Censorvejledning

De fire eksamensspgrgsmal:
1. Explain Ann Swidler’s concept of the “tool kit”
2. Explain Michel Maffesoli’s concept of “sociality”
3. Explain Walter Benjamin’s concept of “aura”

4. Explain Dick Hebdige’s concept of “bricolage”

1) Ann Swidler's begreb om tool-kit.
De mest relevante slides for eksamensspgrgsmalet fglger her:

LIHC S University of Oslo

Ann Swidler: Culturein Action: Symbols
and Strategies (1986)

The aricle arguesthat culture is a social repertoire, avaried collection- a
‘tool-kit'- that people draw onto accomplish particular strategies of
action. Thus, culture is bath constraining and enabling.

Human actionis not, as generally assumed, directed by values and
narms.

Addressestwo essential debates byimplication:

1. What is culture to sociology? (versus material and otherinterests)

2. Doesourtradition rest on an over-socialized conception of human
actors?



LICY 2 University of Oslo

Swidler’'s (1986) empirically grounded point
of departure, p. 27677

(1) ‘Theview that action is governed by “interests” is inadequate in the
sameway as the view that actionis governed by non-rational values.
Both models have a common explanatory logic, differing only inassuming
different ends of action: eitherindividualistic, arbitrary "tastes™ or
consenual, cultural "values™”

(2} ‘Both views are flawed by an excessive emphasis onthe "unit act,”
the notionthat people choose theiractions one at a time according to their
interests orvalues. But people do not, indeed cannot, build up a sequence
of actions piece by piece, striving with each act to maximize a given
outcome.

(3) Action is necessarilyintegratedinto larger assemblages, called here
“strategies of action™.

(4) Culture has an independent causal role becauseitshapesthe
capacities fromwhich such strategies of action are constructed.

LICY 2 University of Oslo

The word strategy in this contextimplies

... choosing an accessible ‘social game' because the individual has
affinity to the cultural meanings and social skills necessary for playing that
‘game’well, and not choosing something thatwould require drasticand
costly ‘retooling’.

A‘game’inthis sense could be a particular profession, a job, a religion, a
leisure activity, etc.

The pointisthat ‘people donot build lines of action from scratch, choosing
actions one at a time as efficient means to given ends. Instead, they
construct chaines of actions beginning with atleast some pre-fabricated
links. Culture influences actionthrough the shape and organization of
those links, not by determiningthe ends towhichthey are put.’ (p. 277)



LICY 2 University of Oslo

No cultureis a fully unified system

‘_..culture consists of such symbaolicvehicles of meaning, including beliefs,
ritual practices, art farms, and ceremanies, as well as infarmal cultural
practices such as language, gossip, stories, andrituals of daily life. These
symbaolicforms arethe means throughwhich "social processes of sharing
modes of behavior and outlook within [a] community” (Hannerz, 1969:184)
take place.’ (p. 273)

But no culture pushes action in any consistent direction: ‘Ratheritis more
like a ‘tool Kit' or repertoire (Hannerz 1969: 186-83), from which actors
selectdiffering pieces for constructing lines of action. Both individuals and
groups know howto do different kKinds of things in different circumstances
_..people may have inreadyness cultural capacities they rarely employ;
and all people know mare culture than they use_ .. (p. 277)

A realisticcultural theory should lead us to expect not passive ‘cultural
dopes’, butrather active, sopmetimes skilled users of culture, like we
actually obsernve.

2) Maffesolis begreb om "socalitet"

Her bgr der kunne skrives en del. Socialitet [Sociality] er et positivt ladet begreb hos Maffesoli.
Det inkarner alt det, som er progressivt ved det "postmoderne", og det udggr det basale
princip bag Maffesolis "neo-tribale" faellesskaber.

Som det fremgar af nedenstaende slides er Maffesoli ganske dualistisk. Socialiteten star i
modseetning til det moderne og "det sociale". Det moderne (og det sociale) star for "ekstern"
eller tvungen organisering: man saetter regler, opbygger hierarkier og bureaukratier i
effektivitetens navn. Den moderne socialitet indeholder ikke blot rational organisering "from
above", men ogsa kontrakten og vareudvekslingsreationen, endsige ideen om en
kommunikativ handlingskoordination — og i det hele taget ideen om at vores relationer og
sociale handlinger finder sted pa basis af fornuft eller rationalitet (Fra Weber over Rational
Choice til Habermas).

