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        This volume is chiefly concerned with the possibility of establishing new conditions of conversability among anthropologies in various parts of the world.  It is based on the belief that, after the various rounds of critique in the field over the past several decades and considering the present moment of heightened globalization, we may be facing another moment of reinvention of the discipline, although this time linked to changes in the relationships among anthropologists located in different loci of the world system.  We see a tremendous transformative potential in embracing this project.  Whether conceived in terms of diversifying anthropological practices while maintaining a unified sense of the field or adumbrating a “post-anthropological era” in which the idea of a single or universal anthropology is put into question, we believe there are great gains to be made by opening up to new possibilities of dialogue and exchange among world anthropologies.  To do so, however, requires significant epistemological and institutional changes in current practices.  
 “World Anthropologies” aims at pluralizing the prevailing visions of anthropology at a juncture where a certain hegemony of Anglo-Saxon discourses on difference persists.  It stems from the realization that, despite the obvious effects of globalization, anthropologists have failed to discuss the transformations of the field worldwide. This is perhaps a result of the international dominance of U.S. anthropology and its tendency to confound its own internal crisis with a global one
. Given this situation, “World Anthropologies” is a contribution to the articulation of a diversified anthropology that is more aware of the social, epistemological, and political conditions of its own production.  To this end, our volume has two inter-related goals: a) to examine critically the international dissemination of anthropology as a changing set of Western discourses and practices within and across national and international power fields; b) to contribute to the development of a plural landscape of anthropologies that is both less shaped by metropolitan hegemonies and more open to the heteroglossic potential of globalization. 

We hope that this book will trigger conversations among anthropologists from various regions of the world about the diversity of relations among anthropologies within a contested, power-laden, disciplinary discourse.  We see this effort as part of a critical anthropology of anthropology, one that de-centers, re-historicizes, and pluralizes what has been taken as “anthropology” thus far.  Our goal is to question not only the contents, but also the very terms and conditions of anthropological conversations.  In this Introduction, we start by making a few remarks about the historical context for this project.  Subsequent parts focus on the various dimensions of our “World Anthropologies” project from the perspective of disciplinary transformations within systems of power, namely, transnationalism (Part II), power and hegemony (Part III), and epistemological predicaments (Part IV).  In the last section we offer some ideas for moving more explicitly towards a world anthropologies framework.

DISCIPLINARY TRANSFORMATIONS AND CHANGING WORLD SYSTEMS OF POWER 
There is always a tight connection between world systems of power, the development of social theory, and changes in particular disciplines such as anthropology.  The various critiques of the discipline of the past few decades have made us newly aware of this interrelation.  Since its inception, anthropology has been deeply linked to the dynamics of the world system, mediated by questions of colonialism, imperialism, nation-states, and the changing role of otherness in national and international scenarios (Ribeiro 2000, 2003). As Krotz (1997) put it, anthropology reflects regional, national and international “structures of alterity.”  Indeed, some of the discipline’s most fundamental changes in the twentieth century were due to changes in the subject position of its “object of study” par excellence-- that is, native groups all across the planet. 

The connection between anthropology and world politics applies to all anthropologies, often in contrasting ways, and it does so with particular poignancy to hegemonic anthropologies.  By hegemonic anthropologies we mean the set of discursive formations and institutional practices associated with the normalization of academic anthropology chiefly in the United States, Britain and France (see Restrepo and Escobar, 2005).  The first decades of the twentieth century, for instance, were moments of expansion and consolidation of anthropology in many countries. The creation of institutions and international networks replicated existing geopolitical relations among loci of the world system in a period when both empires and nation-states were firmly established.  Yet besides consolidating tendencies in the North American, British and French anthropologies, various anthropologies started to expand in countries such as Japan, Mexico and Russia. The history of Mexican and Japanese anthropologies indeed illustrate different relationships between the expansion of anthropology and processes of nation- and empire-building.  In Mexico, the need to integrate Indians and peasants into the nation-state after the revolution was the main force behind the growth of an antropología indigenista (Krotz, this volume).  From its initial focus on the origins of Japanese culture, Japanese anthropologists soon followed the colonial expansion of their nation-state to do research in countries such as Korea and China where imperial Japanese hegemony was exerted (Yamashita, this volume).  For these anthropologies, then, the first decades of the twentieth century were moments of foundation building and expansion coinciding with the growing power of national or imperial systems.  Natives were seen as in need of integration into nation-states or empires, and anthropology was to provide reliable knowledge in this endeavor. 

The geopolitical divisions created by the Cold War provide another example of contrasting anthropological developments if one looks at the cases of China and the Soviet Union, for instance, as Josephine Smart and Nikolai Vakhtin, respectively, show in this volume; in these cases, moments of opening and closure to the world economy provided for very different developments. Of course, the main impact on hegemonic anthropologies during this period came from the drive towards modernization and development, when the number of practitioners rose steadily. Over fifty years ago, Alfred Kroeber (1953) surveyed world anthropology and published his findings in his well-known Anthropology Today.   Kroeber counted 2,000 anthropologists worldwide, including 600 members of the American Anthropological Association. Today, the American Association has some 11,000 members. World anthropologies have surely grown and diversified since World War II. When the Association of Social Anthropologists of the United Kingdom and Commonwealth (ASA) was founded in 1946 it had approximately 20 members.  It grew to more than 150 members in 1962 and to 240 members in 1968 (Asad 1973). Today ASA has 600 members. As for Brazil, Otavio Velho (1980) points out that 41 people attended the first Brazilian anthropological meeting in 1953, 109 in 1959, 141 in 1968, and 408 in 1979.  In 2004, more than 1,500 attended the Brazilian meeting (Figure 1 shows the approximate membership of some of the largest anthropological associations in 2004). 
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(AAA, American Anthropological Association; JASCA, Japanese Society of Cultural Anthropology; RAAE, Russian Association of Anthropologists and Ethnologists; ABA, Brazilian Association of Anthropology; EASA, European Association of Social Anthropology; IAS, Indian Anthropological Society; ASA, Association of Social Anthropologists of the UK and Commonwealth; CAS, Canadian Anthropology Society; AAS, Australian Anthropological Society; AFA, French Association of Anthropology; PAAA, Pan-African Anthropological Association; ALA, Latin American Anthropological Association; ASA, Anthropology Southern Africa).

