
Anna Kaiper-Marquez
The whole focus of this handbook is drawing on Makoni’s work and notions of Southern Epistemologies and the global South but then also finding ways to connect them specifically to language. So our first question is: How do you conceptualize the Global South within your own work?
Diana Jeater 
What do I mean by the global South? I realized that I don't use it as a geographical term or even as a simple geopolitical term. The Global South is the place where colonial epistemic violence is carried out. The Global South is a place where people are silenced or not heard; the place where epistemologies are mediated as a result of their colonial histories, European expansion, the Enlightenment and the Renaissance.
I think China is a very interesting example when talking about the global South because China has a very deep and rich history, which is easily accessible to anybody in the Global North– it's been translated, it’s been worked on. It's not like a lot of African history which is barely available in the academy except as it's been produced by people from the academy in the Global North. Talking about the Global North and the Global South as a binary reflects the Global North’s narcissistic obsession with its influence on the Global South. It ignores the fact that there are other hegemonic powers at work as well. 
For example, Chinese hegemonic power is at work as well in the Global South. It blinds those in the Global North to the actual complexity of the rest of the world and makes them unaware of what else might be going on, because of this narcissistic obsession with their own importance. I think of the Bandung summit for example. We had first world, second world, and third world, but the second world disappeared.  Yet the Bandung summit was a southern initiative and it was designed to begin to create a space that was not all about the North. The third world has their own dynamics too. I think for me, the Global South is, as I said, where epistemic violence takes place. 
Anna Kaiper-Marquez
We are calling our project The Handbook of Language and the Global South and yet, you bring up a really important point about the limitations of the binaries, so our question to you is: do you think that this this term should be used at all?
Diana Jeater
I don't want to say do not use it, or that using it makes someone complicit in epistemic violence. As an example, with my first-year undergraduates in a British University having come through a British educational system, the first thing we have to get them to understand is Imperial amnesia. The full history of the world has been hidden from them; there is another part of the world that sees this history differently. I think when we have made that basic, but important, point, then they start listening to stories from elsewhere in the world. That's where you've got to start. I always try to listen to what people who are working elsewhere in the world actually say about what concepts are working for them, for example, in South America and Asia. They might feel that the concept of Global South doesn't particularly work for them. I am told, “We like to talk about ‘thinking from the South’ because we are all in the south in one sense, but we're not saying that there's only one way of ‘thinking from the South’ and we're not saying that there is one Global South. We want you to listen to thinking from the south and change the way you think and talk about us as the Global South because you're describing a set of power relationships”. I take that point from listening to what people are telling me and what makes sense to me. 
So, I’m not going to stop using the term “Global South” when I am talking to my students. Otherwise, I end up having to use a very long and complicated phrase each time.  “Yeah, you know those people across the globe who were subject to colonialism and are now subjected to colonial epistemic violence.” So I use a more neutral phrase like the Global South. However, it doesn't work geographically at all because there are large parts of North that can be classified as part of the Global South.  The experience of indigenous people in the Global North is comparable to that of colonized peoples in the Global South. On the other hand, you have got white Australia and New Zealanders who, although in the south, can be classified as part of the global North. 
Sinfree Makoni
 Earlier you talked about epistemological mediation. What do you mean by this?
Diana Jeater.
Epistemologies become mediated when people have their experiences represented by other people more frequently; for example, by people from the northern Academy from a European background. In the US, as a result of really excellent work that's been done by African-Americans and by African academics like Sinfree Makoni, there has been this recognition that we need to bring in African ways of thinking and African categories of analysis. I think using African categories of thinking for their work is great, but my issue is: who gets to decide which African categories to use? 
Anna Kaiper-Marquez
So how do you view yourself in this cycle of epistemic meditation?  
Diana Jeater 
It’s a question I have faced throughout my whole career.  I sort of stumbled into working on “African women”, because in those days, there was me in the UK, and Betsy Schmidt in the US, and that was literally it as far as the global academy was concerned. Teresa Barnes was working in Zimbabwe, but she wasn't even really that known until she began to publish about African women. We were introduced as “working on women”, so that was my first battle. The work was simply too feminist.

As I started doing that and talking to African women and reading what had been written, I realized there was this whole other huge issue I hadn't really thought about properly before, because I thought I was on the side of the “good guys” and it didn't occur to me that actually it might be a bit more complicated than that. So I completed my doctorate and actually at that point I went through a massive crisis about where to go next.
 To sidestep these questions of colonial power, I initially turned my attention to working on issues of race at home in the UK. Again, my question was “where does the white voice fit into this and who has a right to speak?” But it was a very hostile moment in the UK for a white person who tried to do that work, for good reason. It felt very hostile. Meanwhile, I had an academic job working as an expert on Africa, even though I had spent maybe eighteen months there in my whole life. So, I was required by my job be an “expert” on Africa, whatever “Africa” means, and also for various personal reasons I decided I'd continue working on Zimbabwe. But the only topic I felt I could legitimately work on, as a white academic from the Global North, was about other white people like me who had gone to Zimbabwe and decided they were “experts” on Africans in Zimbabwe. My questions were: What is this expertise? Where does it come? From where did these scholars’ knowledge come from? What makes them the experts on African life and culture? 
