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Could the topic of this symposium be reformulated as a series of questions?  Do we need to think about world anthropologies instead of, or in addition to, world anthropology? Can and should the centers of the discipline give up power or avoid creating hegemonic structures that prevent world anthropologies from emerging? Should institutions that are located and individuals who are employed in presumed centers of the discipline be taken to represent world-anthropology (in the singular) and can they, nevertheless, be expected to further the cause of world anthropologies (in the plural)? Are there perhaps already kinds of world anthropologies being practised to whom disciplinary recognition should not be denied although they define themselves largely against the dominant discourse and practice of anthropology? 


If you -- we -- were to agree that these questions fairly sum up what we need to discuss I would be bothered. Not because my catalogue may be incomplete1 (and perhaps inaccurate) but rather because it does not seem likely that the organizers, the sponsor, or the participants could respond to these questions negatively. Such positivity does not bode well for a critical debate. 


I must confess that the editors' statement, because it formulates a program I could not but support, at first left me paralyzed; I wanted to opt out. It was only after much agonizing that I began to see the shape of a possible contribution. It occurred to me that our discussion could profit from asking a number of seemingly simple, yet fundamental, questions about anthropology. They are questions that cannot be answered by yes or no because they are not about whether this or that action should be taken or whether we think that this or that development has occurred; rather they are intended to encourage examination of what usually goes without saying as each of us toils at his or her work.

Who?


Who is (belongs to, represents) anthropology? A century ago a list of names, short enough to be remembered by those included, would have been a possible answer. Today, with that list having grown enormously, it may still be possible to name names but the result, interesting as it may be for, say, commercial promotion or governmental surveillance — for those that want to sell us something and those that want to keep an eye on us — would hardly be considered meaningful by those who are on the list. Not an accumulation of certified practitioners, but rather agency is queried when we ask the “who?” question, which must be asked whenever we get together, as we do in this symposium, to discuss courses of action. 


Who acts when anthropology is practiced? History and theory of science seem to hold one ready answer: Agency in anthropology is located in its organization and recognition as an academic discipline. True, anthropologists have always found it difficult to recognize themselves in Thomas Kuhn's vision of "normal science" but, on the whole, we play along when we present ourselves collectively as a discipline. Critical reflection has again and again denounced as hypocritical not only the grand assertion that is named in the organizers' statement of this meeting — the "claim to be a universal discipline in spite of its Western foundations" — but also the fact that we have been living with fundamental contradictions between discourse and research practice.2 


After decades of such critique we are prepared to envisage another, more radical, answer to the question of agency in anthropology. Although we may assume that to have been imperial is a predicament of all "Western" science, our discipline undoubtedly acquired a special role and status in this constellation. Historically and theoretically our subject matter (an object made at least as much as found) has been peoples we represented as an Other. We may regret and lament the fact, as I do, that this crucial insight is in constant danger of evaporating in clouds of fashionable talk about "othering," but this should not make us abandon a vision of agency that is in essence dialectical. Anthropology may be what anthropologists do (as someone from my teachers' generation once defined the discipline); but anthropologists do what they do by doing it with, perhaps sometimes onto, others. (Why this is not invalidated by "native anthropology" or by an "anthropology of the West" I will argue later). Empirically, we base our claims to validity on fieldwork, on direct interaction with those whom we study. Ethnographic authority may be said to rest on "having been there," that is, on our presence. But what would our presence count if it were not matched by the presence of those whom we study? Neither presence, ours nor theirs, is a natural, physical fact (nor is intersubjectivity as a condition of communicative interaction); it must be achieved and it is always precarious.


More recently, fundamental changes have been taking place. Literacy and modernity no longer function as demarcation lines between Us and Them. Take the example of history that has occupied me in much of my work in the Congo. At one time, the project of African history may have hinged on data and methods that were considered to follow the rules and meet the standards of academic historiography. What we have now is a situation where anthropology not only draws on history as a complementary field (and vice versa) but one where both academic disciplines face popular history as a competing practice (Fabian 2001: ch. 4). Similar situations exist in other fields, notably in the study of religion, of the visual arts, theater, and dance, of healing and medicine, and so forth. All of these one-time objects of anthropology are being recognized as subjects, as co-producers of knowledge. If demarcation lines between those who know and those who are known crumble, what happens to the "who?" that stands for agency? The very least that can be said is that any project to practice anthropology must take into account these transformations that have already taken place. There is no safe academic ground to which we can retreat to ponder our problems.


