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The history of Anthropology in China is not well known outside of China.  Among the small body of publications on the subject in English, Guldin’s monograph The Saga of Anthropology in China (1994) and edited volume Anthropology in China (1990) are the most comprehensive. This paper is not intended to repeat this historical account of anthropology in China, instead it will attempt to explore the transformations of the discipline within the context of the tensions and alliances between the nation building agenda (past and present) as embodied in ideological rhetoric and praxis; socialist capitalism that arises from the post-1978 economic reform, and globalization in the form of networks and exchanges with persons and institutions outside China.  In the course of charting these transformations, this paper hopes to inform the readers of the particularistic nature of anthropology in China and its future direction of transformation. 

A BRIEF HISTORY OF ANTHROPOLOGY IN CHINA


Guldin (1994:xi) sees the history of Anthropology in China as neatly segregated into 4 periods or phases: 

1) the pre-1949 phase which “adopted Western approaches wholesale,” 

2) the Soviet phase (1940-late 1950s), 

3)the Mao phase identified with the turbulent ideological campaign of the Cultural Revolution (1957-1977), and 

4) the post-1978 economic reform phase of revival and expansion of academic disciplines (including Anthropology) in parallel with the emergence of socialist capitalism (ibid:6-9).


In a recent document produced by the Chinese government in its bid to host the sixteenth IUAES (International Union of Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences) Congress (2008), it identifies a similar chronology of the development of Anthropology in China with some variations (China Applicant Committee, 2003, document no. 1:1-2):

· 
pre-1945 – the “golden phase” of Chinese anthropology marked by active research and publications which was interrupted by the Japanese invasion and the civil war between the Chinese Communist Party (CPP) and the Nationalist party (KMT).

· 
1950s – the “second golden phase” marked by the consolidation and expansion of ethnic minority studies; researchers (anthropologists and ethnologists) were collected and housed centrally at the Central Institute of Nationalities in Beijing.

· 1978-present – the “third golden phase” characterized by a revival of anthropological departments and research institutes throughout China and increasing internationalization of Chinese anthropology through faculty and student exchanges.  In the 1980s, selected work by L.H.Morgan, B. Malinowski, C. Levi-Strauss, L. Levi-Bruhl, Margaret Meaad, Ruth Benedit, Leslie White, Franz Boas, Mravin Harris, Edmund Leach, A.R.Radcliff-Brown, Elman Service, and several Russian and one Japanese scholars were translated into Chinese (for more details see China Applicant Committee, 2003, document no. 4:6-7)


Social anthropology and ethnology was first introduced to China in early twentieth Century.  Nankai University of Tianjin was the first institution to offer a course on anthropology in 1923. By 1928 the first department of ethnology and department of anthropology were created within the Academia Sinica in Beijing.  In 1926 Cai Yuenpei published Shuo Minzuxue (On Ethnology) that became a seminal work for subsequent generations of Chinese ethnologist (China Applicant Committee, 2003, document no. 4:2).  The early introduction of anthropology in China was dominated by physical anthropology, paleoanthropology and archeology.  The archaeological project at Zhoukoudian headed by Johann Andersson, Davidson Black, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin and others subsequently confirmed the discovery of Peking Man in 1929. This major breakthrough strongly contributed to the consolidation of archaeology as a separate and independent discipline in China from early on (Guldin 1990:7).  In conjunction, physical anthropology and paleoanthropology were also established early on within their own independent institutional frames.  In contrast, ethnology and social-cultural anthropology were offered in piece meal fashion within departments of history, literature, or sociology throughout the 1930s and 1940s.   Ethnology subsequently dominated the discipline by numbers.  The most recent records show a total of 63 departments or institutes or research centers that support degree granting training or research facilities for anthropology and/or ethnology (China Applicant Committee, 2003, document no. 3).  Of these, fourteen institutions offer a PhD program in anthropology and/or ethnology within greater China (including Hong Kong and Taiwan).  There are only two stand alone departments of Anthropology in China proper (this excludes Hong Kong and Taiwan) – Zhongshan University in Guangdong province (also known as Sun Yat-sen University as of 2003) and Yunnan University in Yunnan province.  It is worth noting that doctoral training in anthropology in China is a post-1980 phenomenon (see table below).

