liberal	Indianismo	understood	as	causes	of	economic	inequality	and	

exploitation	(see,	for	example,	Morales	2010f).	Individualist	accumulation,	economic	growth,	and	

inequality	thus	had	to	be	limited.	This	notion	primarily	validated	a	more	“humanist”	idea	of	ecology	

in	terms	of	distributional	justice	among	nations.	

In	order	to	achieve	the	limitation	of	neoliberalism,	Liberal	Indianismo	used	the	notion	of	

reciprocity,	which	promoted	economic	solidarity	among	domestic	and	foreign	nations.	In	turn,	this	
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notion	demanded	a	form	of	historical	reparation	between	the	“North”	and	the	“South.”	The	

economic	equality	and	solidarity	among	nations	required	that	those	who	had	been	able	to	develop	

through	an	unjust	over-utilization	of	resources	paid	back	and	helped	the	rest	of	humanity	to	satisfy	

its	needs	(see,	for	example,	Morales	2012).	Additionally,	Bolivia,	as	well	as	other	countries	of	the	

“South,”	could	re-appropriate	their	own	resources	and	redistribute	their	wealth	among	their	own	

peoples.	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	thus	promoted	the	nationalization	of	strategic	resources	such	as	

hydrocarbons	and	mines,	which	would	return	some	of	the	wealth	left	in	a	territory	to	its	peoples.	

The	state	was	regarded	as	the	main	institution	in	charge	of	administering	these	mechanisms	of	

economic	redistribution	(see,	for	example,	Bolivia	Constitution,	art.	CCCXLIX,	§	1).	Beyond	the	

possibility	of	nationalizing	resources,	the	Constitution	also	limited	the	foreign	administration,	

ownership,	and	exploitation	of	key	national	resources.	

The	State,	through	public,	social,	or	communitarian	entities,	will	assume	the	control	
and	direction	of	the	exploration,	exploitation,	industrialization,	transport,	and	
commercialization	of	natural	resources.	The	State	will	be	able	to	subscribe	contracts	
of	associations	of	mixed	economy	with	legal	persons	or	entities,	Bolivian	or	
foreigner,	to	use	natural	resources	while	ensuring	the	re-investment	of	utilities	
within	the	country.	The	administration	and	management	of	natural	resources	will	
take	place	while	guaranteeing	the	control	by	and	participation	of	social	sectors	in	
decision-making	processes.	In	the	administration	and	management	of	natural	
resources	there	can	be	mixed	entities,	with	societal	and	state	representation	and	
prioritizing	collective	welfare	(art.	CCCLI,	§	1,	2,	and	3,	author’s	translation).	

By	law,	foreign	companies	could	only	utilize	or	exploit	some	resources	in	association	with	

the	Bolivian	Government	or	under	its	strict	regulation	and	control.	Through	these	policies,	the	

Bolivian	state	sought	not	only	to	decrease	domestic	inequality	among	its	peoples,	but	also	to	

decrease	its	international	dependency	on	other	states.	

The	idea	of	limiting	the	expansionary	tendencies	of	neoliberalism	not	only	included	this	

definition	of	distributional	justice	among	coexisting	peoples,	but	also	took	into	account	future	

generations.	Liberal	Indianismo	thus	rejected	the	endless	form	of	economic	growth	and	its	effects	of	

environmental	depletion.	It	sought	to	limit	growth,	progress,	and	development	by	including	future	
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generations	as	equal	nations.	The	limitation	of	current	economic	growth	and	development	was	thus	

related	to	the	equality	among	present	and	future	peoples.	Accordingly,	the	2009	Constitution	of	

Bolivia	stated	that	it	was	an	“essential”	goal	of	the	state	

to	promote	and	guarantee	the	responsible	and	planned	utilization	of	natural	
resources	and	to	promote	industrialization	through	the	development	and	
strengthening	of	the	productive	basis	of	Bolivia	in	its	different	dimensions	and	
levels,	as	well	as	conserving	the	environment	for	the	welfare	of	current	and	future	
generations	(art.	IX,	§	6,	author’s	translation).	

This	notion	pushed	Liberal	Indianismo	to	sustain	a	“humanist”	relationship	with	nature,	

which	used	the	satisfaction	of	the	necessities	of	the	present	and	future	peoples	as	the	main	criteria	

of	growth	limitation.	The	Bolivian	Constitution	of	2009	asserted,	“The	state	has	as	its	highest	value	

the	human	being	and	it	will	ensure	its	development	through	the	equal	re-distribution	of	income	

from	social,	medical,	educational,	and	cultural	policies	as	well	as	from	re-investment	in	economic	

and	productive	development”	(art.	IX,	§	6,	author’s	translation).	This	brought	Liberal	Indianismo	

closer	to	ideas	of	“sustainable	development”	than	the	ecological	notions	discussed	by	Decolonial	

Indianismo.	Indeed	the	2009	Constitution	Bolivia	explicitly	mentioned	the	notion	of	“sustainable	

development”	(art.	CCCXII,	§	2).	Here,	the	state	of	Bolivia	had	to	find	ways	to	industrialize	in	order	

to	satisfy	current	needs,	but	it	also	had	to	avoid	depleting	resources	for	future	generations.	In	order	

to	achieve	the	goal	of	industrialization,	the	construction	of	infrastructure	appeared	as	a	strategic	

economic	dimension,	which	facilitated	all	other	economic	activities	(Bolivia	Constitution,	art.	

CCCXVIII,	§	3).	Then,	the	state	had	to	seek	exporting	possibilities,	which	were	aimed	to	increase	the	

wealth	of	Bolivia	and	its	capacity	to	live	well.	

The	notion	of	“plurinationality”	thus	constrained	“liberalism”	through	the	ideas	of	

distributional	justice	and	the	limitation	of	economic	growth.	In	relationship	to	the	case	of	

“indigeneity,”	“plurinationality”	added	an	ecological	sensibility	to	the	overarching	economic	

regulation	of	the	territory.	The	equality	between	nations	primarily	demanded	the	limitation	of	

“liberalism”	because	this	identity	appeared	as	the	historically	dominant	form	of	Bolivian	mono-
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nationality.	By	contrast,	“indigenous”	notions	were	historically	excluded	from	the	state,	

government,	and	even	territory	of	Bolivia.	Their	national	equality	thus	demanded	the	inclusion	and	

recuperation	of	“their”	ideas	at	the	overarching	level	of	the	state,	government,	and	territory	(see,	

for	example,	Morales	2012).	

One	of	the	most	important	“indigenous”	notions	of	ecology	added	to	the	overarching	

equality	of	Bolivia	was	the	idea	of	Pachamama,	which	entailed	equality	among	all	the	entities	of	the	

Cosmos.	This	notion	entered	Liberal	Indianismo	and	it	promoted	a	more	ecological	from	of	equality	

between	“humanity”	and	“nature.”	Linera	affirmed,		

We	need	a	new	civilization.	This	is	a	basic	need.	We	need	to	establish	an	organic	
relationship	with	nature,	recognizing	the	rights	of	nature	and	the	human	duties	with	
nature.	We	need	new	ways	of	production,	using	new	knowledge	and	the	progress	of	
knowledge.	This	is	the	model	used	in	Bolivia,	which	uses	the	concept	of	Mother	
Earth	(Pachamama)	(in	Morales	2010a,	author’s	translation).	

The	inclusion	of	these	ideas	into	Liberal	Indianismo	led	to	their	annexation	within	the	state,	

government,	and	territory	of	Bolivia.	For	example,	the	Bolivian	state	included	this	idea	of	ecological	

equality	in	the	creation	of	another	legal	jurisdiction,	dedicated	exclusively	to	environmental	

matters.	This	jurisdiction	appeared	as	an	equal	branch	of	the	judicial	system.	The	2009	Constitution	

of	Bolivia	stated,	“The	Agro-environmental	Court	is	the	highest	Court	specialized	in	the	agro-

environmental	jurisdiction.	It	is	ruled	primarily	by	the	principles	of	social	functions,	integrity,	

immediacy,	sustainability,	interculturality”	(art.	CLXXXVII,	author’s	translation).	The	Constitution	of	

2009	thus	granted	independence	from	the	“ordinary”	and	the	“indigenous”	jurisdictions	to	the	

environmental	and	agricultural	court.	Moreover,	the	Constitution	created	special	environmental	

rights,	which	any	citizen	could	exercise	by	presenting	cases	in	the	events	of	their	violation	(Bolivia	

