THE ASIANIZATION OF ANTHROPOLOGY

P. L. BENNAGEN

The Asianization of anthropology is no longer merely an
idea; already, it is a process taking place in many Asian coun-
tries. It is expressed in various ways, vaguely perceptible in
some, very definitive in others. In any case, from the realities
of the Asian world, geographically and culturally defined, a
new anthropology is emerging. It is an anthropology the aim
of which is no less than to help strengthen Asia’s rightful
claim to its heritage as well as to its visions of man, society
and culture. To be sure, anthropology cannot do this alone
independent of the other intellectual traditions and disciplines,
the latter also in need of Asianization. Moreover, in the context
of the new world-system of interacting and often conflicting
polities, economies and cultures, the Asianization of anthro-
pology and other disciplines is only an aspect, but a necessary
aspect, of a commercial praxis of autonomy and freedom (Cf.
Bastide 1971 : 170-192 and Bauman 1973 : 118).

In what follows, the Asianization of anthropology will be
traced from the origins of anthropology as a discipline and
as a profession in the West, to its practice in the colonies, to
the radical critique of anthropology by Western scholars them-
selves and by a few Third World intellectuals, to its indi-
genization and then to its Asianization. Attempts will be
made to discover the various forms of its national expressions,
the underlying commonalities and the overall thrust—in a
word, its Asianness. For reasons of time, space and limited
sources, this effort cannot but be preliminary.

In practice, anthropology flourished in the context of
conqueror-conquered relations concomitant with the West’s
conquest of the non-Western world. This conqueror-conquered
relationship made possible the practical and analytic separa-
tion between, on the one hand, the native peoples of Africa,
America and Asia as objects of investigation, and, on the other
hand, Western anthropologists as the investigating subjects.

As a discipline, therefore, anthropology has been pre-
eminently the study of other cultures so much so that its claim
to being a science has been argued on the basis of its epistemo-
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logy of objectivity, possible only because of the subject-object
separation that came in the wake of Western imperialism.l

This is, of course, only part of the baggage of anthro-
pology reflecting in no small measure its colonial legacy. But
the conditions that engendered this conception of anthropology
have been historically abolished with the emergence of the new
nation-states from the ruins of the Second World War and
the wars of national liberation.

Indeed, since then, native anthropologists have grown in
number. While the overwhelming majority of them learned
their anthropology in the West, they have increasingly realized
that anthropology needs to assume new forms, this time no
longer simply as the study of other cultures but the study of
one’s culture. In the new nations the anthropologist is at once
subject and object.

Moreover, while it was once constituted as praxis in the
service of Western imperialism, anthropology today promises
to be, for Asians (and for Third- World peoples in general),
a form of communal praxis (Bauman 1973: 118) in the service
of the peoples of Asia.

That this reconstitution of anthropology is taking place is
only a part of the larger changes taking place in today’s thought-
ways. As an intellectual process, and also as praxis, it was
preceded by the political and economic changes that engulfed
the former colonies during the post-colonial period.

Immediately after the war, the task of national recon-
struction, or nation-building, made it necessary to have trained
manpower. Men and women were sent to the former colonial
countries for the acquisition of skills assumed to be necessary
for nation-building. Understandably enough, the plans and
programs of nation-building were imported from the colonizing
countries. The new nation-states were being reproduced in the
image of the “mother country”. While the apparatus of the
old-type relations of conqueror and conquered was being dis-
mantled, it transforrmed itself to other forms.

For most of the former colonies, it took some two decades
or so to recognize the fallacy and folly of uncritical adaptation
and to realize that the net effect of this has been the trans-
formation of old-type colonialism into neo-colonialism: the
colonial powers became ‘“developed” while the colonized be-
came “underdeveloped”. As social structures and processes,

1 For some of the recent voices in this debate, see Bourdieu 1977
[1972], Hofer 1968, Maquet 1964, Nash and Wintrob 1972, Owusu 1978,
Jules-Rosette 1978, Salamone 1979 Scholte 1966 and Taylor 1966.
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both development and underdevelopment are best understood
in each other’s terms.

The politico-economic imperatives of the post-colonial
world-system made it necessary for the Western countries
to preserve their position of dominance over their former
colonies. It may be said, therefore, that nation-building, as an
instance of uncritical adaptation by the dominated peoples is
simply the other side of the continuing imposition of life-styles
and thought-ways on the dominated by the dominant.

Indeed, notwithstanding the Third World rituals of inde-
pendence and the accompanying flags, anthems, slogans and
rhetoric of national sovereignty, the former conqueror-con-
quered relationship has remained essentially a relationship of
domination. Power-wielders do not program power-structures
to self-destruct.

