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implicated while alsu allowmg for a recognition of difference and™ ———
points of resistance. The position from which anthropology may-

now speak is one of deliberate cccentricity. The point is that the
degree. of centrality to our own belief system held by various
propositions. about the world is not a correlate to different
degrees of reality (Rorty 1991a: 52). By its double vision, and
through its speaking [rom the perceived periphery rather than the
self-declared centre of reason, anthropology challenges received
wisdom. Thaus, it enables us to’ ma_kc the world new rather than
to get it right (cf. Rorty 1991a: 44).

This evidently has to be demonstrated in practice. Ethnography
and detailed empirical studies fiom all over the globe must be
produced to. that effect. Along with that, the epistemological

“assumptions: of anthropology must be questioned and clarified,

As noted by Pierre Bourdieu, progress of knowledge in the social
aclences Implica progress in our knowledge of the conditions of
knowledge (Bourdicu 1990: 1). This book is addressed to an
elucidation of some of the basic conditions for anthropological
knowledge by the end of the twentieth century, at a time_ of
scholarly uncertainty in the wake of a self-declared postmodern-
ism that made of the world a paradox of unification and fragmen-
tation — inaccessible for science, if ready for narration.

Given this paradox, the passage to anthropology is not easily
made by way of a traditional map. Regionalism, grand theory
and dogma that once provided fixed coordinates for orientation

in the scholarly space are being replaced by moving frames of

reference. This calls for an itinerary rather than a map.* The latier
may show you where you are, while the former tells you where
you are going. The itinerary indicates direction and places of
reverence, and works on the experience of movement in space.
This explains the organization of my book. The direction is
towards anthropology as a vital theoretical project; the tour
passes what I consider to be points of conlcmplatlve relevance
as indicated by the chapter headings. It is neither a straight line
of argument nor a fixed structure of certainties. It is a tour which
— like a pilgrimage — counts by the cffort as much as by the goal.
At the end of the tour lies nothing but a rather simple point
about the intrinsic value of the theoretical project of anthropology

- — apart from the knowledge that the passage has been made. A
renewed confidence in the anthropological project may hopefully

ensue upon retum.

The ethnographlc present
On starting in time

In the context of modern world history the present tends to evade:
wur gaze and {o defy our language. "The present’ refers not only
to the contemporary but also to the pecullar: what is not yet
clcar because of ils uniqueness and interpretative ambiguity. Our
present seems ta be substantially different from tlie present that
our predecessors confronted, just a short time ago (Fox 1991b:

1). Decentred, fragmented and compressed are some of the words |

in current. use, signalling the nature of the difference. With the
«nse of subslantial change goes an enlarged mental problem of
assessing the present; as Marilyn Strathern has recently argued, it
is always the present rather than the future that is the momentous
unknown (Strathern 1992: 178). It is only the future that can tell
us how 1o evaluate the present. And with the decentredness of
the world, it seems more doubtful than ever that we shall be able
tn. make a uniform future eyaluation. The present is endlessly
upen for interpretation.

Nevertheless, the present is where we start from. Tounng means.
<«tting out from a particular point in time and space. Trajectories
may he made in all directions, but the anthropological traveller
lm:rally moves in the present and becomes part and parcel of the
global unrest. The old treading stones have to be tumed as a
matter of course. Qccasionally, this will give one a sense of losing
one’s footing, but the sense of direction is” not neccssarily
threatened. .

As implied by the prologue, reccnt epus(emologlcal turmoils in
anthropology have been related to no less dramatic changes in the
world order. Attempls have been made. at recapturing - the disci-

" pline belore it disappears allogclhcr (e.g. Fox 1991a). There has
been a certain sense of panic resulting from the disappearance
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and what scems-to be the last burial of - - as fieldworkers we. became part of the space we. studied, and 1 | |
PR - We s / 0

of the, traditional objech § mod 1d history, englobe which we attributed a dr

ositivist virtue. In the context of modern worid hsioPs o - e attributed a eamlike order. A 4 !

Ir’neni seems completes the: ‘others' have become. sadly like *us’. v The manifest disorder in the woi,ld'rn:]d‘;?ll‘il: m::ﬂm:;hﬁ:t

What is forgotten by the mourners is the fact that modemity = others’ capacity to mime us have made it clear-that, -ivh?e'diﬂ ;

was cverywhere indigenized (Salins 1993). The present cultural . - ence remains, the world is one. To explore the épistmnc;ld .er-‘

projects of the peoples that earlier were deemed without history foundation of anthropology at this stage lhe‘rcfo‘re' . .. ‘g:‘C_a
‘ F radition but fullscale deesr 08 ferent piepose than Just pyovidiag,» ont for» o i

are not chance. inventions © P lLscale dee o e erent
~autonomy and authienticity. Anthropology mus see ntex- pline. I serves to remind it about its own,¢ . disc-
f::ﬁ:::, thigydeclarnlidn from.a. tlicorctical standpoint, not just a : in addition to its being a field of kn :v::d?e?s:':;'g;’;:lhlg’;l:g ]
scntimental one. ‘ . Risako a ficld-of action, & Jorce field. (SchePeFHnghz 1992:
In a sense, there is 10 anthropology to recapture because it 24.25). This book is an attempt g tHaghes 197
was: never, at. the: point of vanishing; not more than the world " . basis for a practical: integration. of these, two ficlds, béili&glhe
- jtself, that.is. ‘There has been m.ccrg_ni'n degree of cpnstemolo}gncal o arenas. for Q!?jcclivity a ndsol.damy mPectwely s, belng the
Angst, and the death of the discipline has been announced often western disorientation scems 1o be a,privileged starting pdint e
enough, but the fundamental continuity between' amhro?ology ' anthropology to once again catch up.with. its time. ol
and. the world remains a;h real asl ‘r\:;chr The »cha:lngcs-,, c:;e::r::: 4 e e ,
indeed, connected. T e world changes an so m HE |
'ntci‘bg'y. ‘Whether we like it.or not, ;‘ag(hmpolfagy is one..of the _ THE H?MZ.ON OF ANWROPOLQGY
declarations. made. by the sclf-announcing specics of anthropos. The horizon i s far 45w can sce from where we are It s not
& [tie. Angst -expresscd. oyer itie past decads or more bears wit- fixed: if we move. in space the horizon shifts. What-is within one’
" pess 0. & leinp ""yfjjh?pmica‘-VShonm'.m"g’"or" °m.h.wp°|°gy _ horizon js subject. to. revision and_expansion, Scholar} a;ith“
. ‘_'mmel'“thana(o;its imminent death. "Hie -obnmar».yfmodq -is related * pology developed from. the Age. UEZ'DiSCOﬁery, o ” .y,,ﬁmn dro‘;
to the_somewhat painful fact that an_lhro!mlqglcal knowledge ‘all- . upon.an exploration of-unmapped cultural te rritories. Ti this ve?
! too.often has. been, used to supply us with parables for talking - -anthropology has.continued to-contribute: fo the expansion.of ll:l '
about ourselves, a e than t‘o;explore hi‘_ston‘cal‘:':llernahv.eg for ‘-‘ef-‘!ef!}».honmn. e 10.4he expansios of the
the vast aumbers. of ‘others” who live un.dcr critical conditions,  The identity of a person, sl ok 8 scbotarly. dicpling, da aso
be it due 1o poverty, famine; civil war, flight, torture, facism of ~ tirmly linkéd to the horizon. within:which we ﬂl’é‘.capil;lcbfjtakino
_tolaliiurianisni. ‘Thus, the. mode is implicat_cd by the -lhcon.-,u(.:al Ca ‘fﬂ-ﬂd=‘&Taylor 1989: 27). It is not a property ..hm . q,mc; ki ﬁ
lcgagy».ot.l.anllimpologx.l constmc;_ed_ on idea-of olhel:‘fsoclclles . ‘!nl'x‘ed'.hq“"d"ﬁcsy pespetually subject to expansion. or contrac
as coherent wh ,,lqs.,and"‘thcreby relegating chaos and dx’sorder to _ tion, It is 2 moral space which allows us 1o orient ourselve ‘ & |
the non-social,‘br at ngS_Noa»u_lcmpornry-selback-(cf. Davis 1992b). thus to *become’ ourselves in the first Plaeé. The nolioils':f'" |
‘As }.have argued elsewhere, this is no lenger _tenable (Hastrup m..,m] space points to the fact that the 8pa¢e.. The nolion w:
1993b). Theory has 1o catch ,up-with the often distressful fact that vrient Ou(selves is mot just a sociely’ or a language. bl a 5 ac_e
. the world is chaotic, rather than ynechanical. The Angst must be within which our grasping the world.in terms of values is inscp :
faced, not evaded by means of disciplinary'.suicide_. _ .a!j_lc .f"?m our way of living (Taylor 1989: 67). par-
e paiables” on oursclyes wero nourished by the eternal This implies that the identity of the anthropological profession
mimetic, process taking place between oursclves and others.a - ‘ ntimately linked to its practice and to its contribution to the 5
 process- which for Jong ~ quite wrongly — was seef 258 weslern uhural and;moral horizans by which our lives.are bounded.’For E
privilege (Taussig 1993); To mime Is lo play the '»olhcr: the e the claim to a particular_profession sather than just . e
western world.and, with it, anthropology has held: this in apparent perspeciive may seern super oo T et 4 “éce wa ¥
~m0n0p0i_y;,‘We mad'c_:-_.lhc: move that took us bodily into altenity: wanting point for qualifying the practice as sdmelhing ﬁlhcrisl:‘:z : ‘
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12 The ethnographic present

ordinary trnvelling and subsequent pondering about differerice,
Anthropology may not be a pmlotyplcal member of the category
of scholarship,. let alone of *science’, yet its import derives from:

