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KOMPETENCE IN ODGOVORNOSTI ETNOGRAFSKIH 
MUZEJEV KOT GLOBALNIH AKTERJEV 

Anette Rein

IZVLE^EK
^lanek se za~ne z osrednjim vpra{anjem razstavljanja etnografskih predmetov. Muzeji bodisi 
reducirajo predmete na umetnine v skladu z zahodnim konceptom bodisi prikazujejo njihov 
kontekst v skladu z analizo kustosov. Opis treh korakov muzealizacije poka`e, kako se vsak 
muzejski predmet drobi. Skozi zgodovino etnografskih muzejev in primere razstav ~lanek 
opisuje, kako se je perspektiva “drugega” spremenila od relacijskega pristopa v pristop “Drugih”. 
Besedilo kon~a s pozivom etnografskim muzejem, da sprejmejo svojo politi~no odgovornost.
Klju~ne besede: etnografski muzeji, zgodovina muzejev, razli~ni koncepti razstavljanja 
etnografskih predmetov, “drugi” in “Drugi”, relacijski pristop

ZBIRANJE IN RAZSTAVLJANJE
Maorska ogrinjala (kakahu), narejena 

iz sijo~ega novozelandskega lana, so `enske 
tradicionalno tkale z uporabo posebne tehnike, 
ki so ji rekli prstno tkanje (whatu).1 Pri tkanju 
so morale upo{tevati vrsto tabujev, med drugim 
niso smele jesti, piti ali delati med menstruacijo. 
Priprava lanenih vlaken in ob~utljivi postopek 
tkanja sta zahtevala popolno koncentracijo za 
uspe{no delo.2 Verjeli so, da tkana nit povezuje 
prednike z njihovimi potomci.3 Izdelava enega samega ogrinjala je trajala pribli`no leto 
dni. Nekatere tkalke so se na hrbtno stran ogrinjal “podpisale”, vsaka s svojim drobnim 
vzorcem v rde~i barvi. Ta ogrinjala iz razli~ne preje in z razli~nimi okraski so bila 
izjemni predmeti, ki so lastnikom pomenili ve~ kot zgolj statusni simbol in presti`no 

1 Zahvaljujem se Lisi Renard, ki je 6. 5. 2012 v Muzeju Linden vodila zelo zanimivo delavnico 
o postopkih tkanja in o konceptu mana in ki je pregledala to besedilo. Kot strokovnjakinja za maorsko 
izro~ilo me je navdihnila, da razstavljena ogrinjala uporabim kot klasi~en primer položaja, v katerem se 
kustosi znajdejo med tnalom in nakovalom, ker razstavljajo samo drobce etnografskih kontekstov.

2 Odlo~ila sem se za uporabo preteklika, ker v glavnem izhajam iz starega ogrinjala. Vendar me je 
Lisa Renard opozorila, da morajo ženske tudi danes pri tkanju upo{tevati razne tabuje.

3 Heermann & Veys 2012: 78.
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obla~ilo. Niso bila namenjena le enemu lastniku, ampak so morala kro`iti. Za~asni 
nosilec ogrinjala – poglavar, pomemben mo` ali pomembna `enska – je lahko prejel 
v njem zgo{~eno mano (duhovno mo~). Ko se je neko ogrinjalo po dolgem potovanju 
iz rok v roke vrnilo k prvemu lastniku (kar se je zgodilo samo v zelo redkih primerih), 
je to pomenilo najve~jo koli~ino mane ali duhovne mo~i, ki jo je lastnik lahko prejel.

Vendar mana kot duhovna mo~ ni bila pripisana zgolj ogrinjalu kot 
dragocenemu materialnemu predmetu. Njen koncept je treba razumeti kot 
zapleten sistem med seboj usklajenih elementov, ki je pogojeval njeno prisotnost. 
Samo ogrinjalo je bilo predmet velike mo~i, a da se je za njenega lastnika aktivirala 
mana, ga je moral nositi in moralo je biti povezano npr. s pokrajino, s predniki, s 
plemenom, z jezikom (te reo), z drugimi taongi (zakladi prednikov, ki so jih nosili 
pomembni predstavniki plemena), z mokojem (tatujem) in z osebnostjo lastnika, ki 
je moral takrat, ko ga je nosil, izkazovati poseben odnos do ogrinjala.

Slika 1: Dve maorski ogrinjali, levo: tukakumai, izdelovalka in lastnica Kohai Grace, 2010; desno: kaitaka 
s taniko robom, 19. stol.; Muzej Linden, Stuttgart. (foto: Anette Rein, 2012)4

Na razstavi Maori – prvi prebivalci Nove Zelandije5 (1. 4.–14. 10. 2012) je 
Muzej Linden v Stuttgartu predstavil vrsto zgodovinskih ogrinjal v lo~enih vitrinah. 
Z vidika Maorov ima vsako ogrinjalo zaradi posebne tehnike tkanja svojo lastno 
duhovno mo~. Zaradi tega je za njihovo predstavitev v muzeju potreben poseben 
pristop in obi~ajno se zahteva, da se prikaz ~im bolj pribli`a videzu ogrinjala pri no{i. 
Rezultat lahko vidimo na sliki 1, tj. ogrinjalo na desni strani, ki je ovito okrog stojala 
v obliki ~love{kega telesa.6 Sodobna umetnica Kohai Grace, ustvarjalka drugega 
ogrinjala, ki ga vidimo v sredini, se je strinjala s tem, da njen izdelek prosto visi.

4 Zahvaljujem se Inès de Castro za dovoljenje za objavo te slike.
5 Prevedla avtorica.
6 Ingrid Heermann v elektronskem sporo~ilu 10. 5. 2012: “… ve~ina drugih je želela (ali je vztrajala) 

pri predstavitvi s poudarkom na obi~ajih no{enja, da bi tako ohranili “glas” tkalskega dela. Ko pripravljamo 
predmete za razstavne vitrine, imajo konservatorji glavno besedo. ^e menijo, da bi obe{enje lahko po{kodovalo 
ogrinjala, potem ni druge re{itve, kot da jih položimo – ~eprav je to v popolnem nasprotju z maorskimi koncepti” 
(Renard 2012, ustni komentar).
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V zvezi s konceptom mane in z verovanjem v duhovno mo~ vsakega ogrinjala 
izdelanega s prstno tehniko se zdi, da je vitrina zelo skromno okra{ena in da 
ne posreduje `ivahnega maorskega duhovnega izro~ila. Kompleksna zgodba je 
zreducirana na nepremi~en polo`aj in predmeti so predstavljeni “zastekljeni �… 
�, da si jih ogledujemo, jih ob~udujemo in razumemo zgolj v razmerju do njih 
samih”7 ter v razmerju do `ivljenjske zgodbe tistega, ki jih ob~uduje. Ta pristop 
sledi zahodnemu konceptu umetnosti in posreduje estetsko kakovost predmetov. 
V besedilu (“Dru`beni polo`aj”) v vitrini in v razstavnem katalogu ni omenjen 
ne postopek kra{enja, ne dialog med kustosi in Maori, ne redukcija ali drobitev 
na posamezne materialne ali tehni~ne vidike razstavljenih predmetov. ^eprav so 
si kustosi dopisovali s predstavniki Maorov, so razstavljena ogrinjala “do`ivljala” 
postopke “muzealizacije”, ki jo bom opisala v nadaljevanju.

STOPNJE MUZEALIZACIJE8 
Po Barbari Kirshenblatt-Gimblett9 gre pri vseh etnografskih predmetih za 

“umetnost izreza, lo~itve, za umetnost fragmentov. Kje se za~ne predmet in kje se 
kon~a? �...� Ali naj skodelico (iz zbirke) razstavljamo skupaj s kro`ni~kom, ~ajem, 
smetano in sladkorjem, z `li~ko, prti~kom in serveto, z mizo, stolom in preprogo? 
Kje naj bi se ustavili? Kje narediti rez?”. Raje kot o etnografskih predmetih govori 
o etnografskih fragmentih, ki so jih etnografi na terenu ustvarili po lastnem izboru; 
izdelke so razdelili, lo~ili in odnesli, zato da so postali del muzejske zbirke. Po Anji 
Laukötter poteka muzealizacija predmetov v treh korakih.10 V prenesem pomenu 
ustrezajo klasi~nemu modelu liminalnosti v obredih, ki jo po Arnoldu van Gennepu11 
lahko povzamemo takole: odstranitev – ponovna ustvaritev – reintegracija.12 

Prvi korak: ko predmete odstranimo iz njihovega izvirnega konteksta, so 
oropani svoje funkcije – odstranjeni so iz ~asa in prostora, zato da jih lahko v {e 
ne~istem stanju izvozimo za nadaljnjo obdelavo.

Drugi korak: semanti~na sprememba predmetov poteka po predpisani poti skozi 
razli~ne oddelke muzeja: to so postopki zaplinjenja, inventarizacije, konserviranja, 
restavriranja in opredelitve. Vklju~imo jih v muzejski sistem pravil in predpisov v 
delavnicah, ki so dale~ od o~i javnosti. Iztrgani iz avtenti~nega simboli~nega konteksta 
se predmeti razvr{~ajo po na~elu snovnosti, avtenti~nosti, analogije, vzro~nosti ali 
funkcionalnosti in jih pripi{emo neki kulturi, tj. jih ponovno ustvarimo.

7 Macdonald 1999: 2.
8 Rein 2011b.
9 Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1990: 388.
10 Laukötter 2010: 120.
11 1909 je Van Gennep kot prvi opisal postopke obreda prehoda. Na razstavi Potovati in odkrivati. Iz 

Sepika na Majno (27. 10. 2007–30. 8. 2009) so predstavili razli~ne stopnje muzealizacije in jih razložili v 
spremni knjigi razstave (gl. Raabe 2008).

12 Zahvaljujem se dr. Matthiasu Jennyju, direktorju Palmengartena v Frankfurtu na Majni, za informacijo, 
da trije koraki muzealizacije ne veljajo samo za predmete, ampak tudi za rastline. Razporeditve rastlin na 
javnih razstavah ne smemo izena~iti z naravo, ker gre prej za zahodno predstavo o naravi. Razporeditev 
sklopov in zbirk je tudi odgovornost kustosov. V nem{~ini temu pravimo raus-rüber-rein (ven-~ez-noter).
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V tem drugem koraku se prednostna pravica interpretacije opredeli po kon~ani 
fizi~ni prisvojitvi. Predmeti pridobivajo znanstveno legitimnost in jih pogosto 
razgla{amo za izjemne. Posebno izbrani predmeti dobijo to oznako kakovosti, ko 
jih za javnost ozna~imo kot vrhunske eksponate ali mojstrovine.13 Predmet, ki je 
“posve~en” na ta na~in, predstavlja celotno kulturo, ker etnografski muzeji nikoli 
ne prikazujejo ljudi samih, ampak samo njihove oblike umetni{kega izra`anja.14

Tretji in zadnji korak muzealizacije je razstavljanje predmeta. Posamezni 
pogledi obiskovalcev predmetom podarijo ekskluzivno avro in jih tako spremenijo 
v muzejske predmete.15 Zdaj tudi javnost dojema njihov novi status in tako so 
reintegrirani.

“Za muzejski kontekst en sam predmet ni bil dovolj. Zahteval je �…� 
razstavljeno zbirko, ki bi lahko izpolnila ustvarjena pri~akovanja.”16 Samo s 
pomo~jo razstavljenih predmetov, z ogromno koli~ino predmetov, so etnografski 
muzeji javnosti lahko prepri~ljivo dokazali svojo strokovnost pri zbiranju znanja in 
interpretacij o svetu sredi o~itnega kaosa kulturne raznolikosti. Kon~na odlo~itev 
o tem, kaj se na neki razstavi poka`e in na kak{en na~in, je domena kustosa – 
uveljavljenega znanstvenega strokovnjaka.17 

Za bolj{e razumevanje spreminjajo~ih se paradigem o zbiranju in razstavljanju 
etnografskih predmetov poglejmo na kratko zgodovino muzejev.

ZA^ETKI ETNOGRAFSKIH MUZEJEV
V 16. in 17. stoletju je v Evropi zbiranje postalo strast vladarjev, plemi~ev, 

cerkve in pozneje tudi akademikov. Naravoslovne znanosti se {e niso razvile in po 
vsem svetu so ljudje zbirali vznemirljive in eksoti~ne stvari za svoje zbirke ~udes.18 
Te zbirke so bile namenjene dokazovanju, da so predmeti v njih primeri raznolikosti 
ustvarjalnosti. Kriterij za zbiranje predmetov sta bili nenavadnost in redkost. 
Etnografske predmete so imeli za enakovredne evropskim in vsi izdelki so bili 
predstavljeni glede na njihovo stvarno stanje in funkcijo. Ne izvor ne tradicionalni 
kontekst nista zanimala zbiralcev. Lastniki teh kabinetov ~udes so drug drugega 
vabili na zasebne ve~erne sprejeme, na katerih so u`ivali v ogledovanju stvari, 
za katere sta bili zna~ilni nenavadnost in “~ude`na” narava. ^ustvene reakcije 
obiskovalcev so segale od odpora do hrepenenja. Osebna nagnjenja lastnikov so 
narekovala na~in predstavitve predmetov. Zbirka predmetov je veljala kot simbol 
lastnikove mo~i, bogastva in znanja in hkrati kot predstavitev kozmosa. Mo`na 
razlaga za zbirateljsko strast in kopi~enje artefaktov je v tem, da so se Evropejci 
po~asi za~enjali zavedati, da je na Evropo treba gledati in jo razumeti v {ir{em 

13 Glej: Being Object – Being Art. Meisterwerke aus den Sammlungen des Museums der Weltkulturen 
Frankfurt am Main, http://www.mdw-frankfurt.de/Deutsch/ (21. 3. 2010).

14 Köstering 2003: 17. 
15 Laukötter 2010: 121.
16 Id.
17 Laukötter 2010: 122.
18 Kabineti ~udes (Golding 2011: 38).
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kontekstu. Posledica potovanj po vsem svetu je bila, da so bile vse dotedanje 
teorije za razumevanje sveta na preizku{nji.