The crisis of hegemonic anthropologies after the 1960s caused by decolonization, anti-imperialist struggles, the rise of Third World nationalisms, and so forth –certainly in the US-- is well known.  The “age of innocence” of anthropology (Wolf  [1969]1974) came to an end as the relation between knowledge and power became more explicit. Critiques of anthropology became a “literature of anguish” (Ben-Ari 1999). In some of the most farsighted critiques, one finds a questioning of the epistemological, institutional, and political foundations of Anglo-American anthropology.  Some (such as the contributions by Hymes, Scholte, and Diamond in Reinventing Anthropology, Hymes, ed. [1969] 1974) even questioned the transitory nature of the hegemony of ‘departmental anthropology’ and opened up the discussion about moving toward a non-academic anthropological practice. These efforts constituted a critical anthropology of anthropology, and to this extent we may find in them the notion of ‘world anthropologies’ in statu nascendi.
  Other critiques argued for a radical anthropological praxis sensitive to the liberation struggles of Third World peoples (e.g. Harrison, ed. 1991), or for the development of indigenous anthropology as a partial corrective to anthropology’s eurocentrism (e.g., Fahim, ed. 1982).
  Even more well-known, because they are closer to us, are the analyses and proposals of the 1980s focused on the critique of the kinds of representations embedded in realist ethnographies with the concomitant call for reflexivity, the questioning of ethnographic authority, and innovations in writing culture (Clifford and Marcus, eds. 1986; Marcus and Fischer 1986).   

Seen in retrospect, these critiques had their limits.  As South African anthropologist Archie Mafeje (2001) states, they generally took for granted the academic environment in which anthropology existed and thus failed to adumbrate a post-anthropological era.  Although there were exceptions, for Mafeje the agent of anthropological and social transformation in these critiques continued to be the white westerner.  Most failed to see the role of the colonized in decolonizing forms of knowledge, something that has become acutely clear recently.  As it has also been argued, the textual turn, while opening up important possibilities for post-anthropological ethnography, nevertheless sheltered academic anthropological practices (Fox, ed. 1991; Kant de Lima 1992; Escobar 1993) and was also largely silent on non-hegemonic anthropologies (Mafeje 2001).  Some of these drawbacks were addressed in the feminist critique of Writing Culture, including the subsequent debate on feminist ethnography (see, e.g., Gordon 1988, 1991; Behar and Gordon, ed.1995; Visweswaran 1994; Knauft 1996: 219-248).  This trend rightly articulated insights from earlier Marxist-feminist anthropology and the critique of epistemology coming from feminist theory and so-called “postmodern anthropology” with the social critique coming from women of color and Third World women.  In addressing the question of “what it means to be women writing culture,” they joined a critical epistemological reflection –including the relationship between anthropology and feminism (echoing an older argument by Strathern, 1987)—with a political reflection on power relations among women.  These are important for a world anthropologies perspective.

An aspect of these critiques that has influenced them but not been adequately dealt with is the issue of diversity within hegemonic academic institutions themselves.  Academic and scientific milieus have always been prone to internationalization. However, international cross-fertilization has often involved a limited universe of participants.  While the diversity of faculty and researchers’ nationalities may have increased in some locations (chiefly the US academy), this increase has rarely corresponded to an active incorporation of diverse anthropological productions, to some extent an indication of the normalization of what Aijaz Ahmad (1994) calls “ethnic intellectuals.”  We are not talking here about the contribution that foreign scholars have historically made to hegemonic centers, but about the lack of migration of texts, knowledges, concepts and theories from other places and how this might affect anthropological hegemonies.

More generally, the question of the diversity of anthropologies has not been adequately treated in previous critical analyses.  This is crucial because, as Krotz put it (2002: 399), “in spite of the fact that the main impulses for the production of anthropological knowledge continue to come from the countries where this science originated, such impulses are also increasingly happening in places where those who until recently were the favorite anthropological objects live.” This is to say that the greater international visibility of world anthropologies is a prerequisite for a heteroglossic community of anthropologists on a global level.  The qualitative transformation of anthropology at present may largely depend on our answer to the following question: in an era of heightened globalization, and after the intense epistemological and methodological critique of the last fifteen years, how can we establish new conditions for academic conversations at world levels?  To say it differently, the present may become another moment of reinvention of anthropology, although this time linked to changes in the relationships among anthropologists located in different places and engaged in at least partially different conversations. 
ANTHROPOLOGY/IES AND TRANSNATIONALISM

Most anthropologies have always been transnational to a greater or lesser extent.   Notwithstanding, as Eduardo Archetti puts it in his chapter in this volume, the consolidation of an “international anthropology” has usually been an affair of the center. Yet, as many of the chapters in this volume exemplify, the different histories of immersion in transnational processes —and the resulting disciplinary mutations— cannot be easily accommodated into a simple narrative of imposition, diffusion, borrowing, adaptation, or contestation.  Transnational dynamics in the world system have acted both as unifying and differentiating mechanisms depending on many factors, from nation-building and national structures of alterity to opportunities for exchanges, institution building, and so forth.  Many of these factors have pushed anthropologies into a single recognizable discipline under particular hegemonies; as we shall see, however, this has not always been the case.  The last few decades —with intensified cultural and economic interaction, the growth of information and communication technologies, and the ensuing networking possibilities— have created unprecedented challenges and opportunities in this regard.  In what follows, we restrict our remarks to the most general aspects of transnationalism in anthropology.

Russia, Japan, China and, in Latin America, Peru and Mexico, constitute particularly revealing cases of transnational dynamics in anthropology and their relevance for world anthropologies, as illustrated in chapters by Vakhtin, Yamashita, Smart, de la Cadena, and Krotz in this volume, respectively.  The famous Jessup North Pacific expedition to Siberia (1897-1902) led by Franz Boas constitutes an early, and telling, example of the role of transnational connections in the development of a national anthropology; during this period, Western and Russian ethnology developed in tandem, reinforcing each other.  From 1917 until 1989, however, this transnational dimension was significantly altered.  What developed during the Soviet period was an altogether different kind of anthropology, which had its avatars with changing political regimes.  During the first part of Stalin’s rule, anthropology had its own kind of internationalism, linked to the multiplicity of “ethnoses” of the Soviet peoples.  At this level, anthropologists responded to the State and the political needs of the moment; the theoretical framework was a particular interpretation of Marxism. The arrival of relatively large numbers of foreign scholars to do fieldwork in Siberia after the fall of the Soviet regime changed many aspects of anthropological research, from the objects of study to theoretical paradigms, affecting existing Siberian anthropology in unpredictable ways.  One could say that the present moment represents a more standard situation of disciplinary transformation under hegemonic pressures, given that relations between Western and Russian anthropologists are mediated by aspects such as funding, research permits, and so forth.  Yet even under these conditions some interesting practices have emerged, including collaborative research, discussions about ethics and greater awareness of the political implications of one theoretical perspective versus another.  Rather than a purely Western set of agendas asserting itself, these more diverse practices seem conducive to greater anthropological plurality.