Which adds another twist to the “who?” question. More than once my own ethnographic work has led me to make assertions such as the following: "Who are we to 'help' them? We need critique (exposure of imperialist lies, of the workings of capitalism, of the misguided ideas of scientism, and all the rest) to help ourselves. The catch is, of course, that 'ourselves' ought to be them as well as us" (Fabian 1991:264). This is why everything we practice concretely and specifically must be conceived dialectically as universal. It is in this sense that we should continue to uphold the ideal of anthropology as a universal science of mankind, undeterred by the sad fate that an abstractly conceived universality may have had as an ideological construct in the course of our discipline's history. Such a view makes it legitimate to consider a seemingly contradictory notion, namely that of "world anthropologies," as an anthropological project. 

When?


Another assertion I would like to make is that the most far-reaching transformation to affect anthropology in recent years has been its "temporalization." To say that this is something new may cause disbelief, given the fact that anthropology's academic beginnings were defined by the paradigms of evolutionism and diffusionism, natural history and cultural history, respectively. But, as I have tried to show in Time and the Other, evolutionism, diffusionism, as well as their successors — let's call them functionalism, structuralism, and culturalism — were suffused with spatial thought. Difference was conceived as distance, and identity as systemic and "boundary maintaining," hence somehow territorial. This went together with territorial conceptions of our practices of research as fieldwork and all this was mirrored in genres of writing such as the monograph.


Among the outer, and obvious, signs of temporalization have been, apart from the professionalization of the historiography of anthropology, its historization.3 It was initiated and accompanied (after timid beginnings with "ethno-history") by cross-fertilization between the disciplines of anthropology and history and by proposals, first inspired by Marxist thought, to replace or complement our guiding concept of culture with that of practice.


Temporalization also occurred in the sense of giving increased attention to time and timing, both in performances of culture and in the study of such performances (a connection that, at least in my mind, imposes itself by the need to establish coevalness, co-temporaneity in research).4 Even approaches that use spatial terms as their tags -- James Clifford's "routes" (1997) or George Marcus's "multi-sited ethnography" (1995) -- are symptoms of temporalization in that they advocate abandoning the single-site territory as the principal or only target of ethnographic research.


On the level of discourse, specifically regarding uses of theory and the never-ending debate about the meaning of culture, temporalization is adumbrated -- though by no means worked out -- in arguments that we should ask the “when?”-, not only with the usual “what?”- or “where?”-questions. Two examples will illustrate this. The first one, regarding theory, I formulated in an introductory talk at a workshop on "The Point of Theory:" as follows:


The question of the point of theory is almost always heard as a question of the place of theory... In hierarchical conceptions of knowledge, be they interpretive or explanatory, hermeneutic or classificatory, pleading for theory is a matter of claiming a place, usually above or upstream from that which becomes the object of knowledge. This positional quality of theorizing is too obvious to have escaped critique. Theory is then denounced as a token of power relations, of elitist, Western, male, and undoubtedly other forms of dominance. But if theory belongs to the things we do in the real world then we must take a further step: Theory has no place unless it has time. In the real world theory happens... 


[We need] to reflect, not so much on theory's place as on its time, that is, on moments in the production of knowledge leading from research to writing in which we must take positions; moments that determine how we get from one statement to another, from one story to another, indeed, from one sentence to another (Fabian 2001 :4-5, 6-7).


The second statement I found in the introduction to a collective essay titled "Conversation about Culture" in a recent issue of American Anthropologist:

For decades now culture has been a topic anthropologists argue about: WHAT it does or does not mean, IF it should or should not constitute a central concept of the discipline. This essay steps outside these arguments to rephrase the issue and our approach to it. It explores WHEN it makes sense to use the cultural concept (Borofski et al. 2001:432).

