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Abstract

This article begins by interrogating the problem of the global and the local in
anthropology, and asks how their interconnections might be theorized. When
anthropologists call for an examination of the global in concrete terms, they often fail
to appreciate the place of “concept-metaphors’ whose purpose is to maintain
ambiguity and a preductive tension berween universal claims and specific historical
contexts. “The global’ is just such a concept-metaphor, a space of theorerical
abstraction and processes, experiences and connections in the world, important not
only to social scientists but now part of most people’s imagined and experienced
worlds. In this article, I examine pre-theorerical commirments common in
anthropology that emphasize ‘the local’ via participant-observation, which becomes
elided with ethnography. I suggest that anthropology begin to ‘methodologize’ the
relation between the global and the local by reviewing several approaches to these
problems.
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Somewhere on the road between the globally uniform coke-can and the roadside
refreshment stand in Ukraine or Bangladesh, the supermarket in Athens or in
Djakarta, globalization stops being uniform and adjusts to local differences, such as
language, local culture, or, for that mater, local politics . . .

Eric Hobsbawm (1998: 2}

INTRODUCTION

It now seems to be widely agreed among all scholars of ‘globalization’ and ‘the global’
that the one thing that has not resulted from their impact is homogenization. Whatever
the global or globalization might consist of, they have not managed to produce
‘sameness’: local cultures and ways of life accommodate to these processes, resist them
and shape them for their own purposes. Some scholars have gone further and argued
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that homogenization could never have been the outcome because globalization feeds
on difference and is produced through it. What in fact globalization does is to
commoditize difference, and seeks to turn it into profic (see also Harvey, 1990;
Hannerz, 1996). Anthropology as a discipline has been much in the forefront of intel-
lectual work that seeks to demonstrate the value of the local; ies creative powers of
reformulation and resistance. This is not surprising since micro-context is very much
the domain of the anthropologist, and because however great the forces may be that
are pushing and tying us together, lives are still locally lived. An insistence on the value
of the local has none the less produced a problem for anthropology, and that problem
falls into two parts, What exactly is the interrelation between the focal and the
global, and — since there must be an interrelation — is it possible to study the global
anthropologically?

Critics have pointed out that much anthropological writing invokes notions of the
global or globalization, rather than empirically analysing them. The result is ethnogra-
phy situated within an imagined, if not imaginary, global cantext or studies of global-
ized processes that lack ethnographic detail, the textuse of lives lived and identities
construcred (see also Comaroff and Comaroff, 1999). Underpinning such criticisms is
a perfectly understandable intellectual tension. On the one hand, there is the persistent
question: ‘is an ethnography of the global possible?” And on the ather, a clear recog-
nition that the question does not make much sense since it is no longer feasible to fully
separate the local from the global (cf. Marcus, 1998: Ch. 3). It thus logically follows that
if an ethnography of the local is possible, and if this local cannot be completely sepa-
rated from the global, then an ethnography of the global must be possible also. What
this problem draws attention to is the fact that we have a long way ro go in understanding
exactly how the local and the global are connected or inter-connected. The fact that such
connections or linkages exist is indisputable, the problem is how to theorize and oper-
ationalize them.

HISTORY, METHODOLOGY AND COMPARISON

Problems with conceprualizing the relationship between the local and the global may
appear new, and seem to require new reflections on methodology and theory. To a
considerable extent, this is true, but it is equally the case that any reflection on these
matters is beset with issues relating to the history of anthropology, the historicity of
anthropological data, and problems of comparison and methodology — all of which are
familiar problems in the discipline. One area in which this is pardcularly clear concerns
the question of the imaginary project of anthropalogy ieself. As has often been remarked,
anthropology works through a continuous process of contextualization — things and
people make sense in their contexts ~ and the resule is boch an implicic and explicit
categorization of space and time {see also Fabian, 1983; Gupta and Ferguson, 1992).
Aunthropology is, of course, not unique in this regard. In the history of western social
science, dara have only had relevance in relation to objects of study, and objects of study
have become entities through subsequent processes of reification. In simple terms, we
might say that intellectually in order to foreground something it is necessary to have a
background, so that smaller things are revealed only in relation to and as part of larger
ones. Robert Thornton has made the point well:
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Reference to some ulterior entity is abways implicit in holism: we merely choose
berween rthe moral imperative of sociery, the ‘spirit’ of history, the textile-like ‘text
which is no rext in particular, or the ‘nawre’ of Man. Like the imaginary ‘frictioniess
space’ in Newtonian mechanics, these ulterior images of wholes are not directly
accessible to either the author’s nor his subject’s experience. They can only exise in
the imaginations of the author, her informants, and her readers. This is the ‘essential
fiction’ of the ethnographic text. {Thorntwon, 1988; 287)

This point is well taken in contemporary anthropology, as in all the other social
sciences, where scholars no longer imagine themselves as studying bounded entities,
but none the less recognize the essential intellectual and cognitive value of conceps like
society, nation and the self. It is impossible 1o delineate or describe a sociery in its
entirery, but without such a notion it is impossible to make sense of the ethnography
of people’s lives and social relations. [ is on this basis that various scholars have argued
that the global and the local are no more than heuristic devices, and as such they do
not exist as empirical realities; they are contexts for making sense of data, experiences,
and processes ~ both for social scientists and for their subjects. This point is a good
one, as far as it takes us. One version of this argument is that the global is no more
than a trope, an expansive metaphor that adumbrates a conceptual domain, but has no
explanatory power. The critical point seems to be that one should not refer to the
global, use it lightly, without being able to specify what it means in concrete terms
(Comaroff and Comaroff, 1999: 294}, 1n anthropological terms, this weuld clearly
mean to provide some sort of ethnographic facts or details. There is nothing wrong
with such an aspiration — this is after ail what the intellectual activity of anthropology
demands — but it fails to capture the complex nature of concept-metaphors within the
discipline, and within the daily practice of people’s lives {(see Moore, 1997: 139-42,
1999).