The global crisis arising from the continuing domination
of the underdeveloped countries by the developed countries led
to a critique of domination in its various forms. A few Western
scholars, both from Europe and the U.S., and Third World
intellectuals started to question seriously the wisdom and feas-
ibility of reproducing Western polities and economies—in brief,
Western cultures in the former colonies (e.g. Myrdal 1957,
and Furtado 1967 [1961]).

Consequently, demands for national self-determination and
self-reliance of the new nation-states began to be heard once
more, this time, more insistent and more totalizing than ever.
In this context, social science knowledge, of which anthropology
is a part, began to be perceived as a necessary component of
the over-all efforts toward national self-determination and
identity.

Meanwhile, in the mid-sixties, perceptive Western anthro-
pologists and other social scientists, reacting %o the use of
anthropology in maintaining relations of domination, started
to raige issues about anthropology. Its epistemology, its research
methodology, its ethics and its future, among others, were all
subjected to re-examination.

Taking off from Taylor’s conclusion of his work Primitive
Culture (1881) that anthropology as a science of culture is
essentially a reformer’s science, Diamond (1964) argued for
anthropology to be a revolutionary discipline. By becoming
revolutionary, “it is more fully a science precisely because it
strives toward a more spacious form of knowing, of “sciencing”,
and is, therefore, a most potent tool for cultural criticism.”
But it could become as such, if, while maintaining its synthetic
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and analytic habits, it revitalizes two neglected traditions
associated with its ancestry. According to Diamond, one tra-
dition has to do with “the conscious search in history for a
renewed and basic sense of the possibilities of human nature
and of culture...” (1964: 432). The other is concerned with
“the theoretical, instrumental unity of thought and action”
(1964: 435).

From Europe, Maquet (1964) noted the need for the de-
colonization of anthropology as an aspect of the larger deco-
lonization of the former colonies. Moreover, he (1964: 49-50)
added that anthropologists’ advice about reforms to be at least
as destructive to traditional society and as acceptable as pos-
sible to the people was in fact conservative in that these reforms
helped to maintain the colonial order.

Having recognized that anthropology is an outcome of the
“era of violence” whereby one part of mankind plundered the
other and made it its object, Levi Strauss (1966) ackmowledged
the “right of people made aware of their independent existence
and originality ... to observe their culture themselves, from
the inside.” For Levi Strauss (1966: 126) it is in this sense
that anthropology would “be born again under a new guise.”

In the U.S., the involvement of the U.S. government in
world events — particularly in the Vietham War, in counter-
insurgency activities in Latin America and in community
development in many Third World countries — as well as the
threat of a nuclear war created a crisis of conscience among
segments of American youth and intellectuals. Among these
were anthropologists who were concerned not only with develop-
ments in U.S. society, but also with the increasing difficulty
of doing fieldwork in the underdeveloped countries due to re-
surgent nationalism (Gough 1968: 404-405; Nash 1975).

The inquiries-of concerned anthropologists and other social
scientists into the role of the U.S. government and of the social
sciences in the post-colonial world-system led to a number of
events that, all told, contributed to a serious re-assessment of
anthropology. Notable among these are the following:

1. organizational commitment to the cause of world peace
.and organizational opposition to nuclear war (AAA
1962: 78) ;

2. the condemmation by anthropolog'lsts of the U.S. role in
the Vietnam War during the 1966 meeting of the Amer-
ican Anthropological Association (Berreman 1968);

3. the Current Anthropological Symposium on the Social
Responsibility of the Social Sciences in 1968 where,
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- among other things, anthropology was unmasked ag the
“child of imperialism”;
4. exposé of the Project Camelot (Horrowitz 1967) as an
attempt to defuse the revolutionary movements in Latin
America.

This initial soul-searching by a few U.S. and Western
European anthropologists was elaborated further in the col-
lection of essays, Reinventing Anthropology (Hymes 1971).
Before long, the indictment of anthropology as part of the ap-
paratus of domination became a part of anthropological self-
criticism, not only in the U.S. but also in other parts of the
world. » B '

Scholars from the Third World countries joined in what
amounted to a world-wide attack on the premises and goals
of anthropology. Stavenhagen (1971) made a plea for “deco-
lonializing applied social sciences and in particular, anthropo-
logy.” Recognizing the dialectical links between social science
and society, he pointed out quite correctly that while anthro-
pology and other social sciences have been ‘“handmaidens of
colonialist or imperialist domination”, it is also out of ‘“the
science of society that the most powerful critiques of colonial
systems, imperialist domination, totalitarian political structures
and burgeoise class society have sprung” (1971 : 334).
~ Stavenhagen argued that a “radical critique [of anthro-
pology] demands a holistic approach in terms of global social
units and total societies”, and that a critical and committed
social science must shift its object [of investigation] from
the underdog to the dominant elites as well as the very system
of domination. ,

~ All in all, this crisis within the discipline reflected the -
changing relations between subject and object. True, the rela-
tionship of domination still exists but the dominated are now
asserting their right to know themselves and define the direc-
tions of their future.