Ob koncu 17. stoletja so se rodile naravoslovne vede in politika zbiranja se 
je spremenila. Velike odprave Jamesa Cooka v ju`na morja v 18. stoletju so na 
evropski trg prvi~ pripeljale velike koli~ine etnografskih predmetov. Takrat so 
nastale specializirane politike zbiranja z novim na~inom sistematizacije. Prej{nji 
univerzalizem je izginil in pri{lo je do negotovosti glede na~ina kategorizacije 
etnografskih predmetov. Ve~ina velikih narodnih in nekaj etnografskih muzejev 
je bila ustanovljena v 19. stoletju. Postopoma so te zbirke postale dostopne 
zainteresirani javnosti: me{~anstvu, delavcem, `enskam in otrokom. V primerjavi 
s prej{njo prakso ekskluzivnih dogodkov za izbrano publiko se je za~el proces 
demokratizacije znanja. Po zaprtju kabinetov ~udes in prenosu njihovih 
zbirk v nove muzeje (naravoslovne ali zgodovinske) so na staroselska ljudstva 
institucionalno gledali kot na del narave, primerljiv s floro in favno. “Izbor pojma 
'etnografski' (predmet)19 je temeljil na domnevi, da razlike znotraj ~love{tva niso 
samo fizi~ne, kot so prikazale antropolo{ke zbirke, ampak tudi kulturne, in da je 
fizi~no tesno povezano s kulturnim.”20

Etnografske predmete so tedaj organizirali v skladu z naravoslovnim 
sistemom: razvr{~ali so jih glede na geografski izvor in podobnost oblik in jih 
klasificirali v skladu z zami{ljeno stopnjo civilizacije. Pojavila so se vpra{anja, v 
kolik{ni meri ti predmeti predstavljajo izvorni staroselski svet oz. dno piramide 
~lovekovega razvoja, ki je svoj vrh dosegel z belim anglosa{kim mo{kim. Poleg 
tega so kolonialne razstave, iz katerih so izvirali mnogi etnografski muzeji, 
ponujale panoramo mo~i, ki je ponazorila imperialno hierarhijo.21 Ozna~evanje 
eksponatov v muzejih je `e vnaprej dolo~ilo prevlado belega ~loveka in njegovih 
kulturnih in industrijskih dose`kov. Tako so ogromne koli~ine predmetov pri{le 
v muzejske zbirke brez vsakr{nega celovitega koncepta. V najbolj{em primeru so 
muzeji pridobili in predstavili kontekstualno védenje o izvoru predmetov: ~as, kraj 
in etni~no skupino. Kot je pokazala Nélia Dias, so etnografski muzeji v Franciji v 
19. stoletju, zami{ljeni kot demokrati~ni prostori v slu`bi javnosti, hoteli zagotoviti 
prostore za vizualizacijo ~lovekovih razlik, zlasti rasnih in kulturnih. “[e ve~, 
etnografski muzeji so sku{ali prikazati napredek ~love{tva tako, da so napredek 
povezovali z raso.”22 Po Andrewu Zimmermannu “Berlinski muzej ni bil samo 
prostor, v katerem so hranili antropolo{ke predmete, ki so bili `e opredeljeni kot 
ne-umetnost; muzej je bil sredstvo, ki jih je dolo~ilo kot ne-umetnost in jih tako 
v glavnem pretvorilo v predmete naravoslovja. Pretvorba je potekala predvsem s 
pomo~jo steklenih in `eleznih omar, namensko narejenih za muzej (znane kot 
“berlinske `elezne omare”)23 in ki so ustvarjale muzejski prikaz nove vrste. V teh 
omarah je dnevna svetloba osvetljevala mno`ico predmetov in njihovo razporeditev 

19 Namesto da bi predmetu rekli “umetnina”.
20 Dias 2006: 175.
21 Nederveen Pietersee 2005: 164.
22 Dias 2006: 175. Glej tudi Macdonald 1999: 12.
23 Zimmermann 2006: 287.
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v vzporednih vrstah v velikih dvoranah, kar je obiskovalcem omogo~alo, da so “si 
hkrati ogledali vsebino {tevilnih omar”. Skoraj iz vsakega polo`aja je obiskoval~ev 
pogled zaobjel vrsto omar, kar je ustvarilo tako imenovani “popoln vtis” (Total-
Eindruck) izdelkov”.24 

Odnos zbiralcev v tem obdobju do tistih, katerim so predmete vzeli, lahko 
ponazorimo z na~inom, kako so po vsem svetu trgovali s ~love{kimi ostanki. Teh 
niso obravnavali, kot da pripadajo ljudem, ampak prej kot predmete, ki slu`ijo 
znanstvenemu cilju pridobivanja znanja o ~love{kih rasah. Posameznikovo 
osebnost in spo{tovanje “drugega” so popolnoma spregledali. Zbiralci so podatke 
o predmetih zbirali samo s pogovori s poglavarji (ali z njihovimi prevajalci) o 
specifi~nih zadevah. Njihovo geslo je bilo “eno pleme – en poglavar – en glas”. 
Pogovorov z ljudmi razli~nih generacij ali o splo{nih vpra{anjih skorajda ni bilo. 
Predmeti so bili razstavljeni v geografskih ali tehnolo{kih vrstah, ki so bolj kot 
njihovo estetsko dimenzijo poudarjale “znanstveno” dimenzijo.25 Opredeljevanje 
predmetov kot artefaktov, primerkov in dokumentov (ne kot umetnosti) je bila 
klju~na strategija za utrjevanje statusa antropologije kot znanstvene discipline, 
ki prou~uje razlike med tako imenovanimi naravnimi in kulturnimi ljudstvi.26 V 
berlinskih `eleznih omarah so bili etnografski predmeti predstavljeni tako, kot da 
v njih ni ne umetnosti, ne kulture, ne zgodovine.27 

RAZSTAVE DRUGEGA/DRUGIH V 20. STOLETJU
Vse do 30-ih let prej{njega stoletja so {tevilne razstave v Evropi in ZDA 

vklju~evale prekomorske ljudi, ki so jih uvozili predvsem za prikaze pod 
naslovom Divja ljudstva, divje ̀ ivali. Bili so na ogled predvsem v ̀ ivalskih vrtovih 
in na svetovnih razstavah. Po Kirshenblatt-Gimblettovi28 so muzejske ustanove 
prevzele novo vlogo s ponudbo dogodkov, ki so prej sodili v gledali{~a. To je bilo 
“zelo ustrezno v Angliji in ZDA v devetnajstem stoletju, ker so bile predstave, 
ki bi bile sporne za konservativne protestante, ~e bi jih imeli v gledali{~u, 
sprejemljive kot muzejske predstavitve. �…� Sprememba okvirja dogodkov v 
slu`bi narave, znanosti in izobra`evanja jih je naredila spodobne ...”. V tistem 
~asu je svet muzejev `elel predstaviti premo~ kolonialnih dr`av nad kolonijami. 
Velik korak naprej pri spreminjanju diskriminatornih pogledov na “drugega” je 
bila popolna lo~itev predmetov od evolucijskega sistema in uveljavljanje novega 
pristopa k ocenjevanju predmetov na temelju kulturnih kriterijev. Diorame 
so dosegle svoj vrhunec po sicer{nji uvedbi v 19. stoletju. Muzeji so za~eli 
rekonstruirati prizore, ki so ponujali vpogled v kulturno ozadje, npr. prizore iz 
vsakdanjega in verskega `ivljenja. Premik od prikazovanja razstav o kulturnih 
razlikah (npr. v Trocadéru v Parizu 1878) proti kulturni enakopravnosti se 

24 Id.
25 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2006: 362.
26 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2006: 362.
27 Zimmermann 2006: 296.
28 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1990: 397 ff.
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je v Franciji za~el z novim konceptom Muzeja ~loveka (Musée de L’Homme) 
1937. Po Diasovi je treba na muzejski poudarek na enakovrednost gledati z 
dveh vidikov: priznavanje kulturne raznolikosti in njene kompleksnosti v duhu 
relativizma in zavra~anje ~love{ke hierarhije. Odlo~no so zavrgli evolucionizem 
kot teoreti~ni okvir.29 “S poudarjanjem rasne in kulturne enakopravnosti je 
Muzej ~loveka priznal mo`nost alternativnih dru`benih in kulturnih oblik. 
Ustanova se ni ukvarjala z vpra{anjem umetni{ke manifestacije, ob~utljivega 
podro~ja, ki bi lahko postavilo pod vpra{aj njeno relativisti~no sporo~ilo kot tudi 
status francoske (in zahodne) umetnosti �…�; priznanje raznolikosti kultur in 
njihove enakovrednosti ni nujno pomenilo, da so bili pripravljeni priznati tudi 
njihovo umetni{ko enakovrednost.”30

Od 70-ih let prej{njega stoletja naprej in zahvaljujo~ zahtevam nove 
muzeologije se je zaradi aktivnega sodelovanja ljudi iz izvornih dr`av pri 
interpretaciji sveta razgradila ekskluzivna vloga strokovnosti zahodnih kustosov pri 
obravnavanju sveta. To je bil za~etek {e vedno trajajo~ega procesa dekonstrukcije 
strokovnega znanja in vloge kustosa v primerjavi z znanjem laikov. Od takrat 
naprej so muzeji z novimi izobra`evalnimi programi in novimi politi~nimi izzivi 
vlagali veliko ve~ truda v upo{tevanje in vklju~evanje pri~akovanj javnosti. 
Obiskovalci so hoteli zvedeti ve~ o ljudeh iz drugih dr`av: kako `ivijo, kaj delajo, 
njihova razmi{ljanja in poglede na ̀ ivljenje. Nove tehni~ne medije, npr. fotografijo 
in video, so vklju~ili v muzejske razstave. V 80-ih letih prej{njega stoletja so se 
za~ele akademske razprave o razmerju med “avro” predmeta in uporabo tehni~ne 
opreme.

Na etnografske razstave, ki so sku{ale zadovoljiti tem potrebam, so vabili 
ljudi iz tujine, da so pripovedovali o svojem na~inu `ivljenja, na primer v Muzeju 
svetovnih kultur v Frankfurtu na Majni leta 2002.31 Razstava Indijanski ~asi. Vesti 
iz rde~e Amerike je imela dva gostujo~a kustosa: Christiana Feesta iz Goethejeve 
univerze v Frankfurtu na Majni in Fosterja Kalamo iz rezervata Warm Springs v 
Oregonu. Tudi na razstavi Ma Lakota! Indijansko otro{tvo v Severni Ameriki leta 
2006 v muzejskem Interkulturnem ateljeju (IKAT) je sodeloval gostujo~i kustos 
Arthur Amiotte iz muzeja Akta-Lakota.32

Kljub tem poskusom prikazovanja kulturnih pomenov predmetnih zbirk 
je rekonstruirani “staroselski vidik” ostal podrejen prevladujo~i zahodni 
perspektivi. Vse do dana{njih dni so glasovi drugega/drugih izklju~eni iz ve~ine 
muzejskih prezentacij. ^eprav je bilo `e veliko dolgih debat o tem zapletenem 
vpra{anju, mnogi muzeji {e vedno nimajo klju~nih konceptov za zbiranje in 
dokumentiranje za delo z velikanskimi, neznanimi zbirkami. Muzejski predmeti 
so bili predstavljeni po evropocentri~nih vrednostnih merilih na tri glavne na~ine: 
eksotizacija (poudarjanje razlik = in situ z rekonstruiranimi habitati), asimilacija 

29 Dias 2006: 181.
30 Dias 2006: 179 f.
31 Rein 2009/10.
32 Razstava Ma Lakota! Indijansko otro{tvo v Severni Ameriki je bila na ogled od 13. 2. do 27. 8. 

2006. www.frankfurt-live.com (20.02.2006); razstavni katalog.
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(poudarjanje podobnosti = umetnostne razstave) in enciklopedi~ne razstave, ki 
so sledile me{anim strategijam.33

Klasi~na etnografska razstava odseva tradicionalni zahodni znanstveni na~in 
sistemati~nega urejanja sveta s predmeti in muzejsko govorico in z jasnimi mejami 
med `ivljenjskimi prostori plemenskih dru`b. V teh predstavitvah ne bomo na{li 
pogovorov z ljudmi o njihovem kulturnem okolju ali o tem, kako organizirajo 
svoj na~in `ivljenja. Ni~esar tudi ne posredujejo o tem, kaj si izvorne skupnosti 
mislijo o uporabi predmetov svojih prednikov na muzejski razstavi.34 Drug na~in 
predstavitve etnografskih artefaktov {e vedno temelji na geografskem izvoru, a se 
lahko predstavijo vseobse`ne kategorije, npr. “svet `ensk” ali “svet mo{kih”. V 
teh primerih razstave prikazujejo tipi~ne predmete in njihovo razli~no uporabo 
pri obeh spolih. Plemenske meje niso ve~ tako pomembne. Glede na izbrane 
teme uporabljajo primerne izdelke razli~nih plemen za ponazoritev spolnih 
vlog v dru`bi.35 V skladu s tem funkcionalisti~nim pristopom, ki je v muzejski 
praksi postal moden od 50-it let prej{njega stoletja, so predmeti predstavljeni kot 
del holisti~nega kulturnega koncepta. Interpretirajo jih kot otipljive ilustracije 
abstraktnega, nematerialnega in spoznavnih korelacij, ki predstavljajo dru`beno 
organizacijo in ki so v rabi tudi pri opravljanju verskih obredov. Pri tem pristopu 
“staroselski avtenti~ni vidik” ni simuliran, ampak razlagajo in interpretirajo 
kulturni kontekst predmetov, npr. v besedilih in prezentacijah.36 

Asimilacijski koncept predstavlja etnografske predmete kot “~iste” 
umetni{ke predmete v skladu s formalnim estetskim vidikom – ki obravnava 
prej{nje “etnografske predmete” enako kot zahodne “umetni{ke predmete”. 
Skovala sem pojem “art-party” (stranka umetnosti) kot oznako za vplivno skupino 
kustosov. Ta skupina zagovarja visoko estetsko in tehni~no kakovost izdelkov, ki 
so jih naredile plemenske dru`be. Izdelke so reklasificirali in jih prikazujejo na 
enak na~in, kot se zahodna umetnost obi~ajno prikazuje v umetni{kih muzejih in 
galerijah. Na teh razstavah je v sredi{~u predmet in njegova kompozicija skupaj z 
umetnikom (“kultura”, iz katere izhaja, je postala manj zanimiva).37 Te na novo 
opredeljene umetnine so zaradi estetskega opazovanja predstavljene lo~eno, 
povsem iztrgane iz svojega kulturnega konteksta in brez vsakr{ne omembe izvorne 
uporabe. Ker ni nobenega konteksta, obiskovalci reinterpretirajo predmete na 
osnovi lastnih izku{enj in vedenja.