Concepr-metaphors like global, gender, the self and the body are a kind of concep-
wual shorthand, both for anthropologists and for vthers. They are domain terms thar
orient us towards areas of shared exchange, which is sometimes academically based.
Concept-metaphors are examples of catachresis, ie. they are metaphors that have no
adequate referent. Their exact meanings can never be specified in advance — although
they can be defined in practice and in context — and there is a part of them that remains
outside or exceeds representation. Concept-metaphors are, of course, as important to
science as they are to social science: think, for example, of the notion of the mind. One
of their very important roles is to act as a stimulus for thought — precisely because they
do exceed representation — and to act as domains within which apparently new facts,
connections or relationships can be imagined. At such a stage, their existence is posited
and not proven. The problem with concept-metaphors — or at least some of them — is
that by their nature they continue to have a shifting and unspecified tie to physical
objects or relationships in the world. It is, for example, impossible to argue that bodies
have nothing to do with physiological entities, that gender is completely independent
of the sexed body, and thar selves are unrelated to individuals (Moore, 1997: 140, Itis
constandy being asserted in contemporary feminist writing chat the sex/gender distinc-
tion cannot hold, just as it is now asseverated thar the global/local distinction cannot be
maincained, or that if it is then it must be concretely specified.
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However, the role of concepr-metaphors, like gender or the global, is not to resolve
ambiguity, but to maintain it. Their purpose is to maineain a tension between preten-
tious universal claims and particular contexts and specifics. They are the “spaces’ in which
details, facts, and connections make sense {cf. Strathern, 1991). More than this, the role
of concept-metaphors is to open up spaces for future thinking, What has a discussion
of gender done for all the social sciences and humaniries, and indeed for many hundreds
of thousands of people not concerned with academic debate? It has opened up a space
between sex and gender for contestation, debare and action. Whatever happens to gender
in feminist theory, sex and gender will never be together again (Moaore, 1997: 140). This
is what has happened also to the distinction between the global and the local. The
distinction between them has opened up a space for furure thinking and practical action,
and this is true not just for social scientists but for millions of others. As social scien-
tists, it therefore makes sense to argue thar what the global means or is in any context
should be concretely specified, but it is foolish o rue che face that it is a metaphor.

The global, like other concept-metaphors in the discipline, has an indeterminate
status both as a theoretical abstraction and as a set of processes, expericnces and connec-
tions in the world; and, as such, its use requires rigorous critical practice. The need for
such rigour comes not just from what we might think of as the standards of intellecrual
activity, but from the fact thae the relationship between an imaginary or hypothetical
construct and a concrete set of processes and connections 1n the world 1s important to
ordinary individuals. A nation of the global is now part of mose people’s imagined and
engaged wotlds. This is one of the consequences of the processes and experiences of mass
migration, mass media, the electronic economy, flexible capitl, global consumerism,
diasporic identities and transnational communities.

[t is a feature of the social sciences that concept-metaphors are shared -~ to greater or
lesser extents - between practising academics and the individuals who are the subject of
academic enquiry. Obvious examples include the notions of society and the unconscious,
In order to understand how these concepr-metaphors inform che imagination and the
practice of both academics and non-academics, and the degree to which understandings
are shared, diverge and differ, it is necessaty to subject these concept-metaphors to
critical scrutiny. The result, of course, is that not only do ideas from the academy enter
the popular domain, but that theoretical conceprts developed in the academy are directly
influenced by ideas and assumptions prevalenc outside it. There is no purely academic
space or theory. This is manifestly true in anthropology where it is impossible, for
example, to have an academic theory of society that is uncontaminated by other people’s
views of what a society is. Parc of the process then of subjecting both academic and
popular concept-metaphors to critical scrutiny involves examining not just the concepts
or theories themselves, but their pre-theoretical commitments.

Pre-theoretical commirments are underlying assumptions and principles. Principles
are, of course, linked to methods. However, examinadons of anthropological method-
ology are often reduced to a discussion or reassertion of the importance of participant
observation. For some anthropologists, participant observation is the defining feature of
anthropology, and its easy elision with the ethnegraphic accounts for much of the
anthropological commitment to the ‘local’. In some sense then, participant observation,
the ethnographic and the local make up a methodologism: a procedure that is a theory.
What this suggests is that the notion of the ‘local” is a pre-theoretical commitment, and
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one thar, in spite of recent expetimental ethnographies (cf. Marcus, 1998: Ch. 2) and
the critiques of bounded entities, takes much of its analytical and emotive value from
earlier pre-theoretical commitments o ‘wholism’ (society, communiry, ethnography).
The local exists in so far as it is defined in contra-distinction to something that is not
local, now commonly referred to as the global. The rerm global — sometimes refigured
as globalization, globality, globalism — replaces earlier grounding figures, such as world
systemn and centre/periphery. The mutual imbrication of the global and the local are
subject to debate within the discipline, both conceprually and empirically. However, in
miost of the theoretical writing to date, the problematic term is assumed to be the global.
An ethnography of the local is by definition possible — otherwise how could anthro-
pology exist as a discipline and a practice — but an ethnography of the global remains in
doube.