Constitution,	art.	XXXIV).	Other	legal	forms	of	ecological	equality	also	included	the	requirement	of	

independent	studies	of	environmental	impacts	whenever	developmental	projects	took	place	(ibid,	

art.	CCCXLVI,	cl.	1	and	cl.	2).	
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Despite	the	introduction	of	“indigenous”	notions	into	the	overarching	possibility	of	Bolivian	

identity	equality,	the	statewide	definition	of	“plurinationality”	also	limited	and	constrained	the	

ecological	idea	of	Pachamama.	Because	national	equality	came	first,	these	“indigenous”	elements	

had	to	negotiate	their	meanings	with	the	other	identities,	or	nations,	regarded	as	equal	members	of	

the	Bolivian	state,	territory,	and	government.	The	separated	and	independent	jurisdiction	of	agro-

environmental	matters,	for	example,	was	annexed	within	the	overarching	supremacy	of	the	

Constitution	and	its	law.	The	agro-environmental	law	thus	had	to	follow	not	only	ecological	

equality,	but	also	private	property	rights,	“humanist”	notions	of	social	welfare,	polices	of	

industrialization,	sustainable	development,	and	other	anthropocentric	forms	of	economic	

relationships	with	nature.	Additionally,	the	agro-environmental	court	of	the	judicial	branch	

responded	to	the	“Plurinational	Constitutional	Court.”	This	judicial	entity	acted	as	the	overarching	

guarantee	of	constitutional	law	and	it	made	decisions	affecting	the	“ordinary,”	“indigenous,”	and	

“agro-environmental”	jurisdictions	(ibid.,	art.	CXCVIII,	§	1	and	2).	

Overall,	then,	the	overarching	equality	of	“plurinationality”	included	the	recognition	of	some	

differences	while	also	limiting	their	over-expansion.	Then,	the	epistemic	universalization	of	Liberal	

Indianismo	pushed	its	discursive	logic,	endogenous	relationship	of	commonality,	and	notion	of	

equality	towards	the	articulation	of	ecological	equality,	which	resulted	not	only	in	overarching	

institutional	arrangements	such	as	the	Plurinational	Constitutional	Court,	but	also	created	

limitations	for	the	“indigenous”	ideas	of	relationships	between	“nature”	and	“humanity.”	Similar	to	

the	limitations	that	it	imposed	upon	the	“liberal”	form	of	production	and	development,	then,	

“plurinationality”	also	constrained	the	over-expansion	of	“indigenous”	identities	and	it	prevented	

Pachamama	notions	from	completely	invalidating	neoliberal	practices.	

At	the	overarching	level	of	“plurinationality,”	this	articulation	and	annexation	of	

“indigenous”	notions	of	ecology	resulted	in	the	reintroduction	of	anthropocentric	assumptions	into	

the	idea	of	Pachamama.	Despite	the	partial	acknowledgment	of	its	relationship	of	ecological	
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equality,	Liberal	Indianismo	subsumed	“nature”	beneath	“human”	knowledge	and	necessity.	The	

idea	of	an	ecological	relationship	was	thus	articulated	into	the	idea	of	“sustainable	development,”	

which	limited	economic	growth,	industrialization,	and	environmental	exploitation	based	primarily	

on	the	needs	of	“human”	future	generations.	The	rights	of	nature	were	thus	designed	to	create	a	

healthy	environment	for	peoples	(Bolivia	Constitution,	art.	XXXIII).	Even	when	ecosystems	

appeared	as	the	objects	of	legal	protection,	the	state	assured	their	“normal”	and	“permanent”	

continuation	by	using	national	equality	as	its	main	criterion.	Humanity	could	thus	exploit	these	

natural	resources	as	long	as	the	environment	could	assure	its	own	continuation	in	future	

generations	(ibid.,	art.	CCCLXXX,	§	1).	All	natural	resources	could	thus	be	used	and	exploited	as	long	

as	economic	activities	did	not	completely	destroy	ecosystems	necessary	for	the	future	of	

“humanity”	(ibid.,	art.	CCCLXXX,	§	1).	The	articulation	of	the	“indigenous”	notion	of	Pachamama	into	

Liberal	Indianismo	led,	then,	to	the	prioritization	of	“human”	development	and	welfare,	which	could	

take	place	insofar	as	it	did	not	completely	destroy	the	environment	or	left	no	resources	available	

for	future	generations.	The	ecological	equality	of	all	entities	within	the	Cosmos	was	thus	tamed.	

Additionally,	Liberal	Indianismo	authorized	the	“Indio,”	state,	and	government	as	the	main	

knowers	of	this	articulated	relationship	between	“nature”	and	“humanity.”	Within	Liberal	

Indianismo,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	were	constructed	as	the	authorized	“Indios”	who	participated	

in	the	fact	of	inheritance	and	mapped	the	meanings	passed	on	to	Bolivian	society.	This	epistemic	

authority	was	then	shared	with	the	state	and	the	government	through	the	ratification	of	the	2009	

Constitution	and	the	institutionalization	of	a	“plurinationality.”	Because	the	fact	of	inheritance	was	

hereby	universalized,	the	epistemic	status	of	the	“Indio”	was	then	sustained	in	the	definition	of	

other	forms	of	relationships	articulated	within	the	discourse.	The	“Indio,”	state,	and	the	

government	thus	appeared	as	the	knowers	who	were	ultimately	responsible	in	the	definition	of	the	

limits	of	the	environment.	The	state	fulfilled	this	function	through	its	2009	Constitution,	but	the	

Government	had	to	deal	with	the	specificities	of	each	situation	and	context	(see	Bolivia	
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Constitution,	art.	CCCXII,	§	1;	and	art.	LXXIII,	cl.	10).	Because	statewide	“plurinationality”	validated	

certain	voices,	moreover,	the	Constitution	also	included	the	democratic	participation	of	particular	

peoples	within	the	decision-making	processes	that	affected	the	environment	(ibid.,	art.	CCCXLIII).	

Together,	then,	the	“plurinational”	equality	between	the	two	composed	identities	of	Bolivia	

(i.e.,	“liberalism”	and	“indigeneity”)	and	the	authorization	of	specific	knowers	(i.e.,	the	state,	the	

government,	and	the	“Indio”)	created	a	single	logic	of	self-validated	national	equality,	which	ruled	

over	other	relationships	of	equalities	such	as	ecologism.	In	this	sense,	many	of	the	intellectuals	of	

Liberal	Indianismo	often	spoke	of	“harmony,”	“balance,”	and	“equilibrium”	between	peoples	and	

with	nature	(e.g.,	Morales	2010f;	David	Choquehuanca	in	Morales	2012;	and	Linera	2015,	328).	

The	world	and	the	United	Nations	

According	to	Liberal	Indianismo,	the	current	neoliberal	crisis	among	peoples	and	with	

nature	had	spread	worldwide	and	it	thus	required	a	global	movement	of	transformation.	This	

global	expansion	could	begin	with	an	alliance	between	the	peoples	of	the	“South”	in	order	to	act	

together	against	the	colonial	tendencies	of	the	“North,”	but	its	expansion	had	to	reach	the	entire	

globe	(see,	for	example,	Morales	2012).	The	opposition	of	the	neoliberal	hierarchy,	together	with	its	

human	and	ecological	effects,	demanded	a	universalized	alternative	for	all	peoples	and	for	nature.	

Universalizing	its	self-validation,	Liberal	Indianismo	regarded	itself	as	the	global	alternative	

necessary	to	save	humanity	and	the	planet.	

In	order	to	fulfill	this	global	role,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	promoted	their	notion	of	

“plurinationality”	in	international	forums,	the	most	important	of	which	were	the	sessions	of	the	

United	Nations	General	Assembly,	the	United	Nations	Permanent	Forum	on	Indigenous	Issues,	and	

the	conventions	of	the	United	Nations	Framework	on	Climate	Change.	Here,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	

established	a	discursive	connection	between	Liberal	Indianismo	and	the	international	order	

supposedly	promoted	by	this	set	of	institutions.	This	discursive	connection	included	two	main	
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dimensions.	On	one	side,	Liberal	Indianismo	critiqued	the	United	Nations	and	many	of	its	organs	as	

a	set	of	institutions	favoring	the	individualist	rationality	and	anthropocentrism	of	neoliberalism.	On	

the	other	side,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	promoted	their	own	global	solution	to	the	issues	they	

described.	These	solutions	not	only	entailed	aspects	of	Liberal	Indianismo,	but	also	annexed	the	

elements	of	the	United	Nations	that	were	consistent	with	the	discourse.	Beyond	the	notion	of	

“sustainable	development”	discussed	above,	Evo	Morales	also	included	international	notions	of	

indigenous	rights	(Morales	2017c).	