Znotraj teh razli~nih pristopov sedanji koncept Muzeja svetovnih kultur38 v 
Frankfurtu na Majni uporablja metodo, ki jo lahko povezujemo z umetniki, ki so 
ustvarjali v zgodnjem 20. stoletju, npr. Pablo Picasso in Emil Nolde. Po mnenju 

33 Neverdeen Pieterse 2005: 164 f. Dias 2006: 182.
34 Za podrobnej{i opis razstave v Dresdnu glej Rein 2010.
35 Glej Rein 2009/10 in Raabe 2008.
36 Förster 1999: 40 f.
37 Förster 1999: 41. Za bolj poglobljeno obravnavo glej Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2006.
38 2001 je muzej spremenil svoje ime iz Etnografskega muzeja v Muzej svetovnih kultur. Od takrat so 

mestni svetniki zavrnili vse predloge za ponovno spremembo imena. (http://www.stvv.frankfurt.de/parlis2/
parlis.php; (10. 3. 2012).
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Andrewa Zimmermana “so umetniki v Nem~iji in Franciji odkrivali predmete 
zbrane v etnografskih muzejih kot vir navdiha za lastne slike”.39 Tovrstno 
uporabo etnografskih predmetov na splo{no predstavljajo kot pomemben korak v 
zgodovini umetni{kega modernizma. V Frankfurtu na Majni je sedem neposredno 
povabljenih sodobnih umetnikov40 iz etnografskih zbirk s skupaj okrog 65.000 
predmeti izbralo tiste, ki so jih navdihnili k ustvarjanju lastne umetnine. Razstava 
Predmetni atlas. Terensko delo v muzeju41 predstavlja te stvaritve (v obliki slik, 
filmov, besedil ali predmetov) skupaj z njihovimi etnografskimi muzami, kot je 
razvidno s slike spodaj.42

Slika 2: Inter alia, umetnik Simon Popper je takole komentiral svoje delo v muzeju: “Muzej je tudi 
nekak{na samopostre`na trgovina. Trgujejo z mlekom in jajci in tu so predmeti iz razli~nih koncev sveta, 

ki so lahko razli~no stari in imajo razli~ne cene. Nekateri so luksuzni, drugi so poceni. Enako je, kot 
~e gre{ v trgovino. Na ogled so novi izdelki in vsak ima dostop do njih. �…� Osredoto~il sem se tudi na 
kerami~ne lonce iz Peruja, na katerih lahko najdemo parne oblike in podobe. Oba predmeta sta darili. 
�…� Ta lonca Moche iz Peruja pokopljejo z mrtvimi. Oba (+ rezbarije Ibeji)43 imata edinstveno lastnost, 

da spremljata posameznika v posmrtno `ivljenje.”44 (foto: Museum of World Cultures, 2012)

39 Zimmermann 2006: 279.
40 Helke in Thomas Bayerle, Marc Camille Chaimovicz, Sunah Choi, Antje Majewski, Otobong Nkanga 

in Simon Popper. Poleg del povabljenih umetnikov so bile na ogled tudi risbe in fotografije Alfa Bayerla (1982).
41 Od 25. 1. do 16. 9. 2012.
42 Pri izbranih etnografskih predmetih povezava ne sme biti etni~ni izvor. Reducira se v glavnem 

na obliko in/ali funkcijo predmetov in na izvorno skupnost. Tu mislim na “Hummerfalle” (Past za bedaste 
avtomobile), ki jo je Tobias Bayerle naredil pod navdihom razli~nih ribjih pasti iz Indonezije in Papue 
Nove Gvineje. Bayerle je takole komentiral svoje delo: “Te ribje pasti so zelo domiselne. Pripeljale so me do 
nove stopnje zanimanja za avtoceste in upam, da s kan~kom humorja: tisti veliki, {iroki ameri{ki hummerji, 
{portno-terenska vozila, gromozanski bojni vozovi s pogonom na {tiri kolesa, ki jih na videz uporabljajo 
samo zato, da se peljejo po mleko v trgovino. V{e~ mi je, da beseda Hummer v nem{~ini pomeni jastoga – 
morsko delikateso, zato sem izdelal to past za bedaste avtomobile.” Razstavna knjižica, str. 14.

43 Dodala avtorica.
44  Citat iz razstavne knjižice, str. 29.
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Ta koncept iz Frankfurta na Majni se zdi umetnostna razstava in hkrati soo~anje 
muzeja z lastno preteklostjo45 ali z lastnimi zbirkami. Umetniki so uporabili koncept 
antropolo{kega terenskega dela za preu~evanje zgodovinskih predmetov z “drugimi” 
o~mi in jih interpretirali v skladu z lastno domi{ljijo. A etnografskih podatkov v 
glavnem ni, opa`anja socialnih antropologov ali zbiralcev so izklju~ena in zgodovina 
izdelkov ostane skrita. Po Wolfgangu Leuschnerju in Mathiasu Brombergerju je bila 
produkcija sodobnih umetnikov subjektivno primerljiva z odzivi na Rorschachove 
made`e.46 Kot lahko beremo v muzejskem katalogu, so “Ljudstva v svojih svetovih. 
Izredni eksponati iz Afrike, Azije, Oceanije in Amerike” predstavljena na 3600 
kvadratnih metrih.47 V tem prikazu je vsa geografska sistematizacija izklju~ena na 
ra~un tematske, ki se redno spreminja z novim tematskim poudarkom. Za prvo 
obdobje so se odlo~ili osredoto~iti se na “téme, ki ganejo ljudi po vsem svetu, vendar 
jih muzej razli~no obravnava glede na regionalne in kulturne vplive. Primerjalni 
kulturni pristop poudarja kakovost in veljavnost vseh kultur, daje impulze za 
razmi{ljanje in spodbuja dialog. Vklju~itev na{e lastne kulture v ta primerjalni 
pristop nekoliko relativizira na{ pogled. �…� Tematski sklop “Razumeti svet” je 
posve~en {tirim razli~nim vrstam sre~anj z drugimi kulturami z evropskega vidika. 
“Oblikovanje sveta” s petimi podtemami ponuja {iroko paleto vpogledov v razli~ne 
na~ine `ivljenja v razli~nih ~asih in krajih”.48

Medtem ko ve~ina etnografskih muzejev hkrati ponuja razstave razli~nih vrst, 
je Muzej Rautenstrauch-Joest – Kulture sveta v Kölnu za svojo novo stavbo, ki so 
jo za javnost odprli oktobra 2010, izbral enoten pristop za celotno stalno razstavo.

Impresivna scenografija49 z raznovrstnimi prostorskimi podobami intenzivira 
do`ivljanje razli~nih tem, ki so na ogled. V prostorski podobi Stvar pogleda?! 
Umetnost! muzej prikazuje predmete kot umetnine in hkrati na zahtevo posreduje 
informacije o etnografskem kontekstu.

Za ta del razstave so izdelali posebne vitrine, ki so obiskovalcem omogo~ale, 
da sami izberejo, ali bodo predmet gledali zgolj kot ~isto umetnino ali s pritiskom 
na gumb zvedeli ve~ o kontekstu eksponata. Te informacije se projicirajo na hrbtno 
stran vitrine za predmetom (gl. sliki 3, 4). Kljub temu ni jasno, kdo se identificira 
z oznakama “mi” ali “evropski” iz muzejske bro{ure. Veliko vpra{anje – Kdo tu 
govori? – ni posebna tema celotne razstave. ^e besedilo jemljemo resno, se zdi, da 
Muzej Rauthenstrauch-Joest o drugemu/drugih v imenu vseh Evropejcev govori 
z enim glasom (direktorjevim? kustosovim? konservatorjevim? oblikoval~evim?).

45 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2006: 363.
46 Leuschner & Bromberger 2012: 27.
47 http://www.museenkoeln.de/rautenstrauch-joest-museum/download/Hausflyer_engl.pdf (6.5.2012).
48 http://www.museenkoeln.de/rautenstrauch-joest-museum/download/Hausflyer_engl.pdf 

(13.5.2012). Poudarila avtorica.
49 Atelier Brückner Stuttgart http://www.atelier-brueckner.com/nc/projekte/museen/rautenstrauch-

joest-museum-koeln.html?tx_photogals_elementid=238&tx_photogals_image=9 (6.5.2012).
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Sliki 3, 4: Stvar pogleda?! Umetnost!50. (foto: Atelier Brückner, 2012)

DRUGA^NI NA^INI RAZMI[LJANJA O ETNOGRAFSKIH 
PREDMETIH 
@ivljenjska zgodba ko{are

Vse do danes se na razstavah v glavnem sre~ujemo s posameznimi stati~nimi 
glasovi in interpretacijami kustosov, ki predmete zreducirajo na samo nekaj 
vidikov. @ivljenje vsakega predmeta je vendar veliko bolj dinami~no. Slediti 
njihovim `ivljenjskim zgodbam zahteva spoznanje, da ima vsak od njih svojo 
lastno socialno biografijo, ki je povezana z lastnimi omre`ji, kot bom pokazala z 
naslednjim primerom rumene plasti~ne ko{are iz Tajske.

    Slika 5: Moja ko{ara na etiketi. (foto: Anette Rein, 2010)

50 “Estetsko dojemanje predmetov je eden od na~inov približati se neevropskim kulturam. Pri tem 
pogledu, ki ga oblikuje zahodno razumevanje umetnosti, je funkcionalni kontekst, v katerem je bil izdelek 
neko~, pomaknjen v ozadje. V novem Muzeju Rautenstrauch-Joest se lahko odlo~ite sami: ali uživati v ~isti lepoti 
in estetiki na{ih umetni{kih vrhuncev ali s pritiskom na gumb osvetliti zgodbo za predmeti. Oboje je vredno!” 
http://www.museenkoeln.de/rautenstrauch- joest-museum/default.asp?s=110 (13.5.2012). Zahvaljujem se 
Atelierju Brückner za ti dve sliki.
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S tem, ko je leta 2002 postala del umetnostne razstave, je ta ko{ara v le 
nekaj dneh spremenila svojo vlogo od navadnega nakupovalnega pripomo~ka do 
umetni{kega predmeta v performansu tajskega umetnika Surasija Kusolwonga v 
Frankfurtu na Majni in nato postala {e ilustracijsko gradivo za muzeolo{ke teme51 
socialne antropologinje (avtorice ~lanka) na konferencah ali univerzah. V le nekaj 
dneh se je s to ko{aro sre~alo na ducate ljudi: izdelovalci, tisti, ki so se je dotikali, 
jo preva`ali, prodali, razstavili, ob~udovali in o njej nekaj izvedeli.

S tem primerom sem hotela pokazati na nekaj mo`nih ve~dimenzionalnih 
dru`benih in relacijskih vidikov, povezanih z enim samim predmetom. Po 
definiciji Arjuna Appaduraia in Igorja Kopytoffa so predmeti biografski akterji in 
so cenjeni zaradi asociacij, ki jih vzbudijo skozi ~as. Ta pristop zahteva temeljno 
dinami~no razumevanje predmetov, kot v knjigi Sensible Objects poudarjajo 
Elizabeth Edwards, Chris Gosden in Ruth B. Phillips. V biografskem modelu 
predmetov ne moremo razumeti le v smislu ene, nespremenljive identitete (npr. 
muzejski predmet), ampak z zasledovanjem zaporednih pomenov, ki jih pridobijo, 
ko potujejo po ~asu in prostoru. Ta model je nastal iz potrebe po razvijanju 
metodologij, ki so enote analize “preusmerile �...� k ve~stranskim etnografijam”.52 
Poleg tega model obravnava inherentno nestabilnost pomenov, ki so jih predmeti 
pridobili, ker jih umestitev v raztele{ene in zato omejevalne prostore muzejev 
bri{e.53 Pravi pomen predmetov ni v njih samih, ampak v na~inu, kako utele{ajo 
fizi~no manifestacijo dru`benih odnosov. Kot opozarjata Alfred Gell in Marilyn 
Strathern,54 je ves smisel v tem, da so predmeti pomembni, ker delujejo in 
u~inkujejo in kot taki sami postanejo neke vrste identiteta. Po Jeremyju Pilcherju 
in Saskii Vermeyelnu se z ume{~anjem predmeta v socialno omre`je skozi ves 
njegov `ivljenjski ciklus lahko izognemo pogosti pasti, da predmete presojamo v 
smislu njihovih primitivnih ali tradicionalnih (estetskih) lastnosti in mistifikacije 
identitete staroselskih ljudstev kot plemenitih divjakov. “Ko se bolj osredoto~imo 
na socialno omre`je, ki obdaja neki predmet, odpiramo nove poti za raziskovanje 
tega, kako in do kak{ne mere muzeji lahko postanejo inkluzivni za staroselska 
ljudstva. Omogo~a nam, da se premaknemo naprej od trenutnega diskurza, ki k 
zgodovini (etnografskih) muzejev pristopa zgolj z ene prevladujo~e perspektive 
�...�; omogo~a nam, da prika`emo kompleksnej{o pripoved o samem predmetu. 
Daje nam prostor za protiute` nekaterim diskurzom, ki so staroselske umetnine 
stla~ili v 'postkolonialni' okvir posve~enosti in mitskih pomenov.”55 

Tako muzeje lahko na novo dojamemo kot zbirke socialnih odnosov namesto 
kot zbirke predmetov. Po konceptu Muzeja Pitta Riversa “smo na etnografske 
muzeje gledali kot na “nas”, ki prou~ujemo “njih”. Bolj produktiven pristop je 
gledati na muzeje kot na transkulturne artefakte, sestavljene iz odnosov med 

51 Za dalj{i opis življenjske zgodbe te ko{are glej Rein 2010: 45–47.
52 Steiner 2001: 209.
53 Steiner 2001: 210.
54 Pilcher in Vermeylen 2008: 3.
55 Pilcher in Vermeylen 2008: 4. 
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muzejem in njegovimi izvornimi skupnostmi”.56 Za temi zbirkami je mno`ica 
~love{kih odnosov: izvorni izdelovalci in uporabniki predmetov, tisti, ki so 
se ukvarjali s trgovino in kro`enjem predmetov, misijonarji, trgovci, zbiralci, 
kustosi, direktorji, konservatorji, predavatelji, administratorji, prijatelji muzeja 
in obiskovalci. Skupaj sestavljajo ~love{ko skupnost muzeja.57 Muzej ima mnogo 
avtorjev, ki se niti ne zavedajo svoje vloge, niti ni nujno, da hote kaj prispevajo.

