Cover collage by Ina-Maria and Silvan Greverus. Images: Bernhard

Brodda (untitled, undated) and John Tenniel (illustration to Lewis Car-
rol’s Alice in Wonderland, 1865)

Composition and Layout: Horst Biirkle

Bibliographic information published by the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek
The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the Deutsche
Nationalbibliografie; detailed bibliographic data are available in the Internet at
http://dnb.d-nb.de.

ISBN 978-3-643-10002-3

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

©LIT VERLAG Dr. W, Hopf Berlin 2009

Fresnostr.2 D-48159 Miinster
Tel. +49 (0)251-6203222  Fax +49 (0)251-922 6099
e-Mail: lit@lit-verlag.de  http://www.lit-verlag.de

Distribution:

In Germany: LIT Verlag Fresnostr. 2, D-48159 Mitnster

Tel. +49 (0) 2 51-620 32 22, Fax +49 (0)251-922 60 99, e-Mail: vertrieb @lit-verlag.de

In Austria: Medienlogistik Pichler-OBZ GmbH & Co KG

1Z-NO, Stid, StraBe 1, Objekt 34, A-2355 Wiener Neudorf

Tel. +43(0) 2236-63 53 52 90, Fax +43 (0) 22 36-63 53 52 43, e-Mail: mlo@medien-logistik.at
In Switzerland: B + M Buch- und Medienvertriebs AG

Hochstr, 357, CH-8200 Schaffhausen

Tel. +41(0) 52-643 54 85, Fax +41 (0) 52-643 54 35, e-Mail: order@buch-medien.ch

Distributed in the UK by: Global Book Marketing, 9B Wallis Rd, London, E9 5LN
Phone: +44 (0) 20 8533 5800 — Fax: +44 (0) 1600 775 663
http://www.centralbooks.co.uk/html

Distributed in North America by:

Phone: +1 (732) 445-2280

Fax: + 1(732) 445-3138

for orders (U. S. only):

toll free (888) 999 - 6778

e-mail: orders @transactionpub.com

Transaction Publishers
R . Rutgers University
Transaction Publishers 35 Berrue Circle

New Brunswick (U.S.A.) and London (UK) Piscat:away, NJ 08854

i T e

g

L

Contents

Ina-Maria Greverus
Aesthetics and Anthropology. Wonderland or: An Unusual Prologue

Paul Rae Tree Duet

Ina-Maria Greverus ) .
Touching Life. Anthropological Encounters with Aesthetics

HA Schult
The Long Breath. The Journey of the Trash People

George Marcus )
Traffic in Art and Anthropology: How Fieldwork in Theatre Arts
Might Inform the Reinvention of Fieldwork in Anthropology

Martin Schmidl

Realism Lineup - Artistic Research , Caricature,
Ethnoegraphic Turn, Political Art, Spurensuche
Research Methods by Artists in the Context of Realism

Judith Laister Acting in Heterotopia. Other, Third and Real Spaces
in Public Art and Theory

Hans-Jiirgen Miiller Magic Garden Mariposa

Sabine Hess, Regina Romhild and Peter Spillmann )
The Art of Governance - Interdisciplinary Approaches to Studymg
and Representing the New Border Regime of the European Union
Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett

An Extrospective Autobiography: Painted Memories
of a Jewish Childhood in Poland Before the Holocaust

Helena Wulff . )
Ways of Watching: Dance Photography, Performance and Aesthetics

Ute Ritschel Forest Art - A Concept for the Future
Wendy Arons, Shira Herzberg, Ute Ritschel and Richard Till
From Mutton to Lamb:

Dick’s Gourmet Tour - A Collective Travel Journal

Fredie Beckmans Fredie Beckmans World's Worst Artist

27

97

129

145

161

175



Ina-Maria Greverus

Touching Life:
Anthropological Encounters
with Aesthetics'

The Endless Chain of Things

T once witnessed a performance that serves to highlight my engagement with
the term “aesthetic mediation” as a path toward an aesthetic anthropology,
which I analyze in my book on aesthetic sites and signs (Greverus 2005a).
“TransitArten” (Modes of Transit) was the theme of the fifth Biennial Ex-
perimental Art Festival that took place in the gardens, plazas and streets of
Darmstadt’s Komponistenviertel (Composers’ Quarter). Ute Ritschel, found-
er and curator of the festival, said in the preface to the catalogue: “strange and
familiar places contain markings, situating them as new ‘maps’ throughout
the quarter. ‘Mapping Art’ is a current theme in art and its allied disciplines.
With “Transitarten’ we make our contribution here in Darmstadt.”

Through all our senses, everyday life banks up against our perception. Such
confrontations may be “beautiful,” yet these mediations still harbor the poten-
tial for pain. And it is through these aesthetic mediations that the everyday is
pushed into consciousness.

Somewhere at an intersection, amid the rich villas of the refined Composers’
Quarter, a curious installation could be seen: at first sight there appeared to be
a trail of objects connected together with red cords; upon second glance, itis a
collage of objects from our everyday life. In the catalogue it was titled, “Die
endlose Reihe der Dinge. Ein Lebenslauf” (The Endless Chain of Things: A
Vita). About one kilometer away we see an empty lot where there are standing
two cranes covered with white and black sheets; between them, two persons.

1 This is a slightly altered version of a chapter from my book, “Aesthetische Orte und Zeichen. Wege zu einer
aesthetischen Anthropologie” (Aesthetic Sites and Signs: Paths toward an Aesthetic Anthropology) (Greverus
2005a). Translated into English by Amanda Z. Randall. Thanks for your help, Amanda. That was a wonderful
dialogue.

2 TransitArten 2003, 5. This biennial festival was founded in 1995 by the cultural anthropologist, performer
and Darmstadt native Ute Ritschel. Since then it has achieved a high level of international attendance. In

2003, it was attended by seventy-five active participants from nine countries. Thirty-nine art patrons opened
their private gardens to the artists and the public, while various artistic activities filled the plazas and streets.
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Ina-Maria Greverus

At half past five the artist couple, Gabriele and Thomas Neumaier, both in their
mid-50s, began their performance. And their generation is indeed important,
both in terms of a representation of the “Endless Chain of Things” from over
the last fifty-five years and on into the next decades, and in terms of the lop-
sided weight of these things. The man donned a mask and then strapped
the woman to the load (“Die Schieppe und das Pneuma” (The Trail and the
Pneuma) the performance was called). He walked alongside her, with hands
in his pockets and playing some disturbing music. She dragged the endless
line of household items behind her through the street, one hundred pounds
at least. Onlookers stood on the curb or walked along next to her. The cars,
thinking to drive down the street like usual, reversed back up the street — per-
haps repelied by her fixed expression? As an observer I longed — in solidarity
with that actual female person communicating the end of her strength — for
the end of the stretch...and yet would have loved to continue observing this
aesthetic, truly beautiful representation of the gendered weight of the world.
The performance diminished my ambivalence. The man released the woman
from her burden and, hugging briefly, they proceeded to the cranes. There
they disappeared under the white and black material and were hoisted high.

The sheets unfolded into two giants out of the tops of which popped two small

heads, silent and still. But the woman did move as she played with a red flag
with washing machine instructions on it. Finally she let it drop: a small red

symbol fallen against white fabric. “See mama,” said a small child among the
onlookers, “the white woman is getting married to the black devil.”
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An everyday life: is it only by way of aesthetic mediation, tl'iat is, .th:.'ougohf
sensory perception, the aestheticization of misery or an aestlfe;lc Tedlatlon
meaning, that we are ever compelled to reflect upon the everyday?

So it was with Haiti. In “Grenzerfahrungen einer reigenden Anthrolpologn; t
(Boundary-Experiences of a Traveling Anthropologxst)l, z}[ lelcxtlrl;j e !z kg;:/z nd
i i iti with reference to a photo 1 ha

t art festival, I discussed Haiti with re >nce ¢ 1 :
;h?exi by René Depestre concerning the annihilation ((j)f the small, dg—:rzrs taltlo
i iveté 3 7 in con
d understanding, of naiveté and reams, ntr
R i ” which tur to a zombie in the
“ 1 strength” which turns in
the “good, great angel of physica stre; to azombie In e
i I nization (Depestre 1997, 107). :
course of foreign and native coloniza : s (0
i - hauling an endless — and u y
. The image shows a scrap collector 5 - ¢
f]es);tless - chaii of things somewhere. Here too, muscular strength beyond
dreaming. There was nothing more beautiful.

The everyday of the exploited, of women and of men. The pictures look the
same.

These are everyday lives. And these every‘da_lys are life worlds. Bqut ghgscz?e,
and who would want to observe the quotidian life of the Other? Do

3 See Greverus 2002, 304 ff.; Greverus 2005a, 412 ff.
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everyday of the Other require aesthetic re

anthropologists as well? presentation? By artists, perl
117 , perhaps by

Approaches and Questions
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pictures and texts, as illusi
-, 3 > u | .
and representaton oo s, sion and reproduction, as Imagination

. eality, various | .

are unravel ec > us levels of a o

i eled. These.dlffelent levels will serve as ma deStl'letIC mediation
perience of aesthetic sites and signs P and guideposts for the

On a basic and central level these
ween th@ aesthetic object and the con
perception, mediation and experien
dernity and post-modernity — and o

questions focus on the relationship bet
stituting and experiencing subject sn tf .
ce of aesthetics in the discourses ’of m1e
N my own position within thig discourseo-

On a second level I inquire i
el T inquire into th i
o nquire into the re!atxon between anthropol i
o ang esentat llofg rof worlds” as imagination and experiencep be(t)\%vz et
ot (1t1]15 (;t knowledge. In this respect, “Die nahe F on EclleSthe-
e” (the familiar in the forei 7 o B
bovomn oe NiG ' tthe foreign and the foreign i ili
becoms d]e “Ost }121?1?1 ’t’aélt to me as the terms construction a%ld léleilz)?l f;?lmﬂl_al‘)
act of contrition forgth ebate that Ied_to postmodern anthropology’ : rf;lCt{On
Ot con Henceforthe iim\;c/h;‘lo]gologlcal construction of histm‘%gafl;eﬁii(zlze
Gippomess. Will be replaced by a transnat; isc i
fo porenti tflﬁ?z ;hgp rel:cogmzmg neither the past nor the futuci'ga; dlSCgllrSG o
o mu]ﬁfariousn ;;1 : ge present. To anthropologically experiefmeo :;121 ason
compativen sthetic representations of life-worlds requi lytical
praparison In | 1; presae.nt,' grounded in the past and orientec(li t(r)evsa?g i}yt? .
. mediation assumes “both the
assthetics nes many forms and scrutini
fonor ;fs We}]};i; ?gra of'work;s of high” art and their categoril;f‘s bOth the
, € nationalization of art and the distinguishing 10fn om,
or autono-
art, popular art, naive art and kitsch)

m(:iufhWestern art from “low” art (folk
and the ethno-art of the ¢
. ompletely forei ich i
o . n, whic
holeness in contrast to the fragmented ex%stence ollgtilse t\];\/%l;tg: t tg I}”?pl‘eseﬂt
rn Se
But does the g i |
o hocs he faenrt;]gﬁ:l%glcal approach to the problematization of an aesthet;
ity e € Céna hat the antlp‘opologist also possess an aestheti g Etl.c
allo thoee Of;],:ge in dthe various aesthetic constructions of reallc'tsensz
' pL W modes of representati i i sthot
o the ~ [ 1on without ro i
p tits very aesthetic? My third question is posed atbtlal;;%é]wlaesmem
vel.

Anthropology was written and read as the

den” (science of the culturally foreign) (Ko Wissenschaft vom kulturell Frem-

h11993), through which “das Frem-
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de im Eigenen und das Eigene im Fremden” (the foreign within one’s own and
one’s own within the foreign) later received an entirely new significance as a
research field. Yet through an anthropology of reason®, the researcher could
still locate himself or herself outside the domain of the sensory perception and
mediation of the Other which he or she represents and (sometimes) problema-
tizes. Could this distanced representation of other knowledge, dictated from
ihe armchair with the authoritative secret voice of unquestioned, unquestiona-
ble truth, actually be the secret of the scientific professional?

critique surrounding the “crisis of ethnographic re-
logists still find it difficult to position themselves
disinterested, truly scientific curiosity and objectivi-
ty. But aesthetics as mediation is never “inter-esse-los™ (disinterested). So
must any “inter-esse-los” anthropological mediation of aesthetics collapse

1 to disinterest and impartiality, or is it only

upon such professional pretensior
ific? A group of anthropologists published

then that it becomes truly scienti
an anthology called, “Zwischen Poesie und Wissenschaft” (Between Poetics
and Science), in which they traversed “the boundaries of ethnography” and
introduced “literary styles as well as an artistic and musical aspect.” The
anthropological question that they pose, whether “the study of the ‘Other’ is
possible only through scientific representation or through poetic expression”
(Miinzel, Schmidt, Thote 2000, 7), flows from a discursive “in-between,” as
in the subtitle, “Essays in und neben der Ethnologie” (Essays In and Along-
side Ethnology). Inquiry emerges from a dialogic in-between space and eth-
no-poetic representational pioneering is set in contrast to the self-assured pro-
blematizations and “objective” representations of the Other that are offered by.

a disinterested scientific field.

In any case, despite the
presentation,” anthropo
against the paradigm of

In the consideration of this tripartite anthropological problem, my argument
will draw out three disciplinary threads, each of which indicates toward the
Other and the acsthetic relationship between Self and Other, which serve as
an interpretive aid for an aesthetic anthropology® of the present: the artistic
avant-garde of the late 19th and early 20th centuries with its aesthetic and
political claims, the post-war aesthetic philosophy surrounding the break bet-
ween the aura and atmosphere, and the relation between the cultural sciences
and the discovery of aesthetic objects (the “exotic object”) in the history of my
own discipline and its debates within itself, with other disciplines, and with

Other between exoticization and dialogue.

4 Compare Rabinow 1997.
5 “Inter-esse-los” refers to the mediator’s “not being in between.”

6 Here when I speak of aesthetic anthropology as an emerging focal point of cultural and social anthropology,
I mean both a comparative anthropology of aesthetic processes and an anthropological quest for new possibili-
ties for the discipline’s own aesthetic mediations.
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The Avant-garde: A New Aesthetic

2111\1/ thte latg 19th and early 20th century, Euro
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Like Emil Nolde, Paul Klee also experi

. e a d the masks of O i
rican peoples as that pllmltlvenessg J]eflce 8k of Oceanic and Af-
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own i e T oM SNy, nd incrn assumed 1 i
of art, sooner encbuntereds i ihto say, there still remain the primordial origins
sery...parallel aspects ar f1 " e ethnograp hic museum or at home in the nur-
all of this is to be take ¢ found in the drawings of the mentally ill...in realit
art is to be reformed.” : mtuch more seriously than any art museum, if toda Z
1987, 31). Al the b jng stated Paul Klee in a 1912 review (cited in ’Osterwgld
covered the aestheticgs oflzgfrcif atl;eé%t?ggtury the Pal_'isian avant-garde dis-

mous

uptn offer his own in erpretation of this passage 1s poetic atliisme Is an anti-natural 15m, a musica
=4
7 D fler h 1 tat £tk h dét t must

restlessness...these landsc

oy Mg e e o Z:'a;fs :*e cfl onc? Montroig (Mir’s homeland) as €veryone sees it and i
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examples are Picasso’s “Guitar,” based on a Grebo-Mask from his own coll-
ection of artifacts, and the masked heads of “Les Demoiselles d’Avignon.”
On the occasion of the opening of the “Premier festival des Arts Negres”
in 1966, André Malraux is quoted as saying, “On the day Picasso began his
‘période négre’, that spirit that spanned the world for millennia, disappearing
only for a short time (from the 17th to the 19th century, by the European ac-
count), reemerged to reassert its lost right” (cited in Schneider 1997, 394).