There is perhaps no clearer case of the way in which empire, nation, and transnationalism have intersected to foster a different anthropological trajectory than Japan.   In this development, there is no direct link between, say, an international influence and the turn taken by anthropology. For instance, the founding of the first ethnological society in the 1930s after increased contact with Western, particularly British, anthropologists led  —contrary to expectations— to the development of an interdisciplinary and nationalist anthropology, as well as to a branch of “foreign ethnology.”  Japan’s history of colonization and empire led to anthropological developments that resembled those of some Western countries, only that focused on Japan’s areas of influence in Asia.  Yet here there were important differences as well; even at the height of empire, and unlike the cases of Britain or France, there was always a flourishing school of research focused on Japanese identity.  Japanese anthropology in the colonies was also markedly different —in terms of interests, methods, and paradigms— from European anthropological approaches.  This does not mean, however, that Japanese anthropology developed independently of Western anthropologies.  What it means is that despite being under the shadow of Western hegemony, Japanese anthropology developed into a distinctive entity in ways that often escaped the awareness of even Western anthropologists working in Japan.  An awareness of these differences is part of creating a climate conducive to world anthropologies.


Chinese anthropologies have seen a much more limited development, although also marked by the interaction between nationalism, transnationalism and reactions to Western hegemony.  A principal factor has always been the ambivalence towards anthropology motivated by its Western origin. Anthropology is institutionally accorded a secondary place in the hierarchy of academic subjects, a reflection of State priorities concerning modernization which highlight the economics and sociology of development.   As in the case of post-Soviet Russia, the conditions for anthropological production changed dramatically after the 1980s when foreign fieldworkers were allowed into the country.   As Smart states in her chapter, however, despite increased internationalization there does not exist a linear path towards integration into a Western-dominated discipline. On the contrary, the forces pushing towards indigenization of the field based on national priorities —specifically the importance accorded to rural development and ethnic minority studies—continue to be important. 


Anthropologies in Mexico and Peru have of course been significantly influenced by their connection with hegemonic anthropologies, particularly the US.  Less known is the fact that they have also been largely shaped by networks that developed specifically out of Latin American experiences, whether linked to the State, nation-building, or ethnic preoccupations and movements.  The sizeable presence of indigenous peoples, strong nation-building projects, and persistent debates on race and culture in both countries enabled national and transnational institutional developments that greatly conditioned their anthropologies.  One of the most formative elements was the articulation since the 1920s of an inter-American network of intellectuals, with the most important hubs in Peru and Mexico, gathered around an anti-imperialist Indo-American or indigenista project built on shared pre-Columbian and Hispanic pasts.  The intersections between this network and North American and French anthropologies were complex but not inconsequential for all parties –for instance, there was a tacking back and forth between Latin American notions of mestizaje and North American theories of “acculturation.”  What is clear is that the development of these two Latin American anthropologies cannot be seen as having been solely determined by their engagement with their hegemonic counterparts. A different rendition of the histories of the former indicates that while they did certainly borrow and adapt notions from the latter, there were indeed moments of autonomy, creativity and independence -- that is, plural moments of world anthropologies. With their radical agenda, today’s inter-American networks of indigenous politics are posing questions for a politics of world anthropologies perhaps of greater relevance than those arising from the centers. 

Kirin Narayan’s formulation that anthropologists are best seen today “in terms of shifting identifications amid a field of interpenetrating communities and power relations” (1993: 671), is well warranted by the above cases.  Whether talking about Russia or Japan, China, Mexico or Peru what is at stake is less the maintenance of dichotomies such as western and non-western, central and peripheral, etc. but, as Yasmashita well puts it in this volume, the creation of common spaces in which anthropologies have met, and can meet in the future, in order to foster the pluralization of the discipline, even under the pressure of particular hegemonies.  Transnational networks and events along these lines can become an important part of bringing about world anthropologies perspectives. 
POWER AND HEGEMONY IN ANTHROPOLOGY 

World anthropologies aims at calling attention to the uneven exchange of information and theory within anthropologies. This inequality and differences often gets discussed under different labels: central versus peripheral anthropologies (Cardoso de Oliveira 1999/2000); anthropologies of nation-building and anthropologies of empire-building (Stocking 1982); hegemonic and non-hegemonic anthropologies (Ribeiro and Escobar 2003); anthropologies of the South (Krotz 1997); anthropologies with an accent (Caldeira 2002),  etc. AsVerena Stolcke stated in our symposium, these dualisms are no longer appropriate to the current transnational orders; we thus need to transcend them.  In doing so, however, it is necessary to keep in mind that the international circulation of ideas is heavily intertwined with power relations and may “have the effect of constructing and reinforcing inequality” (L’Estoile, Neiburg and Sigaud 2002: 23).

Anthropology has had a long-standing relationship with State power everywhere; this is most obvious in the case of authoritarian regimes, such as Stalin’s Russia. In these cases, not only did State elites exercise control over anthropological production, they turned anthropology into a kind of social engineering for the management of certain population groups.  The role of anthropology in nation-building is well known (for the Brazilian case see, for instance, Peirano 1991); suffice it to say that anthropologists often contribute to (re)creating ideologies of national unity or diversity anchored in academic authority that are reflected in State and NGO educational and cultural policies and interventions.  As Sandy Toussaint shows so clearly in her chapter in this volume,the dilemmas faced by Australian anthropologists concerning their authority on aboriginal land claims is an example of the intricate relations between anthropology, State apparatuses, and the discipline’s self-representation, especially regarding its scientific status.

