The WAN workshop took place Saturday afternoon at 2:00 p.m. at the Annual Meeting of the American Anthropological Association (AAA). Below is a summary of what took place, including major points of discussion and/or contention.

Michal Osterweil


I. A few of those who had already been involved in organizing the WAN project handed out a brief description and each shared a brief presentation on what the WAN project was about. The panel was presented and carried out in the form of a conversation with the objective of a collective product co-produced with the audience, rather than a typical panel format. See WAN proposal on website.

II. Before opening up to discussion Gustavo Ribeiro listed several things he considered to be potential pitfalls/obstacles to the WAN project:
1) We should not confuse crises in the world centers with world crises. 
2) We must be wary of categories like Post-colonialism and subaltern
3) We must be wary of the “novelty frenzy”—the practice of constantly presenting “new” projects and ways to explain the current problems, what he referred to as “electoral politics of the academy.”
4) Wary of “Populist goodwill”—very important to have a discussion about the role of intellectuals in these politics. 

For him the goal was essentially to have actors, institutions, in networks acting in real public space and also in virtual space to open up more possibilities of conversability. 

III. Following a presentation of the WAN project the audience was asked to share why they had chosen to attend this workshop. This functioned as an initial way of breaking the traditional panel (“expert”)/audience binary, but more importantly it provided an opportunity for a unplanned survey on what issues are most compelling for this project to address. Throughout the conversation it became clear that many of the issues were things the group had already discussed, but there were a couple of matters that seemed relatively new.  [ Notably,  the majority who spoke (and I think the majority of those present in general) were not natives of the United States. They were mostly from Europe and Latin America.]

IV. Group Conversation: The discussion focused on the concern to elucidate the contradiction between the multiple sites of the production of anthropology and the univocal authority of what is deemed anthropological knowledge proper. 

Issues of Concern:
1) Language. 
 In response to why they had come to this workshop (notably, a slot on Saturday afternoon during which there were a number of compelling programs, including, as one of the participants pointed out, other groups similarly exploring problems with the hegemonic Anglo-American anthropology.) participants listed concerns about the way current anthropology excluded/negated many alternative/ “subaltern” anthropologies. 

This was especially notable in the mono-linguism of most major journals and venues. Language was a critical theme throughout the discussion, it was noted that the English-only requirement not only excluded many anthropologies, and anthropologists, it contributed to the provincialization and ignorance of the metropolitan anthropologies. It seemed almost absurd that all “good” anthropological research need be translated into English, and that there is little notice of the qualitative loss much knowledge passes through in the process. 

2) Provincialism/Ignorance – at the centers.
The notion of “The Political Economy of Ignorance” emerged as an important theme. The increasing provincialism of metropolitan anthropologies, and metropolitan relations to the rest of the world in general This again stresses the usefulness of the WAN as a way of producing more conscious and politically astute analyses—taking into consideration that good anthropological knowledge has the potential to destabilize commonplace, ignorant notions of one’s relation to the world. (This seemed particularly critical with respect to US parochialism and the current world situation.)  
	
2A) How is this project different from, or related to, “cosmopolitanism”?
It was suggested that the goal of WAN was to have a “Cosmopolitics of Anthropology”—there was little discussion of whether this was the primary goal, or simply one of many—but it was clear that one of the reasons for the WAN project is that there is a belief that good anthropological knowledge, that which is enmeshed, en-redado, multiple, can be of great importance in many areas of contemporary life and politics.

3) Networks
Several questions/issues arose with respect to the notion of a network.
a) How useful/effective is the notion of Network, and how does the project ensure the quality of its connections? What happens between the far out nodes and the center? 
b) There was also concern with distinguishing between the network as forms of relations and networks as means of doing something. The question of what to do with the network once it is mobilized was important. 
c) It was also suggested that there be a distinction made between producing alternative knowledges and using the network to do more overtly political action. 
d)  This led to questions about how much responsibility/ control the “organizers” wanted to have over the network making. 
 
4) Organization vs. Institutionalization
The issue of organization vs/w institutionalization was important here. People shared concern about the issues of power internal to the network, and the fact that it seemed impossible to avoid struggles of power between different nodes, sections of the network, that might be a result of the trend towards institutionalization. 
 
The question of how involved the panel “organizers” would be in controlling/ working for the network is important. The idea of seeing themselves as 1) strategic points in the “war of position” was a helpful way to avoid creating a hierarchical structure, but acknowledge that initiatives and organization do need to emerge from somewhere. 2) Another way of envisioning this is to think of the “organizers” as more involved nodes in the network—obstacles to de-centralization—rather than facilitators of that de-centralization: The idea is to accept the contradictions and tensions implicit here and work with what they produce and generate. 

5) Relationship to Other “Critical Anthropologies”
Related to this was the need for connections to be made to other already existing networks that are concerned with similar issues, and share similar criticisms of hegemonic anthropologies. One workshop participant had made the effort to attend all workshops that seemed to be working on such matters. At this year’s AAA various meetings of “Minority Anthropologies”—African American, Native American, Latino, Asian Americans—as well as Feminist Anthropologies shared common concerns about the anthropological cannon—of both literature and practice. 

For next year it might be productive to have a larger panel that included some of these other critical projects. It is important to do the work to link up and understand what some concrete points of convergence might be, i.e. shifting the theoretical cannon.

5) New forms of work
It was clear that one of the major issues for these critical projects is the need for new social forms of work—that are more participatory and collective. 


6) The Question of what world anthropologies aims are and what it looks like
a) For some it is clearly an issue of a Cosmopolitics, of promoting/creating a critical stance.
b) Should it be a matter of destroying the center or proliferating the peripheries and thereby destabilizing the centers. Multiplicities, heterotopias. 
 
7) Concern about whether there was interest in these projects in the Latin America, and other “peripheries”. Many might say they have no interest in working with or listening to North American anthropologists. 

* Work with graduate students seems to be key – both in the hegemonic centers and in the peripheries because they often have less at stake with institutionalized practices and are more sensitive to the violence done by anthropology the discipline in both producing certain “academic subjects” and what is considered viable “anthropological knowledge.”