Table 1.  Institutions in China with a PhD program in Anthropology and/or Ethnology.


   (source: China Applicant Committee, 2003, document no.3)

	Name of dept/institution (date of formation), location
	Date of establishment of a PhD program
	No. of faculty members in the dept/institution/centre

	Institute of Sociology & Anthropology (2000) –  Peking University (Beijing)
	1987
	49

	Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology (2002) – Chinese Academy of Social Sciences CASS (1956), Beijing
	2002
	N/A

	Research Institute of Ethnology & Sociology (1994) – Central U of Ethnic Minorities (1950), Beijing
	1994
	44

	Research Institute of Languages & Ethnic Minorities (N/A) – Central U of Ethnic Minorities (1950), Beijing
	N/A
	Over 60

	Institute of Vertebrate Paleontology & Paleoanthropology (1953) – Chinese Academy of Sciences CAS (1929), Beijing
	N/A
	109

	Research Centre for Socio-Cultural Anthropology (2001) within the Institute of Sociology (1980) – CASS (1956), Beijing
	under planning
	65

	Institute of Cultural Anthropology (1999) within the Dept of Sociology (1926) – Tsinghua U (1925), Beijing
	1999
	14

	Research Centre for Ethnic Minorities in Northwestern China – Lanzhou U (1950), Lanzhou
	N/A
	22

	Dept of Anthropology (1997) – Yunnan University (1923), Kunming
	1997
	14

	Research Institute of Ethnology and Sociology (2003) – South Central University for Nationalities, Wuhan
	2003
	24

	Dept of Anthropology (1948) – Zhongshan U (1924) renamed Sun Yat-sen U in 2003, Guangzhou
	1996
	17

	Dept of Anthropology (1982) – National Taiwan University (1949), Taipei
	N/A
	23

	Institute of Anthropology of Taiwan (1988) – Taiwan Tsinghua University, Xinzhu
	N/A
	13

	Department of Anthropology (1980) – The Chinese University of Hong Kong (1972), Hong Kong
	1992
	6


FOREIGN INFLUENCES AND LOCAL SITUATIONS


Japan was the first source of influence in the development of anthropology in China around the turn of the twentieth century (Guldin 1994:34).  This fact speaks of two historical specificities: first, the strong influence of Japan on the academic disciplines in China.  Japan was upheld as a model of modernity in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  Many Chinese students received their University education in Japan long before Europe and the United States became destinations for Chinese students.  Second, Japan was the first nation in East Asia to foster interests in anthropology, especially in human evolution.  This Japanese influence was later overshadowed by Soviet, American, European and British influences as foreign researchers and scholars arrived in China to conduct field research and to lecture in a visiting capacity at Yanjing University, Tsinghua University, Peking University and other key institutions in the north.  Many of these foreign scholars were prominent figures in their respective fields of physical anthropology, paleoarcheology, linguistic studies, sociology, and social-cultural anthropology. In addition,  the strong linkage between Yanjing University and the University of Chicago  brought  A.R.  Radcliff-Brown (1935), Robert Park (1931-2), Robert Redfield (1948) to China (Guldin 1994:43-46). Cai Yuenpei, the founder of anthropology in China, was educated at the University of Leipzig (Germany) in 1907-10. He then founded the Academia Sinica in 1928 and set up an anthropology division within the Academia Sinica  in 1934 that provided the foundation of minority studies in China (Guldin 1994:31-3).  The American model of four-field anthropology was introduced to China via American trained Chinese students like Lin Huixiang of Xiamen University (MA 1928, University of Phillippines, a student of Henry Otler Beyer who was Harvard trained), Wu Wenzao of Yanjing University (PhD 1929, Columbia, student of Franz Boas), and Li Fanggui of the Academia Sinica (BA 1926, Michigan; MA 1927, Chicago; PhD 1928, Chicago a student of Edward Sapir and Leonard Bloomfield in Linguistics) (Guldin 1994:30-37).  