In	accordance	with	the	rest	of	Liberal	Indianismo,	Evo	Morales	and	Linera’s	promotion	of	a	

global	alternative	entailed	the	respect	for	differences	among	peoples	and	nations.	Each	set	of	

inherited	“will”	and	“construction”	thus	appeared	as	a	validated	form	of	identity,	which	had	to	be	

respected.	“Diversity”	was	thus	an	important	value	included	within	the	global	application	of	Liberal	

Indianismo	(Linera,	2015,	329).	Sovereignty,	autonomy,	and	non-intervention	appeared	as	

important	international	values	as	well	(Bolivia	Constitution,	art.	CCLVI,	§	1	and	2).	In	order	to	

achieve	this	form	of	respect,	however,	Liberal	Indianismo	also	sought	to	limit	the	global	over-

expansion	of	each	identity.	It	re-applied	the	overarching	notion	of	plurinationality	at	a	global	level,	

thus	promoting	an	idea	that	reconnected	sovereign	states	and	bounded	peoples	under	the	umbrella	

of	nation-based	equality.	Because	neoliberalism	was	regarded	as	the	planetary	system	of	mono-

culturalism,	the	connection	between	nations	required	primarily	the	“Indianization”	of	the	world.	

Linera	and	Evo	Morales	thus	asserted	that	Bolivia	offered	the	“lessons”	of	communitarian	socialism,	

vivir	bien,	and	Pachamama	to	the	world	(Linera	2015,	319-320).	These	ideas	respected	individual	

rights	as	a	set	of	characteristics	that	belonged	to	an	equal	identity,	but	they	also	included	the	

communitarian	characteristics	of	other	nations.	In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	Liberal	Indianismo	

limited	the	domination	of	the	“North”	and	included	its	idea	of	distributional	justice.	The	re-

validation	of	all	“peoples”	also	entailed	the	expansion	of	democracy	within	international	

institutions	(Morales	2009).	Because	all	peoples	appeared	as	equals	and	because	the	“North”	was	



	 262	

viewed	as	the	one	who	had	disproportionally	exploited	the	rest	of	humanity	and	nature	in	order	to	

develop,	immigration	was	also	accounted	as	a	global	right	of	“universal	citizenship”	(Morales	

2017c).	As	discussed	above,	Liberal	Indianismo	also	included	and	promoted	its	notions	of	

Pachamama	rights	and	sustainable	development.	Finally,	Evo	Morales	asserted	that	any	country	co-

inhabited	by	a	multiplicity	of	peoples	should	construct	its	own	form	of	domestic	“plurinationality”	

in	order	to	achieve	the	“true”	inclusion	of	everyone	coexisting	within	a	single	territory	(2012).	The	

global	expansion	of	“plurinationality”	would	thus	entail	a	form	of	overarching	equality,	which	

would	create	a	global	balance	between	the	autonomy	and	the	commonality	of	identities.	The	global	

application	of	the	“plurinational”	notion,	together	with	the	participation	of	all	authorized	voices,	

would	thus	expand	the	Liberal	Indianista	“harmony”	among	peoples	and	with	nature.	

Conclusion:	Institutionalization,	Internationalization,	and	Articulation	

Within	its	intra-discursive	and	endogenous	“harmony,”	Liberal	Indianismo	constructed	a	

bounded	realm	of	equality	and	difference	for	“nations,”	which	emerged	from	fact	of	inheritance,	

created	a	specific	idea	of	“plurinationality,”	authorized	the	government	to	define	specificities,	and	

then	required	the	equal	participation	of	those	already	authorized	in	the	process	of	definition.	

Because	they	participated	in	the	inheritance	of	meaning,	“indigenous”	peoples	and	“liberal”	

individuals	were	granted	the	authority	to	map	the	historical	path	and	present	topology	of	identities	

found	in	Bolivia	and	even	the	globe.	Through	this	notion	of	equality,	epistemic	validation,	and	map	

of	identities,	Liberal	Indianismo	reconstructed	the	Bolivian	state,	which	defined	basic	constitutional	

laws,	the	three	branches	of	the	government,	and	the	different	mechanisms	of	participation	that	

respected	the	“Indio”	and	the	“liberal”	individual	simultaneously.	On	one	side,	the	government	

appeared	as	the	set	of	institutions	responsible	of	protecting,	imparting,	and	defining	the	contextual	

specificities	of	“plurinationality.”	It	was	the	institutionalization	of	the	Liberal	Indianista	authorized	

knower,	which	was	now	limited	by	the	broader	delineations	of	“plurinationality”	included	within	

the	2009	Constitution.	On	the	other	side,	the	government	was	re-validated	through	the	different	
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forms	of	participation	delineated	and	guaranteed	within	the	Constitution.	

This	set	of	discursive	connections	thus	foreclosed	the	boundaries	of	Liberal	Indianismo	

within	a	loop	of	validation	and	re-validation,	which	had	important	implications.	One	of	the	

limitations	of	these	boundaries	emerged	from	the	endogenous	authorization	of	the	“Indio”	and	the	

“liberal”	individual	as	the	main	embodiments	of	the	validated	knower.	This	idea	was	attached	to	

Evo	Morales,	who	appeared	as	the	leader	and	voice	of	“plurinationality.”	Under	his	leadership,	

Bolivia	constructed	and	ratified	the	2009	Constitution,	which	delineated	the	state	and	created	the	

limitations	and	functions	of	the	government.	The	Constitution	was	imbedded	with	the	long	term	

and	broad	delineation	of	“plurinationality.”	As	the	leader	and	president	of	the	executive	branch	of	

the	government,	Evo	Morales	was	then	reconstructed	as	the	main	authorized	knower	of	the	

contextual	specificities	of	“plurinationality.”	Evo	Morales	was	thus	the	one	responsible	to	define	the	

characteristics	of	“indigeneity”	and	the	“liberal”	individual	within	daily	politics.	In	relationship	to	

the	definition	of	“indigeneity”	in	Bolivia,	Andrew	Canessa	affirmed	that	overarching	constructions	

of	nationhood	often	affected	peoples	from	smaller	communities	because	they	often	found	

themselves	categorized	as	less	“indigenous”	or	they	had	to	learn	new	characteristics	of	

“indigeneity”	(2005).	Additionally,	Evo	Morales	could	use	this	authorization	in	order	to	classify	

peoples	whenever	opposition	surged	against	important	governmental	projects	and	policies.	The	

epistemic	authorization	of	the	highest	knower	of	contextual	“plurinationality”	thus	created	a	

disadvantage	even	for	those	voices	that	were	potentially	validated	within	the	discourse.	

During	the	well-known	case	of	the	Isiboro	Secure	National	Park	and	Indigenous	Territory	

(TIPNIS,	the	acronym	for	its	Spanish	name,	Territorio	Indígena	y	Parque	Nacional	Isiboro	Secure),	

for	example,	Evo	Morales	began	constructing	a	road	through	“ancestral”	lands,	which	belonged	to	

“indigenous”	peoples.	In	2011,	hundreds	of	peoples	planned	to	march	on	foot	for	375	miles	from	

the	region	to	La	Paz,	where	they	were	going	to	stage	a	protect	against	the	project.	After	the	violent	

intervention	of	the	police	force	on	September	25th,	Evo	Morales	decided	to	postpone	the	project	and	
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said	that	the	attack	from	the	police	was	not	his	responsibility.	Despite	this	delay,	Evo	Morales	

decided	to	re-start	the	project	in	2017.	On	August	13th,	he	thus	signed	a	law	that	took	away	the	

protection	and	autonomy	of	these	“indigenous”	territories.	At	this	time,	he	claimed	that	58	of	the	68	

“indigenous”	communities	inhabiting	the	region	had	agreed	to	the	construction	of	the	road.	These	

peoples	and	the	government	were	the	“true”	“Indigenous”	peoples	of	Bolivia	(see,	for	example,	

Morales	2017b).	By	contrast,	all	those	opposing	the	project	were	“enemies,”	who	worked	for	

international	corporations	or	the	right-wing	politicians	of	Bolivia.	These	peoples	were	not	

“indigenous.”	Evo	Morales	asserted,	“We	consulted	them.	The	ones	opposing	this	are	enemies.	They	

are	enemies	of	the	indigenous	movement.	They	want	us	to	live	like	we	did	200	or	300	years	ago.	

They	do	not	want	us	to	develop”	(2017b,	author’s	translation).	

As	the	main	knower,	the	government	of	Evo	Morales	and	Linera	also	appeared	as	the	one	

authorized	to	determine	the	contextual	limits	of	“sustainable	development,”	economic	growth,	and	

vivir	bien.	The	Constitution	delineated	the	main	criterion	of	limitation	based	on	the	equality	of	

future	generations,	but	the	government	was	still	entitled	to	define	when	each	project	actually	

reached	that	point.	This	anthropocentric	certainty	of	environmental	knowledge	enabled	the	

destruction	of	forests	and	ecosystems	as	much	as	the	government	deemed	“sustainable”	or	in	

“equilibrium.”	Then,	the	government	could	use	its	disproportionate	epistemic	authority	to	

determine	what	voices	were	legitimate	in	the	discussion	of	these	issues.	In	the	case	of	the	TIPNIS,	

for	example,	the	government	thought	that	the	road	was	necessary	for	the	development	of	Bolivia	

and	for	the	vivir	bien	of	its	peoples.	The	government	regarded	the	impact	of	the	project	as	minimal.	