" its ability ta discpver and define tcahly just as'much as linguistics

and physics. Its potential stems from. its. power to guestion the.
givens: of western culture rather than confirming them. As such,
anthropology continues the Romantit reaction against Enlighten-

ment reason (cf. ‘Shweder 1984), and against the sanctification of-

the nalural sciences; (Rotty 1991b' 18). The discovery of other

worlds is. exphcnly creatives
The point is. not to Jdethrone: natural science for the fun of it

» alone; its displacement. from the centre of the. category of sciences
- is principally s incans of understanding the shortcomings of the
" view. — stretching from. physics aind extending far into ‘analytic

philosophy: —.that scientific thinking essentially consists in clarifi-
cation, or ‘In patiently making expllcit what has remained implicit’
(Rorty 1991b: 12). Clarification does not make the: trick as far as

the huinaii. sciences are concemned. The interpretation, or the .

scientific explanation of matters cultural, is not-an inherent qual-
ity of the ebject; it is the result of a project of linking and
contextualizing defined by a specific purpose. The eveat of under-

_ standing is intertextual in the widest sense of this term. This

event is mediated in w0rds that have often belied the demands
of. the iiterpretative frame and prescmed the understanding as if
given: by: the nature. of ‘thie object. This can never be the case;
clatification of objecuve properties is ‘but ene step in. a larger
process.of radical interpretation.

Anrticulation, evidently, i$ not the target. All scholarship needs
to be articulated to ‘make sense. Tn spite of the delusive nature
of Ianguage. ptoponcms of silehce are unconvincing (cf. Taylor
1989: 91(f, 98). Articulacy, however, is. not a matter of ﬁndmg
words: corresponding adequately to. the reality beyond them in
the hope of finding:a final resting-place for thought (Rorty 1991b:
19). ‘There is no such final resting-place, no ultimate, ahistorical
reality, 10, which our vocabularies must be adequate. Clarification
recedes to articulation; as a-way of- making sense. In anthropology,

articulacy is a way of cxphcilly escaping the illusion of fit between

words and lived experiences, by demonstrating the lack of fit

between. different referencé schemes.
The, mnsmalch between reference schemes, or cultures, as

A experienced in fieldwork is conceptually overcome by our shared

. The elhnographlc present 13

human capacily of imagination. The range of mnglnalive power

~ in anthropology-is an integral part of its abilily 10 contribute to

a liberation. of culture from its own obsolete vocabularics by its

ability to weave new: metaphors.into the fabric.of common beliefs.

Metaphors are not parasites-upon scality,. they are extensions of
it. As such they. are [orerunners of a new langnage, stretched to
fit new expeticnces. In. short, amhnopology is one important
source for acknowledging that cognition is not.necessarily recog-
nition, and that the acquisition of truth. is. not a. matter of fitting

" data into a pre-established scheme (cLRorty 1991b: 13).

The prime. virtue. of anthropology lies in; the. fact that its space
is as open-ended: as the. world. to- which: it belongs.. 1t cannot,
therefore, make claims. to. a particular regime of truth, in- the
Foucauldian sense — implying. just another possible eplstemic
arder. The open-endedness of anthropology.is.owed o its unfail-

ing. commitment to. exploring. different ‘epistemologics, but this

does not amount 1o a claim that all ordess are equally, posslblc
or equally good. This is where the subjective standpoint is once,

- again msurmoun(nblc as poinied out by Taylor, the

~point of view from which we might.constate that all ordess are
equally arbnrary. in particular‘that all moral views are equally
sa. is just not’ available: to us humans. It is a form -of self-
delusion to think that we do not speak from a moral oricatation
which. we lake to be: right, .. - .

- (Taylor 1989: 99)

_ Thete is no way, of speaking from nowhere in parucular. ns‘
previously argued, not even for transculturated anthropologlsls.

Se- far anthropologists have spoken from an off-centred posi-
tion within the category of sciences. If. this has seemed to ‘mar-
ginalize our contribution, 1 believe. that the inherent eccentricity
of anthropology. vis-d-vis, the dominant world-vtew is_a source of

extreme strength. "This, of course, has still ta.be demonstrated i in

practice. Trajecting the present-horizon of anthropology, as 1’ do
in this book, points to the future, In: a sense 1 am. trying to,
“project back® from some future vanlage point_{o an evaluation.

of the present. Evaluation is part of knowledge: peaple. — and -

anthropologists among them.— not only learn (o think, they also
learn 1o care. 1L it seems.daring thus- (o stretch the present to.ils
limigs it is perfectly in keepmg with the. anlhropologlcal -quest:
the ﬁxpanslon of the. horizon takes place. in time as well 45 space..
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14 The athnographic present
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EValualiﬁg the present is to make claim to potentiality as well as
actuality. : .

PRACTISING ETHNOGRAPHY | |
Slr;ssing the need to take off in the present implies nnd cf“Ph::';
o sl a8l Mt L S,
i 1= anthropological practice bilurcates o & o
‘t:ir:: l;:‘g’ E?a::::‘ivé?pmglca. ‘implicatcd_anls_o' in the performative

pa%ioznziﬁﬁf:pzt?zfmum has been marked by an extensive

usc of what, is known. as the. *cthnographic present’.! 1t implies

nt tense as the dominant mode of represent-

“"The. use of tense has been seriously criticized as

.t o, - . -described as a vagiue
ihe.object (Fabian 1983: 86). 1t has been deserse :
o :lh:s:ebl{:;ﬂ& ‘atemporal motment (Stocking 1983: 86). ,reﬂg:,cu:(g,.
?l‘:e historic or synchronic pretense of anthropology (Crapanza
1986:51).

The ethnographic present 13, evidently, a literary device, and as

such it needs 1o be questioned along -with. other conventions
uch .it , -

in g . However, it is. not solely an
" Tepm:lc::at:iionr;rt::ct?bpo‘:ggylinked to thc'.sypctlr?nic nature
nccmt;gl ork »(rsl‘:rcusaand Fischer 1986: 96). Nor is it in any way
i ;v matter of syiichronizing our descriptions. Rather it
v arety of texual Hise-en-scénes (Davis 1992a). 'The ,.g'-.th-
boycﬁ:.v resent is a corollary of the peculiar natute. of 'the
::ﬁ::gp:;l:b:i&lcpmcticc as identified in t;l:. 'peﬂon:r;;::ep:::g::;

2 ‘ triscti  time, ‘because: only the pre!

I s et wnﬂ??l?f?a?lf’ﬁfpﬁlégical knowledge. 1. argue

eserves ihie 1ca hr gi v \
:;;:ﬁn?:’ulli recognition_of the. critique raised against the earlier

. ahistoric mode. of anthropology. The chaice of tense was right

¢ it rested on. false assumptions. My contention is that we,a}:e
lmw‘in a positi’oh {0 reasscss our-assumptions and to reinvent the
now in a position :

cthnographic present witlout previous connolations.

is. diacritical i pological practice. While
is. diacritical in. the anthropologica d

i Fic: dvillo' 'r: aliadicalf experience of estrangement and "f"a'fvfsm'
',i(l::r:‘ar’ds. it‘tb',céomes-. niemo.ry- and the backbone of objectivism.

