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Short Description
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Introduction



T



his volume is a collection of articles published in the journal Critique of Anthropology between 1975 and 1991. Its purpose is to illustrate key trends in what is sometimes referred to as ‘critical anthropology’, a non-dogmatic Marxist turn within anthropology that has strongly shaped the field. The cohesion among these articles is provided not by fealty to a particular line of argument, but by the lasting influences that the arguments contained within have had on anthropology. Because many of the articles have long been out of print and inaccessible in original form, this book is a teaching resource and, for future generations of scholars, a compendium of original arguments that are of continued relevance to the evolution of the discipline. In a strong sense, modern (sociocultural, which is to say, UK and US) anthropology has always been ‘critical’. Anthropology has been at the forefront of efforts to de-naturalize mainstream assumptions about EuroAmerican society being ‘normal’ while other societies, peoples and cultures were portrayed as not only different, but lesser. Traditionally it has done this by challenging received wisdom, raciological and social evolutionist1 views about the intrinsic superiority of ‘the advanced, civilized West’. In that important sense, one of modern anthropology’s durable, critical contributions has been simply to disregard the idea that, in any meaningful way, one culture is intrinsically superior or inferior to any other. The idea of a crude, linear, primitive-to-civilized model of human history – and hence culture-as-civilization – was not only expunged from what anthropology as a field represented, but also has been replaced in the wider public sphere. There is another, less mainstream meaning of critical anthropology, and this one is the main subject of this book. In this tradition of critical anthropology, scholars have argued that the study of social systems as free-standing objects of analysis should be extended to include analysis of the underlying causes of social change. In other words, the premise upon which modern anthropology had advanced understanding of cultural 7
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difference should be extended to include analysis of the u nderlying causes of social change.2 This broader analysis should be done not on the basis of a collection of case studies of different examples of bounded cultures nor on the basis of a presumed evolutionary idiom – a monolinear, natural, stagelike progression from simple to complex – but on the basis of compelling arguments concerning the historical formation of economic, political, social and cultural structures and processes that connect peoples as well as provide the basis for differentiation at the level of cultural expression. Modern anthropology emerged in an era in which imperial and colonial power made access to ‘anthropological societies’ possible, and because of this fact, anthropology was confronted in its basic field research not only with culture/social systems, but also with the circumstances of their containment, the context in which they were available to anthropological scrutiny (see p. 7). There is another main sense in which critical anthropology departs from the mainstream meaning of ‘critical’. Critical anthropology has a materialist orientation rather than the culturalist idealism which has flourished across the field, perhaps especially in the last three decades. Instead of taking the culture concept as defining unambiguous boundaries between and amongst groups, the critical perspective has seen all cultures as, in the words of Roseberry (1989:13): ‘Intertwined with a larger set of economic, political, social and cultural processes to such an extent that analytical separation of “our” history and “their” history is impossible’. While this critical anthropology may contest some of the assumptions of the mainstream, it is also located very much within that mainstream. Critical anthropology is just as much a product of academic culture as are other tendencies within anthropology, but it is more forward in proposing that anthropological practice does not take place in a vacuum or some kind of specially insulated space. The peoples studied by anthropologists might meet the needs and interests of scholarly investigators, but they also live in a world of unequal access to resources and political and economic power, and the political economy that expresses that historical and global complexity is not something in addition to anthropology, but the actual setting in which anthropology finds itself. There is yet another reading of ‘critical’ anthropology, one that will be returned to at length toward the end of this introduction, that concerns a distinctively reflexive turn (often depicted as postmodernist and literary) according to which, the discipline of modern anthropology itself is seen to be so wrapped up in a representational hall of mirrors, that it no longer provides a unitary, critical stance (which is also to say it lacks a decisively disciplinary perspective) from which to authenticate its observations and analyses. In this turn, the object of analysis is neither COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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the remote ‘other’, nor an historical metanarrative according to which ‘the West and the rest’ are structurally and processually linked. Instead, it is the discourse of anthropological inquiry itself, a multisited, globalized network of multidisciplinary inquiry which retains crucial links to its disciplinary past (ethnography is still proclaimed distinctive methodologically), but which, by and large, rejects the political economic disposition of the articles represented here as characteristic of the prior version of critical anthropology.