There are, of course, many good reasons for this assumption, not least the problem
of scale, and the fact thar many of the processes, experiences and connections that make
up the global do not involve face-to-face interactions, and are extended over space and
time; for example, flows of capital and financial transactions. None the less, the face
remains that the concept-metaphor of the local is under-examined in terms of its pre-
theoretical commitments. While assumptions about wholism have come under scrutiny
within the discipline starting with the critique of representation and authority in the
‘writing culture debate’, the contemporary use of the term local is elided with partici-
pant observation and ethnography in a way that effectively suggests that we know what
the local is. The local is thus presented as permanently and naturally linked both to
empitical detail and the ethnographic perspective in a way that makes it difficule wo
examine its pre-theoretical commitments.

One issue here is the way that methodology itselt is reduced to participant observation
as method. The term methodology actually has two meanings, the first being the system
of methods as used in a particular discipline. This is essentially the definition thar is used
in practice in anthropology. The second is a branch of philosophy that analyses the prin-
ciples and procedures of inquiry in a particular discipline. This last, properly speaking,
defines methodology as an analysis of the underlying principles and assumptions of ways
of thinking. Both meanings are frequently elided in contemporary uses of the term
methodology in anthropological writing. However, more attention to the second defi-
nition would have the advantage of denaturalizing and subjecting to cridical scrutiny the
notion of participant observation as the defining method of anthropology and its
connection to an unproblematic notion of the local.

What this points to is the idea that rather than simply seek. as many authors do, w
conceptualize the relation between the local and the global, we should perhaps begin by
‘methodologizing’ their relarion: in other words. examining the pre-theoretical commit-
ments that underpin their putative connections and interrelations. Of interest here is
the implicit view of the world contained in the local/global distinction, where the local
is associated with the empirical and the concrete, while the global is seen as more
abstract. [n point of fact, both are abstractions, in the sense that they are models. As
concept-metaphors they act as framing devices, and as such they are perspectival. The
fact of perspective is evidently intrinsic to their definition since they are viewed as acting
at different scales. One of the purposes of concept-metaphors in the social and natural
sciences is to facilitate comparison, to frame contexts, levels or domains within which
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data ~ however defined — can be compared for similarities and differences. But, the
nature of comparisons alters with changes in the types of models of the world used and
kinds of explanation sought: comparison is extrinsic rather than inwrinsic (Holy, 1987;
Howe, 1987).

It is almost a truism of contemporary anthropology — and certainly part of its ethical
commitment — that perspectives and voices are partial, and that phenomena can only
ever be partially described by analytical models. This is a view that finds favour in many
pares of the social sciences, and is evidenced, amongst other things, by the breakdown
of barriers and disciplinary boundaries between the social sciences themselves. However,
reflection on the pre-theoretical commitments of the local/global debate suggests that
partialicy may not always be truly partial! In other words, for every scholar who empha-
sizes that partiality and perspective do not presuppose a totatized and rotalizing vista just
out of view (cf. Appadurai, 1996; Marcus, 1998; Strathern, 1991), there are others
secking to understand what is happening to the ‘new economy’, the ‘new feudalism’, and
the ‘new polirical economy’. In other words, pareiality becomes part of a part/whole
relationship, where comparison will reveal how local situations fir into larger wholes,
how new steuctures are taking particuler shape in specific contexts, and how the global
connects to the local. 1n anthropology, this form of pre-theoretical commitment is most
evident in the ‘resistance and accommodation’ theotists who emphasize how the local
either resists or adapts to the global (cf. Miller, 1995}, In such writing, the implicit image
is of a system, and of parts that together make sense within a whole. The global is the
result of many local exemplifications, and by the same extension, the global only makes
sense in the context of its local appropriation, as it becomes part of a local system (cf,
Englund and Leach, 2000).

However, the picture is much more complex than this because the local is imaged
both as a conrext — perhaps culture, less often society — juse out of view or off the analyri-
cal scanner, and as a non-bounded entiry, a fictive construct. This ambivalence gives rise
t0 a dominant image, one of fragmentation. It is a commonplace now to read that the
world we live in is fragmented; that our lives, and even our selves, are fragmented: this
holographic imagery suggests that our selves are now modelled on our world. It’s frag-
mentation turtles all the way down. The holographic in this context is another version
of the part/whole relation. The actuality of fragmentation could be the resul of translo-
cal fives, time/space compression and the complexity of knowledge working, consumer
choice and interest group politics, but is this really che case? It seems unlikely thar what
is imagined as fragpmentation actually comes from a world of fragments, any more than
the traditional notion of culture or society came from a world that was already a totality
(Strathern, 1992 22). The notion of fragmentation ~ and the imaginative work it
performs within the contemporary social sciences - is intrinsically connected to pre-
theoretical assumptions about wholism and the associated notion of the local. In this
view, what globalization has done is to break the whole down into parts, but without us
being able to tell how the parts could be firted back together again. The facr that we are
no longer sure how parts fit into the whole probably accounts for the current popularity
of the notion of disjuncture in anthropology and elsewhere, as it slowly shades into the
associated sentiment of dysfunction (see also Appadurai, 1996; Comaroff and Comaroff,
2000; Derrida, 1994; Lash and Urry, 1987).
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ALTERNATIVE IMAGES OF THE GLOEBAL