Relacijski pristop 

V tem ~lanku pojem “relacijski” uporabljam v smislu predavanja Paula 
Basuja “Relacijski muzej”58. Pojem izra`a pestrost socialnih odnosov nekega 
predmeta, ki bi jih morali vklju~iti v preliminarni dialog o muzejskih zbirkah in 
razstavah. Relacijski pristop ne dela s fiksnimi kategorijami predmetov, ampak so 
po Gosdenu v tem pristopu “kategorije za~asne identitete, ki nastanejo iz omre`ja 
odnosov med entitetami”.59 V zvezi z mojo ko{aro so se entitete umetnina, potro{no 
blago in zgodovinski predmet spremenile v le nekaj dneh, odvisno od ljudi, ki 
sem jih sre~ala, in od kontekstov, v okviru katerih je ko{ara potovala. Relacijska 
perspektiva nam ponuja prilo`nost, da si ogledamo me{anico intelektualnih, 
socialnih in politi~nih motivov za zbiranje.

Po Gosdenovih razlagah nam ta pristop mapiranja (mapping) skupnosti ter 
kolonialnih in institucionalnih povezav raznih vrst pomaga razumeti preteklost na 
bolj konkreten, ̀ ivahen in oseben na~in. Pomaga nam pridobiti vpogled v pogoje, ki 
so privedli do nastanka zbirk in povezav, “tako da jih lahko uporabljamo kot sklope 
surovin v sedanjosti, da izdelujemo nove sklope razmerij med vsemi udele`enci 
v postkolonialnem svetu”.60 Odkar so spolne in postmoderne teorije vklju~ene v 
muzejsko prakso, vemo ve~ o razli~nih pomenih in vidikih predmetov. Ne samo, 
da je spolno povezan vidik lahko zelo razli~en, ampak tudi to, da so velike razlike 
med vidiki razli~nih generacij. Vsakdo lahko pove svojo lastno zgodbo o interakciji 
s predmeti. Pristop lahko ponazorim z dvema primeroma nedavnih razstav. Prva 
je iz Muzeja svetovnih kultur v Frankfurtu na Majni61 in ponazarja tesno povezavo 
med predmetom in laiki in kako te pomene, kot del razstave, lahko ali ignoriramo 
ali jih vidimo kot izziv za nove svetove muzejskega védenja.

Biti predmet – biti umetnost62

Od 31. 10. 2009 do 31. 10. 2010 so bile mojstrovine zbirke razstavljene 
na umetnostni na~in (izolirano) in razvr{~ene glede na geografski izvor. Izbrane 

56 http://www.prm.ox.ac.uk/RelationalMuseum.html (10.4.2012). 
57 Basu & Alivizatou 2009: 27. 
58 Id.
59 Gosden 2009: 7. 
60 Id.
61 Rein 2010.
62 Id.
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barve prostorov, npr. zelena za Ameriko in modra za Oceanijo, so izhajale iz 
zahodnih konvencionalnih asociacij za lo~evanje razli~nih geografskih obmo~ij. O 
kontekstih je bila na voljo samo pe{~ica podatkov (v nem{~ini in angle{~ini, brez 
omembe avtorja) na dveh ravneh. Na prvi ravni je besedilo obsegalo pet vrstic, npr. 
s kategorijo/imenom predmeta, po mo`nosti v izvirnem jeziku, potem {e pleme, 
obmo~je in leto/stoletje. Besedila so bila name{~ena na prednji strani vitrine ali na 
steni poleg nje. Druga raven informacij so bili veliki zasloni, obe{eni na zid blizu 
prehoda v drugo sobo ali drugo celino. Prikazali so abstraktne barvne zemljevide 
izbrane celine in besedila v stilu kataloga in ob njih je bil odlagalni prostor za 
plastificirana besedila, ki so jih obiskovalci lahko nosili s sabo po prostorih.63

    
Sliki 6, 7. (foto: Anette Rein, 2010)

Bila pa je {e dodatna raven informacij v bli`ini nekaterih izdelkov – 
ve~inoma znotraj vitrin. Ti napisi so pritegnili pozornost obiskovalcev, ne samo 
zaradi bli`ine predmetu, ampak tudi zaradi posebne barve tiska na napisih. Napisi 
so navajali ime in kraj bivanja osebe, ki je bila sponzor izdelka. Ta koncept bli`ine 
oz. relacijske prezentacije je bil sestavni del iskanja sponzorjev, kot je opisano 
na doma~i spletni strani muzeja: “Vsak sponzor ali sponzorka lahko izmed 80 
umetnin izbere eno in bo – v kolikor to `eli – njegovo/njeno ime navedeno na 
tabli poleg izbranega predmeta vse, dokler traja razstava.”64

V smislu vpra{anja Kdo tu govori? je bil glas sponzorja v zgoraj omenjenem 
primeru gotovo med najmo~nej{imi na tej razstavi. Dejansko so lahko pripovedovali 
zelo zanimive zgodbe. Na primer Jens Jakob Happ in njegova `ena Hanna Laura 

63 Ta zelo ra{irjen na~in predstavljanja razli~nih formatov besedil na razstavi od obiskovalcev zahteva 
zaporedje gibanja (nazaj in naprej, gor in dol, vstran), za katero Andreas Spiegl predlaga poimenovanje 
Info- Foxtrott. (2005: 94).

64 Isto besedilo je na spletni strani http://www.mwk-frankfurt.de/Deutsch/Being_Object_Being_
Art._-_Mit 80_Paten_um_die_Welt/Amerika/index.html (8. 8. 2010). 
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Klar sta postala sponzorja (botra) mehi{ke skulpture (sliki 6, 7). Happ mi je 
povedal zgodbo o posebnem odnosu do izbranega predmeta: “V otro{tvu sem 
videl mnogo teh barvitih izdelkov in slik v hi{i biv{e etnologinje in kustodinje 
Mestnega etnografskega muzeja65 v Frankfurtu na Majni, Karin Hahn-Hissink, 
ki je v 60-ih letih prej{njega stoletja po Mehiki potovala s svojim soprogom, 
slikarjem Albertom Hahnom. Moja star{a sta bila tesna prijatelja para in zbiralca 
Hahnovih slik. Leta 1995 sem Alberta Hahna obiskal v njegovi hi{i le malo pred 
njegovo smrtjo.66 [e vedno se zelo `ivo spominjam impresivne lepote njegovih 
slikovitih zbirk. Na `alost se zdi, da je njegovo odli~no delo potonilo v pozabo. 
Zaradi prijetnih spominov in moje o~aranosti s kombinacijo umetnosti in znanosti 
pri tem paru antropologinje in umetnika sva z `eno izbrala to skulpturo, ki z 
vidika umetnostnega trga najbr` nima visoke vrednosti”.67

Na tej razstavi je bilo skupaj z izbranimi predmeti imensko navedenih okrog 
23 sponzorjev. Vendar ni bila predstavljena nobena izmed njihovih osebnih zgodb 
o posebnem odnosu do predmeta.68 Specifi~ni odnosi sponzorjev so bili zamol~ani v 
korist formalnega estetskega pristopa razstave, ki si je prizadeval ohraniti pripoved 
etnografskih predmetov kot pravih umetnin.69 Taka estetska predstavitev ustvarja 
brez~asnost, ki bi jo osebne zgodbe prekinile, ker bi predmete umestile v ~as in 
prostor. A skozi zgodbo Jensa J. Happa bi mehi{ka skulptura lahko postala mo~an 
medij, ki bi preteklost povezoval s sedanjostjo in prihodnostjo. Obiskovalci bi 
v tem primeru dobili vtise o dveh profesionalcih (etnologinji in slikarju), ki sta 
pred leti skupaj delala za muzej. Bralci te zgodbe bi izvedeli za posebno metodo 
antropolo{kega terenskega dela: tesno sodelovanje med znanstvenikom in umetnikom 
pri dokumentiranju zbranih predmetov in za bodo~e raziskave o njih. Predstavitev 
tak{nih zgodb bi ponazorila, da povezav med sponzorjem in izbranim predmetom 
ne smemo zreducirati zgolj na finan~ni vidik. Skozi tak{ne osebne razlage bi se 
obiskovalci ~ustveno anga`irali. Dobili bi ~ustven odnos do predmeta in tudi do 
muzeja. Postali bi del neke skupne zgodbe. Dolo~en predmet, povezan s sponzorjem, 
bi ustvarjal razli~na videnja zgodovinskih muzealij. Tak na~in predstavitve bi 
spodbujal obiskovalce, da bi poleg uradnih, navidezno nevtralnih muzejskih zgodb 
za~eli iskati s predstavljenimi predmeti povezane lastne misli in spomine. 

Medtem ko ta primer poka`e zgodovinsko relacijsko perspektivo, drugi primer iz 
[vice ponazarja izziv, kako realizirati zgoraj omenjeno pripoved v muzejski predstavitvi. 
@eleni rezultati so, poleg posredovanja znanstvenih podatkov, samorefleksivne sodobne 
osebne zgodbe o religiji. Ta novi pristop se osredoto~i na izku{nje posameznika in na 
to, kako subjekti kot strokovnjaki postanejo vklju~eni v predstavitev predmetov.

65 Glej FN 38.
66 Njegova žena je umrla leta 1981. Gugel 2004: 154.
67 Pogovor z Jensom Jakobom Happom 19. 8. 2010.
68 V zadnjih letih je bilo nekaj zelo prepri~ljivih primerov, v katerih so laiki (nemuzealci) na razstavah 

predstavili svoje lokalno znanje. Rein 2009/10: 14 f.
69 Na tej razstavi ustvarjalci etnografskih predmetov ostanejo neimenovani (njihovo pleme/obmo~je 

in kultura sta navedena kot kolektivni anonimni avtor) – oseben, živ stik lahko ustvarjajo samo posamezno 
omenjeni sponzorji.
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Predmet vere za vernike in nevernike70

Slika 8: Ljudi so prosili, da prinesejo s svojo vero povezan predmet in da povedo zgodbo o svojem 
osebnem duhovnem odnosu do njega.71 (foto: Anette Rein, 2007)

Razstava je bila na ogled v Stapferhausu v Lenzburgu 2006/07.72 Ker muzej 
nima lastnih zbirk, Stapferhaus deluje kot Hi{a sodobnosti (Haus der Gegenwart).73 
Osrednji vidiki vsake razstave so povezanost s sedanjostjo (Gegenwartsbezug), 
pomenljiva odsotnost predmetov in intenzivna komunikacija z obiskovalci.74 
Konceptualno izhodi{~e je téma in pomembnost vpra{anja, ki naj bi bilo povezano 
s {ir{imi sodobnimi dru`benimi vrednotami in imelo potencial za diskurz o 
razli~nih usmeritvah v dru`bi; povezano naj bi bilo tudi z vsakdanjimi izku{njami 
obiskovalcev.75 Kot sodobniki so na razstavah v Stapferhausu vsi obiskovalci 
obravnavani kot strokovnjaki. Ni ve~ velikih zgodb, kot npr. o kr{~anski veri. Na 
razstavi so se z obiskovalci pogovarjali o njihovih vsakdanjih verskih praksah, 
verovanjih, molitvah, upih in o tem, kaj mislijo o smrti in posmrtnem `ivljenju. 
Skozi razstavo je postalo o~itno, da se vera ne pojavi kar tako, od nikoder, ampak da 
se razvija skozi leta v skupnih vsakodnevnih verskih obredih, npr. znotraj dru`ine. 
Za razstavo sta bili zna~ilni so~asnost in enakovrednost. Sprejete so bile vse vere 
in verniki so bili vklju~eni kot del celotne predstavitve. Temu predstavitvenemu 
pristopu pravijo tudi socialna scenografija, pojem, ki ga je skovala Beat Hächler.

70 “Predmet vere za vernike in nevernike” prevedla avtorica.
71 “Predmeti vere. Predmeti vere oz. (verske stvari)/verski predmeti so osebni predmeti iz lastnega 

verskega življenja. Sto oseb predstavlja svoje verske predmete in pove, kaj je bilo tisto, da so za njih postali 
verski.” http://www.stapferhaus.ch/ausstellungen/glaubenssache-lenzburg/rundgang.html (13. 5. 2012). 
Zahvaljujem se Sybille Lichtensteiger za dovoljenje za objavo fotografije.

72 Od 28. 10. 2006 do 28. 10. 2007.
73 Hächler 2007: 83. Prostori ~love{kih sre~anj in umne razprave. Hächler 2007: 79. 
74 Hächler 2007: 77. 
75 Hächler 2007: 80. “Izhodi{~e je tema … �ki� odpira temeljna družbena vpra{anja (vrednot), �ki 

je� po naravi {iroka, ne pa ozka, �ki ima� diskurzivni potencial in ki omogo~a prepoznavanje potrebe po 
orientaciji celotne družbe in �ki je� blizu vsakdanjim izku{njam obiskovalk in obiskovalcev.” Dodatki med 
oklepaji so avtori~ini.
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VIZIJA ETNOGRAFSKIH MUZEJEV KOT GLOBALNIH 
AKTERJEV

Znotraj muzejske scene imajo etnografski muzeji posebno poslanstvo. 
Njihove zbirke so na splo{no me{anica arheolo{kih predmetov, predmetov visoke 
umetnosti (tudi z vidika njihovih ustvarjalcev), predmetov iz vsakdanjega `ivljenja 
in verskih predmetov. Ena glavnih nalog etnografskega muzeja je, da postane 
forum za predstavitve konceptov razli~nih tradicij, kultur in posameznih pomenov 
znotraj razli~nih kultur/tradicij in identitet v razli~nih ~asovnih obdobjih. To 
pomeni, da bi, poleg preu~evanja predmetov, ljudje sami morali biti v sredi{~u 
raziskovanja in posredovanja.

