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Introduction 1

Does anthropology have a future in Africa?

Divination — and by whabther means could this question be answered — has
been asignificant, persistent topic in the anthropological study of Africa, recently
acquiring new deptlioy the fascinating work of such researchers as Werbner and
Devisch? As an anthropologist, and coming — matrilaterally, as these cases go —

1 Thisis a revised version of an argument originally presented at the African Futures Conference,
Centre of African Studiegdinburgh, 9-11th December 1987, celebrating that institution’s 25th
anniversary. The original version was published as: van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1988, ‘Reflectiwns on
future of anthropology in Africa’'in: Fyfe, C., ed.,African futures: Twenty-fifth anniversary
conference Edinburgh: Centre of\frican Studies, Seminar Proceedings, No. 28, pp. 293-309. The
present version has been slightgvised, extensive references have been added whereas the original
version had none, and whereas the original 1987 postscript has been incorporatedhin tgxt now,

a new postscript has have been added to commeheot©87 situation from the perspective of 2002.
The title was set by the conference organisers and therefore represents no choicgaon y&t no
anthropologist could consideuch a title without being reminded of: Lévi-Strauss, C., 196&
future of kinship studiesiuxley Memorial Lecture, London: Royal Anthropological Institute.

2 Cf. de Boeck, F., & R. Devisch, 1994, ‘Ndembu, Luunda and Yaka divination compared: From
representation and social engineering to embodiamrahtworldmaking’ Journal of Religion in Africa

24: 98-133; Devisch, R1978, ‘Towards a semantic study of divination: Trance and initiation of the
Yaka diviner as a basis for his authoritiijdragen: Tijdschrift voor Filosofie en Theologi89: 278

288; Devisch, R., 1985, ‘Diagnostic divinatoire chez les Yaka du daéseaxes étiologiques et le
sujet de I'énonciation’’Ethnographie 81, 96-97: 197-216; Devisch, R., 198Bgerspectives on
divination in contemporary sub-Saharan Afrida’, van Binsbergen, W.M.J. & Schoffeleers, J.M.,
eds.,Theoreticalexplorations in African religionl.ondon/ Boston: Kegan Paul International, pp- 50
83; DevischR., 1991, ‘Mediumistic divination among the northern Yaka of Zaire’, in: Peek, P.M.,
ed., 1991 African divination systems: Wag$ knowing Bloomington: Indiana University Press, pp.
112-132;Devisch, R., 1995, ‘The slit drum and the birth of divinatory utterance in the Yaka milieu
(zaire)', in: de Heusch, L., edQbjects: Signs of Africalervuren: Musée Royale I'Afrique Centrale;
Devisch, R., 1997, ‘Divination and oracles’, in: Middleton, J.M., ed., Encyclopaedia of sduitia of

the Sahara, New York: Scribners, vol. 1: 493-4B@yisch, R., & Vervaeck, B., 1985, ‘Auto
production, production et reproduction: Divination et politique chezYlaka du Zaire’, Social
Compass 1984, ed. M. Schoffeleers, special iseme‘Meaning and power’; Werbner, R.P., 1973,
‘The superabundance of understanding: Kalamgatoric and domestic divination’American
Anthropologist 75: 414-440; Werbner, R.P., 1989, ‘Making the hiddean: Tswapong wisdom
divination’, in: Werbner, R.P., 1989, Ritual passage sacred journey: The process and organization of
religiousmovement, Washington/ Manchester: Smithsonian Institution Press/ Manchester University
Press, ch. Ipp. 19-60. When this was written in 1987, my own preoccupation with divination was
still only academic. A few years later | became a Southern African diviner-pnieself, cf. van
Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1991, ‘Becoming sangoma:. Religious anthropological field-work in



froma European family background that has a tradition in herbalism, interpretation of
dreams and visiongind psychotherapy, | have extensively worked with diviners in
various parts of Africa, seeking to understand their tradet no degree of
anthropological expertise or congeni(t)aliyould allow me to answer the above
question af fundamentally different level than the way it tends to be discussed, in
Africa aselsewhere, among social scientists: after work, over beers. | take it the
guestion igmeant to provoke stimulating and contentious statements and to generate
discussion, in the overall context of stock-taking tteftned the Edinburgh conference

on African futures at which the present paper firas presented. | shall do my best to
oblige, in the awareness that dreams about the fatareften unmistakable indications

of problems and contradictions such as exist in the present or existed in the past. The
essence of the diviner’s task is not to predict or stipalatanchangeable future, but to
re-attach the distressed client (anthropology? the internaticoatmunity of
Africanists?) to a pattern of symbols and relations; to restoat least for the duration

of the session — meanimgnd direction to that pattern (often through somewhat cheap
theatrical means which however shoblkl vindicated by the formal virtuosity of the
diviner’s praxeological performance); and to confront the client, on the bagie of
sense of illumination that is produced by session, with a limited number of
alternative coursesf action, each evaluated in terms of the symbols that have been
evoked. 3

One thing should be clefilom the start: much as | am flattered by the organizers’
invitation, | consider myself not the right person tcalddressing our leading question,
and to officiate in this divinatory session.

For one thing, despite my anthropological training | am noswge that | still
qualify as ananthropologist — having done research, published and carried
administrative responsibilities the emphatically multi-disciplinary environment of the
Leiden African Studies Centre for more than ten years now. Inevitablyjems on
the future of anthropology whereverthre world will be influenced by my assessment
of both the limitations and the potential arithropology in the presentday intellectual
environment of the North Atlantic region, as brought out in the coursayobwn
career.

Much more important, the time is past tludhers than Africans could be in a
position to define and advocate whatever is goodad for Africa and its future:
imposing research priorities, identifyingind spots and issuing exhortations and
directions. As intellectuals operating in an internatior@htext, our ‘dual mandate’

Francistown, Botswana’, Journal oReligion in Africa, 21, 4: 309-344, also at:
http://come.to/african_religion , and greatly revisgtsion forthcoming in my book Intercultural
encounters; van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1998, ‘Sangoma in Nederland: Over integritetdulturele
bemiddeling’, in: Elias, M.,& Reis, R., eds., Getuigen ondanks zichzelf: Voor Jan-Matthijs
Schoffeleers bij zijn zeventigste verjaardag, Maastricht: Shaker, pp. 1-29; English v@asigoma in
the Netherlands: On integrity in interculturaédiation, at: http://come.to/african_religion, and greatly
revised version forthcoming in my book Intercultural encounters.

3 On these characteristics of the diviner's craft, cf. the wofhevisch and Werbner as cited above,
and: vanBinsbergen, W.M.J., & J.M. Schoffeleers, 1985b, ‘Theoretical explorations in African
religion: Introduction’, in: Binsbergen, W.M.J. van, & J.M. Schoffeleers, 1985a, red., Theoretical
explorations in African religion, Londen/ Boston: Kegan Ratérnational, pp. 1-49; van Binsbergen,
W.M.J., 1994, ‘Divinatie met vier tabletten: Medis¢behnologie in Zuidelijk Afrika’, in: Sjaak van

der Geest, Paul ten Have, Gerhard Nijhoff en Péebeek-Heida, eds., De macht der dingen: Medische
technologie in cultureel perspectief, Amsterdé®minhuis, pp. 61-110; van Binsbergen, W.M.J.,
1995, ‘Four-tablet divination as trans-regional medical technology in Sou#figca’, Journal of
Religion in Africa, 25, 2: 114-140, alsolatp:// come.to/ african_religion; van Binsbergen, W.M.J.,
1996, ‘Transregional and historical connections of four-tablet divination in Southern Afoicaial of
Religion in Africa, 26, 1: 2-29, also at http:// come.to/ african_religion.



(1,4 with regard to the maintenance and development of our discipline, concerns

(a) our home institutions, and

(b) international scholarly exchange, through conferences, publications, and
institutional facilities for research and writing open to colleaguea @vorld-wide
basis.

Let it be Africans who define the future of scholarshig\frica, and when in doing so
they subjectheir views to the international academic community, then is the proper
moment for others, like myself, to comment. There are many African colleagtles
whom | feel united in our love both for the peopleAdfica and for anthropology. |
trust that those, who do have the mandatspeak on the future of African institutions
and contributions, will raise the present discussion atioweplane on which I, as a
well-meaning outsider, must operate; and | hope that what little is ofieredwill give
them inspiration and moral support, rather than causing them irritation.

Meanwhile, thdeading question, such as put before us by our distressed client
(still in the metaphor of a divination session), in itself ndedse taken apart before an
answer can be attempted. What is anthropology? What is it doing in Africa?

What is anthropology?

Anthropology is not necessarily what anthropologilsts nor are anthropologists to be
defined as members of those subsysteofis formal organization known as
anthropology departments.

Like over half a century ago when thdiscipline was being established,
anthropology departments in the North Atlantic region are once augopled by
researchers from a wide variety of disciplinary backgrouBds.now the movement
would appear to be centrifugafther than centripetal. Those lawyers, engineers,
linguists, musicologists argeographers of the past were drawn into the fold in order
to make rather convergirgpntributions to an emerging common cause, anthropology,
which they believed to be more meaningful than their own originalessions. At
present, however, the development economists, agronomists, sociolugist&ans,
political scientists, feminist and Marxist activists, educationalists, statisticianthatc.
have come to rub shoulders with the anthropologlsts armasty signs that the
profession (now firmly established the North Atlantic academic structures, and with
an ever increasing impact on thds, mass culture and the media in this part of the
world) has greatly diversified and fragmented ircdstents, theoretical orientation and
underlying philosophy.

A series of rapidly alternating new paradigms, each with an alifevespan of
hardly a decade, has sought to remedy the maaknesses of the now classic
anthropology of the 1940s and '504Ve still owe a very great deal oftellectual

4 An ironical reference totugard, F.J.D., 1922, The dual mandate in British tropical Affica,
place, publisher ] at the time an influential text on enlightened colopigicy. Lugard was in
principle convinced otthe inevitability of African self-government, yet his efforts were directed at
protecting Africans fronexploitation than helping prepare themselves for a return to self-government
(cf. Bull, M., 1997, ‘Lugard, Frederick John Dealtry’, in: Middleton, J.M., ed., EncyclopaeAfaaat

south of the Sahara, New York: Scribners, vol. 3, pp. 60-61). | waeisld the situation of North
Atlantic anthropology of Africa were fundamentally different.

5  Risking an accusation @hyopia, | see the Africanist anthropology of the mid-twentieth century
as emblematic for the whole of anthropology, amdild reserve the epithet ‘classic’ specifically for: ;



inspiration and aesthetic satisfaction to the anthropologiaasics and their authors. If
| sum up subsequeimnovations and transformations of anthropology as responses to
‘failures’, negative points, dhe classical model, this must be seen in the light of this
positive overall assessment.

These points on which the classic model was claimed to be cayjabliprovement
included:

(a) Its failure to situate the anthropological endeavour, amifiectual movement,
within the totalityof evolving political, economic, military, cultural and intellectual
relations between the North Atlantic region (the cradle of anthropotogl/the rest
of the world.

(b) Its failure to embarlon an anthropology of North Atlantic society, including its
peripheral, rural aspects but also its urban life and major ideological orientations.

(c) Its failure to arrive, witlregard to societies outside the North Atlantic region, at
meaningful statements above the local and the regional level.

(d) Its failure to historicize and periodiciseich structure as anthropology did attribute
to the institutionf societies outside the North Atlantic region — and to take a
relative view of such structure in the face of thstoricity of micro processes of
power and conflict.

(e) Its failure to subject such institutiofisureaucracies, towns, peripheral capitalism
etc.) as were imposed upon, or spread to, areas outsifdiortine Atlantic region
since the last century, to the same methodologicalaaatytical treatment as was
given to pre-existind‘traditional’) autochthonous institutions, and to grasp the
reality of contemporary societies outside the North Atlantic region esmgplex
dialectical interplay between neo-traditional and North Atlantic elements, each
transformed away from their respective initial models.