The establishment of anthropology in China had not been easy and its rocky journey of uneven development is symptomatic of the ongoing tensions between nationalism, globalization, and reaction against western hegemony.  It is not meaningful to speak of Anthropology as a unified discipline of four sub-fields (Archaeology, Social-cultural anthropology, Linguistics and Physical Anthropology) in China.  From early on, archaeology and physical anthropology were consolidated firmly as independent disciplines in the wake of the important discovery of the Peking Man in 1929.  The unconditional acceptance of the significance of archaeological and physical anthropological knowledge to national interests guaranteed state funding and uninterrupted advancement in these fields over time in spite of the many political and economic storms that China had weathered since it inception in 1949.  For instance, anthropometry (the measurement of human physical features such as head size, feet size) remains an important and active field of study in China today based on the strength of its applied linkage with consumer product development in Chinese industries.  Linguistics was underdeveloped and remains so today with a narrow focus on non-Han languages.  Socio-cultural anthropology was more commonly known as ethnology throughout China, and this label remains true today as a result of the historical subscription to ethnology (minzuxue 民族学) instead of anthropology (renleixue 人类学) which is likely influenced by Cai Yuanpie’s 1926 publication “On Ethnology” . The origin of social anthropology in western traditions was and still is received with much ambivalence ranging from rejection to creative harnessing.  This ambivalence towards and suspicion about foreign knowledge amplified during the later half of the Qing Dynasty as a result of the repeated humiliation of the Qing government in the international political arena, such as its defeat in the two Opium Wars in the 1830s.  A strong sentiment before and after the fall of the Qing Dynasty in 1911 was the desire to harness western knowledge and technology for nation building purposes.  It is in this context that the utility of socio-cultural anthropology was discussed in the 1930s as follows:

This social science that Chinese like Fei [Xaiotong] were going abroad to study was a field that most Chinese academics hoped would serve China in its struggle to become “modern” and strong.  Cai Yuanpie urged that ethnology be brought to China not just to add another discipline to Chinese academia but to use it to formulate better social policy.  (Guldin 1994:46)

This nationalistic and nation building discourse was repeated when Liang Zhaotao met with key officials in the Ministry of Education to argue for the (re)installation of a department of anthropology at Zhongshan University in 1980.  Liang argued, “All other countries have this discipline; why not us?  We have such a glorious culture and large population.  Why not us?  We Chinese must study our one billion Chinese!  We must study our bountiful material – if not us, who will?  We can’t leave this science only to the foreigners!  Let anthropology make its contribution to the Four Modernizations!” (Guldin 1994:12)


The American vision of anthropology as a four-field discipline had a stronger influence in South China.  The Department of Anthropology at Zhongshan University was first established in 1948 to offer 4-field undergraduate training, and interrupted from 1949 until its reinstallation in 1980.  According to Guldin (1994), opposition to its reinstallation was widespread even among trained anthropologists and social scientists in China at the time. The general underdevelopment of anthropology in China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan which are discussed separately later in this paper) is a consequence of the ideological struggles and centralized political system particular to the post-1949 Chinese communist state:

1) 

Status and ranking – anthropology is ranked as a second tier discipline within the hierarchy of academic subjects; this State imposed ranking defines the inferior status of anthropology vis-à-vis sociology and ethnology (these are first tier disciplines) and directly affects the funding/ resource allocations (from both central government and provincial governments) and the type of students who elect to major in anthropology (the best students do not become anthropology majors).  Entry into university in China is based on a series of elimination processes aided by examinations and tests.  Only the best performers, a fraction of the entire high school student body in any given graduating year, get admission into the university system.   These students want to study something “useful” and “marketable” in preparation for improved life chances and employment prospects.  Anthropology does not have the status or image to attract the best students.

2)

Bourgeois discipline and the Cultural Revolution (1967-1977) –  the anthropology department at Zhongshan University in Guangzhou (in the southern province of Guangdong adjacent to Hong Kong) was closed down in 1949 until 1981, it was the only free standing department of anthropology in the country until a department of anthropology was established at Yunnan University in 1997.    Anthropology is usually subsumed or joined with History, Sociology, or other disciplines in Humanities and social sciences.   The ideological premise of Marxism and communism within the Chinese context considered anthropology to be a “bourgeois” discipline that deserved to be curtailed, a line of thinking and action that escalated to the extreme during the Cultural Revolution.  The interruption of formal education during the Cultural revolution had a very negative impact on anthropology and other disciplines in terms of discontinuity in human resource development, knowledge transmission and creation. 