The coincidence is striking. As far as I can see, however, Borofski's co-authors, though united by an anti-essentialist view of culture, do not explicitly address temporality in theorizing except perhaps in suggesting that the turn away from the WHAT may have been inspired by American pragmatist philosophy (441-2). None of the contributors seem to remember that a praxis-oriented conception of culture had been advocated decades ago in a seminal but largely forgotten book by Zygmunt Bauman (1973) who even went one step further when he insisted on the rhetorical (I would add: and political) nature of debates about culture. 


As I see it, one role that "world anthropologies" could play is to continue challenging our discipline's "central concept." Their chances to make a difference in such debates will increase as they keep asking “when?” questions about performative and historical timing. Of course it would then have to be understood that our interest in world anthropologies cannot be in their becoming a "state of affairs."

Where?


There was a time when, addressed to anthropological practice, the answer to the “where?” question would have been: elsewhere. If you were a student of anthropology you would be told to do your anthropology elsewhere; if you were a subject studied by anthropology, the knowledge gained would be stored and used elsewhere. Much of this has changed; doing anthropology "here" has become acceptable. An increasing portion of work in our discipline is being done in contemporary societies by native researchers (see Jacobs-Huey 2002). Of course the ambiguous connotations of "native" make one suspect that being native to a Western society5 and being native to societies that used to be the principal target of anthropology is far from being the same. This leads us to questions that touch upon the core of concern with world anthropologies. 


Practising anthropology can become a heroic task for, say, our under-paid African colleagues, working at ill-equipped institutions, having to make do with scarce funds, if any, for research or travel. In this and in many other examples of academic life away from the metropolitan centers we may see inequality determined by location; this is certainly how it is often expressed. Yet it is politics and economics, not location, that cause inequality. There is no such thing as a natural, geographical periphery. And who would doubt that inequality, perhaps in different forms or degrees, can -- based on gender, race, ethnicity, and so forth-- be inflicted and experienced in places that count as central? Of course, pessimistically one may still fear that notions whose political natures hide behind quasi-cosmological facades (for example, concepts such as the world system and globalization) will continue to be operative wherever anthropology reproduces itself. Suppose oppression and exploitation were to cease, would this necessarily make us stop thinking in terms of centers and peripheries?


Or take the generally accepted idea that posits the nation as a given and seeks to understand anthropology as consisting of a multitude of "national traditions" or "styles." The insight that, like every scientific practice, our discipline works under cultural conditions and cultural constraints, may count as a critical achievement. At the same time, it carries with it all the problems of a culture concept whose history (this is another insight formulated by Zygmunt Bauman) has been fatefully tied to the nation state as a political reality and as provider of collective identity. Working toward "world anthropologies" we? will have to face these questions. It? will inevitably be caught up in a political struggle whose global prospects may give us cause for gloom and pessimism. 


Matters look different with regard to nation and individual identity. What I see, or like to believe, is that anthropology has succeeded in making many of its practitioners into transnationals, that is, into scientists whose frame of mind is no longer set by an unquestioned national identity. Of course being transnational is an individual achievement inasmuch as it goes together with such things as accidents of biography, multi-lingual and multi-cultural competences, varied work-experience, and networks of close professional cooperation and lasting friendship. Still, individual transnationalism that reaches a "critical mass" is bound to have a collective impact and that would be the "when?" of its significance for world anthropologies.6

The idea of a transnational subject (or agent) harkens back to the “who?” question. It could also be relevant to the "where?" of anthropology. It opens up the prospect of alternatives to existing professional groupings and associations. We could envisage, or dream of, anthropological scenes, shifting but vital consociations resembling artistic or literary scenes that spawn creativity. We could begin to see ourselves practicing anthropology not so much in "fields" or professional territories as in arenas of agonistic intellectual work and play. Arena, at first glance a concept of space, is always also a concept of time: of events that take place, of moments of intensity not easily reached outside an arena. You may point out that arenas already exist in the form of symposia such as this one and we all know how important professional meetings are for experiencing our discipline as real and to keeping it alive. As something that deserves to be promoted, scenes and arenas should open a perspective for world anthropologies. Should world anthropologies perhaps be envisioned as events and rallies more than as institutions or organizations?7

