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One of the first lessons learnt by an anthropology student is that anthropology is everywhere, as long as there are human social behaviors involved. The long-term practice for most of those trained in anthropology is to understand that nothing is too little or insignificant in social reality. The text to be discussed below goes further and finds a sort of new anthropological insight. Once postmodernism brought in anthropology, the question of the discipline’s representation, anthropologists keep trying everywhere to find out which is the answer 
However, the author of this text is the first I have found, trying to build up an ‘anthropology of anthropology’ or, at least – as he says – an ‘ethnography of the discipline’. Moreover, for any self-conscious anthropology – he chooses a definite unit of interest – Polish anthropology.


Anthropology, ever since it got out from the so-called ‘primitive’ societies, seems to find it hard to make clear for the ‘outsiders’ of the discipline what are its concerns. In Buchowski’s text, I had some kind of a surprise to see that the confusion of anthropological terms was not only a problem in Romanian field; it also happened in Poland; and maybe somewhere else, too.

One thing looked unclear about Romanian anthropology at one point; why was the term of 'ethnography' given another connotation than its real one. Ordinary, ethnography is a term used to define the anthropological description and it is related to the technique of fieldwork.
In 'Romanian anthropology', as well as the Polish one, as I see now, it was used as if it was a particular kind of study, which differs from anthropology and it is dealing with folklore and old human practices. In Romania's case, it is very difficult to say that there ever existed anthropology before 1989. I say that, having in mind some of the testimonies of scientists that did some sort of fieldwork before 1989; who, by that time, knew very little of the anthropological techniques and most of the time 'guessing' their way through studying the cultural practices. In my university, there were still people that used to refer to the term of 'ethnography' in the same way.
 Buchowski's text talks about the position of the Polish anthropology, following the soviet model. And the writer gives sense to one scholastic teaching in anthropology, and one that I have recently heard of, again, from a fully accomplished American anthropologist, David Kideckel. "(…) there is no such thing as a unique culture (...)".
 In this respect, not even the incredible altering of the sense of terms such as this, is not unique. Now I see that it was all about the politics of this region, it was not a Romanian misunderstanding or covering from the regime. The use of a term like 'ethnography' for a discipline that could 'harm' the regime was in its benefit, as it was built to determine the past and never too connected to the present. At that time, ethnography described cultural practices that never intertwined with social reality.

Buchowski lets us know that there were several anthropological efforts in the Polish communist society. Polish anthropologists worked at home, but also abroad in Asia and Africa. In the 1980's, the years of the postmodernism arise; in Poland, epistemological concerns developed a grounded theoretical approach of anthropology. Those principles had shaped a sort of a coherent, as coherent as it could be in times like those, anthropological perspective.

The things that were defined then are common knowledge for anthropologists now, but in times of a 'closed', self-oriented academic life, those principles needed to be precisely determined for a science that tried to get out of the positivistic perspective.