Den postmoderne socialiteten er derimod struktureret frit eller besidder sin egen
centripetalkraft (der driver os ind mod et feelles center); det handler simpelthen om at vaere
sammen fordi vi har lyst til det. Denne nyden er grundlaeggende aestetisk; den er
"presenteistisk”, i betydning at man nyder nuets samvaer og ikke gnsker at veere andre steder;
den saetter derfor ingen eksterne politiske mal, men er "interesselgs" i politisk forstand.
Socialiteten handler altsd om at nyde kollektivitet i bred forstand — fra kollektiv varme og
intimitet til dionysiske transgressioner og anonyme kollektive energier — som et basalt
organisationsprincip, der er socialiteten iboende. Socialiteten er det inderste ordningsprincip
bag de "neo-tribale" fellesskaber. Maffesoli mener tilsyneladende — nar han er allermest
radikal — at de neotribale feellesskaber vil erstatte de moderne ordningsprincipper.

Mest interessant og empirisk anvendeligt bliver Maffesoli, nar han konkret analyserer
hvorledes postmoderne "socialitet" forekommer/saboterer moderne "sociale" kontekster.
Eksempelvis hvorledes det apolitiske og a-kritiske element er tilstede i de mest "politiske"
organisationer og subkulturer — ogsa her holder man fest; ogsa her gnsker man — samtidigt



med at man engagerer sig politisk — at vaere en del af en gruppe og at nyde de kollektive
energier. En valgaften er fuld af socialitet.

Slides:

Ontology and postmodernism

Sociality as the retrieval of the neglected
essence of the social?

Something more profound, authentic, true?
The postmodern as return?

Postmodernism: A retrieval/revival of
"sociality"; end of period of alienation (and a
disappearance of "the social")

Basic dichotomy

The social versus the sociality:

“The social is based on the rational association
of individuals having a precise identity and an
autonomous existence; as to sociality, it is
founded on the fundamental ambiguity of
symbolic structuring” (95).

Nb. "Symbolic" in Durkheim's sense



Dichotomies

The social (modern)

Autonomous individuals

ldentity

Self-Dizcipline/asceticizm

Instrumental reason

Sociological “ratio-centrizm” (focuson the
socidland on reason; contract theory,
RCT, economictheory, communicative
rationality etc.

Politice, emancipation, revolution, critique

Kantian moral philozophy

Forced Organization (Prometheus):
Rational organization, social engineering,
large scale projects, "Bio-power”, city
planning, population mastering, health
policies, neoliberal public management,
bureaucracy, fized hierarchies,
professionalization...

Coherence trough
structureshierarchywbureaucracy

Inspiration:
Adorne, Weber og Foucault's critical
sociologies of modern culiure

Sociality (postmodern)

"Dizzohed” individuals

ldentification

Hedonistic

Aesthetics [Alsthesis]:

The materiality of zociality; bodiby felt,
imitational, collectivistic, sensuous,
energetic, affective, sharng cbjects and
ambiences, symbolz (Durkheim/Colling)...

"Presenteizm”, "Undirected ‘Being-
together™

Phenomenological "ethics” connected to
“the other” (Levinas)

But rather "vitalist” than “moralist”

Immanent organization (Dionysusk
convergence, imitation, milling...
Enjoyment of sociality: being together,
energies, cosiness, ecstasy, intoxication,
Violence, transgression, intensity

Spontanous / pre-institutionalized,
emergent...

Coherence through affects, imitations,
symbols

Enjoyment of being similar, of being
together

Inspiration:

Late Durkheim, phenomenology,
Sociology ofthe everyday, affirmative
vitalizsm (MNietzsche)

Meotribes
(spontanous, shor-lived, immanent
organization, energy)



Neo-tribes

The new, "postmodern” principle of social organization based on
sociality:

“In contrast to the stability induced by classical tribalism, neo
tribalism is characterised by fluidity, occasional gatherings and
dispersal.” (1995: 76)

“This bond is without the rigidity of the forms of organization with
which we are familiar; it refers more to a certain ambivalence, a
state of mind, and is preferably to be expressed through lifestyles
that favours appearance and form™ (1995: 98)

Enjoyment of sociality in aesthetical terms (theafrum mundi)? Use of
"masks"? Mo claim to authenticity and self-identity (cf. 76)

