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Kim Fortun (2013:450), discussing the 
“anteriorized future”, states, “The future 
inhabits the present, but it also has not yet 
come—rather like the way toxics inhabit the 
bodies of those exposed, setting up the 
future but not yet manifest as disease nor 
even as an origin from which a specific and 
known disease will come.” I pull this quote 
from Fortun’s interesting piece on time, in 
which she asserts that the future is present in 
the present. Bearing this in mind, I arrive at 
the thought that if the future inhabits the 
present, and I exist in the present, then the 
future must also inhabit me—similar to the 
way toxics inhabit the bodies of those 
exposed (Fortun 2013:450). However, I want 
to extrapolate even further from Fortun’s 
statement to argue that past, present, and 
future—multiple temporalities, as well as 
multiple spatialities—all inhabit each 
other—all inhabit us. In this vein, we can 
visualize existence as but a tangled ball of 
webs (Geertz 1973: 5) or lines (Ingold 2015) 
continually entangling and reentangling 
themselves through and with times and 
spaces.
The argument I wish to put forth is that we 
are all terra. Our existences transcend the 
being vs. becoming dichotomy, and perhaps 
all other dichotomies as well. I agree with 
Geertz (1973:5) that “man is an animal 
suspended in webs of significance,” but 
believe this is where the famous line ought to 
end. We are indeed suspended in webs of 
significance, that I believe to be infinite in 
number, but these webs of significance were 
not spun by us—not all of them—nor is 
culture, however you choose to define it, the 
only entity that makes up those webs. We are 

each uniquely suspended in multitudinous 
webs of “culture,” but also webs of “nature,” 
webs of our own minds, and webs of the 
minds of others, to name a few. If we were to 
break down the perceptual walls that confine 
all things, we could state that we, 
“consciousnesses” (this could be an entirely 
separate paper, but, in short, what I mean by 
this is that we are only thoughts—one can 
imagine the implications of such a claim), are 
suspended in webs of reality (what exists 
other than our consciousness, but also 
including our consciousness). If we apply the 
recent multispecies and ontological turns of 
anthropology to this the webs grow ever 
deeper and more complex.  “How other kinds 
of beings see us matters. That other kinds of 
beings see us changes things. If jaguars also 
represent us—in ways that can matter vitally 
to us—then anthropology cannot limit itself 
just to exploring how people from different 
societies might happen to represent them as 
doing so. Such encounters with other kinds 
of beings force us to recognize the fact that 
seeing, representing, and perhaps knowing, 
even thinking, are not exclusively human 
affairs” (Kohn 2013: 1). There are and have 
been infinite beings inhabiting different 
constructed realities. 
Another point I will argue here, is for an 
explosion of all that we take “interpretation” 
to mean and carry. This is in line with the 
following passage from Palecek and Risjord’s 
“Relativism and the Ontological Turn within 
Anthropology” (2012; emphasis mine):
There is no single ontology that is the basis 
for understanding all human activity, no view 
of what there is independent of interpreters. 
Ontologies are the product of human inter-
pretive interactions with one another and 
with their environments. These interactions 
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are often very different, constituting differ-
ent ontologies. They are incommensurable in 
the sense that no one way of engaging the 
environment is right or wrong in metaphysi-
cal terms.
I propose to redefine the term ‘interpreta-
tion’ to mean the perceptions that a con-
sciousness makes of reality. World cannot be 
separated from worldview, they are fused in 
what I call “reality.” Without a worldview, 
there is no world. Whether one takes a tradi-
tional anthropological view of one “world” 
and many “worldviews,” or the ontological 
anthropological view of multiple “worlds” 
rather than multiple “worldviews,” I still 
disagree. There are infinite realities; infinite 
“constructed worlds” that are at the same 
time world and worldview, constructed 
through sensory perceptions and conscious 
and unconscious interpretations. Each con-
sciousness inhabits its own reality and itself. 
All things apart from it and of it, tangible 
(e.g., chair or human) and intangible (e.g., 
knowledge), are a part of its reality, working 
together in a type of feedback loop: percep-
tion and interpretation of the consciousness 
adds to the reality/constructed world while 
also adjusting reality/the constructed world. 
In this way, agency, too, perhaps needs 
redefinition, because if you follow where my 
last thoughts lead, you may see that exis-
tence=agency in the constructed worlds/real-
ities of consciousnesses, as by existing you 
cannot help but to perceive and to interpret 
and thus change the constructed world/reali-
ty. In many ways this is also an extension and 
derivative of Bourdieu’s (1977) practice 
theory. Yet another point central to my prop-
osition here, is that consciousnesses are a 
part of their own reality, though simultane-
ously apart from it. Donna Haraway (2016: 
91) states that “human and nonhuman 
beings… are of the world as its stories and 
dynamic substance, not in the world as a con-
tainer.” This is similar to my concept of con-
sciousness, though still different. I argue that 
being is both in and of the world; that con-
sciousnesses are both in and of their con-
structed realities. “Literally surrounded by 
its environment, and enclosed within its 
skin” organisms are defined as blobs, an 
axiom Ingold goes on to refute (Ingold 2015: 
9). I hold a similar view to Ingold’s with refer-
ence to consciousnesses or beings—they are 
not blobs “in” the world, but multiple dimen-
sionalities in and of the world. We (con-
sciousnesses) are a part of our reality, even 
as our realities are constructed by us.

