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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 
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