Indigem'»zdtion of Anthroﬁology '

Having undergone some “re-inventing”, radicalization” and
“decolonialization”, anthropology is now being “indigenized”.
~ On July 15-24, 1978, a symposium on “Indigenous Anthro-
pology in Non-Western Countries” was held at Burg Warten-
stein, Austria (Fahim 1979, 1980). Among other things, the
symposium" wanted ‘“to seek systematic and candid discussion
of the problems facing local anthropologists of the Third World
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and to explore the potential contribution of these anthropolo-
gists in relation to global concerns of the discipline . . . (Fahim
1979: 379).

Exploratory in its nature, the symposium somehow brought
to the fore theoretical, methodological, pedagogical as well as
ethical issues related to indigenous anthropology. In the sym-
posium, indigenous anthropology was taken to mean research
conducted by anthropologists within the national boundaries
of their countries and would include studies done by anthropo-
logists on their own ethnic groups. The latter type is referred
to as native anthropology.2

Conceptual and operational confusion characterized the
first organized attempt to examine indigenous anthropology
in non-Western countries, As is usual with initial undertakings,
there was no agreement as to whether indigenous anthropology
would represent an epistemological and theoretical break-
through brought about by the changes in fieldwork conditions,
and especially fieldworkers’ roles and perspectives.

At any rate, the symposium gave a name to a process that
was long in coming —that of non-Western anthropologists
finally questioning the premises, uses and directions of anthro-
pology from the perspective of a social scientist striving to
understand his own society while actively participating in its
transformation.

Indeed, according to Roy (1977 : 19), indigenization, as an
expression of self-awareness and self-assertion among Asian
scholars, was “a product of their experiences with the trans-
national system of social sciences...and the internal pressures
for playing a more useful role in nation-building. . . .”

It is further expressed in various ways (Roy 1977:19):
“,..tendency to repect theories and methodologies originat-
ing in the West, the felt need to derive them [from] the unique
historical experiences of the countries of Asia, and greater
awareness of an interest in other developing countries at a
similar stage of development.”

Writing on the indigenization of the social sciences in
general, Kumar (1976:2-3) points out to the following inter-
related aspects of indigenization:2

2 For Jones (1970:251), native anthropology is “a set of theories
based on non-Western precepts and assumptions in the same sense that
modern anthropology is based on and has supported Western beliefs
and values...” For purposes of this paper, no distinction is made be-
tween indigenous and native anthropology.

3 Kumar (1976:2) refers to these as types of indigenization. Since
he also points out that these are interrelated, it might be more appro-
priate to call these as aspects of the overall process of indigenization.
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1) structural indigenization — “institutionalized and or-
ganizational capabilities of a nation fer the production
and diffusion of social science knowledge’;

2) substantive indigenization — the focusing of a nation’s
research and teaching activities on its own social insti-
tutions, conditions and problems; and

3) theoretic indigenization — the construction of distinc-
tive conceptual frameworks and meta-theories reflective
of their world views, social and cultural experiences as
well as perceived goals.

A Canadian sums up the process (Loubser 1977) : “Indi-
genization is the development of nationa] science communities
that are self-reliant, self-sufficient and self-directing, in other
words, autonomous and independent, with respect to all aspects
of the vital functions of the community, including its ability
to relate to other communities on an equal, reciprocal basis.”

Viewed as such, indigenization may constitute a revolt
against “intellectual imperialism” as a complement of the revolt
against politico-economic domination. It is perhaps for this
reason that it is most needed in Latin America, Africa and in
Asia. '

The Asianization of Amihropology

It is in this world-wide context of the idigenization of the
social sciences and the over-all thrust towards national self-
reliance and self-determination that we now turn to an exam-
ination of the Asianization of anthropology.

Having different national origins, the anthropologies that
developed in the various Asian countries partook, as they still
do on lesser degree, of the characteristics of anthropology in
the country of origin. Without exception, the anthropology of
the colonizer stamped its own brand on that of the colonized.
Where no colonization took place, as in Thailand or Japan, an-
thropology entered as a discipline from the developed countries
of the West. In any case, anthropology has been part of the
intellectual apparatus subserving the interests of the dominant
in the system of domination, whether politico-economic or in-
tellectual, or both. It is sad to note that this is the case not
only between nations but also within nations. This is most
evident in countries that have not resolved fundamental con-
flicts concomitant with multi-ethnic and class societies (Bach-
tiar 1977:38; Bennagen 1979:3).
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Be that as it may, there is a perceptive urgency to Asianize
anthropology, along with the other social sciences, for its con-
tribution to a fuller and deeper understanding of the Asian
countries as well as for its utility in advancing national devel-
opment efforts, or national liberation movements, or socialist
construction.