() Its failure to offera ready, usable, instrumental grip on societies outside the North
Atlantic region,in other words to offer a method and a perspective through which
plansfor social and economic change could be designed, and legitimated, while
observing the constraints of minimal inputs of tifileance and specialist academic
conceptualization that development agencies favour. Below | shall afgceurse,
that the latter ‘failure’, leading to curreattempts to mobilize anthropology for
development, is of a different orddgran the others, and attempts to address this
‘failure’ (that was not onehave resulted, not in a positive transformation of the
anthropological discipline, but in its decline, acerbating somiés major built-in
shortcomings.

What appeared to be a crisis, throughout the second part of the twentieth cdrtuey,
young discipline of anthropology has in fact been an intensive protgsswth, in all
thesgland many more) different directions of innovation and correction. The best that
could happen to the innovative paradigms was that they were datmlihe orbit of
main-stream anthropology, and henceforth came to belrtge standard textbook

Evans-Pritchard, E.E., 1937, Witchcraft, Oracles, and Magic amongzidrede (Clarendon Press,
Oxford 1937); Evans-Pritchard, E.E., 1940, The Political SysteiimeoAnuak of the Anglo-Egyptian
Sudan. London: London School of Economics, MonographSaxgial Anthropology no. 4; Evans
Pritchard, E.E., 1948, The Divine Kingship of the Shillok the Nilotic Sudan. Cambridge:
University Press; Evans-PritchaFl, E., 1949, The Sanusi of Cyrenaica. London: Oxford University
Press; Evans-Pritchard, E.E., 1951, Kinship and marriage atine@riduer, Londen: Oxford University
Press; Evans-Pritchard, E.E., 1951, Social Anthropology. New York: Free Exess-Pritchard,
E.E., 1956 Nuer Religion, Clarendon Press, 1956., ; Evans-Pritchard, E.E. & Fortes, M., 1940,
African Political Systems. International Africdnstitute. London: Oxford University Press; Fortes,
M., 1945, The Dynamics of Clanship among the Tallehsihdon: Oxford University Press for
International African Institute; Fortes, M., 1949, The Web of Kinship amongaHensi, London:
Oxford University Press for International African Institute; Fortes, M., 1953, ‘The struafure
unilineal descent groups’, American Anthropologist, 55: 17-41.



package. This seems to have happeanethe Manchester school heritAg@n early,
and formidable, response to the shortcominfsthe classic model, initiated and
vigorously led by Max Gluckman), to network thebandto historical anthropolog?,
and did also happen — in which which few could foresee in ¥8&h this paper was
drafted — to the paradigm tie articulation of modes of producti8rOther attempts,

6 Werbner, Richard P., 1984, ‘The Manchester Scho8louth-Central Africa’ Annual Review of
Anthropology 13: 157-185; Vafeeffelen, T., 1978, ‘The Manchester School in Africa and Israel: a
critique’, Dialectical Anthropology3 : 67-83; both with extensive references.

7 Cf. Boissevain, J., 1974, Friends of Friends: Networks, Manipulators and CoaDtitord:
Blackwell; Boissevain, J.F., & Mitchell, J.C., 1973,ed., Network analiggn, Haag/ Paris: Mouton;
Mitchell, J.C., 1969, ed., Social Networks in Urban Situations: Analyses of PeR&latibnships in
Central AfricanTowns, Manchester: Manchester University Press; Hannerz, U., 1992, ‘The global
ecumene as a network of networks’, in: A. Kuper, ed., Conceptualizing society, Ldtoiatedge,

pp. 34-56; Long, N., van der Ploeg,Qurtin, C. and Box, L., 1986, The Commoditization Debate:
Labour ProcessStrategy and Social Network, Vol 17. Wageningen, The Netherlands, Agricultural
University.

8  Cf. Kroeber, A.L.,1935, ‘History and Science in Anthropology’, American Anthropologist, 37:
539-69; Boas, F., 1936, ‘History and Science in Anthropology: A reply’, Raocguage and Culture.
New York: Macmillan, 305-11; Driver, HE., 1956, An Integration of Functional, Evolutionary, and
Historical Theory by Means of Correlations. Indiana University Publications in Anthropology and
Linguistics. Memoir 12; Cunnison, I.G., 1957, ‘History and genealomiea conquest state’,
American Anthropologist59: 20-31; Schapera, ., 1962, ‘Should anthropologists be historians?
(Presidential address), Journal of the Royal Anthropologicitute, 92, 2: 143-156; Lévi-Strauss,
C., 1963, ‘History and anthropology’, in : Lévi-Strauss, Structural anthropology, [ place,
publisher ], p. 1-27; Kroeber, A.L., 1963, An Anthropolodlisbks at History. Berkeley: University

of Califomia Press; Harril., 1969, The rise of anthropological theory: A history of theories of
culture, London: Routledge & Kegan Pafifst published New York: Crowell, 1968; Vansina, J.,
1970, ‘Cultures through time’, ilNaroll, R., & Cohen, R., eds., A handbook of method in cultural
anthropology, Garden City (N.Y.): Natural History Press, pp. 165-F#fley, M.l.,, 1975,
‘Anthropology and the classicsh: Finley, M. 1., 1975, The Use and Abuse of History. New York:
Viking. Reprinted, New York: Penguin, 1987; Godelibt,, 1978, ‘Infrastructures, societies and
history’, Current Anthropology, 19, 4: 763-771; De Certeau, M., 1980, ‘Writing vs. Himstary

and Anthropology irnthe Works of Lafitau.” Yale French Studies 59: 37-64. ; Cohn, B.S., 1982,
‘Towards a rapproachment’ [ between history and anthropdlogy: A. Rabb & R.J. Rothberg, eds,
The new history: The 1980s and beyond, Princeton: Prindétdrersity Press; Sahlins, M.D., 1983,
‘Other times, other customs: The anthropology of history’, Ameraghropologist, 85, 3: 517-544;
Tonkin, E., McDonaldM., & Chapman, M., 1989, red., History and ethnicity, Londen/ New York:
Routledge; Kelly, J.D& M. Kaplan, 1990, ‘History, structure, and ritual’, Annual Review of
Anthropology, XIX, 119-150; Vansina, J., 1993, [ Reviefn Binsbergen, W.M.J. van, 1992, Tears
of Rain: Ethnicity and history in Central Western Zambia, Londen/ BoK&gan Paul International ]

, Anthropos, 88: 215-217; Amsellg;L., 1993, ‘Anthropology and historicity’, History and Theory,
Beiheft 32, pp. 12-31.

9  Cf. Bloch, M., ed., 1975, Marxigtpproaches and Social Anthropology, London: Malaby Press,
ASA Studies, pp. 3-27; Caplan, Ann P., 1982, ‘Gender, ideology and modes of productionaasthe
of East Africa’, in J. de Vere Allen and T.H. Wilson (eds.), Fioimj to Zanzibar: Studies in history,
trace and society on the eastern coast of Afppa,29-43. Paideuma 28. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner
Verlag; Gerold-Scheepers, T.J.F.A. & W.M.J. van Binsbergen, 1978, ‘Marxisnamdarxist
approaches to migration in Africa’, in: Van Binsbergen, W.M.J. & HMeilink, eds, 1978,
Migration and the Transformation bfodern African Society, African Perspectives 1978/1, Leiden:
Afrika-Studiecentrum, pp. 21-35; Geschiere, P.L., 1978, ‘The articulation of different nobdes
production: Oldand new inequalities in Maka villages (Southeast Cameroon)’ in Buijtenhuijs, R., &
Geschiere, P.L., eds., Social Stratification and (Grasshation, African Perspectives 197812, Leiden:
African Studies Centre, pp. 45-69; Hindess, B., & Hirst, P.Q., 1975, Pre-Capitalist Modes of



like the peasants paradigfnof the1960s and the mobilization paradighof the early
1970s, were less successful frtme start, never succeeding to penetrate to the lasting
core of the anthropological discipline.

The result is no longex unified discipline with classic overtones, but a composite
of schools and partial paradigms. Because ofrtassive, and deliberate, contributions
from adjacent and auxiliarglisciplines such as sociology, history and political

Production, London: Routledge & Kegan Paul; Houtart, F., 1B&lgion et modes de production
précapitalisteBrussels: Editions de I'Université de Bruxelles; Houtart, F., & Lemercinier, G., 1977,
eds., Religion and Tributary Mode of Producti@gcial Compass, 24, 2-3, Louvain: Centre de
Recherches Socio-Religieuses; Houtart, F., & Lemercinier, G., 1R&1@yion et mode de production
lignager’, Social Compass, 26, 4: 403-16; Jewsiewkgkiwith Létourneau, J., 1985, eds, Modes of
Production: The challenge éffrica, Ste-Foy (Can.):[ publisher ] ; Meillassoux, C., 1975,
Femmes, greniers et capitaux, Paris: Maspero; Mudzibganyama, N.S., 1983, ‘Artiaflatiodes of
production and the development of a laboeserve in Southern Africa, 1885-1944: The case of
Botswana’, Botswana Notes and Records, 15: 49#&@;Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1978, ‘Class formation
and the penetration of capitalism in the Kaoma rural district, Zambia, 1800-12f#&"t read at the
seminar on class formation in Africa, African Studies Cehgalen, May 1978; revised version 2002
at: http:// [ add detail ] ; van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1981, Religious change in Zabmia, London /
Boston: Kegan Paul International; van Binsbergen, W.\&.R, Geschiere, 1985, eds, Old modes of
production and capitalist encroachment: Anthropological explorations in Afiscalon/Boston: Kegan
Paul International; Wolpe, Harold, ed. , 1980. The Articulation of Modes of Production. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul.

10 cf. Buijtenhuijs, R., 1971, Le mouvement ‘Mau-Maurte révolte paysanne et anti-coloniale en
Afrique noire, THe Hagué Paris: Mouton; Bundy, Colin, 1979. The Rise and Fall of the South
African Peasantry. BerkeleWniversity of California Press. ; Chayanov, A.V., Thoner, D Kerbay, B
& Smith, R.E.F, 1966, eds, The theory of peasant economy. Homewood, Il@iifis; L., 1987,

‘The debate on African peasantries’, Development and Change,6l35-635; Geschiere P. L., 1984,
‘La paysannerie africaine est-elle’captive’? Sur la thése de Goran Hyden, et pour une réponse plus
nuancée’, Politique africaine, n° 14, pp. 13-33; Hyden, G., 1980, Beyond ujam@&anzania:
Underdevelopment and an uncaptured peasantry, BerkadeyAngeles: University California Press;
Hyden, G., 1983, No shortcuts to progress: African development managermergpactive, Berkeley:
Univeristy of California Press; Migdall.S., 1974, Peasants, Politics and Revolution. Pressures
toward political and social change in the Third WoRdinceton University [ delete period ]. press;
Palmer, R., & N.Q. Parsons, 1977, eds., The Rod&udl Poverty in Central and Southern Africa,
London: Heinemann; Pitt-Rivers, J., 1963, dthe mediterranean countryman, The Hague / Paris:
Mouton; Ranger, T.0., 197&rowing from the roots: Reflexions on peasant studies in Central and
Southern Africa’, Journabf Southern African Studies, 5: 99-133; Ranger, T.0., 1985, Peasant
consciousness and guerilla war in Zimbabwe, London: James Currey; Redfield, R..Th@4Folk
Society’, American Journal oBociology, 52: 293-308; Redfield, R., 1956, Peasant society and
culture: An anthropologicapproach to civilisation, Chicago: University of Chicago Press; Rey, P.
P., 1976, Capitalisme négrier: La marche des paysans vers le prol@étageher with E. Le Bris and

M. Samuel), Paris: Maspero; Saul, J.S., & R. Woods, 18#&an peasantries’, in: Arrighi, G., &
J.S. Saul, 1973, Essays on fPaitical Economy of Africa, New York/London: Monthly Review
Press, pp. 406-16; Saul, J.S., 1974, ‘African peasawtsevolution’, Review of African Political
Economy, | : 41-68; Wolf, E., 1966, Peasants. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