George Marcus (1998: Chs.1-3) has suggested a way forward beyond a notion of the
localiglobal based on a pre-theoretical commitment to wholism towards an ethnogra-
phy of the global:

I want w consider an individual project of ethnography whose main ambition is to
represent something of the operation of the system itself rather than to demonstrate
continually and habitally in the spirit of pluralism the power of local culture over
global forces of apparent homogenization. The point is to reconceptualize through
ethnography such forces themselves, to efface the macro-micro dichotomy itself as a
framing rhetoric for ethnography that seriously limits ethnography's possibilities and
applications in the context of so-called postmodern conditions of knowledge.
(Marcus, 1998; 34-5)

Marcus draws his own inspiration from the work of social scientists who are trying both
to make sense of global cultural diversity and to imagine and model the complex, plural-
istic, multifaceted and labile nature of contemporary capitalism {Comaroff and
Comaroff, 2000; Lash and Urry, 1987). Models based on pre-theoretical commitments
to wholism are simply not appropriate for the task which, broadly defined, is one of
understanding how commonalities are built upon asymmetries, how processes and
connections that are not part of a totality can be conceived and how their function and
future development can be modelled. One of the key problems is that globalization
builds on diversificacion, and yet global processes and structures can be identified.
Broadly speaking, key processes include the refiguring of temporal and spatial relations
through technology and new forms of communication and production: growing
inequality within and between nations; the increasing power of transnational networks
and connections; the mounting pressure on nation states and the increasingly inter-
national nature of national economies; the cultural transformation of the economy and
the increasing commodification of culture; the explosion of identity politics and the
ethnicization of civil society. These processes are underpinned by key struceural changes,
including the enormous growth in service industries; the relative decline of tactory
industrialism; the importance of knowledge as a form of wealth creation; flexible
accumulation and the enormous increase in the speed and volume of capital flows; mass
migration; the feminization and ethnicization of the labour force; and the growth of
mass media and consumerism.

The pressing questian is what kind of concepr-metaphors do we have at our disposal
to provide a context for thought and action? The local and the global remain the foun-
dational tropes, but in secking to explain how they are interconnected authors have
developed alternative concept-metaphors. Some scholars. for example, have moved
towards trying to characterize the nature of contemporary or ‘late’ capitalism, and o
look ar the specific ways in which it differs from earlier forms of capitalism: for example,
disorganized capitalism (Lash and Urry, 1987), millennial capitalism {Comaroff and
Comaroff, 2000), the global economy (Greider, 1997}, the new capiralism (Sennett,
1998), and virtualism (Carrier and Miller, 1998), Others are concerned with che effects
of globalization on rthe natdon state, and views differ as to whether the state will survive
or wither (Hirst and Thompson, 1996; Sassen, 1996). These debates are about how the
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local and the global are interacting, and how we can understand the process of simul-
tancous integration and diversification that scems to be ar the core of their interaction.

Part of the underlying argument here is abour the dominance of the ‘marker’ or the
‘economy’, Views differ: some scholars have argued that capitalism was never the sole
influence on globalization (Giddens, 1994; Robertson, 1992), while others have seen
the economy as a “cultural dominant’ under neo-liberal capitalism (Jameson, 1991).
These debates are an attempt to come to terms with what drives the processes of inte-
gration and diversification, and to understand exactly what the interconnections are
between the local and the global. One very dominant view thar is widely shared across
academic disciplines is that cultural production and issues of identity are now at the core
of a new political economy. Culture has become increasingly commodified, and it has
also become rthe means through which diversification is replicated through globalized
processes, experiences and interconnections. As workplaces and organizations become
less relevant to identity formarion and a sense of place, processes of subjectivity and
subjecrificarion become increasingly cultural, bound up with images, aspirations,
idencifications, lifestyles and forms of consumerism that are not based on locale, but on
interconnection, and forms of time-space compression. Homogenization and fragmen-
tation are the products of the transnationalization of production and the global economy
(cf. Dirlik, 1994), becavse difference itself has become a commodity. Economic profit
is gained through the commodification of difference, and through the active and
conscious production of that difference, hence the importance of culture. As Jameson
argues, cultural production and innovation are ar the basis of the expansion of the
economic system, and suddenly what is for sale is the production of everyday life
(Jameson, 1998: 67).

The peculiar interpenetration of the cultural and the economic is the site of the inter-
connection between the local and the global, and it presents anthropology with both a
challenge and an opportunity: the production of the global is the production of everyday
life. However, the challenge lies in the fact that in this new political economy, the
economic, the culrural and the political interconnect, but do not coincide in fixed struc-
rural fashion(s). The result is a complex set of interconnections and processes through
which meanings, goods and people Hlow, coalesce and diverge. Recognizing this not only
transforms our notion of the global, but our notion of the local. The local is not about
taxonomies, bounded cultures and social units, bur abour contested fields of social signi-
ficarion and interconnection, Hows of people, ideas, images and goods. Both Marcus
{1998: Chs 1-3} and Appadurai (1996: Chs 2—4) have tried to caprure these sets of
shifting interconnections between the local and the global, the former by developing a
notion of multi-locale/multi-sited ethnography and the latter by advancing the notion
of ‘scapes’. In both cases, the authors had o proceed by problematizing the notion of
the local, and prying ic away from a pre-theoretical commitment to wholism.