Thus, the intertwining of intellectual and politico-economic
concerns so characteristic of colonial anthropology presents
itself in a new anthropological praxis which may be referred
to as either the anthropology of national development or the
anthropology of national liberation and self-determination.

In any case, in the survey of the social sciences in Asia,
done under the auspices of the UNESCO, one gets an idea of
the patterning of the Asianization of anthropology (UNESCO,
1976, 1977, 1977a) in particular, and the social sciences in
general. In various degrees, this Asianization reflects each
country’s heritage and social realities as it seeks to be respon-
sive to ideological and practical needs and aspirations. Among
other things, the survey shows that there is near-unanimity on
the need to contextualize teaching and research in the social
sciences in terms of each country’s problems, traditions, values
and beliefs. This perspective to Asianize anthropology and the
other sciences was the logical consequence of the recognition of
the inadequacy of Western models, hypotheses and theories.

Country suggestions to nationalize and Asianize the social
sciences include the following:5

1) writing textbooks and other institutional materials in
Agian languages (UN 1976:13) and relevant to the na-
tional conditions (UNESCO -977:90) ; ‘

2) establishment of research infrastructure supportive of
development efforts as well as teaching;

3) surveys of the problems common to all the countries

. of Asia (UNESCO 1976:21);

4 Anthropology of national development may be reserved for anthro-
pological activities done by anthropologists in the service of mational
development plans designed by the politico-economic establishment osten-
sibly on behalf of the people (cf. Cochrane). Anthropology of national
liberation and self-determination emerging from the radical critique of
‘Western anthropology explicitly allies itself, under conditions of op-
pression, with the oppressed. (Current Anthropology Symposium on Social
Responsibility; Hymes 1971; Frank 1968 and Stavenhagen 1974).

5 The list is not exhaustive and focuses only on goals directly rele-
vant to Asianization. The various countries included in the survey are:
Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Nepal, Burma, Mongolia, Xo-
rea, Japan, Thailand, Malaysia Singapore, Indonesia Philippines and
including New Zealand. )
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4) publication of an Asian Review of the social sciences,
and newsletter in Asian and European languages (es-
pecially English and French [UNESCO 1976:21]) ;

5) development of paradigms related to Asian thought and
culture (UNESCO 1976:37, 45; 1977a:17-18; 1977:49) ;

6) research (to include study of culture, literature and
ideology of native races) should contribute to the suc-
cess of socialist construction (UNESCO 1977a:17, 48) ;

7) development of each social science discipline as a
praxiology useful to solving problems (UNESCO 1977a:
29) ;

8) founding a university of Asia for advanced research
in social sciences (UNESCO 1976:38) ;

9) founding a regional (Asia) school forw high-level train-
ing within the context of local conditions (UNESCO
1977a:33) ;

10) regional exchange and cooperation between Maxists
and non-Marxists in answering such questions as, “What
are Asian societies?”, “Are there specific characteristics
peculiar to Asia?’ (1977:47) ; and doing research pro-
jects to arouse common interest among Asian scholars:
“the relationship between variation in values and dev-
elopment in various countries; import of dominant
religions on Asian development; a comparative survey
of some core values among Asian countries.”

It is also suggested that organizational links among Asians
be made and strengthened even as they exchange and cooperate
with non-Asians. In this connection, the contribution of UNES-
CO has been considerable and by all means should be encour-
aged. In 1954, it sponsored a Round-Table Conference on the
Teaching of the Social Sciences in South Asia (Roy 1977b:13).
It has funded surveys of the status of social sciences all over
the world as well as supported regional associations such as the
Association of Asian Social Science Research Councils (AASS-
REC). The ASSREC held its Third Conference on 12-17 Sep-
tember 1979 in Manila. An item in the agenda was the 1nd1gen1-
zation of the social sciences.

Some National Cases of the Asianization of Anthropology -

Supportive of UNESCO’s efforts are activities bemg un-
dertaken independently by Asian anthropologists.
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Malaysia

In Malaysia, for example, a conference on “The Role and
Orientation of Social Sciences and Social Scientists in Malay-
sia” held in 1974 articulated the need for anthropology to be
rethought and made relevant to realities and developmental
aspirations of Malaysia. Among the highlights of the confer-
ence were the rejection of a value-free social science and the
rejection of structural-functional anthropology for its failure
to explain the structure of power as a total system in the
context of change.