Donna Haraway (2016: 33), describes what 
she calls the Chthulucene, saying that “it 
does not close in on itself; it does not round 
off; its contact zones are ubiquitous and con-
tinuously spin out loopy tendrils.” I urge us 
to imagine existence in a similar way, as sym-
poiesis: “collectively producing systems that 
do not have self-defined spatial or temporal 
boundaries” (Dempster 1998 in Haraway 
2016:33). This is really a much better 
description of beings and their observed real-
ities and selves. We are nothing, yet we are 
everything. We are collectively produced by 
products of collectively produced producers. 
These are the “’Becomings’—new kinds of 
relations emerging from nonhierarchical 
alliances, symbiotic attachments, and the 
mingling of creative agents” referred to by 
Kirksey and Helmreich (2010). Existence is a 
becoming within (constructed) reality, which 
itself is a becoming, and the two are always 
dialectically bound.
We, and all things, are interpretations only 
(perhaps, I should say we are “constructions 
only”), in and of nested nests of webs of gen-
erated and constructed multidimensional 
meaning, mesh-works that transcend time 
and space. Frameworks layer atop one anoth-
er, again, again. If we strip away these layers 
of interpretations and constructions, the 
definition and our being are incomplete; we 
simply “are.” When in truth, we are terra.
We are inextricably a knot of all.

References
Bourdieu, Pierre. 1977. Outline of a Theory 
of Practice. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge.

Dempster, Beth. “A Self-Organizing Systems 
Perspective on Planning for Sustainability.” 
MA Thesis, Environmental Studies, Universi-
ty of Waterloo. 

Fortun, Kim. 2013. “Ethnography in Late 
Industrialism.” Cultural Anthropology 27, 
no.3: 446-464.

Geertz, Clifford. 1973. The Interpretation of 
Cultures. Basic Books, New York. 

Haraway, Donna J. 2016. Staying with the 
Trouble: Making Kin in the Chthulucene. 
Duke University Press, Durham. 

Ingold, Tim. 2015. The Life of Lines. Rout-
ledge, London. 

Student Anthropologist | Volume 6 | Number 1



65

Terra (n): earth, the

Kim Fortun (2013:450), discussing the 
“anteriorized future”, states, “The future 
inhabits the present, but it also has not yet 
come—rather like the way toxics inhabit the 
bodies of those exposed, setting up the 
future but not yet manifest as disease nor 
even as an origin from which a specific and 
known disease will come.” I pull this quote 
from Fortun’s interesting piece on time, in 
which she asserts that the future is present in 
the present. Bearing this in mind, I arrive at 
the thought that if the future inhabits the 
present, and I exist in the present, then the 
future must also inhabit me—similar to the 
way toxics inhabit the bodies of those 
exposed (Fortun 2013:450). However, I want 
to extrapolate even further from Fortun’s 
statement to argue that past, present, and 
future—multiple temporalities, as well as 
multiple spatialities—all inhabit each 
other—all inhabit us. In this vein, we can 
visualize existence as but a tangled ball of 
webs (Geertz 1973: 5) or lines (Ingold 2015) 
continually entangling and reentangling 
themselves through and with times and 
spaces.
The argument I wish to put forth is that we 
are all terra. Our existences transcend the 
being vs. becoming dichotomy, and perhaps 
all other dichotomies as well. I agree with 
Geertz (1973:5) that “man is an animal 
suspended in webs of significance,” but 
believe this is where the famous line ought to 
end. We are indeed suspended in webs of 
significance, that I believe to be infinite in 
number, but these webs of significance were 
not spun by us—not all of them—nor is 
culture, however you choose to define it, the 
only entity that makes up those webs. We are 

each uniquely suspended in multitudinous 
webs of “culture,” but also webs of “nature,” 
webs of our own minds, and webs of the 
minds of others, to name a few. If we were to 
break down the perceptual walls that confine 
all things, we could state that we, 
“consciousnesses” (this could be an entirely 
separate paper, but, in short, what I mean by 
this is that we are only thoughts—one can 
imagine the implications of such a claim), are 
suspended in webs of reality (what exists 
other than our consciousness, but also 
including our consciousness). If we apply the 
recent multispecies and ontological turns of 
anthropology to this the webs grow ever 
deeper and more complex.  “How other kinds 
of beings see us matters. That other kinds of 
beings see us changes things. If jaguars also 
represent us—in ways that can matter vitally 
to us—then anthropology cannot limit itself 
just to exploring how people from different 
societies might happen to represent them as 
doing so. Such encounters with other kinds 
of beings force us to recognize the fact that 
seeing, representing, and perhaps knowing, 
even thinking, are not exclusively human 
affairs” (Kohn 2013: 1). There are and have 
been infinite beings inhabiting different 
constructed realities. 
Another point I will argue here, is for an 
explosion of all that we take “interpretation” 
to mean and carry. This is in line with the 
following passage from Palecek and Risjord’s 
“Relativism and the Ontological Turn within 
Anthropology” (2012; emphasis mine):
There is no single ontology that is the basis 
for understanding all human activity, no view 
of what there is independent of interpreters. 
Ontologies are the product of human inter-
pretive interactions with one another and 
with their environments. These interactions 

Kirksey and Helmreich. 2010. “The Emer-
gence of Multispecies Ethnography.” Cultur-
al Anthropology 25, no.4: 545-576.

Kohn, Eduardo. 2013. How Forests Think: 
Toward an Anthropology Beyond the Human. 
University of California Press, Berkeley and 
Los Angeles. 

Palecek, Martin and Mark Risjord. 2012. 
“Relativism and the Ontological Turn within 
Anthropology.” Philosophy of the Social 
Sciences XX, no.X: 1-21.
  

Student Anthropologist | Volume 6 | Number 1