Appadurai characterizes the ‘new global cultural economy’ as a complex, overlapping,
disjuncrive order, and identifies five dimensions of global cultural lows: ethnoscapes,
mediascapes, technoscapes, financescapes and ideoscapes. The suffix ‘scape’ indicases the
pre-theoretical commitments underpinning his vision of the relationship between the
local and the global. He sees them as fluid, irregular landscapes dhat far from providing
a rigid taxonomy look different from every angle of vision, and are perspectival
constructs, inflected by context, and experience and aspiration. The notion of ‘scape’ as
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a concepr-metaphor explicitly moves away from part/whole relationships to focus on
flows, processes, interconnections and experiences. It provides a space for action and
thought notonly for anthropologists, but also for nation states, multinationals, diasporic
communities, interest groups, villages, neighbourhoods, families and individuals.
‘Indeed, the individual actor is the last locus of this perspectival set of landscapes, for
these landscapes are eventually navigated by agents who both experience and constitute
larger formations, in part from their own sense of what these landscapes offer’ (Appadu-
rai, 1996: 32-3}. Appadurai does not see these ‘scapes’ as the parts of the global system.
He emphasizes that the relationship berween them is “deeply disjunctive and unpre-
dictable’ because each is subject to its own constraints and incentives (Appadurai, 1996:
35). This point is a good one although much rests on what is actually meant by the term
disjuncture and how we might be able to operationalize it in relation to understanding
how the local and the global are interconnected. Appadurai points out that what he is
attempring to characterize is a set of global Hows - images. people, goods, money, ideas
— that occur in and through the disjunctures between ethnoscapes, technoscapes,
financescapes, mediascapes and ideoscapes. In other words. people, money, images, tech-
nology and so on now follow increasingly isomorphic paths, and thus their intercon-
nections cannot be predicted. Underpinning such interconnections is a mutual contest
and cannibalization of sameness and difference {(Appadurai, 1996: 37, 43).

One of the great strengths of Appadurai’s new concept-metaphor of ‘scape’ is its pre-
theoretical commitment to the idea of processes, interconnections, experiences and
imagination ac the expense of units, entities, syseemns and sub-systems — although there
are moments in his writing when systemic, part/whole thinking appears to reassert itself.
This may be inevitable since in the social sciences however processual our models of the
global economy might be there is always a littde bit of Marxism struggling o get out —
or perhaps in. Appadurai emphasizes in his work the importance of the imagination and
the imaginary: the fact that people and groups around the world five in an imagined
relation to the global and the local. Tt is not just academics that use these concept-
metaphors, and part of any anthropological study should surely be to investigate how
people themselves live in relation to these grounding tropes.

IMAGINED WORLDS

An emphasis on imagined worlds and/or the social imaginary is hardly new in the social
sciences, bur what is characteristic of contemporary global/local relations is the degree
to which issues of individual and collective identity — of persons, groups, nations - are
at the core of the new cultural political economy. Individual and collective identities can
no longer be understood as produced within defined locations, and their study can no
longer be confined to observable activities and ideas within one locale. The identity of
any one person or group or nation is produced simultancously in several locales or
contexts, and connected to many thar are not physically present, and to others that have
never been directly experienced or engaged with. In this sense, the methodological inter-
connections berween the local and the global are already evident in the way that such
subjects as ethnicity, gender, race, nationality and postcolonialism have become key
topics of anthropological analysis. Kinship systems, family structures, communities,
ricuals, cosmologies and political structures are all studied still, minucely observed and
recorded, but they no longer provide the key conceprual frameworks of the discipline.
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‘Cultural difference or diversity arises here not from some local struggle for identity, but
as a function of a complex process among all the sites in which the identity of someone
or a group anywhere is defined in simultaneity. It is the burden of the modernist ethnog-
raphy to capture distinctive identity formations in all their migrations and dispersions’
{Marcus, 1998: 63). Diversity arises from engagement with a set of simultaneous
processes — as, in fact, does homogenization or integration — and oot from a defined
cultural tradition or given community or social location. Thus itis in beginning to trans-
form the local that we come to terms with the global. Anthropology’s commirment 1o a
reformed and renewed understanding of the local is ultimately what qualifies it for the
study of the global. This does not mean the global in all its dimensions and ramifications,
just as anthropology has never been able to study gender, the body, the self, economics
and politics in all their dimensions either.

The local and the global as concept-metaphors are not just important in the social
sciences, but also in the pracrice of people’s everyday lives. Bur, if concept-metaphors
are to be relevant in a disciplinary contexe then they must connect to the construction
of composite theories. Composite theories are those that contain ontological, epistemo-
logical and empirical claims. Concept-metaphors that merely act as a descriptive gloss
or posit causal forces that remain unexamined are essentially suffering — at the very least
— from under-theorization. The local and the global are important social realities chat
call for comprehension and detailed specification. In order o understand how the local
and the global are interconnected chrough processes, structures and aspications, it is
necessary 1o produce detailed and careful analysis of such things as cconomic and
technological change, language usage, shifting understandings of terms and tdentities,
forms of communication and connections between images, among many other things.
What results is a view of the local and the global that is modified through a process of
critical reflection based on empirical data. This is in effect a description of scientific
method, and at earlier moments in ies own development anthropology used such
merhods — arguments about subjectiviey/objectivity, emic/etic, qualitative/quanritative
norwithstanding — to investigate the nature of ‘the social’, ‘the person’, ‘the family” and
so on. Such procedures are ac the basis of a comparative method to which anthropology
is commirted, and underpin a modernist conception of science.