Finally, if a decade or two ago discussions of anthropology's space would have been concerned with territories, fields, and center-periphery relations; today we must come to grips with the virtual space that has been opened up by the internet. As yet, scholarly attitudes toward the new medium remain ambiguous. The internet has been celebrated as the dawn of an age when information and knowledge will be democratized; it has been condemned as the end of literate intellectual life as we have known it through the ages. But here as elsewhere the proof is in the pie. What can we do with the internet?  My own practical experience -- many will probably recognize this as their own story -- began with word-processing, a great advancement for someone who had never been able to think at a typewriter. It proceeded to email, more by the force of circumstances than by choice; regular mail had suddenly dwindled down to publisher's catalogues and the administrative ephemera from my own university. Then I graduated to search engines and online library catalogues (I still spend very little time surfing and none at all chatting). It was not until, together with a colleague, when we claimed a place in virtual space-- a website-- that I began to see some of the ways the internet bears on the "where?" of anthropology, practically as well as theoretically. 


Certain practical consequences of the internet are obvious; we only need to consider how making contacts and circulating information works in this conference. We can be there for each other wherever we are at the moment. (This though should not make us ignore some less obvious consequences: Who is excluded, or at least disadvantaged, without access to the internet? And are speed and facility of communication unequivocally positive for intellectual work that takes time?)


Less obvious but more exciting are possibilities offered by the internet that are bound to affect, for instance, our ethnographic practices. I am not referring to data collection and storage made possible by the use of a lap-top in the field or the application of programs of data processing and analysis at home, none of which are necessarily dependent on the internet. What I would like briefly to report on is a discovery I made in the course of setting up a virtual archive of texts on a website devoted to "Language and Popular Culture" a project under construction and still embryonic (www2.fmg.uva.nl/lpca). The project has special significance for language- and text-centered anthropology, but I believe it is more generally relevant given the fact that ethnography, irrespective of the approach taken, is mediated by textual material. The discovery I alluded to regards the fact that a virtual archive creates a new and different kind of presence of texts -- the “where?” question again -- that changes conditions for a practice we are all involved in: ethnographic writing and publishing. Reflecting on such changed conditions has led me to predict that an-age old genre, the commentary, is likely to emerge in a new form (see Fabian 2002b).


Internet presence of ethnographic texts is of course not limited to "presence for us" (the virtual archive is in principle accessible to anyone); many of those whom we study have claimed their place in the internet on websites and in chat-groups and are now producing corpora of texts, and we begin to see dissertations based on ethnographic data of this sort (for instance Franklin 2002). Anthropology's place (or places) in virtual space is far from being well understood (especially if we consider that, besides texts, virtual archives can also accommodate audio- and video-recordings) and it is certain that it will need our constant critical attention. But it can hardly be doubted that this new kind of "where?" will have to be considered in a project of world anthropologies.

What?


As questions accumulate it becomes increasingly difficult to keep them separate. If our observations on changes in anthropology that appear when we reflect on "who?," "when,?" and "where?" have any merit, and if the questions are indeed connected such that many of the straight answers we have been accustomed to are no longer valid, then we should be prepared for the unexpected when we ask for the "what?" of anthropology.


It has become difficult to put oneself back into the frame of mind of our predecessors who were certain that anthropology had an object which it had found rather than made: primitive (later traditional, pre-modern, developing) society/culture. That societies labelled primitive were also the target of imperialist expansion made anthropological knowledge desirable at first and suspect later when the same processes that were set in motion to colonize primitive peoples resulted in the end of direct colonization. Conditions for fieldwork changed and so did the object, or objects, of research. The "when?" began to play a decisive role in determining the "what?" when recognition of the co-temporaneity of all societies/cultures dawned on us (for epistemological reasons) or was forced on us (by technological and political developments). I would even maintain that recognition of co-temporaneity, gained as anthropology was decolonized, enabled our discipline to turn its attention to modern society: "Studying our own societies," is the telling phrase describing this turn. "Telling" because, though it may be Eurocentric most of the time, it could also be a sign of a thoroughly changed understanding of the "who?" of anthropology (remember what was said earlier about "us being them").