3)

Ethnology and non-Han descriptive studies – The post-1949 PRC government did not welcome criticism and would not allow critical social studies that might call into question the authority of the state and its ideological premises.  What was allowed and supported was ethnology that focused exclusively on the descriptive study of non-Han people and their cultures. Ethnology was and is intended to serve the interest of the state in its governance of non-Han people within the Chinese polity.  Ethnology remains to date a first tier discipline and is an important training ground for socio-cultural anthropologists in China.
4) 

Post-1980 anthropology and rural development –  while there is a continuing tradition in socio-cultural anthropology of studying non-Han minorities and doing descriptive cultural studies of rituals and artifacts, a recent area of study that emerged is rural development.  Given the rapid rate of rural urbanization and economic development throughout China after the introduction of economic reform in 1978, the new focus on rural development in anthropology is seen as being coherent with State interests as long as it remains descriptive.  The development of a critical anthropology independent of state ideology and intervention may be a long time coming in China.

5)

Structural and historical fragmentation of the four-fields  – one of the strongest barriers to the development of a unified four-field anthropology in China has to do with the intra-disciplinary resistance to merge existing autonomous institutions which are highly diverse in their funding security, disciplinary interests and identity.  


The development of anthropology in Taiwan and Hong Kong have taken quite different paths for historical reasons.  The KMT (Nationalist Party) established a parallel government in Taiwan in 1949 when the Chinese Communist Party took over China.  There are six institutions in Taiwan today that offer research or teaching facilities related to anthropology or ethnology, all of which were created after 1950.  There is a strong emphasis on languages, archaeology and indigenous people studies.  Two institutions – the National Taiwan University and Taiwan Tsinghua University– offer graduate training in anthropology (see table 1).  Several foreign countries have significant impact on Taiwanese society due to either colonial or geopolitical legacies: Taiwan was a colony of the Netherlands (1624-1661) and Japan (1895-1945), and the KMT government has maintained very close political relations with the American government since the 1930s.  Many contemporary Taiwanese scholars were trained in the United States.  The development of anthropology in Taiwan is influenced by past and current Japanese, Dutch and American contacts.


Even though Hong Kong did not return to Chinese sovereignty until 1997, it has a long history of social and economic integration with southern China.  The subsequent intellectual exchange between the departments of anthropology at the Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK) and Zhongshan University beginning in 1980 is an important juncture in the development of anthropology in post-1978 China.  


Hong Kong was ceded to Britain in 1941.  The University of Hong Kong (HKU) was a colonial establishment that provided higher education in the English language for a small number of students selected for their high achievement in public examinations.  HKU was the training ground of senior civil servants for the British colonial administration.  It remained the only university in Hong Kong until The Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK) was established in the early 1970s.  There was never a department of anthropology at HKU even though anthropology has been a well established discipline in key British Universities for a long time.   The omission of anthropology in the University curriculum at HKU reflects two dimensions of the colonial experience in Hong Kong:

1. In the British tradition, anthropology was a “servant” of colonialism in that it provided the relevant information about the “natives” that could facilitate effective colonial administration.  The study of colonized people was for a long time done by and for the colonizers.  British colonial administrators learning about Chinese customs and rituals and history from their home institutions in Britain was fine; it was not a mandate of the colonial government to encourage the colonized people to study their social and cultural change under colonialism.  

2. There was no demand for anthropology among the students or society at large and there is still very limited public awareness of what anthropology is in Hong Kong.  This lack of awareness and appreciation of anthropology may have stemmed from two sources: first, anthropology is a discipline that originated in the west even though its praxis is not exclusively one of western origin.  Second, the main concern about higher education for most people is the post-graduation return for their investment in education in terms of employment prospects, income level and job security.  For the longest time, the goal among university graduates was to get a government post that is a de facto life time meal ticket.  Since Hong Kong “took off” in the 1960s and transformed itself into a global city of affluence, university graduates are even more preoccupied with the post-graduation employment prospects.  Hong Kong is ruled by the motto that “money is everything,” a mindset that is gaining currency rapidly in the prosperous coastal cities and special economic zones in China. The idea of studying something “useful” and “practical” that will guarantee employment after graduation is stronger than ever. Top students compete fiercely to go into commerce, business management, engineering, law, medicine, and accounting on the assumption, rooted in well-established attitudes and world views, that these subjects will pave the way towards easy employment and high income.  Anthropology ranks extremely low on this market driven scale of worthiness.