Additionally,	those	who	opposed	it	appeared	as	invalidated	voices	whose	knowledge	of	the	

environment	was	cancelled.	They	were	agents	of	“colonial	environmentalism”	saying	lies	only	to	

help	the	enemy	(Morales	2017b).	

Because	it	primordially	validated	a	specific	type	of	“human”	equality,	Liberal	Indianismo	

also	prioritized	its	own	notion	above	ecological	equality.	The	discourse	not	only	authorized	specific	
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voices	and	actors,	but	also	validated	particular	struggles	above	others.	Accordingly,	Liberal	

Indianismo	authorized	the	government	of	Evo	Morales	as	the	main	“Indio”	and	“environmentalist,”	

while	also	regarding	the	nation-based	struggle	of	“plurinationality”	as	the	most	important	form	of	

equality.	This	explained	why	the	Constitution	located	“humanity”	above	all	else	(art.	CCCVII,	§	5).	

Consistent	with	this	constitutional	hierarchy,	Evo	Morales	also	ordered	“human”	vivir	bien	above	

“nature.”	When	the	tension	between	the	two	equalities	emerged,	Evo	Morales	regarded	the	

relationship	of	ecological	equality	as	secondary	(2017b).	Finally,	this	explained	the	previously	

discussed	articulation	of	ecology	under	the	logic	of	nation-based	equality.	

Beyond	the	authorization	of	specific	actors	and	struggles,	the	articulation	of	ecological	

relationships	also	created	a	temporal	certainty,	which	pushed	the	current	universalization	of	the	

discourse	towards	the	future	of	other	relationships.	Liberal	Indianismo	thus	appeared	as	the	new	

universal	bedrock,	which	could	be	used	in	order	to	judge	the	future	of	economic	production.	Evo	

Morales	and	Linera,	together	with	other	political	actors,	thus	delineated	the	“plurinational”	future	

of	Bolivia	within	the	2009	Constitution	and	the	notion	of	limited	economic	growth.	The	government	

of	Evo	Morales	also	presented	developmental	reports	and	plans,	which	assumed	certainty	in	their	

utilization	of	nature	and	its	future	exploitation	(Morales	2015c).	Finally,	the	“others”	who	were	

invalidated	within	the	discourse	could	appear	as	obstacles	against	the	“true”	revolution	and	the	

“true”	knower.	Unlike	Cusicanqui’s	notion	of	circular	time,	reflexivity,	and	multi-relationality,	

Liberal	Indianismo	constructed	time	in	a	linear	manner,	projected	its	own	notion	as	the	progress	of	

“humanity,”	and	authorized	its	own	knower	as	the	main	guide	towards	a	better	future.	

The	“harmony”	of	the	discourse	thus	created	a	disadvantage	for	certain	actors,	relationships	

of	equality,	and	temporalities;	it	invalidated	specific	voices,	struggles,	and	histories.	This	limitation	

not	only	affected	marginalized	“Indios”	and	“ecologists,”	but	it	could	also	invalidate	other	voices	

and	struggles	analyzed	by	Silvia	Rivera	Cusicanqui.	As	Chapter	Five	discussed,	Cusicanqui	unveiled	

the	feminist	struggle	often	silenced	underneath	class	and	ethnic	forms	of	articulations.	Through	the	
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universalization	of	its	national	equality,	Liberal	Indianismo	could	ignore	these	voices	against	

patriarchies	and	it	could	invalidate	their	struggles.	Despite	the	government’s	policies	to	increase	

gender	equality,	the	authorization	of	Evo	Morales	could,	and	did,	silence	other	“feminist”	voices	

during	cases	of	opposition.	Additionally,	the	articulation	of	gender	equality	could	prioritize	the	

limitation	of	“feminist”	struggles	whenever	they	confronted	the	notion	of	national	equality.	Liberal	

Indianismo	located	the	struggle	for	gender	equality	under	the	logic	of	“plurinationality,”	which	

modified	“feminist”	voices	in	order	to	fit	national	equality.	Furthermore,	this	form	of	discursive	

limitation,	found	within	the	“harmony”	of	Liberal	Indianismo,	could	affect	other	actors	and	

struggles,	such	as	the	promotion	of	sexual	equality,	led	in	Bolivia	by	the	Trans,	Lesbian,	Gay,	and	

Bisexual	movement	(TLBG,	for	its	acronym	in	Spanish).	Within	Indianista	movements,	this	set	of	

voices	and	struggles	often	appeared	as	one	of	the	most	marginalized	and	silenced.	

The	participation	of	social	movements,	indigenous	movements,	political	parties,	and	voting	

individuals	could	also	modify	Liberal	Indianismo	from	below.	Within	their	authorized	capacity	to	

re-validate	the	government,	these	voices	could	negate	or	reject	particular	policies	or	constructions.	

Some	of	the	specificities	of	“plurinationality,”	the	2009	Constitution,	and	many	of	the	policies	

mentioned	above	could	have	partially	emerged	from	the	participation	and	demands	of	these	voices.	

The	mobilization	of	social	movements	during	the	constitutional	assembly	of	2008,	for	example,	

might	have	also	provided	a	strong	basis	of	support	for	the	government.	They	might	have	even	

shaped	and	validated	the	constitutional	notion	of	“plurinationality.”	The	“Indio”	and	the	“liberal”	

individual	were	thus	the	authorized	voices	that	could	partially	modify	or	demonstrate	the	

“plurinationality”	promoted	by	the	government	and	the	state.	Liberal	Indianismo	even	found	itself	

within	intense	debates	about	specific	policies	and	even	leadership	in	several	occasions.	

Furthermore,	other	voices	of	movements	promoting	gender,	ecological,	or	sexual	equality	could	

even	use	these	mechanisms	in	order	to	modify	“plurinationality”	and	introduce	their	demands	into	

the	government.		
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Despite	this	possibility	of	democratization	and	transformation	within	Liberal	Indianismo,	

the	epistemic	superiority	and	universalization	of	a	specific	knower,	history,	and	“plurinationality”	

created	a	disadvantage	for	other	voices,	struggles,	and	histories.	Other	voices,	struggles,	and	

histories	thus	appeared	as	less	valid	than	Evo	Morales,	“plurinationality,”	and	vivir	bien.	This	

indirect	invalidation	and	articulation	of	other	relationships	was	not	only	a	problem	for	the	

discourse	within	Bolivia,	but	could	also	be	an	even	greater	issue	for	many	uncharted	voices,	

struggles,	and	histories	in	the	quest	for	global	coexistence	and	equality.	
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CONCLUSION:	IMPLICATIONS	AND	QUESTIONS	

The	study	of	the	problem	of	coexistence	was	connected	to	the	legacies	of	colonialism	by	the	

work	of	Tzvetan	Todorov	in	1982.	Since	then,	scholars	have	thought	about	the	possibility	of	

equality	without	homogenization	and	assimilation.	A	number	of	them	focused	on	the	limitations	of	

differences	imposed	by	theories	of	International	Relations	(e.g.,	Shapiro	2004;	Inayatullah	and	

Blaney	2004).	Others,	within	post-colonial	approaches,	have	sought	to	listen	to	marginalized	voices	

in	order	to	deconstruct	the	ways	in	which	colonial	legacies	continue	to	hierarchicalize	them	

through	universalized	and	institutionalized	discourses	(e.g.,	Tully	1995;	Canessa	2000;	Doxteter	

2004;	Zegeye	and	Vambe	2006;	Seth	2010;	Pasha	2012;	Grovogui	2013).	Within	International	

Relations,	scholars	have	also	utilized	post-structuralist	perspectives	in	order	to	tackle	the	problem	

of	difference	through	the	endogenous	analysis	of	boundaries	found	in	“Western”	discourses	(e.g.,	

Walker	and	Ashley	1990;	Walker	2010;	Campbell	2013).	Throughout	my	dissertation,	I	sought	to	

contribute	to	these	discussions	by	analyzing	the	complex	genealogy	and	the	internal	debates	of	

Indianista	intellectual	productions.	