By way of opcning.this.well;known“theme' 1 shall present a frag-

my own memories from the ﬁ‘eld; -_
mrin;;ofir?;yb:ck upon my fieldwork in Iceland in 1982-1983 1

culat relationship of observation and distancing

The ethnographic prasent 15

recall that 1 suffered a loL? Although it took: place. within the
boundaries of the self-declared western civilization, my-sufferings
were.of a general kind. In.addition to the monotonous. diet, the
cold, the blizzards, and the inescapable nature: to. which I was
constantly expased, I had the-not uncommon problems.of loneli-
ness, of sexual assaults, loss of identity and offensive enemy
spirits. In spite of all this, one of my greatest shocks in the field
was to be remindcd of my own world. Towards the end of my
first year-long stay in Iceland, when I lived .and worked ina

- fishing village in pitch-dark and.ice-cold winter, and where I had

for some time felt.completely cut o[f[m!n the rest of the world,
1 once received six letters addressed to Kirsten Hastrup. They
were full of questions like: would I.organize.a conference?; what
would I like to teach in the spring. term?; ‘would I do an Open
University course?; and would it not be wonderful to get back?
That really got me down, and I knew instantly that [ -would-never,
ever go back to that world which had nothing to do with me. 1
was infuriated that people assumed that they knew who I was.
They did-not, obviously. T was Kristfix 4'Gimli, worked as-a fish-
woman, smelled of fish, and shared my incredibly shabby house
with: three: young and ‘wild fishermen. That was who I wanted to
be, Idecided, and: threw the letters into a heap of junk. -
They remained there, but as readers will have guessed, I myself
reiumed —~ at least partly ~.to.the world. I had left. In that world.
I write articles on the.fishermen’s violence and.the god-forsaken
village. Experience has become memory, and.the:relics.are embel-
lished so.as: 1o pass for anthropology (cf Boon.1986). The anec-
dote thus serves the immediate. purpesc .of situating ficldwork
between. antobiography and anthropology (cf. Hastrup 1992a). .
it also jllustrates. the: nature of the.cthnographer’s presence. in
the field. At the time of my inverse culipre shock I had in some
sense. ‘gone-native’. Margaret Mead once warned us that although
immersing oneself .in local life is good, .one:should be careful not

- 1o.drown; allegedly, one way of maintaining the delicate balance

is 10.write and receive letters from, one’s.own world (Mead 1977:

. 7). In-my case: the letters pushed me even fusthes.down into the.

native world; I had: no choice of degree of immersion. Even
though we now: recognize that “going native® is 1o cnter a world
ol one’s-own creation (Wagner 1975: 9), there is-still: reason to
<iress the radical nature of the fieldwork:experienice - profoundly

‘marking the entire: anthropological discourse. Whether the indi-
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16 The ethnographic present —  _

i logist poes temporarily native or not, the l?r:ld-
x::,f : ;',’;mgo inglpliegs that the w?llaslaylishcd oppqsn,m;n
between subject and object dissolves in anthmp(.)logy. The e:j h-
nographer is not only la_bel.l_cd l_)y the o.lhers, she is .also named.

" As named, that is, as an identified subject in the alien discursive
space, the etlinographer becomes part of her ficld. Her prcsenccf
is the occasion and the locus of the drama (hal is the soutce oo
anthropological “reflection (Dumont 1978: 12). There is n

absolute perspective from wlicre we can eliminate-our own con-

sciousncss from our object {Rabinow 1977: 151). l?y her presence
in the .ﬁcl(i, the ethnographer is actively enlgaged inthe construc-
tion of the ethnographic reality or, one might say, of th-e ethno-

ic present. . S .
gr?lj;:;;cispwhere we can begin to see that the practice of fieldwork

| climinates both subjectivism and objectivism and posits truth as

i iective creation. In thiis sense, fieldwork is almost like
:n l::scer:sl:gjne,‘:t\:;:cl: by itself is nothing but the collapse of the
sugject.,-objcct relation (Feman.dez 1986: Zt.t‘l). Allhoughl ou:.
results cannot be measured against l!lc requirements of nadufral
scientific verification, we have no choice: ,anlhr(.)polqu is ra1 91;::;
inlérprclation‘_-énd' cannot, therefore, _be wenfrgr (cf.h Taylor A vé
71). It can.be scholarship, of course, and of a kind ‘:dat n;(n)l' z_;,lo
radical implications for the world. Before that, fieldwor IFS °
be transformed into téxt. The practice of .anlhropc')l»ogy 1:(np ies |
wriling of cthnography from a particular standpoint of knowing
and interpreting — in time.

WRITING CULTURES

Culture is an invention, tied up ntith,':the. in\(enlion‘ of :nlhr(;:
pology (Wagner 1975). Unlil&c earller. generations of ant ro;;;e
ogists who thought of culture in CSSCHlI?IISl terms, we nowbrea i .
that it is a creation on our part, gnd: ane” which ma); \ :.:jolrg)
increasingly poeticized — in fact and in text (cl’._ Rorty llgl a: * al
Whether construed in the singular, and denoting a phi O'SOIP 1:::a :
counterpoint to nature, or in .Ihc. plural, designating socio o%l ”
entities, we can no longer claim culfure. to be an ob;j;:(-:uye act.
Cultures malerialize in contradistinction to each other; dlffcrzvc:s
are exaggerated in the process. Anthropology hz'ls cemenle lble
exaggeration and described the others as everything we we;e n i;;
Conversely, the others have presented snmulacrg of .icn}sc ves
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order to fob off and satisfy our search fo understand their speci-
fity (Ardener 1989b: 183).” o

A priniary couclusion is, then, that unlike a society which is an
empirical entity, culture is an analytical implication. The cultural
order js virtual; it is realized only as events «of speech and action
(Sahlins 1985: 153). Events ‘are the empirical form of system,
which is, therefore, under constant risk fiom practice. Ultimately,
that is 'why. we have to write cultuses in order to perceive them
as wholes. ° o " T

The inventian of culture in anthropological writing must (in
some sense: al least) reflect the ways in wlhiich cultures invent

themselves if anthropology wants to be faithiful 16 its own aims -

(Wagner 1975: 30). Not any piece. of writing will do, if we want
to- call ourselves anthropologists ‘and not just travel writers. We
have to seriously investigate the lived space, which: is the experi-
ential counterpart to the implicational cuitural space. 1 shall term

this experiential space a-‘world’ (Hastrup 1987c). It will'bé under- -

stood that this is not-solely an ideational space, but one that is
made up of people’ and actions. Indeed, the old: dichotomy
between idealisny and materialism makes no sense (Ardener 1982:
IT). However, the main- point here is that the implication of
culture — to pose as-an analytical object of anthropology — must
have. a lived counterpart in the world. ‘It is this world that-the
ethnographers must enter if their writings shall-be *realistic”
We shall retura to realism later (in.chapter 9); here 1 shall sum
up about culture that it is. scnsed only by way of ‘cultute shock®
- summing up-in dramatic form the.exposuré to another culture,
In anthropology this implies the cthnographer’s:deliberately sub-

jecting herself to.a world. beyond. her ‘conipetence; we cannot .

write real cultures without experiences of other worlds. The road
to anthropological knowledge poes via sharcd social experience
{Hastrup and:Hemvik 1994). The.degree of sharing is éften aston-
ishing, as another anecdote from my fieldwork will illustrate.

- For some ‘months I lived and worked on an Icelandic farm
where 1, to the best of my knowledge, practised participant obser-
vation. It implied a particular kind of presence that mide e an
object in the Icelanders’ discourse; they wrote their culture all
over me. [n order to achieve a proper position in the farming

world | had assumed the role of milkmaid" and 'shepherdess. .