What is certain is that the existence of an anthropology totally isolated from Western dominant anthropologies is an impossibility even in authoritarian regimes, as again the cases of China and Russia exemplify at various historical moments.  Even nativist perspectives have to go through a process of validation that is largely Western-mediated.  Conversely, the fact that anthropology expanded from the North Atlantic to other corners of the world does not mean it has been uninfluenced by its many developments elsewhere. We agree with Yamashita (1998: 5) that “if cultures travel, as James Clifford (1992) puts it, anthropology travels too. Through traveling the world, it can be enriched and transformed by its encounters with different local situations.”  But it is also true that there are different travelers and ways of traveling.  Hierarchies of knowledge are predicated upon hierarchies of social and political power.  
 One of the most established dichotomies when thinking about anthropology on a global scale is what could be dubbed Stocking’s dilemma. According to Stocking (1982), there are anthropologies of nation-building and anthropologies of empire-building. This distinction indicates that for so-called imperial anthropologies there is a preference for research abroad versus research at “home.” But Stocking’s dilemma may well be transcended if we think that behind empire-building there is always a nation-state. In fact, anthropologies of empire-building are also anthropologies of nation-building, although the converse is not true. Moreover, there have been cases of “national anthropologies” that became internationalized without becoming empire-building anthropologies, such as in the Australian, Brazilian, Canadian and Mexican cases.  Writing about Brazilian anthropology, Portuguese anthropologist João de Pina Cabral (2004: 263) suggests a fifth tradition, different from the American, British, French and German ones, a tradition “that does not identify itself with any of the imperial projects that have historically moved scientific development.” Archetti (this volume) has also shown that a hegemonic anthropology, such as France’s, may be geared towards nation and empire-building at the same time.  The Japanese example is interesting in that it shows that a given anthropology may change between being national or imperial -- and, indeed, today, post-imperial--throughout time, depending on external constraints (Askew 2003) 
This means one can envision the development of post-national and post-imperial anthropologies based on key power reversals (Ribeiro 2003).  For the Latin American case, given the need to provincialize the United States, one may envisage research projects focused on North American subjects, especially those enacting ideologies of power and prestige.  Instead of doing research on the subalterns of the South, do research on the elites of the North.  Up and North does the anthropologist go! (Ribeiro 2005?). This is also to suggest that while world anthropologies may develop through theoretical critique and methodological innovation, it will also require political will and positioning.  World anthropologies demands the construction of different conditions of conversability by fostering networks of anthropologists and anthropological institutions interested in making the heterogenizing forces of globalization work in favor of heteroglossic initiatives. 

The critique of the power imbalance between hegemonic and non-hegemonic anthropologies supposes going beyond the existing power structures in order to show the many contributions arising from other subject positions. At some levels, there still exists an unmarked, normalized and normalizing model of anthropology that militates against this project and that creates a sort of asymmetrical ignorance (Restrepo and Escobar 2005).  We see this asymmetry in terms of the tension between what we call ‘cosmopolitan provincialism’ and ‘provincial cosmopolitanism’; these arise because of unequal relations in the global symbolic economy.  
Cosmopolitan provincialism refers to the ignorance that hegemonic centers have of the production of non-hegemonic sites. Provincial cosmopolitanism means the often comprehensive knowledge that non-hegemonic sites have of the production of hegemonic centers.  An expression of this asymmetrical ignorance is the fact that whereas the history of universal (i.e., hegemonic) anthropologies is studied in depth in non-hegemonic sites, the development of “anthropologies without history,” to use Krotz’s apt expression (this volume), is seldom taught in hegemonic centers --and often not even in their own countries, where the “classics” only include foreign anthropologists.  Cosmopolitan provincialism and provincial cosmopolitism can easily be understood if we consider the language issue.  In an unpublished paper (n.d.), Brazilian sociologist Renato Ortiz shows how the English language frames sociological debates worldwide.  He concludes that “the more central a language is in the world market of linguistic goods, the smaller the proportion of texts which are translated to it” (p. 27).  In the United States and England, less than five percent of the publications are translations from other languages, while in France and Germany this number is around twelve percent, and in Spain and Italy it grows to twenty percent. This points at the sociolinguistic basis of metropolitan provincialism.

The language issue is crucial.  While it is doubtless the case that English has become both a hegemonic language and the main means global means of intellectual communication, this should not led us to overlook the need for regional language markets in, say, Spanish, Arabic, or Chinese. Linguistic diversity needs to become part of any world anthropologies project.  As Hamel (2003: 24) warns, “scientific monolingualism might not only deepen the existing inequalities in the access and diffusion of scientific findings,” but threaten scientific creativity and conceptual diversity.   Hegemonic anthropologies often bear witness to this fear.  In many cases, Hamel’s observation that “most authors from English speaking countries and their former colonies who write about the world as a whole do so without quoting a single non-English language text in their vast bibliographies” (p. 20) would easily apply.   This problem is particularly revealing in a discipline that praises diversity.  Polyphony in anthropological production should above all entail the recognition of the sizable production of anthropological texts in different world locales and the deliberate adoption of steps to remedy existing imbalances. 

The linguistic and sociological closure of metropolitan provincialism often supposes a loss of diversity and interest in other productions. To be sure, there are multiple benefits of working at the center (the best working conditions in terms of wages, libraries, research funds, and visibility are all found there). Yet the linguistic, cultural and political reduction entailed by working chiefly within the same national university system (it does not matter how big and diverse it may be, it will not match world diversity) is also real. This is why we insist on the potential for cross-fertilization among sites scattered in different “glocales”.  It could be argued that much of this creativity is located in and coming from non-hegemonic locales since cosmopolitan provincialism allows for a more complex vision of the discipline as an international discourse. This does not entail ignoring the important contributions of hegemonic anthropologies; it is rather a call for more horizontal exchanges and the recognition that today’s anthropologies involve a much more diverse set of voices than what most North Atlanticentric interpretations suppose.  It is time to strive for polycentrism and heteroglossia in lieu of monological hegemony; a world anthropologies perspective is precisely about reworking existing divides, without obliterating the real differences that exist.  There is the possibility for a generalized revision of models in this dialogue.

