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1. What has been the most “common” mode of doing ethnography within the context of 
the international political economy of capitalism? 

2. What is the “second” mode of ethnography embedded in a world system? How does 
Marcus label this approach? 

3. What is one apparent consequence of “globalization” for the continuation of 
disciplinary approaches to studying the world? Why? 

4. How does “globalization” combine with “dissolution” and “fragmentation”? In other 
words, if there is fragmentation does this not contradict the claims of globalization? 

5. Does Marcus explain how the world-system perspective has become fragmented and 
“local” at its very core? 

6. Marcus claims that ethnography is about attention to “the everyday”. From your 
studies in anthropology thus far, do you think you would come to this conclusion? 

7. How is “the global” conceptualized by Marcus? How does one do an ethnography of 
the world-system? 

8. What are the three main “anxieties” about multi-sited ethnography? Do you think 
this list, and explanation, are adequate? 

9. Does “fractured” and “discontinuous” sound like a world made up of many 
bounded places? 

10. Does the ethnographer always have to be on the move to do a “multi-sited 
ethnography”? 

 
Feldman, Gregory. (2011). “If Ethnography is More than Participant-Observation, then 
Relations are More than Connections: The Case for Nonlocal Ethnography in a World of 
Apparatuses”. Anthropological Theory, 11(4), 375-395 
 

1. What is meant by “empiricism” and how does it limit research and analysis? 
2. What is the difference between “connections” and “relations”? 
3. How has ethnography become more than just participant-observation? Has it 

abandoned its empiricist/positivist faith? 
4. What are the internal problems with anthropological thinking that, according to 

Feldman, prevent it from rising to the challenge of comprehending non-local 
processes? 

5. What is an “apparatus”? Can you think of an example? 
6. What is Feldman’s criticism of Marcus’ “multi-sited” approach? 
7. Do you think that if a topic cannot be accessed using conventional ethnographic 

methods such as participant-observation, that anthropologists should stay away 
from the topic? 

8. What are possible defining features of “non-local ethnography”? 