In 1973, Professor Chiao Chien (a Taiwanese Chinese trained in the USA) joined the Sociology-Anthropology department at The Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK) and was given the mandate to start up an independent department of anthropology.  It was not until 1980 that his mandate was met and it remains the only department of anthropology among the eight universities in Hong Kong today.  CUHK was created in the 1970s and it distinguished itself from HKU by assuming an “American” outlook vis-à-vis the British image and structure of HKU.  It is perhaps this ‘American’ style liberalism and venture seeking that brought anthropology to CUHK.  The department at CUHK admits only 20 students per year into the undergraduate program.  Most undergraduate students are female.    It supports a good size graduate program at both MA and PhD levels with students from Hong Kong and mainland China at a fairly balanced gender ratio, most of whom do fieldwork in Hong Kong, China and other Asian locales.  Among graduate students in China, it is nearly impossible to do fieldwork outside the country due to limited funding, lack of support from the government for overseas fieldwork, and sometimes the lack of linguistic proficiency in foreign languages.  While all students in China and Hong Kong receive training in English, the level of proficiency is highly uneven and some students cannot work effectively in the English medium, thus further limiting their opportunity and desires to do fieldwork outside their home locale even if funding and institutional support are in place.

ETHNOLOGY OR SOCIo-CULTURAL ANTHROPOLOGY – WHAT IS IN A NAME?


The co-existence of ethnology and socio-cultural anthropology, as well as the common interchangeable reference to ethnology, sociology and anthropology as synonymous by officials and academics in China today, can be both confusing and mystifying.  Furthermore, the State imposed ranking of ethnology as a first tier discipline and anthropology as a second tier discipline in China may add to the confusion among readers who consider these disciplines to be equals.   It is useful for the non-Chinese readers to remember that the content and structure of anthropology are not identical or uniform throughout the world past and present.   Ethnology and anthropology departments are co-present in Europe and other parts of the world today, their co-existence speaks of the historical specificity of the development of these disciplines in a given location in the context of cultural diffusion, colonialism and globalization.  Similarly, the situation in China today requires historical contextualization along three main axes:

1. The open playing field in its formative years (1920s and 1930s) – Chinese anthropologies and other social sciences were heavily influenced by external input in the formative periods around the turn of the twentieth Century.  The multiple streams of external influence in the formation of anthropology in China included Japan, Europe, Russia and the United States.  There was not one single dominant force of influence and there was not a “Chinese” school or tradition in anthropological knowledge to challenge these diverse and rich external influences.  The American conception of anthropology as a four-field discipline did not dominate the institutional structure or academic discourse in China up to 1949.  Both labels of ethnology and anthropology were used. Generally the American influence was considered stronger in the south than in the north.  By 1949, contact with the west was cut off and academic exchange with Russia intensified throughout the 1950s under state sponsorship.  

2. State intervention – social researchers and scholars throughout the country were collected by the state to be housed centrally within the institutional framework of the Central University of Ethnic Minorities in 1950; they were encouraged to study non-Han nationalities exclusively in what was called officially “ethnology.”   This state intervention directly and firmly contributed to the institutional dominance of ethnology over anthropology since the formation of the People’s Republic of China in 1949, reinforced by state regulated funding policies and subsequent designation of ethnology as a first tier discipline as were sociology and archaeology.  Anthropology was ranked as a second tier discipline.  This bureaucratic intervention reinforced on the one hand, the existing fragmentation of the sub-fields of anthropology within China, and on the other, the direct competition among the sub-fields for their own disciplinary boundary and access to resources and funding.  It is precisely this intra-disciplinary competition, in addition to the well-established independent development of each sub-field for many decades, that offer the greatest resistance to the post-1978 effort by select institutions to establish a four-field anthropology in China. The distinction between ethnology  (minzuxue 民族学 or the study of nationalities/cultural groups) and anthropology (releixue 人类学 or the study of people/human beings) had been firmly established in the Chinese context and will likely to remain so until further state intervention.