In Germany, “Der Blaue Reiter,” published in 1912 by Wassily Kandinsky
and Franz Marc, became one of the most significant manifestos of modern
art written before the First World War (compare Gassen 2003). “The first
volume herewith announced,” wrote Franz Marc in a subscription prospec-
tus, “includes the latest movements in French, German and Russian painting.
It reveals subtle connections with Gothic and primitive or tribal art, with
Africa and the vast Orient, with the highly expressive, spontaneous folk and
children’s art, especially with the most recent musical movements in Europe
and the new ideas for the theater of our time” (cited in Kandinsky and Marc
1974, 252). The announcement was decorated with a painting by Henri Rous-
seau, and the printed almanac ultimately included pictures from all areas of
the above-mentioned arts. These were not to be read as an accompaniment
to the text, but rather as a language in itself, an “inner ring” and “responding
sound” that, despite the apparent outer diversity, reveals to the observer an
inner identity. In his essay, “Uber Biithnenkomposition” (On Stage Com-
position), Kandinsky returns to the topic of the unique language of the arts:
“Each art has its own language, that is, its own methods. ...In their innermost
core these methods of the various arts are wholly identical: their final goal
obliterates external differences and reveals their inner identity. The final
goal (knowledge) is reached through delicate vibrations of the human soul.
~ The undefinable and still distinct spiritual action (vibration) is the goal of
the various methods of art. A distinctive complex of vibrations is the goal of
a work. The refinement of the soul through the accumulation of distinctive
complexes — this is the goal of art” (Ibid 190 f). When the artist finds the
right medium for the expression of his soul’s vibration, he creates identical
vibrations in the soul of the audience. These vibrations open up space for
a fantasy that continues to shape the work. That which is mediated by the
necessary form is, as it is referred to elsewhere, “the creative spirit (which
could be called the abstract spirity” (“Uber die Formfrage” (On the Question

of Form), Ibid 147).°

8 In 1915 Carl Einstein published his volume “Negerplastik,” which was quickly followed by a French
translation that also received great attention in Paris (*Afrikanische Plastik” 1921); concerning the meaning of

African aesthetics for the avant-garde, see also Leiris 1953 and Heinrichs 1995.
9 Compare Kandinsky’s extremely important theoretical writ, “Uber das Geistige in der Kunst” (Concerning

the Spiritual in Art) (1911).
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tics of political protest. It is the meaning of protest that is aesthetically media-
ted and made into art. When I stand before the Modernist paintings of France
and Spain, Germany and Russia, when I trace the paths of artists between Eu-
rope and revolutionary Mexico, between the protest art of Nicaraguan Sanda-
nistas, including the “primitivistas,” and the world-wide solidarity movement,
or the paths of the muralists of Orgosolo in Sardinia, [ see a connection among
them in that very transnational protest against the enslavement of the life of
the mind by bourgeois nationalisms and their political masters (See Greverus
2005a). A shared stylistic language that perseveres through contemporary ae-
sthetic phenomena is necessary for the transmission of a spirit that appeals to
revolutionary ideals. An aesthetic of the collectivized perception of meaning
via sensory perception was driven furthest by the Russian avant-garde. The
movement both oscillated between, and pursued connections among, the glo-
rification of pre-industrial country life, technological progress, and an artistic
Futurism that would carry the world of machines into the realm of aesthetics.
“This was the moment when Russian Modernism abandoned all opposition
to the modernization of life effected by industrialization and mass produc-
tion, and began to assume the functions of oil and engine in the machinery
of progress.” (Gassner 1992, 299). According to the 1928 declaration of the
“October” group, an association of Soviet artist workers,'? its primary goals
would be the organization of mass festivals, the artistic design of objects for
industrial mass consumption and the central meeting places of new collective
mode of living, as well as social housing construction. In conclusion it stated,
“The ranks of the proletariat, progressive, active, and artistically concerned,
are growing before our very eyes. Mass art summons the vast masses to ar-
tistic involvement. This involvement is linked to the class struggle, to the
involvement of industry, and to the transformation of life” (Bowlt 1976, 279,
see also Gassner and Gillen 1979, 183). And as Alexsei Gan'"? wrote in his
book on Constructivism (1922): “Art is finished! It has no place in the human
labor apparatus, labor, technology, organization! ... Without art, by means of
intellectual-material production, the constructivist joins the proletarian order
for the struggle with the past, for the conquest of the future” (Cited in Bowit

1976, 223, 225).

In the early 1930s the dictatorship of Stalin put an end to the Russian avant-
garde’s grand utopian artistic vision of an aesthetic Communist future in
which art and work would be fused.* The Soviet Union’s “dream factory

12 The association was founded in 1928. It encompassed numerous artistic activities, including architecture,
design, film, photography, and photomontage, among others. but it concentrated above all on the industrial and
applied arts. See Bowlt 1976, 273 ff,; Utopie 1992, 721.

13 Gan died in 1942 after spending nine years in a prison camp. He wasa cofounder of the first Constructi-
vist workgroup and designed architectonic and typographic projects, film posters and book covers. He was a
member of numerous artists’ unions, the October group among them (Bowlt 1976, 214 ff.)

14 The formal proclamation of Socialist Realism was presented in 1934 at the First Soviet Writers Congress.
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from Surrealism: Surrealism leaves a lasting trace (Arturo Schwarz in “Die
Surrealisten” 1989, 102)."

Surrealism in the time between the World Wars, with its center in France and
its intellectual leader, André Breton, gained international significance as a re-
newed avant-garde protest that demanded the freedom of the aesthetically (as
well as politically and socially) autonomous individual. The ultimate respon-
sibility or “task of the poet and the artist” would be “to deepen the human pro-
blem in all of its facets. Which means he must assume unlimited direction of
the mind until he acquires the ability to change the world,” for the “interpreta-
tion of the world must always remain bonded with the changing of the world”
(Breton, Discourse pour la défense de la culture (1935) in Schwarz 1989, 69).
A few years later, in the looming of the Second World War, this message took
on an urgent character. In 1938 Breton traveled to Mexico, a country that held
a powerful attraction for French intellectuals of his time." Breton, together
with Trotzkij and Diego Rivera, authored the manifesto “Pour un art révo-
lutionaire independent” (Manifesto for an Independent Revolutionary Art).””
The interdisciplinary project FIARI (International Federation of Independent
Revolutionary Art) was brought to life in Mexico and was officially found-
ed after Breton’s return to France. However, the publication of its monthly
periodical, Cl¢, ended after only its second issue in February 1939 amid the
political catastrophe spreading across Europe. In the first issue the lead ar-
ticle, “Pas de patrie,” described the rejection of a French nation that sought to
turn out asylum seekers and reaffirmed the promotion of the transnationality
of art and life in a changed world.* “Art knows a fatherland no more than the
worker. To promote a return to ‘French art’ today, as the fascists and Stalin
both do, is to undermine the tight supranational bond that is essential for art.
It means working toward the division of people and a relapse into a mutual
lack of comprehension.” (C1é Nr. 1, Jan. 1939 in Schwarz 1989, 72).

There exists a “Surrealist Map of the World,” which I first consciously deco-

17 Schwarz’s first exhibition conceptualized for Milan was presented in 1989/1990 at the Schirn Art Museum
in Frankfurt. Of himself Schwarz says: 1 am Italian and | understand myself as a Surrealist and an Anarchist”
(1989, 100).

18 Breton writes: “At least there is still one country in the world where the wind of liberation has not abated.
...Mexico is bursting with the hopes that have been successively placed on other countries — the USSR, Ger-
many, China, Spain...” (“Memory of Mexico,” Breton 1995, 23 ff.). The Mexican president, Lazaro Cardenas
(1934-1940), also granted political asylum to Trotzkij, who was exiled from the USSR in 1929. Regarding
Breton’s travels to Mexico, see also: “Memory of Mexico™ and “Visit with Leon Trotsky™ in Breton 1995;
“Frida Kahlo de Rivera” in Breton 1972.

19 Breton 1995, 29-34; Metken 1976, 183-187. This manifesto is generally seen as having been penned by all
three authors (See Greverus 2005a, 145; Werner 2002). In contrast Schwarz writes that Rivera had no part in
the composition and his name is only included for strategic reasons (Schwarz 1989, 69).

20 Breton spoke of the cancellation of the “distinction, long held as necessary, between art and life” (See

Schwarz 1989, 22).
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1972 Kassel Documenta under the title, “The Drawings of the Mentally 111,
and above all, the “wild” and “primitive” cultures “that he [Breton] did not
see as ethnographic artifacts, but as works of art. Without a doubt, Surrealism
changed our view of the art of the American Indians in the polar regions, and
of the art of Southeast Asia and Oceania” (Schwarz 1989, 97).

In a section titled “Surrealistische Wunderkammer” (Surrealist Chamber of
Wonders), conceptualized for the Milan exhibition, “The Surrealists,” that
was re-opened in Frankfurt in 1989, Schwarz sets forth the concept of the
Surrealist “Wunderkammer.” Beside the contemporary Surrealist artists their
“forerunners” and works of indigenous cultures are displayed, as well as arti-
facts, mathematical objects, and hewn and crude natural objects.”

Surrealist atlas and Wunderkammer. How do [ experience these as a cultural an-
thropologist? In the primitivization, denationalization, politicization and trans-
nationalization of the map that are expressed in the juxtaposition and dissolution
of stipulated identities, the blurring of boundaries and the shifting of dimensi-
ons, I read the coexistence and encounters of oppositions on a new level, as in
Surrealist collage. Of course the map does not predetermine my perceptions.
Nor do Surrealist chambers of wonders define my aesthetic perception. Rather,
they yield to the collected objects of my imagination and interpretation.

Ginka Steinwachs has a book titled “Mythologie des Surrealismus oder die
Riickverwandlung von Kultur in Natur” (Mythology of Surrealism or the Re-
version of Culture into Nature), first published in 1971 (Steinwachs 1985). The
reversion of which she speaks is contrasted with Lévi-Strauss’s Structuralist
engagement of the problem of the transition from nature to culture. Itis by way
of this comparison of Structuralism and Surrealism that Steinwachs highlights
the idea of “finding” as a Surrealist practice, in contrast to the Structuralist
practice of “assembly and disassembly.” Likewise, she contrasts the Surrealist
protest against decollage with the Structuralist protest against collage.

Surrealism seeks not only to preserve collage, the syncretism of being, but
also to cooperate in the reconciliation of contradictions within apparent op-

23 In 1936 Breton organized an exhibition for the Ratton Gallery in Paris, “Exposition surréaliste d’objets”
(See Schwarz 1989, 374 f.; regarding mathematical objects see Werner 2002), that arguably may be counted

as the first of these Surrealist “Wunderkammern.” Tn it, nature unites with art in aesthetic perception and medi-
ation. That same year Roland Penrose organized “The International Surrealist Exhibition” in London, which
included a variety of objects (indigenous objects, found objects of the Surrealists, Surrealistic objects and
crude natural objects) (See Schwarz 1989, 375 ff.) organized from numerous other similar collections (Ibid 377
ff.) as a sort of protest against the mandated state art of fascism and communism, mainly in Western Europe
and the United States, which preceded and followed World War II. See also the Wunderkammer, “Witnesses
to a Surrealist Vision,” opened in 1999 as part of Houston's Menil Collection and Clifford 1988c on Surrealist

collecting.
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Do Anthropologists Have an Aesthetic Position?

The artistic avant-garde of the first half of the 20th century, whose revolt
against the bourgeois and national self-assurance of the European world I
have tried to sketch here, not only created a new textual and visual art. To
me, it stood above all for a social protest that through the concept of imagi-
nation sought to transform, to reinvent the world. That is poetic perception
and intervention in the sense of the original meaning of poiesis, that is, crea-
tion. The aesthetic “-isms” of the avant-garde are creation stories like those |
present in my book, “Asthetische Orte und Zeichen” (Greverus 2005a).

Is it possible for me to understand and represent these through an anthropolo-
gical approach? That is a question I pose to the artistic avant-garde, but also
to the aborigines on their path between the way of dreams, painted and blown
across by desert sand, and their contemporary path through the art worlds
of New York and Sydney; from the painter of the “Mongolian Everyday,” a
work of national identity in a couniry working to free itself from colonial
imposition, to the defenders of the “Heritage Trail” between the Maori and
European colonizers of New Zealand who refute the ideological construction
of “one nation:” from the revolutionary Sandinista muralists of Nicaragua and
the Sardinian muralists of Orgosolo who lend their local identity to the tourist
market, to the “naives” of Croatia, China, Guatemala, Nicaragua and Haiti,
to the German school children who communicated their visions of future ca-
tastrophes, to the designer of those new “aesthetic sites,” where once more
at the millennium the hope for a new mankind may be formulated, and from
the contemporary Spurensucher and Spurensicherer, those artist-searchers
like Nikolaus Lang on the hunt for “deep clues” (See Greverus 2002a, 38 ff.,
2002b) within other worlds and in their own, to the artist-searchers of yester-
day like Gauguin and Nolde on their aesthetic path toward the Other and to

themselves.

But my question goes in yet another direction. Can I also as an anthropologist
learn from the experiences of these aesthetic thinkers and artists? Can [ make
their theoretical, methodological and representational steps fruitful for my
own research and interpretation? Here the connection between ethnologists
as artists and artists as ethnologists reemerges (Greverus 1978, 115 ff)

Throughout my book, “Asthetische Orte und Zeichen” (Greverus 2005a), 1
draw out the issue of the aesthetic position of the anthropologist. Does the
aesthetic perception of aesthetic objects and aesthetic mediations play a part
in anthropological research? Is the dialogic imagination of the Other a part
of this? Does it serve, in addition to the experience of facts, a new truth
emerging from the encounter between Self and Other? From this point on I
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from the time of the Renaissance were private collections of natural and art
objects arranged in cabinets. Shown only to a select circle of visitors, they
served the collector’s cosmopolitan self-portrayal (Pomian 1988, Pomian
1990, Kopplin 1987). Often times such private museumification of the
foreign conjoined with public festivals in which the “found objects” were
used as procession props (Kopplin 1987, 297). Here the Other was reset and
appropriated as an ornamentation of the Self.

This trend of exotic appropriation swept across Europe in the most diverse
waves.?” Aspects of the foreign were brought into art and architecture, interi-
or design and fashion, music and theater. Chinoiserie and Japanism, Egyptian
and Turkish styles, Moorish and Indian elements were all integrated into the
design of noble and bourgeois lifestyles in the 18th and 19th centuries. This
“reflected a disposition toward luxury and the aesthetically refined” (Schnei-
der 1996). Such exotic fashions were the reserve of an upper-class that pos-
sessed both the economic and cultural capital to partake in them, which in
turn of course corresponds to their participation in exoticism in public spaces
of art, music and theater. Only with the onset of the age of mass tourism,
of mechanical reproduction (Benjamin 1969b) and the unbridled marketing
and self-marketing of the exotic did the consumer circle expand to its current

scale.

These “European fantasies,” generally condemned as “‘exoticism,” are cri-
ticized mainly from a perspective associated with ethnographic forgeries,
colonial and inner-colonial exploitation and ultimately cultural consume-
rism. In this critique all social strata are implicated, from the nobility down
through the upper- and middle-classes, with the heaviest accusation leveled
against the contemporary petit bourgeoisie. But when the discussion con-
cerns “exotic erosion” (Exotische Welten 1987), “Kitschmenschen” (Kitsch
People) (Giesz 1960), the “pretensions™ of petit bourgeois taste (Bourdieu
1984), and the seducibility of “honest” folk (Launer 1987), the middle- class
is always implied. The articles, texts and images in the volume “Exotische
Welten - Europsische Phantasien” (Exotic Worlds — European Fantasies)
(1987) present a general picture of the middle-class character: middle-aged,
dressed in distasteful vacation outfits, on the hunt for photo opportunities

26 As a point of contrast, Pomian refers to the institutional character of religious and worldly medieval
treasure chambers.

27 The 1987 exhibition catalog, “Exotische Welten - Européische Phantasien,” offers a good overview of the
consumption of the “exotic” in Europe with extensive text and images, including a comprehensive biblio-
graphy. Indeed, these texts, written mainly by German art scholars, folklorists and ethnologists, may also be
understood as an attempt at revisioning their respective disciplines through the critique of imperialism and
general social critique, as well as with respect to the expansion of the field of research via the mass media, the
compensatory dearth of theory, the orientation toward theory-saturated science, philosophy in particular, and
the trendy critique of their own Other, that is, the aesthetically “underdeveloped” petit bourgeoisie.
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others,” as stated by Walter Benjamin speaking of his view of world exhibitions
as “pilgrimage sites become fetish commodity” (Benjamin 1999, 50). So too
the artistic avant-garde fell in love with the Other. For them the Other would
serve as an aesthetic critique of some former Self and an aesthetic reformation
of a new Self. They, too, visited world expositions. Many satisfied themselves
with a peek at the place, others journeyed far into the foreign as aesthetic field
researchers like Leiris or as aesthetic “dissenters” like Gauguin: “My sole
desire is to found a studio of the tropics. With the regular funding available to
me I can buy a native hut just like the ones we saw at the World’s Fair,” wrote
the artist in 1890 in a letter in Paris (Osterwold 1987, 27).