Radical as some of these transformations may have been, they seem to have left the agenda of traditional ethnographic subjects (another aspect of the "what?") untouched, notwithstanding important additions such as gender, literacy, material culture, the media, and ecology. Myths and cosmologies, religion and ritual, magic and witchcraft, chiefship and clans, kinship and alliances, gifts and exchange -- all of them persist or are rediscovered as unexpected practices of modernity. Does that mean that anthropology is unreformed in maintaining a metropolitan gaze, an Enlightenment perspective inspired by what G. Gusdorf called the "myth-history of reason?" 


Reflecting on my own work that included studies of language, religion, work, visual and performing arts, and collective memory, I sense a shift that may be of interest in a debate on world anthropologies. Our discipline, which started out as the study of diversity and similarities of human life (hence the emphasis on custom, tradition, structures, and systems) has become a science of forms of human survival. This is why practice seems more appropriate as a key concept than culture; why concepts such as strategies and projects seem to fit the actions we observe better than habits and schemes; why resistance often describes collective action better than conformity; why production and innovation interest us more than reproduction and tradition, politics more than aesthetics, hybridity more than purity or authenticity, interaction spheres more than territories and boundaries. I don't want this to be misunderstood. Hammering on one side in these oppositions can be as much of a bore as hammering on the other. Culture, tradition, identity, authenticity, and so forth, are bound to remain perennial subjects of inquiry if only because we need them to maintain a dialectic tension without which anthropological inquiry into the most timely subjects would relapse into positivist routine.


Nor is all this only gratuitous juggling with possible oppositions. There is a time (a "when?") that, to return to an example from my own work, may require arguing for a concept of popular culture against culture tout court, because the former makes us discover cultural creations for which the latter left us blind (Fabian 1998). After all, it is an undisputable fact that as ethnographers of African cultures we once paid little or no attention to contemporary African music, theater, or painting, and that we do do so now. I am sure that most of you could come up with other examples.


World anthropologies, as they are envisaged here, seem to be predestined for the study of human life as survival. Social and political commitment almost dictate this change in perspective. Commitment is to the individual anthropologist's credit and may have effects in his or her sphere of action on the way anthropology is done. Still, we should at the same time have in mind changes that may be more far-reaching because, and to the extent that, they re-define the "what?" of anthropology.

How?


To introduce my last (well, next-to-last) question, it is perhaps useful to remember that, historically, the "how?" question was among the first to be posed. This happened at the beginning of a period of reflection in our discipline that now brings us together to think about world anthropologies. Radical critique of the ethics and politics of anthropology may have been the most immediate and most widely shared response to its post-colonial predicament. The most lasting achievement, however, has been the insight that we could not hope for changes in the "what?" unless we considered and changed established views of the "how?" of anthropological practice. 


In my view, this was the moment when our discipline stopped taking free rides with theories and methods developed in other fields (or just clinging to confused ideas such as participant observation as our distinctive "method"). We became serious about epistemology, that is, about the specific conditions of producing anthropological knowledge based on empirical work we call, not quite appropriately, ethnography. This is not the place to rehearse in any detail what happened in this respect since the late sixties. Let me just remind you of a point of departure that was crucial and then briefly take you through a series of steps or turns to the present state as I see it. 


The beginning I spoke of came when we realized that in the kind of empirical work that we had come to see as distinctive of, and fundamental to, our discipline -- field research -- we never simply collected information. Ethnography is a product of interaction, with speaking as its major, though not only, medium; it is dialogical. What we take away from research as "data" is only sometimes found, most often it is made. As documents of communicative events, our material is never simply grist for analytical mills. Documents must be interpreted, placed in context, and weighed according to the circumstances and conditions under which they were produced.