3. The post-1978 effort to re-introduce anthropology by Zhongshan University (1980) and Xiamen University (1984) has gained wider currency as the opportunity for overseas studies and academic exchanges increase under the rubric of the Open Door Policy.  The effort to establish Anthropology in China since the 1980s is an interesting indication of two intersecting forces: first, the American hegemony of the discipline throughout the world as measured by the universal currency of the concept of the four-field anthropology and the practice of renaming what was previously called ethnology as “social” or “cultural” anthropology. Second, the growing western influences in post-1978 China ranging from consumer culture to academic disciplinary structure.   Chinese anthropologies had their origin in western influences at the turn of the twentieth century, then they were forced to develop on their own from 1949 to 1978, and now once more the field is wide open to external influences.  This time, the American dominance is likely to overshadow the other streams of influence.  
“SOFT” SCIENCE VERSUS “HARD” SCIENCE – AN IMAGE PROBLEM FOR ANTHROPOLOGY


The Chinese are known for their respect for education and their subscription to Confucianist ethics perpetuated by a well-established system of government official selection based on academic merits.  The scholar officials must pass a series of public examinations before they eventually are appointed a government posting, a system that has its origin in the Qin dynasty more than two thousand years ago.  In preparation for these public examinations, young men spend years reading the Confucian classics according to a curriculum stipulated by the imperial court.  These classics deal with subject matters that would be familiar to students today in philosophy, psychology, political science, social studies, folklore, anthropology, public administration and economics.  In short, the government bureaucracy of China up until 1911 was staffed with scholars trained in the humanities and social sciences.   Once they were on the job, these scholar officials were expected to learn about the sciences relevant to water control, agriculture, mining, energy extraction and animal husbandry, so as to fulfill their expected role of improving people’s livelihood.  They were also expected to learn about law and punishment to maintain social order, to learn about astronomy, military strategies and technology, history documentation and other skills to contribute towards national defense and governance.   Their basic training in humanities and social sciences formed the foundation upon which they later acquired knowledge in sciences and technology.  Given this historical emphasis on humanities and social sciences, one might expect anthropology to gain acceptance and popular appeal in China.  That such is not the case requires an explanation.


In contemporary Chinese societies in China or overseas, it is a common observation that there is a strong sentiment towards certain subject matters that parents and students consider “desirable” and “useful.”   These subject matters tend to fall into two major categories: the sciences (e.g. engineering, computing science, industrial chemistry, biology) and professional studies (e.g. accounting, education, medicine, dentistry, pharmacy, business management, commerce, etc).  These widely shared preferences among the Chinese are also observed in other populations of non-Chinese origin, a shared sentiment that speaks of the power of the market economy mentality which equates educational investment with returns in income and status, and which defines the worth of knowledge by its marketability.  The shared concern about income generating employment prospects after graduation also speaks of the powerful grip of the market economy in our everyday life where our existence and wellbeing is determined by our access to money (for most of us this access is facilitated by employment) which in turn pays for all the goods and services we depend on.  Within this context of the market economy, one can make sense of the over-representation of females among the anthropology undergraduates in Hong Kong.  Hong Kong is modern and westernized, and it has a high female labor participation rate.  But there remains certain “traditional” values that place differential expectations on the sexes.  Men are still expected to be the bread-winners, the head of the household, and the leader of the pack.  Women who marry well are admired for their luxury of staying home and having an easy life.  Stay-at-home husbands will not be admired in the same way.  Thus it is more acceptable for young women to study something that may be considered “frivolous” and “without obvious utility” than young men.   The gender ratio among anthropology students in China today is described as quite balanced, I wonder if this may change as China progresses on its current trajectory in economic development and integration with the global economy.  Will the penetration of the free market economy revive some of these “traditional” expectations of sex roles?  Can we expect to see in the future a steady decline in the number of male students in anthropology?