In	order	to	achieve	this	goal,	I	began	by	discussing	how	a	particular	reading	of	Foucault’s	

work	offered	a	limited	but	fruitful	way	to	enter	the	discussion	of	the	problem	of	colonialism,	

decoloniality,	and	coexistence.	This	analysis	was	important	in	order	to	show	some	of	the	concepts	

and	assumptions	that	I	used	while	interpreting	Indianismo,	but	I	also	located	my	theoretical	

framework	within	a	more	egalitarian	dialogue	between	the	two	voices.	This	dialogue	equally	used	

the	contributions	of	these	voices	in	order	to	expand	the	analysis	of	the	conditions	of	possibility	for	

reflexive	and	multi-relational	coexistence.	As	I	developed	my	interpretation	of	Indianismo,	I	thus	

returned	repeatedly	to	Foucault’s	work	and	the	delineation	of	notions	such	as	conditions	of	

possibility,	relationships,	identity,	politics,	temporality,	colonialism,	decoloniality,	and	coexistence.	

This	back	and	forth	dialogue	allowed	me	to	find	a	consistency	between	Foucault	and	Cusicanqui’s	
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work,	but	the	ch’ixi	delineation	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	pushed	beyond	the	cryptic	edges	of	post-

structuralism;	it	sought	to	investigate	the	political,	temporal,	and	epistemic	implications	of	thinking	

about	a	dynamic	and	incomplete	realm	of	relational	multiplicity	and	equality.	

Because	some	Indianista	intellectuals	pushed	beyond	the	implications	of	Foucault’s	work	in	

relationship	to	the	problem	of	coexistence,	I	followed	the	genealogy	of	this	discourse.	According	to	

scholars	who	have	focused	on	decoloniality	while	investigating	Indianismo,	the	movement	seemed	

to	concentrate	primarily	on	notions	of	equality	based	on	national	or	ethnic	identities	in	order	to	

construct	a	space	for	all	life	(e.g.,	Ticona	2000	and	2011;	Willem	A.	2004;	Escobar	2010;	Isasi-Díaz	

and	Mendieta	2012;	Villalba	2013;	Ari	2014).	Much	of	this	work,	however,	overlooked	the	internal	

disputes	and	differences	found	within	“Indianismo.”	They	focused	primarily	on	the	later	work	of	

Fausto	Reinaga	and	the	more	dominant	political	goals	of	indigenous	movements	in	Bolivia,	which	

promoted	notions	of	ethnic	and	national	equality,	but	also	tended	to	silence	more	multi-relational	

voices	emerging	from	feminist	intellectuals.	Others	focused	on	the	emergence	of	“vivir	bien”	and	

“Pachamama”	within	the	government	of	Evo	Morales	and	social	movements	both	in	Bolivia	and	

other	places	of	Latin	America	(e.g.,	Farah	and	Vasapollo	2011;	Estermann	2014;	Fernandez	and	

Sepulveda	2014;	Zaffaroni	2015;	Mardones	et	al.	2015;	Mamani	2015).	These	scholars	viewed	

“Indianismo”	as	an	antecedent	that	was	re-adapted	within	the	currently	institutionalized	project.	

Within	notions	of	“vivir	bien,”	scholars	often	mentioned	ideas	of	“harmony”	and	“equilibrium,”	

which	tended	to	articulate	several	forms	of	equality	underneath	the	Liberal	Indianista	definition	of	

the	fact	of	inheritance	and	national	equality.	By	listening	to	feminist	Indianistas	such	as	Silvia	

Rivera	Cusicanqui	and	by	examining	the	discursive	genealogy	of	the	movement,	however,	I	sought	

to	move	beyond	these	two	scholarly	understandings	of	“Indianismo.”	As	a	result,	I	found	three	

parallel	discourses	disputing	the	definition	of	“Indianismo”	in	order	to	resist	“colonialism”	and	

construct	alternative	forms	of	coexistence.	

The	Revolutionary	form	of	Indianismo	constructed	a	condition	of	possibility	from	an	
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assumption	of	a	family	or	community-related	connection	to	the	past.	The	racial	form	of	connection	

to	the	past	had	issues	in	its	definition	of	liberation	because	it	tended	to	attach	the	characteristics	of	

“colonialism”	to	the	biological	aspects	of	“white”	people.	In	order	to	construct	a	more	inclusive	form	

of	liberation	and	equality,	Revolutionary	Indianismo	thus	focused	more	prominently	on	its	idea	of	

“nation.”	This	notion	entailed	pedagogical	connections	between	generations	and	it	led	to	a	form	of	

equality	that	combined	ideas	of	common	origin	and	specific	pre-colonial	pasts.	The	condition	of	

possibility	for	the	discourse	thus	consistently	led	to	a	notion	of	equality	based	on	the	common	pre-

colonial	pasts	of	certain	national	identities.	By	contrast,	other	identities	violated	this	criterion	of	

validation	and	became	“enemies.”	Liberation	thus	entailed	the	erasure	of	“Occidental”	identities	and	

the	transformation	of	all	into	the	“Indio.”	As	F.	Reinaga’s	later	work	showed,	this	discourse	not	only	

had	troubles	seeking	to	include	“others”	in	its	form	of	liberation,	but	also	excluded	other	forms	of	

ecological	equality,	which	were	important	aspects	of	the	cosmological	ideas	of	Pachamama.	

Liberal	Indianismo	used	some	of	these	notions,	but	reconstructed	the	discourse	in	order	to	

institutionalize	a	project	of	“decoloniality”	for	everyone	in	Bolivia	and	the	world.	Juan	Evo	Morales	

Ayma	and	Álvaro	García	Linera	successfully	introduced	this	construction	into	the	state	and	

government	of	Bolivia	after	the	presidential	election	of	2005.	Their	construction	also	began	by	

utilizing	the	fact	of	inheritance	as	a	condition	of	possibility	and	criterion	of	validation.	Their	

discourse	expanded,	however,	the	Revolutionary	epistemic	platform	in	order	to	include	a	societal	

form	of	meaning	inheritance.	This	positivity	detached	the	notion	of	common	origin	and	equality	

from	specific	historical	moments.	Instead,	Liberal	Indianismo	used	a	philosophical	form	of	common	

origin,	which	was	based	on	the	ideas	of	“will”	and	“construction.”	Here,	national	identities	

presupposed	an	originary	“will”	and	“construction”	in	relationship	to	specific	peoples,	territories,	

and	past	histories.	The	expansion	of	a	single	nation	over	other	territories,	peoples,	and	histories	

thus	entailed	an	invalid	form	of	conquest	and	domination.	This	criterion	of	validation	successfully	

included	“liberalism”	as	another	equal	and	“Bolivian”	identity.	Through	this	notion,	Evo	Morales,	
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Linera,	social	movements,	and	other	actors	constructed	an	official	idea	of	“plurinationality,”	which	

became	the	main	articulating	logic	of	the	2009	Constitution	of	Bolivia	and	the	general	future	of	

liberation.	Within	this	annexing	and	articulating	logic,	Liberal	Indianismo	organized	other	forms	of	

relationships	such	as	ecological	and	gender-based	equality.	It	also	validated	a	specific	set	of	actors	

as	the	authorized	knowers	of	“plurinationality.”	

In	order	to	move	beyond	the	irreflexive	authorization	of	a	pre-defined	set	of	actors,	over-

validation	of	a	single	form	of	equality,	and	articulation	of	other	forms	of	relationships,	Silvia	Rivera	

Cusicanqui’s	version	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	redefined	the	possibility	of	coexistence	beyond	the	

limits	of	the	previously	discussed	Indianista	discourses.	Cusicanqui’s	work	created	a	condition	of	

possibility	and	criterion	of	validation	based	on	a	principle	of	meta-equality.	This	principle	emerged	

from	a	religiosity	based	on	ideas	of	Pachamama	and	the	Cosmos,	previously	discussed	by	Fausto	

Reinaga.	In	Cusicanqui’s	work,	the	idea	of	cosmic	co-participation	validated	every	experience	of	

relationships	as	long	as	they	entailed	a	form	of	equality	and	also	respected	other	relationships.	This	

notion	constructed	a	multi-relational	idea	of	cosmos,	which	Cusicanqui	focused	on	ethnic,	

ecological,	and	gender	relationships,	but	could	be	easily	expanded	to	include	other	experiences.	By	

contrast,	hierarchies	and	articulations	were	understood	as	forms	of	“colonialism.”	As	a	result,	this	

meta-equality	established	a	criterion	of	multi-relational	coexistence	and	it	included	a	dynamic	

realm	of	validated	relationships.	Different	variations	of,	for	example,	ecology,	gender,	race,	class,	

ethnicity,	and	sexuality	could	now	be	taken	into	account	as	equally	valid	forms	of	relationships,	

identities,	histories,	knowledges,	and	destinies.	The	main	elements	of	coexistence	that	I	described	

in	the	introduction	of	my	dissertation	thus	became	components	of	equal	relationships	included	

within	a	dynamic	taypi.	