11 Harries-Jones P., 1975, Freedom and Labour: MobilizatiehPolitical Control on the Zambian
Copperbelt.Oxford: Basil Blackwell; Sharp, J., 1996, ‘Ethnogenesis and ethnic mobilization: a
comparative perspective on a South African dilemma’, in E. Wilmsen and P. McAllisted,98ds,

The Politics of Difference: Ethnic Premisiesa World of Power, Chicago: University of Chicago
Press. Snow, David A. and Robert D. Bedford, 1988, ‘Ideology, frame resonance and participant
mobilization’, in B. Klandermans, H. Kriesi & $arrow, eds, From Structure to Action: Comparing
Social Movement Research across Cultures, International Social Movement Research, Vol.
Greenwich CT: JAPress. ; Uyanne, F. U., 1990, ‘Extended Egoism, Situational Imperatives and
Mobilization for National Integration’, in J.I. Obikwu et @ds), Social Mobilization and National
Development, Onitsha: Kawuriz and Manilas Publishers.



economy, the boundaries between them and anthropology have bétomed,
particularly in the field of African studies. Yet it is meaningful to spafainthropology
as a distinct subject, in so far as certain elements have remzonsthnt in the
discipline since the beginning:

(a) A set of basic theoretical instruments: the thesth®fbiological unity of humanity;
the thesis of human cultures as man-made, with an enormous range otobssce
culturally, andenormous capacity for change and exchange, and transmitted (from
generation to generati@nd across cultural boundaries) by the learning process of
socialization; a built-in sense of cultural relativisfmin terms of which alhuman
cultures are essentially of equal valaed worthy of the anthropologist's
professional and personal respect.

(b) On the methodological plane, these basic ideas have stipfikithdork!3 as the
standard method through which anthropology acquires its principal data:
sufficiently prolonged to acquire some limited mastariocal systems of language
and symbolism, etiquettend subtle micro-political maneuvering; and sufficiently
personal, exposed ahdmble to enable the researcher to emulate, within the span
of ayear or two and with reference to selected aspects of the culture, the complex
learning process that people born into that culture normally have to go through.

(c) Largely because of the methodological preference for participhaervation,
anthropology has continued to lay emphasithenface-to-face dimension of social
life, such as enacted in villages and neighbourhoods, urban wards and famdies,
inside formal organizations. It is aotfis primary level that anthropology has
developed most of its skills @fbservation, analysis and theory. For the modern
anthropologist, the analysis no longer stops short at that level hodvitincludes
such wider social-structurahd politico-economic contexts as inform, constrain or
determine the level of immediasocial interaction; yet it is a basic position in
anthropology that its subjects have a face, that the researcher’s fafteci®d in
their gaze, and that they be best approached for informimiongh sharing their
day-to-day life within the confines of the local setting.

Class limitations of athropology within the world-system

The emphasis on cultural relativism makes anthropology an illuminatidgcritical
element in anymodern society, potentially threatening all established ideological and
political positions, all claims of hierarchy alegdjitimacy, as exist in that society. If we
cannot refute the allegatiofipy such authors as Asad, Leclerc and Copant)at
anthropologyvas nurtured — some say even sired — by North Atlantic imperialism,
thediscipline has since long shown its potential to take apart and expose the ideology
even of imperialism, and of the formatganizational structures of domination that
served, and still serve, the latter. Anthropology almost by defingidas with the
peripheral, the non-vocal, that which is outsidepbigical and economic power in the
modern world. If anthropology does not actuallyampion the cause of peripheral

12 see below, Postscript 2002.
13 See below, Postscript 2002.

14 Leclerc, G., 1972 Anthropologie et colonialisme, Paris: Fayard; Asad, T., 1973, ed.,
Anthropology and the colonial encounter, Londen: Ithaca Press; Copans, J., 1974, Cetiques
politiques de I'anthropologie, Paris: Maspéro; Copans, J., 197%nglropologie et impérialisme,
Paris: Maspero.



groups, their membem@nd institutions (it has been known to do just that, in the
anthropology of advocacyy, it doesat least document their existence, painstakingly
and usually with love.

Anthropology is perhaps as far as we ca#fgo the developmentf an intellectual
meta-language that allows us to speak, reflexively, objectiaaly comparatively,
about human actions and institutions, including our very édvdmittedly, it has not
taken us very far. Even anthropology is madeabtors, and they have their own
specific class positions and interests at, at least, three different levels:

(a) The micro level of the relations of productionwkiich anthropology itself is being
made; isthere not some Primal Scédehere — repressed as it were from
consciousness for the sake of our professional sanity — as regards

» the forms ofappropriation and control that constitute the habitual
anthropological strategies aiformation gathering and data processing,
working transculturally with informants and interpret&gr

» the processes of research topic selectind intellectual censorship that
govern the relations between junior researchdmgctors and funding
agencies, etc.?

(b) Anthropologists, as members of their society, have tendege toniddle-class
academic workers, implicitly relying on the modern state¢he maintenance of the
institutional frameworkbuildings, libraries, computers, salaries) within which the
vast majority of their work is carried out. The mass unemploythenthit North
Atlantic anthropologists in the 1970s still does not (yet) seem to haverggeeto a
fundamentally new, extra-institutional, intellectually defiant or subvelsirapen
-type of anthropology; if ihas, my own establishment blinkers have prevented me
from spotting it. How much of the specific rationality of tm@dern state and its
institutions, — how much of our class dependeae@ professional group —, has
been incorporateth our anthropology without us realizing this or taking critical
precautions? Clearly, anthropology could only arisea astical and comparative
reflection, in a complex industrial society whose ideological tissuééad torn by
secularization, capitalism and the refenew classes and political structures, in the
course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centurydiBuanthropology’s subsequent
professionalization further increase this critical distance to North Atlaoigety
and its power structure, drd it amount to a paralyzing incapsulation, neutralizing
anthropology by bringing it back under the hegemony and control citdhe, its

15 cf. Wright, R., 1988, ‘Anthropological presuppositions of indigersmlv®cacy’, Annual Review

of Anthropology, 17: 365-390; Gordon, R.J., Advocacy in SoutiAdrica: What lessons from the
Bushmen?paper read at the Anthropology Association of Southern Africa Annual Meeting, Burban
Westville, September 1992.

16  see below, Postscript 2002.

17 The Primal Scene, in Freudian psychoanalysis, is the infant’s witnessing mdrémes’ sexual
intercourse, thought to start a train of infantile interpretations and deftieesconducive to mental
disorders later in life. Another Primatene was postulated by Freud at the origins of human culture:
as the sons’ murdering tiie tyrannical father monopolising women. Freud, S., 1918, Totem and
Taboo, New York: Random House, English tr. of Gerradition Totem und Tabu, first published
1913.

18  For an early discussion on thesgics, cf. Bleek, W. [ = J.D.M. van der Geest | , 1979, ‘Envy
and inequality in fieldwork: An example from Ghana’, Human Organization, 38, 2: 201+205;
Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1979b, ‘Anthropological Fieldwork: “There dBack Again” ‘, Human
Organization, 38, 2: 205-9.



institutions and its flow omaterial resources? Did not anthropology lose its bite
once it became enshrinedtire vulnerable middle-class careers of anthropologists?
The current pressure to redefine anthropology in terms of development reldégance,
which | shall come back belowuggests that these questions have taken on a new
relevance today.

(c) When at home and when out doing fieldwoNgrth Atlantic anthropologists
implicitly share in the privileges and the power of the nortipam of the world, as
against theSouth. Anthropologists’ professional (and ultimately state-protected)
access to intimate aspects of social life outdideNorth Atlantic, when reported in
the idiom ofdiscourse of the colonial era, did represent a form of intellectual
appropriationand humiliation against which, e.g., Africans in the nationalist era
rightly protested?® Has anthropology since managed to shed these connotations?

With the exception of the intercontinental class dimension, these class limitations of
anthropology are lefmplicit if not swept under the carpet, in most discussions of the
profession. They are of immengaportance however, when we try to assess the
possibleplace, and the future, of anthropology outside the North Aflantic region. Our
leading question (‘What is the future of anthropology in Africa?’) can lbalgnswered
positively, to the extent to which we manage to argue the possibilgherfding this
threefold class bias of North Atlantic anthropology, and to arrisortething that is
politically and ideologically as universalist as anthropology has always claimed to be.

The partial vindication of anthropology

What anthropological actor could emuléhte legendary Baron of Minchhaus€nand
raise herselfor himself (intuitively, women — who have always contributed to
anthropology at a par with men — would seemstamd a better chance, because of the
class-like implicationgnequality of their own gender position) by the hairs out of this
swamp? Certainly not3t But thereare a number of considerations which yet seem to
argue, if inconsistently and inconclusively, in favour of anthropology.

One positive point coultbe inspired by that genial misinterpreter of early
(Australian) anthropology, Emile Durkhei#f.The social sciences alemsed on the

19 Mafeje, A., 1971, ‘The ideology dfibalism’, Journal of Modern African Studies, 9: 253-61;
Mafeje, A., 1976, The Problem of Anthropology in Historical Perspectivenguiry into the Growth

of the Social Sciences, in Canadian Journaifotan Studies, 10: 307-333; Magubane, B., 1971, ‘A
critical look at the indices used in the study of social change in colonial Africa’, CAmtmbpology,

12: 419-45.

20 Birger, G.A., 1788, Wunderbare Reisen zu Wasseruricande, Feldziige und lustige Abenteuer
des Freiherrn von Miinchhausen, second enlarged edition, first editiontEii86,the translation of
R.E. Raspe, 1786, Barddiinchhausen’s narrative of his marvellouos travels and campaigns in
Russia.

21 See below, Postscript 2002,

22 purkheim, E., 1912, Les formes élémentaires de laeligieuse, Paris: Presses Universitaires de
France. Durkheim’s major source when writing this book was the classic pietteergraphy of
Australian Aboriginal social organisation: Spendeimitials ] & [ initials ] Gillen, [ year, ca.
1900 ], Northern tribesof central Australia,| place, publisher ] Durkheim’'s immensely
influential theoretical interpretation of Australian socio-ritual organisation in termsoofety
venerating itself through themedium of arbitrarily chosen symbols has since been criticised by



insight, most clearlyormulated by him, that the social represents a mode of factuality
externalto, distinct from and not to be reduced to, the individual. As a systematic,
organized andenduring set of ideas and actions, as an intellectual institution,
anthropology inevitably hats roots in the petty class interests of anthropologists, yet
may represent something capable of ultimately transcending these interests.

Inevitably, the class implications of anthropological actors lpardy determined
the contents of modern anthropology. But precisely how? Apart from rather gameral
sweeping allegations, we have frankly mpobgressed very far in identifying these
ideological biases idetail and correcting them explicitly. Allegations of a politically
mercenary attitude among main-stream anthropologists of the colonialZ3eajmuear
to be rather anachronistic, except in some isolateks, such as the utilization of
anthropological notions in the ideolo@f South African apartheid (as exposed by
Sharp)?4 Meanwhile, on th@ositive side, the various transformations from classic to
modern anthropology, as summarized all too briefly above, suggest that oypasthe
few decades aenormous amount of sincere creative energy has been invested in
producing amanthropology that at least takes some deliberate critical distance from the
class ideologies of anthropologists of the classic era, such psragive them now.
Someday our successors may hopefully do the same for us. African colleagues, such

anthropologists makingeference to empirical anthropological data concerning Aboriginal societies;
e.g. Goldenweisei\., 1958, Religion and society: A critique of Emile Durkheim’s theory of the
origin and naturef religion, (1917), in: Lessa, W.A., & E.Z. Vogt, eds., Reader in comparative
relgiion, Evanston (lll), pp. 76-84; Radcliffe-BrowA,R., 1952, Structure and Function in Primitive
Society. London: Oxford University Press, pp. 165f; Stanner, W.E.H., 1965, ‘Religion, totamism,
symbolism’, in R., M., and C., H., Berndt (eds., ), Aboriginal Man in Austrahgus & Robertson,
1965; Stanner, W.E.H., 1967, ‘Reflexions on Durkheim @matiginal studies’, in: Freedman, M.,
Social organization, Londofi publisher ] , pp. 217-240; van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1968,
‘Durkheim’s begrippenpaar “sacré/ profane” ‘, Kula (Utrecht), 8, 4: 142drsley, P.M., 1956,
‘Emile Durkheim’s theory of knowledge’, Sociological Review, 4: 47-62.