During my first stay, 1. had actually been partly responsible for
the milking and. tending of some 30 cows, It was pratifying to
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in itself, but more importantly,
. " a facilitated an actual shift of identity,
. osition dlso greatly-facilitate ( | 4
'womn%cgﬁmilx;pliedﬁby participant gbservation. Asan anllll;:?::‘y

e e cat 5t casily get a close 1t Jationship to thirty rela !
00 can\l;:l is milkmaidone is bound to-take them serlnlous 3'
, bt a5 milk 7 : s
surrender to the role in a very direct fnannq;; l fi':ets
One e 1ding onesell between cows handling their u e
o i b :llﬁl that one is there only for scholarship. For
d S e, ntailed differentiated relations to the ::owsi
g |onge;?dcé[, with as a category but 'l:lﬂd to _d::r

ith as namd"ihdividnﬂa I collected their names, of course, X

with as _

‘ i COWS Were
e e of all Fexpetienced how some ‘
la-tel? a::duIfa:isc:l:’lcll:lyl'tv?l:isllc,olln:rs were stupid, and some even hostile.
nice and friendly, W
A - always ann ' ‘
o c‘;:ei;l&arl:;;“f an i:jsury that is very inconvenient for a
a spra :

itkmaid. L really got to dislike the beast and I am sure it was
m » A-B J

a mul [ 3 ' tA o elsewhere, but also

. - onths 1 left the: farm to go € _

sy :i?mr?):lhs jater. ‘On my retutn  § 1mmc.dnalc.? f:n;::
to"tcm“ml 'i in_the cowshed and went from:cow to cpw“aﬁnow“
myae .”:inj'ftont of my old enemy. 1. sensed fh? well- il
thelr namos. or and murmured: ‘So there. you: still are, you s:hy
fekclll_:‘g::;f '.?;lgc:tjmoming, when the farmer and: I-went into the
old. Al )

' hed to do the moming milking, the beast was lying. dead on

] was deeply shocked, because

_apparent reasofi. 1 was d . ‘

t]hix?:\(v" -.uf:;: ?: p‘:;g:dbtisﬁ-tilnes: such gecurrences: ;hqd brough
ey that i previols S -
w%?b?i;rzf this tale is not onllyll to Shfo‘lT :)1;)\; ::iec x::i\; r;lc::‘g‘

0BT ot the Teelandic world” so full ob fHEEE T :

"rlzedp'x“e as, ‘0! lhellct;é anlhmpologiﬂ;dnsgmsqd as.a mllkmandl.
craft, but thal €367 - he death of the cow.

: esponsibility for t ) |
:a;?::t?:::zet: ;‘:lk:xtpc?iznﬁal? space where time. was another
& an

y o ) W .l

. - a space © '
' undo?:;ec‘:i;: ::Tf ﬂasl:zt'il' s:f chkind that makes ethnographers
experience was real. =

- doubt _self_-evidl"-l.l¢'i-"-ﬂ|leémiml of -witchcraft (as. against. mysell)

’ \'& o “ci h A
l:%;::?,:g(ion. of belict, and far less of superstition. It was
was & QUESLIOR: 4

Gk o istinct reality of which |
: "y experiencing @ distinct fea
an ‘exprcss:%?ﬂ;fi)::{ ang”which once _al!d for all taught mlt: l::::'
wr&:::zr scgafﬁte maleriality and meaning, They are st

we cans , -

oyed me, and once it occasioned

f my own crealion, the

L
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ties in the world in which we live, and as such they write them-
selves onto the ethnographer who temporarily shayes ‘the world
of others. It is this simultancity that makes actual presence in the

other world a precondition for the writing of -culture, and which

. transforms the inherent paradox of participant-abservation into
a literary dilemma.of ‘pasticipant description’ (Geeitz 1988: 83).
2 i . ) ;' ven

'PRESENCE AND REPRESENTATION

) Unti,l*-recenl]x. the: cﬂ_mogmpher"s ptesénce— in the field was the

sole stamp. of authority.necded in the anthropological: monograph
(cf. Clifford 1983b). Since Malinowski, fieldork was a strategy
of-discovery by which the anthropologist coild:jntervene iia alien
spaces and behavelike an ideal metering:device” (Ardener 1985:
57). The invention of this strategy ~ of I:Witnessing. (Geertz 1988)
- made a new: genre. of wiiling possible, the genre of realisni.
Within this genre ‘the author as ficldworker: was always implicitly
present; the author as author was always implicitly absent* (Boon
1983: 138). ‘Today, the.questioning of the:anthropologist's author-
ial status marks: the. end of modernism. Do e b
* "Physical presence.in the fleld isvio Jonger the source of absolute
authority. The kind of participation:necded to identify cvents and
write veal culturés cannot be glossed: as-mere *being”in the ficld.
It implies a process-of-*becoming’. Becoming is a metaphor for

a kind of participation that can never-be complete and’ which is ~

naimmediate consequence of physical presenée. It does not imply

“ that the anthropologist gradually becomics identical with. the

others. 1 did not become: an Icelandic’ shepherdess: although: 1
participated in: sheep-farming: and experienced the uvnreality of
chepherdesses in misty- mountains: (cf. Hastrup 1987a). The con-
cept of becoming implics that one gives in to dn-alich reality and
allows .onesell to change-in the: process.‘One is-not: completely
absarhed in the other 'world, but one is also no longer the same.

- The change often is so fundamental that it is dilficult to see haw

the: ieldworker has any identity with her [pnncr:séll‘.‘-fl‘icldrwork; v
therefore, escapes our ordinary- historical catepories. The space

- discovered has nejther a firm future nor a distinct. past, because

mtentions and memories are transformed as definitions, categories
and meanings shift. Participant observation today implies. an;
ehervation of participation itself (cf. Tedlock 1991); it is not self-
wvulent that what we participate in is the real life of the others. :
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o0 The ethriographic present

_able epistemology® We must fiot

cin g

Although part-of the anthropologist's life-.history aqd als.o
representing a moment in the course f)f‘ Ior:al- history, the _-e).(pe|r|-
ence of the ficldworld as such is outside history (as a particular
temporal mode). It is so strongly marked by lxmnnality that the
ordinary succession of events is suspended (cf 'mrfnbull 1?9(:‘).
Furthermore, insight is obtained by a degree .of violence; the
cthnograplcr must keop up a certain pressure in order to elicit
information (Griaule 1957: 14; cf also. Cllfforfl‘ 19833). Power
differences inform the dialogue and- distort hlflory. They a!so
create history, but it is a kind of hislory that is but a fleeting

momeni and canniot be spoken about in ordinary historical cat-

egories. Hence the cthnographic present. The tense reﬂegts the
 reality of ficldwork.

The problem is that within realism as 2 genrc,-lhe clhnographic-
presc':ntA was thought 10 represent the. rFallly of the other saciety.
For functionalists and consots, Lhe realist mf)flog;apln,represented
what societies were: timeless, islandlike entities (Boon 1982: 14).
However, the critique of realism as genre and of the assumptions
behind earlier modes of representation sltlfmld not‘urix:nl;cruzpl::::

i i -of ‘realism’ as quite a re -
sight of the reality of fieldwork and :(:’ngz:“:: m |gg§ca| respect:
mistaking the one for the other, that is, of confounding genre

istemology.
angi:lpd‘vs::k is ?l'ltside history quite irrespective of the fact that
41l societies have histories of their own and are deeply mYolyed
lobal history as well. The reality of ﬁelc'iw_ork is a !lmlpal
phase for both subjects” and-objcc‘ts.' in w!nch.thc dls.llnctlon
betweeni them is dissolved; at allernating points in .the discourse
subject and object take on the comp.lcmcn.lary positions of namer
and named (Parkin 1982: xxxiii-xxxiv). History scems to be sus-
pended for both parties. The present is what frames the encounter
and lends it meaning. The frame is far from fixed, but somehow
is stuck within it. o
ﬁc'll(:ltoﬁ{h:inalily of fieldwork is one rcéson_why it has been
likened 1o a rite de passage, and generally tdet.mﬁcd as the central
ritual of the tribe of anthropologists (Stocking l9§3: 70). Now,
the meaning of ritual is not its inner £SSENCE, but its being part
of a wider self-defining social space.* Rituals often arc among the
more remarkable declarations of such spaces. Al_lhoslgh the his-
tory of anthropological theory tends. to belie this, ritual cannot
be studied isolated as ‘text’; it is a context-marker. So also for

- s
Bl :
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" the central ritual of anthfop_ology: ficldwork marks the context

of anthropology while it does not exhaust its content. ‘The eth-

nographer’s ritual presence in another world, with alf that implies,

ol intersubjectivity and inlertextuality, has no absolute inner
meaning. Semething else is meaningless without it: anthropology.
As a distinct field of scholarship, anthropology invests itself in
the present not only-to document cultures but fo experience the
processes of their making.