It was argued that anthropologists should involve them-
selves not only in theory-building, but also in nation-building.
Issues were raised about the usefulness of the discipline in
helping the objects of anthropological study. Bador (1974:10)
pointed out that in the context of developing society, it would
be unrealistic to assume a detached position relative to devel-
opmental concerns.

The Sociology Division (1974:1) of the Department of
Sociology and Anthropology of the National University of
Malaya while recognizing the role of “foreign experts” as well
as “foreign educational institutions” argued that this should
only be secondary to the role of Malaysian intellectuals them-
selves.

Declared the Sociology Division (1974:35-36) :

“Whilst we welcome the contribution of our colleagues from
abroad who sincerely would like to help and cooperate with us by
teaching and developing sociology and other branches of social
science in our country, we must at the same time, be very vigilant
against the perpetuation of academic imperialism, particularly
through such means as the continued reliance on expatriates and
other foreign staff who occupy powerful and strategic positions in
certain institutions, and who determine their academic policies.
Such a thing should no longer be allowed to happen in any univer-

~ sity or other institutions of higher learning in our country.”

~ As a further expression of this intellectual self-determina-
tion there are already a number of bilingual (Bahasa Malaysia
and English) publications which carry anthropological articles:
Manusia dan Masharakat, Jernal Antropologi dan Sosiologi,
Akademika and Nusantaka. And thanks to its national language
policy, anthropology, as with other disciplines, is taught in
Bahasa Malay. But aware of the probable parochialism that
might result from focusing their studies on Malaysian society
and culture, Malaysian anthropologists further suggested that
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studies be made on countries with which they have close rela-
tionship as well as on Western society.

These are rather dramatic programs for the Malaysiani-
zation of anthropology considering the fact that anthropology
was institutionalized in Malaysia only very recently with the
establishment of the Department of Anthropology and Socio-
logy at the National University of Malaysia in 1970 followed
by the University of Malaysia in 1971.

The Philippines

In the Philippines, social scientists who trained in the
United States and did applied social research in the Philippines
on their return gradually realized the “limits of Western social
research methods in the rural Philippines” (Feliciano 1965:
114-127). Consequently, suggestions were made to develop
methods and techniques (in social research) suited to local
conditions.

An anthropologist, stimulated by, and reacting to, the
works of American anthropologists such as H. Otley Beyer
and Robert Fox, started to re-think Filipino cultural heritage
emphasizing the uniqueness of Filipino tradition (Jocano 1965:
53). Specifically, he elaborated on the insight of Fox in rela-
tion to borrowing and re-shaping of external influences in con-
formity with local realities.” (Jocano 1965:72) A further ex-
pression of this re-thinking is a monograph by Jocano on
Philippine pre-history. A related but different version on the °
nationalization of Philippine pre-history and written in Pili-
pino is Salazar’s Ang Pagpapakasaysayang Pilipino Ng Naka-
raang Pre-Spaniko. Basically an outline, it promises to be an
important framework for understanding the prehistoric foun-
dations of Philippine society and culture.

In all these efforts, an American himself contributed to a
critique of the inadequacy of Western social science concepts
and methods in understanding Filipino behavior (Lawless
1967).

Carrying the stirrings of Filipinization further, from
academic exercises to praxis, the Department of Anthropology
of the state-supported University of the Philippines spear-
headed in 1977 the formal organization of anthropologists in
a conscious effort to create a more appropriate anthropology,
i.e., attuned to the conditions, needs and visions of Philippine
society (Bennagen 1978:1-2). Since then the organization has
tried to interpret Philippine social and cultural problems from
the perspective not only of national minority groups but also
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of the marginalized groups such as peasants and the urban
poor. Organizational activities have been held where the power-
less could speak their minds to the powerful (Aghamtao 1979).

Another aspect of Filipinization is the increasing use of
the national language in instruction and publication at the
Department of Anthropology at the University of the Philip-
pines, which is the oldest and leading Department of Anthro-
pology in the country. In this same Department, an introdue-
tory text in general anthropology focusing on Philippine so-
ciety and culture is being tried. As textbook, it has replaced
American textbooks which are now used as secondary refer-
ences. .

- It is also interesting to note that the graduate program,
both M.A. and Ph.D., the latter instituted only in 1978, of the
Department of Anthropology has been drawing students from
Asian countries such as Thailand, Indonesia, Bangladesh and
Japan, with a few applications coming in from Malaysia, Pa=
kistan and India.