Critical Anthropology (Mk I) Critical anthropology is not a ‘school’ in the sense of having a privileged, formulaic analysis that is applied to any and all empirical material,3 and that is both a strength and a weakness. It is a strength in that it promotes a highly developed and critical self-consciousness about the criteria being invoked in analysis, which typically is focused around questions such as: What is the social basis of knowledge claims? Are the universalistic ambitions of a social science appropriate for the accurate representation of cultural diversity? How do identities of ‘the other’ and ‘the non-other’ mutually reinforce one another? How are economic development and underdevelopment mutually implicated? Hence, there is a preoccupation with theoretical speculation directly tied to empirical investigation and evidence. On the other hand, this displays weakness in the sense that critical self-awareness is not good for institution-building and creating power bases; ‘critique’ implies an intrinsic suspicion of the official, the orthodox and the canonical. If there is an institutional expression of this trend in critical anthropology, it is most evident in journal publications, of which Critique of Anthropology (CofA) is a prime example. Commencing as a ‘radical student’, irregularly self-published journal in the early to mid-1970s, CofA became a regular publication under the auspices of the Dutch publisher Luna in the early 1980s, and eventually became a ‘proper’ peer-reviewed journal of the international publisher SAGE Publications, where it has remained for more than two decades. This collection of articles published in CofA traces a history of critical anthropology. It is not the only history, but is one that documents particularly well the shifting nature of an academic anthropology that once had a somewhat privileged position on the global landscape as specialist in societies that are remote, so-called ‘non-Western’, preliterate, preindustrial and so forth (in the case of North America, Australia and Brazil, these societies may be internal). That specialist role has been challenged if not superseded by many other interests – international and national NGOs, tourism, consultancies of vast and varied sorts, filmmaking – and COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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it is unclear whether a unified anthropological perspective will ever again command even the limited level of authority it once had as central interlocutor between societies for which anthropological investigation had some cultural capital and those societies that have provided anthropological subjects. Critical anthropology has also been transformed in an era commonly subsumed under the heading ‘globalization’. Once closely associated with a political-economic orientation, critical anthropology has been affected by the turn of the anthropological gaze away from ‘outside the West’ to ‘anywhere and everywhere’, as well as by the incorporation into the mainstream of perspectives once viewed as radical or innovative. The anthropology of women and feminist anthropology are key examples of such mainstreaming (see, for example, Segal and Yanagisako eds. 2005), as are many other sub- and cognate fields. Recognition of the political underpinnings of social science research has been marked in a number of settings over the years. At one extreme there are cases of covert activities, such as those exposed by Boas in the early twentieth century with respect to spying under the pretext of field research; later in the context of the Korean War and the war in Indochina (see Price 2000, 2008) and more recently the Human Terrain Systems (Griffin 2010; Price 2011), activities pursued through embedding anthropologists in the field in Afghanistan and Iraq. Social science in the service of foreign policy aims presents, as in the case of the post– World War II emergence of ‘area studies’, Project Camelot and various forms of targeted research-funding, complex mixtures of scholarly and political objectives, areas in which the equivocations of professional bodies have divided the anthropological community.4 Critical anthropology has been in the forefront in addressing issues raised in these settings, but activist engagement has hardly been its prerogative alone. More pertinent to characterizing critical anthropology has been the conviction that anthropology is not just a way of looking at the world (the so-called ‘anthropological gaze’), but is itself the product of particular historical relations between those who look and those who are looked upon. This fundamental political asymmetry informs the stance of a critical anthropology that acknowledges the fact that anthropology didn’t ‘just happen’, but reflects a legacy of expansionary European systems that, from the sixteenth century onward have transformed, in Wallerstein’s phrasing, the world from one of many world systems (political/culture domains) to a single world economic system (capitalist world economy) with a global division of labour (in part represented by the diversity of the semi-periphery and periphery). The major theoretical contribution to this perspective from anthropology has come from Eric Wolf, who departs from (and somewhat antedates) COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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Wallerstein’s view by taking more seriously the effects on the total system generated from below, as it were, by sociocultural systems whose cardinal features, far being obliterated, as is often said of Wallerstein’s model, maintain their own dynamics. If there was a polarizing moment when it became more clear what the divisions between a critical anthropology and anthropology were it occurred within the furore surrounding the publication of two edited volumes that continue to this day to feed discussion about the political implications of a science built, in substantial part, around the longterm political, economic and social asymmetries springing from imperial and colonial expansion of the sixteenth century – globalization avant la lettre. The publication of Talal Asad’s (ed.) Anthropology and the Colonial Encounter (1973) and the near contemporaneous publication of Dell Hymes’ (ed.) Reinventing Anthropology (1972) represented consolidations of several critical trends that had long been present in anthropology and which continue to be broadly consistent with the general thrust of critical anthropology. While the essays in Asad (1973) are most directly addressed to the UK social anthropology, and those in Hymes (1972) offered a distinctly (but not exclusively) the US perspective, there