EPISTEMOLOGICAL AND DISCIPLINARY PREDICAMENTS 

If the social and institutional contexts within which anthropologists operate today have changed significantly over the past two decades as a result of heightened transnationalism, neo-liberal pressures, and rapid globalization (Berglund, this volume) the same can be said of the epistemological concerns that occupy anthropologists in many parts of the world. “World Anthropologies” has a special niche for questions of knowledge and alterity, since their potential for triggering animated theoretical and political reflection continues to be great; these questions can no longer be easily answered within established versions of modernism or postmodernism.
Much has been written, for instance, about the relation between anthropology and colonialism.  The various reactions to anthropology’s universalist pretensions and its association with Eurocentrism, however, have been less studied.  In Africa, this question has resulted in a debate on the need for African knowledges and epistemologies.  With more intensity than in India, where anthropological debates were placed in the context of post-colonial discussions on nation-building (Visvanathan, this volume), in Africa calls for native epistemologies were marred by the paradox noted by Mafeje (2001) that there is nothing more Western than discussions about epistemology.  Speaking from Brazil, Ottavio Velho suggests in his chapter in this volume that claims to authenticity may be a kind of self-imposed Orientalism and that the absence of foreign scholars specialized in Brazil might have positively contributed to hinder the development of nativist approaches in that country. That said, it is important to remark that the question of alternative epistemologies is far from settled.  For Shiv Visvanathan (this volume), it is imperative to recognize the existence of a multiplicity of times, livelihoods, and epistemologies as the basis of plural world anthropologies.
So where does one start a discussion about epistemology?  The most far reaching arguments seem to place anthropology within the structures of modernity.  Anthropology, it has been said, is an integral part of the modern intellectual division of labor that accorded it the savage slot (Trouillot 1991).  This division of labor is a fundamental feature of the modern episteme (in the Foucauldian sense, that is, referring to the existence of a given structure that determines the character of knowledge without the knowers’ consciousness of it).  Modern knowledge is based in logocentrism, that is, the belief in logical truth as the only valid foundation for a rational knowledge of the world –a world made up of knowable and orderable things (Vattimo 1991; Heidegger 1977).  Modern knowledge is also Eurocentric in that it suppresses and subalternizes the knowledges of those seen as lying outside the European totality (what Mignolo (2000) and others refer to as the coloniality of knowledge).  It is in this broad context that we can most fruitfully locate discussions about epistemology and, more radically, epistemic difference in relation to world anthropologies.  

Questions about knowledge are questions about modernity.  To put it bluntly, hegemonic anthropologies, like the rest of the social sciences, have fallen into the trap of seeing that there is nothing outside modernity.  It is all very well to show how modernity is negotiated, contested and hybridized on the ground throughout the world, as many ethnographers based in center countries have done with eloquence; yet these ethnographies of modernity still shelter the idea that modernity is an inescapable universal Kahn 2001).  This may well be the case; however, there are clues, in the practices of many social actors that would caution against this widely held assertion (Mignolo 2000, Escobar 2004a, 2004b). We are not only talking here about the many cases of indigenous knowledge, for instance in fields such as collective land claims and ethnic rights, biodiversity conservation, or the rich debates on intellectual property (e.g., Strathern  1996, 1999).  In these cases, as Toussaint shows in her analysis of Aboriginal land claims in Australia, anthropologists are not only confronted with multiple knowledges produced in multiple places and going in multiple directions, up and down the power hierarchy; they are also confronted by issues of translation and in/commensurability that are most relevantly seen in epistemological and epistemic terms. Today, as Toussaint demonstrates, these issues are pushing anthropologists in unprecedented directions, which we associate with possibilities for world anthropologies.  

Debates on inter-culturality among indigenous and ethnic social movements and in certain institutional spaces (e.g., UNESCO) bring questions of translation and in/commensurability to the fore. When in the 1960s the Peruvian writer-cum-anthropologist José María Arguedas articulated a practice that was at once modern and non-modern, Western and not, which he refused to see as “hybrid”, he was engaged in a multiple ontologism fueled by magic and reason alike, and as such he made an early statement on this problematic (de la Cadena, this volume).   In peripheries where the hold of logocentrism is weaker than in the center, there is more room for plural epistemological-political debates; at this level, for instance, liberal multiculturalism in the United States finds a counterpart in radical interculturality in the Andes.  The articulation of modernity and indigeneity that the notion of interculturality presupposes, as de la Cadena states, poses an ontological and epistemic challenge to the assumption of an all-determining modernity.  Intercultural subjectivities might not necessarily be on their way to modernity, even if they might find in many of modernity’s features a source of value and even an ally.  This is why for many indigenous and ethnic movements the creation of alternative knowledges, even alternative centers of knowledge (like the innovative Intercultural University in Quito established by indigenous movements), is an important aspect of the struggle.  At stake here is the premise that the world is populated by a multiplicity of times, livelihoods, and epistemologies; this seems to be clearer today to social actors engaged in struggles for cultural difference than to academics.  We do not have the space here to further develop this important notion that in some ways is at the heart of world anthropologies.  Suffice it to say that as a dialogue on cultures in contexts of power, interculturality presents anthropologists with politically rich opportunities for epistemological engagement and for practicing anthropologies in the plural.  This notion also applies to the multiple modernities within the West, as Berglund’s analysis of the British case exemplifies. 

This does not mean that modernist epistemologies and politics based on realist assumptions should be thrown out the window; on the contrary, they continue to be as important today as ever, as Narotzky forcefully states in this volume. For Narotzky, it is impossible to do away completely with universals or to eschew unitary frameworks in order for shared political projects to take place.  Yet at this level, the conditions for the politics of epistemology and the epistemology of politics have also changed.  First of all, it is now accepted that there is a plurality of politically engaged possibilities for knowledge production –that is, for projects of social transformation against hegemonies on the basis of alternative orders of knowledge. In a world anthropologies perspective even notions of political engagement within realist paradigms would challenge long-established anthropological practices such as the objectification and detachment characteristic of much participant observation. At the same time, this perspective would elicit notions of responsibility that go beyond engagement during the field stay.  World anthropologies would consider an array of diverse knowledges with diverse political agendas, all of them situated in their respective production processes. 
It is important to emphasize that what is at stake in this debate is not merely “making visible” other knowledges and practices --those of other anthropologies in this case.  World anthropologies offers new dialogical possibilities and provides space for more complex articulations among anthropologies.  For this to happen, we need to maintain a tension between anthropology as universal discourse and anthropology as multiplicity.  Cognitive pluralism has certainly existed throughout history, as Archetti shows in the case of Leiris (see also Nugent’s discussion about the persistence of alternative canons all throughout the history of the discipline, 2002); were this pluralism to become more prominent today, it might be an effective antidote against the most normative forms of professionalization.  
ANTHROPOLOGY TODAY AND WORLD ANTHROPOLOGIES

