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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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Adaptation to the environment is one of the 
fundamental concepts of evolutionary and 
biological anthropology. Looking as far back 
as Darwin, it has always been assumed that 
adaptation betters an organism’s chances of 
survival. Adaptations are always in response 
to environmental factors, but can it defini-
tively be said that these outcomes always 
yield positive results, especially in changing 
environments?  In this paper, I hope to 
discuss the role history can play in under-
standing these adaptations. In doing so, I will 
address the different life histories of African 
and African American populations, and how 
these differences play a role in better under-
standing human adaptation, environmental 
interactions, health implications, and the 
importance of biocultural work in biological 
anthropology. 
Today’s anthropology often tries to distance 
itself from the past, a past which reveals the 
disciplines complicity in the production of 
“race” as a scientific category. Fast forward 

to today, many people still do not under-
stand that race is a social construct. Howev-
er, weather one recognizes race as a social 
construct or not, it is clear that race has real 
consequences.  Looking at the United States 
Census, or other countries’ censuses, a 
majority of the time, Blacks, who were 
brought to the US in the slave trade, and Afri-
cans who arrived more recently are put under 
the same category: African American. While 
this might be seen as the politically correct 
choice, studies have shown that in the case of 
some diseases, one of these groups suffers 
more than the other (Wilson and Grim 1991, 
Cooper et al 1997). I am not separating Blacks 
and Africans as a divisive mechanism to pro-
mote the idea that one is better than the 
other but rather as a way to point out that 
these communities do have separate histo-
ries that could subsequently result in differ-
ent susceptibilities to diseases, something I 
think worth noting especially in the era of 
racialized and precision medicine. In this 
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paper I will refer to Blacks and African Ameri-
cans interchangeable as a separate category 
from Africans in the US. 
Problems with racialized medicine mainly 
come from the idea that race is socially con-
structed. How and why should doctors pre-
scribe medicine based on race when these 
categories are essentially arbitrary? Precision 
medicine seems like a plausible alternative or 
at least an advanced version of racialized 
medicine. Manolio et al. describes precision 
medicine as "using an individual patient's 
genotypic information in his or her clinical 
care” (2013). This genotypic information is 
then paired with the unique variation in your 
DNA and environment to personalize medi-
cine to be more effective for the patient (Man-
olio et al 2013). Often, the backlash against 
precision medicine comes from those wor-
ried about the cost. Just how much does per-
sonalized medicine cost? Over the years, the 
price of genome sequencing has decreased. 
The first genome mapping cost over 3 billion 
dollars and took around 15 years. Now, rates 
vary between $1,000 and $4,000 (Becker's 
Hospital Review). Hopefully, future innova-
tions will arise that continue to lower these 
figures, allowing for more individuals or 
companies to get and offer precision medi-
cine methodologies. 
This is where history comes in. Imagine two 
scenarios: one, an African American male 
goes to the doctor to address his high blood 
pressure, which runs in his family; and two, a 
patient who was born and raised in West 
Africa but has lived in the United States for 
the last 7 years goes to do the same. This 
latter patient has no family history of high 
blood pressure but has acquired hyperten-
sion. Both are 40 years old. Contextualizing 
history is important. Studies have shown that 
African Americans are more likely to develop 
high blood pressure than Africans in Africa. 
Why is this the case? One hypothesis, the salt 
sensitivity hypothesis by Wilson and Grim, 
states that African Americans are more sus-
ceptible to retaining salt and subsequently 
developing high blood pressure because 
their history selected for this trait. In the 
16th-19th century, African Americans were 
brought to the United States during the Atlan-
tic slave trade. During this journey and even 
when they initially arrived, many of them 
died due to harsh living conditions. It was 
hypothesized that those who survived had 
the ability, as previously stated, to retain salt 
(Wilson and Grim 1991). Back to the scenario: 
understanding that these two patients could 

potentially have different genetic variations 
because of their bio histories is essential.  
Knowing that people born in Africa have 
lower rates of high blood pressure, examin-
ers would now have to look at the patient’s 
history to identify causation. By focusing on 
factors such as socioeconomic status, envi-
ronmental stressors, and African and Ameri-
can cultural dynamics examiners can address 
what looks like a similar case of high blood 
pressure as different phenomenon. But, 
before this can be done the public must real-
ize that these communities have separate 
histories that leave them with different rates 
of susceptibility.  In this way, using history 
as a source to understand variation is a pow-
erful tool to help combat disease.
Biocultural approaches make implementing 
history easy. These approaches push looking 
at bigger components to explain variation. 
The best thing about biocultural approaches 
is their ability to produce holistic explana-
tions to seemingly contained issues. There 
are a few ways this approach can be handled. 
One way integrates cultural, environmental, 
and biological data while the other uses 
biological data as a primary source and 
cultural and environmental as secondary 
sources (McElroy 1990). Because there is no 
way to say whether nature (biological) or nur-
ture (cultural) plays more of a role in some-
one’s health and well-being (the debates will 
forever go on), the first approach of integrat-
ing all three of these core aspects is more in 
line with the holistic approach anthropology 
prides itself in pursuing. In this way, I believe 
biocultural approaches are a step in the right 
direction for biological anthropologists.
Anthropology is a four-field discipline. The 
combination of these subfields leads to very 
innovative works. I hope the future of biolog-
ical anthropology continues to push, popu-
larize, and create biocultural methodologies. 
With this integration of not only culture and 
biology but also history, biological anthro-
pology can and will be a leading force in 
working with the public to understand, 
address, and solve health disparities. The 
future is bright.
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