are significant areas of overlap, particularly with respect to anthropology’s role, by and large unbidden, as an expression of imperial interest. The most mechanical expression of the relationship between anthropology and the extension and maintenance of imperial and colonial political power has been repeatedly traced to the title (but not so much the essay itself) of Kathleen Gough’s 1968 essay in The Monthly Review, ‘Anthropology and Imperialism’.5 Two inferences drawn from that association persist and continue to be confused. One inference has anthropology in the service of imperialism; the other sees anthropology as arising from, as the Asad title puts it, the colonial encounter. In other words, anthropology would not exist except for the conditions afforded by imperial/colonial conquest, but it is not directly part of the imperial/ colonial project. That ambiguity neatly fits the critical anthropology brief, for critical anthropology is not outside the inequalities that prevail in imperial and postimperial relations between core and periphery, but it is not sponsoring those inequalities. It exists in substantial part because of those particular conditions. It seems unlikely that a Sanumá tribesman would conduct fieldwork in Buckingham Palace or the World Bank, not only because it would not be permitted, but also because it is unlikely to be of much interest in Sanumá terms.6 The link between Marxism and critical anthropology is obvious, but also complicated. For a brief period during the 1970s7 ‘Marxist COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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anthropology’ was a credible label for work in economic anthropology, historical anthropology, peasant studies, political economy and other subfields. In the Annual Review of Anthropology, in 1975, Marxist anthropology was acknowledged in a major article (O’Laughlin 1975), though by 1988 ‘political economy’ was the preferred label (Roseberry 1988). Also in 1975, Marxist Analyses and Social Anthropology (Bloch [ed.] 1975) showed the impact of French and structuralist influences of both anthropological (e.g., Terray 1972) and non-anthropological sources (Althusser 1969) and the titles of several edited volumes conjoined Marxism and anthropology with unprecedented visibility, as did Diamond’s (ed. 1979) Toward a Marxist Anthropology, and the journal he founded, in 1975, Dialectical Anthropology. Critical anthropology of the period was part of a resurgent Western Marxism (generally more academic than activist8) and associated with a number of New Left tendencies, but it also drew on traditions within academic anthropology that had long referenced Marx and the historical materialist tradition. Wolf (1982) and Mintz (1974) are among the most prominent, but the influence of materialist traditions in pre– and post– World War II anthropology is evident in networks linking a number of major departments in the United States. Critical anthropology, however much it overlapped with such figures and influences, drew from a wider set, especially from an emergent mix of structuralism and Marxism9 in France (the primary of the ‘Continental’ influences) and from figures and areas of inquiry such as dependency theory, which employed models that subsumed the more archaic anthropological objects of analysis (e.g., ‘the tribe’). As a result, during the brief, ‘golden age’ of critical anthropology, there was an attempted integration of a structure-functional approach, the articulation of a modes-of-production approach and dependency theory that suggested a new kind of historical anthropology, one that derived methodological strength from traditional forms of ethnographic, empirically minded field research that derived explanatory strength from maintaining a dual focus on system structure as well as system transformation (production and social reproduction); and that directly engaged with the forms of uneven development that linked the dynamism of the core (figured around capital accumulation) and the variety of social forms to which it was linked on the periphery and semi-periphery. The ideas that inspired that brief period of fluorescence have hardly disappeared and there is evidence of active and productive research linked to that set of once-integrated concerns; however, the centrality of the political-economic approach has disappeared. Instead, there are many thematic restatements that claim to set the pace in critical anthropology, whether from an expanded remit of indigenism, new social movements, queer theory, consumption studies, cultural studies, social study COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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of technology or media anthropology. Obviously, the critical edge is blunted if everything is ‘critical’, but rather than a circumstance in which a new overarching model prevails, the situation is one of coexistence and convergence with the general disavowal of the idea that there is single, generic argument that provides a reference for any general anthropological theory. Critical anthropology had already been nascent or incipient in the development of anthropology as a whole in the first half of the twentieth century through the influence of historical materialism – albeit at times in eccentric form – in archaeology and evolutionist approaches. The rapid expansion of the field (and academia in general) post–World War II was affected by the Cold War’s impact on the global social landscape on which featured diverse wars of national liberation – particularly those in Indochina; the emergence of so-called New States from old colonies; the Civil Rights and Free Speech movements and new forms of what would subsequently be grouped under the heading ‘globalization’. All of these provided a backdrop for social science staff and students less willing to accept the arbitrary separation of scholarly practice and political awareness. The expansion in student numbers (and, briefly, academic posts) meant that there was a larger, immediate public available to react to what then, and in retrospect, seemed a new sense of academic engagement with the world outside the campus.10 Furthermore, the involvement of established anthropologists in the antiwar movement, through teachings, for example, and the fact that various wars of national liberation and other forms of bottom-up or grass-roots resistance occurred in many of the fieldwork regions in which anthropology had at least partially established itself, meant that the discipline of anthropology was seen as directly germane to the understanding not just of ‘funny people in funny places doing funny things’, at its most