In this context we become our own informants on the ethno- -
graphic present. The fieldwork ritual implies a particular construc- -

tion of time; Johannes Fabian has introduced the distinction

between the coevalness of fieldwork and the allochronism. of
writing (Fabian 1983). Fieldwork implies a sharing of time with

the other, while writing often implies a temporal distancing, 1
would: suggest that the ethnographic present be re-read as an
implication of a shared time. Using the present tense is to speak

from the centre of another time-space, which existed only at that -

flecting instant when-the ethnographer impressed heiself upon
the world of the others — and changed it. Tts implications, how-
ever, lranscend the Cartesian coordinates of time and space.
Criticizing the split between coevalness and. allochronism. is
relevant only if we conceive of the anthropological endeavour as
one of substantive representation, that is, of reproduction and of
accurately mapping one space onto another. If, contrarily, we

perceive representation as a creative process of evocation and re-

enactment (not simply to say: *description’) we have no choice
of tense. The ethnographer saw or heard sometliing sometime in
an autobiographic past, but the implications must-be presenied to

be of relevance as anthropology, and to avoid the imputed loss

from fieldwork to writing.*
The reality of the encounter is. outside ordinary history; it is
its own history, if you wish. As discourse it must be realized

“temporally and in a present (cf. Ricoeur 1979: 74). The ethno-. -

graphic psesent reflects- the instance of the. discourse. In short,
the reason for the present tense is located in the dual-nature of
anthropological practice of fieldwork and. writing, or presence

and re-creation, The reality of the cultures that we write depends

on a particular. narralive construction, a discursive present; the

realitics of other people, of course, have histories that are retold

_in local language. It is not for anthropology, however, to recast

biographies and social histories in full, or for.-that matter to ietell
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' We ate led towards a reconsiderali

linguistic translation, it is only

. 142). Behind the idea of cultural translati
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local stories. That Is far more convincingly done by those who

i i th
live them. The hallmark. of anll,lr:;p:)_lug)::a lsssl li:l;i::lxﬁcir;]ecr;c;ﬁ c:l
or practical: life and to recast it in @ 2%
'oriieé (:Lfte:::l:ln:zcsds it. Lilc has to be recreated in a separate
mode th .

Janguage in order 1o be comprchendf:d.

CULTURAL TRANSLATION , ’ '
‘ » on of cultural translation. 'ﬂ:lls
' : | logy, especially
i : “used. as. & metaphor for anl.hropo ‘ !

nqun ‘I‘Ja?ti?s;c:n‘llhropology since Evans—Prlgc;lla'rd. Allhoulghrlip
w“h" " ha ften been paid to the fact. that it is not seal y like
seavice a9 ‘ ' recently that a serous questioning

of the metaphor has. begun,. notably by ,Ard:cner._(l989b) and

"Asad (1986).

One examp

hardt’s scminal work on

wriles: | |
. ibi how members of a remote

m of describing to others how !

1116 plrl::l:: then begins lo"appcar,largel_yﬁas one of translation,
"t"'l::aking the cohérence primitive thought has in the languages
ol | :

ives. i .ar as possible in our own.
it really hv;s.. in, as cléar as possl! O bt 1954: 97)

- ' dtion i ey Lien-
o whicli Asad draws attention is. qufrBY_
le to Whldf‘:‘iad“ o[."lhouahl«'»(ws-‘)ﬁ .n.| wlllCh he .

Leach is eve » irec : sa) that the .~ant_hr6pological

i n mote direct when he. says th ! |

. roble:n of coping with cultural difference essentially ts one of
p P

{ranslation; it may b

lation is always possible’ (Leach 1973,:‘.772._quoled in Asad 1986
8 ¥S |

on lies a mode of think-
i i ttempt to repro-

- Jogical representation as.an atici
o n,boul ::g:lo 5:;;5' i the discourse of another as accural-el);
duced:s?l)eie " As‘we have secu, this-is.an untenable epistemologica

: amption.
va.ss’]]iépproblem is not mt?rely,-
rendered by approximation h?n)

-dic (or cthnographic . .
enwﬂ:i??l:i‘rce.(::npoﬂan% source for the unease: ~aboutllht; m_cg .
lgh:;of translation is the profound asymmetry belween languages.

the alleged translation takes place between languages that are

a e E .

that some’ calegories canr.only be
d then. only on 2 considerable.

background (Sperber 1985; 44),

o-difficult but a ‘tolerably satisfactory trans- .
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and the related power structure always inherent in the legitimiz-

ation of language (Bourdicu 1991), partly to the nature. of the
anthropological discourse. To put it briefly, the discourse in which
one can ‘write about somebody for a specific audicnce is by defi-

" nition: a. discourse. of englobement. The: linguistic inequality is

aggravated: by the implicit- hierarchy between belween literate
and oral forms of knowledge in western culture (cf. Clifford
1988b: 339-341). Dissecting the notion. of translation thus leads
back to.the poisit that anthrepological knowledge: is a symptom
of our-own society (Scholte 1980; 66-67). That is-a political point
“worth repeating. s R
A theoretical point also werth making is that.we canuot prop-
erly translate cultures into our own without destroying their speci-
ficity. Taken to the extree, translation implies a transformation
of the. unknown ‘into something known, and anthiopology would
clearly become: absurd if this. was taken literally:

What lics at the. end of translation. . . Is.a kind of entropy of
the translated system — a total remapping of the other social
space inta entities of the: translating. one. At our -destinalion
the terrain would, however, be disappointingly. familiar.

" (Asdener 1989b: 178)

Thus, at the end of the road: of translation, anthropology would
have to:start all-over again— by re-establishing difference.

. ‘Dilference always mattered more than similarity in the writing
of .cultures. What goes onto the anthropological map is cultural
difference. Any idea of translation from one cultural space to
another is vastly complicated by the symbolic interpenetration of
cultures by which dilferénce is first established. ‘Culture’ is
already an implication, and in spite of claims to.accurate represen-

_tation, €thnographic texts are inescapably allegorical. “The differ-

ence is not ranslated, 4t is posited and transcended. -
Difference is posited through thie experience of ficldwork, from

-which we know that cultural understanding is about disequation

sather than equation (Ardener 1989b: 183). After the initial

* experience-of relativism, difference is transcended.in writing and

us implied: objectivism. This process is. 0t a mechanical process
ofranslation but a highly complex process of understanding and
se-cnactment, in which the anthropologist. hersell plays a crucial

cart, and which is complicated by. features of heteroglossia and
muledness® ) . ot

- -
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Once we have realized that anthropology is not about replacing

| one discourse by another, or about representation or translation,

we may return to a consideration of the amhropqlogical practice
as & creslive process — of prescmi{lg ethnography.. Even if l'he
object of study must be historicized in all sorts of ways, the ch.(fn.ce
of tense is right; what would the point of anl!tropology be if its
truth had already gone at the moment of writing.

THE PROPHETIC CONDITION

However provisional in a larger hislorical. perspective, lhe. lr.mh
cartied by the message of the anthropologist must be convincing,
Thiis is a problem she shares with Hermes, another trickster

" (Crapanzano 1986; 52). It is also a problem she shares with the

| : ‘ imi d translation
het whom T shall now introduce. Both umn-ng and tr :
E:: I:)ut into‘ﬁcmpéc_ti've by the proplietic condition, as |dc.nuﬁcd
by Edwin Ardener (1989a; cf: Hastrup 1989). The prophetic con-

dition is a condition of both structures and individuals who find

"themselves between two worlds. The prophet gives voice to a

€d

' " belonps to an old one. The voice is not always
Ezmd‘y?l;:(:'.:::d?seeg incompreliensible bcfor?h?nd: afterwards
they are trivial. When the new world has materialized, the w?lr{]is
of the prophet are indistinguishable from ordinary speech. b,le
structural conditions for prophecy can be more or less favourable.

A privileged condition oblains when a discontinuity. is generally

sensed, but when it is still not conceivable in known categories.

The anthropologist is ‘like’ a prophet, slrl}cturally speaking.
The two worlds mediated by the antl.lropo.log.lsl are more qflen
sepan;led in spacc than in time, but in principle the ?nlhropclr]l-
ogist gives voice to a new world: The. prophetic position of the
antliropologist is further subslanlmte(! u{hen we realize that pm;
phets do not predict a future. Predictions are fllways part o
current language and when they prove ‘correct” it is because they
are essentially repetitions. Predictions always fail when they are
most needed, that is, when repetition does n.ol oceur. Thc prophet
does not predict the future, he foretells it before it has been

* incorporated into the collective representations. He gives voice

- L8_

to and in that sense defines the 'worlc.i htj. I!as discovered. He
expands on the present by telling it to its limits. In other WOde.
the perception of a new world is closely nfla.led to an expansion
of language. A new realily lakes shape as it is conccptugl}zed. in

* The ethnographic present 25

anthropology as well as in prophecy. The ‘other’ world is dis-
covered and defined simultaneously; observation and theory are
one. . ’ ‘

There are, of course, realities and histories before and beyond
anthropology. But through the dual nature of the anthropological
practice, of experiencing and writing, a new world-of betweenness
is created.” It is this betweenness that_places. the anthropologist
in a prophetic position and forces her to. speak in. the ethno-

graphic present. In spite of recent claims.to.multiple authorship,

it-is still the voice of the anthropologist, that presents the other
world in the text. Like the prophet, the anthropologist offers
another Janguage, another space, another time to reality. That. is
the emergent meaning of the anthropological practice.