The preference for the sciences and professional degrees was established well before the contemporary period.  I would argue that the qualitative switch from an emphasis on the humanities/social sciences to the sciences/professional degrees happened in the 1880s in reaction to the repeated defeat of China at the hands of European powers who won on the strength of their greater technology in military weapons and transport.  Labeled as the ‘Sick man of Asia,’ a major reform effort was mounted near the end of the Qing dynasty to modernize the nation.  One of these efforts involved sending selected young boys and teenagers to Europe and the USA for education during the 1870s and 1880s.  These boys were put through elementary, secondary and university education to acquire training in engineering and other sciences so that they could contribute to the modernization of the nation upon their return.  They were told to learn western knowledge to be used in Chinese context.  The State’s emphasis on the sciences during this period of reform was clearly a departure from the traditional mode of training in the humanities and social sciences expected of its chosen bureaucrats.  After the fall of the Qing dynasty in 1911, western thoughts and technology continued to be held in a favorable light among both Communists and Nationalists in their respective struggle for control and survival.  In the post-1949 period of nation re-building, the emphasis on sciences and “useful/practical” knowledge continued.  Among the most recent group of Chinese leaders who took office in 2002, all of them are men trained in engineering. 

NETWORK BUILDING AND INSTITUTIONAL LINKAGES–CURRENT SITUATIONS AND FUTURE TRENDS 


It is a widely held opinion that the institutions in northern China tend to be more conservative and politically oriented due to their proximity to the seat of administrative power in Beijing.  In the south, the legacy of overseas contacts through out-migration and the distance from Beijing supports a more progressive outlook.  Until the opening up of China in 1978 to welcome foreign investment and technology to support the Four Modernizations, contact with the outside world was tightly controlled and few Chinese citizens had the privilege or the means to travel abroad.  Closely supervised visiting delegates from overseas were brought into contact with carefully chosen local citizens.  The early contacts between Chinese academics and overseas colleagues were conducted under closely monitored and controlled conditions.  Being close to Beijing brought the northern institutions a lot more state supervised contacts with westerners in the early years.  In contrast, the south, such as Guangdong, has always been in touch with the outside world through people’s personal contacts in Hong Kong and other overseas communities via visits, mail and remittances.  


During the pre-1980 period when most contacts were initiated by visitors from abroad, the visitors came to China either with a working proficiency in the Chinese language or they had State provided interpreters.   Foreigners doing social studies in China were either  not allowed or closely supervised by State officials.  It was not until the 1980s that field-work in China was possible . But even then only those with good local contacts in their field site could get their project off the ground, otherwise they got bogged down by the excessive bureaucracy.  For anthropologists who were interested in China but could not do research in China, they did the next best thing: they either did their study in Hong Kong (known as “the gateway or window into China”) or in Taiwan.  Hong Kong in particular attracted many English speaking visiting academics and became a central meeting place for the China experts.  The department of anthropology at CUHK became a strategic point of contact for visiting anthropologists from the west, and it played an important role in bringing its counterparts at Zhongshan University into these western contacts throughout the 1980s and 1990s.


How have these contacts with the west affected the development of anthropology in China? In many ways, these contacts have brought about significant internationalization through faculty exchange (to North America, Europe and Hong Kong), conference attendance overseas, and the successful placement of top students in graduate programs overseas.   However, there are reasons for caution.  These internationalization processes have been limited and their future impact on the discipline is yet to be determined.  Several major issues require closer attention in our thinking about the future of anthropology in the China region:

1. The language factor – it is a given fact that English is the international language for trade/business and academic interaction; this dominance of English creates problems for existing faculty members in China.  Those from the pre-Cultural Revolution generation were trained in Russian, a State decision that reflects its close alliance with Russia for a large portion of the twentieth century.  They are not likely to learn another foreign language now in their sixties and seventies.  The generation of scholars who entered University after the Cultural Revolution are now the key members in the institutions.  This group of scholars in their forties and fifties suffered an extended interruption in their pre-University education as a result of the ideological campaign that raged for nearly ten years in 1967-1977.  As a result, their linguistic proficiency in English or other foreign languages tend to be weak if not poor.  The Chinese anthropologists are mostly under-prepared for the surge to connect with the west in the 1990s, yet these contacts are favorable in broadening their world view about institutional structure and pedagogical traditions.  Another concern about the dominance of English as a working language in Anthropology is the continuing dominance of the use of English publications and textbooks in the classroom.