brutally caricatured, but of the complex relationships amongst societies that produced anthropologists and societies that produced anthropological subjects. The articles that follow represent particular moments in which a new kind of critical anthropology emerged, staked a claim for attention, and then transformed into or laid the groundwork for a yet another and different kind of critical anthropology (henceforth, New Critical Anthropology or Critical Anthropology Mk II). The connections between the political economic critical anthropology and what followed are still a matter of dispute. In terms of the explanatory power of, say, arguments invoking the notions of articulation of modes of production to help explain how social systems reproduce themselves under the impact of gradual (and uneven) incorporation in the capitalist world system, these arguments have not been refuted. They have been modified, criticized and found wanting, as are all heuristics, but they have not COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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been effectively challenged as fundamentally errant, much less arrant. Mainly, they have become unfashionable as anthropology as a whole has shifted its gaze, becoming increasingly concerned with developing itself as an all-purpose cultural-symbolic explanans machine (hence the ‘culture of the water cooler’ or ‘the anthropology of cell phones’). This is particularly within societies that themselves value anthropology, not the traditional societies of anthropological scrutiny for whom, by and large, the interests of anthropologists are odd and irrelevant.11 The political economic approach has also suffered the general decline in confidence in the scientific orientation of modern anthropology.12 It has always been an issue in anthropology how to calibrate different sets of epistemological and ontological demands (How real is witchcraft for those who believe and on what basis can I trust and/or evaluate their claims?). But increasingly – and largely under the influence of followers of Geertz – the science part of the anthropological equation has been, by and large, and certainly in terms of dominant models, quietly sequestered.13 It is ironic, to say the very least, that a critical anthropology that arose in part to contest the idea of value-free science should now be susceptible to being portrayed as vulgarly positivistic (Erickson and Murphy 2008:189; and Tyler, this volume). Critical Anthropology Mk I was clearly political economic in character, but not exclusively so. It was also tied to a variety of political and theoretical departures of the 1960s and 1970s and as such reflected a general ferment associated with the slip from the modern to the postmodern. Its successor form shares much of that theoretical legacy, but also expresses an eclecticism in which a grounding in the political economic is regarded as passé if not retrograde. Its successor version also differs in its mainstream prominence. Where the Mk I version could, with some confidence, be located in an anthropological subfield (economic anthropology), the new version addresses a generalized anthropological discourse whose hybrid character aims to exceed by far the grasp of the old.14



The New Critical Anthropology (Mk II) By its very positioning as interlocutor between ‘the West and the rest’, modern anthropology implied a political character if not necessarily a political theory. As noted earlier, Boas famously sought to chastise anthropological colleagues who had used their fieldwork presence as opportunities to spy on behalf of the US government, though he was himself censured by his professional colleagues for trying to ‘bring politics into the profession’. During the war in Indochina, attempts to mobilize professional anthropology to condemn those who betrayed scholarship COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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through duplicitous acts resulted in rejection of those who sought to bring the weight of ‘the field’ to bear.15 The fact that the greatest expansion of the academic field took place within the Cold War landscape no doubt highlighted the political implications of much anthropological research. More prominent than a theory of politics, the politics of theory – cyclically muted and overt – has driven anthropological discourse. The theoretical aspirations of an anthropological science – albeit with ‘science’ always expressed in rather muted tones – disallowed much in the way of theory as an isolated and special sphere of inquiry. Theory was attached to an explanatory instrumentality as in, for example, the formalist versus substantivist dispute over the rationality of non-market production; to the degree that either ‘theory’ had explanatory value, it was derived from a capacity to account for results from the field. While in general the discourse of anthropology was stylistically and ideologically marked by adherence to one or another theoretical positions (as often used as terms of abuse as much as terms of affiliation – those ‘bloody transactionalists/structuralists/functionalists’, etc.), those were markers of competitive scholarship; ‘theory’ itself, as a free-standing thing or domain of activity did not actually provide much purchase. Three developments, however, gradually removed such constraints from the modest ambitions of ‘theory’16 and are closely linked to the ushering in of a New Critical Anthropology (Mk II). The first was the ascendancy of a (largely) Geertz-derived17 theory of anthropological culture; that is, the formal apparatus within which anthropological activity itself was organized, a so-called interpretive approach. Second was the ascendancy of a poststructuralist tendency in which an overdeveloped self-consciousness about epistemological assumptions made it possible to create objects of analysis located in anthropological discourse itself (anthropology becomes the anthropology-of-anthropology). What had previously been a kind of translation problem (what kind of sociologic is to be used to explain the other’s sociologic) was put aside by acquiescing to the inscrutability of extreme cultural relativism.18 The third development enveloped anthropology rather than springing from its internal shifts, and this was the emergence of a generic idiom of ‘globalization’. Within the idiom of globalization, attempts to specify hierarchies of causality (e.g., ‘it is the economic in the last instance’) are silenced by appeals to a rule-changing, one-world-market of neoliberal fantasy. We will look at these three developments in turn. 1. Geertz’s asserted the impossibility (and undesirability, as