Indonesia

Once dominated by the Dutch, anthropology in Indonesia
has come under the influence of American anthropology par-
ticularly after 1968 when foreigners could once more do re-
search there (Koentjaraningrat 1967:1), anthropology is tak-
ing, once more, an applied aspect, this time in various national
development concerns such as 1) national integration; 2) po-
pulation, 3) socio-cultural transformation of the educational
system, 4) community development, 6) reorganization of the
administration (Koentjaraningrat 1975:252). A

In theoretical work, Indonesian anthropologists have gone
beyond mere data-gathering and description to the use of
sophisticated conceptual framework (Xoentjaraningrat 1975:
253). As an agenda for Indonesian anthropology, Koentjara-
ningrat (1975:252) suggests that Indonesian anthropologists
“should analyze cultural processes by focusing on the role and
status of individuals within the culture. They should also carry
out the analysis of system of symbolization through which
recognition; identification and evaluation in present-day socio-
cultural interaction take place, rather than adopt the normative
approach which dominated pre-war Dutch adat law studies
and anthropology . . .”
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India

Anthropology has been practised as a study of one’s cul-
ture by Indian anthropologists for at least seven decades (Sa-
rana and Sinha 1976:209). According to Madan and Sarana
(1962:3) anthropology was formally recognized in India as a
subject when it became part of the curricula of the University
of Calcutta in 1920. Long before that, anthropology was part
of Indological studies. Practised as an academic interest as
well as for solving certain social problems, its focus has
changed over the years. Following the practice of British admi-
nistrator-anthropologists, Indian anthropologists first focussed
their studies on the tribal peoples of India who because they
were considered to be separate from the rest of the Indian
population could be studied as objectively as the other cultures
studied by Western anthropologists (Sarana and Sinha 1976:
213-214).

After World War II, foreign anthropologists entered India
and studied not only tribal peoples but also caste and lowland
villages. Indian anthropologists themselves changed their focus
to village studies and only recently, to urban studies.

What Indian anthropologists have been doing all these
years, i.e., studying their own culture, may be said to be the
early phase of a thorough-going Indianization of anthropology.
Aware, nonetheless, of the desirability and importance of
studying other cultures but still unable to do it, they feel that
“anthropology as self-study should throw light on those aspects
of Indian cultures that [they]are more competent to deal with
than any foreigner because [they]lhave learned the goals,
Va.lues, and ideals of our culture through enculturation” (Sa-
rana and Sinha 1976:216). Part of the indigenization program
would be to devise special scheme for holistic description of
different levels of organization such as cities, regions, and the
entire nation.

The years immediately after Indian 1ndependence gene-
rated political and economic problems which provided the sti-
muli for re-thinking the role of anthropologists and other
social scientists in national development. Western theories,
techniques and other frames of reference were subjected to re-
assessment, :

Recognizing the inapplicability of many European and.
American social science concepts, themes and methods to Indian
society, Vidyarthi (1978:186) in his Presidential Address at
the inauguration of the Xth International Congress of Anthro-
pological and Ethnological Sciences in New Delhi, pointed out
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the timeliness and the need for every community of social sci-
ences to determine its own appropriated methodology and
models for research. He argued that the Indianness in social
science has to emerge with a proper appraisal of [India’s]an-
cient texts which continue to influence the behavior of Indians.

In a related speech, he (1978a) reiterated the need for
Indianization as part of the development of a world-view and
social order more comprehensive than those characterizing indi-
vidual ethnolinguistic groups within the nation. He suggested
that this Indianization is important in strengthening an Indian-
ness relative to the international community.

For the practical side and drawing upon the humanistic
ideals of Gandhi and Nehru, he (1978:104) issued a call:

Let us take a vow to speak for such unfortunate and primi-
tive tribes who are unable to speak for themselves. May I ask you
as fellow anthropologists to take up their case more seriously, and
study, speak and act more for these tribes which are politically
inarticulate, ecologically isolated and numerically insignificant, but
ethnically — and ethically — so important.

Articulated in 1964 (Vidyarthi 1978:132), Indianization
already had unconscious practitioners as early as 1945 with
the founding of the Ethnographic and Folk Culture Society in
Uttar Pradesh by Majumdar and the publication of the So-
ciety’s journal, The Fastern Anthropologist, in 1947 (Madan
and Sarana 1962:7). Majumdar made contributions in physical
anthropology, social and cultural anthropology as well as in
applied anthropology. As a member of the Research Program
Committee of the Planning Commission (Government of In-
dia), “he underscored the role which the anthropologist could
play in helping administrators by studying the problems of
socially and economically backward peoples, and properly as-
sessing them as well as administrating action (Madam and
Sarana 1962:6).

In 1956, he co-authored with Madan a book, An Infroduc-
tion to Social Anthropology. A collection of essays edited by
Madan and Sarana, written in memory of Majumdar, was en-
titled Indian Anthropology. This work, published in 1962,
pointed out that social anthropology in India has maintained
its link with developments outside the country even as it has
paid attention to the Indianness of its subject matter.