23 Cf. Asad,o.c, Firth, Raymondet al. , 1977. ‘Anthropological Research in British Colonies:
Some Personal Accounts.” Anthropological Forudn (special issue); Lewis, Diane, 1973,
‘Anthropology and Colonialism’, Current Anthropologg4: 581-602; Pels, P., 1997, ‘The
Anthropology of Colonialism: Culture, History and tEenergence of Western Governmentality’,
Annual Review of Anthropology, 26: 163-18Bgls, P. & O. Salemink, 1994, ‘Introduction: five
theses on ethnography as colonial practice’, History and Anthropology, 8, 1-4: 1-34PPds,
Salemink, O. (Eds), 1995, ‘Colonial Ethnographies’, History and Anthropology, &RAM, K.K.,
1981, Anthropologists, Clerics, Colonial Administration and ttwuko. Mimeograph. Juba:
University Printing Unit; Trask H-K. 1991 Natives and Anthropologilis: colonial struggle. The
Contemporary Pacific, Spring: 159-176. This is not to denytiieat is a more diffuse way in which
the classic anthropological endeavour has been subservient to the North Attgeticonic project, cf.
Fabian, J., 1983Time and the other: How anthropology makes its object, New York: Columbia
University Press. That thizientation has profound roots in the European Enlightenment, and in the
founding father of modern philosophy Immaneal Katargued by Eze, Emmanuel Chukwudi, 1997,
The Color of Reason: The Idea of "Race" in Kant's Anthropology’, in: Eze, Emm&hué&ivudi, ed.,
Postcolonial African philosophy: A critical reader, OxfoBlackwell, pp. 103-140. To the extent that
nineteenth- antlventieth-century historicism, as a dominant facto in social and sociological thought,
owe a greater debt to Hegel than to Kant, see the critigtiegel’s anti-African frame of mind by the
prominent Hegel scholar Heinz Kimmerle: Kimmerle, H., 199%gel und Afrika: Das Glas
zerspringt’, Hegel-Studien, 2803-325; also cf. Keita L., 1974, ‘Two Philosophies of African
History: Hegel and Diop’, Presence africaine, n° 91, pp. 41-49.

24 Sharp, J.S., 1981, ‘The rooasd development of volkekunde in South Africa’, Journal of
Southern African Studies, 8, 1: 16-36; Boonzaier, E. and J. Sharp, eds, 1988, Southk&fnearls,
Cape Town: OUP.
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Mafeje, Magubane, Okot p'Biték — to mention only &ew —, have contributed
significantly to the contemporary transformations. Their work is a indicdiiah at
least the intercontinentalass biases in anthropology can be made explicit, and can be
corrected, without immediately destroying the anthropological discipline as an
intellectual institution ag whole; its contents cannot be entirely reduced to North
Atlantic intellectual domination, hends critical appeal to academic minds outside that
region. These authovgere clamouring for a better anthropology, not for the abolition
of anthropology. Thekfforts clearly show that anthropology as a mode of thought is
not really ‘owned’ by the North.

Nor could it be. Ultimately, the appropriation of academic knowldngspecific
class interests is challenged, at least partially, by the fact that there is a limi¢xtettte
to which the main instruments of academic production, booksbedwept from free
and wide circulation. Moreover, no one is borscholar, so scholarship is reproduced
by constant recruitment (through educatitm among non-scholars. Despite some
well-known cases of auto-reproduction of anthropological positérivilege from
generation to generati@f, most contemporary anthropologists were recruited from
milieusthat had not produced anthropologists before — nor academics in general, for
that matter. Particularly in the anthropological discipline, which has internaliZeitlyso
the notion that human culture is not acquibgdbirth but only transmitted through a
learning process, the catchment area for recruitment has always tebéedey wide,
including members of societies outsitie North Atlantic region. Perhaps, their earlier
crossing of (sub-)cultural and social-class boundarigeancourse of the process of
becoming an anthropologishas helped colleagues from the Third World — or
colleagues from working-class milieus the North Atlantic (like myself), for that
matter — to cross similar boundaries again, professionally, in fieldwork tbegehad
become anthropologists.

Possibly, also, anthropologists of the latter types may baea less prone to
completely entrench themselves in the class implications thatatyath to all
anthropology. More importantly, participatdigldwork, which has continued to form
the hallmark of anthropology, puts the researcher in position that ispdldgitally and
epistemologically, absolutely unique amoagademic disciplines. As the standard
research praxis stipulated by fm@fession, fieldwork contains the basic philosophical
tenets of anthropology: culture is learned; therefesearch means learning a culture
that is perceived dsarnablemuch more than as exatiand that culture comes ever
closer to theesearcher, revealing its internal structure, meaning and beauty ever more
fully; therefore anthropological research is an initially painful but ever more gratifying
dependence relation between the humble role of the researchéne dominant role of
the informant.

All this means thabn the interactional, practical level anthropological fieldwork in
itself offers a procesef transcultural encounter that at least partially resolves and
transcends the class implications of anthropoldtns is very clear at the intermediate
and the intercontinental level; itiather less obvious at the micro level of the relations
of anthropologicalproduction in fieldwork, about which each anthropologist has
interminable private tales to tell but about which we as a profession hawe® fitle
systematic and public knowledge — which is largely avoi@ed topic in published
anthropological discourse. In fadhe temporary resolution of the class tensions
implied in fieldwork is among the basic skills of the anthropologist: ibhshe falls

25 Mafeje, 0.cc Magubane,o.c; p'Bitek, O., 1970, African Religions in Western Scholarship,
Nairobi: East Africa Publishing House.

26 The practice was somewhat endemic at Leyden university, The Netherlatdsfinst half of the
twentieth century; e.g. both father and son de Josseling de Jorigehelahir of general anthropology,
and both father and son Holleman the chair of customary law.
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short in this transcultural interaction management, the productiverétdtons (the
ones that combine instrumentality with intima¢syst with social calculation) from
which most valuable information is wome, will never be established. The social
control that theorofession exercises over its members in this connexion should not be
underestimated: the fieldwork process is both too subtle, and too recogrezable
from the finished ethnographic produittan that too many bad fieldworkers could get
away with failure onthis point. At the same time we had better admit that many
anthropologists, during a spell of fieldwork or during their permfdabsense from the
field, have experienced major conflicts betwdbamselves and their local research
participants precisely when they could no longer dissimilaeclass contradiction in
fieldwork (the contradiction between informants more or |ésely offering
information and services, and researchers building, upon these apailsmic careers
that — howevemncertain and despised from the point of view of North Atlantic
altenatives — from thperspective of most Third World research participants can only
appear as unbelievable lucrative).

Desite suchtensions it is a common anthropological experience that many
informants greatly enjoy the personal exchangbeaboundary between cultures in the
context of fieldwork. The class implications of anthropology are nowineoee
effectively dissimulated, even dispelled, than in the field,bbyh researcher and
informants. Here a perspective of transcultural communicatiogradually agreed
upon, in the course aine’s fieldwork, in which the anthropologist’'s work takes on a
specific significance also in the eye$ the informants: to put on record fading
institutions that are dear to the latter, to express an emerging ethnic iderditgh a
form (academic discourse in an international language) as carries watghthe
powers that be at the national level, étere the anthropologist is most appreciated by
the people if she acts in accordance with their expectations and viewpoin&hé¢hcan
interpret their culture to the outside world, but it will be much hardendoto translate
the outsideworld to the local people, if such messages from the outside threaten
established perceptiongalues, and identity constructs. For fieldwork, a receptive
humility is professionally encouraged, and in such a frame of mind the fieldwoeker
not be able to explode a local stereotype, deceptive identity construsatamtly
wrong reading of regional history — as | experienced when indbese of decades of
fieldwork contact with the Nkoya peoptd western central Zambia, the publications
that contained my academic attemptsradical deconstruction of their recent and
vulnerable ethnic self-identity were turned, by them, into ethnic propaganda.

It is not in the field that anthropology is being written. Another basic
anthropological skill is to take a radical distance from the intino&dield participation,
and to selectively rearrange atrdnsform the field information so as to make the
written product acceptable within thlermal patterning of academic production,
rendering that product conducive to academic gddegree, career, competition
between departments, paradigms and national schools of anthropology eterethat
completely irrelevant to the informardad often almost betray the terms of their initial
co-operation. The payoffthe informants had envisaged during fieldwork, become
muchdelayed by-products of the project’s main output — if they materialize at all. In
pursuance of middle-classecurity as a professional, the anthropologist tends to
sacrifice the transculturaintimacy of his or her fieldwork. So, while the
anthropological encounter contains the potential for a resolution of the bulkss

27 van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1984, ‘Can anthropoldmcome the theory of peripheral class
struggle? Reflexions on the work of P.P.Rey’, in: W.M.J. van Binsbefqg€&hS.C.M. Hesseling,
(eds), Aspecten van Staat en Maatschappij in Afrika: Recent Dutch and Belgian Researdkfrarathe
State, Leiden: African Studi€3entre, pp. 163-80; German version: van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1984f.,
‘Kann die Ethnologie zur Theoriles Klassenkampfes in der Peripherie werden?: Reflexionen tber das
Werk von Pierre Philippe Rey’, Osterreichische Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie (Vienna), 9, 4: 138-48.
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conflict at the micro level, it fails in the end, in the final product.

Meanwhile, despite the discipline’s cognitigephasis on cultural relativism and
universalism, the intercontinental class dimension continuebetareproduced in
contemporary anthropology orthe organizational side. The production and
reproduction even of a transformed and critical, post-classisropology has been
largely monopolized by Nortltlantic academic institutions. In the nationalist era,
anthropology on African soflad often to disguise as either sociology or history. This
situation has somewhat changed now, and we as@chundreds of names of African
colleagues engaged in the pursuit of anthropology in Africa today. Yet it is vatusy
of some perspectival distortion that anthropology as a fieldcatlemic interaction,
where power is generated and resources are allocsti#dappears to be largely
‘owned’ by the North.Anthropological training institutions, collections, libraries,
research funds, chairs, journals are in great majaittyated in, or initiated and
controlledfrom, the North Atlantic. Our colleagues who are permanently living and
working in Africa are almost by definition peripheral to the main-stream of the
discipline28

Towards an answer

We arealready approaching the end of our divination session. While | have attempted
to refine our client's question as put before dnacle, and to show some of its less
manifest implications, | have surely not been able to captivateaytmntion sufficiently
to effectively conceal from youperception my own deliberate juggling with the
divinatory apparatus, and to put you, praxeologically, in such a susceptible state of
consciousness that my next pronouncements will appear to you as eminentand
illuminating. My limited language skill, and the fact that many of yame not
anthropologists, may have something to do with this failure. However, Afaingn
diviners manage to exercise their tradeoss cultural and linguistic boundaries, and to
convey, in the course of their session, a sense of relevance that initiallynetddem
possible considering the great difference in cultural backgroundiaagiage use
between themselves atitkir clients; in anthropology as elsewhere, there is nothing
like the original.

| have, meanwhile, tried to evoke a seswinbols that may appeal to you and that
may add heighteneaheaning to our initial question: the image of anthropology as a
meta-language for the detached appreciatiohuman action and human institutions,
with a well-developedsense of relativism, equality, understanding and admiration.
Such anthropology is nahe intellectual possession of North Atlantic academics but
maycome to be recognized among the positive universal achievements of mankind. It
enshrines a substantial part the reflection, comparison and criticism that have
constitutedthe proper domain of intellectuals in a changing society whenever and
wherever. It makes anthropology a subject worthy of our lovedaditation, in Africa
as elsewhere. With its built-in emphasis on leal and regional level, its claims to
represent the non-vocal and tberipheral in their own right, and its well-developed
methods to approach these subjects and arrive at valid statements about theiamdtions
institutions, anthropology can be expected to have a positive rplayton some of the
most significant social and ideological procesgesg on in African societies today:
the accommodation between peasantsuahdn proletarians on the one hand, the state
andits formal bureaucratic organizations on the other; and also among the educated
elites of Africa — to whom the finished products of anthropology are as availdable as
internationalbook trade allows (which is not good enough by far) — anthropology

28 See below, Postscript 2002.



offers some of the means to come to terms with their own background and heritage.