though it could merely be wished away) of a scientific anthropology19 because it was impossible to calibrate the interests of observer in relation to those of the observed. This was in part an expression of a widespread tendency COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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toward viewing the material of observation and analysis as the product of ‘social construction’,20 a ‘way of seeing’, a recognition of a cultural relativism that now allows of little nuance. The New Critical Anthropology, although spurred in part by challenges to conventional wisdom that were prompted by the political economic moment of its predecessor, much more enthusiastically embraced anthropology-as-humanities or, as depicted by Marcus and Fischer (1986), espoused a more wide ranging ‘anthropology as cultural critique’ in which the determinative role of the economic was subsumed under the complex of ‘culture’. As the successor version of critical anthropology, it is very closely associated with a generic shift in the social sciences that has seen anthropology – often elided with cultural studies – committed to interpretive commentary in a wide range of specialist areas previously beyond its ken.21 2. In the elevation and promotion of ‘theory’ per se as an activity separated from mundane explanatory purpose based on field research observation and evidence, anthropology has achieved a degree of multidisciplinary cachet, not least in the appeal that ethnography or the ethnographic method has gained across cognate fields. The super valorization of ethnographic method, however, is based on the fragile premise, as Stocking (1992) was at pains to show, that there was a relatively high degree of coherence to the method when in fact eclecticism prevailed. One consequence of the appeal of the ethnographic beyond the field is that ethnography now often appears as a kind of voluntary theoretical stance.22 What began as a set of techniques to accommodate the ignorance and naiveté of a researcher with weak command of local languages, poor grasp of etiquette, mores and manners and so forth, is now a kind of guarantee of qualitative research results. The contemporary super valorization of ethnography rests in no small part on the programmatic claims made for multisited ethnography, although it is unclear how much of a departure this is from conventional historical anthropology, beyond its theoretical self-consciousness.23 (The work of, say, Wolf and Mintz, though lacking the multisited claims announced in Marcus [1986, 1989, 1995], could hardly be described as adhering to the allegedly modal, holistic, case study approach.24) 3. The term globalization is sufficiently ubiquitous in scholarly and journalistic work to have generated a small industry devoted just to defining and redefining the term itself, and despite the prominence of the term in the theoretical framing of contemporary anthropological discussion, it is not evident that a distinctive anthropological take prevails. Within the (narrow?) anthropological tradition, however, there are two (noncompeting) versions that present themselves relatively uncontroversially. One of these refers to the emergence of a single, global market COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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system in which the dynamic of capital accumulation trumps the p  olitical world systems (e.g., Oceania) of the premodern period.25 In this sense, anthropology itself is a product of globalization – a scholarly practice that reflects both a global division of labour and a division of labour within complex metropolitan systems, as developed, of course, within the particular cultural ambit of centres of accumulation (and hence the different styles of sociocultural anthropology practiced in the UK and the United States). The second meaning of globalization in this context refers to the emergence of a global financial system less constrained by the state than was the case prior to World War II. Previously depicted in shorthand as a maturing multi/transnational/corporate capital, in this version of financial globalization, differences (cultural, social, political) among global polities are to some degree mitigated and reduced in significance by virtue of membership in markets. This is often spoken of as homogenization or the flattening of cultural difference such that, for example, mere association within a cultural sphere indicates something (trivial, serious, irrelevant, revealing – these are all investigable possibilities in principle) about the interpenetration of cultural worlds. A hunter-gather with a cell phone and GPS; a Nairobi street child in a Pearl Jam t-shirt; genetically modified seed types overtaking local native species and so on. It is within this latter, globalized landscape that the New Critical Anthropology has staked its claim as an anthropology fit for purpose in a postmodern age. There are both acknowledged and unacknowledged precursors to this change. George Marcus, one of the most enthusiastic proponents of this tendency, notes in his introduction to Critical Anthropology Now (1999) the change of outlook documented in his influential, coedited Writing Culture (1986), observing in particular what he refers to as the repatriation and refocusing (1999:4) of anthropological interest not just on new (and homebound) geographical locales, but on new objects of anthropological analysis. One paradoxical manifestation of the new sensitivity toward a globalized anthropology that is central to the New Critical project is the emergence of an ‘anthropology of the South’, paradoxical because it seems that a ‘globalized’ anthropology would dissolve or disallow the traditional space-and-culture link which is such a hallmark of both conventional (the study of Others abroad) and critical anthropological (the study of uneven development) premises. The anthropology of the South (which has been extensively discussed in CofA) most closely resembles the New Critical Anthropology because, in a word, it cannot resemble any other – both modern anthropology and its first critical complement represented a metropolitan gaze; an anthropology of the South, by definition, is a postmetropolitan configuration of anthropology, or a view COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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from what used to be the margin, but is now reconstituted in light of the effects of development/underdevelopment. The model accessible to it is the tending-toward-post-discipline New Critical Anthropology, less concerned with how the past has shaped the present than it is concerned