~ 1 argue, then, that timing in anthropology ~ seen as an essen-
tially prophetic discourse — involves the use of the cthiographic
present. lts incvitability is linked to our ritual presence in the
field, without which the context is meaningless as anthropology.

The. ethnographic present is a narrative construct that clearly

does not represent a truth about the timelessness of the o_lﬁct}s.

We know that thiey are as historical as anybody in all possible
~ways. But the betweenness implied in fieldwork, and the fact of

the ethnographer’s sharing the time of the others, makes cth-
nopraphy escape the ordinary historical categorics. -

The prophetic condition implics that the unspeakable becomes.
spoken, and that language expands on both sides of the dialogue.
Whereas translation presupposes two scparate discourses, one of

which is the object of the dthicr, prophecy implics intersubjectivity

or intertextuality affecting both worlds. To thie extent that we-are
now ready to acknowledge that the ethnograplier changes in the
field. we should also admit that neither do the informants remain.
the same. Nor do they remain ‘other’. We have to abandon the
usc. not of the ethnographic present but of the term ‘informants®
that construes the others as (verbal) pathways to scparate worlds,
In the newly discovered world between us and them, the illusion
af distance. is. broken. . R
In. the prophetic condition of anthropology there is an impli-
cational truth that is not outlived when the ethnographer leaves
the field, and which should not, therefore, be rendered in the
past tense. When this is realized, the ethnograpliic present may
lead-to many possible futures. As such, the ethnographic present.

is what potentiates anthropology.

L0E
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Chapter 2 o

‘The language _pa_radd.x .

On the limits of words

belw;en xl;e- Ian.guag'e and the wor.-lc.l, is at .lhc
ogy: It has been probed-into from vanfous philo-
. .'“-." - ‘> . ) ‘. ,ng ‘t.
- sophical which have suggcated. as many ways. of seei
:3;1:-:::‘!*::;%!:. 1 shall limit my discussion lo some areas that .ha:{e
particular pertinence for anlhul)l[;ology. My-..nlpg(r’:z:lr: nn:. gfn;iTha r:)c
i : 1 aim at identifying curreni co ;
i the senso 112 g h ' ing the-history of anthropo-
v as practice, rather {han-at-tracing y !
D o it g, oo L
1to. nd-on the present. My prncip ,. P
;:i:)'l:l .:z;"l“":;tnalural“»langlwge,_ but it reflects zbac!c upon anthropo-
pical language os well. o
lqg;salel;i'::i‘::tgf’by" the heading of this chapter, l ;bclteve that ,llw:_n'i
re serious {imitations orf local words and wrilings as. sources o
.uenuine antliro;i(jlogigal undcrsl-anding. f!he par;adox of Iangyage
%o‘ which 1 refer lies'in thie fact that while it .max*nndecd»sowelyn!e;
be difficult in real life to determine whéther we are _deahng -;m
ocial or a linguistic plienomenon, ‘because language somechow
"‘?ss;n e social as a measuring rod is 1o the measlurlc;l. Iz:x;l:;s::ci
. " - . ."' - B vae ) R ! . v r c e
" unlock the complexities of social life :
1:19(;;;%_ ‘;‘:ll(‘)';f)lsanguage; spoken or wn'nen.. measurcs.hut does not
reprcs.ént‘ As measuring rod it imposes ils ownt scale upon the
plasiicity of the social. This app
sct‘l;:?sr?’ef‘:lve‘:;s ‘back upoh. lhé understanding of the rclalionship
bctweén¥inngdage, culture and identity that always' hi.lq a ;_)roml}
cnt' posilioh,, on the anthiopological agpnd_a.."l]le discussion o
:‘h‘is: érliculaf jtem has: taken i new turn with the em.cr.genct.:
of wlc))rld-wide fiteracy, virtually il not actually ‘or glalnslgc_ally.
(l’.-ilcracy implies that part of any culture is now stored in writings.

lies to local language as much as 4
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ranging from laws; to poetry, and the question. naturally, arises
how we should deal with-this kind of material. The traditional
cthuographic practice of eavesdropping outside the local.walls of

_silence has been supplemented by a reading_aver broad native

shoulders:* With reading we are on home ground, and we do not
even have to take notes, a practice: which has recently been
unveiled as cumbersome and loaded with professional frustration

{cf: Sanjek 1990). Small wonder that anthropologists have taken |

such'an interest.in the multiplicities of native wriling as sources of
cultural understanding: We-miglit wish to recall that by ‘natives’ 1

e

refer 10 all of us. — in our capacity of being *at home™ in some

warld or. other. - - Lo

Native words and texts may provide cultural clues and qualily
as ethnographic material in all sorts of ways, but T contend that
there is: an -ontological gip between words and social processes
that cannot be bridged from within the language itsell, To under-
stand this, and to point 1o a new constructive communion with

“our principal means of expression | shall explore the relationship

between language-and: the world from a range of perspectives.
First, my: argument starts-from a discussion of categorization as
a particular reflection upon-the world: the aim is to demonstrate
she potential mismatch between the words and the ‘realitics thicy
name. Next, 1. shall deal with the feature o metaphor as.a linguis-
tic and Jiterary device allowing people to-mean more than: they
can. say, and: perhaps also 1o say more than they mean; the point
here is- to: show the limitations- of metaphor as a clue to social
action. Third, the argument will make a tour around etymology
as an “often-used’ insirument in the reconstruction of social
phenomena and meaning. Towards the end.of the chapter, I shall
make ‘some general points on the relationship between writing
and:social process and the nature of anthropelogical understand-
ing. The general idea underlying. the argument is that whatever
the representational shortcomings of language, and their redoub-

 ling in writing, there is nothing 1o be gained from verbal absti-

nence. There is. no surplus solidari_ly to. be gained from not
listening 1o-the natives, nor any extra scholarly reputation to be:
gained from not. writing. %
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28 The language paradox

- CATEGORY

The, naturé of categorization is central to, any”dlscussmn of:the.
relationship ‘between:language an
tic theory. the.doctrine: held:catego
qmplying that- Alings. were..cither & of citside the: citegory.
affiliation; 10:which was.det il the: sharing; of a certain
- nuniber of; propemes.’ As far as identily categorics-are concerned,
this vnew cntmled ihat dll. m of -a particular category a
s ltisral (and: linguistic) ident-
.clilegories:is empty:containers
view of reason-as-disembodied
ge as: entlilly-objective: As.most
hoit (l9 and:his followers, it is, Tan-
. e conce tual nystem in. this:particular

1] ‘be abstract coiitainers,,

ne [ mspondcnce between: language
matic’ truth: in:: phllosophy and
Ihc scope o scholarship-was
' eylhose thcon"' rmodels:that best. fitted the. dis-
::(:)v?r::lmrl:;hms. We have lost otir objectivist: mnoccnce ‘and. the
“{dea of correspondence betwee
§till to come to term with,
and worlds. (Anlencr' 98
facile: resort-to- constmctioni_gm
‘Compared to:the:old objectivist view.of: calegoncs as contame:’s
of -redlity, new linguisti mcd lhe world aroun
Expériment: .and reason
represeiit Aliesworld, in; an
* undéerstood: ‘independenlly
‘{Roschi: 1978 29).. Hii
“natter-of-both: human:expel
‘follows: that-veason :is:Das
viewed ‘solely inderms; of the
' cuch. 45 categories (Lakoff:1
fice; ¢ - .-
m ::lrlt;lmpologlsm ‘have; known thiis for a long time, of course. In
those other' cultures;; thatiwe. have ‘been studying we have been
mel 'willi a-kind:oFreason: that did not refléct tlie. western notions
of ‘rationality.‘Many:attempts.. liave beén mitle to. sort-out. the
rclauohslnp between:the: obvnous cullural re|ahvnsm and:the need

mnglnuuon, from whlch it
| mé: Iactors and cannot be
'ampul

otld. 1n classical linguis-

_eanmg cannol be reduced:

: Ior a shared scientific standard. Relativism has been vatiably
conuasled uwnh nmversahsm. absolnnsm or objechwsm, and if