It was in the 1970’s, however, when Indianization became
a self-conscious effort. Since then, it has not limited itself to
institutional and substantive indigenization. Indian anthropo-
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logists have started formulating Indian approaches to the study
of man, society and culture in India even as others admit that
there is as yet no theoretical formulation on the nature of
tribal societies in India (Pathy et al 1976:401).

Agrawal (1978), for example, tried to show how spatlal
and emic approaches could enhance understanding of Indian
civilization. Malik (1976a, 1976b), arguing against the inade-
quacy of static or equilibrium models in understanding Indian
Society, attempted to re-interpret a number of aspects of Indian
history and society according to what he called “civilization
framework.”’¢

Indeed, anthropology in India has survived as an academic
and practical activity. As noted by Dube (1962:238), the ethno-
graphies of different tribes and castes in various parts of
India, while used primarily for administrative purposes made
possible the disciplinal growth and independence of social
anthropology.

"~ Similarly, Sarana and Sinha (1976:218) observed that it
was colonial administration and not the academic interests of
British anthropologists that motivated early studies.

In recognition of the practice-theoretical attributes of the
anthropological tradition, Indian anthropologists have persis-
tently called for the conscious linking of theory and practice
(e.g., Dube 1967 and 1979; Vidyarthi 1968 and 1978; Varma
1970, and Sarana and Sinha 1976). Dube (1979:7) has cau-
tioned, however, that because anthropology’s contribution to
national development has hitherto been insignificant, it should
be regarded with humility.

People’s Republic of China

An instance of an anthropology that has appeared in a
“new guise” is anthropology in the People’s Republic of China.
Institutionally, it is no longer identified as anthropology in
the Western sense. Much of the activities that are anthropolo-
gical in the Western sense are done in a number of institutions
none of which goes by the name of anthropology (Braybrooke
1980; Bennagen 1976 and 1977).

Responding to Cooper (19738), some Chinese “anthropo-
logists”, two of whom were trained in the West, pointed out
that in China “anthropologist” as a label belongs to the past
(Fei Hsiao-Tung et al. 1973). They added that a discipline
must have a theoretical system and a practical function, which

" 6 Other attempts along these lines may be seen in Indian anthro-
pological journals such as Man In India, The Eastern Anthropologist.
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to the Chinese is Marxism-Leninism-Mao-Tse-Tung thought
(Bennagen 1976). ,

The transformation of anthropology within the framework
of Marxism-Leninism-Mao-Tse-Tung thought may best be
understood in terms of what Fei Xiatong (1980) has called
“people’s anthropology”. He elaborated on this during his ace
ceptance of the 1980 Malinowski Award given by the U.S.-based
Society for Applied Anthropology: ‘“[Glenuine applied anthro-
pology must be a science serving the interests of the masses.
That is what is meant by people’s anthropology.”

He (1980-119) argued that “only when the truthfulness
of theories is being constantly examined in practice can we
steadily push research work in a scientific direction and make
it a prime mover of social progress.” ‘

~ As to the relationship between investigator and investi-
gated, he (1980:119) claimed that there is no longer a wvalid ~
distinction between “researchers or investigators” and the
“objects of study” or the ‘“investigated”:

“Our way of investigation radically changed the relations between
investigators and the people under investigation. We carried out
these investigations entirely for the purpose of finding the way to
bring about equality among nationalities and help the minority

. peoples forge ahead. This was also what the people we investigated
were asking for. So we could be quite frank with them about the
purpose of our investigation, and the people investigated already
understood what these investigations were for and found them
acceptable.”

It may be argued that the explicit use of a Marxist frame-
work is a Western import. Koller (1970:275) points out, how-
ever, that its expression in China as applied to Chinese con-
ditions and as articulated by Mao Tse-Tung, is in line with
“the principles and attitudes of traditional Chinese philo-
sophies.”

He (1970:278) commented that: “It would appear . . . .
that in his metaphysics and epistemology, Mao carries forward
the traditional attitude which sees a unity in particular things
and which sees knowledge as inseparable from practice. Con-
sequently, his philosophy also places the traditional emphasis
on the unification of humanity through improved practical
living.” ‘

In China, therefore, the new anthropology seems to be a
synthesis of anthropological fieldwork, Marxism and traditional
Chinese philosophies. ‘
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Japan