with, in Foucault’s phrase, the history of the present. The layered nature of what is perhaps too casually presumed to be a unity (anthropology) is starkly revealed by an anthropology of the South that takes as its object of analysis not the world system or its constituent sub-systems, but anthropological discourse itself. The emergence of an anthropology of the South indicates well both continuities and discontinuities between early and later forms of critical anthropology. On one hand, anthropology of the South marks a rising profile of critical social sciences in periphery/semi-periphery where such endeavours were long suppressed politically or where social conditions were inadequate.26 On the other hand, anthropology of South obscures the historical roots of an anthropology that, crucially, preyed upon the South. The phenomenon to which the anthropology of the South refers coexists with independent national traditions, yet is driven largely by the postmodernist agenda so forcefully articulated (in the main) within the US anthropological establishment, one in which a generalized (some might say multidisciplinary) critical practice challenges the discipline’s modernist configuration. In this regard, the kind of critical anthropology revealed in this collection is both a precursor of what was to follow under the banner of an emboldened, postmodernist flag, and a critical legacy in which resides an explicit challenge to some of the tendencies now evident in the New Critical Anthropology. As a precursor, Critical Anthropology Mk I positioned anthropological explanation within an expanded framework, one that included historical analysis, aspects of development studies, the politics of gender and ethnicity, dependency theory and world systems theory, but it did so largely within a fieldwork- (and archive-) based model in a direct lineage of tent-and-notebook anthropology. It was theoretically precocious, but selective in terms of what was relevant on the ground. Its successor reversed the relationship between empirical investigation and theoretical result, insisting that it was the need for sustaining anthropological discourse itself – a dialect that could facilitate anthropological integration into the humanities (perhaps at the cost of forsaking the social sciences) – that determined what the anthropological object might be. From the perspective of the critical anthropology reflected in this volume, it may well be that ‘critical anthropology’ was too successful in the sense that it now occupies, as the New Critical Anthropology, not a marginal and hence structurally critical position, but a good portion of the mainstream. This is not an unusual outcome in the unfolding of theoretical dispute within a discipline – that the ostensibly critical loses COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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a necessary edge by succeeding in displacing (or at least shaking) the old guard.27 The price of such success is often the need then to defend institutional and power gains, not harry powers-that-be. The articles in this collection set out an agenda for critical anthropology that is still evident in a revised critical anthropology initiative, albeit one that has shifted to a markedly interpretive mode. The postmodernist footing of the New Critical Anthropology has, to a considerable degree, relocated the focus of anthropology away from a differentiated world – us and them in various guises – and back onto the social milieux which themselves gave rise to anthropological speculation. The crucial links, however, between those who recognize an anthropological imperative and those who are recognized by an anthropological imperative have not been effaced, and as the articles in this collection show, that differentiation is part of an extended story told with reference to the past, present and future. While there has been a gradual shift of the anthropological gaze away from what happens on the periphery and back onto the societies of anthropologists themselves, simultaneously, the idea of world-classeconomic-crisis has shifted from the periphery (e.g., the Latin American debt crisis of the 1980s) to the core. Whatever tools are available to a critical anthropology today, whose attention is ever more inward- looking and homeward bound, had their origins in a different sphere, that in which the regulation of societies on the periphery was still defined by Cold War prerogatives and spheres of influence, decline of empire (and rise of new states), wars of national liberation and the emergence of corporate capital increasingly unfettered by national state control. What were then often mis-identified (or over identified) as precapitalist holdovers – as though the capitalist world system began in 1500 for some, 1980 for others – were studied not only as cogent systems in their own right, but also because of what the intersection of capitalist incursion and ‘another kind of system’ showed us about the dynamics of capitalism and its multilayered unfolding. That the core of capitalism/capitalist culture still embraces other kinds of systems (unvalorized domestic labour continues to be an outstanding example as does the disjunction between received notions of family and kinship and actual systems as well as the ascendency of culturalist idioms over class-based ones) was never a mystery, but what was gained by seeing a de-normalized world through profoundly different societies and cultures is lost through overvaluing the effects of globalization on the periphery. This is not to deny the effects of ‘globalization’, but the broad inference that the characteristic unevenness of the effects of capitalist domination on the periphery is somehow subdued seems remarkable, not least in light of the decline of material standards on a periphery so long disciplined by the demands of modernization policies administered from the core. COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL: MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED OR REPRODUCED
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Some of the continuities between critical anthropology and the New Critical Anthropology are purely nominal, while some are substantive. It is no small irony that the turning of the gaze back on to the metropolitan core was accompanied by a downgrading of the importance of political economy as a major preoccupation in the framing of anthropological research. Given the prominence of economic crisis as it now unfolds in such different ways at local, regional, national and international levels, the discarded political economic focus of the recent past may come to command more attention.