Anthropology, as Shiv Visvanathan says in his chapter on India, is not only a Foucauldian practice but also “a compendium of alternative dreams.”  This statement applies to all anthropologies, to a greater or lesser extent, and at various points in their variegated histories.  All anthropologies have had their dissenting figures, alternative knowledges, failed experiments, and occasional epochs of creativity and revolt.  It could be said that most times and in most places, anthropology (in the singular) has functioned within established bounds even if, as many of our authors contend, the histories of the field are not exhausted by scientific, institutional, or market logics.  But it is in moments of marginality, dissent, or daring creativity beyond these bounds –and before they get domesticated or normalized-- that we can see more clearly elements of, and for, world anthropologies.  To give an example, again from Visvanathan’s chapter, it was in the rootedness, eclecticism and plural imagination found in the development anthropology of the Lucknow school –before it got defeated by that of the London School with its dreams of planned development after independence— that we find a plural landscape of anthropological possibilities. To give another example, in treating Dumont as an open text, whether in India, Norway or Brazil, as several of the chapters argue in detail, practitioners moved in open-ended directions. In so doing they worked through unresolved predicaments or absences in the Dumontian conceptualization. 

It may well be that “world anthropologies” –as distinct from “international anthropology”-- is a problematic for which we have not yet found enough questions, if by this we mean the fuller emergence of an anthropological space that operates as a multiplicity more than as a single authoritative practice, a shared matrix, or a contested universal.  These issues are underscored in Johannes Fabian’s chapter; questions about how world anthropologies might challenge the established who, when, where, what, and how of the discipline is a place to start.  To this list, we need to add the crucial “what for,” that is, the ethico-political question. We also need to learn to ask questions that arise from beyond the regnant academic domain.  The least we can say in this regard is that the cultural-political actors that have emerged over the past two decades make it clear that they are producing knowledge about cultural and social processes that must be taken seriously.  There is little indication that hegemonic anthropologies are broaching this issue.  To begin with, anthropologists from the metropoles have rarely taken seriously their counterparts in the peripheral countries where they work. There are repeated observations, if not complaints, about this in several of the contributions to this book, whether about local anthropologists being taken as mere informants by their colleagues from the centers or about their writings or political positioning being ignored.  It is important to behave differently regarding the multiplicity of new actors who are producing relevant knowledge about the very same situations we study.
  

World anthropologies means that the “where” of the discipline must undergo a radical change.  No longer “elsewhere,” the answer to this question could certainly be “here and elsewhere,” and their interconnections.  It remains to be seen whether the pluralization of the place of anthropology will mean anthropology’s definitive release from the grip of the “savage slot.”  If this were to be the case, anthropology in the singular (that is, as a modern form of expert knowledge concerned with otherness) would ultimately break free from the international division of intellectual labor established since the end of the eighteenth century, and it might actually be the first field to successfully do so (Restrepo and Escobar, 2005).  The result would be a plural landscape of world anthropologies no longer constrained by the universals of modernity, but aimed at a variety of competing and open-ended universalisms and struggles around them.  

The multiplication of subjects, field sites, and knowledge producers have also been at the heart of anthropology’s transformation.  We suggest that one of the answers we should give to the “what” question in order to move towards world anthropologies is “each other.”  What we mean by this is that we need to learn more about other anthropologies and transform this learning into engagement with those anthropologies and the anthropologists who produce them. This requires, first of all, that we write the histories of those “anthropologies without history” found in the so-called peripheries of the world system.  As many of the contributions to this volume indicate, not only are most versions of the history of anthropology, histories of the centers, we know little about the histories of non-hegemonic anthropologies, let alone what may constitute non-hegemonic histories of non-hegemonic practices.  In some centers, feminists and ethnic minorities, such as Native and African-Americans, have begun the process of writing these other histories.  Yet much remains to be done at the global level in terms of national and sub-national schools.  

We already mentioned the lack of engagement exhibited by many anthropologists from northern countries in relation to those colleagues in whose countries they work.  Not infrequently we find “state-of-the-art” articles in leading English-speaking journals about pressing social, cultural and political issues (collective acts of popular justice in Central America or the Andes to give an example,) that do not include any reference to the impassioned debates on the same subjects by local intellectuals, anthropologists, and activists; instead, the references are to the latest metropolitan debates and the internal anthropological canon of the moment.
 Turning to each other, with an attentive eye to epistemic, epistemological and political differences is a sine qua non for world anthropologies, that is, for decentering the system of power we have analyzed.  Along the way, we may discover other topics of anthropological relevance and other methods and perspectives to study them.  So the “how” of anthropological practice should also be affected by this change in the “what.”  “World Anthropologies” aims at the construction of a polycentric canon, one that, similarly to polycentric multiculturalism (Shohat and Stam 1994; Turner 1994), calls for a reconceptualization of the relationships among anthropological communities.  

This brings us to the last question, the “what for” of our practice.  And here, despite the fact that most anthropologists in the world are politically oriented, we find a lot of contention and disagreement.   Ideas range from the need to produce knowledge that is applicable to pressing human needs or relevant to particular political situations to the more open-ended goal of knowledge for radical social transformation.   Few, if any, of this volume’s authors would endorse Geertz’s famous answer, “to enlarge the universe of human discourse” and to make available to all the answers that others have given to cultural predicaments so as “to include them in the consultable record of what man has said” (1973: 30).  Few also would stop at the by now standard poststructuralist position of analyzing critically the claims to truth embedded in particular discourses and practices and how they function to authorize particular agendas.  These positions are important but insufficient.  But there is no clarity about how to go beyond, and certainly no single answer that is good once and for all.
As Paul Nkwi argues in his contribution to this volume, the turn towards applied development anthropology in Africa, for instance, was a means to rehabilitate a discipline too tainted by colonial administration and thought to be useless –even an impediment--for nation building; it was also a way to have an impact on development interventions.   For Nkwi, African colleagues did not anguish much over the academic/applied debate as they attempted to develop a professional and political practice under existing constraints; the divide was weakened as a result.  Other proposals coming from some African academics argue for the need to subvert the existing politics of knowledge and to take seriously plural, place-based anthropological discourses.  The concept of a “post-ethnological era” proposed by Mafeje (2001) points in this direction.  Mafeje suggests a number of moves in this regard , including the following: a deconstructionist approach from an African perspective; non-disciplinarity –a sort of free borrowing from any field without concern for disciplinary rules, methods, etc.; a non-epistemological approach, beyond the adherence to a general “discursive method”; a new practice of ethnography as made up of the subject’s own texts; and a “post-ethnological” approach to theory building –one that goes beyond anthropology’s objectifying and classifying imperatives.  While debatable, what may emerge from these new practices are “new styles of thinking and new forms of organization of knowledge” (p. 60; see Restrepo and Escobar 2005 for a discussion of this proposal).  