Paul Goodwin poudarja dejstvo, da “v globalnem svetu kulturna identiteta 
ni ve~ omejena na edinstvene kategorije rase, spola, spolnosti, razreda ali narodne 
pripadnosti. Namesto tega so globalne tehnologije navdihnile neprekinjen pretok 
idej in komunikacij, medtem ko so dru`beni trendi izgnanstev, potovanj in migracij 
povzro~ili stalno mno`i~no gibanje ljudi preko meja. Medtem ko je bilo prej mogo~e 
opredeliti razmerje mo~i modernizma in postkolonializma s pogajanji med dvema 
subjektoma, kolonizatorjem in koloniziranim, zatiralcem in zatiranim, muzejem 
in javnostjo, v kulturno pluralnem svetu ni ve~ ob~utka centra in periferije in so 
meje narodne pripadnosti, skupnosti in identitete pod vpra{ajem”. Homi Bhabha 
opozarja, da so predstave o kulturno fiksnem stanju zamenjala “kompleksna teko~a 
pogajanja – med manj{inami in proti asimilaciji”.76 Konvencionalni subjektivni 
vidiki razsvetljenstva (nacionalni, imperialni, moderni) so razpadli na {tevilne 
identitete (lokalne, regionalne, transnacionalne, globalne, spolne, urbane itd.) in 
“drugi” se je razmno`il v “druge” (ki so lo~eni po “rasi”, razredu, spolu, narodni 
pripadnosti, na~inu `ivljenja itd.).77 Stara ideja, da mora biti predstavitev drugih 
eksotizacijska ali asimilacijska, je spregledala druge mo`nosti, npr. priznavanje 
razlik brez eksotizacije, priznavanje “drugih” kot sogovornikov v dialogu in celo 
samega sebe kot “drugega”.78

Po Silaji Suntharalingam79 “se muzeji vse bolj odmikajo od 'predstave o 
kustosu kot edinem razlagalcu, ki svojo modrost prena{a na pasivno publiko'. 
Namesto tega se ustvarja prostor za dialog, interakcijo in 'kompleksna teko~a 
pogajanja'”80 med muzejem, obiskovalcem in umetnikom. V smislu “igre” 
muzeji v globaliziranem svetu vse bolj postajajo “posredniki” in laboratoriji za 

76 Goodwin 2009, pogovor s Silajo Suntharalingam; citirano v Suntharalingam 2009: 2. Bhabha, 
citiran v Sunthatalingam 2009: 2. “Nastanek spremljajo~e retorike za globalno kulturo odseva v {tevilnih 
novih pojmih: 'interkulturno', 'transkulturno', 'medkulturno' itd. Ti pojmi vse bolj zamenjujejo znana 
spolitizirana pojma 'kulturna raznolikost' in 'multikulturnost'.”

77 V angle{kem besedilu avtorica razlikuje med “others” in “OtherS”, ker “fragmentarni vidiki 
identitete vsakega posameznika postanejo bolj razvidni z uporabo velike za~etnice O in velikim S na koncu 
besede” (op. prevajalca).

78 Neverden Pieterse 2005: 165.
79 Suntharalingam 2009: 2 f.
80 Bhabha Beyond the pale: Art in the age of multicultural translation, str. 22. Citirano v 

Suntaralingamu 2009: 3
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eksperimentiranje z novimi kombinacijami in sre~evanji kultur.81 Novi pristop 
se osredoto~a na izku{nje posameznika.82 Pri{li smo do to~ke znotraj muzejske 
sfere, kjer moramo v starih zbirkah odkrivati nove pomene. Muzej je dru`beni 
konstrukt, posrednik ideolo{ko obremenjenih predstav o znanju in zgodovinski 
resnici; razvijati se mora v refleksiven, poizvedovalen kulturni prostor, kjer 
obstoje~e zbirke spregovorijo z novimi pomeni. Po Susan Pearce to zahteva ve~ji 
premik v upravljanju muzeja in v odnosih.83 Eden izmed bodo~ih izzivov muzejev 
bo prikazovanje kulturnih sistematik in raznolikost znanj.84 

Multikulturnost je staroselce ponovno pripeljala domov in s koncem velike 
zgodbe o modernosti se je “drugi” razmno`il v “druge”. To odpira novo polje 
kulturnega pretoka “podrejenih znanj”, nomadskega znanja in medkulturnih 
prevodov.85 

Etnografski muzeji morajo opustiti diskurz o drugem/drugih v korist arhivov 
in razstav o z zbirkami povezanem socialnem omre`ju na participativen /inkluziven 
relacijski na~in kot edini metodi za sprejetje enakovrednosti intelektualnega 
so~asnega okolja po vsem svetu (Zeitgenossenschaft). Ne bi smelo biti omejitev 
za “druge” kot so~asne sogovornike z lastnim pogledom na temeljna vpra{anja o 
sobivanju v enem svetu. Kot se je izrazil James Clifford: “Minili so ~asi, ko so kulturni 
antropologi brez ugovora lahko predstavljali 'staroselski vidik'… 'antropolog' – {iroko 
in v~asih stereotipno opredeljen – je postal negativni alter ego v sodobnem diskurzu 
o staroselcih, ozna~en kot epitom arogantne in vsiljive kolonialne oblasti.”86 

Zdi se, da so etnografski muzeji v globoki krizi. Mnogi so s svojimi zbirkami 
ohromljeni in zaradi tega nezmo`ni spregovoriti. @e zdavnaj so izgubili vlogo 
poobla{~enih zbiralcev, predstavnikov kolonializma in znanstvenikov, ki 
raziskujejo etnografske predmete. Kako dolgo bodo {e lizali svoje rane, gojili 
litanije o travmati~ni izgubi 'carte blanche' kolonialne in znanstvene avtoritete? 
“Sodobna pri~akovanja segajo zelo visoko in en sam muzej ne more pokrivati vseh 
vidikov stoletij kolonizacije, prilagoditev, pretvorb, spremenljivih gospodarskih in 
vladnih pritiskov, nasprotnih zgodovin o kulturni 'repatriaciji' … teko~ih ustnih 
izro~il in staroselskih epistemologij.”87 Etnografski muzeji bi morali prepoznati, 
kaj jih ovira, in izkoristiti svoje prilo`nosti. Zavedati se morajo velikega zaklada 
znanja in izdelkov, ki so jih nabrali v zadnjih stoletjih. Ume{~eni med staroselskim 
“mitom” in zahodno “znanostjo”88 morajo pozdraviti svojo politi~no odgovorno 
vlogo in predstaviti temelje za sodobne, raznolike medkulturne pogovore o 
razli~nih sistemih védenja in konceptih o `ivljenju.

81 Pietersee Multiculturalism … str. 178. Citirano v Suntharalingamu 2009: 3.
82 Paine 2000: 157.
83 Pearce 2002.
84 Bush 2005: 157.
85 Neverdeen Pietersee 2007: 130.
86 Clifford 2004: 5.
87 Clifford 2004: 27.
88 Clifford 2004: 19.
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od 2007 je ~lanica sveta ICOM/ICME in od  
2012 predsednica nem{kega Zveznega združenja 
neodvisnih etnologov. Doma in v tujini je 
objavila ve~ kot 100 prispevkov in ve~ kot 50 
publikacij o antropologiji plesa, muzeologiji, 
veri, spolu, ~lovekovih pravicah in Indoneziji. 

POVZETEK

Tradicionalni stebri muzejskega dela so zbiranje, shranjevanje, raziskovanje in posredovanje/
razstavljanje/izobra`evanje. Muzeji na ta na~in prispevajo k varovanju naravne, kulturne in 
znanstvene dedi{~ine. Tradicionalna vloga etnografskega muzeja je bila v posredovanju zgodb 
“kulturno in plemensko drugih”. Od 70-tih let prej{njega stoletja pa je bila ta vloga pod 
vpra{ajem in vsaj od 90-tih let naprej ni ve~ sprejemljiva. Danes kriza etnografskih muzejev 
v Nem~iji odseva v razli~nih muzejskih konceptih, razvidnih iz razli~nih na~inov razstavljanja 
etnografskih predmetov. Razstave segajo od tradicionalnih geografskih in plemenskih 
sistematizacij, predstavitev, kjer prevladuje primerjanje kategorij in predstavitev etnografskih 
predmetov kot umetni{kih izdelkov, vse do tak{nih, v katerih je koncept etni~nosti izginil na 
ra~un “svetovnih kultur”. Zdi se, da so etnografski muzeji v globoki krizi. V zvezi z zbirkami, 
ki jih hranijo, so ohromljeni in nezmožni spregovoriti. Po~utijo se nemo~ne pri odlo~itvah, ki 
jih morajo sprejeti: kateri glasovi naj bodo vklju~eni v neko razstavo in kateri izklju~eni; in kdo 
ima danes {e pravico spregovoriti po stoletjih kolonizacije, prilagoditev, pretvorb, spremenljivih 
gospodarskih in vladnih pritiskov in nasprotnih zgodovin o kulturni repatriaciji? ^lanek opisuje 
zgodovino razli~nih konceptov, tri korake muzealizacije, relacijski pristop in spreminjajo~e se 
koncepte “drugega” in “Drugih” in se posve~a vpra{anju, kaj naj bi bilo poslanstvo etnografskih 
muzejev, ~e se sami vidijo kot globalne akterje.
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COMPETENCES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF 
ETHNOGRAPHIC MUSEUMS AS GLOBAL ACTORS

Anette Rein

ABSTRACT
The article begins with the central issue of exhibiting ethnographic artifacts. Either 
museums reduce objects to art objects according to the Western concept, or the context 
of artifacts is shown, as analyzed by curators. The description of the three stages of 
muzealization demonstrates the fragmentation of any museum object. Through the 
history of ethnographic museums and several examples of exhibitions it is shown how the 
perspective of the other(s) turned from a relational approach into one of the OtherS. The 
text ends with an appeal to ethnographic museums to embrace their political responsibility.
Key words: ethnographic museums, history of museums, different concepts of exhibiting 
ethnographic objects, others and OtherS, relational approach

COLLECTING AND EXHIBITING
Maori cloaks (kakahu), made from the shiny New Zealand flax, were traditionally 

woven by women using a special technique called finger-weaving (whatu).1 During the 
weaving process the women had to comply with several taboos, such as not eating or 
drinking, or working when menstruating. The preparation of the flax fibres and the 
delicate weaving process required all their concentration if it was to be successful.2 It 
was believed that the woven thread connects ancestors with their descendants.3 The 
production of a single cloak took about one year. Some of the weavers “signed” the 
cloaks on the back with their individual little pattern in red. These cloaks of different 
material, of different length and with different decoration, were extraordinary objects 
because they represented more than simply status and prestige for their owners. 
These items were not made to remain in the hands of one owner but had to circulate. 
While cloaks were regularly exchanged between chiefs, or important men and women, 

1 Many thanks to Lisa Renard who gave an exciting workshop about the weaving process and the concept 
of mana in the Linden-Museum on 6 May 2012 and who did the proof reading of this text. As an expert on Maori 
traditions she inspired me to use the exhibited cloaks as a classical example for the situation in which curators 
are caught between the devil and the deep blue sea while displaying only fragments of ethnographic contexts.

2 I decided to use the past tense because I mainly rely on an old cloak. But as Lisa Renard has 
pointed out, even today the women have to respect several taboos during the weaving process.

3 Heermann & Veys 2012: 78.
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their temporary owners could accumulate the concentrated mana (spiritual power) 
connected with the cloaks. If a cloak – after the long journey from one hand to the 
next – returned to its first owner (which happened in only a few cases) this represented 
the greatest amount of mana or spiritual power, an owner could accumulate.

However, mana as spiritual power was not only allocated to a cloak as a 
valuable material object. The concept has to be understood as a complex system of 
elements that have to be in harmony so that mana can be present. A cloak alone 
was a very powerful item, but to activate mana for its owner, his/her cloak had 
to be worn and had to be connected, for example with the landscape, ancestors, 
the tribe, the language (te reo), the other taonga (ancestral treasures worn by 
the prestigious people of the tribe), the moko (tattoo), and the personality of the 
owner, who had to have a special attitude while wearing the cloak.

Fig. 1: Two Maori cloaks, left: tukakumai made and owned by Kohai Grace 2010; right: kaitaka with 
taniko border, 19th century; Linden-Museum Stuttgart. (Photo: Anette Rein, 2012)4

In the exhibition “Maori. Die ersten Bewohner Neuseelands” (“Maori, The 
first inhabitants of New Zealand”5; 01.04.-14.10.2012), the Linden-Museum in 
Stuttgart shows several historical cloaks in different display cases. From a Maori 
perspective, through the special weaving technique these cloaks have their own 
voices. Consequently, any presentation in a museum requires a special approach 
and usually the request is for a display as close as possible to how the cloaks would 
look when worn. The result can be seen see on Figure 1, on the cloak on the right, 
which is wrapped around a stand resembling the shape of a human body.6 The 

4 Thanks to Inès de Castro for approving the publication of my picture.
5 Translated by the author.
6 Ingrid Heermann e-mail: 10 May 2012. „…die meisten anderen wünschten (oder bestanden auf 

einer) eine mehr den Tragegewohnheiten entsprechende Präsentation, um ‚die Stimme’ der Webarbeiten zu 
erhalten.“ While preparing items for a display case, the voice of the conservators is one of the strongest. If they 
decide that a hanging of the cloaks would damage the cloak, there is no other way than of a lying position for 
the textiles – although this contradicts the concepts of the Maori completely” (Renard 2012, oral comment).
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contemporary artist Kohai Grace, creator of the second cloak, seen in the centre, 
agreed to the flat hanging of her artefact.

Referring to the concept of mana and the belief in the spiritual power of 
any cloak woven with the finger technique, the decoration of the display case 
seems to be a very poor one that fails to communicate the vivid Maori spiritual 
traditions. The complex narrative is reduced to a fixed position and the objects are 
presented as “glass-cased �…� to be gazed upon, admired, and understood only in 
relation to themselves”7 and in relation to the biography of the one who admires 
them. This follows the Western art concept and mediates the aesthetic quality 
of the objects. Neither the process of decoration together with the dialogues 
between the curators and the Maoris, nor the reduction or fragmentation into 
single, material or technical aspects of the displayed items is mentioned in the 
text (“Sozialer Status”) seen in the display case or in the catalogue. Although the 
curators corresponded with Maori representatives, the displayed cloaks underwent 
a process of “musealization”, which will be discussed in detail in what follows.