'polqu "-l(- ELY genenuly conﬁrmed th puml thakulallxiuhoq is
iWes et forced lo

Whotf was n pmfessmil
nauon m lhe Saplr—-WJlort

ment by Sapn' is. qmle expliclt

The fact of: the matter: is-that:the .renl wur]d‘ is‘lo & Jarge
extent uncotfiséioissly built up -on-the: Iangungei'hab't f -the
groiip. ‘No- two' Janguagesiare cver sufficiently r-ta
coisidered ds:yepreséntiing: liessame sociul -reality: The: wwlds
in which:differént sociéties live:are distinct*wor ls;;not.mere]

the.same world-with: dlffemem! labels iattached. .

hlue{lhéy fiave. ¥
particular;: lang, a

smndmg‘ (e.g, .Bloch 1977) ..
Neither..perception. dor. thedning ca
the category, system The, propertie_.,?. !
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.from. the posil

EYisilki

i -t obiectively in the world independent of

. s:u';‘:r‘ hmtEp::?:h‘Z;ﬁre '\ihat La)l(’co(f calls interactional proper-
fi?:rstlsor‘ ‘:tl‘:: l'tSl;‘l of our interactions as parl of our phygf:al
and cultural cavironments given our bodies and our-co.gmu}vv;
apparatus’ (Lakoff 1987: 'Sl)_. This firmly locks the meaning of
categorics into human experience. e
This means thal even within zategories there is no un d)( and
strict symmetry. It is.not all members of the category bir e.se::-
arc equally good cxamples of birds; sparrows arc more ;G[‘::) sen-
tative -of the category than ostriches, to take just one o b

. many. exaimples of what she has called the ‘prototype effect’

Y 1978- cf. Lakoff 1987: 40iL). Prototypes reflect clusters of
9:;::.‘;.:3:.8;::1 show how asymme'lries'prevail '\'Nllhm.. lhc); ca.:

jes, asymmetsics. that could. neither be pu_:dlc.ted nor rea
o th jon of classical linguistic theory, which anin‘bute:ll
' o5 wilth almost mechanically tener:lwe- gc:lenl al and
‘l:)zll":s:;:le them ‘to be exhaustive. The question of Wh{ lsl :h:
Cassowary not a Bird?" (Bulmer 1967) and thousands of re a ';
.quéslions “in the ‘anthropology of‘ chssaﬁcnhon can :;ow ';:
answered by a trealise oh how. it might be a 'bll’.d a le( i:a .
although not prototypical and maybe. alsa something other than
) l:::-dz‘mlhmpology. a striking and independent ‘pqral}e! to the
notion of prototype is Ardener’s v?onc;:ept' of ‘semantic (lensn_y‘il
(Ardener 1982, 1989b: 169). Density .is ,r,c.lat,ed to frgqucncyt
frequency of association and interaction with reality. Categories.

contairf’a statistical feature that is part of their material reality «

a kind of materiality vfor‘eSha(!owed' by Whorf’_b.uy 'ﬁ?enf q:u:;rj
joaked ‘with the dismissal oﬂ-hls.geneml;;hyPQIhesn&h his :&:\bur:
is the main reason why no reality can ever be exhausted by p
set: of categorics: ‘The statistical figure marks irregularities o
eiperienée: which ‘am,ﬂaltcncd‘ by unit categories. 'ﬁus.r;s an
important: point, accounting as it does for the existence o dway.r.
of incorporating éxpcrienw"i"to.me‘ category §yslem ’(_Ar ener
19'8131‘:: :rg:;ht info the nature of categ.orics has.‘impo_na;:t' ;lm[‘»‘lll-
cations for ‘our understanding of social stereotypes, where the
fect resulls i .
Zfégél?b;ﬁonly part of it (Lakoff 1987 79L). Thus lh:: no:‘lot!
of “workin‘gi mothers® poiitts to the Inc_l l{lﬂl lht_: calegory »mal ‘(;'r
is metonymically reduced 10 *housewile’, to cite one of Lakell's

n a metonymic replacement of the entire

D GNS BN - SEE  SAE  Md Gil OB RS RS bal Bud Bad

- v c——————

 lcelandicness (Hastrup 1990d).

- 1w luuguuuu |quuun e

examples. The prototype effect also highlights the workings of ~

cultural identity calegorics, which arc particularly prone to fea-
tures of density. One example is provided by the Scottish; the

calegory more often than not evokes an imagé-of-the tartan-clad
Highlanders, although they are in a numerical minority. In this

particular case the*Gaelic*-emphasis seems to have been a prod-
uct of Romantic poetry in the first ;place, and only. later inter
preted as @ *historical’ fact (Chapman 1978; cf. also. 1982).

~ Similarly, as I inyself have shown, not all- members of the category

of *Icelanders” are equally *Icelandic’ in the mental. imago. of

antliropology (*We, the Tikopia®, *The Tallensi’, ‘The. Icelanders’),
we-begin to understand the implications of the semantic densitics,
as expressions: of the particular continuity between words and
worlds. In a discipline dedicated to the study of peoples, the

" flaltening out of unit categories has. had particularly unfortunate

consequences, sometimes. also for the people defined, ‘because
their multiplicity was portrayed as unity. Treating identity categor-

ies as real:and unproblematic reflections of reality has been aggra-

vated in. the. featusing of “others’ and “selves’, as if they were
cqual on the map of the world. Becauso our ideas about categoriz-
ation, in general made no reom for asymmetrics, we were pre-
vented from realizing the fundamental imbalance beiween our
cultitre and theirs. From our new vantage:point, however, we. can
see at least: one “basic-asymmetry-in thiis-field: ‘they* are always
mote like ‘us® than *we’ are like “them® (cf. .Lakoll 1987: 41),
Because we are our own . prototypes of humans, they are less
representative. The: eccentric nature: of words intervenes in the

expesience, of ‘worlds: This adds: an important dimension o

the“discursive asymmetry inherent in anthropology..

There isno way-of undérstanding natural language independent.
of social and experiential contéxt. ‘When the: etlinographer is.
engaged in conversation and’in participation in. social life some-
where, the experiential basis is to some extent shared: Actually,
hecause anthropologists are themselves part of the class of
phenomena studicd (i.c., people) there is no. way of understanding
peaple independent of the more or, less shared human experience
(Vendler 1984: 201). This does not imply that whenever we share
a 'word with someone we have a clue 1o his or lier inner life; as
forcefully demeonstrated by Rosaldo, anthropologists themselves

Y

Considering the: prominent position of identity. categories in -'

W
o

o S

aat san’ oam” e mmn s




4d

_98_

T
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L3z The e

' i perienc nly
T subjects rticular experiences allow o
ioned subjects whose pa Xpenei .
m:e::::i;:fé "comprehension (Rosaldo 1984)_. What is more, “inner
iIl' < are by definition beyond inspectiofl. 1 at  distance -
lV:th-‘ it comes to writings that are often read at a

i ienti is less
in time or space — from experience, the experiential space 18 !
inti

ible, and the results of out reading are potentially distorted
ACCESS L

. e cenlres
to an even-higher degree. There i§ no way of assessing the cent
o -

' ities, directly from a text.

is. prolotypes and densitics, m a fext.

" .gta\:}ty;‘;h:;;i., gf"mc:minins.,thqt the structure that wcdsﬁ'(lff
el bi ds together the relevant focal arcas of the. words l
sctually b 42 ct some abstract coriceptual

Friedrid i3 Il never learn_about the degree of chaas. in

. sttcm but we Wi N 3 ‘hc eﬁod whanh was: ggnsidercd
both language and _soclzg;t;“as ‘tcgl." these methodological short-

appr.pprial_; loorteg:::;u themselves as such; today the text meta-
o :xh:ust,ed‘ and we can no longer overlook g_he« -ffu;(;
photr \':?:qz:nnot“'mad.’ cultures. This. particular mctaphqr' died
t“':;:e:n it became interpreted too fiterally.

