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(®Toward Engaged Anthropology critically exposes the power relationships and asymmetries that constrain a legitimately engaged scholarship and
that disconnect academics not only from the broader outside communities but from the core principles of the discipline. The authors support a type of
anthropology that recognizes knowledge production as “dialectically produced with partners” and puts “partnership collaborations and mutuality at
the core of their work” (8 — 9) . In such cases the benefits of the “co — produced knowledge” must be equally shared ~allowing mutual understand—
ing community empowerment and co — production of solutions. The challenge is to reconsider that anthropologists do not work for people but with
people and are accountable for producing the changes that the people feel they need.
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ent an artificially sanitized account of their words and deeds but directly to take issue with them. For in addressing the reasons why we feel as we do
we can grow in wisdom ourselves and add strength and rigor to our own arguments.
I believe we must demand the right to speak with voices of our own and to say what we think on the basis of our inquiries regardless of whether

it accords with the thinking of our interlocutors.  Ingold “Anthropology contra ethnography” Hau: Journal of Ethnographic Theory 2017 7 (1)
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ey”  Current Anthropology Volume 51 Supplement 2 October 2010 S227 pp. S227 —S233., : Toward Engaged Anthropology critical—

ly exposes the power relation — ships and asymmetries that constrain a legitimately engaged scholarship and that disconnect academics not only from
the broader out — side communities but from the core principles of the discipline. The authors support a type of anthropology that recognizes knowl-
edge production as “dialectically produced with partners” and puts “partnership collaborations and mutuality at the core of their work” (8 —=9) . In
such cases the benefits of the “co — produced knowledge” must be equally shared allowing mutual understanding community empowerment and co
— production of solutions. The challenge is to reconsider that anthropologists do not work for people but with people and are ac — countable for produ—
cing the changes that the people feel they need.

If as in the idea of “multisited ” there was no sense of priority or related processes but simply “translative mapping ” then there could be no
modus operandi for transformative change. It is for this reason that extended case analysis provides a useful method for an anthropology of engagement
that is erased or self — consciously not highlighted in the concept of multisited analysis.
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To Intervent or not to Intervent? Is this a Question?:
Reflections on the Intervention of Anthropology in Objectivity

ZHU Xiao—yang' >’
(1. Department of sociology ~Peking University; 2. Institute of Sociology and Anthropology Peking University;
3. China Society and Development Research Center Peking University Beijing 100871 China)
Abstract: Discussing the core issue that intervention anthropologists have to face directly: Is the ac-
tion and value proposition of researchers involved objective? Researchers’ involvement is based on per—
sonal experience experience emotion and substantial or symbolic interests. How is the universality
and impartiality of their activities and their consequences in this case? For this reason the doctrine of
“value neutrality” should be adhered to from scientific research. This position is the key to sticking to
the difference between scientific research and value intervention. It is pointed out that under the
premise of adhering to the two points of fact and value there is no solution to the above problems.
Until recently the “ontological turn” had brought new ideas to the elimination of these problems.
From the perspective of current anthropological ontology fact and value entanglement are no longer
regarded as cognitive relativism but have ontological significance. It is suggested that interventional
anthropologists should first conduct in — depth investigation and observation in accordance with tradi—
tional anthropological methods — this is the requirement for the study of physical objects. Through in
— depth investigation we get the understanding and empathy of the world including the local com—
munity people and the world around us. Secondly researchers need to talk with local speakers and
work with local people. The two sides have a thorough explanation on the basis of the common world.
Thirdly on the basis of investigation and research we try to identify and solve problems.
Key words: intervention anthropology; objectivity; value neutrality; reflection
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