PROCESSES OF MUSEALIZATION8

According to Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett,9 all ethnographic objects are 
“an art of excision, of detachment, an art of excerpt. Where does the object begin 
and where does it end? �...� Shall we exhibit the �collected� cup with the saucer, 
the tea, the cream and sugar, the spoon, the napkin and placement, the table, the 
chair the rug? Where do we stop? Where do we make the cut?” She prefers not 
to talk about ethnographic objects but about ethnographic fragments, created by 
ethnographers who made their personal choice in the field, segmented, detached, 
and carried the artefacts away to become part of a museum collection. The 
different steps are elaborated in the process of muzealisation which, according 
to Anja Laukötter, consists of three steps.10 Figuratively they correspond with the 
classic model of liminality in rituals that, following Arnold van Gennep,11 can be 
summarized colloquially as: remove – recreate - reintegrate.12

First: removed from their original context, the things are robbed of their 
function – they are taken out of time and space – in order to be exported in this 
still unclean condition for further processing.

7 Macdonald 1999: 2.
8 Rein 2011b.
9 Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1990, p. 388
10 Laukötter 2010, pp. 120.
11 In 1909, Van Gennep described the structure of rites of passage for the first time. In the exhibition 

Reisen und Entdecken. Vom Sepik an den Main (October 27, 2007-August 30, 2009) the various steps of 
musealization were staged and explained in a companion book to the exhibition (cf. Raabe 2008).

12 I wish to thank Dr. Matthias Jenny, director of the Palmengarten in Frankfurt am Main for 
the information that these three steps of musealization not only apply to things, but also to plants. The 
arrangements of plants in public shows are not to be equated with nature, but rather represent our Western 
idea of nature. The composition of arrangements and collections also lies in the responsibility of curators. 
In German the terms are raus – rüber – rein.
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Second: the semantic change of the objects takes place along a prescribed 
path through the various departments of the museum: in a process of gassing, 
inventory, conservation, restoration and declaration. They are integrated into the 
museum’s system of rules and regulations in the workrooms far from the public 
eye. Dislodged from their true symbolic context, the objects are sorted according 
to principles of materiality, authenticity, analogy, causality or functionality and 
then assigned to a culture – ergo, recreated.

In this second step, the prerogative of interpretation is defined after physical 
appropriation has taken place. The objects become scientifically legitimized and 
are often declared exceptional. Specially chosen pieces are given this mark of 
quality by labelling them as top exhibit or masterpiece for the general public.13 An 
object that has been sanctified in this way comes to represent an entire culture, 
since ethnographic museums never show the people themselves, but only their 
forms of cultural expression.14

Third: the last step of musealization is its exhibition. The visitors’ individual 
perspectives give things their exclusive aura and thus turn them into museum 
objects.15 Their new status is now also perceived by the public and thus they are 
reintegrated.

“For the museum context, a single object was not sufficient. Instead, it 
needed �…� an exhibited collection in order to fulfil the expectations that had 
been created.”16 Only with the help of the presented objects, a sheer vast mass 
of things, could e.g. ethnographical museums convincingly demonstrate to the 
public their expertise in the mastery of knowledge and the interpretation of the 
world in the midst of the ostensible chaos of cultural diversity. The final decision 
of what is shown in an exhibition, and in what way, resides with the curator – the 
established scientific expert.17

For a better understanding about changing paradigms in collecting and 
exhibiting ethnographic objects, let us have a brief look into the history of 
museums.

THE BEGINNINGS OF ETHNOGRAPHIC MUSEUMS
In Europe the 16th and 17th centuries, collecting became an obsession of 

rulers, aristocrats, churches and, later, of academics. The natural sciences had 
not yet developed and people worldwide collected exciting and exotic things for 
their curio galleries.18 Such collections were intended to prove that the objects 

13 See: Being Object – Being Art. Meisterwerke aus den Sammlungen des Museums der Weltkulturen 
Frankfurt am Main, http://www.mdw-frankfurt.de/Deutsch/ (March 21, 2010).

14 Köstering 2003: 17.
15 Laukötter 2010: 121.
16 Id.
17 Laukötter 2010: 122.
18 Cabinet of wonders or curiosity (Golding 2011: 38)
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therein were examples of the varieties of the creational act. The criteria for 
collected pieces were the unusual and the rare. Ethnographic objects were seen 
as equal to European ones and all artefacts were presented according to their 
material conditions and functions. Neither the provenance nor the traditional 
context was of interest to the collectors. The owners of these galleries invited 
one another to private soirees where together they enjoyed the contemplation 
of items characterized by curiosity and marvel. The emotional reactions of the 
visitors can be described as ranging from defence to longing. The combination of 
the object's presentation was dictated by the personal inclinations of their owners. 
The collection of artefacts was regarded as a demonstration of the owner's power, 
wealth and knowledge, and simultaneously as a representation of the cosmos. A 
possible explanation for this passion for collecting and amassing artefacts is that 
Europeans slowly started to recognize that Europe had to be seen and understood 
in a wider context. As a consequence of the rise of worldwide travel, all the theories 
formally used to understand the world were put to the test.

At the end of the 17th century, the natural sciences were born and the politics 
of collecting changed. The great expeditions of James Cook to the South Seas in 
the 18th century brought for the first time masses of ethnographic objects to the 
European market. At this point, specialized collecting politics emerged with a new 
way of systematizing objects. The former universalism vanished and an ambiguity 
arose regarding the way in which ethnographic objects should be categorized. 
In the 19th century, the majority of large national museums and some of the 
ethnographic museums were founded. Step by step these collections were opened to 
the interested public: bourgeoisie, workers women, men, and children. Compared 
to the former practice of exclusive events for a selected public, the process of 
the democratization of knowledge began. After the closure of the curio cabinets 
and the handing over of collections to the new museums (such as natural history 
museums or historical museums), primitive people were regarded institutionally 
as being part of nature, comparable to flora and fauna. “The choice of the term 
'ethnographic'19 (object) was based on the assumption that mankind’s differences 
were not only physical, as the anthropological collections demonstrated, but also 
cultural, and that physical and the cultural were closely linked.”20

Ethnographic items were now organized according to a natural science system: 
they were ordered according to their geographical provenience and similarity of 
their forms and classified according to an imagined stage of civilization. Questions 
arose as to how far these objects represented an original primitive world, the 
bottom of a pyramid of human evolution, which culminated in the white Anglo-
Saxon male. In addition, the colonial exhibitions, which were the origins of many 
ethnographic museums, offered panoramas of power in which imperial hierarchies 
were on display.”21

19 Instead of calling it an ‚art objectš.
20 Dias 2006: 175.
21 Nederveen Pietersee 2005: 164.
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Museum display labels foregrounded the predominance of the white man 
and his cultural and industrial achievements. Hence without any comprehensive 
concept, great numbers of objects entered museum collections. In the best cases, 
contextual knowledge about the artefact’s origins, such as time, place and ethnic 
group was acquired and presented. As Nélia Dias has shown, ethnographic 
museums in France in the 19th century, conceived as democratic spaces at the 
service of the public, aimed to provide spaces for visualizing human difference, 
particularly racial and cultural differences. “Moreover, ethnographic museums 
attempted to display the progress of human civilization by linking race and 
progress.”22

According to Andrew Zimmermann, the “Berlin Museum was not merely a 
place in which anthropological objects, already defined as not-art, were stored; 
it was also an apparatus that rendered them as not-art and therefore as objects 
of natural science in the first place. This transformation was enacted largely by 
glass and iron cases designed specifically for the museum (known as the Berlin 
iron case)”23 and which produced a new kind of museum display. The iron cases 
allowed daylight to fall onto masses of ethnographic objects and their arrangement 
in parallel rows in large halls which enabled the visitor to “view the contents 
of a number of cases simultaneously. From almost any position, the viewer’s 
gaze passed through multiple, cases thus creating what was referred to as a �total 
impression’ (Total-Eindruck) of the artefacts.”24

The attitude of collectors at this time, vis-à-vis those they took items from, 
can be exemplified by the way in which human remains were merchandised all 
over the world. The remains were not treated like human belongings, but rather 
as objects serving the scientific purpose of gaining knowledge about human 
races. Individual personality and respect for the Other were totally disregarded. 
Collectors gathered information about objects by interviewing only chiefs (or 
their translators) about specific issues. Their motto was: "One tribe – one chief – 
one voice". Interviews with people of different generations or addressing gender 
issues were largely absent. The objects were displayed according to geographical 
and technological series that stressed their scientific rather than an aesthetic 
dimension.25 Defining them as artefacts, specimens, and documents (not as art) 
was a key strategy for securing the scientific status of anthropology as a scientific 
field studying the distinction between the so-called natural and cultural peoples.26 
In the Berlin iron cases the ethnographic items were presented as being artless, 
cultureless, and ahistorical.27

22 Dias 2006:175. See also Macdonald 1999: 12.
23 Zimmermann 2006: 287.
24 Id.
25 Dias 2006: 178.
26 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2006: 362.
27 Zimmermann 2006: 296.
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EXHIBITING THE OTHER(S) IN THE 20TH CENTURY
Up until the 1930s, many exhibitions in Europe and the USA included people 

from overseas, especially imported for the shows, under the heading: 'Wild people, 
wild animals’. They were primarily put on display in zoological gardens and world 
exhibitions. According to Kirshenblatt-Gimblett,28 the museum institution took 
over the new role of offering events which could have been visited in theatres 
before. It “was particularly useful in England and the United States during the early 
nineteenth century because performances that would have been objectionable to 
conservative Protestants if staged in a theatre were acceptable when presented 
in a museum �…� This reframing of performance in terms of nature, science, 
and education rendered it respectable...” At the time, the museums world wanted 
to represent the power of the colonial states opposed to the colonialized. A 
big step forward in changing discriminatory perspectives of the Other was the 
disentanglement of artefacts from the evolutionary system and the establishment 
of a new approach to evaluation based on cultural criteria. The height of the 
dioramas was reached after their introduction in the 19th century and museums 
began to reconstruct scenes that offered insight into cultural background, such as 
scenes of ordinary daily and religious life.

The shift from showing exhibitions about cultural differences (e.g. in the 
Trocadéro in Paris 1878) to cultural equality started in France with the newly 
designed Musée de L’Homme in 1937. According to Dias, the museum’s focus on 
equal worth has to be considered from a double perspective: recognition of cultural 
diversity and its complexity in the spirit of relativism and the rejection of human 
hierarchy. Evolutionism as a theoretical framework was categorically rejected.29 
“By emphasizing racial and cultural equality, the Musée de l’Homme recognized 
the possibility of alternative social and cultural forms. This institution left aside 
the issue of artistic manifestation, a sensitive domain that would risk calling into 
question its relativist message as well as the status of French (and Western) art 
�…�, the acknowledgement of the diversity of cultures and of their equal worth did 
not necessarily imply the willingness to accept their artistic equality.”30

Since the 1970s, thanks to the demands of New Museology, the sole claim to 
expert status in dealing with the world has been broken by the active participation 
of those affected from the countries of origin in the interpretation of the world. 
This was the beginning of the ongoing process of deconstructing expert knowledge 
and the role of the curator versus the knowledge of laymen. Since then, with new 
educational programmes and new political challenges, museums put more effort 
into working and engaging with public expectations. Visitors demanded to know 
more about people from other countries: how they lived, how they worked and 
their thoughts and opinions about life. New technical media, such as photography 
and video, were introduced into museum exhibitions. In the 1980s, academic 

28 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1990: 397 ff.
29 Dias 2006: 181.
30 Dias 2006: 179 f.
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discussions started regarding the relationship between the aura of an object and 
the use of technical equipment.

Ethnographical exhibitions which tried to meet this need invited people 
from abroad (as seen from Germany) to share information about their way of life, 
for example, in the Museum of World Cultures in Frankfurt am Main in 200231 
the exhibition "lndian Times. Nachrichten aus dem roten Amerika" with the two 
guest curators Christian Feest from the Goethe University Frankfurt am Main and 
Foster Kalama from the Warm Springs reservation in Oregon; or in 2006 "Ma 
Lakota! Indianische Kindheit in Nordamerika" together with the guest curator 
Arthur Amiotte from the Akta-Lakota-Museum, presented in the Intercultural 
Atelier (IKAT) of the Museum.32

Despite these attempts to restage the cultural meanings of collection items, 
the reconstructed "native point of view" remained subordinated to the dominant 
Western, perspective. Up until the present day, the voices of the Other(s) have 
been excluded from the majority of museum presentations. Although there have 
been lengthy debates about this difficult issue, many museums are still missing 
key concepts of collecting and documentation for working with, at times vast, 
unknown collections. Museum artefacts have been presented under Eurocentric 
measures of value in three principle ways: exoticising (emphasizing difference 
= in situ with reconstructed habitats), assimilating (emphasizing similarities = 
art exhibitions) and encyclopaedic exhibitions, which follow mixed strategies.33

A classic ethnographic exhibition mirrors the traditional Western scientific 
way of bringing systematic order into the world with objects, languages and with 
clear borders for the living areas of tribal societies. In those displays one will not 
find any interviews with people about their view on their cultural environment or 
their ways of organizing their life styles. Nothing will be mediated about what the 
source communities think about the use of their ancestral objects in a museum’s 
exhibition.34

Another way of presenting ethnographic artefacts still relies on a geographical 
background but chooses all-embracing categories like the �the world of women’ 
or �the world of men’. In such a case typical items and their different use by 
both sexes are shown. Tribal borders are of less interest. According to the chosen 
topics, suitable artefacts from different tribes are used to exemplify gender roles 
in society35. Following such a functionalistic approach, which became fashionable 
in museum practice since the 1950s, objects are shown as being part of a holistic 
cultural concept. They are interpreted as tangible illustrations of abstract, non-
material and cognitive correlations representing social organization and also used 

31 Rein 2009/10.
32 “Ma Lakota! Indian Childhood in North America” was on display from 13 February until 27 

August 2006. www.frankfurt-live.com (consulted 20 February 2006); booklet of the exhibition.
33 Neverdeen Pieterse 2005: 164 f. Dias 2006: 182.
34 For a more detailed description of an exhibition in Dresden see Rein 2010.
35 See Rein 2009/10 and Raabe 2008.
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as an expression of religious rituals. In this approach the �indigenous point of 
view’ is not simulated, but the cultural context of the objects is explained and 
interpreted e.g. in texts and displays.36

The assimilative concept presents ethnographic artefacts as �pure’ art objects 
following a formal, aesthetic viewpoint – now treating former �ethnographic objects’ 
like Western �art objects’. I coined the term art-party to describe an influential 
group of the curators. This group defends the high aesthetic and technical quality 
of the artefacts made by tribal societies. They reclassified these artefacts and 
display them in the same way as Western art is usually shown in Art Museums 
or Art Galleries. In these exhibitions, the object itself and its composition are 
the focus, together with the artist (the �culture’ where it comes from became of 
less interest).37 Those new defined art objects are presented isolated for aesthetic 
contemplation, completely removed from their cultural context or suggestion of 
an original use. In the absence of any given context, objects are interpreted by 
visitors on an individual basis, grounded in personal experience and knowledge.