 
This must suffice as a brief reminder of the moment when we took our distance from positivism and scientism. Other steps followed. Emphasis on communication and language-in-action made us realize how much of cultural knowledge and hence of ethnography is performative; what we learn often does not come as responses to our questions but is enacted in, and mediated by, events which we may trigger but cannot really control (every simple interview is such a performative event). Similarly, concern with interpretation and hermeneutics made us aware of positivist naïveté regarding the relations between research and writing in the production of ethnographic knowledge. At its best, this "literary turn," made us more scientific because it sharpened our awareness of the epistemological significance of presentation and representation. In sum, paying attention to the "how?" question helped us to see more clearly than ever before, the "when?" of our work -- its historical contingency-- as well as the "who?"--  that is, the roles authority and power play when we pronounce our discourse about those whom we study.


The epistemological revolution I just sketched in its barest outlines has at least one important practical consequence for the project of world anthropologies: Though this may meet with reluctance and opposition (see the sustained debate about the "scientific" nature of anthropology in the AA Newsletter, for instance) we must admit now that the "how?" of our discipline is no longer guaranteed by a unified "scientific method." Or: If there is a method, it is no longer conceivable as ahistorical or apolitical. And that means that hegemonic, metropolitan interests can no longer wield an instrument that was all the more insidious because it could be paraded as neutral and objective. The epistemological revolution has given us spaces of freedom in which we can move innovatively, productively, and even playfully (something, however, that we should not confuse with the pseudo-liberal arbitrariness that goes under the name of post-modernism). 

So?


The conveners of this meeting ended their programmatic statement with half a dozen questions participants are expected to reply to. I responded to their questions with mine because I had no ready answers to theirs. To say something non-trivial about world anthropologies I first needed to recall and rehearse what I know about, and how I experience, anthropology. I now would like to add a few autobiographic remarks: After first having been socialized in Austro-German ethnology I became a survivor of North American four-field anthropological training in the sixties. Then followed more than a decade divided, albeit unevenly, between teaching in decidedly metropolitan institutions in the US and in a department of the National University of Zaire, which was then in full sway of decolonization. When, after another five years at an elite college in the US, I moved to the Netherlands I encountered for the first time a situation where Marxism was the orthodoxy. To me this was so unusual that, initially, I failed to realize that it was the case. Which was good because it allowed me to stay aloof of ephemeral doctrinal disputes. Aloofness continued to be the most practical attitude throughout my years in the Netherlands. Neither my American training nor my German citizenship endeared me to those of my colleagues who searched for, or had found, their intellectual home in a distinctly national anthropology (understandably so; after all, Dutch anthropologists, though not under that label, had been among the avant-garde of our discipline when it still had close links to the colonial enterprise). But I should also say that I never encountered the slightest obstacle against orienting my work internationally-- though I don’t know whether it was due to tolerance or indifference? 


What made me embark on this retrospective of practicing my profession in the center, at the periphery, and (as I remember putting it) in a center of the periphery, was to prepare an answer to one of the organizers' questions: No, I don't think that the concept of a matrix adequately describes the current state of world anthropology. Not only is it inadequate, it is inappropriate. National and international, peripheral, central, and intermediate practices of anthropology do not relate to each other taxonomically (which the concept of a matrix implies to me); they don't make up, nor do they fit into, a system or paradigm. Anthropological practices happen in events and movements. They don't acquire their collective identity by subscribing to a single discourse, but from having to face a common predicament: they must let themselves be constituted by facing a world that is non-anthropology. 


This is not the same as what we mean when we have discussions of anthropology's "object(s)." I deeply believe that a realistic view of our discipline must acknowledge that our kind of science is practiced in the presence of other kinds of knowledge production. These other kinds of knowledge production are not limited to other academic disciplines; they include the discursive, performative, aesthetic, and political practices of those whom we study. What enables us to communicate with and represent other practices is not (only) our command of contents that count as data nor our findings that count as the result of research; it is our ability to converse as knowers and that conversation includes confronting each other, arguing with each other, negotiating agreements, stating disagreements, as well as conceiving common projects.