Hewever, as many social scientises - notably feminist, postmodernist and postcolonial
theorists — have pointed our, the comparative dimension in an carlier anthropology was
between cultures, and more specifically between ‘the west and the rest’. At the basis of
this was a dichotomy based on a set of particular differences between the context of the
anthropalogist and the context of Others. Contemporary work on the local and the
global breaks with this dichotomy, hence the importance of the radical questioning of
the notion of the local. Bur much contemporary work continues to maintain the fiction
that concept-metaphors such as the local and the global are academic categories of
analysis, There is insufficient direct engagement with the fact that the people studied by
anthropologists now make use of the global/local distinction, or other sets of concept-
metaphors thac organize thought and action around similar sets of processes, structures
and aspirations. Social scientists and their subjects are now part of one workd, a coeval
world. This is not the same thing as saying that the worlds of anthropalogists and subjects
are exactly the same world or that they share identical views, circumsrances, and oppor-
tunities. This would be idiotic. It is simply to argue that the self/other, academic/popular

80



MOORE Global anxieties

dichoromies, which were at the basis of earlier views of the local, and of the academic as
the expert in theoretical comparison, are no longer valid (Moore, 1996, 1999).

It is this very fact that makes the question — ‘is it possible to do a study of the glabal?’
— a misplaced one. The global/local distinction and the vocabulary of globalization are
found not only in the discourse of academics, but in thar of poliricians, corporate exec-
utives, journalists and media workers, advertisers, and civil society activists. These groups
still receive remarkably licde attention from anchropologists, possibly an historieal legacy
of the discipline’s commitment to non-clite groups and localized communities. When
one writes of the global being part of the everyday, some sceptics still view this as refer-
ring primarily to elite groups of individuals, whose lifestyles or circumstances are necess-
arily globalized and who, for whatever reason, alrcady cross boundaries, cultures, and
contexts, To take this view is to misunderstand the nature of what the global is. Of
course, there are individuals, groups and communities who are more directly engaged
with global flows and information technology, with media images and communication
strategies, and with travel and consumprtion than others. However, the notion of ‘home’
was as transformed, for example, for those members of the Bangladeshi commmunity who
temain in Bangladesh as it was for those who went to London to seule and work
{Gardener, 1996). The key point here is that the global is not just about how globaliza-
tion operates as an alien and inexorable force, buc it is also about how people — indi-
viduals and groups - engage with the global and make themselves both global and local.
Globalization, like modernization with which it is inextricably intertwined, is a discourse
about the present and abouc possible futures (Gaonkar, 1999).

PEOPLE IN FOCUS
How can we as anthropologists study the process, structures and aspirations that form
the interconnections between the local and the global? One way is to study how people
themselves form those interconnections and to understand that process within specific
contexts — economic, political, technological, symbolic. Recent work on sexuality and
identity provides a very good example of exactly how an ethnography of local/global
interconnections is possible. For example, Mark Johnson's work on the Southern Philip-
pines shows how the notion of America and ideas about American love relations provide
the conceptual space and the vocabulary for the articulation of local Philippine gay trans-
gendered identities {Johnson, 1997, 1998). This vision of America is not about a shared
homosexual identicy and solidarity with American gays, but about the possibilicy of true-
love refations that would transcend the relations of exchange on which sexual encoun-
ters for transgendered gays in the Philippines are based. It is also about how the
association of Philippine gays with America in the local community defines them as
sexually and ethnically deviant: not real Muslim men or real Muslim women (Johnson,
1998: 707). The America referred to here is an imaginary one, a constructed one, and
is not directly experienced as such. The distinction berween the local Muslim world and
that of America works in various ways to express distinctions berween Christians and
Muslims, normal and deviant sexualities, commoditization and true love. These distinc-
tions form the basis for a set of locales in which identities, personal and collective, are
formed. Idenrities and identifications are thus both global and local in character.
Much has been made in recent years of what Dennis Altman (1996) called the inven-
tion of gay as 2 global category, but comparison of Johnson’s work with that of Jackson
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{1999) on Thailand and Donham (1998) on South Africa shows how an undesstanding
of whart the emergent category ‘gay’ means requires detailed historical, political and
ethnographic analysis, and how each situation shares similarities, buc is also very
different. Altman has misleadingly implied that in analysing the global category gay, one
is permanently caught berween political economy — universalizing tendencies — and
anthropology — cultural specificities (Aloman, 1996: 87). This is not the case. What
ethnographic analysis is about is how and in what form this newly imagined community
becomes available to people across the globe, and part of that analysis will include such
things as economic circumstances, legal rights, political support, rechnological provision,
and the impact of print and mass media, as well as detailed symbolic and cultural
analysis. In other words, the local and the global are not separate from one another, tied
into a system of part/whole relations, or linked through simple differences of scale.
Altman, like the anthropological authors criticized earlier in this arricle, posics an
incommensurability between political economy and anthropology because he mistak-
enty assumes that the analyst’s and the informant’s grasp of cultural specificities is more
secure than their understanding of the larger context.