So much for the exalted symbolic vision. | have proceeded by indicttang
negative elements that yet taint this anthropology: its threefoldiol@éisations, which
may be temporariland partially resolved — but only subjectively — and transcended
in the concentrated situation of anthropological fieldwork yet form part and patbel of
praxis of anthropology atur North Atlantic institutions of learning, primarily because
of the way in which the discipline is organized and in which its resoameggower
are unevenly distributed across the continents.

Therefore, if anthropologys to realize its potential future in Africa, it has to
become truly intercontinental not just in theory and thought (it hasthaérirom the
beginning) but particularly in organizational structure: in the locatibrresources
(books, research moneygehicles, computers, Internet access, opportunities for
publication), initiatives, power, institutions.

Eversince the majority of African territories gained independence in the 1960s,
North Atlantic Africanist anthropologists have sought to protect their amah their
students’access to research sites in Africa, trading logistic support, prestigeous
invitations and appointment®r African colleagues, assistance in publishing and
occasional teaching at African universitiés, that much coveted piece of paper: the
research clearance. In doing so we hawdicitly perpetuated the intercontinental class
dimension of anthropology. At the back of our minds therdihgsred the assumption
that, when all is said ardbne, the anthropology of African societies is best left in the
hands of North Atlantic anthropologists.

So far,our African colleagues, their research institutions and boards, and the
national immigration departments, have been rather patigntus, and have by and
large tolerated our continued presereeoccasionally even praising our publications
when and if they came out, and when artiéfy happened to be made available to our
African counterparts. Yet, in the long run, the best way to eradikfteanist
anthropology, first in Africa itself, and soon also in Marth Atlantic, is to hold on to
the North Atlantic initiative and professionpbwer in Africanist research. If the
discipline is to make all the positive contributions to African society, anth dbe
global society, we pretend it could make, then it must attune itself foothieal and
economic realities of the African continent today andsofelations with the rest of the
world.

This reality is immensely complex and contradictory, but eseeit should be clear
that, after decades of North Atlantic cultural aeblogical domination largely brought
aboutby other institutions than anthropology, the necessary reconstruction of a viable
and dynamic self-image among Africans and African societies has to be primarily
undertaken by Africanthemselve3? Here intellectuals from the North Atlantic can at
best perform such ancillary roles as assigned to uggoested from us, within the
framework ofresearch plans and priorities drawn up by African institutions. In so far
as our North Atlantic Africanist research seeks justification in terms cfimed
contribution to contemporary and future African society, the most obwuchstone
for that justification lies in the confrontatiamith such plans. This is not to say that
such anthropologicatesearch in Africa as primarily derives from North Atlantic
research priorities, is automatically unjustified. Much research was, andsstill
proposed by reference to fine points of anthropologluabry as developed at North
Atlantic centres ofearning. Sometimes such projects do contribute to the theoretical
development of the anthropological discipline in genesall should therefore be
encouraged. But in the context of obtainnegearch clearances such research should
not pretend to be primarily contributing current intellectual responsibilities and
priorities within Africa; research permission this context is an intercontinental,

29 See below, Postscript 2002,
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bilateral prestation from the South to the North, and it should be traded off against
similar or related services extended from the North to the South.

Turning now to the potential of anthropology to represent periphegainal and
ethnic groups and institutions (such as chieftainship, puberty initiation), \wbeg®n
and status in contemporary African nation-statey be, somewhat irreverently (and
with the same implications of self-imposed global responsibilityyppared to those of
endangered species: Yes, anthropology can do this, and time wilhether in
specific cases it was a good thing to de or rather amounted to championing
antiquarianism and obscurantism (as certain Afragaoh Marxist critics would certainly
claim). But hereagain, considering the threefold class implications of anthropology, it
it to be preferredhat our African colleagues occupy themselves with these tasks, at
their own discretion, on the basis of their own assessment of potigcaksities and
room for maneuvering, yet with our unwavering moral and material sugfport.

Suchsupport is not entirely without risks, if our main goal remains, mercenarily,
to safeguard our own direct access to African research sites.aldbéness of
peripheral or otherwismuted groups in Africa is not an accident of nature or history,
but part of contemporary politics. The African contineas become characterized by
the weakness if not downright repressiorerfra-governmental foci of organization,
opinion,knowledge and criticism, cultural and institutional creativeness. Post-colonial
states seeto impose their political and ideological control upon the individuals and
groups residing within their territory, streamlining thesxperience and their
performance into controlled uniformignd submission. African anthropologists now
constitute the main (ndhe only) group to which the implementation of the positive
promise of African anthropology is to be entrusted, but their attentiorceidain
groupsthemes and problems is bound to touch on political sensitivities. As concerns
the relation vis-a-vis the state, the class position of African intellectoelsding
anthropologists may not — in terms fihancial and institutional dependence —
fundamentallydiffer from that of their North Atlantic colleagues, but there is certainly
an enormous difference idegree: as regards options and alternatives, but also as
regards proximity and access to politiciamsl policy makers. Given the reality of this
dependent (if not altogethemcomfortable) class position, representing peripheral
groups should be taken in a scholarly, npobhtical sense. Anthropology has a role to

15

play, not primarilybecause research can generate political support or consciousness (a

rather rare occurrence), but because of the disciplbesg philosophical outlook as
outlined above. The prolongexhd humble exposure to a specific local interaction
setting is not only salutagnd illuminating to the individual researcher no matter from
what continent — it may also help to restore a general respect for peasantbamd
proletarians in the intellectual and political debatescerning the planning and
implementationof development in Africa toda3t (Whether the anthropological
contribution in the development context cogla further than this, is a question | shall
address at the vegnd of this paper.) The politically relevant questions can readily be
translated (without losing much of their critical relevance) into an agendattoe
Africanistanthropological research. Lest | too, after all, should encroach on a domain
which can only be properly demarcated by my African colleaguesnéetbriefly
indicate that such an agenda would include the following items, among many others:

(a) In an attempt to enrich the existing studiesg political scientists and administrative
lawyers) with specific anthropological approaches (intimate personal detail,
transactional historicitand connections with other life sphere: kinship, patronage,

30 See below, Postscript 2002.

31 See below, Postscript 2002.
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friends and neighbours) one should address more systematicathtiography of
modern bureaucracy and of stgtenetration at the local level — including the
transformation and manipulation of pre-existing notions of power néalern
political, administrative and religious organizational bodies.

(b) The ethnographgf peripheral capitalism, with emphasis not only (as hitherto) on
the economic aspect of capitalist relations of production anddteiulation to pre
existing modes (castropping, migrancy, the urban informal sector etc.), but also
on the ideological and experiential dimensiafsperipheral capitalism: e.g. the
radical reconstitution of time, space, persoody and self that springs from the
commaodification of labouand its products, and from participation in the formal
bureaucratic organizations by which peripheral capitalism is increasingly patterned.

(c) The ethnographyf peripheral identity formation, addressing such fundamental
issues as: ethnographyaabasis for historiography; ethnicity and incapsulated so
called traditional rulers; and the manipulatioh tradition and neo-tradition as
ideological constructions in the context of nation building.

When it comes to the class position of African intellectaalscompared with the
peasants and proletarians who, if already by sheer force of numbers, should ¢ontinue
constitutethe main subjects of future Africanist anthropological research, we need not
resort to populist myopia, as dite negritude movement some decades ago; of course
our African colleagues occupy a middle-class position in thegional society — but
theirs is at least not tainted by intercontinental class implications asspwvhile the
fact that the African anthropologists’ research praxis is embeddad incomparably
wider general participation and societal (including linguist@hnpetence in the national
society attenuates and sometimes even takes away theimjalésations of the
production of anthropology at the micro level. In otiverds: they might do fieldwork
without needing interpreters and extensive clearances, and in their home area...

Our professional commitment should concentrate on buildistrang, African
based anthropology, with all the trimmings of first-class libraged collections,
material research facilities, international amigrcontinental academic leadership. If we
love Africanist anthropology, we should create, much more consistemtty
wholeheartedly than we have done so fidwe conditions under which African
colleagues can take over the subject, or most of it. Once that has happened, ne¢ need
to worry about our owroccasional access; as Africanists, we all know African
hospitality from experience!

The easy way out? Africanist anthropology and development

Probably to the surprise of my audience, | have failed to link the fafuaathropology
in Africa to the study of development and ttee implementation of development
projects. Contrary to the many other omissions in my argument,oties was
deliberate.

Yet the dominant discourseithin which Africanist research from the North
Atlantic area is now being proposed, funded, executed and writiers that of
development, development co-operation, policy relevéhc®ften the issues
concerned have some theoretical basighe anthropological tradition, or could be
linked to sucha basis, but neither detached ethnographic description nor theory
formation feature any more as manifest primagtives in Africanist anthropological
research. Even if there is an implicit orientation towards anthropological theary

32 See below, Postscript 2002.



17

description, the idiom of development relevatereds to be adopted in applications for
research funding since that forrmow simply an absolute condition for sheer
admittance to the very strong competition over research funds.

It would havebeen praiseworthy if behind this trend there was an awareness
(based on open and passionate intellectual detiatbg obvious intellectual limitations
of anthropology. But the real driving force behind this trend seems tothe igrowing
disenchantment, and subsequent financial dissocidgiween North Atlantic political
elites and theniversities; academic freedom in the selection and execution of research
requires a context of matersécurity, but in stead researchers are forced to operate as
entrepreneurs ongartly non-academic market of research funds voted in a context of
development co-operation. Even in spedifises where the actual financial pressure is
not particularly acute, subtle mechanisms of self-censorship and mutual social aontrol
work among the academic community make sure that research prapogais with
the dominant ideology of developmentalismthe current ideological framework for
North Atlantic dealings with the rest dhe world. As researchers and academic
administrators we have becomagher good at identifying and selecting research topics
whose development potential and societal relevanoamistakable, and at re-phrasing
our academic pipe-dreams, pruning the theoretical ethdographic interest and
processing an original inspiration into the jargon of fundable proposals.

Over the past quarter of a century we have seen plahignthropologically
inspired missions, explorations, surveys, reconnaissance stiefisfility studies,
etc., all conceived within aontext of development co-operation. Their logic, time
schedule, perception of the local societies under study shows aangke of variation,
and often the professional idiom and evke fieldwork praxis of anthropology may
have been adopted. Still, | cannot think of these attempts as anthropology ifterms
the definition offered aboveThe role of intercontinental dependency relations in
development cooperatiothe mediating and often exploitative role of post-colonial
states and their bureaucratic and political elite in the implementatidew&lopment
projects; thepragmatic, goal-orientated, routinized, level of intellectual production in
development contextshe massive consensus as to the primacy of the capitalist and
bureaucratic logic and the desiderata they prescriball this may constitute an
increasingly dominant, competent, complesthaps even a legitimate, intercontinental
discourse33 but it is notthe discourse of anthropology. To the development discourse
anthropology remainan auxiliary subject, offering among other things ready-made,
digestableand respectable (but already obsolete) models of interpretation for impatient
and overworked development workers.