This	characteristic	made	Cusicanqui’s	intellectual	production	politically	different	from	the	

other	Indianista	discourses.	Unlike	Revolutionary	and	Liberal	Indianismos,	Cusicanqui’s	work	

entailed	a	multi-relational,	bottom-up,	context-dependent,	and	dynamic	possibility	of	decoloniality	
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and	coexistence.	Because	it	sought	to	enable	several	voices	simultaneously	and	it	allowed	for	them	

to	settle	momentary	maps	of	multiple	decolonialities,	this	form	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	also	

entailed	a	different	kind	of	empirical	realm,	which	was	much	more	open	to	listening	to	the	

complexity	of	meanings	practiced	in	different	kinds	of	ways.	Here,	the	authorized	voices	of	knowers	

were	all	those	who	experienced	confrontations	against	hierarchies	and	over-expanded	boundaries.	

The	interpreter	thus	had	to	remain	constantly	vigilant	of	new	voices	and	convergences,	which	could	

re-destabilize	the	taypi	and	create	new	charting	possibilities.	Finally,	this	notion	of	taypi	also	

created	a	different	kind	of	temporality,	which	allowed	for	multiple	projects	of	liberation	and	

equality,	while	also	requiring	a	continuous	return	to	the	here-now	of	this	realm	and	its	

multiplicities.	In	this	continuous	return,	Cusicanqui	found	a	possibility	to	struggle	for	multiple	

equalities	while	also	avoiding	the	construction	of	superior	notions	of	liberation,	which	would	

relegate	other	possibilities	to	secondary	positions	or	would	assume	them	as	“obstacles”	against	

“true”	revolutions.	Overall,	these	political,	empirical,	and	temporal	differences	between	

Cusicanqui’s	work	and	other	Indianista	discourses	consistently	followed	the	implications	of	using	

the	fact	of	coexistence	as	an	epistemic	condition	of	possibility,	which	invalidated	and	transformed	

universalized	discourses	in	order	to	create	its	own	realm	of	coexistence	in	relational	multiplicities.	

Within	this	form	of	political	praxis,	resistance,	and	invalidation,	Cusicanqui	noticed	that	her	

own	work	charged	an	epistemic	price	in	order	to	validate	a	multiplicity	of	voices	expressing	

confrontations	and	exploring	alternatives	of	equalities.	In	a	way,	her	own	work	created	a	hierarchy	

and	a	form	of	articulation,	which	epistemically	debased	and	de-universalized	all	voices.	In	order	to	

authorize	her	own	boundaries	and	enable	these	political	effects,	Cusicanqui	needed	an	epistemic	

platform	of	self-validation,	which	could	elevate	her	own	knowledge	above	the	“others”	that	she	had	

categorized	as	“colonialisms.”	Her	epistemic	strategy	thus	began	from	the	fact	of	coexistence	in	the	

Cosmos	and	the	possibility	of	co-participation	granted	to	all	the	entities	experiencing	relationships,	

but	she	could	not	fix	her	own	connection	with	the	expressions	of	experiences	because	she	would	
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have	otherwise	pre-defined	an	epistemological	commonality	and	a	pre-definition	of	meaning.	

Cusicanqui	thus	left	the	notion	of	senti-pensar	as	a	hollow	epistemology	or	possibility	to	know;	she	

renounced	the	definition	of	her	own	connection	with	the	expressions	of	relational	experiences;	she	

avoided	the	delineation	of	meaning	convergence;	she	gave	up	the	possibility	of	defining	her	own	

relationality.	The	definition	of	this	epistemology	would	have	defined	her	possibility	to	know	and	

would	have	authorized	her	own	position	above	the	co-participation	of	other	entities;	she	would	

have	claimed	to	access	the	logic	of	co-participation	and	thus	acquire	a	superior	form	of	knowledge.	

Instead	of	enabling	this	possibility	by	enthroning	yet	another	absolutized	epistemological	

assumption	such	as	the	“Indio’s”	direct	participation	in	the	fact	of	inheritance,	however,	Cusicanqui	

reflexively	took	a	leap	of	faith.	She	decided	to	leave	the	notion	of	senti-pensar	as	a	hollow	

epistemology,	which	could	not	define	the	connection	and	convergence	between	meanings,	but	still	

used	the	possibility	of	a	meaning	connection	between	different	expressions	of	relational	

experiences.	Similarly	to	Foucault,	Cusicanqui	used	an	incomplete	notion	of	knowledge,	but	she	also	

took	an	explicit	leap	of	faith	in	a	reflexively	chosen	assumption.	She	decided	to	believe	in	the	fact	of	

colonialism,	which	entailed	the	possibility	to	listen	to	the	convergences	of	experiences	of	

relationships,	confrontations,	and	resistance.	She	chose	a	basic	assumption	in	order	to	validate	her	

own	criteria	of	validation,	but	she	acknowledged	that	this	was	her	own	assumption,	option,	choice,	

and	leap	of	faith.	This	made	this	feminist	version	of	Decolonial	Indianismo	epistemically	different	to	

the	other	branches	of	the	movement	and	perhaps	the	Marxist	and	liberal	understandings	of	

“indigeneity.”	

These	epistemic,	political,	empirical,	and	temporal	differences	were	consistently	connected	

to	each	other.	Multi-relationality	required	a	meta-equality	or	a	principle	of	validation	that	could	

allow	for	many	kinds	of	principles	of	validation	to	coexist	in	a	single	realm.	It	had	to	include	a	

classification	of	discourses	and	a	condition	of	possibility	that	did	not	exclude	the	multiplicity	of	

forms	of	classifications	formed	by	each	type	of	equality	and	relationship	of	commonality	included	in	
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its	realm.	This	consistency	of	logical	multiplicity	in	the	criteria	of	classification	applied	not	only	to	

the	coexisting	discourses	of	a	here-now,	but	it	was	also	required	throughout	time.	In	order	to	

achieve	this	goal,	Cusicanqui	had	to	avoid	pre-defining	her	own	commonality	and	connection	with	

meanings;	she	needed	to	allow	for	meaning	to	remain	more	untamed.	Additionally,	multi-

relationality	demanded	the	respect	of	multiple	experiences	of	relationships,	which	located	the	

interpreter	and	the	voices	interpreted	at	the	same	epistemic	level.	Hence,	Cusicanqui	could	not	

grant	truth	correspondence	to	her	own	field	of	knowledge;	she	could	not	be	more	than	co-

participation	itself;	she	could	not	claim	to	know	the	very	logic	and	commonality	of	meanings.	The	

empirical	role	of	voices	thus	became	much	more	active	than	in	the	other	branches	of	Indianismo,	

which	used	specific	voices	in	order	to	re-validate	or	demonstrate	whatever	had	already	been	

authorized.	This	consistency	explained	why	the	ch’ixi	realm	contained	an	epistemic	tension	that	

crossed	the	taypi	in	all	of	its	dimensions.	

In	order	to	think	about	coexistence	temporally	and	at	the	global	level,	Decolonial	

Indianismo	thus	unveils	a	necessity	to	include	a	multi-relational	and	dynamic	possibility	of	

mapping	relationships,	which	can	be	constructed	primarily	by	listening	to	marginalized	voices	

expressing	confrontations	often	hidden	underneath	the	articulation	of	universalized	or	over-

expanded	discourses.	Additionally,	this	discourse	shows	the	epistemic	requirement	of	assumptions	

of	self-validation,	which	often	act	as	the	conditions	of	possibility	for	classifying	and	invalidating	

other	knowledges.	This	form	of	classification	then	allows	for	political	praxis	and	forms	of	

resistance.	Because	these	conditions	of	possibility	are	assumptions,	however,	Cusicanqui’s	work	

highlights	a	continuous	demand	for	endogenous	reflexivity	and	self-critique.	In	this	sense,	the	

“mandate	to	listen”	is	not	only	related	to	the	dynamic	multiplicity	of	the	multi-relational	realm	

called	taypi,	but	it	is	also	a	deeper	requirement,	which	emerges	from	Cusicanqui’s	epistemic	

tension.	It	is	the	result	of	acknowledging	that	the	foundation	of	a	discourse	can	be	a	reflexively	

chosen,	yet	incomplete	assumption.	
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Cusicanqui’s	work	also	indirectly	showed	that	respecting	the	epistemic	dimensions	of	each	

discourse	could	lead	to	a	form	of	relativism,	which	would	allow	for	discourses	to	continue	

struggling	for	their	own	supremacy.	Here,	dominant	discourses	would	be	able	to	continue	their	

domination	and	colonialisms	would	be	able	to	remain	in	place.	There	would	be	no	political	praxis	in	

the	radical	respect	of	all	epistemic	differences.	Similarly	to	other	Indianista	intellectuals,	however,	