Exhibiting a variation on the general patterning of the
Asianization of anthropology is the Japanese experience. While
the social sciences entered Japan from the West as early as
the Meiji period (1868-1912) (UNESCO0:1977) and while the
Japanese Society of Ethnology was established in 1934 (Na-
kane 1974:57), it was not after World War II that social and
cultural anthropology gained recognition as an independent
discipline (Nakane 1974:57). Still, compared with the other
social sciences, anthropology has not benefited from the post-
WWII reforms. As of 1974, cultural anthropology was taught
at the graduate level in only three universities (Nakane 1974:
57). In the Social Science Council of Japan, which advises the
Prime Minister, members come from the natural sciences and
gocial sciences but excluding the new-comers such as cultural
anthropology, international relations and area studies (UNES-
CO 1977:44). ‘

According to Nakane (1976), anthropological studies by
Japanese first came under the influence of British anthropology
with its emphasis on kinship. Studies on Japanese kinship had
a parochial focus until studies were made outside Japan after
the war. These studies have helped make possible the shift to
comparative studies and the critical application of Anglo-Ame-
rican models.

Initially, cultural anthropology in Japan started as a study
of Japanese society and culture by Japanese scholars trained
in other disciplines who did work that were anthropological.
These were done in isolation from the international community
which was aided, in part, by publishing results in the Japanese
language. In the 1950’s with the growing affluence of Japan,
research in the other countries, (e.g., India) by Japanese
started. Since then, Japanese anthropologists have worked in
other neighboring Asian countries and in the Pacific in the
areas of social organization, folk beliefs and rituals. In Japan,
studies have been confined to Japanese speaking areas of rural
Japan and the Okinawa Islands.

There has also been a serious attempt to look at Japan
from the outside (Nakane 1974:62). As a reaction to the pre-
vious period of isolation from the international intellectual
community, efforts are also being exerted to integrate Japan
into the mainstream of world anthropology. Methodologically,
this is being done through cross-cultural comparisons partic-
ularly the efforts at linking Japanese data with those from
the other countries of the Malay-Polynesian world. Moreover,
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she (1974:71) argues for the view which regards Western
works as “common property” and that “[t]lhe future contri-
butions of Asian anthropologists can only be made on such a
richly accumulated scientific ground, not out of a narrow pro-
vincial mind.” It might be pointed out at this point that Jap-
anese anthropology seems pre-occupied with purely academic
concerns. Nakane’s (1976) brief historical account of cultural
anthropology in Japan does not mention any conscious use of
anthropology in solving Japanese social problems.”

Conclusion

Clearly, the available data show that anthropology in Asia
is undergoing some profound changes. Reflecting the various
levels of social development of the various Asian countries, the
different periods of the introduction of anthropology, and the
type of interaction each country has with other countries, the
Asianization of anthropology, however, is not homogenous. It
is also taking place at different rates. :

Still and all, it may be said that as these countries con-
tinue to grapple with their politico-economic problems towards
national self-determination in an interdependent world, equity
and social justice, so, too, will anthropologists and other social
scientists grapple with their theories, methods and practice.

In any case, there are indications that an Asianized an-
thropology will emerge from the creative tension between ef-
forts at their transformation. '

Towards this end, an insight from an Asianized historical
analysis is relevant:

“Sa kabuuan, kalaliman at kahabaan ng kasaysayan ng
Asya, tila pinakaimportante ay ang kasalukuyan, ang
panahon ng paglaya at ng pagtatag ng kinabukasan.”
(Salazar et al., 1981:n.p.)

7 This seems a bit odd considering the history of anthropology as a
discipline at once utilitarian and intellectual with the former after pre-
ceding the other. It is clear from the report however, that anthropological
studies have been made by Japanese anthropologists on areas once occu-
pied by Imperial Japan. Moreover, in recent years, with Japanese rise
to one of the industrial powers of the world, Japanese anthropologists
have increasingly made their presence in other Asian countries particu-
larly Southeast Asia (Tugby, 1968). Without meaning to be alarmist,
yet aware of the probable abuse of anthropology in the perpetuation of
relations of inequality and domination and bearing in mind the social re-
sponsibility of social scientists to their objects of study as well as to man-
kind in general, it is strongly suggested here that preventing the re-
emergence of anthropology as a handmaiden of domination should be an
item on the agenda of Asian anthropological communal proxis.
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Going back to anthropology and its organizing principle
of holism, an Asianized anthropology would be one which in
its analytic confrontation with particular cases of man, society
and culture would aid in transforming them as wholes. This
unified and unifying holistic tradition — at once rejecting the
fragmentation of life as total experience and the separation
of knowing from acting — is an Asian tradition, which though
submerged by the dominance of the West, is now being re-
constituted in the new anthropology to help Asia’s resurgence
as a Great Tradition,

It should be stressed, however, that the Asianization of
anthropology is but a part of the Asianization of social knowl-
edge, which, in turn and ultimately, is only a part of an en-
compassing Asianization of Asia itself.
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