Has the production of world expos been radically altered through mass tou-
rism and decolonization? As was then, and now to a greater degree, the pic-
ture of global society is transmitted through the self-presentation of nation-
states (Harvey 1998). From now on the self-representation of the “young,”
decolonized nations will also join in this trend, just like the former Eastern
Bloc countries have done since the 1992 Expo in Seville. Along with the goal
of international trade and the enticement of business investors, tourism adver-
tising has become an increasingly important sector of industry (Harvey 1998,
Klenk 1999, Nebel 2001). Both of these “goals” largely lead to a society’s
choices of self-presentation, both historical and contemporary. As Nebel very
poignantly highlighted in her discussion of the Hall of Africa, “historical per-
spective” is oriented toward a pre-colonial “Heritage-Production,” while the
present becomes a mixture of successful development projects and folkloric
and commercial tourist advertising (Nebel 2001, 50 ff). Poaching on one’s
own land? Or was it always already a construction of the Other? And who

“Africanizes” the African with his or her consent?

Of the “three loci of culture” in the context of public performance — the per-
former on the stage, the public in the hall and the organizers and hosts in the
background — Gisela Welz considers the last of these, the culture broker, an
all important thread in the mediation and representation of foreign cultures
which, until now, has been an understudied topic in the anthropological dis-
ciplines (Welz 1996, 26 ff.). In her work on the Hall of Africa, Nebel clearly
articulates the function of intermediation with respect to the dominance of
the Western, in this case German, host country (Nebel 2001, 97 ff). Ideas,
financing and event planning all came from German sources; their African
contacts were national governments, ministers and state organizations. What
space remained within this frame to fulfill the demand that “these countries
represent themselves in the most authentic and multi-faceted way possible”?
Here too the exhibition organizers forced their own authentication strategies
upon a space meant for self-representation, which in addition the performance
stage and the bazaar included “Event Cuisine” and the African “staff.” “See
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ELT)

it live, completely real,” “uncanny power,” “up-close experience™ al] these
were among the slogans of the culture brokers. And the lead architect of the
Hall of Africa confirmed: “We said, Africa is life, Africa is vitality, liveliness,
friendliness, color, and that is exactly what we wanted to show, di-rect—ly (un-
mit-tel-bar).” The Africans arranged themselves within the frame th

offered, even when it placed them among folkloristic and commerci
rests. Afterall, in their eyes th,

investor. Nebel was missing

reflection process produced between the Self and the Other (Greverus 1995,
270). Marcus and Fischer make a similar argument with regard to a 1980s
New York exhibition: “The exotic other inspired avant-garde artists during
the 1920s and 1930s, but now this source of innovation and critique has lost
its shock value; this show marks the definitive assimilation of the primitive

into the history of Western art, Our consciousness has become more global
and historical: to invoke another cu i

, and thus to see it as part of our own world,
rather than as a mirror alternative to ourselves, arising from a totally alien
origin” (Marcus and Fischer 1986, 134),

“The cultural representatives of the 2000 Expo who produced the images of
Africa and “indigenous’ groups were not anthropologists” (Nebel 2001, 125).
That was not always the case. Ap oft-cited case is that of Frederick Ward
Putnam, director and curator of the Peabody Museum at Harvard, Franz Boas,
his assistant at the time, and their role at the 1893 World’ ir i

the living conditions, traditions and art of “the native people of America.” A
group of Kwakiutl native Americans lived on the grounds of the World’s Fair
and, under the direction of Boas, fashioned “ethnographically interesting”
products or performed dances and ceremonies. Ethnographically valuable,
that is, as historical reconstructions. “Putnam and Boas were risking erasure
of the past and current dynamics of history, literally blocking out the changes

” (Hinsley 1991, 350).%" As an assistant at the ethnological museum
in Berlin, Boas had already recorded the language and songs of nine Native
North American Bella-Coola that Adrian Jacobsen had “brought home with
him” from a museum-sponsored ethnographic expedition to be featured in g

31 Like the 1889 World's Fair in Paris, there were also ethnic villages in Chicago, an oriental “Cairo Street”
with a bazaar and pictures of medieval European cities, Eventually historical reconstructions were also added
in the juxtaposition of native (Irish and Scottish) villages and the villages of colonized regions (London 1908;
compare Coombes 1995). See Warner 1999, 2000 for further examples. Korff sees lines of connection from
the World Exhibitions to the open-air museums and the Disney theme parks (Korff 1994).
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sugceeds, th‘e inseparable will have been separated, the indivisible divided,
existence will not longer seem fragile nor the world mysterious” (Ibid 174). '

To' this classificatory arrangement is added the will to preserve traditional
objects, a sort of “preservationist thinking” that emerged in response to eit-
her the extinction of the “primitive” and their “exotic objects™ (in colonial/
non-Western ethnology) or, in national cultural studies (such as folklore and
Western ethnology), the disappearance of peasant life, local cultural traditions
and_ the “powers of persistence,” as Wilhelm Heinrich Riehl (1851) put it. The
social de-qontextualizaﬁon of objects is among the charges leveled aéainst
thevcollectn')n—fever and museumification that emerged in the 19th century.
which, particularly with respect to the museums of the great Western metj
ropolf.as, was considered “the result of an enormous act of plundering” that
has violently disturbed, even cut off, the “artistic traditions” of various peo-
ples (Krgmgr 1977, 78).>* Adolf Bastian (1826-19053) has received especially
sharp criticism. As a “traveler without a shadow,” he gathered the objects of
the world for his ethnographic museum (Ibid 80). The Berlin Museum fir
V@Ikerkunde was a very real institution. But at the same time it was an imﬁ-
ginary museum that Bastian, as a world traveler, represented. For him, the
chaos of objects represented the “Volkergedanken™ (primitive thought)athat
held the key to the universally repeated, “abjectly impoverished” “Elemen-
targedgnken” (elementary thought) of all humanity. “Bastian was impressed
and ultlmate!y confused by the marvelous: exposure to perpetually homoge-
nous, reiterated elementary thought led to disenchantment” (Tbid 81). Stcill
Bastlap wanted to define the world as a revealed, primordial order, far fromﬁ
any ﬁlmg cabinet categorization. In this pursuit he was a romantié and yet
he rgmamed infected with a positivistic urge to collect objects as r; way of
providing a foundation from which to explain the whole by way of the details
But Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803) already had defined the collection 01;
folk traditions — which for him consisted most fundamentally of the remains
of a Iapguage — as the foundation of a history of mankind. This history re-
veals 1tse}f in the creative “Volksgeist” (national spirit) that is the feature of
every unique, true folklore. While Herder was still concerned with a science
dnectgd toward the quintessence of all peoples and ages, ultimately the study
of national language and cultural traditions, folklore in particular, developed
out.of Fh.e study and teaching of the Volksgeist. The collection of lécal “native
antiquities” was and is part of an arcane and revitalized historical ideology of
a common (national) cultural heritage that, even in our own time politically
reinstates the strategies of national distinction and demarcation. A’nd the aes-
thetic mediation of aesthetically relevant and relevantly constructed objects

?394011 the controversies surrounding the practice of cultural reclaiming see Clifford 1988b: Herdt and Huropp

48

Anthropological Encounters with Aesthetics

plays an important role in this. Ultimate these objects become the “frozen,”
“authentic” signs of national legitimacy.*

But back to the 19th century.® The struggle within our ethnographic discipli-
nes in a time of modern upheaval between Enlightenment, Romanticism and
Positivism was surely frightening. Mithlmann’s comment on the late Bastian
- “that his intellectual creative power could no longer achieve a mastery over
the plenitude of visions” (Mithimann 1968, 88) — was succinctly expressed by
Fritz Kramer as “Bastian’s delusion” (Kramer 1977, 74 ff)). Both observations
hint at the impossibility of reaching a total view of mankind by way of posi-
tivistic categorization and a divisive methodological process. The imaginary
museum created by Bastian through his travels ascended within his later wri-
ting “like a fantastic carnival procession othered by memory” (Ibid 80).7

Bastian’s work belongs to the category of “imaginary ethnography,” those
“upside down worlds” that Kramer connects with the inverse relationship bet-
ween mythology and 19th century travel writing. Gauguin and Nolde are
also associated with this genre. But Kramer focuses particularly on the phe-
nomenon of othering with relation to the “Myth of the Orient,” the object by
which Europeans discovered themselves (Ibid 77 ff): “Nineteenth century
ethnography was designed with reference to one’s ‘own’ culture and the Other
as upside down worlds. ...As the representation of “foreign’ culture, it speaks
to a taboo truth of middle-class life. Myth and positivism, prostitution and
the nuclear family; Protestantism: idealization of the mother and the demo-
nization of the ‘feminine’ and the ‘masses’ — the taboo is an invention of the
19th century and highlights very precisely what ethnography has separated
out as ‘primeval society’ and the ‘Orient” The ‘Other’ as that which evokes
the archaic has what the art of symbolism characterizes as having a fantastic,
unreal, ‘mysterious’ character, namely, its allure consisted in the idea of an
inextinguishable self-conception. For this reason I choose to refer to this as

35 Where Jonathan Schwartz speaks of “the petrified forest of symbols™ (1995) with relation to national
reconstruction after the fall of Socialist Yugoslavia, | speak of the “freezing” of history into a “history of an
(ever different) Us™ (Greverus 1995c, see also Greverus 2002, 334 ff.); for a general treatment see Giordano,
Greverus and Kostova 1995a, 1995b. In the chapter, “Heritage Trails™ (Greverus 2005a), I discuss the histori-
cizing construction of separate “white” and Maori identities as a contradiction of the One-Nation-Ideology of
the state of New Zealand.

36 The dedicated reader will have realized by now that I have no intention of writing a timeline of the
discipline’s history, but rather I seek to set out an anthropological discussion of the extended durations and
repetitions that permit us see recurrent patterns in social thought.

37 Within the same source is a quote from Bastian’s 1900 work, “Die Vélkerkunde und der Vélkerverkehr
unter seiner Rilckwirkung auf die Volksgeschichte™: “The very first look sends one into confusion, into a
desert of fantastic horrors, blurred disfigurations and soon, very soon into burlesque grimaces, here piled
gigantic heaps, there grinning with ghastly larvae, everywhere alien.” Then Kramer seems to abandon us with
the question of whether he sees “Bastian’s delusion” in a subject-specific, clinical way or as an expression of

an epoch of “imaginary ethnography.”
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order of remaining things remained. The elite Wunderkammern of churches,
nobles, the learned and finally (and still today) those elite outsiders, from ar-
tists to industry moguls and other wealthy individuals, were closed down,
sometimes to be reopened as museums. This is our present situation.

The Wunderkammern gave way to public museums meant for the transfer of
knowledge to a middle-class keen on attaining refinement through the amas-
sing of “cultural capital.” Positivistic knowledge flowed out from here. The
19th century marks the beginning of the age of the museum as the venue
of published collections that simultaneously divided up “things” in files and
displayed them for the curious onlooker. In contrast to the onlooker seeking
cultural capital, there stands the expert responsible for transmitting “things”
scientifically. Mineralogists, biologists, archaeologists, art historians, folk-
lorists and anthropologists have separated themselves into their respective
subject-areas, concerning themselves with that enlightening “authentic me-
diation” that can unsettle the aesthetic self-experience of things. For as they
claim, only experts experience their particular world from the point of view
of their respective scientific competency. And so the imposition of faith in
science prevails. For us, as anthropologists, there has ensued since the 19th
century not only disciplinary division but also a belief in things divorced from
imagination and aesthetics. The aesthetic “thing” was collected in order to be
classified, that is, to be ordered with regard to its affiliation.

From this there developed a “canon” of descriptive — ethno-graphic — sciences
that located not only the Other and Others in (mostly colonial) foreign places
(Volkerkunde / ethnology) but also the Other and Others in the native national
context (Volkskunde / folklore) on the basis of their respective objectivations.
Out of this developed entire sub-disciplines that, in turn, rested on the questi-
on of what it is that descriptive classification holds together.

In the 19th century there remained the obstinate imaginary ethnography of
Bastian, who sought to let “primitive thought” coagulate into “elementary
” but only found enduring, posthumous “success” in his contribution

Likewise for the collections of national
a_

thought,
to the museumification of the Other.
“Uberreste” (relics)* in the countries of Europe, an overview of the entire n
tion was then considered an actual interpretive task. Thus Wilhelm Heinrich
Riehl advocated for “Volkskunde” (folklore) as a political science, in which
things first obtain “their scientific as well as poetic consecration through their
relationship to the wonderful organism of an entire folk-personality” (Riehl
1935, 15). In the ethnographic disciplines, indeed, the classificatory presenta-

40 For more on this term, see Droysen 1977. In their remarks on the historical museum, Korff and Roth
(1987, 18) emphasize that the fragementedness of traditional realities required a re-dimensionization, lest the

museumified objects remain silent.
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tion of historical relics came more strongly to the fore at the turn of the 19th
century. In one of the numerous critical debates over ethnographic practice
in the 1970s it was said: “It seems as though in the course of the collection,
registration, archiving, numeration and codification, we have forgotten the
meaning of these inherently laudable activities. Tt is as though the collected
data became detached from its social and political conditions and took on a
life of its own” (Schéck 1970, &6 £).

In national ethnology/folklore, “aesthetic objects” were categorized, archived,
described and further displayed in the frame of the “old” canon. With that,
however, came the nearly insatiable desire to discover new research fields
within the trivial," long before B6hme’s plea for an aesthetic of the “lower
spheres.” The regional, national and transnational “lows” were apprecia-
ted — and categorized — within a “new” canon.” With few exceptions, Heinz
Schilling’s recipient analysis of trivial wall-decoration, for example (Schilling
1971; 2003, 134 ff.), its main concern is content analysis.

Also in the anthropology of non-European cultures (Vélkerkunde) or (post-
colonial) anthropology, ethnographic-monographic descriptions of “what re-
mains,” with a chapter on art as one among other categories of the canon,
are put forth just the same as comparative studies from a single area of the
canon.” Here too, the divisions of the canon were expanded. Museums in
particular, with their exhibitions and catalogues, brought these expansions
into public consciousness. The 1987 exhibit “Exotische Welten - Europdische
Phantasien” mentioned above, is associated with “exotic acquisition” not only
in fine arts, but encompasses architecture, interior design, fashion, applied
art, music, literature, photography, film, advertising, science fiction, as well
as the exotic acquisitions of tourists and rockers. Here the circle of interpre-
ters (most of them quite haughty in their critical “understanding”) becomes
interdisciplinary, and the interpreted are not “exotics” or the foreign Other,

41 The so-called mass-culture research developed into mass-communication research in such a way that it
“stepped on the toes of the social sciences and the humanities” (Lowenthal 1972, 74). On the expansion of
the native ethnographic canon (Volkskunde / folklore) to include the “popular” and the “trivial,” see Greverus
1978, 124 ff. and 191 ff.

42 “Whoever actually believes that change can be affected by boldly expanding the canon to include things
like film. television and daily press, is on the wrong track,” said Martin Scharfe in his “Kritik des Kanons™
with respect to the “reactionary cultural and social critique” of a Volkskunde that excludes the area of the
culture industry (Scharfe 1970, 82 £.).

43 This anthropological canon builds the main foundation for introductions to the discipline: language and
cominunication, technology and economics, social organization, kinship structure and relations, political and
legal organization, religion and magic, life cycles, and the arts (e.g. Taylor 1969; Haviland 1975; Fischer
1983). The canon’s divisions are divided once again into sub-disciplines. Thus Benzing (1983) points out that
although art is represented as the arts, the anthropology of art concerns itself primarily with the plastic arts. In
addition, specialized anthropologies of music, oral literature, architecture, dance, fashion. even sports as art
have been established.

o
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but rather the Other within our own Western society: the middle-class, those
criticized as “Kleinblirger.”

Anthropological-Aesthetic Uncertainties and Attempts

In the same direction as canon-expanding exhibition activity, ~in 1981 ‘the—
re emerged once more the “Szenen der Volkskunst” (Scengs of ~Folk Alt)'at
the Wiittemberg Kunstverein in Stuttgart under the direction of the art his-
torian, Tilman Osterwold. Osterwold proceeds from a newly awakened in-
terest in “folk-cultural” phenomena within contemporary post-war art — es-
pecially from the 60s and 70s: “In their work, artists showed hoW folk- anAd
sub-cultural phenomena are decisive carries qf the cplture of our time. Thele
is something being created and expressgd w1'gh whwh one can debgte, -1f not
identify# ...For we all feel that we live in a time in which general interest...
in folklore, folk art, amateur art, trivial culture, mass culture, the su'b-'c.ultura,l
underground and alternative culture is grovvingr strong, such thgt activities ap;l
emanations from this area of culture have retained a strong_sogla], if not politi-
cal explosiveness” (Osterwold 1981, 1.1). In the debates within contemporar.y
art, which includes installation art, happenings, performance art, spray art,
and photography, in addition to painting and sculpture, as well as a new fomn
of “encyclopedic” collection, the author sees a resurrection of the aesthetic in-
tentions of modernity at the onset of the 20th century. Contemporary'art and
traditional folk art, amateur art and sub-culture, all forn:s of a}ternatn::e cul-
ture (grafitti, alternative architecture, houseiboats and trw:kﬂecture, land
communes) are taken up and interconnected in the scenes of folk art.