2. Indigenization or integration? – a debate in East Asia has arisen around the issue of the indigenization of knowledge in reaction to the hegemony of academic excellence dominated by the English speaking traditions (Kuwayama 2004), or indigenization as a means to strengthen the relevance of anthropology for China and the Chinese people (Zhou 2003:10-12).  As a consequence of China’s self-imposed closed-door policy from 1949 to 1978, there is much “catching up” to do in all areas of research, theory and methods in the field of anthropology.  Yet this “catching up” is hampered by several factors: first, there is the linguistic proficiency issue –  many faculty members and students do not have the language proficiency to comprehend the publications in English.  Second, there is the issue of access to printed material.   Not only is it difficult and costly to acquire publications printed outside of China, scholars within the country have problems acquiring publications printed outside their home institution or city due to the nature of the distribution networks.  Third, there is the issue of national pride.  Why should the Chinese feel that they have to “catch up”?  There are many outstanding ethnologists in China doing excellent work in the Chinese language, why should they have to look beyond their own national boundary for excellence and acceptance?  Unlike Japan, China does not yet have a critical mass of scholars and students to support a self-contained arena of research and publications in its own language.  But China has a very strong potential to develop this critical mass in the future.    It is too soon to tell if China will opt for greater integration with the international body of scholars in anthropology, or whether it will turn inward under a mandate of indigenization.  At present, China’s attempt to gain the right to host the 16th Congress (2008) of IUAES is a positive sign of a move towards greater international integration.  

3. Brain drain – there is a lot of optimism about the current generation of students who are given better language training to facilitate integration with the international academic body.  Some top students are being channeled into graduate programs in Europe, Australia, and North America.  Whether this group of young scholars will make a real impact on the future of anthropology in China depends on several things: first, will they return to work in China after their training overseas?  Brain drain is a reality and the Chinese government has formulated various incentive packages to attract overseas Chinese to return to China with mixed success. Second, some students may decide to switch from anthropology to another field for better employment and income potential, thus diverting potential human resources in anthropology to other fields. 

4. Public awareness of anthropology – the perception of anthropology as being “lacking in utility” and less important than many other subject matters is an important obstacle to the future development of anthropology in Asia.  There is some hope that the Chinese government may elevate anthropology from second tier to first tier in the academic ranking in China.  But even without such State imposed ranking as is the case in Hong Kong, top students are not actively enrolling in anthropology.  What can be done to raise public awareness of the utility and worth of anthropology in Asia?   And can such awareness be raised within a political context that suppresses critical theory and analysis of the state?

CONCLUDING COMMENTS


The shaping of anthropology in China has been the product of many diverse factors – geopolitical, cultural, economic, ideological – both historical and contemporary.   Anthropology in China is not a single unified field, nor is it singularly dominated by American hegemony or Chinese indigenization at this time.  The mandate of nation building continues to be a guiding force in the development of research and teaching in Chinese anthropological studies, lending strength to the already established ethnology studies (minsuxue  民族学) and the emergent field of rural development studies.  The increasing integration of China within the global economy is bound to strengthen and multiply the exchange of ideas of knowledge between Chinese anthropologists/ethnologists and their counterparts around the world.  The integration of anthropological knowledge generated in China within the wider global system of knowledge is a process that calls into attention the dominance of English as a universal language of communication among scholars and business people alike.  Besides the language issue, there are also issues of funding, access to overseas education and contacts, state policies, and economics.  It is interesting to note that greater economic development and globalization does not lend support to greater attraction to Anthropology as a chosen field of study among students in greater China.  The future of anthropology in China is not something that can be assessed easily or readily.  The recent boost in government support to expand anthropology in China is an encouraging sign that things are on the upswing for the next generations of anthropologists in China.  Will the next generations take on Anthropology?  What kind of anthropologies will they create in the future?  What shape will the integration of Chinese anthropologies within the world system of knowledge be like?  These are questions that have to wait for some years before we can have answers.
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