So, whites came and did work on African culture, which became the books I read in London before ever going to Zimbabwe. I arrived there thinking I knew about the culture because I had read the books. But where did the knowledge in the books come from? Well obviously it all comes originally from Africans, so where does this mediation happen? What I concluded was that, because of the particular socio-political context in which that knowledge was gathered, it’s all compromised. The entire academy’s knowledge of African culture, or Zimbabwean culture and Shona culture in particular, is compromised by the power relationships by which the knowledge was first gathered. That resolved some issues for me because I was writing about that very problem, I was writing the history of my intellectual ancestors. By writing that book, however, I had just completely painted myself into a corner where – having said that all our knowledge in the academy about southern African history is compromised ab initio - I couldn’t logically continue to write about it from within that academic framework. So  I didn't I didn't actually write any academic work for years after that.
I spent most of my energy on really thinking about my questions and at a sort of philosophical level, reading a lot of on epistemology and constructions of knowledge and decolonizing. I didn’t write very much because I felt it was time for us (white people) to stop talking and writing and instead, just create some space to hear what our colleagues in Africa had to say and how they wanted to say it. It was important that they have the opportunity to write in ways that work for them and think about what kinds of questions they asked and how they constructed knowledge. So I just wanted to step out of the arena for a while and, as a white person, listen. I think that's where I still am, but every now and then people ask me for my insights from a lifetime of thinking about these things.
And so, that's where my piece in African Studies Review about African academic standards came from.  I was just getting so frustrated with what was happening inside the Journal of Southern African Studies when we kept rejecting work from Africans. The submissions weren't reaching some kind of academic standard, but there wasn’t any conversation about who set those standards and what yardsticks were being used. So I wrote about that.  
If I could be in Zimbabwe at the moment, which I can't because of Covid-19, I'm trying to do work with colleagues on a project inspired by something that Sinfree(Makoni) wrote about Human Rights in 2008, in which you asked where Human Rights come from and observed that, “the rigorous promotion of HR by transnational actors such as NGOs displaces local understandings of HR.” I'm looking at traditional systems of reconciliation, because I want to raise the question of who gets to define what counts as reconciliation.  
If you do a reconciliation ritual with ancestors, for example, the rituals may require things like negotiating whether or not to hand over a woman as bride. You can't do that in Geneva! You can't say, as an international aid worker, “we're going to do a reconciliation project that's going to involve handing over your rights.” You just can't do that. So, I want to have a conversation where I say, “Well, if you're using the word “reconciliation”, you must know what people mean by it. What does it actually mean and how do you end up having something genuinely rooted in local epistemologies and yet something that can still be adopted by human rights groups in Geneva as being an appropriate way to do reconciliation”? Of course, what I really want to see is an academy which is completely different and isn't dominated by five hundred years of European history. People like me shouldn't be saying what it should look like because the whole problem is that people like me have been saying “this is what a good academy should look like” for five hundred years. No, I think my job is to create spaces, using the power that I do have, for colleagues in Africa.
So it's just this complicated thing: if you try to do everything outside the global academy, and say “we're not even playing your game”, then you have no power.  So you have to play the game on the terms dictated by the Global North, in order to get in the inside, and have a bit more power, before you can really begin to change things.

Anna Kaiper Marquez
It sounds like I'm hearing you say that about your own work too. It's like your work embodies a lot of this kind of in-betweenness, or these interstitial spaces. I think that it seems like a lot of your work, especially when it comes to language, is focusing on those interstitial spaces.

Diana Jeater
I have many examples, but in some of my work I have looked at laws that are made for Africans by whites. They are written in English, they are approved by the legislature in English, but they have to work on the ground in the vernacular. So then the question is, “what do those words in the statute actually mean in the vernacular?” Adultery law in 1916 is a good example. The mistranslation happens twice there, because the first time it’s African men saying we need some way to make the men who committed adultery more accountable. The request was to make compensation payments for adultery enforceable by the state, as migrant labor movements had made it hard for husbands to trace the adulterers and claim compensation. But that was heard by whites as Africans saying, “we want you to make adultery illegal” and from their post-Enlightenment perspective, for the state to make a private but immoral act such as adultery criminal was a step back from civilization. However, the white state did bow to African patriarchal pressure and did make the law, but based on a European understanding of ‘adultery’. In a second process of mistranslation, the law did not empower the state to collect compensation payments, but it criminalized both the man and the woman for immorality: which didn’t make any sense at all from an African perspective. The translation of “adultery” didn't match; and this kind of thing happens all the time. 