At the end of the exhibition there are two areas that do ncgt seem to fit. The
first is “Synthetic Folk Art” described in the chapter on “Massenkultur und
BewuBtseinsindustrie als Volkskunstersatz” (Mass Culture and the Con-
sciousness Industry as a Substitute for Folk Art).. Here an excerpt from Ro-
land Barthes’ exposition on the synthetic or plastic in Mythplogles (1972) be-
comes central: “The fashion for plastic highlights an eyolupon in the myt}] Qf
‘imitation’ materials. It is well know that their use is 11ls§or19ally bourgemg in
origin...But until now imitation materials have always indicated pretension,
they belonged to the world of appearances, not to that of actua_ll use...Plastic
has climbed down, it is a household material. It is the first n'laglcal §ubstanoe
which consents to be prosaic. But it is precisely because this prosaic charac-

44 The author also refers in his chapter, “Volkskunst — was ist das,” to the skeptical reaction from tolk!orl'st;,
museum anthropologists and artists to this newly defined term Volkskunst (folk art) that was t'hougl?t up f(?l 11 e
exhibition. Above all, and in connection with revolutionary modernity, 'tbe term refersb to the mtennorzg of hlf(:
creators of this art who often remain anonymous with respect to the political and practical value of their wor
for the general public (Osterwald 1981, 0.4 ff.).
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ter is a triumphant reason for its existence: for the first time, artifice aims at
something common, not rare.. Plastic is wholly swallowed up in the fact of
being used...The hierarchy of substances is abolished: a single one replaces
them all: the world can be plasticized, and even life itself, since, we are told,
they are beginning to make plastic aortas” (Barthes 1972, 98).

Let me to flip back in the exhibition catalogue to contemporary art and its
“encyclopedic collecting.” Here we read: “The encyclopedic collecting of
materials as aesthetic manifestations of our environment and our inner world
becomes a principle of artistic form. The estrangement of persons from their
own natural creativity that is produced here is mirrored in the signs of our
world. ... The artist realizes this to be a central experience of his or her own
personal problematic and, to the point of absurdity, of ‘anti-art” He sees his
work always in contrast to the retirement garden, to amateur photography, to
his own collection of objects. He — the artist — embodies this, setting himself
as an example of one who is penetrated and infected by appropriated culture”
(Osterwold 1981, 1.85).%

If we assume that artists, art historians, anthropologists, and cultural studies
scholars could give form to this alienation as personal experience, then it can
only succeed through art — and in rare cases, for example, in a “different”
ethnography whose worth as a work of “anti-ethnography” would never be
recognized. Michel Leiris is for me one example of an encyclopedic collector
of aesthetic manifestations within the Other and the Own that he never appro-
priates as objects for classification (ethnography), but sees rather as a reflexive
and self-reflexive source of imagination to be pondered. Anti-ethnography?
Or would it be better to say another, an aesthetic ethnography that offers space
for sensory touch, imagination and the quest for meaning? Leiris was a Sur-
realist collector too. The Wunderkammern were closer to him than the new
museums. In 1929 Leiris wrote in “Das ‘Museum der Hexer™*® : “As an eternal
prisoner of references and laws, man will always hunt for the absolute. ...and
it remains for him nothing more than the attempt to capture it with a list, on a
detour, in a revolution of the structure of condition. ...Poetry and fiction are
essentially based on this unconscious list. Their broadest goal is found precis-
ely in that rupture in relations out of which emerges the wondrous, ...If for our
whole life we had to adhere to familiar things, ...what a monotone, miserable,
graceless world that would be, where all things would be carefully fixed and
labeled, arranged as in a grocer’s drawer, in the colorless goblets of an apothe-

45 Is the so-called “ethnographic turn™ in the arts of the new millenium (see Laister 2008) but a continiuity
of the “absurdities of an almost alienated anti-art” of the post-war scenes of folk art that refer to revolutionary
modernity? Or is it a completely new “revelation” in the politics — or just poetics — of art?

46 The title derives from the volume of documented works of the Occultist, Grillot de Givry, “Le Musée des
Sorciers. Mages et Alcemists™ (Paris 1929).
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cary or the police archive.” Wondrous things appear “in this powerful drive
toward the new, the unexplorable, the immense forest, full of adventure an_d
danger, the untread ground where no path is marked, in ?h'e endless, pure terri-
tory of the mind yet unbroken by the plow of logic” (Leiris 1978D, 245 f)).

The museums of folklore and ethnology, with their mainly regional gnd tra-
ditional collections of objects presented as “cultural he_ritage,” had dlfﬁcu‘lty
hunting down the absolute. It was a hard time justifying the r}ght to strive
mightily after the new, or even just to extend‘t}%e canon. In t.hls quest there
lacked not only the material, but also the willingness to adjourn from the
interpretation of “authentic,” simple — primitive — cultures at the peaks of art
and the lowlands of goods and affect a rupture in relations.

Because of the didactic demands of the 1970s,* the discussion teqded rather
in the direction of the critique of imperialism. In Brigitta B?I}ZIIlg’S study
of ethnological art theory (1978), besides the didactic and crmca} task, she
refers to the mediation of aesthetic qualities within the scope of visual com-
munication. She takes a 1975 exhibition of African handic_rgft at the Frank-
furt Ethnological Museum — with the three fa(;ets of traditional hgndmade
art, “airport art” or tourist art, and modern African 'art — as the basis for her
critique, “because art was not visualized as a speglal aspec‘t of the fieild Qf
visual communication of societies: neither their emic categories nor the soci-
al relations of aesthetic behavior and the aesthetic lang'uage were presgn;ed
(Benzing 1978, 101). Using a fundamenta} concept of dlalectlc.al 111.':1ter1a'hsn}w
Benzing turns from the object to the “social activity gurroundmg the object’s
production” (Ibid 7). The concept of aesthetic activity b§cgmes cent'ral asa
universal relationship with reality in the sense of a matm:mhst aest‘hetlc. It.IS
left to the anthropology of art to work out emi‘c aesthetic categories, that is,
those categories that exist in societies and social groups themselves and are
meaningful to them.

Sally Price’s 1989 book, “Primitive Art in Civilized Places,” also demands a
correspondence between the reflection of the ethnographer and that of the art
historian. The work grew out of the Othering-debate and ‘the analysalvs of the
suppression of “primitive” Others through Western “co'nno1sseursh1p ' ('alt lo-
vers, collectors, dealers, art historians and anthropologists). The ambitions of
the connoisseur are elucidated over 160 pages, or, in the author’s own words,
discussed “anecdotally,” in order to represent in the last 20 pages an example
from her fieldwork in Surinam on the contradictions within aesthetic systems
between Western interests and self-understanding among the Marons of Su-

47 See for instance Bott 1970; Hoffmann, Junker, Schirmbeck 1974; Bauer and Gockerell 1976; Spickernagel
and Walbe 1976.
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rinam. .In her representation of “primitive art,” however, Price does not seek
to mediate between (indigenous) art and (exogenous) anthropology as “field-
wqu,” but rather between the disciplines of art history and anthropology. As
Price prefers to begin from the aesthetic object (form, line, balance c'olor
‘s‘ym1’1’1€tr}./) and not the aesthetic process, she in fact conﬁne; the dis’c,ernin :
eye“ ('[bl.d' 140), both of the Western scientist and connoisseur, as well a%
the “primitive” artist and critic. At the same time, she highligh’ts the Wes-
tern process of disciplinary division with respect to aesthetic reflection. In
the ethnologwal view of explanatory context, the primitive “work” reqﬁires
an exp{anatxon of its social, economic, ritual and symbolic meaning and its
agsthghc connections in everyday life, while from the point of view of the art
historian, its aesthetic quality would be effaced by tables of text as it becom
elevated to the status of “art work” (Ibid 126 1). °

What Pr1c§ is suggesting (148 f) is a remarkable reversal in aesthetic thin-
king: The integration of art into everyday life should be an interdisciplinar
endea\{or th'at begins from the aesthetic systems of the “observed.” At ch
same tme, An?clusion in the social and historical environment should.occur for
both “prlmltlve”‘and Western art. In this way, according to Price, aesthetic
reﬂegtlon on (art)works may transcend the disciplinary boundarieé between
art history and anthropology. )

The highly contentious 1984 exhibition, “Primitivism in 20th Century Art” at
the4£\/,{useum qf Modern Artin New York took a different path of representati-
on.* Tl?e exblblt, conceptualized by William Rubin and Kirk Varnedoe, con-
tained four dlvisigns: Concepts, History, Affinities, and Contemporary }ixplo-
rations. Th‘e exhibition concept worked primarily through the Jjuxtaposition
of worI;s '01‘ modern art with works of “primitive” or “tribal art.” such that
the exhibitors seemed to emphasize that they had selected only th,e very best
works of tribal art from the collections of modern artists.* The objects were
thus to speak their own visual language as non-Western art just as Western
art, or better, that language that the artists who had gathered and re-imagined
them for themselves understood. “In a certain sense, the entire exhibition was
placed under the aegis of Picasso’s remark to Sabartés, ‘Primitive Sculpture
has never been surpassed.” In their zeal to illustrate this axiom, Rubin and
}/amgdpe appear to have identified with the modern artists whose interest in
primitive’ art they wanted to chart — above all with Picasso himself” (Bois
1985, 179 £). So when it came to the particular Primitivism to be exhibi-

48 Compare the catalogue of the same name edi ilti i
edited by Willia ¥ iti
was piblibed iy tre e o y iam Rubin (1984). The German language edition
g« , . . .
ijﬁle\:z;jpn t' nefed tilefxr[xgsterplece to get the idea,” Picasso supposedly said in a conversation with Rubin
vhile standing in front of his own collection. A y, was, * ’ i
anyway o 1085 150y nd the response, supposedly, was, “but let’s get the masterpiece
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ted, it was always a matter of modern Western “Primitivists” and their gaze
upon the distant and foreign. Admittedly, this perspective was different from
that of the anthropologists of the time — or today even — as their ethnographic
view of the Other indicates, in which things often, by way of their scientific
classification in terms of “original” function, lose their unique quality as they
are shuffled away in a drawer. Understanding, now archival, is robbed of an
aesthetic processualness. The question of whether or not the way art history
classifies modern Primitivism robs it of its aesthetic — and in this sense proces-
sual — impression was never actually posed within the heavy controversy over
the exhibition.® Much more, it was about the disinterest or misunderstanding
on the part of the exhibitors with respect to the original function and social
classification of indigenous objects, a controversy that even extended to accu-
sations of tacit support of imperialistic power gestures through modern art at
the Museum of Modern Art (see Clifford 1988a, McEvilley 1984, Liithi 1993).

Although the Othering-debate within anthropology, with its self-satisfied act
of contrition and confession of “ethno-anthropological sins” (See Greverus
1996), was already underway, and the anthropologists, persevering in their
writing despite it all, attempted to allow the Other to express themselves in
their own voice with minimal commentary, no one considered the possibility
of applying this critique to the physical “objects,” to the work of the Other in
the exhibition. In contrast, by this time there was also a call for the integra-
tion of Western art in “daily life” — Price mentions economics, art patronage,
politics, even personality conflict (Price 1992, 149) — whereby the critique of
the exhibition on Primitivism is addressed repeatedly. Among anthropolo-
gists these deliberations, supported by the globalization debate, led to a parti-
cular research concern best captured by the title of a book by George Marcus
and Fred Myers, “The Traffic in Culture: Refiguring Art and Anthropology™
(1995).%' Here art-worlds® are affected primarily through economic processes.
The “makers” are no longer artists, but rather connoisseurs, dealers, marke-
ting strategists and brokers, those who pull the cultural flow into its regulated
economic port. This is true for both aesthetic objects of the Own and of the
Other, even if it is overridingly based on Western markets.

Considering my many encounters and dialogues as a traveling anthropologist,
1 associate only hesitantly with the “joint world” concept found in globaliza-

50 This debate was carried on especially among anthropologists, art historians and even the exhibit’s authors
in Artforum 11, 1984 and 2 and 5, 1985, as well as in Art in America 4 and 5, 1985. It intensified the “anth-
ropological-aesthetic” controversy (Clifford 1988a) more than it led to an encounter between different views

or even to an aesthetic anthropology. The controversy was precipitated in German and Swiss newspapers and
in later publications as well. Compare for instance Liithi 1993; Heinrichs 1995 and the translation of Thomas
McEvilley's article in Kunstforum International 118, 1992, that helped ignite the controversy.

51 See also Appadurai 1986; Welz 1996; Myers 2001, 2002.

52 See Becker 1982 on this term.
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tion thoqght. At best, I can see this globalized world through the economic
perspective qf a common market, even though it is based upon unequal power
ye?at;ons, which can be seen plainly in the art market. Nevertheless, 1 b};lieve
it is important that anthropology, along with research on market depéndencies
apd economic valpe, also try to develop an aesthetic vision for the near and
fhstant Other, which reflect such great variety in their aestheﬁc rocesse

in order that we may delve into the aesthetic with deeper understaﬁding ansci

pell aps a]SO ﬁ“d Stll“u]atlo” fOl an aesthet]c tllou h( —~ private and a (l])()-
.
. w g 1 d nthr

What T am adyocating is that, in addition to a progressive economic anthro

logy that studies economic process, there be developed an aesthetic anth bo-
logy that examine§ aesthetic processes, whereby, I would include. it is u?j) O-
stood that aesthetic processes do not develop independently from ’“me;rketse’z-

chan Bapdril]ard once spoke of a capitalist “System of Objects” (1968) wi
cn'c'u]au‘on constitutes a world of value in constant movement. To eéonollgs’e
capital, in Boun_:iieu’s sense, we can add cultural and social cap.ita] indeed allcl;
sorts of symbohf: capital. One’s possession of these kinds of capi’tal decid
the p¥ac‘e of thq individual in the social world (Bourdieu 1987). Demonst o
ble dlStm‘Cth]’l 1s measured particulary by the ownership of Vaiuab]e thinra-
James Clifford writes in his essay on the collection of art and culture: “In té;x&
West, hpwever, collecting has long been a strategy for the deploym.ent of .
possessive §elf, culture, and authenticity” (Clifford 1988b 218). But next ta
valuable oblects there is still the wealth of knowledge, meméry aﬂd experienc §
Are aesthetic experience and perception also part of the possessive Seplf‘7 -

For. Baudrlllarc} the possession of personal things is “a dimension of our life
which, though imaginary, is absolutely essential. Just as essential as dreams”
(2006, .103). Whep we consider dreams and imagination as a fundamental
d]lTlGIlSlOll‘ of our life, not just personal objects, but also knowledge, memor

and experience, then the doors of the Wunderkammern open once r,nore ou}r,
OWn Imaginary museums much like the Surrealists perceived them The’sen—
sory impression of the Other is enlivened through an aesthetic exp'erience of
the Self. And once the poetic spark is generated, it is carried bover into a new
aestl}etxc process. The aesthetic, possessive Self can perceive the stimulatin

qyahty residing within aesthetic objects also thus: through the dreamed, i :
gined and reflected process of incorporation. e

Coul'd thg aesthetic process mediated through the Primitivist exhibition — ac-
cording to the makers’ goals — reveal the poetic spark of local “primitive art”

to international Western modernity? i i
1ati y? Was this possible be -si
appropriation of pure form? b yond the one-sided
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In his book, “Wilde Kiinstler. Uber Primitivismus, Art Brut und die Trugbilder
der Identitat” (Wild Artists: On Primitivism, Art Brut and the Illusion of Iden-
tity) (1995), Hans-Jiirgen Heinrichs picks up on the concept of elective affinity,
a term also used by Rubin (1984) in connection with the Primitivism move-
ment. He refers to the numerous exhibitions in which works of non-European
indigenous cultures were presented as art, whereby the themes of elective affi-
nity, correspondence and transformation were continually raised. To become
sensitized to the congeniality of Other and Self, we might “do well to sharpen
our purview, our sensibilities and our thoughts to ‘a great philosophy of mi-
xing and hybridization, of identity as the sum or combination of differences’
(Serres)” (Heinrichs 1995, 111). Gordon Bennett, an indigenous Australian
artist raised in the West whose work comprises a mixture of aboriginal icono-
graphy and Western visual symbols, sees a change and a broadening in human
identity stemming from the crossing of cultural boundaries. As a painter, he
describes his allegorical relationship to iconography, in an approach “where
images as sites of historical meaning are fragmented and recontextualised to
form new relationships and possibilities” (Bennett 1993, 90).

Indeed, do not the near and the distant Other still merit a re-enchantment through
the transformative power, the poetic spark of collage for the artist and perhaps
for us anthropologists as well? And is this not also a way toward an aesthetic
anthropology? In Lévi-Strauss’ “The Way of the Masks,” it is stated, “one never
walks alone along the path of creativity” (1982, 148). The masks of African and
Oceanic cultures are brought into the works of modern artists. And in turn, the
self-conscious young art of the Third World confidently goes about its loans
from the artistic West, binding Self and Other to fashion a new Self.