Within these different approaches the current concept of the Museum of 
World Cultures38 in Frankfurt am Main uses a method which can be connected 
with artists working in the early 20th century, such as Pablo Picasso and Emil 
Nolde. According to Andrew Zimmerman “artists in Germany and France turned to 
the objects assembled in ethnographic museums as sources of inspiration for their 
own paintings.”39 This use of ethnographic objects has generally been presented 
as an important step in the history of artistic modernism. In 2012 e.g. in Frankfurt 
am Main, seven directly invited contemporary artists40 chose from within the 
ethnographic museum’s collection of about 65 000 objects those which inspired 
them to create their own art object. The exhibition “Object Atlas. Fieldwork in the 
museum”41 presented their creations (as pictures, films, texts or objects) together 
with their ethnographic muses, as can be seen in the figure below.42

36 Förster 1999: 40 f.
37 Förster 1999: 41. For a more in-depth discussion, see Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2006.
38 In 2001 the museum changed its name from Museum für Völkerkunde into Museum der 

Weltkulturen / Museum of World Cultures. Since then any suggested change to another name has been 
refused by the city councillors. (http://www.stvv.frankfurt.de/parlis2/parlis.php; consulted 10.03.2012).

39 Zimmermann 2006: 279.
40 Helke und Thomas Byerle, Marc Camille Chaimovicz, Sunah Choi, Antje Majewski, Otobong 

Nkanga and Simon Popper. In addition to the invited artists, drawings and photographs by Alf Bayerle 
(1982) were also shown.

41 From 25 January until 16 September 2012.
42 With regard to the chosen ethnographic objects the connection must not be the ethnic origin. It is 

mainly reduced to the form and /or the function in its former source community. I refer to the “Hummerfalle” 
(Trap for stupid cars) made by Tobias Bayerle, who was inspired by different fish traps from Indonesia and 
Papua New Guinea. Bayerle commented on his work as follows “There’s a lot of intelligence in these fish 
traps. They led me to a new development of my interest in motorways, hopefully with a touch of humour, 
those big fat American Hummer SUVs, huge battle chariots with four-wheel drives seemingly only used to 
pick up a pint of milk from the supermarket. I like the fact that in Germany the name Hummer means lobster 
– a marine delicacy. That’s what brought me to develop The Trap for Stupid Cars.” Booklet p. 14.
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Fig. 2: Inter alia, the artist Simon Popper comments on his work in the museum: “Then again, a museum 
is like a supermarket. They move eggs and milk around, and there are objects from different part of 

the world that can have different ages and different prices. Some are luxurious, some are cheap. It’s the 
same as going to a shop. There are new products on display, and it is accessible to everyone. �…� I also 
focused on ceramic pots from Peru, which have pairings on the shapes and images that you could find 
on them. Both these objects are gifts. �…� The Moche pots from Peru are buried with the dead. Both 

(+Ibeji carvings)43 have this unique quality of something that has to accompany an individual into their 
afterlife.”44 (Foto: Museum of World Cultures, 2012)

This concept in Frankfurt am Main seemed to be a mixture of an art 
exhibition together with the engagement of the museum with its own past45 or 
its own collection. The artists used the concept of anthropological fieldwork to 
study the historical objects with their “new” eyes and interpreted them according 
to their own imaginations. Ethnographic information is largely absent, voices of 
social anthropologists or collectors were excluded, and the history of the artefacts 
remained hidden. According to Wolfgang Leuschner and Mathis Bromberger, the 
output of the contemporary artists were in their subjectivity comparable with the 
answers to the pictures used in a Rorschach test by psychologists.46

Whereas most of the ethnographic museums show different types of 
exhibitions at the same time, the Rautenstrauch-Joest Museum. Kulturen der Welt 
in Cologne chose for its new building, which opened in October 2010, a single 
approach embracing the permanent display.

As it says in the Museum leaflet, on 3,600 square metres are presented 
“People in their worlds. Outstanding exhibits from Africa, Asia, Oceania and the 
Americas”.47 In this display any geographical systematization is excluded by a 

43 Addition by the author.
44 Quote from the booklet p. 29.
45 Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 2006: 363.
46 Leuschner & Bromberger 2012: 27.
47 http://www.museenkoeln.de/rautenstrauch-joest-museum/download/Hausflyer_engl.pdf 

(consulted 6.5.2012).
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thematic one, which shall be exchanged regularly with a new thematic focus. 
For the first period, they decided to concentrate on “themes which move people 
all over the world, but which they address differently depending on regional and 
cultural influences. The comparative cultural approach emphasizes the equality 
and validity of all cultures and provides impulses for thought and stimulating 
dialogue. The inclusion of our own culture in this comparative approach goes some 
way towards relativising our viewpoint �….� The theme complex šComprehending 
the World’ is devoted to four different kinds of encounters with other cultures 
from the European point of view. šShaping the World’ which with five sub-
themes provides a multitude of insights into different ways of life in different times 
and places.”48

An impressive scenography49 with manifold space images intensifies the 
experience of the different topics on display. In the space image “Ansichtssachen?! 
Kunst!” the museum shows objects as art objects as well as offering information 
about the ethnographic context on demand.

    
Fig. 3, 4: „Ansichtssachen?! Kunst!“ (A matter of perception)50 (Photo Atelier Brückner, 2012)

48 http://www.museenkoeln.de/rautenstrauch-joest-museum/download/Hausflyer_engl.pdf 
(consulted 13 May 2012). Emphasis by the author.

49 Atelier Brückner Stuttgart http://www.atelier-brueckner.com/nc/projekte/museen/rautenstrauch-
joest-museum-koeln.html?tx_photogals_elementid=238&tx_photogals_image=9 (consulted 6 May 2012)

50 “Die ästhetische Wahrnehmung von Objekten ist eine der Möglichkeiten, sich außereuropäischen 
Kulturen zu nähern. Bei dieser vom westlichen Kunstverständnis geprägten Sicht tritt der funktionale 
Kontext, in dem das 12 Werk einst stand, in den Hintergrund. Im neuen Rautenstrauch-Joest-Museum 
können Sieselbst entscheiden: Genießen Sie die pure Schönheit und Ästhetik unserer künstlerischen 
Highlights oder beleuchten Sie auf Knopfdruck die Geschichte hinter dem Objekt. Beides lohnt sich!” 
http://www.museenkoeln.de/rautenstrauch- joest-museum/default.asp?s=110 (consulted 13 May 2012). 
Many thanks to Atelier Brückner for the two pictures.
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Special display cases were created for this part of the exhibition, where 
visitors can decide whether to see an object as a pure art piece or, when pressing 
a button, to learn more about the context of each piece. The information is 
projected behind the object on the back board of the display case (s. fig. 3, 4). 
However, it remains unclear who identifies with the labels “us” or “European” 
mentioned in the museum’s leaflet. The big question: �who is speaking?’ is not a 
special theme of the whole exhibition. Taking the text seriously, it seems that the 
Rauthenstrauch-Joest Museum speaks on behalf of all Europeans with one voice 
(Director? Curator? Conservator? Designer?) vis-à-vis the Other(s).

ALTERNATIVE WAYS OF THINKING ABOUT 
ETHNOGRAPHIC ITEMS 
The life story of a basket

Until today, what we have mainly seen in exhibitions are the single, static 
voices and interpretations of the curators which reduce the objects to only a few 
aspects. However, the life of any item is much more dynamic. Following the 
life story of any object, one has to recognize that each of it has its own social 
biography, connected with its own networks – as I will demonstrate with the 
following example of a yellow plastic basket from Thailand.

    Fig. 5: My basket on its label

Becoming part of an art exhibition in 2002, this basket changed within a few 
days its roles from an ordinary basket for market purposes in Thailand, into an 
art object in a performance by the Thai artist Surasi Kusolwong in Frankfurt am 
Main, until being used as illustrative material in conferences or at universities for 
museological topics51 by a social anthropologist (myself). Within a few days, the 
basket met dozens of people who produced, touched, transported, sold, exhibited, 
admired, and learned through it.

With this example, I want to demonstrate some of the possible 
multidimensional social and relational perspectives connected with a single one 

51 For a longer description of the life story of this basket, see Rein 2010: 45-47.
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object. Following the definition of Arjun Appadurai and lgor Kopytoff, objects 
are biographical agents and therefore they are valued because of the associations 
they have acquired through time. This approach posits a fundamentally dynamic 
understanding of objects as Elizabeth Edwards, Chris Gosden, and Ruth B. 
Phillips emphasize in their book on Sensible Objects. "ln a biographical model, 
objects cannot be understood in terms of a single, unchanging identity (such as 
museum object), but rather by tracing the succession of meanings attached to them 
as they move across space and time. This model emerged from a perceived need 
to develop methodologies which ‘redirected’ the unit of analysis �...� to multisided 
ethnographies."52

Furthermore, it addresses the inherent instability of the meanings attached 
to objects as they become elided through their placement in the disembodied and 
thus limiting spaces of museums53. The real importance of the objects does not 
lie in the objects themselves but in the way these objects embody the physical 
manifestation of social relations. As Alfred Gell and Marilyn Strathern54 point 
out, the whole idea is that objects matter because they have agency and efficacy, 
and as such become a kind of identity unto themselves remark. According to 
Jeremy Pilcher and Saskia Vermeyelen – By framing an object in a social network 
throughout its life cycle – we can avoid the recurrent pitfalls of judging objects 
in terms of their primitive or traditional (aesthetic) qualities and mystifying the 
identity of indigenous people as noble savages. "Focusing more on the social 
network that surrounds a particular object opens up new avenues of enquiry as 
to how, and to what extent museums can become more inclusive with regard 
to indigenous people. lt allows us to move beyond the current discourse that 
approaches the history of the (ethnographic) museum from only one dominant 
perspective �... � it allows us to show a more complex narrative of the object itself. 
lt gives us the space to counterweight some of the discourses that have steeped 
indigenous artworks in a 'postcolonial' framework of sacredness and mythical 
meaning."55

Thus museums might be reconceived as a collection of social relationships, 
rather than as a collection of objects. Following the concept of the Pitt Rivers 
Museum, “Ethnographic museums used to be seen as šus’ studying šthem’. A more 
productive approach is to view museums as trans-cultural artefacts composed of 
relations between the museum and its source communities.”56 A mass of human 
relations lie behind these collections: the original makers and users of objects, 
those involved in their trades and circulation, missionaries, dealers, collectors, 
curators, directors, conservators, lecturers, administrators, friends of a museum 
and visitors. Together they comprise the museum's human community.57 A 

52 Steiner 2001: 209.
53 Steiner 2001: 210.
54 Pilcher und Vermeylen 2008: 3.
55 Pilcher und Vermeylen 2008: 4.
56 http://www.prm.ox.ac.uk/RelationalMuseum.html (consulted 10 April 2012).
57 Basu & Alivizatou 2009: 27.
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museum has multiple authors, who need not be aware of their role nor even 
necessarily act as willing contributors.

The relational approach

The term relational is used here as it is in Paul Basu’s58 lecture entitled “The 
Relational Museum”. It expresses the variety of social relations concerning an (art) 
object and which should be included within the preliminary dialogue regarding 
museum collections and exhibitions. A relational approach does not work with 
categories of objects as fixed but, according to Gosden, in this approach "categories 
are temporary entities arising out of a network of connections between entities."59 
Referring to my basket, the entities art object, commodity, and historical object 
changed within a few days, depending on the people I met and the contexts in 
which the basket was moved around. The relational perspective offers the chance 
for looking at the mixture of intellectual, biographical, social and political motives 
for collection.

Following Gosden's explanations this approach of mapping communities, 
colonial and institutional connections of various kinds helps us to understand the 
past in a more concrete, vivid and personalized way. lt will help to gain insights into 
the conditions which gave rise to collections and connections, "so that these can 
be used as sets of raw materials in the present for making new sets of relationships 
between all parties in a post-colonial world."60 Since gender and postmodern 
theories have penetrated museum practice, we now know more about different 
voices and perspectives of items. Not only can gender related perspectives on the 
world be very different, but there are also great variations in perspectives from 
different generations. Every person can tell his or her own individual story about 
the objects they interact with. Let me illustrate this approach with examples of two 
recent displays. The first one61 from the Museum of World Cultures in Frankfurt 
am Main, shall illustrate the close connection between object and non-museum-
people, and how these voices, being part of an exhibition, can either be ignored or 
regarded as a challenge for new worlds of museum knowledge.