To claim a more central position for anthropology in the development context, —
advocate climbing the development band-wagorathropologists, would simply
mean to leave the intercontinental class implicatminanthropology unanalysed, and
trading them for another, now more fashionable versfantercontinental domination.

The best anthropology could offier this context is a profound and systematic critique
of the development discourse; howevemsidering the impressive amount of political
powerand material resources that is invested in the development industry, it is hardly

33 For a fundamental critique of development from an anthropological perspectittnhzirt, M.,

ed., 1993, An anthropological critiqoé development: The growth of ignorance, London/ New York:
Routledge. For mywn views, cf. van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1991, ‘Religion and development:
Contributions to aew discourse’, Antropologische Verkenningen, 10, 3: 1-17 — a greatly expanded
version to be found at: http:[/ add detail ] ; van BinsbergenW.M.J., 1999, ‘Globalization,
consumption and development’, in: Fardon, R., van Binsbergen, WaWan Dijk, R., 1999, eds.,
Modernity on a shoestrindlimensions of globalization, consumption and development in Africa and
beyond: Based on an EIDOS conference held at The Hague 13-16 Marchdié®r/ London: EIDOS

[ European Interuniversity Deveopment Opportunities Study group ], pp.ché@ck pages ] also

at http://[ add detail ]
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realistic to base the future of anthropology on such a desirable critical role.

Some indication of the future relationstween anthropology and development can
already be gleaned from the debate on ‘culime: development’, now gaining impetus
in many European countriéé:withoutcontext, ideological history or critique, without
any situational analysis of the multiplicity of culture nor any perspeoctivihe politice
economic conditions under which culture may, may not, take on a relative
autonomy, a dated, fossilized concept of (other people’s) culturaow being
proposed as a panacea when it comes to the explanation of the relativedfifure
quarter of a century of development aid: ‘they may have developed as stipulated,
but that is because all the time they had their own culture, and that nizy ggqiositive
sign of identity...” Anthropology ought not to lend itsedfjt to challenge, to such a
new form of paternalism and ideological mystification.

However, the situation is not always dear-cut as | suggest it to be here. For
often it is notdistant outside agencies, but African institutions and the informants
themselves, who expect ‘development action’ from the anthropologist, duraftgor
thefieldwork. Then the anthropologist is in a position to bring to bear the best his
profession has tamffer, in terms of local knowledge, systematic analysis and
communication skills, and udbat to negotiate between development agencies and
bureaucracies, and tipeople who extended their hospitality and co-operation in the
course of fieldwork. They should not becothe victims of an intellectual quest for
purity such has dominated the present argument.

POSTSCRIPT 2002

When | went through the abouvext in order to add, fifteen years later, the
bibliographical references it lackédts originally published form, | was torn between

two impressions. On the one hand the text seemed to survive as a summary of the
beauty and the pitfalls of anthropologn the other hand the text appeared as
remarkablydated, throwing in relief the many developments which, over the past one
and a half decades, have taken place in Afsicd in Africanist anthropology. A full
account on these points wouttean a new paper. Let me merely indicate a number of
points that readily come to mind.

Developments in and around Africa

The resilience of historic African institutions even without any preservation attempts
the part of anthropologists

In my 1987 argument | sketched a positive picture of the unagueribution of
anthropology as giving a voice to theiceless, representing peripheral institutions and
people whootherwise would perish unnoticed. | am afraid that this well-intended

34 cf.: Banuri, T., 1990, ‘Modernization and its discontents: A cultural perspective on the toéories
development’, in: Marglin, F.A. & Marglin, S.A., ed®pminating knowledgeDevelopment, culture
and resistance Oxford: Clarendon Press, p. 29-100kolo Okonda W'Oleko, 1986, Pour une
philosophie de la culture et du developpement: Recherches d’hermeneutique et defpcakies
Presses Universitaires du Zaire, Kinshasa ; Uhlenbeck, G.C., n.d. [ 1986[he=a@yltural dimension

of development)enHaag: Netherlands National Commission for UNESCO; Verhelst, T., 180,
life without roots: Culture and developmghonden: Zed Books; Worsley, P., 1984ethree worlds:
Culture & world developmentondon: Weidenfeld & Nicholson.
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position, largely inspiredly my experiences among the Zambian Nkoya, carried more
of the ‘White man’s burden’ than dared to admit at the tin¥. Subsequent
developments have shown that many African institutions, even those periphtbral to
postcolonial state ands imported rationality, can surprisingly well take care of
themselves and show a remarkable power of resilience, even witioatny
preservation attempts on the paifrtanthropologists. If we may concentrate on the two
topics mentioneéh my article: chieftainship and puberty, far from disappearing under
modern conditions, have made a remarkable come-back in the 1990s, andirthe
contribution of North Atlantic research on these topics has foemcord this resilience
and identify its probable causes. The available researghests two major factors
among others: the fact that thesestitutions are time-honoured ways, of proved
effectiveness, tdeal with perpetual central issues local societies (authority, order, the
management of conflict role preparatigender and age differences, the acquisition of
an effective social identity); and the fact that they draw on sourceesofological
meaning and self-identity whose continued relevance may baea eroded by
modernisation, the adveat capitalism etc. in the course of the twentieth century, but
far from destroyed®

Developments since 1987 in the localisation of African anthropology

Also in the beginning of the third millennium, it remadifficult for a scholar working

in Africa, to compete with those stationed in the North Atlantic. Yet, sineelate
1980s anumber of positive developments have taken place concerning the localisation
of African anthropology, anldrgely in the direction indicated in my 1987 paper, with
African anthropologists’ havintmternet access, attending intercontinental conferences,
obtaining temporary fellowships in the North Atlantic, being the objettpositive
discrimination on the part of well-intending government agencigbenNorth, and
especially developing their own continengald regional platforms of scholarly -co
operation,such as CODESRIA, with their own fairly localised and independent
systems of funding, publication, awards, definition of continentategidnal research

35 The expressiofthe White man’s burden’ summarised the White colonialists’ legitimation for
their involvement wittsocieties in Africa and Asia: given the privileged levels of civilisation, social
and political organisation, science and technology, Europe stmaglyno choice to help bring the rest

of the world on its own exalted level; oburse, this was an elegant dissimulation of the North-South
exploitation involved, even though in individual cases (e.g. Lord Lughedjdeology of the White
man’s burden, with all its condescension, may have produced a respectable moral stance. GiV.Jordan,
(1974) TheWhite Man’s Burden, Oxford: Oxford University Press; Davidson B., 1992, The black
man’s burden : Africand the curse of nation-state, London: Currey; Harlan L., 1988, ‘Booker T.
Washington and the White Man’s Burden’, . W. Smock, ed., Booker T. Washington in
Perspective, Jackson: University Press of Mississippi, pp. 68-98.

36 Cf. Rasing, T., 1995, Passing on thies of passage: Girls' initiation rites in the context of an
urban Roman Catholic community on the Zamb@opperbelt, Leiden/ London: African Studies
Centre/Avebury.; Rasing, T., 2001, The bush burned the stones remain: Women'’s initiation and
globalization in Zambia, Ph.Dthesis, Erasmus University Rotterdam; Hamburg/ Muenster: LIT
Verlag; van Rouveroy Van Nieuwaal, E.A.B. & Van Dijk, R., 1999, eds., Africhreftaincy in a
new Socio-Political Landscape, LIT Verlag, Hamburg.; Van RouveroyNfamwaal, E.A.B., & Ray,
D.l.,, 1996, eds., The New Relevance Of Traditional Authorities for Africa’s future, spssim,
Journal of Legal Pluralism and Unofficial Law, 37-38; Nana K. Arhin Brempong, D.l. &ayan
Rouveroy van Nieuwaal, E.A.B., ed®roceedings of the Conference on the Contribution of
Traditional Authority to Developmentluman Rights and Environmental Protection: Strategies for
Africa, Accra-Kumasi, 2-6 September, 1994, Leiden: ASC; van Rouveroiieanvaal, E.A.B., & J.
Griffiths, eds., Chieftaincy and the staie Africa, Journal of Legal Pluralism and Unofficial Law,
special issue, nos 25 & 26, 1987.
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priorities, international conferences etc. And thisrenuch more. African academic
philosophy, having started in the 1950s wlile works of Kagame and Didp, has
further established itself as a globally recognised expressioselffidentity38
Cosmopolitan philosophers from Africa, foremdstudimbe and Appiah, have
successfully brokerthrough the continental boundaries of African philosophy’s
orientation, illuminating both Africa’s predicameiais (especially in Mudimbe’s work)
providing a soundpistemological critique of North Atlantic knowledge production on
Africa.39 Afrocentricity?® and the Black Athena debAte(intellectual developments

37 Kagame, A., 1955, La philosophie bantu-rwandaise de I'Etre, Bruxélbestémie royale des
Sciences coloniales; Diop C. A., 1948, ‘Quand pourra-t-on parler éRaenaissance africaine ?’, Le
Musée vivant, n° 36-37, novembre, pp. 57-65; Diop, C1855, Nations negres et culture: de
l'antiquité négre-égyptienne aux problénwesturels de I'Afrique noire d'aujourd'hui, Paris: Presence
Africaine, 2d ed., first published 1954.

38 Like for all the various domains of academic production paraded in my 1987 aniickae present
postscript, it is strictly impossible tgve a reasoned bibliography without writing another article, or
book, onthe subject. My aim is merely to indicate a body of literature which the reader may further
explore. For African philosophy, cf. Coetzee, P.H., & Roux, A.P.J., 1998, eds.Affiban
philosophy reader, London: Routledge; Eboussi Boulaga, F., 197G jdeadu muntu: Authenticité
africaine et philosophie, Paris: Présence africait’ee, Emmanuel Chukwudi, 1997, Postcolonial
African philosophy: A critical reader, Oxford: BlackwellGyekye, K., 1995, An essay on African
philosophical thought: The Akan conceptgaheme, revised edition, Philadelphia; Temple University
Press, first published Cambridge University Press 1G8§ékye, K., 1997, Tradition and Modernity:
Philosophical Reflections on the African Experience, London: Oxfimigiersity Press; Hallen, B. and
J.O. Sodipo, 1986 Knowledge, Belief and Witchcraft: Analytical experiments in AfRtépnsophy,
London: Ethnographica; Hountondji, P.J., 1976. Sar ‘philosophie africaine’: critique de
I'ethnophilosophie, Paris: Maspero. Translated as African Philosopyth and Reality.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1983, revised edition 196ita, Lansana. 1985.
‘Contemporary African Philosophy: The Search for a Method.” Diogenes 130: 105-28. ; Nagolo,
1994, African philosophy in search of identity, Bloomington/Indianapolis: Indisminersity Press, &
Edinbrgh: EdinburghUniversity Press; Mbiti, J.S., 1990, (1969) African religion and philosophy.
Nairobi: Heinemann Educational Books Ltd.; Mudimbe, V.Y., 198& invention of Africa: Gnosis,
philosophy, and theorder of knowledge, Bloomington & Indianapolis: Indiana University
Press/London: Currey; Odera Oruka, H., 1975, ‘The Fundamental Principles in the (aiestiman
Philosophy’, Second Order, 4, T: add pages ]; Odera OrukaH., 1990, ed., Sage philosophy:
Indigenous thinkers and modediebate on African philosophy, Leiden: Brill; Okafor, F. U., 1993,
‘Issues in African Philosophy Re-examined’, International PhilosopQigatterly, XXXIIl, 1: [ add
pages ]; Okere, T., 1983African Philosophy: A Historico-hermeneutical Investigation of the
Conditions of its Possibility, Universitiress of America, Lanharn, MD, 1983.; Oluwole, S. B.,
1992, ‘The Africanness of a Philosophy’, in H. Nagl-Docekal and F. M. Wimmer faistkoloniales
Philosophieren: Afrika, Wien:[ publisher ] ; Ramose, M.B., 1999, Africaphilosophy through
ubuntu, Avondele (Harare): Mon8grequeberban, T., 1994, The hermeneutics of African philosophy:
Horizonand discourse, London: Routlegde; Sogolo, G.S., 1993, Foundations of African philosophy,
Ibadan: Ibadan University Press; Tunde Bewaji, 1994, ‘Trutkettrids in African thought: A reply to
Emmanual Eze’, Quest: Philosophical Discussiong; 86-89; Wamba-dia-Wamba, E., 1992 (June),
‘Beyond Elite Politics of Democracy in AfricdQuest — Philosophical Discussions: An International
African Journal of Philosophy, VI, 1Wiredu, K., 1972, ‘On an African Orientation in Philosophy’,
in, Second Order, vol. 1, Nr. 2, 1972.; Wiredu, K., 1980, Philosapidyan African Culture: The
Case of the Akan, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1980.; Wired9%Q, ‘Are there
cultural universals’, Quest: Philosophici$cussions: An International Africn Journal of Philosophy,
4, 2: 4-19; Wright, R.A., 1977, ed., African Philosophy. An Introduction, Washington.