Juxtaposition is a stylistic method of artistic collage. 1 have borrowed this
term for the purpose of discussing opportunities for anthropological represen-
tation. With direct reference to an anthropological approach to and experi-
ence of aesthetic processes, I wish to advocate for this way of thinking also as
a provocation and evocation. The artists of the avant-garde proceeded along
this path. They gathered together the mutually Other in order to overcome
entrenched thinking through the crossing of boundaries. Mediators of art
have followed them in their staged expositions, and not just the much-dis-
cussed Primitivism exhibition. When Rudi Fuchs took over the directorship
of the Stedelijk Museum in Amsterdam in 1993, he developed the exhibition
concept of Couplets. Within them he contrasted works of contemporary art
with those of the early 20th century avant-garde, proceeding from the thought
that artworks, like people, “try to communicate with each other” (See Puhan-
Schulz 2003, 303). The dialogic quality of an artwork ought to awaken within
the viewer the ability to reflect upon and converse with the work through the
initial provocation of this uncommon confrontation.
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Tp strengthen the possibility for dialogue between Self and Other. between
d1fferent_ persons, between persons and objects, was the secret dr;am for a
“'new” kind of human science following the destructive force of the Othe-
ring-debate. Tt is one that approaches the collage principle of the avant-garde
through both orientations. Or perhaps these artists were really more post-
modern, while both academic art and academic science, political powers and
the':n‘.constxtuents insisted on the traditional commodious filing cabinets of
“distinct” labeling and classification.

In the already decaying post-modernity of the contemporary age, with its “in-
tellectual indifference” (Heinrichs 1995, 107),% that assembled ,the mutually
Other, one also finds the outsiders of the art world, those cager experimenters
who agitate for dialogue as opposed to separation.

In contrast to the verbose, explicating concepts of 1970s pedagogical museum
praxis, a dialogic museum praxis not only won back the objects of its unique
existence, but entered into a “communicative circle” (Perin 1992), in which
representation and reception are connected. Making reference to't,his circle
Gisela Wel_z suggests that a new museum theory relies “in great measure upori
the evocative potential of objects and their staged placement,” whereby this
staging, “in lieu of sending forth but one message — allows complex combina-
tions to arise” (Welz 1996, 76).

The aesthetic message is worked out in dialogue. That is a lofty, often unre-
achable goal, for it requires not only a dense and evocative prese’ntation54 by
tl?e museum’s “author,” but also the active “cooperation” of the viewer and
c}}13 or hi:r sensitivity to the aesthetic impression of the objects. Tt requires a

duel of wits and things,” writes Marie-Louise von Plessen for the Author’s
Museum: “The Author’s Museum proceeds from the principle of passionate
fervor; it places objects before the observer, does not take him or her by the
hagd like those didactically arranged collections ordered by classificatory cri-
teria, whose inner references are produced through formulaic captioning. At
the Author’s Museum visitors must create these references for themselves
They must unravel the meaning by themselves, taking active part in the inner'
dialogue of the things. (Plessen 1990, 181).

For curgtors eager to ‘experiment, however, there also arises a dilemma when
proc'eedm'g frpm the idea that “objects in the museum are mute without some
re-dimensioning” (Korff and Roth 1990, 18) or that historical facts may be si-

553 “Inmy assessment,” writes Heinrichs, “in the reception of art and in the art market, by 1991/92 we had
already pa;sed the high point of this development under the sign of post-modernity and will very ‘soon return t
the separation of experiences, stylistic direction and disciplines” (Heinrichs 1995, 107 £), ne
54 On the controversy over “staging,” especially in cultural history museums, see Korff and Roth 1990, 2] ff.
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lent “without a narrator to allow them to speak.™* This is a dilemma not only
for museum representation, but for all representations of the aesthetic process.
Writers have it even more difficult when trying to construct a dialogue among
an aesthetic object, its creator, its message and intended recipients, and they
themselves as narrators. For they are not only “classifying” informants, but
the readers too are implicated in the aesthetic process as they reflect and de-
bate. So the book author must also engage in staging.

Such staging, as an interpretive aid, attempts to envision the connection
among an aesthetic object, its message, its creator, its re-creators, its viewers
and interpreters, its brokers, buyers and sellers — and to mediate this vision,
which is also scientific, simultaneously as an aesthetic category of success-
ful and unsuccessful “touching moments.” These moments of affect — and
I draw here on Hans-Jirgen Heinrichs’ interpretation of the Surrealist and
ethnographer, Michel Leiris, where he speaks of “the eye of the ethnographer
— experiencing, constructing, comprehending with constriction along ‘tou-
ching moments™ (Heinrichs in Leiris 1978, 8) — are aesthetic moments. They
constitute a poetics, or the creative power that comes from being touched,
with limited comprehension. Yet these are perhaps even closer to the aesthe-
tic process than the commodious filing cabinet with its contents of mounted
aesthetic, unaesthetic, anti-aesthetic and an-aesthetic objects.

Does the language of interpretation destroy the language of feeling? Are ob-
jects mute without the (scientific) narrator to let them speak? Or are they made
dumb by that same scientific narrator, who has forgotten about those touching
moments, those aesthetic instants in which one gets lost in the Other? *...and
it is a thought worth considering, that it is the charge of the museum to ‘engage
a society that clings to identification in an intelligent interaction at the bound-
ary of the Other,”” remarks Peter Sloterdijk in his “Schule des Befremdens”
(School of Alterity),’ as quoted by the editors of the volume, “Das historische
Museum. Labor, Schaubiihne, Identititsfabrik™ (The Historical Museum: La-
boratory, Stage, Identity-Factory) (cited in Korff and Roth 1990, 11).%7

Approaching the edges, authenticity and aura are three concepts developed in
that anthology as a path (for museums) of cultural-historical and ethnographic
engagement with foreign objects. The authors refer to Benjamin’s definition
of aura (Ibid 17). Have we as empirically-oriented, ethnological researchers

55 Johann Gustav Droysen, Historik. “Vorlesungen tiber Enzyklopidie und Methodologie der Geschichte,”

cited in Korff and Roth 1990, 18.
56 Title of an essay in FAZ-Magazine from March 17, 1989, on the growing trend of museumification as a

sign of the experience of foreignness in our society.
57 Gottfried Korff introduces the concept of the “Schule des Befremdens™ in an “ethnomuseology as usual™
in which alterity is to be brought into the neamness of the familiar own and so provoke reflection (Korff 2001).
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blarz)ed anew aesthetic trail that is interdisciplinary and transnationally loca-
ted? (‘Zap a contemporary pl?llosophy of aesthetic experience and mediation
and this is my third theme, aid us our search for experience and mediation? ,

From Aura to Atmosphere

In Walter Benjamin’s records and materials on the flAneur collected for “The
Aroades.Project,” there is a statement regarding “trace and aura” that can as-
sistus Wlt.h both of these concepts in our anthropologically interpretive search
for a medium of aesthetic experience and mediation: “The trace is appearance
Qf a nearness, however far removed the thing that left it behind may be. Aura
;iazlcipeal‘al1c§ ofa distgnce, lflowever close the thing that calls it forth. ‘In the
, W& gain possession o ing; i a | i ”
(Benjammg]ggg;? g a thing; in the aura it takes possession of us

S]}all we discuss here the postmodern ambivalence of the empirical human
sciences betweeu the search for circumstantial evidence and aesthetic affect
Fhat once again divided our ethnographic disciplines into ideological camps
;n‘the time following the Second World War? Or can the search for clues ge
Joined with aura as a gift from the Postmodern to “affected” seekers? Could
thel: mon})ent of aesthetic sensation by way of the Other, the foreign in iis ambi-
Zﬁti%;o]z‘g:tesri Cc)lg?fgsgnse and longing,”® even be a renewed gift to postmodern

Aestheﬁc thought also resides in space and time, as does the inclusion of an
aesthetlc experience of aura in the scientific search for and proof of circums-
tantial ev1den.ce or deep clues. In Walter Benjamin’s unfinished Arcades Pro-
ject, “gma?enalist philosophy of the history of the 19th century” (Tiedemann
in Ben)'amm 1999, 929), we sense the connection between trace and aura
whph 1t§elf speaks even from fragments, whereas today we are provokeci
quite pointedly to our own aesthetic thought by the fragmentarity between
nearness and distance. Benjamin refers over and over to Surrealism and its
discovery of the specific world of objects of the 19th century (Ibid 934 ff)). He
seeks to assume the principle of montage into history — “That is, to assét;ible
largte—siage cgnstrggtions out of the smallest and most precisel}; cut compo-
nents. Indeed, to discover in the analysi indivi

Crystl oftro fota v i 461),&113/515 of the small individual moment the

Benjamin was in Moscow in 1926. On his way back to Berlin he wrote in
58 Karl-Heinz Kohl called his accounts in “Geschichte der Ethnologie” (History of Ethnology), “Abwehr und

Verlangen™ (Defense and Longing) (IKohl 1987).
59 On the knowledge of ambivalance as a “gift.” see Bauman 1993, 155 f., compare Greverus 2005a, 412 ff.
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his Moscow diary that, “for one from Moscow, Berlin is a ghost city” (Uto-
pie, 296). Benjamin’s Moscow was still a Moscow full of possibilities: “The
entire living situation of Western European intellectuals is completely impo-
verished, compared to the countless different constellations available to an
individual within one month here.” In 1936 his oft-cited essay, “The Work of
Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” was published. In 1940 he took
his own life while fleeing from the Gestapo.

The bomb-lit night of an “Aesthetic of War” had spread across Europe, which
emerged before and simultaneously with the aestheticization of power in poli-
tics and economics and the annihilation of the foreign Other. The Spanish Civil
War (1936-1939), with Germany and Italy on Franco’s side, set off a gruesome
signal with the obliteration of the city of Guernica by the planes of the German
Condor Legion. Totalitarian-centrist Spain under Franco remained far from
World War I1, but it had a tight connection with the Axis Powers. In this World
War, German National-Socialism, Italian Fascism and Stalinist Communism
formed a pact around national dominance and dictatorship established through
war, That these dictatorships came upon the role of aesthetic experience and
mediation, too, was surely a death blow to the transnational leftist avant-garde.

In 2004 1 saw a special exhibit in the Picasso-Museum in Barcelona titled
“Guerra i pau” (War and Peace). After a tiring and commentary-rich museum
stroll through the “epochs” (file drawers) of Picasso’s artistic development,
this exhibition was like a drum beat that began to pulse in 1937 with Guernica
(here in a replica). War and peace, how would that be mediated from 1937 to
the mural “La Guerra y La Paz” painted in a chapel in Vallauris in 1954? The
images spoke and shocked: screams and helpless hands, owls of abandonment
and doves of an (im)possible peace. The aura of the images “took possession”
of me, and that was an aesthetic experience of being deeply moved through
the authenticity of form and meaning.

Overpowered by the terrific horror of war, Walter Benjamin was compelled
fatally to separate the “aura” of deep aesthetic experience from the “atmos-
phere” of aesthetic occupation. The imbalance of that essay on the work of
art in the age of its technical reproducibility between the soft empiricism of
a nature aesthetic and the hard empiricism of a war aesthetic transmits the
stifling of the human person before the monumentality and power with which
the aestheticization of politics was spread across Europe.

Walter Benjamin introduces his definition of aura: “the unique phenomenon
of a distance, however close it may be” — with an experience of nature: “you
experience the aura of those mountains, of that branch” (Benjamin 1969b, 224
f). The essay ends with a quote from the manifesto of the Italian Futurist,
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Marinetti (1876-1944),% on the Ethopian colonial war: “For twenty-seven ye-
ars we Futurists have rebelled against the branding of war as antiaesthetic. ...
Accordingly we state: ...War is beautiful because it establishes man’s domi-
nion over the subjugated.... War is beautiful because it combines the gunfire,
the cannonades, the cease-fire, the scents, and the stench of putrefaction into a
symphony. War is beautiful because it creates new architecture, like that of the
big tanks, the geometrical formation flights, the smoke spirals from burning
villages, and many others.... Poets and artists of Futurism! ... remember these
principles of an aethestics of war so that your struggle for a new literature and
anew graphic art...may be illumined by them!” (In Benjamin 1969b, 243 £).

Walter Benjamin pursued the recovery of the very aesthetic of aura that was
being lost in the collapse of avant-garde aesthetics through the aestheticjzati-
on of politics and capitalist economics. He contrasted the aestheticization of
politics in Fascism with the politicization of art in Communism. Is it accepta-
ble, in 1936, just as Socialist Realism in its technical and ideological reprodu-
cibility came to dominate the Soviet art scene, that aura be abandoned in favor
of realizing a “new world?” Walter Benjamin never gave us an answer.

But the post-war debate over aesthetics was ignited by Benjamin’s aura con-
cept. The avant-garde in the first half of the 20th century, so it is said, had
tried to shake the aura out of art (Bshme 1995, 26), in that they sought to
bring art into life, into the everyday world of commonly-used objects (Utopie,
61), into the streets, into the factories. For Benjamin as well, it is through
technical reproductability, and he refers to the example of (Russian) film, that
the mobilization of the masses, even their authorship, is possible. The failure
of this new aesthetic process came through the aestheticization of power in
a totalitarian politics that staged the “state as a work of art” (Jurgens 1970) —
and through the power of a middle-class that beheld the aura of art (including
that of the Modernism recognized by experts) as its own (taste) in the halls of
museums. But did the avant-garde really attempt to shake off aura, or did they
not, in fact, want to carry it over into life as a work of art? What was to be
shaken off were both bourgeois art and those claims to ownership of the aura
of art made through the invocation of elite taste.

Aura in Benjamin’s sense is not just the singular originality of a work of art,
its originality in the here and now, but aura also is an “appearance of a dis-

60 See Apollonio (1972) on Futurism and its role in the artistic avant-garde; Smuda (1992) deals with the
meaning of human psyche (ransformed through the “acceleration of life™ and the efforts of the Futurists to
make this aesthetically transparent. He quotes from Marinetti's “Destruction of Syntax — Imagination without
Strings — Words in Freedom: The Futurist Sensibility™ (1913): “Now suppose that a friend of yours..., finds
himself in a zone of intense life (revolution, war, shipwreck, earthquake, and so on) and starts right away to tell
you his impressions. ...He wastes no time in building sentences. ...he will assault your nerves with visual,
auditory, olfactory sensations, just as they come to him” (Marinetti 1973.[1913], 98).
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tance, however close the thing that calls it forth.” For me, there emerges her‘e
an important connection with an anthropology that turns toward the aesthetic
as a process of its cultural singularity in the here and now, there and then.

The sensory impression of an aesthetic appearance is closepe‘ss, even vi/hel} it
remains far from experience. This is so not only for exothsm, but also gr
the aesthetics of the culturally familiar and everyday that lies betw?en at;a
and reproducible aestheticization. It ig 0, or oxlght to be so, .for‘ ex]p@ gs. as ]or
everyday persons. Part of the aesthetic process is the r'eﬂexxve, W 1.1? ]1sb also
the distanced, acquired internalization of qesthetlc options and their ela ora—.
ted externalization as aesthetic media, be it as a; ]work of art or a narrative ot
even just the reflected experience of the subject.®

It is not reproducibility as such that destroys aura, but th@ loss of sel.f—dlsté)i;:e
in the aesthetic process. This points to the pro_blem of kitsch, as Ehasl(l > 2
Broch (1933, 1950), Greenberg (1939) and Gles; (1960) h.ave for_mu ate tl,
Kitsch is not “bad art,” but a mode of sensory incorporation. Kitsch 1§ the
undistanced, even self-referential assimilation of the fore{gn, the Other, by
“Kitsch-Menschen” (kitschy people) (Giesz). Nature,‘the picture on the wa‘ll,
the film on the screen, the souvenir from a trip, the deS}gner dressand event 1?
lover are robbed of their uniqueness. All serve as a mirror, or even an a::lraijqd
the person’s own feelings. Giesz calls this “aesthetic gelf-effacement (I] i

57). Elias and Greenberg point especiglly to the gesthgtxc uncertainty ;hat E}las
spread throughout individualized petit bourgeois capltal}st society. .or - 1(;
as, this generally leads to a “kitsch stqu” with progressive al?d co.nselva2 (1)\/]

tendencies. Whereas for Greenberg, bes‘lc‘ies stagnant academism, in tl}e th
century it is a matter of the socially critical avant—gardp cultu‘re on tlme one
hand, and kitsch on the other hand, as a product of the mdgstrlal revo uglqn,
an “ersatz culture” for the masses (Greenberg Al986, 12.). ’ For bpth lias
and Greenberg kitsch is also second-hand experience, substitute Sat]SfElCé]]Qn.
For Elias exhibits and shows are no longer “111§t1'u1nents of dlgtance‘ (Elias
and Korte 2004, 37); for Greenberg they are considered unreflective enjoyment

(Greenberg 1986, 16).