Cusicanqui	explicitly	rejected	relativism,	which	could	validate	even	colonial	hierarchies.	Instead,	

Cusicanqui	sought	to	use	a	“metaphor”	of	guidance	to	construct	a	political	praxis	(2015,	207);	she	

created	the	ch’ixi	realm,	which	demanded	the	epistemic	price	of	de-universalization	in	order	to	

validate	and	transform	a	multiplicity	of	discourses	and	relationships.	This	epistemic	price	did	not,	

of	course,	entail	some	kind	of	nihilism	or	generalized	deconstruction	of	everything.	To	the	contrary,	

Cusicanqui’s	sociology	of	images	was	the	possibility	of	drawing	a	space	of	relational	multiplicity	

while	avoiding	“…	the	irresistible	disorder	of	postmodern	cultural	plazas,	which	deterritorialize	and	

surround	with	emptiness	that	which	they	do	not	understand.	Our	absence	wants	to	be	a	presence	

that	helps	us	think…”	(ibid.,	228-229).	The	creation	of	a	taypi	thus	entailed	the	cost	of	epistemic	de-

universalization.	It	included	a	new	kind	of	boundary,	which	required	its	own	positivity	and	

validating	form	of	classification,	but	achieved	this	goal	through	a	reflexive	decision	to	take	a	leap	of	

faith.	These	discussions	moved	Indianismo	beyond	the	explicitly	expressed	goals	of	post-

structuralism	and	it	showed	further	implications	of	using	an	epistemic	tension	as	a	condition	of	

possibility	for	coexistences.	

Altogether,	these	discursive	differences	and	explorations	have	important	implications	for	

the	ways	in	which	other	approaches	assume	or	study	coexistence.	For	some	of	the	scholars	who	

sustain	more	structuralist	assumptions	while	deploying	Marxism,	Decolonial	Indianismo	

emphasizes	the	multi-relational	equality	shared	by	different	kinds	of	liberations,	struggles,	and	

resistances.	Class-based	exploitation	may	thus	be	an	important	confrontation	of	hierarchies	

suffered	by	many,	but	it	is	not	an	over-arching	umbrella	articulating	ethnic,	gender,	ecological,	and	
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other	experiences	of	oppression.	The	“Indio”	is	not	a	“peasant,”	his	struggle	is	not	only	exploitation,	

and	his	liberation	may	not	be	only	urban	notions	of	industrialized	work.	“Women”	are	not	just	

“widows”	waiting	to	be	liberated,	or	“compañeras”	achieving	equality	only	thanks	to	Evo	Morales.	

Similarly	to	other	actors	and	voices,	“women”	and	“Indios”	can	fracture	the	notion	of	class	equality,	

elaborate	their	own	ideas	of	liberation,	and	delineate	their	own	histories.	

As	Linera	pointed	out	in	much	of	his	work,	the	class-based	articulation	of	other	forms	of	

struggles	and	voices	is	not	necessarily	a	characteristic	of	all	Marxist	approaches.	His	own	work	

often	joined	Indianismo	with	a	much	more	historical	form	of	Marxism	and	he	asserted	that	the	

contradictions	suffered	by	a	society	depended	on	the	characteristics	of	its	own	system	of	

production,	societal	organizations,	and	national	identities.	Consistently,	the	main	contradiction	of	

Bolivia	was	found	in	the	imposition	of	colonial	forms	of	state	and	nation,	which	contradicted	the	

pre-colonial	and	indigenous	forms	of	communitarian	socialism.	Despite	Linera’s	more	open	

understanding	of	Marxism,	Cusicanqui’s	work	still	poses	important	questions	about	the	singular	

and	dialectic	nature	of	history	found	within	this	approach.	Does	this	reading	of	history	still	create	a	

single	notion	of	articulating	equality	for	each	territory?	Does	it	still	create	a	single	form	of	liberation	

for	each	territory?	Does	it	still	authorize	a	single	form	of	actor	in	a	specific	region?	How	could	

Marxism	take	into	account	more	multi-relational,	dynamic,	and	multi-historical	notions	of	

coexistence?	Moreover,	does	Marxism	include	an	epistemic	form	of	reflexivity	in	order	to	sustain	its	

own	boundaries	under	continuous	revision?	Because	it	is	an	approach	often	used	to	understand	

“indigenous”	and	“feminist”	issues,	Marxism	should	take	these	questions	seriously.	

In	relationship	to	liberal	approaches	analyzing	issues	of	global	coexistence,	Decolonial	

Indianismo	questions	the	solidity	of	the	boundaries	often	erected	irreflexively.	In	terms	of	

epistemic	conditions	of	possibility,	the	general	usage	of	assumptions	related	to	“reason”	and	the	

bounded	platforms	of	equality	that	it	can	enable	are	not	too	far	from	the	political	effects	sought	

within	Decolonial	Indianismo.	Both	epistemic	approaches	entail	the	construction	of	validated	
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boundaries,	which	exclude	and	invalidate	“others.”	They	also	include	endogenous	logics	of	

articulation,	which	charge	epistemic	prices	for	other	discourses	to	be	validated.	Despite	these	

similarities	between	“reason”	and	the	ch’ixi	realm,	Decolonial	Indianismo	explicitly	understands	

these	epistemic	positivities	as	assumptions	and	options.	Cusicanqui	decides	to	take	a	leap	of	faith	to	

accept	the	“fact	of	colonialism”	as	a	basic	starting	point,	found	in	the	convergences	of	experiences	

that	confront	hierarchies	and	their	effects.	This	leap	of	faith	creates	a	reflexive	starting	point,	which	

does	not	universalize	the	ch’ixi	realm	in	order	to	allow	for	a	political	praxis.	By	contrast,	the	liberal	

usage	of	“reason”	often	entails	the	universalization	of	condition	of	possibility	and	the	irreflexive	

foreclosure	of	its	boundaries.	In	my	introduction,	I	argued	that	this	was	a	problem	found	within	the	

utilization	of	Habermasian	approaches	to	study	“indigeneity”	and	coexistence.	

Historically,	liberalism	has	also	often	constructed	conditions	of	possibility	that	prioritized	

single	definitions	of	relationships,	equality,	and	citizenship.	As	Charles	Mills	demonstrated	in	his	

work,	different	kinds	of	social	contracts	determined	individualist	and	Eurocentric	notions	of	

equality,	which	often	excluded	ethnic	and	racial	differences.	Cusicanqui	also	showed	how	liberal	

notions	of	citizenship	articulated	and	silenced	other	ideas	of	feminist	and	ethnic	struggles	in	

Bolivia.	Accordingly,	these	boundaries	of	citizenship	can	articulate	specific	forms	of	equality	and	

promote	the	protection	of	rights,	but	several	questions	still	remain.	Does	each	consolidation	of	a	

liberal	boundary	emerge	from	a	single,	monologic,	uni-relational,	and	articulating	logic	of	equality?	

Does	each	one	of	these	notions	reorganize	history	as	a	single	path	of	progress	towards	a	model	

citizen	and	civilization?	Do	these	ideas	implicitly	authorize	specific	knowers	while	invalidating	

other	marginalized	voices?	Do	these	assumptions	exclude	endogenous	mechanism	of	reflexivity?	

Because	much	of	the	literature	discussed	in	the	introduction	related	liberalism,	

“indigeneity,”	and	the	United	Nations,	some	of	these	questions	could	be	relevant	to	the	different	

branches	and	organs	of	this	institution.	Part	of	this	literature	constructed	the	United	Nations	as	a	

forum	where	“indigenous”	peoples	of	the	world	could	expand	their	rights	and	create	a	better	form	
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of	global	coexistence	(e.g.,	Brysk	2000;	Coulter	2006-2007;	Oldham	and	Frank	2008;	Barelli	2009;	

Carpenter	and	Riley	2014).	The	United	Nations	thus	appeared	as	a	forum	that	could	be	utilized	by	

marginalized	peoples	to	be	empowered	and	gain	rights.	As	I	discussed	in	Chapter	Six,	Evo	Morales	

also	established	links	between	“indigeneity”	and	the	United	Nations,	but	he	concentrated	in	the	

discussion	about	the	liberal	biases	of	the	institution.	The	President	of	Bolivia	denounced	that	the	

institution,	specially	its	Security	Council,	had	an	individualist	and	neoliberal	bias	against	

communitarian	forms	of	identities.	Evo	Morales	also	asserted	that	this	notion	included	an	

anthropocentric	and	capitalist	tendency,	which	promoted	the	exploitation	of	peoples	and	the	

depletion	of	the	environment.	Other	authors	have	also	critiqued	the	Declaration	on	the	Rights	of	

Indigenous	Peoples	and	its	colonial	legacies	in	similar	terms	(Cirkovik	2006-2007;	Champagne	

2013).	Through	these	denunciations	and	critiques,	Liberal	Indianismo	and	other	authors	posed	

important	questions	about	the	discursive	patterns	and	actions	of	the	United	Nations.	Do	some	of	the	

organs	of	the	United	Nations	have	an	underlying	logic	that	creates	a	more	individualist	idea	of	a	

model	citizen,	civilization,	and	equality?	Does	this	logic	create	biases	against	communitarian	

identities?	Does	this	logic	also	construct	a	progressive	reading	of	history	that	ignores	colonial	

relationships?	These	questions	emerge	from	Liberal	Indianismo,	which	still	included	several	

limitations	in	its	capacity	to	think	about	multi-relational	and	reflexive	global	coexistence.	