Berglund and Toussaint describe how the turn towards non-academic, policy, and at times politically-oriented work in the United Kingdom and Australia, respectively, has come from a peculiar set of pressures.  In these cases there has been a convergence between anthropological subjects and matters of heightened public concern (such as indigenous land titles in Australia or questions of minority and Euro-British cultural identities in the UK).  These convergences happen under less than ideal circumstances, to be sure, including budget cuts, audit requirements, productivist discourses, and the rise of consultancies; but they push the “what for” of anthropology in more decidedly political directions.  This creates conditions for anthropologists to be newly on the move, so to say, even if their actions place them in cultural minefields.  At issue here is the accountability of knowledge claims, sometimes under conditions in which the “others” are not so clearly different from “us” or where they might have political power over anthropological performance.  As a result, the kinds of knowledges being produced, the methods used, and the rules of accountability have all undergone some mutation. When the grip of concepts such as “informants” and “participant observation” is loosened, one may say that a hegemonic practice begins to fade away, and world anthropologies that provide other ways to grapple with ethical and political issues, as these two chapters indicate, have a chance to emerge.  Again, to arrive at this realization we needed to be attuned to what anthropologists are doing in multiple hegemonic and non-hegemonic locations.  

The purpose and use of anthropology can be discussed from more familiar epistemological and political economy perspectives.  Various subalternist argumentations are summoned by some of our authors to this end.  For some, an important task of world anthropologies is to bring epistemic and ontological differences to the fore and to put them in dialogue with Western forms of constructing the world.  De la Cadena’s framing of this inquiry in both the history of anthropology (her discussion of Arguedas) and the theoretical-political discourse of inter-culturality in the contemporary Andes, demonstrates that the domestication of alterity effected by modernity is not a foregone conclusion.  Faced with a frontal challenge by those who were previously considered anthropological objects and who are now intellectuals in their own right, a world anthropologies approach might respond with new concepts and statements of purpose. Whether “relational epistemologies,” “epistemological engagement,” “epistemic difference,” or what have you are workable answers to these new situations remains to be seen.  The important point is to reawaken the question of radical difference, its politics and epistemology.  Indeed, an entire emerging Latin American research program and perspective is centered on just this issue.  Based on a redefinition of modernity from the perspective of coloniality –understood both as the systematic suppression of subaltern knowledges and cultures since the European conquest and, at the same time, as the constitutions of spaces for thinking other thoughts and imagining other worlds, or “worlds and knowledges otherwise” (e.g., Mignolo 2000; Escobar 2004b for a review of this perspective)—this intellectual trend has particularly valuable contributions to make to a world anthropologies perspective. 

Narotzky’s entry point into the issue of the “what for” of anthropology is an incisive analysis of the participation of anthropologists in local political projects.  This question pertains to all anthropologies but has special overtones for anthropologies conceived of as subaltern or peripheral.  There is some truth in the assumption that “empire-building” and “nation-building” anthropologies position their practitioners differently in knowledge and political fields.  The main difference is that the former have tended to study distant others, the latter their own societies, including their own internal others.  As Colombian anthropologist Myriam Jimeno (2003) argues, the implications of this different go beyond political locatedness and commitments; it affects theory production, since those working within their own societies have to adapt, adopt, or transform established concepts from the center or create new ones within a much more politicized context. Jimeno goes as far as saying that this dynamic results in the production of different anthropologies.  Of course, this view does not describe all peripheral practitioners, many of whom follow received scripts in the name of a universal science, venturing at most a pragmatic adaptation of models.   

Narotzky’s argument has several salient edges.  In discussing the spatial and theoretical approaches followed by foreign anthropologists regarding Spanish fields and materials, she finds certain disturbing practices on the part of Northern anthropologists that speak to the core of the political dimension of anthropology. Northern anthropologists have not only overlooked local struggles in countries such as Spain, they have often failed to take notice of the commitments on the part of local anthropologists to those struggles and how these commitments influence their work.  Also interesting in Narotzky’s account is the observation that Spanish colleagues see their political project as part and parcel of a scientific anthropological endeavor.  There are disciplinary and institutional reasons why hegemonic anthropologies find it hard to understand this approach, of course.  What needs to be ascertained further are the conditions under which anthropologists might be successful at developing a more clairvoyant practice linking the exercise of power with the production of truth in real-life situations of dominance and exploitation.  

Granted that not all anthropologists from every anthropology are, will, or even should be engaged in such intellectual-political project; the minimum requirement, however, especially for those arriving in fieldwork locations from center countries, is to develop a significant awareness of the multiple locally-situated knowledges that the foreign anthropologist is likely to find in the field.  These local knowleges, including those of local anthropologists, have developed in the midst of epistemological and political tensions that cannot be assessed solely in canonical academic terms. The obstacles in fulfilling this requirement are enormous, as Narotzy contructively discusses, ranging from the epistemology of political engagement to issues of communicability and commensurability of worldviews and approaches between anthropologists and local constituencies and among anthropologists themselves.  What is clear is that the customary way in which hegemonic anthropologists as a whole (of course, there have been many exceptions) have related to their non-hegemonic colleagues and their work will not do if we wish to create conditions for world anthropologies. 
It may well be that world anthropologies should remain a floating concept, as Fabian advises.  As we have shown, it already exists on some levels of discourse and practice.  Krotz’s suggestion is to envision world anthropologies as a multi-centered anthropology in a polycentric world or, in Yamashita’s words, in terms of an interactive space where all anthropologies can negotiate their identities. Vakhtin’s metaphor is also telling; for him, world anthropologies may be likened to a garden where many species proliferate, and we should only nourish it without aiming to control it. As Verena Stolcke put it in our symposium, anthropology today has a two-fold driving force: a shared humanity, and the consciousness of historically-marked differences.  We have traveled a long way since anthropologists discussed the former in terms of modernist notions of humankind; shared humanity has taken on more complex dimensions today, ecologically, culturally, politically and we have to adapt our knowledge to the new realities. It has been only recently that we started developing languages for referring to historical differences appropriate to the global situation; concepts such as pluralizing universals, or maintaining the tension between anthropology as universal and as multiplicity, are a way to start.  In the post-September 11 climate, non-hegemonic anthropologies could play a particularly critical and constructive role in fostering a global set of anthropologies that speaks to the new situations from a variety of perspectives.