The formation of the global gay community does not necessarily involve travel or
direct contact between individuals, although tourism, media and information tech-
nologies clearly play an important role. But in the commodification of the everyday
and of culeural authenticity that is increasingly pare of the phenomenon of globaliz-
ation, more direct forms of contact and mediation are also wking place. These situ-
ations provide key contexts within which individuals and groups construct themselves
as both global and local, as both having authentic culoures, and knowing how to cross
cultural boundaries. Sore of the most dramatic examples come from work on tourisim,
material culture and the arts (Marcus and Myers, 1995; Nash, 1993). Ecological and
cultural tourism is on the increase, and rourists not only want to buy cultural artifacts,
but to experience local — cribal, exotic - life in all its details. This form of consump-
tion is a key pare of identity formmation for the tourists concerned and may be linked
to other ideological commitments and involvement in activism in their home locale -
political or religious. On the part of the cultural producers themselves, they arc extend-
ing their culture into the global market, and may be using this process of extension to
make the global flows of people, income and knowledge work towards their own social
and cultural reproduction (cf. Phillips and Steiner, 1999}. Little (2000} describes how
Kagchikel women in the Mayan site of San Antonio Aguas Calicntes have adapred to
the rourist market by putting on performances of daily living for tourists, and Krystal
(2000) describes how the revitalization of ritual performances for tourises in San Miguel
Totonicapdn is stimulating artisanal production. In many cases, the forms of culrural
production entered into cannot easily be glossed or dismissed as the destruction of
traditional culture by commodification. There are many examples where production
for tourists and indeed for international art markets has extended ways of reflecting on
core values and symbols, allowing artists to imaginatively broaden and rework cosmo-
logical and symbolic understandings and forms of representation (cf. Marcus and
Myers, 1995; Phillips and Steiner, 1999). This process of cultural extension, which
remains deeply implicated in unequal power relations and access to resources, is none
the less parr of a process of reimagining the local and its value in a global context. Tt is
part of a process through which people make themselves simultaneously global and
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local. In undersranding this process, it is important, however, not to fall back on orig-
inary categories. The local that is reimagined is always already global; it has no origi-
nary starting point.

At first sight, this process of creative extension can be contrasted to what appears to
be an emerging process of cultural reappropriation. There have been requests and declar-
ations by a number of Native North American tribes, Australian Aboriginal, South
American and Pacific groups, as well as others, for museuns to restrice access to
anthropological field data and cultural property — including all field notes, drawings,
photographs. music, songs, stories, and representations of the culture or cultural know-
ledge — to those with written authority from the group concerned. In some cases,
requests to repacriate materials to the group have been made, and in more recent
developments attempts have been made to have cultural material treated as a form of
intellectual property (cf. Brown, 1998). These requests could be seen unreflectively as a
form of ‘relocalization’ of culwre, the opposite of participation in a global world. In
poine of fact, they are a reasoned response to the reality of the local/global refation, and
very much pare of that relation. They are a clear recognition of the importance of flows
of people, information and technology, and the ways those flows are part of broader
economic and political power structures. The debate here is a clear extension of attemipts
by native people to extend rights to land and resources in many contexts around the
world, but it is also a way of rethinking and seeking to act upon the interconnections
berween the local and the glohal. Cultural activism irself also provides forms of collec-
tive identification at another level, as groups around the world unite in recognition of
common struggles, and is therefore another example of simultaneous diversification and
integration as a product of the global.

One of the key issues in the processes of reimagining identities within global/local
relations is the use of language, concepts and images. The very same language, conceps,
and images thar are used by activists to try and preserve the ozone layer and prevent
environmental catastrophe are employed by multinational corporations to promote
images of global responsibility. One of the more frustrating problems faced by advocacy
groups, like Oxfam and Greenpeace, is that the language and concepts they deploy in
their work are rapidly recolonized by others with quite different aims and policical
agendas. The language of the political right and left converges and diverges, exploiting
images, brands and associations, and mixing them with political agendas that can seem
frustratingly similar. Hifary Cunningham’s study of the Sancruary Movement in the
Unirted States, a church-based activist group concerned with illegal immigrants and US
government policy on Central America in the 1980s and 1990s, demonstrates how an
interest group defined itself as cransnational {Cunningham, 2000). She shows how
members of the group deployed the Christian imagery of brotherhood to redefine their
senses of self, and their relations to family, Church, State and citizenship. Cunningham
also documents how over time the increasing use of information technology and the
internet transformed access to information and allowed members to redefine contexts
for acrion as well as knowledge.

Two very important points emerge from Cunningham’s work. The firsc is that in
studying an activist group that is self-consciously part of a global civil society, the global
is both about structures and technology, and about symbols. identities, mindsers and
beliefs. In other words, her work demonstrates very clearly the particular nature of the
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new cultural political economy. However, such a demonstration is dependent upon
detailed ethnographic work. The second important point to emerge is the mingling of
academic and popular language and concepts. Cunningham bravely describes her own
unease when on returning into the field in the 1990s, she suddenly found her inform-
ants ralking like her: ‘there were rimes during this phase of research when T experienced
fieldwork as indoctrination into my own categories of analysis’ (Cunningham, 2000:
585).

As Cunningham points out, contemporary anthropology finds irself working in a
world where the lines berween theoretical analysis and culural production are now
blurred. Social science concepts and language are no longer, if they ever were, confined
to the academy, and are routinely uscd by civil rights and environmeneal activists,
political lobbyists, journalists and media workers, business leaders and analysts, and a
whole variety of individuals. University students trained in anthropology and the other
social sciences become mvolved in all areas of commercial and cultural production,
political and economic activism: many of them are from indigenous and minority
communities themselves. New forms of conjuncrure between academic, professional and
popular discourses mean that social scientists are studying worlds created, to a certain
extent, in their own image. Tt also means that academics are only one of many ‘expert’
elites, and that the analysis of culeural productions and their engagements with political
economy based on detailed empirical data for comparative purposes are not confined to
the academy. Ironically, where anthropology might once have been a local discounrse, it
is now definitively a global one, and professional anthropologists are far from the only
‘native speakers’ to be involved.