Notes   1. There are strong (residual) evolutionist currents in critical anthropology, but the distinction here is between social evolutionism of the Spencerian, reductionist sort and more metaphorical usages engaged in expressing systematic, multilinear change over time.  2. ‘Underlying’ in two senses: First, that among causal factors/structures, some might be more important that others, e.g., the economic in the last instance; second, that there is the need to construct/hypothesize a model to explain what appears to be happening empirically.   3. As a discipline, anthropology has been highly susceptible to a tendency – c ommon in other fields of ‘the ideological sciences’ – according to which the struggle to promote a central, field-wide theoretical centre – what some unsympathetic observers would refer to as an obsession with master narratives – has resulted in much theoretical type-casting and demonizing.   4. In both the USA and the UK, professional bodies have shown enormous reticence when it comes to criticizing the behaviour of members whose scholarly activities and research have, in the view of many, been clearly transgressive. See Price 2000 for introduction to this discussion.   5. The cover of that issue of the Monthly Review flags the article as ‘Anthropology: Child of Imperialism’, but the actual article is entitled ‘Anthropology and Imperialism’.   6. In the UK, much of the professional reaction to the film Meet the Tribe (Searle 2007) had a very patronizing tone reflecting deep uncertainties about what it meant for the other to pretend to ‘do anthropology’ in the wrong home.   7. This is not to say that both prior to and following the 1970s there were not serious engagements between anthropology and Marxism (of various types), but for that brief period the boundaries of a ‘marxist anthropology’ were well defined enough that one could almost talk of a sub-field.   8. That is not to slight those for whom the relationship between theory and practice was more than a seminar topic, but anthropology is largely confined to the campus. Furthermore, research practice – in the field – tends to be highly atomised/ individualistic, and not generally a focus of collective action.   9. In many respects the expression ‘structural Marxist’ was a label of general convenience that acknowledged an overlap between two influential social theoretical trends of the time. There was an actual synthetic claim made by Althusser/ Althusserians, but the diversity of both ‘structuralist’ and ‘Marxist’ positions represented throughout the humanities and social sciences (and elsewhere) reduced
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the luminosity of that particular synthetic claim. More narrowly, in anthropology, structural Marxism had a different kind of coherence given that there was a focus on a particular problem: How was pre-capitalist production articulated with capitalism (not that all of those interested in the problem explicitly adopted a structural Marxist posture)? While the exploration of that problem certainly intersected with structural Marxism more broadly, the theoretical elaboration of the ‘modes of production/social formation’, as in the work of (non-anthropologists) Hindess and Hirst 1975, exceeded carrying capacity. 10. This was also the case in the UK, albeit on a much smaller scale. The UK professional associations currently have a few hundred members; the American Anthropological Association has eleven thousand. 11. This is not to say that there are not many more national anthropologies (often collectively grouped as ‘anthropology of the South’), but these reflect, as in the original countries with anthropology, particular class and interest configurations. A generalized, popular anthropology remains unrealized. China represents an interesting variant on the anthropology of the South in as much as China’s economic ascendency places it in a unique position vis-à-vis a globalization that seems to close a chapter on the West while opening a new one for China. The new Chinese anthropology has been represented in Critique of Anthropology through the work of Wang Mingming (2002). 12. It is a measure of the degree to which economic anthropology, once a vigorous expression of the political economic moment, is less central to anthropology overall that one of the largest studies in recent years (Henrich et al. [eds.] 2004) has stronger associations with evolutionary psychology than it does with mainstream sociocultural anthropology. 13. While many on all sides are exercised, and have long been so, about how to characterize anthropology’s relationship with science (a method, an ideology, a heuristic, an institution?) the emergence of evolutionary psychology as a nondenominational (i.e., no need to swear allegiance to sociobiology), explicitly science-defined branch of anthropology has resolved some of the ambiguities. 14. Cultural Anthropology, the vanguard journal of Critical Anthropology Mk II, in its very title indicates the mainstreaming of ‘critical anthropology’. 15. Professional scrutiny of the furore surrounding the publication of Darkness in El Dorado (Tierney 2000) reveals a similar divisiveness (cf. Borofsky 2005). 