39 Cf. Appiah, K.A., 1992, In my father's house: Africatire philosophy of culture, New York &
London: Oxford University Press.; Mudimbe Y,1994, The Idea of Africa, Bloomington, Indiana
University Press. ; Mudimbe, V.Y., & Appiah, K.A1993, ‘The impact of African studies on
philosophy’,in: Bates, R.H., V.Y. Mudimbe & Jean O’Barr, 1993, eds., Africa and the Disciplines:
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independent both Africarphilosophy and frowned upon by the cosmopolitan
philosophers from Africa) have created a framework in whelw and inspiring
guestions can be asked about Africa’s placglobal cultural history — questions
which have since been picked up in the political arena around the cohtleptAfrican
Renaissance (first formulated by Diop, now reformulabsd the South African
president Mbeki}2 This last points reminds us dfie fact that, in ways totally
unpredictable in 1987, South Africa’s attainment of majority rukénearly 1990s has
in principle put the most developed material and intellectual national infrastructines of
African continent at the serve of Africa as a whole — albeit at the risk 8buth

The contributions of reseach in Africa to the social sciences and humanities, Chloagwsity of
Chicago Press, p. 113-138; Mudimbe, V.¥88, The invention of Africa: Gnosis, philosophy, and
the order of knowledge, Bloomington & Indianapolis: Indiana UniverBitgss/London: Currey;
Mudimbe, V.Y., 1997, Tales of faith: Religion as political performance in Central Africa: Jordan
Lectures 1993, London &tlantic Highlands: Athlone Press; van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 2001, ‘An
incomprehensible miracle’: Central African clerical intellectualism and African histeligion: A
close reading of/alentin Mudimbe’s Tales of Faith, paper read at the School of Oriental and African
Studies (SOAS), London, 1st February, 2001, as the opening lecture in a sebas, ahtitled
‘Reading Mudimbe’, organised by Lolsenner and Kai Kresse; and again at SOAS, 15 May, 2001,
in the presence of an with stimulating comments from, Mudimbe himself, also at: htgad
detail ]

40 sSeminal Afrocentrist writings include: Diop\ations négres et culture, g.®iop C.A., 1959,
L'unite culturelle de I'Afrique noire: Domaines du patriaragtdu matriarcat dans I'’Antiquite classique
Paris: Présence africaine; Asante M.K., 1982, ‘Afrocentricity and Culture’, in : Asante, &.K.,
Asante, K.W., edsAfrican culture Trenton, Africa WorldPress, pp. 3ff; Asante M.K., 198The
Afrocentric idea Philadelphia: Temple University Press; Obenga, T., 1989philosophie africaine de

la periode pharaonique: 2780-330 avant notre,@Paris:L’'Harmattan; Obenga, T., 1998heikh Anta
Diop, Volney et le Sphinx: Contribution de Cheikh Abtap a I'historiographie mondiale Paris:
Présence africaine. For well-documented but largely dismissive critical assessmdtasiyvefle, F

X., 1996,L'Afrique de Cheikh Anta DigfParis: Karthalal-auvelle-Aymar, F.-X., Chreétien, J.-P., &
Perrot, C.-H., 2000, edsAfrocentrismes: L’histoire des Africairentre Egypte et Amériqu®aris:
Karthala, English tr. in preparation; Howe, S., 198&pcentrism: Mythicalpasts and imagined
homes London/ New York: Verso, first published 1998n Binsbergen, W.M.J., 2000, ‘Le point de
vue de Wim van Binsbergen’, in: ‘Autour d'ulivre. Afrocentrisme, de Stephen Howe, et
Afrocentrismes: L’histoire deéfricains entre Egypte et Amérique, de Jean-Pierre chrétigio | ,
Francois-XavieFauvelle-Aymar et Claude-Héléne Perrot (dir.), par Mohamed Mbodj, Jean Copans et
Wim van Binsbergen’,Politique africaine no. 79, octobre 2000, pp. 175-180, also at:
http://come.to/black_athena.

41 Bernal, M., 1987, Black Athena: Th&froasiatic Roots of Classical Civilization, Vol. I, The
Fabrication of Ancient Greece 1787-198@ndon: Free Association Books/ New Brunswick: Rutgers
University PressBernal, M., 1991, Black Athena: The Afro-Asiatic Roots of Classical Civilization.
II, The Archaeological and Documentdfyidence. London: Free Association Books; New Brunswick,
N.J.: Rutgers University Press; Lefkowitz, M.R., & MacLean Rogers, G., eds, BR@&, Athena
revisited, Chapel Hill & London: University of North Carolina Press; Berlinerblau, J., H&96sy in
the University: The Black Athena controvery and the responsibilities of Ameritatectuals, New
Brunswick etc.:Rutgers University Press; van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1997, ed., Black Athena: Ten
Years After, Hoofddorp: Dutch Archaeologicaind Historical Society, special issue, Talanta:
Proceedings of the Dutch Archaeologiead Historical Society, vols 28-29, 1996-97; W.M.J. van
Binsbergen, 2000, ‘Dans le troisiéme millénaire avec Black Athema?Fauvelle-Aymar, F.-X.,
Chrétien, J.-P., & Perrot, C.-HAfrocentrismes: L’histoire des Africains entre EgypteAmeérique
Paris: Karthala, pp. 127-150, also at: http://come.to/black_athena.

42 Cf. Diop , C.A., 1996, Towards the African renaissance: Essays in African cultizeefopment
1946-1960, trfrom the French by E.P. Modum, London: Karnak House; Mbeki, T., 1999, ‘The
African Renaissance, South Africa and the world’. In: Hadland, A., and J. Rantao, Tellifies of
Thabo Mbeki, Rivonia (S.A.), 1999, 170-183)
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African hegemony. The blessingg the Internet have been appropriated African
intellectualsso that they can participate in these developments much more directly and
centrally.

Developments in and around Africanist anthropology
The depressing results of anthropology contributing to the development industry

In my 1987 article | wrote:

The prolongedand humble exposure to a specific local interaction setting is not
only salutary and illuminating to the individual researcher matter from what
continent — it may also help t@store a general respect for peasants and urban
proletarians in the intellectual and political debatescerning the planning and
implementation of development in Africa today.

On second thoughthis passage (directly inspired by my owasearch among the
Zambian Nkoya)seems unrealistically utopian. In the 1980s the international
development industry and the World Bank discovereddba aid recipients’ culture
(conceived in a remarkably reified and fragmentednat) as the black box that
explained why North Atlantic development projects seldom produlcedintended
results. But instead of adopting the standard anthropolagetiods of prolonged and
profound, methodologically informetbcal immersion, the development industry
decided it would have cultural knowledge withgaying the usual anthropological
price. Rapid Rural Appraisals and simitguick assessment methods were to convey
the illusion of valid knowledge of, arabout, local peasants, without any danger of
upsetting the development expetigie-table, comforts, preconceived ideas, and other
forms of North Atlantic one-way interventidd.The appeal to anthropolodpyas thus
become counter-productive, serving to conceal the continued retiarae one-sidedly
imposed hegemonic rationality from the North. And althomglecent years the World
Bank has employed anthropologists dmas been inspired by an actor-orientated
approach likesen’s at the centre of its models of South poverty and economic action,
there is still no coherent vision as to how anthropology letoombined with the kind

of knowledge production needed to underpin policy decisions liké\ibidd Bank’s,
which profoundly affect the economic situation of mamyndreds of millions of
people.

Beyond developmentesearch: The increased accommodation between Africanist
research and government in The Netherlands

In my 1987 paper | gave a bleak picture ofrilations between anthropologist and the
development industry, which thewas largely dominated by government ministry to
which non-governmental organisations (NGOs) were affiliated, both in the Aiodth
in the South. Soon NGOs were to become a hot topidevelopment studies and
policy,*4 without however far-reaching effead® the relations between governments

43 Cf. Geschiere, P.L.1993, ‘Wetenschap en ontwikkeling. Scheiden of lijden?’, in: W. van
Binsbergen, ed., Maatschappelijke betekenis Maderlands Afrika-onderzoek in deze tijd, Leiden:
Werkgemeenschap Afrika, pp. 63-80.

44 Bratton, M., 1990, ‘Non-governmental Organizations in Africa: @y Influence Public



and anthropologists. It is my, radoubt myopic, impression that this situation has
undergone considerable improvement over the past decade and a half. If wakenay
the, relatively ideal, situation of thafrican Studies Centre, Leiden (the national
institution for Africanist social research in the Netherlands)ndgative of more
general trends ithe North Atlantic, a number of interesting points may be made. The
Netherlands government support for professional Africaasearch has grown, rather
than dwindled. But whereas in the late 1980s government saw such reseaate as
directly and recognisably ancillary to its own bilatedtlevelopment endeavours in the
Third World (a situation little conducive to acadenmclependence, and breeding a
mercenary genre afesearch proposals predictably geared to the research priorities
known to be temporarily in fashion at thenistry for development co-operation), in
the course of the 1990s relations between researchers and the governmenthedame
more relaxed and trustful at the personal level, whildhe same time government
pressure upon researchers to pursue readily applicable forms of researalagawee

the awareness, among civil servants, that rhoréamental and theoretically orientated
research defined primarily by academitrities had a far greater power of inspiration
and illumination for them.The trend of disenchantment between academia and
government, signalled in the main text for the 1980s, has not persisted next
decade, or at least not consistently for Africanist researodlidve that here specific
praiseis due to Stephen Ellis and Gerti Hesseling, the two directors of the African
Studies Centre in the 1990s, who each in their own very different way contrtbuted
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effective state/ research relations without in the least sacrificing academic independence.