Being Object – Being Art 62

From 31 October 2009 until 31 October 2010 masterpieces of the collection 
were shown in an art style (isolated) and sorted according to their geographical 
origin. The chosen room colours, such as green for America and blue for Oceania, 
relied on Western conventional associations to separate the different geographical 
regions from each other. Only a few data about the contexts were given on two 

58 Id.
59 Gosden 2009: 7.
60 Id.
61 Rein 2010.
62 Id.
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levels (in German and English; no author mentioned). The first text consisted of 
about five lines e.g. with the category/the name of the object, if possible in the 
vernacular language, then the tribe, area, and year specification/century. These 
texts were on the front of the display case or on the wall beside it. As a second 
level of information, large displays were attached at the wall and positioned close 
to the passages into the next room or continent. Here, abstract coloured maps of 
the chosen continent and texts in the style of the catalogue could be found – with 
a storage place for laminated texts that could be carried around by visitors.63

    
Fig. 6, 7. (Photo: Anette Rein, 2010)

However, there was a further level of information proximal to some artefacts 
– mostly inside the display cases. These labels caught the visitor's eye not only 
because of the closeness to the object but because of the specific colour in which 
each label was printed. On these labels one found the names and the city of 
the person who sponsored the artefact. This concept of closeness/relational 
representation was part of the search for sponsors, as described on the museum 
homepage “Jeder Pate und jede Patin kann sich aus 80 Kunstwerken eines 
auswählen und wird - sofern gewünscht für die Laufzeit der Ausstellung �…� 
namentlich auf einer Tafel am ausgewählten Objekt �...� genannt“.64

Following the question Who is speaking? in the above mentioned example, 
the sponsors definitely had one of the strongest voices in this show. And indeed, 

63 This very common presentation of different text formats in an exhibition demands from the visitors 
a typical motions sequences (back and forth, up and down, sidewards) which Andreas Spiegl suggests to call 
Info- Foxtrott. (2005: 94).

64 The same text appears on the homepage, http://www.mwk-frankfurt.de/Deutsch/Being_Object_
Being_Art._-_Mit 80_Paten_um_die_Welt/Amerika/index.html (consulted 08.08.2010). “Every godparent/
sponsor who chooses one of the 80 pieces of art to support can decide to have their name posted in 
proximity to the art work during the entire length of the exhibition.” Translated by the author.
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they had very interesting stories to tell, as in the following example. Together with 
his wife Hanna Laura Klar, Jens Jakob Happ became godparent of the Mexican 
sculpture pictured above (Fig. 6, 7). He told me the following story about his 
special relationship with the chosen object. “ln my childhood I saw many of those 
colourful artefacts and paintings in the house of the former ethnologist and curator 
of the Städtische Museum für Völkerkunde (City Museum for Ethnography)65 
in Frankfurt am Main, Karin Hahn-Hissink, who travelled together with her 
husband, the painter Albert Hahn, to Mexico in the 1960s. My parents were close 
friends with the couple and collectors of Albert Hahn paintings. In 1995 I visited 
Albert Hahn’s house in Kronberg, shortly before his death.66 I still remember 
very clearly the impressive beauty of the colourful collections. Unfortunately his 
excellent work seems to be largely forgotten. Because of my nice memories and 
my fascination about the combination of art and science in this special couple 
of anthropologist and artist, we chose this sculpture – which from an art market 
point of view seems to be of less value".67

In this exhibition there were about 23 sponsors mentioned, together with 
their chosen objects. However, none of their personal stories talking about their 
special relationships were given.68 The specific relationships of the sponsors were 
suppressed in favour of the formal aesthetic approach of the exhibition which 
stove to uphold the narrative of ethnographic artefacts as real art objects.69 This 
aesthetic presentation creates a timelessness which would have been interrupted 
by the personal stories, grounding the artefacts in space and time. However, 
through the story of Jens J. Happ, the Mexican sculptural group could have 
become a strong medium connecting the past with the present and the future. 
Visitors would experience an impression of two professional people who worked 
together for the museum some years ago. The reader of the story would learn about 
a special method in anthropological fieldwork: the close cooperation between a 
scientist and an artist for the documentation and for a future research about the 
collected artefacts. A presentation of the stories would have illuminated that the 
connection between the sponsors and their objects cannot be reduced only to the 
financial aspect. Through these personal explanations, the visitors would have got 
emotionally involved with the artefacts as well as with the museum. They would 
start to have a story in common. The collected object, connected with the voice 
of the sponsor, would have created a different perspective on historical museum 
items. This different style of presentation would have encouraged the visitors to 
search for their own ideas and memories connected with objects – besides the 
official, seemingly neutral texts published by the museum.

65 See FN 38.
66 His wife had died  in 1981. Gugel 2004: 154.
67 Jens Jakob Happ interview 19 August 2010.
68 There have been several very convincing examples recently of non-museum people presenting 

their local knowledge in exhibitions. Rein 2009/10: 14 f.
69 In this show, the artists of the ethnographic artefacts remain unknown (their tribe/region/culture 

is mentioned as collective, anonymous authors) – a personal, vivid relationship is constituted only by means 
of the individual mentioned sponsors.
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Whereas the last example shows a historical relational perspective, the 
second example from Switzerland illustrates the challenge of how to open in 
a museum display the former mentioned grand narrative. The desired results, 
besides presenting scientific data, are self-reflecting, contemporary personal stories 
concerning the topic of religion. This new approach focuses on the experiences 
of the individual and how subjects as specialists become integrated within a 
presentation of objects.

Glaubenssache für Gläubige und Ungläubige70

Fig. 8: 100 people were asked to bring an object relating to their belief together with the story about  
their personal spiritual relationship with the chosen object.71 (Photo: Anette Rein, 2007)

In 2006/07 this exhibition was open in the Stapferhaus in Lenzburg72. 
Being a museum without its own collection, the Stapferhaus acts as a museum 
of the contemporary (Haus der Gegenwart).73 Central to each exhibition is an 
orientation to the present time (Gegenwartsbezug), the significant absence of 
objects and extensive communication with visitors.74 The conceptual starting 
point is the topic and the relevance of an issue which should relate to broad 
contemporary social values offering potential for discourse about a different 
orientation within society and connected with the everyday experiences of 
visitors75. As contemporaries, all visitors are treated as specialists of exhibitions 

70 “Matter concerning faith for believers and non-believers”, translated by the author.
71 “Glaubenssachen. Glaubenssachen sind persönliche Dinge aus der eigenen Glaubensbiografie. 100 

Personen zeigen ihre Glaubensobjekte und sagen, was ihr Ding zur Glaubenssache macht.” http://www.
stapferhaus.ch/ausstellungen/glaubenssache-lenzburg/rundgang.html (consulted 13 May 2012) Thanks to 
Sybille Lichtensteiger for approving the publication of my picture.

72 From 28  0ctober 2006 until 28 October 2007.
73 Hächler 2007: 83. “Stätte der menschlichen Begegnung und geistigen Auseinandersetzung” 

Hächler 2007: 79.
74 Hächler 2007: 77.
75 Hächler 2007: 80. “Ausgangspunkt ist das Thema…�das� grundlegende gesellschaftliche 

(Werte)fragen der Gegenwart aufgreif�t�, �das� von Natur aus breit und nicht eng angelegt �ist�, �das� ein 
Diskurspotential �hat�, und ein gesamtgesellschaftliches Orientierungsbedürfnis erkennen �lässt� und 
�das�nahe an den Alltagserfahrungen der Besucherinnen und Besucher �liegt�.” Additions by the author.
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at the Stapferhaus. There is no longer a big story e.g. of Christian belief. At 
the exhibition visitors were interviewed about their individual daily religious 
practices, their beliefs, their prayers, their hopes and what they think about 
death and the afterlife. Through the exhibition it became obvious that faith 
does not appear from nowhere but that it is developed over years through 
shared daily religious rituals, for instance within the family. The exhibition 
was characterised by contemporaneity and equivalency. All forms of belief were 
accepted and the believers were likewise integrated as being part of the whole 
display. This presentational approach is also called social scenography, a term 
created by Beat Hächler.

VISION FOR ETNOGRAPHICAL MUSEUMS AS GLOBAL 
ACTORS

Ethnographical museums have a special mission within the museum scene. 
Their collections are generally a mixture that includes archaeological items, high-
art objects (also from the perspective of their producers), items from daily life 
and religious objects. One principal duty of an ethnographical museum is to be 
a forum for the presentation of the concepts of different traditions, cultures and 
individual voices within different cultures/traditions and identities in different 
time periods. This means that, in addition to the study of objects, human beings 
themselves should be the focus of research and mediation.

Paul Goodwin highlights the fact “that in a global world, cultural identity is no 
longer limited to the singular categories of race, gender, sexuality, class or national 
identity. Instead, global technologies have inspired the non-stop flow of ideas 
and communication, whilst the social trends of exile, travel and migration have 
effected a wide-scale and constant movement of people across borders. Whereas 
the power relations of the modernist and post-colonial modes could be defined 
by the negotiation between two subjects: colonizer and colonized; oppressor and 
oppressed; museum and public; there is no such sense of centre and periphery 
in the culturally plural mode, where boundaries of nationhood, community and 
identity are called into question.” As Homi Bhabha points out, these notions of 
cultural fixity have been replaced by “a complex on-going negotiation – amongst 
minorities, against assimilation.”76 The conventional Enlightenment subjectivities 
(national, imperial, modern) are refracted in multiple identities (local, regional, 
transnational, global, sexual, urban and so forth) and the Other becomes OtherS77 
“(differentiated by �race’, class, gender, national origin, lifestyle and so forth). The 
earlier idea that representation of others must either be exoticising or assimilating 

76 Goodwin 2009, interview with Silaja Suntharalingam; quoted in Suntharalingam 2009: 2. Bhaba 
quoted in Sunthatalingam 2009: 2. “The emergence of an accompanying rhetoric for global culture is reflected 
by the proliferation of new terms such as šinter-cultural’, štrans-cultural’ and šcross-cultural’. These terms are 
increasingly being used to displace the well-known politicized terms of šcultural diversity’ and šmulticulturalism’.”

77 Referring to the concept from Jan Neverdeen Perterse, I would like to introduce a special notation 
for OtherS. The fragmenting aspects of each individual’s identity becomes more obvious in a big šO’ and a 
big šS’ instead of writing e.g. šothers’ /’Others’.
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ignores other options – such as recognizing differences without exoticising, others 
as counterparts in dialogue, or oneself as an other.”78

Following Silaja Suntharalingam,79 “museums are increasingly moving 
away from the �notion of the curator as the sole interpretator, handling down 
wisdom to a passive public. Instead, a space is being created for dialogue, 
interaction and the šcomplex on-going negotiation’80 between museum, visitor 
and artist. In terms of šplay’, museums in a globalised world are increasingly 
becoming šintermediaries’ and laboratories for experimenting with new 
cultural combinations and encounters’81.” The new approach focuses of the 
experiences of the individual.82 We have reached a point within the museum 
sphere where we have to discover new voices in old collections. The museum 
as a social construct, a purveyor of ideologically charged notions of knowledge 
and historical truth must evolve into a reflective, exploratory cultural space 
where existing collections speak in new voices. According to Susan Pearce, 
this implies a major shift in museum management and attitudes.83 One future 
challenge for museums will be to show cultural systematic and diversity 
knowledge.84

Multiculturalism has brought the natives home and with the end of the grand 
narrative of modernity the other(s) became OtherS. This opens up a new field of 
cultural flux of “subjugated knowledges”, of nomadic knowledge and crosscultural 
translations.85

Ethnographic museums have to abandon the discourse of the other(s) in favour 
of opening their archives and displays to the social network around the collections 
to be worked on in a participative / inclusive relational way as the one method 
of accepting the equivalency of intellectual contemporeinity (Zeitgenossenschaft) 
worldwide. There should be no limitation of the acknowledgment of OtherS as 
intellectual contemporary counterparts with their own item centred view about 
the basic questions of humans living together in one world. As James Clifford 
formulated it: “Gone are the days when cultural anthropologists could without 
contradiction, present šthe Native point of view,’… šthe anthropologist’ – broadly 
and sometimes stereotypically defined – has become a negative alter ego in 
contemporary indigenous discourse, invoked as the epitome of arrogant, intrusive 
colonial authority.”86

78 Neverden Pieterse 2005: 165.
79 Suntharalingam 2009: 2 f.
80 Bhaba Beyond the pale: Art in the age of multicultural translation, p. 22. Quoted in Suntaralingam 

2009: 3.
81 Pietersee Multiculturalism…p. 178. Quoted in Suntharalingam 2009: 3.
82 Paine 2000: 157.
83 Pearce 2002.
84 Bush 2005: 17.
85 Neverdeen Pietersee 2007: 130.
86 Clifford 2004: 5.
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Ethnographical museums seem to be in deep crisis. With regard to their 
collections, many of them are overwhelmed by an inability to speak. They have 
long since lost their authorised voices: those of the collectors, of colonialism and, 
furthermore, those of the scientists who do research on ethnographic artefacts. How 
long will ethnographic museums lick their wounds, cultivating the litany of trauma 
because of the loss of the šcarte blanche’ for colonial and scientific authority? 
“Contemporary expectations are extremely high and no single museum could 
cover all aspects of centuries of colonization, adaptation, transformation, changing 
economic and governmental pressures, counterhistories of cultural šrepatriation’ … 
ongoing oral traditions and indigenous epistemologies.”87 Ethnographic museums 
should see the obstacles and take their opportunities. They should become aware 
of the great treasure of knowledge and artefacts they have accumulated over 
recent centuries. Positioned between indigenous “myth” and Western “science”,88 
they have to embrace their politically responsible role, presenting a platform for 
contemporary diverse and cross-cultural dialogues about different knowledge 
systems and life concepts.

BIBLIOGRAPHY:
Look at the end of the Slovene translation of the article.

87 Clifford 2004: 27.
88 Clifford 2004: 19.
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SUMMARY:

The traditional pillars of museum work are collection, conservation, research and communication 
/ exhibition / education. In this way, museums contribute to the safeguarding of the natural, 
cultural and scientific heritage. The traditional roles of ethnographic museums were to 
communicate the stories of “cultural tribal others”. However, since the 1970s this role has been 
reevaluated and at least since the 1990s is no longer accepted. Today, the crisis of ethnographic 
museums is reflected in Germany by the different museum concepts seen in the different ways of 
exhibiting ethnographic objects. Exhibitions now range from traditional geographical and tribal 
systematizations, presentations dominated by comparing categories, as well as presentations of 
ethnographic items as pieces of art, to exhibitions where the concept of ethnicity has vanished 
in favor of “world cultures”. Ethnographical museums seem to be in deep crisis. With regard 
to their collections, many of them are overwhelmed by an inability to speak. They feel helpless 
about the decision they have to make: which voices should be integrated into or excluded 
from an exhibition – who has still the right to speak after centuries of colonization, adaptation, 
transformation, changing economic and governmental pressure and counterhistories of cultural 
repatriation? While discussing the history of different concepts, the three steps of musealization, 
the relational approach, and the changing concepts from others to OtherS, my paper addresses 
the question of what should be the mission of ethnographic museums when they see themselves 
as global actors.