Some concluding remarks

In a recent text, Brazilian anthropologist Alcida Ramos muses over an utopia of world anthropologies that resemble the multi-lingualism of certain Amazonian groups for which the rule of linguistic exogamy creates “communities of multiple voices, a kind of organized and solidary Babel, in the Durkhemian sense of organic solidarity.”  In this plural landscape, “all would contribute languages, ideas, solutions and proposals without any of the partners losing his/her identity or local character, which would be preserved as symbolic capital at the service of the collectivity” (2005: 2).  Although we are not close to reaching this goal, in Ramos’ view, we can already envision it. 
As we have attempted to show, world anthropologies entail both an intellectual and a political project.  In other words, we are not talking only about more inclusive social diversity (as in multiculturalism); it would be easy to accept social and even political equality among anthropologies/ists.  We are further suggesting there is much that anthropologies in core countries have to learn from other anthropologies.  To do so, as we have tried to show, entails a series of changes and concerns –from attention to uneven exchanges among anthropologies to consideration of multiple histories, trajectories, languages, conceptual frameworks, political commitments, experiences of transnationalism and networking, and so forth.  Taking these considerations seriously would open up new dialogical possibilities, other avenues of engagement.  This process would apply whether one believes in the unity of the field or whether, alternatively, one favors the idea of a multiplicity; indeed, both perspectives are represented in this volume.  If the former, we are talking about anthropology as a unified field but in a non-hegemonic way, an open-ended unity that admits of diversity; if the latter, we might see world anthropologies as fostering diversality –understood as a giving up of classical notions of universality and seeing in diversity the main principle of creativity.  We suggest we must keep these two visions in tension.         
This is why it would be ironic if the project of world anthropologies came to be seen as a new attempt on the part of the “periphery” to strike back, as in some simplistic interpretations of the aims of post-colonial theory vis à vis the former imperial powers.  On the contrary, we think that the present is a moment of enlargement of the anthropological horizon that will make anthropology a richer cosmopolitics, one that is capable of dealing with the challenges arising in the twenty first century.  World anthropologies provides a space of opportunity for all those who understand that difference goes well beyond inequality and that diversity is an asset to be cherished on epistemological, cultural, social, and ecological grounds.
Change has been a constant in the history of anthropologies anywhere.  Anthropology’s multiple deaths and rebirths reveal the discipline’s ability to transform itself and redefine its interests and goals.  Anthropology is finely attuned to the sociological changes of each period.  In a globalized world this calls for diverse international voices and perspectives actively participating in any assessment of the frontiers of anthropological knowledge.  Indeed, a globalized world is a perfect scenario for anthropologies to thrive since one of anthropology’s basic lessons is respect for difference.  A discipline that praises plurality and diversity needs to foster these standpoints within its own milieu.  The time is ripe for world anthropologies. 
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�Assumes we know what the US crisis is. Maybe a few words to clarify?





�  This volume is part of an larger initiative called “The World Anthropologies Network” (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.ran-wan.prg" ��www.ran-wan.org�; see also WAN Collective 2003 for a collective statement) which include, besides the symposium leading to the present volume: a session on world anthropologies at the 2002 meeting of the American Anthropological Association organized by Marisol de la Cadena and Gustavo Lins Ribeiro; meetings already scheduled to take place in Argentina, Colombia and Peru in 2005; and the meeting organized by Paul Little and Gustavo Lins Ribeiro of fourteen presidents of anthropological associations to discuss more democratic modes of global interaction (Recife, Brazil, June 2004), funded by the Wenner-Gren Foundation. The president of the associations from the following countries were present at the Recife meeting: Australia, Brazil, Canada, France, India, Great-Britain, South-Africa and the United States. Japan sent the director of international relations of the association.  The presidents of the following international associations were also there: European Association of Social Anthropologists, Latin American Association of Anthropology, Pan-African Anthropological Association and the International Union of Ethnological Sciences. The enthusiasm of the representatives of these institutions showed that the time is ripe to create more horizontal modes of interaction and exchange on a global level.  This meeting resulted in the creation of the World Council of Anthropological Associations (WCAA) with the primary goal of promoting more diverse and equal exchanges between anthropologies and anthropologists worldwide (see the founding agreement of WCAA in www.abant.org.br). A by-product of this meeting was a debate among Australian, Brazilian and Canadian anthropologists about the many problems and issues surrounding the engagement of anthropologists in native people’s struggles for land.





� The source is a survey conducted during the meeting “World Anthropologies: Strengthening the International Organization and Effectiveness of the Profession,” held in June 2004, in Recife, Brazil, with the presence of 14 presidents of anthropological associations.





� For a more contemporary analysis of this topic see Trouillot (1991) Van Bremen and Shimizu (1999), Ben Ari (1999), Mafeje (2001





� Fahim’s book (1982) represented an important step toward an international discussion on the global complexity of anthropology. See also issue 47 of Ethnos.





� An interdisciplinary research group on social movement at Chapel Hill, anchored in anthropology, is based on the notion that social movement activists should be taken seriously as knowledge producers.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.unc.edu/smwg/" ��http://www.unc.edu/smwg/�





� The fact that this counts as “trend-setting” scholarship is most puzzling; most time our Anglo-Saxon colleagues, including journal editors, seem to be unaware of these practices.  Articles in allegedly leading journals often become incestuous conversations in which many relevant voices are silenced.  All fields, of course, have their disciplinary practices; however, we can chose to alter or discard some and adopt others.
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