16. While many remember the period 1975–85 (somewhat nominal dates) as one of excessive theoretical point-scoring (cf. discussions surrounding Hindess and Hirst’s Pre-Capitalist Modes of Production 1975), there was a conceptual consistency and extension that is no longer so apparent. Currently, for example, it is not unusual to see ‘labour’, ‘work’, ‘labour power’ used interchangeably, just as the term ‘ethnographic’ applies to even the most fleeting research encounter that does not rely on a survey. For indicative contemporaneous commentaries on PCMP, see Corrigan and Sayer (1978), Taylor (1975, 1976) and Hindess and Hirst (1977). 17. Geertz attracted much support rather than actively pursuing it, but his influence is unmistakable in the highly polarized and prescriptive discussions about where anthropology should be headed (see Segal and Yanagisako [eds.] 2005). His diffident leadership role in this regard is well put by Marcus (1997:90): In Geertz’s writings on his fieldwork of the 1960s and 1970s, we see first a virtual outline and summary of the major moves of later critique – built on the reflexive study of the conditions of anthropological knowledge
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not only in terms of its traditional mise-en-scène of fieldwork but also in terms of the broader historic contexts that Geertz tended to elide – and then a hesitation and a pulling back for the sake of sustaining a distanced practice of interpretation. 18. The two volume ‘rationality debate’ represented in Wilson (1971) and Hollis and Lukes (1982) was resolved in favour of a normative cultural relativism that was consolidated in the mainstreaming of postmodernism. It is salutary – and disorienting – to see in the current vogue for perspectivism/ontological pluralism, echoes of that, much earlier (and widely unacknowledged), discussion. 19. Even if it is rather hard, at mid-century, to locate the core of a rigidly scientific or scientistic sociocultural anthropology to which the symbolist/interpretive is such a necessary, palliative reaction. As a social science, long set between the two-culture demands of the natural science/humanities dialectic, reductionistscientism was, according to many, reflected in the vulgar materialism of Harris, but as Friedman (1974) noted, Harris’s relationship to science was highly questionable. In Geertz (1967) Lévi-Strauss bore the brunt of an attack on formalistic and scientific pretention. 20. Ian Hacking offers a particularly cogent critique (1999). 21. The Open Anthropology Cooperative – a web-based association, includes 195 anthropological interest groups including those devoted to the anthropology of roads, humour and laughter and entrepreneurship. 22. The statement of one ethnographic journal, for example, describes its purpose as providing: relevant material that examines a broad spectrum of social interactions and practices – in subcultures, cultures, organizations, and societies – from a variety of academic disciplines including, but not limited to, Anthropology, Communications, Criminal Justice, Education, Health Studies, Management, Marketing, and Sociology. 23. In drawing the connection between theory and fieldwork in the era of the New Critical Anthropology, Marcus writes (1995:102): There are several inspirations for multi-sited ethnography within the high theoretical capital associated with postmodernism: One might think, for example, of Foucault’s power/knowledge and heterotopia (18), Deleuze & Guattari’s rhizome (13), Derrida’s dissemination (15), and Lyotard’s juxtaposition by ‘blocking together’ (78). These concepts anticipate many of the contemporary social and cultural conditions with which ethnographers and other scholars are trying to come to terms in shaping their objects of study in the absence (p. 103) of reliable holistic models of macroprocess for contextualizing referents of research, such as ‘the world system,’ ‘capitalism,’ ‘the state,’ ‘the nation,’ etc. 24. And curiously, Marcus acknowledges that Malinowski’s work in the Trobriands is ‘the archetypal account’ of a multisited ethnography (1995:106). 25. Wallerstein’s model of the modern world system has been preeminent. Within anthropology, Friedman has been the most consistent world-systems theorist. 26. The designation ‘anthropology of the South’ does not explicitly refer to, but certainly includes, the many national anthropologies that have existed outside the
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Euro-American axis. Both Brazilian and Mexican anthropology, to note but two, represent expressions of anthropological interest, which, while in part shaped by and in scholarly terms respondent to Euro-American institutional weight, pursue independent strategies and contain unique elements not represented in the EuroAmerican tradition(s). The ‘anthropology of the South’ more narrowly defined, takes as its defining characteristic an autonomy from the hegemony (it is often put as such) of the traditional metropolitan centres of anthropological authority. 27. See, for example, the noisy response to the appointment of the new editors of the American Anthropologist in 1996 [unauthorised.org/anthropology/anthro-l/ february-1996/0617.html].
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