By	contrast,	Cusicanqui’s	work	expanded	the	field	of	inquiry	about	coexistence	and	it	

enabled	a	possibility	to	think	about	this	issue	at	a	global	level	and	a	bottom	up	manner.	Many	of	the	

implications	of	her	work	could	thus	pose	even	more	questions	to	the	United	Nations	and	its	political	

role	in	the	construction,	institutionalization,	and	officialization	of	discourses	of	global	coexistence.	

Does	the	United	Nations	or	some	of	its	specific	organs	have	national	and	ethnic	biases	in	the	

construction	of	its	global	equality,	citizenship,	and	access	to	rights?	Does	it	have	an	equivalent	bias	

in	the	delineation	of	participation	within	the	institution	and	its	branches?	Does	the	United	Nations	

create	authorized	knowers	based	on	Eurocentric	biases?	Does	it	epistemically	and	irreflexively	
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marginalize	voices?	The	denouncement	of	biases	and	violence	against	certain	types	of	identities	

could	be	pushed	to	include	questions	about	the	articulation	of	other	forms	of	struggles	beyond	

nationhood	as	well.	How	does,	then,	the	United	Nation	include	different	kinds	of	feminist,	sexual,	

class,	and	other	forms	of	equality?	Does	it	articulate	and	hierarchicalize	them	in	specific	ways?	How	

does	the	United	Nations	articulate,	for	example,	ideas	of	ecological	equality?		

These	questions	also	emphasize	two	important	implications	of	Decolonial	Indianismo.	First,	

the	epistemological	incompleteness	of	ch’ixi	knowledge	deconstructs	the	anthropocentrism	that	

contradicted	much	of	F.	Reinaga’s	production.	By	deconstructing	the	possibility	of	having	a	perfect	

connection	with	the	commonality	connecting	the	knower	and	the	rest	of	the	Cosmos,	and	by	

renouncing	the	possibility	of	a	corresponding	form	of	cosmic	knowledge,	the	field	of	inquiry	that	

emerges	cannot	claim	a	form	of	truth	correspondence	with	an	objective	and	universal	bedrock.	

Decolonial	Indianismo	cannot	assume	the	possibility	of	accessing	the	universal	criteria	of	judgment	

encompassing	every	entity	of	the	Cosmos.	“Our”	knowledges	are	thus	always	limited	and	related	to	

our	own	subjective	reconstructions	of	experiences	of	relationships.	This	notion	begins	to	invalidate	

the	idea	of	perfect,	universal,	and	linear	progress,	which	is	often	erected	from	the	possibility	of	

sustaining	unquestioned	bedrocks	of	universal	judgment	and	notions	of	epistemological	links	with	

them.	In	turn,	this	incompleteness	creates	a	deep	requirement	of	reflexivity,	which	should	also	

promote	more	precautionary	approaches	and	policies,	for	example,	in	relationship	to	ecological	

problems.	Accordingly,	how	does	the	United	Nations	construct	its	notion	of	“sustainable	

development”?	Does	it	still	assume	this	cognitive	capacity	of	truth	correspondence	and	cosmic	

knowledge?	Does	it	create	an	irreflexive	bedrock	of	universal	(i.e.,	specially	and	temporally)	

judgment?	Does	it	epistemically	assume	that	human	knowledge	is	authorized	to	determine	the	

limits	of	depletion	and	environmental	exploitation?	

Second,	the	epistemic	equality	between	different	definitions	of	relationships	sustains	an	

open	possibility	of	confrontations	against	the	dominance	of	particular	relationships.	Any	map	of	
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relationships	constructed	from	convergences	of	subjective	reconstructions	of	experiences	thus	

needs	to	remain	open	to	the	possibility	of	finding	silenced	voices.	They	need	to	maintain	the	

possibility	of	listening	for	voices	expressing	unmapped	or	uncharted	confrontations,	fractures,	

relationships	of	equality,	and	identities.	This	notion	creates	an	empirical	form	of	reflexivity,	which	

makes	the	entire	discourse	context-dependent	and	bottom-up	in	its	delineation	of	political	praxis,	

decoloniality,	and	coexistence.	However,	Cusicanqui’s	study	of	ecological	relationships	emphasizes	

the	impossibility	of	understanding	every	subjective	experience	of	relationships	that	could	emerge	

from	the	voices	of	all	the	entities	included	in	concurrent	co-participations.	Certain	voices	

expressing	relationships	may	be	unintelligible	in	these	ecological	relationships	between	“humanity”	

and	other	entities.	This	problem	creates	a	permanent	empirical	deficit	in	all	“human”	analyses	of	

ecological	relationships.	It	does	not	make	“human”	knowledge	superior;	instead,	it	shines	the	light	

on	its	empirical	deficit.	The	notion	of	co-participation	thus	emphasizes	the	incapacity	to	listen	to	

everything,	but	it	still	sustains	the	cosmic	mandate	to	try	to	listen	in	order	to	create	more	balanced	

possibilities.	All	drawn	maps	thus	have	to	be	regarded	as	inevitably	incomplete	vis-à-vis	the	

constructions	of	equalities	and	struggles	possible	in	each	here-now.	Unlike	in	other	discourses,	

then,	this	philosophy	renounces	generalization	even	in	relationship	to	its	own	products.	It	stops	the	

construction	of	a	settled	definition	of	empirical	relationships	from	becoming	a	universalized	

platform	of	judgment	and	classification.	Instead,	it	partially	validates	a	particular	moment	of	

relational	definition	only	until	new	voices	emerge	confronting	its	boundaries,	fracturing	over-

expanded	notions	of	equality,	and	creating	more	possibilities.	It	emphasizes	an	empirical	form	of	

reflexivity.	In	this	sense,	does	the	United	Nations	have	a	capacity	to	focus	on	marginalized	voices	

even	in	ecological	terms?	Does	it	have	the	capacity	of	empirical	reflexivity	required	to	find	more	

balanced	relationships	and	to	listen	to	confrontations	against	hidden	hierarchies	and	colonial	

legacies?	Overall,	does	the	United	Nations	or	each	one	of	its	specific	organs	have	an	internal	

capacity	of	decolonial	and	multi-relational	reflexivity?	
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These	questions	could	open	the	realm	of	thinkability	about	global	coexistence	within	the	

different	branches	of	the	United	Nations	in	order	to	bring	to	the	table	a	reflexive,	multi-relational,	

and	dynamic	approach	to	international	law,	but	this	does	not	prevent	Decolonial	Indianismo	from	

contributing	to	discussions	of	coexistence	in	other	“international”	or	“domestic”	realms.	The	

advantage	of	this	discursive	logic	is	its	reflexive	and	multi-relational	concern	for	various	equalities,	

which	also	focuses	on	a	dynamic	mapping	of	coexistence	and	depends	on	the	prioritized	role	of	

marginalized	voices.	As	I	mentioned	above,	Cusicanqui	validates	this	logic	of	praxis	through	a	

reflexive	decision	to	follow	a	particular	set	of	assumptions.	

Within	my	dissertation,	I	did	not	provide	the	answers	to	these	questions.	In	order	to	study	

the	potentially	“liberal”	tendencies	of	the	United	Nations	or	specific	organs,	I	would	have	to	expand	

my	current	work	and	include	the	empirical	analysis	of	the	discursive	patterns	found	within	the	

institution.	Every	single	one	of	these	questions	thus	demands	the	genealogical	examination	of	the	

practices	constructing	the	discourses	promoted	within	the	different	branches	and	historical	epochs	

of	the	United	Nations.	However,	other	authors	have	already	highlighted	the	importance	of	this	

debate	about	hidden	discursive	logics	within,	for	example,	the	United	Nations’	definition	of	rights	

(e.g.,	Oldham	and	Frank	2008;	Champagne	2013).	The	possibilities	opened	by	Decolonial	

Indianismo	and	the	potential	existence	of	these	limitations	also	show	the	relevance	of	these	

questions	for	future	research.	
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