When Broch suggests that we all are not infrequently kitsch-friendly,. he ex-
cuses us from the determining effect of social class.”” For Broch kitsch is

61 Concerning the authenticity of museum objects, Kolrif an‘d Roth r(elf;; (;o lB.]einjamin’s aura concept and point
“tensi ion” of sensory nearness and historical foreignness 7. ) ‘
t602a l;zgflg;};:ﬁ:g’gr:;berg ;}]/ace their hopes in a new artistic avant-garde .ﬂ’?t‘ for Elias, ;0n1p]ite:rgeradlcal
shift amid new artistic opportunities, or for Greenberg, oughF to be kept asa 1}vmg iult;ge .obziva:r "gtln e
63 Heinz Schilling deals with Broch and Giesz’s idee.l of kitsch people in }‘NS boof v el: u‘fﬁvér n
prefers to use the term, “functional aesthetic” to describe the pemAbourgems use o o" JeSc :'u' ) 3103 1g§())
must “fit"....both in the home as well as in the collective taste of friends and relatives” (Schilling 2003, X

Socialism.
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él}l,tsltr:;l]tilg thT :e;{/i'l Wlithiél the value system of art,” a reactionary imitation
mpleted in the finality of the satisfaction of i
ding the “beauty effect,” u sgigantic kitsch thi P e s, inh
., up to the “gigantic kitsch that Ner in hi
garden, with the fireworks of burning Christi 5 onn banes o s
d ristians and his own bangi
lute” (Broch 1975a, 154). Tt . i rectherie o
' , . The absence of the ethical in th i
is held responsible for this.% The iter o rogess
. only criterion of auto
be that certain “trueness” b i it openendedness
' ' §” by which value systems in thei
in their living, continuin, i i o5 s Brcome s
_ , 2 evolution, are recognized. Thus in B ’
on kitsch and Tendenzkunst, for all i urposes Tondonslean bt
i E, all intents and purposes T i
considered to be politically necessary ar P horent dana ot
nsic . ary art, though the inherent danger of “ki
7 " . M , . r g
chifying” lies precisely in the “finality” of the value system (Ibid lg47 ?ff) Kt

In his 1990 analysis of aestheti inki
etic thinking, Wolfgan i
: : , g Welsch introduce
;:l?euzfzg]z?ﬁac;:}]?t of (tjl}:_ anai‘sthetlc: “Anaesthetic refers to that state in \A(/:lhf?}?
condition of aesthetics, sensitivity, i ”
oo 10r e cone ' , Yy, 18 cancelled out” (Welsch
, 10). Juxtapose the idea of the anaesthetic wi i
0). th the kitscl -
cept as it is understood by the authors ab v torion
: ove, I am fully aware of the histori
optas it s understoo a . y aware of the historical
f . y 20th century Modernism, kitsch i
national academism as op i v intermational artin
io posed to a highly sensitive internati isti
political revolution. Reproducibilit j i it e s and
‘ | reve . Yy was just one idea within th
revolutionizing the masses. Totalitariani A
_ : S, arianism and World War anihili
thetics as a reflexive sensor rcepti i ot o
: y perception of social meanin d thi
cisely to the anaesthetic — “one a ici i e i
ely to naestheticizes in order t i
pain” (Ibid 11). Aestheticized politi iti i e e et
n” (Ib politics, political kitsch: t} 1
heticization. For the aesthetic thi , ionde o el et
. . etic thinker, there remained suicid i
interior exile from which one could ¢ it Bt et or a1
i ritically reemerge. But in tl i
political anaestheticization was overh ; onomio slture
‘ auled, steamrolled by e icc
industry anaestheticization. Here the criti : o dnstry Kitsch offe
. e critique of culture industry ki
red by the old and new intellect i oo the iy
>ctual Left applies. But then, so d i
gently voueristic self-distancin i tions of lowon eian
‘ g of ethnographic descript
kitsch people. As Welsct i P totaion s
. h suggests, following the aestheticizati i
the “postmodern consumer iance, i o emeelonen oo In
ambiance,” society becomes env i
“pos : 1 ;G eloped in anaes-
‘Ehletlcs an .aest‘hetlc and social desensitization. This he linkf to the “tiﬁ;l
e ecoglnmunlcatlve apparatus” that leads to the “recasting of the person as a
3}11011&1 in tl_le sense of an individual, both icon-filled and windowless.” For
he who is icon-filled no longer has need for windows” (Ibid 16) ' "

Ae;tl;etic sglf—centerednessAwith respect to the abundance of media images
and the variety of commodities, or the lack of distance in the aesthetic p%o-

64 Greenbe i “ i

o ;Z::,bc‘:,i ircehfcgz Zoe ;zcx;sgh as the otfﬂcml tendency of culture” of the totalitarian systems of Germany, Italy
i sia, es as an attempt to * ingratiate th " wi j “Ki ceps

dictator in closer contact with the ‘soul’ of the peoplgel’" (Greenzzlrsge]l\;%sﬁ ‘Zz)t e sublected: isch keeps

65 See Biirgel 1987 on Tendenzkunst. 20
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cess, leads to what Welsch calls the loss of windows. Opposite the reflected,
perceiving view of the world or the aesthetic sensation that the aesthetic pro-
cess sets free, there stand walls and fences with no in-between, with no view
into a “wonderland” to discover for oneself. On the contrary, the wonderland
becomes the alienated, finalized kitsch of self-concerned individuals in the

house of the anaesthetic.

What in Benjamin’s treatment just appeared as a risk, something not quite
grasped with respect to the Stalinist-intended Communist finalization of art,
though he saw clearly through fascist finalization, was the potential for the
aestheticizing exploitation of the subordinated subject in the age of the mass
media. Post-war aesthetics as a critique initially emerged from the mourning
over the lost aura of the aesthetic object and the lost critical power of judgment.
For Adorno, the aesthetic work of art is “mediation,” or “the transformation of
aesthetically-experienced social life into the internal structure of the work. ...
Works of art communicate with experience, while at the same time rejecting it,
withdrawing themselves so far, so to speak, that they can no longer be reached
from reality” (Schneider 1997, 198). Works of art create distance. This is not
true for the products of the culture industry, which Adorno describes as the
“mass deception” or the “negation of culture” (Adorno 2001). The aesthetic
of the everyday world of commonly-used objects that was introduced by the
avant-garde of the early 20th century is inserted into the concepts of culture
industry (Adorno), consciousness industry (Enzensberger), commodity aes-
thetic (Haug and Holz) or kitsch, and ultimately in the “distinction” of taste
(Bourdieu). The literary left middle-class created its “critical,” but above all
distinctive — once again approved or acquired — domain for itself. The aura of
the artwork is transmitted through aesthetic education, which in turn makes
possible the power of aesthetic judgment. Whoever is outside remains out-
side: outside the museums, theaters, schools and universities, just beyond the
“sacred halls” too of the conservative, educated middle-class of consumers.
This is the case not only for the petit bourgeois consumer, but also for the
makers of applied art or for the art of the outsider, so long as he or she is not

recognized by the learned or “experts 7

In this world of late-capitalist societies depressed over the loss of “true aes-
thetics,” there still developed a new “postmodern” aesthetic discourse that,
once again, turned away from the aura and beauty of “true art” and the self-
confident “aesthetic taste” of the educated middle-class. Thus, in his “new
aesthetics,” Gernot Béhme (1995) works with the term “atmosphere” as a fun-
damental concept of aesthetics. He too begins with an analysis of Benjamin’s
concept of aura, in which even space for the concept of the atmospheric can
be found. According to Bohme, even if the aura emitted from the true or real
artistic object, as it does from nature to reach into the sensitive person, is
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claimed to be lost through technical reproducibility, the atmosphere is produ-
cible and and reproducible, and extends itself into the entire area of everyday
aesthetics. “The critical potential of an aesthetic of spheres thus tends, at
first, against the perdition of lower spheres of the aesthetic, and evinces the
legitimacy of an aestheticization of the everyday,” argues Béhme (1993, 42),
but without committing to the political postulations of the early avant-garde.
Design, the art indusiry, kitsch, advertising, mass media: all these belong to
this aestheticization of the everyday. Considering the power residing within
the aestheticization of politics and commodity aesthetics, Bshme tries to face
the danger of tolerating the “self-staging of power” and the “exercise of po-
wer through the evocation of atmospheres” (Ibid 43). With special reference
to commodity aesthetics, Béhme considers it possible to offer a critique of
the aesthetic economy on the basis of atmospheres. But when the “aesthetic
value” of commodities and atmospheric production — “setting oneself in the
scene” — is a part of the enhancement of life (of individuals, groups, classes,
and nations), who then decides when the critique of oppression and “the free-
dom opposite to the power of atmospheres” should or can be put forth? (Ibid
46 £). The seducer, or the seduced, or the aesthetic of atmospheres? Surely
only the powerful®s can afford the “playful intercourse with atmospheres,”
when their production serves the purpose of enhancement. With that, the
critique of the aesthetic economy may in fact once again boil down to the
redistribution of the relations of capital ownership, which henceforth is not
only economic and political but also cultural and social. But does this require
an aesthetic critique?

Beginning in the 1970s, trade in the concept of the everyday also led to a
discussion of aesthetics with respect to the everyday.5” There, however, the
aesthetic object and not the aesthetic process remained largely the focus of
consideration. Discussion centered around the “De-arting of art” (Entkuns-
tung) and the “arting of the everyday” (Verkunstung) (Bubner 1978), or the
“de-aestheticization of art” or the “aestheticization of reality” (Gorsen 1978):
“The aesthetic richness of commodities now determines the innovation of art
forms...a phenomenon for which the aesthetic of Warhol’s “all is pretty’ is
representative, but also pop art and photorealism in the USA” (Ibid 24). To
fathom the “image world of the aesthetics of the everyday and the quotidian,
respectively,” Gorsen presents us with an abundance of exhibition comple-
xes that ranges from “fetishy fantasy paintings” as urinal art, to tattooing,
66 1 mean here not only political and economic capital, but also social and cultural capital which Bourdieu
(1979) brings into his discussion of distinction (Bbhme’s “splendor and life enhancement™?). That this dis-
tanced, primarily quantifying study was followed by his work, “La misére du monde” (1993) (The Weight of
the World), in which very normal people speak of lost, never reached, yet so often imagined life advancement,
presents a broader critical view of the atmospheres between power and the “ecstasy of objects” (Bshme 1995).

67 Compare for instance the interdisciplinary colloquium “Asthetik im Alltag™ (Aesthetics in the Everyday)
at the Hochschule fiir Gestaltung in Offenbach (1978 and 1979); Greverus, Schiitz and Stubenvol] 1984,
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through secularized folk, or better, everyday art, outsidgr art (chlldrep S ar t%
the art of the mentally ill, art brut, naive art) to aesthetic demonstratlogst ;1)
the “normal” in cosmetics, fashion, interior d@mgn an.d travel. Thrgﬁt:g o e
aestheticization of the everyday, so-calle;i "‘object- or image studu?i.1 f[) ;e
“lower spheres” achieve their gleefu I}y ptl}ltzed appreC{atlon thatI di n(; 011(1 g
open up the possibility of an interdisciplinary discourse, but also unlocke
new fields of work for them.

The atmospheric assimilation of the lower sPheres into a new aesfhet‘lcs] cor;-f
siderably broadened the field of aesthetlc things, anq thh.that, the rea 1ln !
objects of the cultural sciences. But it brought re]atlvbely little to an ana ys'n
of the differences in the processes of aes.thetlc perception and trapsm;ssgoa i _
the times and places of cultural aesthetics. Commodity gesthe.tlcs, \.Nhedlf:l
it is considered critically or descriptively, became globalized, researche u;c
its own (Western) land (if at all), and was seen as a glo.b‘al phenomen?jn‘o

a cultural-industrial superimposition. ‘ The forexgnframsmon spaces atrl m(—1
between places of athesthetic mediation l’)etzveen true (Western) art anﬁl 1
“(Western) kitch and atmospheric production” fell victim to the unequivoca

classifications (drawers) of old and new experts.

Once again I must question the role of cultural anthropologist.s in th;s aest-:
hetic discourse. They are, or think themselves to be, }he experts 011; t (1; }tnelr] t
ception and mediation of the geographically and blstorxcally cultur% y ls1 a
—and the Other among the Own. They are, or thl'nk themselves to be, see <e{§
and securers of deep clues in the transitional and in-between spaces gf a y&;ort
that, in its economic globalization, advances culturglly at the same tlmf 1T ]re -
reats. They do, or think themselves to, represent a science Olf 1ma§ef. t SOEZ
are, or would like to be seen as the authors of an Otherling—de ate tf a at s
point came to understand itself no longer as a self-satisfied act o con rlT « ,
but as a search for other, perhaps “aestl}etlc” forms of representation. They
are, or were sometimes, ethical and partisan.

Looking at it this way, the aesthetically-neutralized cqncept Ofla(t11110§§he§§
causes me discontent. Does the congept atmosphere ultxmately edu e tclu 1% e
extending from aesthetic discourse itself? In an ae?sthetlcs base -‘;).n 180 ?the
ductibility of atmospheres for the enhancement of life, must the mil;qtée of the
power of judgment found in art be learned from (3,ther fields as weh. eimeﬁ-
may and must the critic be an “aes-thetlc vygrke_:r nonethe}ess, w .10 a;o e
cally “packages” his critique of social realities in order, f91 exaglp eéﬁation o
lop for others a critical consciousness through the production and me

68 Korff and Roth identify folklore and ethnology as object-sciences adjacent to art history (Korff and Roth

1990, 22). In 2004, a conference on “Volkskunde als Bildwissenschaft” ('Folklore as Ixnage—ld}?rf:t))l\z;%so ];revem
ted f';om l;eing held at the Volkskunde-Institute of the University of Munich. See Gerndt and Hai .
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asad. horri ) .

: XS;]?)] t];?jl ;zgc, felax' ful atmosphere? Both my images of the everyday life of the

Sxploited: ia telfetrt&i: cl]iue?;uor}. The}ti do not transmit the imagined enhancement

' , vea misery of the world. The experi i ion i

Juxtaposed with the imaginative mediati i Pecment. Topaodon is
4 the ir 1ation of life advance {

a present aesthetics direct our view? Or, which messages 1;06 I&te ggt};/here does

In Search of Aesthetic Experiences and Representations

M [y : :
th gogglzk,i e:}(s(‘[}hetlsche Qrti und Zf:lchen. Wege zu einer #sthetischen An-
amhmpo%ogiSt,srz:/(;ret;;Q,OO;a)% lgegms with walls and ends with a traveling
nces of boundary transgressi
an ences gression. In these fragmen-
thai,’d}:sg ll?erhaps]espemaﬂy mportant chapters, 1 discuss transit experigenslels
hatd ve aesthetic npedlatlon. In between, there are chapters on aestheti
ﬁnders:es ;Ittlaied In time and space. These processes are not onl to bIC
unde 2 210 as “traffic in culture” between the cities of the art marl}{,et bL§
o 5/1 recio as an experience of the Other found somewhere in the experi:ence
Op o direcy ericounter wlth the aesthetic object, with its creator as the mediator
YOPOIOgiStz;g;ieagst \glth' t?e gnce1 for whom that message is meant. We anth
I 1e mtended recipients. Can we : it the
o ‘ . nonetheless transn
I-Obeg]deeg tr}lllgauufnhg through 6&; process of understanding (Verstehen)? I;g t\i}:
pob the O thi- (())ug ]lsﬂs]hado‘;y k vx;hen we attempt to represent him, his behavior
ks, € media of text and images availabl ’ :
des Lebondionsi ex ges available to us? Is the “Topos
pos of the Living) devalued a i i ¢
nthrepoleg o i opo ' s an aesthetic experience for
: ge of global technical mediati i
of aesthetic nearness be learned today? edation, ormust a decpening

V(j;)t;tf;}ljgs}igfhnl i; responsible for bring together the “Topos of the Living”
em of representation. Indeed, with this id
posal extends from a visual work and its pr i lning proeas o PrO-
pos 1ts presence (its livi
it refers at the same time to th or g T renciy
€ process between the creator i
of such a presence: “Much of o works of oud oriver
: what we have seen of th rk
art, for example, might have 1 e el o/
t, , eft us untouched. What does stri
! . strike us
X:Sll lffl;teizcszl)?ljgeloife an effedcty.a fower that we then recall” (Boehm 2}833 t09511)0
: lence and vitality refer to the process tha i itself in
ic X : ty re t manifests it
;}3;132;1815())2 ; Ato evince something in such a way that it achieves presse?g:é2
o arti.ﬁcalesthetlc \tllxtahty also suggests a second, derived performed life
means there should succeed an evocati : '
! : _ . 10n th
experiences of direct life that it barely surpasses” (Ibid 95)lat comesponds to