The decline of fieldwork

My 1987 paper depicts an anthropoldbat is still liberating itself from the limitations
of the classic model as emergedthe second third of the twentieth century. In this
form of anthropology, fieldworkvas all-important, and many of the nice and the
critical things | say about anthropology revolve on fieldw&ikce 1987 however, the
tradition of extensive, prolongdatldwork has considerably declined in anthropology,
for a number of reasons:

* increased health risks (especially AIDS, ebola, cholera etc.),

Policy?’, Development and Chang®l,; Cernea, M.M., 1990, Non-governmental organisations and
local development, World Bank Discussion Papers 40, Washington: World Banlter, A., 1985,
‘NGOs in Africa: Naming for what they are’, in: Kinyanjui, iKed., Non-governmental organisations’
contribution to development, Nairobi: Institute of Developn&tnidies, University of Nairobi, pp-7
30; Fowler, A., 1991, ‘The Role of NGOs in ChangBitgte-Society Relations: Perspectives from
Eastern and Southern Africa’, Development Policy Review,19,Fowler, A., 1993, ‘Non
governmental Organizations @gjents of Democratization: an African Perspective’, Journal of
International Development, 5, 3; Kothari, R., 1988, ‘The NGOs, the state andoapitalism’, in
Rajni Kothari, The State AgainBemocracy: In Search of Humane Governance, Delhi: Ajanta; NGO
Landenstudie, 1991, Impactstudie Medefinancieringsprogramma, n.p. Hagee ]; Shaw, T.M.,
1990, ‘Popular participation in non-governmergalictures in Africa: Implication for democratic
development in Africa’, Africa Today, 38; 5f; Thomas, A., 1992, ‘Non-governmental organizations
and the limits to empowerment’, in M. Wuyts, M. Macintosh and T. Hewitt,@elselopment Policy
and PublicAction, Oxford: Oxford University Press; van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1992, a , ‘' “NGO’s”
tussen wetenschappelijke kennisproduktie en beleid: Enige sociaal-wetenschappeigkkingen over
niet-overheidsorganisaties in Afrika, inleiding voor de conferentie: Nttefinancieringsprogramma:
Perspectieven ebevindingen’, Den Haag, 15 oktober 1992, georganiseerd door Interuniversitaire
Onderzoeksschool CERES/CIRAN (Centre for Internatiétedearch and Advisory Networks)/NRC
Handelsblad, reprinted inLiteratuur behorende bij de cursus ‘Ontwikkeling @ebat/debatten in
ontwikkeling: Problemen nu en perspectieven voor de toekomst’, georganiseerd door CEHBEMO
samenwerking met de vakgroep Culturele Antropologie/ Studie der Niet-westerse Samenlevidggen van
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, deel Il, pp. 68-84, Den Haag: CEBEMO.



* lack of funding,

» the increased actual globalisation of the contemporary world, which makes repeated
short visits to the field much easier than in previous decades, but also creates the
illusion of recognisable similarity across cultural situations world-wide and is less
conducive to an massive investment, spanning several years minimum, in the
investigation of cultural specificity

» the rapidly increasing spread of world-wide linguae francae, espeEiadish,
adding to this illusion and makingpbssible to conduct fieldwork in local settings
yet through the time-saving medium dirgua franca which implies the distortion
of a double translatiofilter: both on the part of the researcher and of the research
participants

» the overestimation of theory at the expense of empistadies in the social
sciences today

* the emergence of globalisation asfield of study, stimulating multi-sited field
research which follows culturallgnd linguistically accessible, for globalised,
participants in their peregrinations, wiich in each location achieves less than
extensive and prolonged exposure

« the revival of comparative and diffusionist studtesyhich cannot possibly relgn
the results of extensive fieldwork in any one place.

One could appreciate this decline of fieldwork aisreely methodological adjustment of
theanthropological discipline to an unmistakably changing research object; or regret
this development for the furtive superficiality it occasionally allows to pasdeftent
research. Meanwhile, however, we halkecome awaf® of theoretical and
epistemological disadvantages of the classic fieldwork format. Whdbreagn
researcher has to invest years of her life in mastering a local lingamsticcultural
domain, chances are that thisproportionate investment (often at great personal costs
of frustration, conflict, health riskdgroken relationships at home, etc.) leads to
personal reification of that domain and its perceived boundartence a reification of
culture, ethnicity and identity, rather than @amareness of the way in which cultural
and ethnic identity claims are political statememithin a politics of difference, against
the background of multiplicity of identities, and far greater cultgiaiilarity and
continuity that such politics of difference could gainfully accommotiate.

My 1987 argument reveals a fundamental crisismy identity as a North Atlantic
anthropologist

In 1987 | had been one of the two acadediiectors of the African Studies Centre,
Leiden, for sixyears. My being invited to the sister-institution at Edinburgh, in 1987,
to officiate on the future of anthropology of Africa, was in itself a sign that bylthen
was recognised, at the age of 40, as a leading European anthropdlugisthad been
other such signs, such ag/ election to the highly prestigious Simon professorship at
Manchester, which even had to be postponed because | was ythamy#re stipulated
thirty years old. Yet my 1987 paper reveals, on re-readitrgnaendous uncertainty of

45 On thispoint, cf. Amselle, J.-L., 2001, Branchements: Anthropologie de luniversalit¢ des
cultures,Paris: Flammarion, who signals this recent development (partly by reference to my own
neodiffusionist studies) even though he frowns upon it.

46 Cf. my ‘Cultures do not existd.c.

47 On these issuesxtensively in my: ‘Cultures do not exist’, and my forthcoming Intercultural
encounters.
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my identity as an anthropologist: that identity is said to have been exphyd¢ade
interdisciplinarynature of my pursuit of African Studies; more important, Africanist
anthropology is better left to those who, as Africans, have a birthright no Attantitic
anthropologist can ever claim; and, at the personal level, the bailtatmadictions of
the anthropologists’ rolean only temporarily overcome in the concrete interaction
during fieldwork, but continue to add an almost unbearable bwiléegemony and
exploitation to any North Atlantic anthropological professional practice. No wohaer
soon after this was written, when | undertook prolonfggdwork in a new setting, in
urban Botswana, those contradictions landed me in a personal Erisia this crisis |
emerged, first as a Southern Africa diviner-priest (thus seeking to transform miself

a honorary African, for whom the problem birthright in Africanist knowledge
production would be solved in a&ffective though unexpected way), and subsequently
(resigning myself that | could not revolve the unbearable contradictiargimfopology
from within that discipline) as @rofessor of intercultural philosophy seeking to
develop a theory ahterculturality where | use philosophy to critique anthropology,
and anthropology to critique philosopffyThat trajectoryand its possible relevance
for others than myself, is not the point here. Buialy be forgiven for signalling, with
reference to myl987 paper, a temporarily forgotten landmark that makes my
subsequent itinerary much clearer at least to myself.

Not just a personal crisis

That | was not the only one suffer under the contradictions of the anthropological
discipline including the shallow, largely neo-positivegtistemology underlying much
mainstream anthropologicaltork, was already obvious by the late 1980%As a
result, the orientation of anthropologgs somewhat changed since then, and not only
because of the demise of thiéwurishing paradigms (such as that of the articulation of
modes of production) and the decline of prolonged fieldwork.

The globalisation of the world héed to a globalisation of anthropology, with
new questions and new challen§eé3.he 1990s saw spate of social-science research

48  Cf. my: ‘Cultures do not exist’, and my forthcoming Intercultural encounters.

49 Similar misgivings were phrased, e.g., by Fabian, Time andother, o.c; whereas the
postmodernist critique of anthropology wasimsist that anthropology’s claim of constituting a
science was in itself part of its narrative conventions as, essentially, a genre of titeediuee, prone
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The predicament of culture: Twentieth-century ethnography, literature asndMass.: Harvard
University Press; Sangren, P., 1988, ‘Rhetoric and the autlbri#gthnography: “Postmodernism”
and the social reproduction of texts’, Current Anthropology, 29, 3: 405-B26J, R., 1991,
‘Postmoderrethnography?’, Critique of Anthropology, 11: 309-332; Polier, N., & W. Roseberry,
1989, ‘Tristes tropes: Postmodern anthropologists encounter the other and dibeavslves’,
Economy and Society, 18: 245-264; Geuijen, K992, ‘Postmodernisme in de antropologie’,
Antropologische verkenningen, 11, 1: 17-36; Abbidk, 1989, ‘Historie, etnografie en “dialoog”:
problemen van het antropologisch postmodernisme’, in: A. Bosboom, ed., Ailieorum A.A.
Trouwborst: Antropologische essays, Nijmegen: Instituut voor Culturele Antropologie, pp. 3-24.

S0 Cf. Appadurai, A., 1997, Modernity at large: Cultudinensions of globalization, Delhi etc.:
Oxford University Press; firgiublished 1996, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press; Bauman,
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on globalisation. While the speciftbeoretical harvest in terms of new concepts and
theories to understand a multicultural, globalising, meta-lwoald has been limited, a
number of interesting trendgve either been initiated in the context of globalisation
studies, or have been strengthened by them:

* The critique of fieldwork as a naively localising strategy

» The rise of neo-diffusionism

 The emphasis omlobal religious movements as important vehicles for the
movement of ideas, people and organisational forms

* The elaboration of (problematised, and actively construdtedjity asa critical
conceptin the light of which to re-read and re-analyse much of the pre-existing
anthropology

* The elaboration of virtualitps a new focus on the relation between the imaginary,
the ritual, and the social organisational

* The increased emphasis on commodities@mmmodification (hence consumption)
as a key to understanding processes of localisation and globalisation

* The closerapprochement between anthropology and contemporary philosophy
(critique of the concept of culture; increased epistemological sophistication; the
adoption of post-structuralist models for thought)

* The acknowledgemertdf other, para-academic forms of globalising knowledge
construction and representation, facilitated thg technologies of globalisation
(ICT, international travel etc.), with an increasing impact on identity, performance
and conflict (Afrocentricity, Islam, diasporic ethnic networks etc.)
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representation of identity, Binghamton: Macmillan; Meyer, B., & Geschiere, P., 1999, [tb@8k
eds., Globalization and identity: Dialectics of flows and closuspsgial issue, Development and
Change, 29, 4, October 1998, pp. 811-837; also separately publ3kfedd: Blackwell's, 1999
[check 1998]; Nederveen Pieterde, 1994, Globalization as hybridization, Institute of Social Studies
Working Paper 152, The Hague: Institute of Social Studies; Robertsod9&7, ‘Globalization
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1997, Virtuality as a key concept in the study of globalisatdapects of the symbolic transformation
of contemporary AfricaThe Hague: WOTRO, Working papers on Globalisation and the construction
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After a decade irwhich globalisation has been a major shibboleth for the
organisation and funding of research, we are faced with the chabérdgdining the
priorities, blind spots, red herrings and dead esfdsocial research, especially of
researchwith a regional more specifically Africanist focus. And with increasing
globalisation, cultural relativism, while remaininghe cornerstone of the
anthropological discipline,has come under attack for political, intercultural
philosophical, andepistemological reasof$. In this overall climate of internal
contradictions and external changes, intercultphallosophy has emerged as a major
critique of and step forward from anthropology, ready for me to stepunutdo further
develop there, under new inspiration, with a new set of colleagues and a new abntext
ongoing debates, the older and more persisgeieistions of anthropology whose
perplexing nature led to a stalemate when | wrote my 1987 &icle.

51 Cf. van Binsbergen, W.M.J., 1999, ‘Culturen bestaan niet”: Het onderzoehkteazulturaliteit
als een openbreken van vanzelfsprekendhe@ugural lecture, chair of intercultural philosophy,
Erasmus University Rotterdam, Rotterdam: Rotterdamse Filosofische Stadligsh version:
‘Cultures do not exist’, in press in: Quest, asohttp://[ add detail ] ; van Binsbergen, W.M.J.,
forthcoming, Intercultural encounters: African lessons for a philosophy of interculturality.

52 Cf: Kimmerle, H., 1991, Philosophie in Afrika. Annaherungen an eimmeerkulturellen
Philosophiebegriff, Frankfurt a. M. 1991; Kimmerle, H., 1994, Die dimension des Interkulturellen
Amsterdam/ Atlanta: Rodopi; Kimmerle, H., 1996, ed., Das MultiversunKd#uren, Amsterdam/
Atlanta: Rodopi; Kimmerle, H., & Wimmer, F.M., 1997, edPhilosophy and democracy in
intercultural perspective, Amsterdam/ Atlanta: Rodopi; Mall, R.A., 18%fipsophie im Vergleich
der Kulturen: Interkulturelle Philosophie, eine neue Orientierubarmstadt: Wissenschatftliche
Buchgesellschaft; Mall, R.A., & LohmaRB., eds., Philosophische Grundlagen der Interkulturalitat,
Amsterdam/ Atlanta: Rodopi; my ‘Culturen bestaan niet’ / ‘Cultures doexist’, o.c, and
Intercultural encounters,c.
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