In another example, one of the things that the whites wanted to do was to register marriages. This was partly because they wanted to tax wives as a kind of income tax: men with more huts had more wives, and men with more wives were richer. The whites also wanted to stop underage marriage and forced marriage. (As I've written about elsewhere, much of what whites interpreted as ‘underage marriage’ was actually pledging, which is not the same as underage marriage. In fact, a woman who was pledged could marry the man that she wanted to marry when she was of age. Pledging just affected who got the bridewealth when she married.) In order to achieve these things, they wanted to be able to register marriages, which requires some means of identifying who should be registered as married. In European epistemologies, people become married at a specific moment, when they go through a wedding ceremony, and the marriage can be registered. But of course, as you know, African marriage is a process, not an event.  So you get a scream from the attorney general saying there must be some moment that Africans understand, some specific event, at which people change from being not-married to being married: “can you not give the thing a name?” And the answer was no: we don’t live in that epistemology. But there was a seeking by the whites for a word to try to pin down, to know, what we are talking about. 
You see this in the church as well, with the search for a word for “God” or “spirit” which can’t be pinned down. This is standard for translation. But for me, as an historian, the important thing is the power relations that go along with it. Frequently, there were words being used in parallel, but, because there wasn’t proper communication, between white authorities and Africans, they didn’t realize they were operating two different meanings in parallel. An African could talk about god and a missionary could talk about God and they didn't even realize they weren't talking about the same thing. And this didn’t matter until we come up against something like law, or what is correct within the behaviors of the church. Then these things actually matter. 
They also matter in development as well. Words and terms that were used for teaching better forms of farming overlooked what counted as farming, and whether or not rituals that Africans did around farming mattered. Because somebody like the missionary Emory Alvord, who was influential in farming, he said he didn’t care whether people do rituals or not, all that matters is that they know the science. And with that, he left out important symbolic elements of farming that had major consequences. These examples demonstrate a lack of recognition that what appears to be the same word for the same thing is not necessarily being understood in the same way. And sooner or later, that becomes an issue of power.
Sinfree Makoni
So Are you saying some of these epistemological challenges will remain as people are using the same words but using them differently?
Diana Jeater
Yes. And that is where you move into the area of epistemic violence. One of the words about which I spent a long time trying to get a sense of how it might have been understood at the grassroots level is “development”. We talk about “development” all the time and “development projects” and how the whites believed they were bringing “civilization and development”. I tried to work out what word were they using, when they talked about that in the vernacular. 
When you look at the words they use as a translation for “development”, they all mean something different. If you look at the word “education,” you can say “okay,- that's the word you use for training young people growing up so they can be effective adults.” But actually, before the whites came in with their idea that “education” meant “reading, writing and arithmetic”, what was being taught to girls included how to stretch your labia and how to please your husband sexually and how to farm and a whole range of things that were not how the whites saw education. So when you say the Millennium Development Goal is “Education for All,” what this means is a “European style education for all.”  Other traditions of education are made invisible. This matters for if you look at examples like Boko Haram: they are saying “this doesn’t work for us, I don’t want you to do this.”
Anna Kaiper-Marquez
I’m curious about how you see this “lost in translation-ness” moving forward and if there is some kind of potential for “reconciliation” of differing epistemological ideas/ideals or if it is kind of a human nature of sorts. Is the academy just reenacting this human nature of sorts? Do you see there being movement toward “oneness” or is the goal to recognize that this “oneness “will not exist?
Diana Jeater
This is a key question- particularly as we are facing a dying planet and dealing with so many world crises. I’ve always seeing my role as shining light on the problem. I’ve spent my career saying there is a problem here, and it is for younger generations to come up with the solutions. But, three things come to mind here. The first is George Steiner and his work on translation. He says there's never been a case recorded where there is a word in a language that cannot be translated into another language. We always find a way to understand each other. I think the problems that have arisen that I've highlighted are when there isn't a genuine attempt to understand the words, where power is exerted through other languages.  I think it is possible to understand each other, but only in conditions where there is equal status of people.
Second, I'm thinking about the idea that if you can't say something meaningful, say nothing. I think we need a lot more silence from the academics in the north to create space for other things to be said and other meanings to be constructed.
The third thing is that there are things that that are not defined by this Global North/Global South dichotomy. My colleague Motlatsi Thabane recently wrote a piece about Africans, in their interactions over law with white officials in Lesotho, finding a shared humanity across language. There are people living in the world who are talking and speaking and communicating and absolutely transcending those differences and are finding ways to connect and talk to each other across these camps constructed by history. In other words, there is a way forward because we are all human and need a human epistemology.
Sinfree Makoni
What is the impact of all these ideologies on your role as an administrator?

Diana Jeater
Where I do have an influence is in decolonizing the curriculum. Having an awareness of a range of different disciplines is certainly helpful when I'm talking to my colleagues about how they might decolonize what they teach. But one of the problems that I have now is that the Institution has got very on board with the idea of decolonizing the curriculum. It's one of the metrics that they want to be measured against. As soon as that happens, however, they try to decolonize the curriculum without giving away any power. And that can’t be done.  The massive irony is that they want to do this to maintain their position as a top ranked university, but the whole point is, we want to move away from all the world's top-ranked universities being in Europe or America. I guess what I do is keep pointing this out and keep asking the difficult questions.  