69 “Der geraubte Schatten” (Robbed

i Shado i
phic document (Theye 1989). ) th it of
70 Germ?t Bohme speaks of the object and his ecstasies
steps outside of itself (Bohme 1995, 167).

an exhibition on photography as an ethnogra-

as those forms of presence through which an object
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T would like to contrast the idea of the aesthetic vitality of a performing life
achieved through direct life experience, with the concept of Othering. In the
1980s, ethnography was shaken by the so-called “Crisis of Representation”
(Berg and Fuchs 1993), the center of which was the issue of “Othering” as
an ethnographic construction of the Other.” “Writing Culture” (Clifford and
Marcus 1986) meant it quite literally: the culture of the Other is constructed
in the writing of the ethnographic text. Othering became a sort of confession
of the sins of the discipline, criticized from the desktops of its “guiltless”
members. This critique reached from the Edward Said’s (1978) Orientalism-
critique in the 1970s, through Fabian’s (1983, 1990) problematization of “ma-
king” and the de-historicization of the “primitive” Other through the writing
process, “with literacy serving as a weapon of subjugation and discipline”
(Fabian 1990, 760), up to Stephen Tyler’s “to be is to be spoken of” (Tyler
1987, 171). In response to this often doctrinaire critique of textualization,
these prominent representatives of the scientific discipline(s) of cultural repre-
sentation had little to offer in the way of clear alternatives to representation
and the experiential as a solution to the crisis of representation. In their intro-
duction to “Anthropology as Cultural Critique,” Marcus and Fischer point to
Edward Said’s “Orientalism” as a broad and indiscriminate attack on all gen-
res of writing, as a damning of all Western authors, including anthropologists
who write about the Other, dominated then and still by Western colonialism
and neo-colonialism. They charge that Said’s polemic is driven by the same
“rhetorical totalitarianism” as those he identifies as enemies, and furthermore,
that he allows no alternative approach for the process of understanding: “Yet,
Said poses in his book no alternative form for the adequate representation of
other voices or points of view across cultural boundaries, nor does he instill
any hope that this might be possible” (Marcus and F ischer 1986,2). Andinan
essay written a decade after the “Writing Culture Critique,” Marcus laments
that not enough experimental, alternative modes of fieldwork or representati-
on have grown out of the 80s critique of the construction and representation
of the Other under the auspices of “ethnographic authority.” He himself pre-
sents two examples from his own experimental research which deal mainly
with collaboration with a Cuban performance artist and the stimulation of
interdisciplinary work for his own discipline. In this context, Marcus speaks
of “Anthropology as Performance.” The art with which a performance artist
conducts fieldwork and represents the Other dialogically, professionally, and
collaboratively points to a deep part of the ethos of our discipline, “having
to do with a combination of scholarly distance and a more active participati-

71 1In 1986, a panel on “Othering: Representation and Realities” was organized for the 85th Annual Meeting
of the American Anthropological Association. A selection of literature covering the issue: Clifford and Marcus
1986; Tyler 1987; Fabian 1983; Berg and Fuchs 1993; Briunlein and Lauser 1992 and Gottowik 1997. For a
view of the feminist position in conversation with this largely male-dominated debate, compare Rippl 1993,

Behar and Gordon 1995.
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on in a culture but still within the frame of professional fieldwork™ (Marcus
1997, 18). In two later texts, “The Traffic in Artand Anthropology” (Marcus
2004) and “Artists in the Field” (Calzadilla and Marcus 2006), these thoughts
were further developed with reference to Hal Foster’s “Artist as Ethnogra-
pher” (Foster 1985).™ 1t is a matter of collaboration between artists and an-
thropologists, polyphony, reflexive research, dialogue, and new strategies for
fieldwork as “radical experiments touching upon the aesthetics of fieldwork.”
Film, theater, performance and installations stand in the foreground of this
model, whereby Marcus sees artists, above all, as the inspiring innovators of
a turn in fieldwork that, due to the weight of a professional power apparatus,
authoritarian behavior, entrenched tradition and self-interest within the anth-
ropological community, may not be possible.”

Through the concept of “Performing Culture,” I myself have attempted to
approach the “Writing Culture” dilemma from the perspective of a rethinking
of the meaning of fieldwork for our discipline (Greverus 1997, 1999). Othe-
ring begins in the field, not Just at the desk. In order to transform “to be is
to be spoken of ** (Tyler 1991, 163) or “be written at” (Fabian 1990, 760) into
“to be is being spoken with,” there is first required an encounter in the ficld
that is always, also, and often even before dialogue, a perception through all
of one’s senses, that is, an aesthetic perception. Allowing for this — from both
sides —is a first step in moving beyond “ethnographic magic” (Stocking 1983)
as a monographic and monological praxis, and toward the dialogic principle.
I see Performing Culture as a principle of the dialogic construction of the
reality in which the fieldworker is involved. Performance is the production
of a situation of interaction and communication in which a cultural text is
fashioned. This text is new. For the conversants it is, when it succeeds, a self-

and Other-reflexive experience that opens access to those in-between spaces

in which inter- and perhaps trans-culturality appears. It is rare for a text bet-
ween aesthetic and rational perception to succeed in the field as an exchange

72 The author already raised this question in 1978, Compare the chapter, “Et}
Ethnologen” (Ethnologists as Artists, Artist as Ethnologists) in Greverus 1978.
was “fieldwork™ and representation in relation to literature and anthropology.
hetic turn, pictoral turn, ethnographic turn (see Laister 2008).

73 Marcus does in fact mention the two great theorists and practitioners of Performance Studies, Victor Turner
and Richard Schechner. But neither in anthropology nor in Performance Studies did their joint work and expe-
riments find much of a foltowing, even though the book, “The Anthropology of Experience” (Turner and Bruner
1986), appeared at the same time, and with coincident authorship, as the “Writing Culture” volume. At the
Performance Studies conferences in which 1 took part (Mainz, Germany 2001, Christchurch, New Zealand 2003),
one noticed the absence of anthropologists, and further, the distance between the artistic performers and the Per-
formance Studies scholars: one performed a field and the other spoke about it. At both conferences, publications
were planned, both of which failed, though surely not just due to the difficulties of textualizing performative
fieldwork. The work I presented at these conferences on an aesthetic strategy for fieldwork and representation
has been textualized to an extent in the boolk “Asthetische Orte und Zeichen™ (Greverus 2005a). Of course,
textualization diminished the performative effect. Compare the CD-ROM/DVD “Der #isthetische Or(” 2001.

hnologen als Kinstler, Kiinstler als
At that time, my primary concern
Today we speak of “turns™ aest-
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j i is the
between the researcher and the subject of research. Still re-x‘rer, htm;v?ve:é ;emi-
discipline’s acceptance of pioneering attempts at the experimental rep
on of such experience.

I describe these boundary experiences in my explorations anci.;‘eti:l;(:loxﬁsa \1/2
Sicily/* which, despite having taken place since 11959 “}st E:le]experiﬁlce e
7 i raphi raph.
- been published as an ethnogxaphlc monograpl nes
giﬁ; ?sg cl%se for the distanced “thick description” of an anthropologist

For me, it is here especiallydal mztter Ofaze::}?ﬁ:grgglrﬁ:?;;%?é ?S Iieg:;gtltcﬁré
ey o “ﬁl}ding”  Search for a d securing of clues, an attempt to
eXPefifiﬂtiaUy iy old th’? Sf{arCh ff}l«; ?11:: cherche pas, je trouve,” so Picasso
cglet al'?gzglllzli;nggceléglgfo‘::‘actllzil;lgg.s'For the Surrealists, finding anci1 t%e;lfgﬁ:g
og;ecct were of the utmost signi'ﬁcance.. Ge}}xgun_l 2§1dd}\llol?se r'gl;de pl()ssi(b]e
oo thelll§elV€fS ;Vlth “ﬁg%ll;;:% InTr?li;QI anltlhll'z)}%ological journeys,
by the aesthetic perception a the near . e Greverpe 5802, 33 1)
1 orient myself toward the “favor of the mﬁom it (Greverus 2072, oA
is always connected with a sensory experience in w en npire of
lff);ign}ichings and people seizes upon us. In thli wa3]/< 1 wngiv igrflilzs%gneli};ess
e o it f d?tlgyiiigeaﬁgiriggqggwi from a dreary, cloud-
o Sta§ u;essﬁsv}/:: ‘;;éterfognt tiatri‘ set u1;0n my ethnographic hunt forl clues,
hoping 1 (y.‘ to lose sight of that all-important relationship between dx_stance.
o et ura and trace’s The old city of Gibellina was eqcased in OVICI
o ng?)messzirz meters of concrete by the artist Albgrto Burri. Qne o_{ the
ggsf morsf;llnental exemplars of Land Art, it was pra1s<?d as }?{)ur;l;alnscgeglf}tall}piz
i ting work, one that “forever adhered to the remembe nce of this
g m'tﬁresveil of white cement hardened over the former traces of a ci }{1.
(s:‘zg’y\:&tbyaearthquake” (Cattedra 1993). The entilae city oi ‘g?:caf;z gllgé; | ;rzlz
i in which postmodern archi re
dest demgn?dtfg‘et;eo? g?rl;l;?: zrrtti:tlsml‘eatelis, concerts and eX.hiblt'IOI‘lS wouig
e SC? ption of the world to Gibellina. The traces of Gibellina, the o !
e the e enmacle mourning and the theatrical pose into a powgrful theme o
am’}t'he nz\;gtation for both Self and Other. Gibellina was mediated a.s atn %xg—f
SE:11 -tl'epég'ect and as aesthetic process. The mediators were the tn.Je cllea 21. of
:E;%‘:)Cverzjx 1l work of art” that is Gibellina, Mayor Corrao, the actors, the arti

. Gi 1986.
74 Compare Greverus 1964, 1966, 1971, 1995, 1999, 2005; Giordano and Greverus 986

ellina was and 1s a piace ir € ey of Sicily. e 0 1pelima wa yed in &
76 Gibellina wi d i lace in the Belice vall f Sicily. Th dcnyobeH s destroyed

earthquake in 1968. After ma ears o1 Hivir barracks, a new ellina was built far away ior its inha-
a 8. T y years living in @ N Gibi by for it: )
bitants. Compare the chapter, Zukunftswerkstatt dsthetischer Ort (Future Factory of an Aesthetic Site) and
renzerfahrungen” (Bou dary Experiences) in Greverus 2005a, See also Greverus 1999.
G U ( y Bxpe ) Vi 0 G
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and architects who composed the city, and the famous international visitors
who came at the very beginning, like Beuys in conversation with Corrao
Thgse all played a roll in the aesthetic process of Gibellina. Is the anthro o-'
logical trackq permitted access to this process when the experience of be}i)n

take‘n.possesswn of by the foreign turns into the search for traces within th§
familiar? Can the anthropologist, too, render such work of mediation in his or
her ethnography? Must he or she develop other modes of representation for
the work of mediation besides an ethnographic monograph of the Other? This
was my attempt at an audio-visual performance, which included not only .the in-
terpretation I‘presented and the original voices of the creators and inhabitants of
three aesthetic sites which I compared, but also the images of these places and
the people who lived there, who, like the author herself, experience the place.”?

}:Iow do we, as gnthropologists, learn aesthetic vitality or that much-discussed
thick description” that, as an evocation, “relates to the direct experience of
life and even surpasses it” (Boehm 2003, 95)? The desk-bound Writing Cul-
ture debate dlsrega_rded the possibilities for a positively-applied dialogic Ot-
hering as an evocation and mediation out of the direct field-experience of life
Evgcatlon was explained away as therapeutic effect that plays out between the;
writer and the reader (Tyler 1991, 194). Today we as anthropologists, or at
least some of us, are searching once again for a topos of the vital, the l’ivin
that emerges from dialogue in the field and allows for evocatim’l as a thil%
way of accessing a “Zwischenraum,”” a space in between cultures and their
respective distinctiveness as well as their global indifference. -

For an Aesthetic Evocation

Anth'ropological thought and anthropological rhetoric have changed through
the discourse of the 1980s, but the practice of fieldwork largely has not — ngor
has 1'§p1'esel1taFi91]. The potential lay and lies in the unfulfilled aesthetic di-
mension of critique. It is here that, for me, the anthropologist’s tightrope
walk betwgen the search for, and securing of circumstantial evidence agd
the sensation of being touched comes forward. This is the problem o’f the
coming apart of distance and nearness which our professional fieldwork and
iepresgnhon always has left uncertain by leaving so few opportunities for
' touchmg,” without making something into a rational “trace” not permitted
in the imaging of the Other, but is condemned as Othering.

Let us look once again at the two introductory images. Before being captu-
77 Performance at the 7th Performance Studies Conference, Mainz 2001. See also the CD-ROM/DVD “Der

dsthetische Ort™ (The Aesthetic Site) (2001).
78 For my use of the term “Zwischenraum,” compare Greverus 2005a, 1 ff.; Greverus 2005b, 140 ff,
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red in images, there was a lived experience associated more closely with the
weight of the world than with an atmosphere of life enhancement. This weight
is objectified in the very human work of the exploited and their endless chain
of things. These things are the (waste) products of progress that stand for
technologization and urbanization, but also for alienation and exploitation.
The direct life experience of the (non)observer mainly leads right past the real
life of the (un)observed. In his critique of urbanity, Richard Sennett speaks
of the tight connection between difference and indifference with regard to the
Other: “If something begins to disturb or touch me, I need only keep walking
to stop feeling” (Sennett 1992, 129). Performance at the 7th Performance
Studies Conference, Mainz 2001. See also the CD-ROM/DVD “Der dsthe-
tische Ort” (The Aesthetic Site) (2001). Artificial representation keeps one
from looking away or it forces one to look on; it seeks to evoke through the
presence of the object.

I am concerned with this aesthetic evocation, which indeed is a fundamental
concern of representation. The creator of artworks seeks to convey a message
to the receiver by way of aesthetic objects — seeks to mediate an experience.
This message can encompass all areas of a tradition of cultural thought si-
tuated in space and time as cultural aesthetics. In the aesthetic process, the
path between sensory perception and the reflexive elaboration of the meaning
of the message continues through its aesthetic objectification and mediation
with respect to the sensory perception of the message, which then flows into
the recipient’s reflection by way of that message in order that it may be stored
in the experience. This process proceeds in an endless loop, so long as the
message is in existence. My empirically experienced examples (Greverus
2005a) demonstrate clearly how the collapse or extinguishing of a message
brings aesthetic processes to silence or else leads them in myriad new di-
rections. But aesthetic demand and mediation, however lost or dislocated,
still remain central for aesthetic anthropology. They stand in contrast to the
rational mediation of “rational” experiences that appear to form our Western
scientific understanding and that plunged us into a crisis of representation in
which we now search frantically for new — and perhaps “more honest” — pos-
sibilities for texualizing our experiences as anthropologists in a social and
cultural field. As anthropologists in the field, we search continually for help
from anthropologists and philosophers who are “beyond all fields.” Is the ae-
sthetic discourse of the present an aid that makes it possible for us to mediate
the richness of our many life experiences, sensory and rational, both inter-
pretively and through aesthetic evocation? Does the aesthetic theory of the
Western knowledge society help us as much or more than the aesthetic praxis
of traditional and alternative societies and groups oriented toward practical
experience, in which rational and sensory experience and mediation form an

aesthetic unity?
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Bazon Brock called his autobiography of a generalist’s work, “Asthetik als
Vermittlung” (Aesthetic as Mediation) (Brock 1977).”° For Brock, aesthetics
was neither the construction of theoretical thought systems, nor the empiri-
cal study of aesthetic mediations of other cultures, but rather a case study
drawn from all the areas of his own aesthetic mediation, be it as a “theater
critic, a “happening”-mover, a lyricist, an exhibition designer, as an everyday
aesthetician.” Brock was an aesthetic evocator from the dynamic and provo-
cative climate of the 1970s. To him activist stagings and objects comprised
the entire arsenal and possible configurations of objects of his time. His goal
was the “schooling” of aesthetic perception and discriminating internationa-
lization through the power of judgment. Thus, three of his books are called
“Aesthetics of Images — Visitor Training,” “Aesthetics of Everyday Life —
Consumer Training,” and “Aesthetics of Action - Life Training.” Brock held
fast to the meaning of aesthetic perception and aesthetic judgment, though
he emphasized not only their social relativity but also, above all, the need for
the power of aesthetic judgment within the communication process. For this
he makes reference to the founder of modern aesthetics, Alexander Gottlieb
Baumgarten (See Schneider 1997, 21 ff): “In Baumgarten’s sense of aesthe-
tics, a judgement may be recognized when the judge can insert his own atti-
tudes and actions, the conditionality of his own perceptions and opinions, into
the argument of aesthetic judgement. Precisely this characterizes an aesthetic

as mediation” (Brock 1977, 6), and as an instruction for action, may also be
activist activity.