Let me, before I end, make an attempt to clarify the idea of world anthropologies conceptually. Like the conveners, I did not start out with a definition; I joined an ongoing discussion. Such a break with rules of argumentation ("define your concepts before you use them") may raise objections or at least give cause to concern. Of course, one may point out that such "classical rules" have never ruled natural conversation, nor have they been adhered to in post-Kantian philosophy. Still, even when attempting a generally accepted definition of a concept is a hopeless task (the debate about "culture" in our own discipline offers a vivid example) it makes sense to strive for a common understanding of a concept in a given debate. Here is what I suggest: We should take "world anthropologies" as a floating concept, one that cannot be anchored in a system; if it could, it would lose its interest and usefulness. Why this is so and must be so has to do with the fact that the only conceivable function of a concept such as "world anthropologies" is to conceptualize practices. As practices, world anthropologies are themselves floating. Everything I believe to have understood about them suggests that we use the concept in order to formulate a vision of anthropology that makes place -- be it geographical or geopolitical location, rank in a hierarchy, position in theoretical and methodological schools, occupancy of fields and territories -- if not irrelevant then at least questionable, hence a target for resistance as well as a source of innovation.


If you are still disturbed by the notion of a floating concept -- one could point out that ill-defined concepts are the tools of demagogues -- let me try one last tack. First, floating is not the same as ill-defined, it is in contrast to something like fixed or grounded. Of course we have the responsibility to be as clear as possible about what we mean when we speak of "world anthropologies;" but clarity should not be sought by recognizing a single instance (such as "science") that could relieve us of the burden of critical reflection by giving us context- and power-free rules. At any rate, it is always legitimate to adopt strategies that make virtues out of vices; perhaps the term floating has undesirable connotations and we should adopt a less provocative label, such as "mobile." Perhaps -- as long as this does not make us lose sight of our aim, which is to understand and promote practices that contest hegemonic claims based on power rather than authority (claims that always confuse their world with the world).


That "planetary" anthropology should be realized through anthropologies whose relations among each other are neither hierarchical nor hegemonic could appear as a utopian project, something that by definition cannot be reached. "World anthropologies" describes a state that already exists on some levels of discourse and practice. That it does—and cannot--  not encompass other levels as long as power, prestige, and control of funds are the predominant motives for making alliances, should not discourage us. I remain optimistic because I have seen that our discipline has been open (or, if you prefer, vulnerable) to critique, and because, so far, I have reasons to believe that critical anthropology has proven that it can be productive.

Notes

1 What is the role of existing national and supranational associations in all this? I think this question should be added to the list after I had the opportunity to observe a recent meeting of presidents of national associations and of the European Association of Social Anthropologists and the World Union of Anthropology (organized by the Wenner-Gren-Foundation in Recife, Brazil, in June 2004). 

2 As I have tried to show in Time and the Other (Fabian 2002a [1983]).

3 In January 1986 a Wenner-Gren conference met in Fez, Morocco to consider what historization would do to the concept of symbol. The results were edited and introduced by Emiko Ohnuki-Tierney (1990) who also took stock of the historization of the culture concept (2001). This is not the place to argue about why temporalization and historization are not the same, except to say that the former is in my view more directly relevant to the topic we are here to discuss.

4 For an example of how this has also reached text books in anthropologically oriented linguistics see Hanks, 1996.

5 Being a native of "Western society" exemplifies a predicament that may be shared, though not in every respect, by others (Japanese, Chinese, Indian, Latin Americans -- in fact the list should be at least as long as there were nationalities represented at this symposium). And that leads one to question whether the term "native" is of much, or any, use in debating "world anthropologies" unless it concretized as I try to do in the following.

6 After writing this I discovered that there is a professorship in transnational anthropology at Oxford University, held by Steven Vertovec. See also his recent book on cosmopolitanism (2002) which I have not been able to consult yet. My hunch is that this new specialization is concerned more with transnationalism as an object of study than with transnationalism as a characteristic of our discipline.

7 This vision differs from, or at least complements, proposals to "institutionalize" international anthropology that were discussed at forum during the 2001 AAA meetings as reported by June Nash (2002).
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