GETTING A GRIP

Although one’s grip on a tool is no less secure because on an infinitesimal scale skin
and wood do not touch, the knowledge creates the sensation of chere being some-
thing else to explain. Certainty ieself appears partial, information intermirtent. An
answer is another question, a connection a gap, a similarity a difference, and vice
versa. Wherever we look we are left with the further knowledge that surface under-
standing conceals gaps and bumps. (Strathern, 1991: xxiv)

Anthropology, like the other social sciences, is being reconstituted as it reworks its
relationship with the world it studies. Part of studying the interconnections berween the
global and the local is the study of this process itself: the social sciences in the world, as
players in a modernizing global project. What then is the problem about anthropolo-
gists studying the global? Why does the question ‘is an ethnography of the global
possible’ cause so much unease? The anxiety seems to arise from the notion thar there
is nothing — no theory, no appropriate method - between a micro and a macro anthro-
polagy, berween the local and the global: the difficulty appears ro be one of scale. But
this perception is itself a consequence of particular pre-theoretical commitments, which
posit the idea that the local and the global are linked as parts to wholes, as internal
divisions to a single holistic entity. There are two types of pre-theoretical commirment
that haunt much of the current work on the interconnections between the global and
the Jocal, including many contemporary accounts that emphasize fragmentation and
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disjuncture. The first is the notion of a systein, and the related possibility of a world-
view. This idea comes into anthropology through, amongst other things, organic
metaphots drawn from the biological sciences and from eatly cybernetics. The paradox
is that recent commitments to fragmentation, positionality and perspective all reinvoke
this notion even as they appear to work against it. The very notion of perspective implies
the idea of a totalizing view, even if it is one that is constantly substitated for by others
— other people’s views, other voices, other ways of looking (cf. Strathern, 1991). When
we can no longer adequately specity how parts link to wholes, then we produce ideas
about fragmentation and disjuncrure: perspectives muleiply and there is no one way to
characterize the system.

This argument may appear strange given anthropology’s current pre-theoretical
commitments to doing away with bounded entities and wholes, but the very idea of
globalization invokes an idea of different parts becoming part of some larger whole or
process. This idea itself is, of course, much reinforced by discussion of capitalism, even
though we now speak not of the capitalist system, but of capitalisis, just as we now taltk
of multiple modernities. Marx may have been proved o be prescient or finally shawn
to be irtelevant depending on one’s perspective, but in current work on global relations
the spectre of Marx flits in and out of the picture. This links to the second type of pre-
theoretical commitment that haunts much contemporary work on the interconnections
between the global and the local. This pre-theoretical commitinent is to the notion of
dialectics: the unavoidable push and pull of convergence and divergence, integration and
diversification. Dialectical thinking coneains an ultimate implication of synthesis — via
thesis and anrithesis — and thus connects intellectually to notions of resolution and
holism. It also relates to the notion of contradiction: where a contradiction between
conflicting forces or ideas serves as a determining factor in their continuing interaction.
This particular idea seems to capture the process that drives globalization forward.
However, perhaps the time has come to ask ourselves more forcetuily than we have to
date whether our current models and their pre-theoretical commitments — fragmen-
tation, disjuncture, positionality, perspective, and dialectics — setve us appropriately. Do
they provide sufficient purchase to understand the complex and rapid set of intercon-
nections, processes and aspirations through which meanings, goods and people flow,
coalesce and diverge? Are we looking for some sort of structural-causal order? Both
Appadurai (1996: Ch. 2) and Marcus (1998: Ch. 2) seem to suggest not, or rather that
we need to move beyond historical determinism and take more account of contingency,
improvization, and non-isomaotphism.

If this is true then new concept-metaphors might be to hand, and interestingly they
are emerging through ethnography: through ethnographic work on physics, biotech-
nologies, computer technologies, biomedical sciences, engineering, mathematics, and
simulation technologies. These ethnographies are exposing social scientists in a variety
of disciplines ro new imaginaries: ways of imagining the world and its connections.
Biotechnological work produces images of replication rather than reproduction;
computer technologies provide images of interacting and learning that break down the
boundary between mind and machine; quantum mechanics deploys notions of un-
decidability; and fractal mathematics breaks down ideas about binaries. All these models
ate based on pre-theoretical commitments quite different from those currently employed
in thinking about global/local interconnections in anthropology. These models are,
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however, already rapidly entering the domain of the social and wransforming ic. This
occurs sometimes through direct interaction, as in multinationals’ attempts ro exploit
bicinformation for profit or in people’s engagement with virtual reality and its impact
on notions of self and sociality, and sometimes inditectly as immunology, scanning tech-
nology and informatics provide images through which to construct new versions of inner
worlds and social lives. It seems likely that our current concept-metaphors and models
may be inadequare for understanding the interconnections, processes and aspirations of
global/local relations, non-isomorphic patterns of change, and flows that coalesce and
diverge along constantly changing lines of fracture. New concept-metaphors and models
may emerge from the bio, medical, and information sciences, and as they do they will
entail new pre-theoretical commitments: they cannot be maintained or even thought on
the basis of the existing ones in the social sciences. However, when these new concepr-
metaphors, models and pre-theoretical commitments do emerge, we will subject them
to critical reflection in the way we have always done, by looking at how people them-
selves deploy them in their imagined and engaged worlds: that is, ethnographically.
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