The qualified argument of judgment in an aesthetic as mediation now leads
the cultural anthropologist directly to the object of comparative research —
and to himself or herself — and even to the relativity of aesthetic judgment or
of cultural aesthetics. The researcher and representing mediator of aesthetic
processes must try not only to recognize their conditionality but also, refle-
xively, his or her own. The “contexts” of trace research and circumstantial
evidence — those of Self and Other — are important, but more important is the
aesthetic presence of those taking part in the mediation process, the topos of
the living. Dialogue in the field can lead to a qualified argument of judgement
that emerges from the reflexive self-distancing of all those involved, and can
lead necessarily to a new aesthetic Jjudgement.® The “field” or “being there”
binds the artist and interpreter with the scientist and interpreter in an aesthetic
“Zwischenraum” (in-between space) that is permeable at jts boundaries, fin-

79 The work of this then 41-year old, over one thousand pages in length, was edited by Karla Fohrbeck

Ny
“while he dedicated himself with satisfying health and ample time to the development of his current life,”
(from the Preface).
80 Price is not the only one to suggest that artists and critics in other, non-Western cultures are also endowed
with a “discriminating eye” (Price 1989, 93). Benzing, who likewise tends to proceed from emic aesthetic

criteria, through several examples also reveals the difficulties that can come with the acquisition of foreign
aesthetics.
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ding and mediating aura and trace. The artistic avallt‘g2§c3§ of ltlls e?glymzvoeﬂi
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ce that mganing at the place at which it happens. It is the truth of this that is
to be medlated. This is true for direct dialogue with the creators of meanin
as it is for the inner dialogue with objects and actions. Qut of this, the em irig—
cal anthropological researcher attempts to develop an understanc{ing thatpis a
matter of both the grasping of facts as well as opinions and interpretations of
meaning, including his or her own. °

Further reﬂeption involves the comparability of the interpretations of specific
phenomena in various times, places and cultures. Here, once again gata is
gathered through empirical research, be it in the field, in’the archive g)r in the
hbrary, or one’s own data is compared with that of other researchers The
experiences that were achieved empirically are finally interpreted Withil.l their
social context. Ultimately, we attempt to comprehend the particular against
the backggound of the general, in this case cultural aesthetics Giveﬁ that
these studle‘d cultures and their aesthetics are mostly those of bthers —and
here we again fape the crisis of representation — we are more likely to question
the anthropologls’[’s exploratory results than if the anthropologist jumps into
a W(.)rld—al.lalyzmg globalization discourse that does not proceed em ificall
A discussion of gesthetic and anaesthetic globalization requires the cgnﬁrmg—'
tion of comparative empirical studies. Within this I see a fundamental cultu-
ral- and social anthropological contribution to a “general vision” of aesthetic
processes or an “image of the world.”

Imagination and the Aesthetic Process

For us, the term in?agination is encountered ever more frequently along the
patl} to an aesthetic anthropology. We, and [ mean here those empirical
social and cultural researchers, conceded the creative power of imaginati-
on to art and perhaps also to philosophy; to our own imagination we have
'dedlc.ateq less thought. At the center of the anthropological dispute with
imagination there stand, above all, the product and the thing, and not the
Imaginative process. Dealings with imagination resemble d’ealings with
aesthetic. And these two concepts should by all means be seen in their cor-
relatedness. When Vincent Crapanzano talks about the movement “toward
an anthropology pf the imagination™ (Crapanzano 2004, 1) in his book
Imaginative Horizons,” this may be, just as with the search for an aestheti(;
anthrgpol.ogy, a path still open — or re-opened — to new experiences. In m
Sxamu}atlon of an aesthetic of everyday life in the 1970s, I referrea to th}e,
restrained education” of an aesthetic praxis that finds itg creative expres-
sion in the human imagination (Greverus 1978, 134 ff, Greverus 1879)
And I wrote: “~When we look at aesthetics and the everyd)ay not only as ca—'
tegories for scientific analysis, but recognize their specific signiﬁca}ilce for
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our present time, then this must suggest for an aesthetic praxis that we give
people a new chance to actively insert their creative and perceptive abilities
into the totality of their everyday world, filling the prose of the world once
more with poetics” (Greverus 1979, 17).

Now the concept of imagination has penetrated numerous discourses in

contemporary anthropology. The most frequently cited concept of imagi-

nation is certainly Benedict Anderson’s “Imagined Communities” (1983),

where the sub-title aims at “reflections on the origin and spread of nationa-

lism™. This title brings an emphasis on process more to the forefront than

does the German title, “Die Erfindung der Nation” (the invention of the
nation), which places more emphasis on the product. Invention is close to
the concept of construction, that negatively-valued term of the postmodern
crisis of representation which would call for deconstruction. The imagina-
tion of the nation as a cultural society stands in service of the state. Ima-
gination becomes a concept of authority and Anderson resigns before the
powerlessness of the “immortal angel of history” (Anderson 1983, 155 f),
propelled irresistibly into the future by a storm (of progress), his face tur-
ned toward the past as the wreckage of history grows skyward (Benjamin
1969a, 257). Here, as it is found in Benjamin’s thought on aesthetics and
aura, the horror of a generation is brought to bear. This generation expe-
rienced the imagination as an instrument of totalitarian domination, of the
hypocritical usurpation of one’s own national compliants and the brutal ob-
literation of resistant Self and helpless Other. Imagination as it is analyzed
here is meant in the sense of political science, as a moral order dependent
on dominance that is “shared by large groups of people, if not the whole
society (Taylor 2002, 106). Imagination becomes collectively and affir-
matively established. Taylor connects these affirmations with three funda-
mental institutions: the market economy, the public sphere and democratic
self-government (Ibid 92).

In a discourse of imagination strongly oriented toward the economically-
potentiated flexibility of the person, imagination becomes an affirmative
space-time of the subjective satisfaction of needs between personal, “self-
determined” success — a “transnational” home in those sunny areas of the
globe or in boundary-busting business and tourist travel — and personal,
“other-directed” failure in the cold regions of our world, where people are
bought, sold and prostituted. The “atmospheres” of aesthetic discourse in-
troduce themselves: mediated “life enhancement” via media-economic do-
mination. Just as the aesthetically-neutral concept of atmospheres causes
me discomfort, so does the socially and individually-neutralized concept
of imagination within globalization and world society discourse. One of
the most frequently cited representatives of this perspective within anthro-
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pol.ogy is Am}n Appadurai, who speaks of a cultural economy in a world i
pe}pgtu&d motion (Appadurai 1990). “It is in this furtile ground of deterrit .
::}hzatlon, -that the group imaginations of the modern world find their fra:tr]-
red and fragmented counterpart” (Appadurai 1991, 194). Appadurai’s examu—
les, with the exception of the “transnational irony” of his family gatheri o
c.ome”more frquenﬂy from the darker regions of the imagination ofg“ 05 n;)]g’
lives,” whose failures are represented in the black humor of magicalprea?; ;
ﬁfgﬁi}ﬁgﬁg};hc;verlydagftllife of prostitutes and night club dancers. Appadu?;}

role of the mass media in the 1 inati g i
suggegtion of available “possibilities.” The Ilﬁggsmn?:dvizl‘)‘;z:itﬂ: gilé%lh thel'r
cha}lglng store of possible lives, some of which enter the lived ima inati’oevel%
g;il??;y peoplelglo'rg sgccessfully than others™ (Ibid 197). Theseg“reali;lslg”

: our world side by side. “In much aesthetic ssi ?
ding to :Appgdurai, “the boundaries between these vzfr}?g;?igﬁstgliag;vs %COT-
blurred” (Ibid 197). Imagination, even when its objectives are not reali eiln
lggci?;;z? sct)}neﬂllmg all lives have in common. The question of the qu;leit};
nation however, is left with no more response than the i

g;zn\c;{sc)}illlgre. Fg)r me, tl}e kitsch-person Who resp(?nds passively tc(>l Ltlliztli?ll; g?
the v , 80 al sosbed .1s' hc; by the geducﬁlon of the media (and its brokers) in
a alue system of “deterriotialized” imagination, would sooner be an object of

macroethnography” than the media analysis of available “life possibilijties(’)’

?;\/g}grsofgfpag}l1‘ai prom(l)‘tfes a disentanglement from “sightings of the savage”
in his proposal for the revitalization of anthropology as
of the cultural sciences in new “global ethnoscapes,” Viﬁcen%}éra anino pre-
ultt ienc : , anzano pre-
ff:aetsisl:i Ijmaglila;j[ve_ _Honzogs” (2004) with a quote from a mcghodologll?égl
preats y Joseph-Marie de Gérando (1800), which considers the imagination
o be “the first faculty that one must study in the savage” (Crapanzano 2004
D. Fcn: C.rapanzano, this is not at all about a reorientation toward exoticism or
a restriction of anthropologists to their classical field of study, but a com o
rative ethnography in space and time in which the imaginativé ability of It)}?_
1nd1vxdual anq the imaginative process of individual and collective m}édes (;
existence receive primary attention. Crapanzano’s view of imagination i Ot
the}t of the consumeristic imagination, but of the creative imagination I;HO
fhc;n}; og orlgui ils the culturally distinct imaginative responée humans ngeO fg
ndamental questions of existence. Imaginati i
ves up to the;blurred boundaries between H(;gre jlggell]h(:;ez 01'1:1S t?llz:e‘l}b?tiifl;zil’:
la;nd nbeyon.d of transitional spaces and periods, at the “frm;tier.” They cannot
be crossed; the.y can only be experienced in their dialectical tension: “th
irreality of t]}e imaginary impresses the real on reality and the real of ' li ;
compels the irreality of the imaginary” (Ibid 15). ey

Imagination as aesthetic vitality surpasses the quotidian trace of the real. It gi-
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ves it an artificial aura, in this way joined reflexively to reality. To achieve this
requires not only the power of judgment of the one who imaginatively creates
an aura, but also the judgment of the one on the receiving end of an aestheti-
cally mediated message. This is my position on the meaning of imagination in
an aesthetic process. On the path toward an aesthetic anthropology it is closer
to the idea of creative imagination in an “in-between” than to the analysis
of the national and global capitalization of imaginations and their injudicious
acceptance, as it is shown in the anaesthetic reality of the unresistant consump-
tion of political and economic atmospheres for the “enhancement of life”

When I refer to a sub-chapter of this aesthetic mediation — or my theoreti-
cal approach to empirically experienced aesthetics — as “The Other Side of
Imagination,” I am referring to the examination of my own discipline, which
has lost the imaginative and aesthetic power of “poaching” in the in-between
spaces of experience to the sharp division of disciplines. Aesthetic poaching
is the crossing of boundaries, in that sense. Itis the breaching of boundaries
and the crossing of walls drawn by a ruling order.® Without this poaching
and its principle of collage, no powerful stories (Greverus 1988, 44) would be
possible. Poaching and imagination continually disturb the order of things.
Yet the passion to categorize in commodious filing cabinets prevails over the
imaginability of, and even the spaces of, encounter with the Other, those in-
between spaces of dialogue. This is the dilemma of our ethnography. We
should turn from the dilemma of Othering toward a new dilemma in which
disciplinary boundaries rebuff our imagination of the aesthetic process. The
“anthropological-aesthetic controversy” is not yet closed. The demand I con-
sistently raise, to reflect the power of imagination of the anthropologist as a le-
vel of experience and interpretation in the knowledge process of ethnographic
fieldwork and representation,® is expressed similarly in Paul Willis’s “The
Ethnographic Imagination.”* Also for Willis, the ethnographic imagination
is not a by-product of fieldwork between the nearness and distance that is to

82 Regarding the exotic appropriation of the Other, I have juxtaposed two sides of poaching: aesthetic
touching through the aura of the Other and its imaginative appropriation and reflexive transference, as in the
example of the (artistic) avant-garde, and on the other side, the consumer and also the imaginative, though
unreflexive appropriation and utilization of atmospheric offerings for one’s own existential orientation (kitsch).
The intersections are fluid. Through the concept of consumer tactics, Michel de Certeau gave new direction to
the question of poaching. For him, it is a matter of the invisible production that the consumer fabricates in the
associations with the products of elites, their texts and images on the television, for instance (Certeau 1984).
What is there thought of as the rehabilitation of the consumer berated as passive, nonetheless should not sedu-
ce us into misunderstanding the kitschy self-forgetting of the consumer vis-a-vis the aesthetic object as the “art
of practice” (arts de faire) or creative poaching.

83 Compare primarily Greverus 2005a.
84 I first “discovered” the book (Willis 2000) after the completion of this essay. Willis’s field data refers

mainly to his research on working-class youth sub-culture in the 1960s and 70s. In this book, the global
possibilities of postmodern commodity culture and commodity fetishism stand in the foreground. In this
respect, Willis emphasizes the creative autonomy of practices of cultural appropriation even more strongly

than Appadurai.
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pires in space and time. We anthropologists have traveled far and wide to
experience the aura of the Other. But we have also relegated them to the
cultural filing cabinets of modernity. Postmodernism offers us the chance
to live with the ambivalence between aura and trace, without having to
lose our scientific vision as ones who experience, analyse and mediate the
foreign and our own otherness. Understanding remains an approximation
open to dialogue and imagination in the in-between spaces or culturally
hybrid space opposite the spaces of socially unequivocal certainty.

My case studies of aesthetic processes (primarily Greverus 2005a) are the
basis of my reflections on an aesthetic anthropology. These examples are
possible thanks to the “favor of the moment” (Greverus 2002, 33 f)) of a tra-
veling anthropologist. “Je ne cherche pas, je trouve” (Picasso) and “a pain-
ter [and an anthropologist as well, I suggest] is lost when he finds himself”
(Max Ernst) are leitmotifs of my hunt for clues. That I have mainly en-
countered aesthetic protest is surely an anthropological and biographical
issue of my generation. If my path to an aesthetic anthropology is still
generalizable, this is thanks to the thought of those moments of touching or
of aesthetic vitality, which precisely as the topos of the living, as vitality,
is all-encompassing, but allows for the possibility of searching, reflexive
cultural contact (temporal, spatial, social). Here the dialogic anthropologist
in the field remains as a leitfigure of the search for clues between the distant
and the near. Sometimes the anthropologists and artists meet in the in-bet-
ween spaces of their respective field research in which aesthetic mediations
of the Other are perceived not only through the securing of traces, but also
in a new aesthetic mediation process. I have learned much from real and
imaginary encounters with trace-seeking and trace-securing artists. In the
aesthetic process of mediation each of us develops his or her “arts de faire”
(Certeau) and art of representation. Art is the craft, mastered. For me, as
an anthropologist, this is textualized language and is perhaps, as I view
in some of my attemps at aesthetic mediation, the language of a reflexive
photography® that unites aura and trace: images that can add aesthetic

evocation to documentary value.

86 From the invention of photography until today there has been discussion of whether this is a new, dif-
thetic mediation or whether its only value is found in documentation. In our discipline,
photography is considered and published mainly with respect to its documentary value: from the ethnologist’s
scientifically “objective” recording of the foreign Other to the commentated family pictures of the familiar, yet
foreign Own by the ethnographer. Visual studies by ethnologists discuss photographic “authenticity” through
the discipline-specific search for traces of the Other, which on one hand leads to statements related to critiques
of imperialism, about “robbed shadows,” and to analyses of kitsch on the other hand, like sentimental amateur
ation. Visual anthropologists who never allow themselves to come into the

as compiled an excellent overview of scientific
™ (2000).

ferent manner of aes

photography at home or on vac
picture are here again uninvolvedly present. Wolfgang Kemp h
and artistic approaches to a theory of photography in his four-volume “Theorie der Fotografie
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Framing Family
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Through the Looking Glass

Fellows in the Urban Field
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On Framing Various
dialogues on “touching
life” and its multifarious
interpretations, or a fes-
tival of life.

In the anthropology of
performance, framing
means “to discriminate
a sector of socio-cultur-
al action from the gen-
eral ongoing process of
a community’s life. Itis
often reflexive, in that,
to ‘frame’...must cut
out a piece

Feminine Encounters

Fantasies under the Wave Rock

... for inspection and retrospec-
tion” (Victor Turner).

Autobiographical framing is the
selection of life experienced and
brought into relief by the Self for
Others in a special context. In
my own context it is a dialogue
between anthropology and the
everyday. Through the .Iooking
glass there is introspection and
reflection and, moreover, the
imaginative othering of Self. Framing 77
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