The emergence 0
methodological problem;

i it,’ - writing

rather, it redoubles it, because writis
» jate. referential

‘ n further from lts immediate. rel /

rcmov:'(g:g:;B;S’;';:-eZQZ). Lhenu;y has not only ::uhla:;i‘ n;:-.l
com?l):"lilics " of self-distancing in the abs:tract' an gcnlh‘ ;c“-
ogn e fdccss,"it has also facilitated alienation fror;\ . v:‘mn
;I:i::;n of gvcryda-.yIife_and'reali\y ('_F-cr,nandcz.l‘)86: 151). Writing
is a particulac form of representation W ich be complacl
alien to local modes of knowledge. With its stress ‘dpspace; arity

. . i i : .an ;
fogy it suppresscs mstnn.taneousness i _ |
fm'd Chmm;);::g{o" ascertain that writing actually conforms to |olc:!
o ?i[(?o?lé. of yepresentation, no native. text ever cxhauslsvc :l.
‘f::lill":avourf ;,f élhnography. Words: ?f}l‘lemselves '(‘lgép;z;t;c.mal.
th emantic densities: of the experiential space. ¢ idea 1hal
tu;:re can be exhaustively described as l:ltzl.g%;odggg-)omdst an

T king in signs (cf. €. D.amc. 984: 22 s
b;;':ngds;:::i‘(:ﬁgliilz%ldsle l(;)f-' ethnographic. things implies. so much
a . 1as|

more than the sight of signs (Stoller 1989).

METAPHOR

Metaphor is a patticu

lar lingﬁistic construction, that has generally
been seen to bridge the gaps between Falegoncs an

f native writings does not neutralize this .

hich may be completely

d to provide

The Ianguége paradox 33

a particular kind of insight into the frontiers of the calegory

system. If there are methodological problems in bounding, and

s comprehending ordinary linguistic categories, they appear to.mul- ,
liply with anetaphors that-were always seen to be parasitical upon .

language. Also, they have been, feared in an cmp,irig:’i'st tradition
that was generally repressing emotion, imagination and other
elements of what was seen as subjectivism (Lakoff and Johnson -

1980:.191).

At the heart of western scholarly discourse has been what
Whitclicad called ghe search for ‘the One: in. Many’; in anthro-

pology, 100, traditional wisdom liad it that to discover the mean- B

ing of a particular. institution the analyst”had to uncover the
(structured) reality that was-obscused by the haze of appearauces.
(Stoller 1989: 133fL). The scarch for Platonic. truth, i.e., a reality
lurking behind: appearances, has. always been scriously disturbed.
by such: disorderly features of language and behayiour that could
not be directly: fitted into the image. -

In our fieldnotes ‘,l‘ht;re‘ inevitably lurks a certain. amoynt of
malerial that we perceive as*disorderly’, “illogical’, and ‘contra-

dictory’. We. ponder. over such data, feel guilty: about -their :

presence, and. in. the end must make a decision about how we
are going to. deal with them.

(Overing 1985b: 152)

We have invented ‘metaphor’ as a safety net; we do not want to-
attribute our subjects with irrationality, ‘but because we do not’
truly understand them, we. constiue: their rationality as. tropic
crealivity' (ibid.). - s S : )
By labelling particular forms of language as metaphor or trope,
we have firmly placed them outside the system. Chaos.could have
no part inthe clagsical ' model of the world, and metaphors were

. identified-as more’or less imaginalive associations: between sepa-

rale semanlic fields, which were really separate. In the words of
Lévi-Strauss, metaphor is ‘a code which makes it possible to pass
{rom .one system to the next” (Lévi-Strauss 1963: 96). A.-well-

known example is the Nuer's insistence that twins are birds, which :

has led anthropologists. 1o lake: great trouble in explaining that
of course the Nuer do- not teally: believe that twins are birds,

because lo. them ~ as 1o us ~ twin§ and birds are clearly distinct -

calegories. Language maps reality, while mctaphors do not in this.

10E
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™

vision of the world, which is based upon an idea of the autonomy
nage. B - -
Of':"l’:i‘f ‘idga that language can be viewed asdntl: lSO'ﬂl::d..(l'denllilll(L
: an jective ’ held by authorities
lc and objective ‘sysiem, as strongly .
:‘::ssure Cl:omsky and their followers, has been under!nmcd‘
There is" no langue or compélence independent of pracu.(l:e. Irlx‘o
tight system of ‘grammar- and. syntax that is correct while the

rest. are just individual and nccidental deviations from the rules.

- diso : tions to the system, they
iation and disorder arc not excep : the : /
Eriv:?art of it. “Things dre what they appear to. be: chaotic, para

i i tive. S |
dos\ll(i::‘l: al'lll: f::s:t::;onr of the opposition between reality and-
<. chaos has been readmitte .
appc::::(ﬁor: "The details that are left out by the ,gramn.lallc_a:
‘ map (‘the .exééptiuns to the rules’) c_onsli.lule ?zha_t the lmguls‘
mlmnp. ccle. has. tentatively named “the remainder’ (Lecercle 1990:

19 et passim). The remainder is where poetry, babbling, metaphor -

and: fantasy break through and question the autonomy of lan-

guage; where silent and unspeakable. desires, uncover the limits

B ] s - L e . . s . . .
pf";;l;mr‘gmainder is: ot .extrinsic to proper language; it 15 :2
inlrins;l(l:: and constitutive. part of it. ;l(;hus, _Iamiuag::?:ien::]rﬁon

sentation - ! : it is: also an-inler

_simple: representation of the world; 1 v :
. n:;::’ ?t (gm apparent commonplace, perllapg for a_nlhropo:
o ns;d:‘lo, dealing with verbal practices such-as that of Mel-

25!:;;" big men whose:power was ‘based in rhetoric or with Inuit

dium dancers whose. verses made all the difference: Plftwec:: \:;;
and. peace in small local societies.) These examples | usltra em:imI
<1 that words may exercise. power’ and cqntrol in the s :
e but the point I want to make here reaches further — to the
A;g::;t»ive poﬁer"of'}vordls u,pon'ment_alf and: mor?!- spaces. In any
.ase. the force of words: has o be assessed cmpxrlm!ly. -
casw'heﬂ we turn to texts or other dead stretches: of experience,

we can still not know the power of the chosen words without -

studying the:wider context of social life. We cannol know :N:l:l(l:::;
yarli - ¢ is ‘dead” (like ‘this man Is a pIg
ticular metaphor is *dead '(,Ilkc : v
?)v?:r"lahguage), or. whether it is par:t-‘of l!le creative ﬁek‘i‘ of
inguistic indeterminaky, where new insight is found, and w f:ic
lhf old definitions on everyone’s. lips are ‘consla.mly put at risk.
Such definitions include definitions of particular identity categor-

jes tliat are subject to a remarkable degree of inconsistency.

d o the world and must be

The language paradox 3%

The field -of Jinguistic indelerminacy has been studied in depth
by the anthropelogist-cum-linguist. Paul. Friedrich (1986). He ele-
vales the.poet to particular power: if‘tlie individual utterance is
unpredictable and imaginative this is precisely where poets and
others manifest the ‘link between the: ascertainable. order in Jan-

. guage and the intimations of disorder in and beyond language’

(ibid.: 5). Far from removing us from reality, the poctic indetermi-
nacy: recalls the holy union between definer and. defined. Lan-
guage is not just there as an empty container to be filled with

. meaning, meaning emerges in the articulation of its potential (cf. .

' Lecercle 1990: 167). “This point reinstates. the individual:contri-
bution to reality, and not just as a “carrier” of culture and, categor-
ies. As Friedrich has it: -

‘The imagination of the unique individual gains particular rele-
vance in the case. of poetic language, where the role of the
poel.or the poelic speaker is more important than the role of
the anonymous. individual in language structure or in the his-
tory of language.

: (Friedrich 1986: 3)

Not only is language (as. a system) inscparable: from its usage,

but it is also (and for the same reasons) deeply embedded in the
social. In short, and in spite of previous attempts to isolate it, it
is non-awtonomous. The same applies to the 'structures” referred
to in anthropology; structuralisni had no theory that. could
account for the essential unity of structure and action: ‘structural-
ism floats, as it were, attached: by an inadequate number of ropes

1o tlie old empiricist ground beneath” {Ardener 1989b: 159).

One of the ropes was ‘the ideftification of metaphors. | have
already quoted Lévi-Strauss on the subject. For him, ‘metaphor’
mas. still a. relatively” precise ‘techinical, lerm, while it has now
become-a catchword for almost everything ranging from allegory,
through fantasy and conceil, to anything involving some degree
of similarity across categories (Friedrich 1986:°30). [t has become
the. target of a new wave of interest; some scholars scem to
¢xpand the notien by maintaining that ;hgr.g:”can.; no jonger be

-any sharp distinction between ‘the litcral and. the metaphorical,

because. metaphors reach far ‘into our daily language use (e.g.
Lakoff and Jolinson 1980). Others want to restrict the term ‘meta-
phor” to that which is consciously ‘opposed. to the literal (c.p.

Caoper 1986), or are inclined lo abandon the term ai}lo_gelher

vy - - —