3) Walter Benjamins begreb om ”"aura”

Benjamin definerer "aura" som et objekts eller begivenheds "unicitet"; dens eller dets "her og
nu". Teksten vi har laest — "kunstveerket i dets tekniske reproducerbarheds tidsalder" — hviler
pa en idé om at moderne reproduktionsteknologi fgrer til et tab af aura, og at dette auratab er
positivt/progressivt. Ideen er utopisk kritisk: Nar tingene omkring os mister deres enestdenhed,
deres ekstraordineere fascinationskraft, deres "egen" veaerdi i en vis forstand, kan vi opna et
mere rationelt og kritisk forhold til dem; de holder op med at tryllebinde os og dette skaber et
frirum for kritisk refleksion.

Dette auratab sker i henhold til Benjamin pa to mader:

1) Reproduktion. Nar vi kan optage ting — og reproducere/afspille — dem efter behag mister
ting og begivenheder deres aura. Dette geelder i seerdeleshed opfindelsen af kamera, fotografi
og film, der tillader visuel optagelse/afspilning af begivenheder og objekter. | vore dage hvor
alt ligger pa mobilen eller internettet, kan alt gentages efter behag.

Denne teknologi har ifglge Benjamin speciel betydning for vores forhold til kunstvaerker.

Den borgerlige kunstinstitution byggede pa et kultisk forhold til det enestaende kunstvaerk,
skabt af det enestaende geni. Men filmmediet — brugt progressivt — vil netop gdelaegge denne
aura; det vil af-auratisere originalen (Mona Lisa) nar kopier florerer i enhver kunstbog. Pa sigt
vil filmediet erstatte den borgerlige kunstinstitution med en mere demokratisk og
decentraliseret struktur hvor alle kan deltage.

2) Selve brugen af kameraet. Benjamin forestiller sig at kameraet skal bruges "kritisk"; til at
afsjeele genstandene og den magt, de har over os. Dette er lidt svaerere at forestille sig; men
kameraret kan intervenere i tingen, gennemlyse den kritisk, vha. zoom, slow motion osv. Pa
den made vil vi fa et mere kritisk forhold til vore omgivelser og i sidste ende det samfund, vi
leveri.

Alternativt kan moderne medier ogsa brugs kultisk. Benjamin har her den nationalsocialistiske
f@rerkult i tankerne og den made man brugte de nye massemedier pa (ikke mindst film) ved
store masseritualer. Her bruges den samme teknologi til at skabe mere aura, altsa



negativt/destruktivt; der produceres netop unikke events og exceptionelle objekter/ledere
(Hitler); teknologien bruges altsa ikke til at formindske eller gdelaegge aura.

Vi har laest en anden tekst om Media Events af Daniel Katz og Daniel Dayan, der kan brugs til at
analysere sadan — masserituel — brug af nye medier. De to forfattere perspektiverer selv til
Benjamin; som de ganske vist udlaegger pa deres egen made. De beskriver netop — pa
Durkheimiansk baggrund — hvorledes medieritualer faktisk kan skabe aura; unikke og
enestaende begivenheder, gennem brug af teknologi/kamera.

Men de ser ogsa at Benjamin faktisk tog fejl i hans ide om at reproduktion i sig selv fgrer til
aura-tab. Mona Lisa bliver ikke mindre vaerd eller unik, blot fordi hun bliver reproduceret i
alskens kunstbgger; det er faktisk omvendt; hendes originalitet bliver netop fgrst konstrueret i
kontrast til de cirkulerende kopier. Reproduktion fgrer altsa ikke ngdvendigvis til aura-tab.
Flere af de studerende mente at masseproduktion i sig selv fgrer til tab af aura i verden; men
selv standardiserede objekter kan jo kombineres pa unikke mader...

Slides:

Progressive use of film technology
Two ways it will change the world:

1. Reproduction technology: film as medium

2. Reproduction Technology: The camera
(filming).

Both leading to disappearance of "aura"...



1) Reproductive technology
(Disembedding)

Technological reproduction can place the copy of the
original in situations which the original cannot attain.
Above allit enables the original to meet the recipient half-
ways, whether in the form of a photograph or a
grammophone record. The cathedral leaves its site to be
received in the studio of the art lover; the choral work
performed in an auditorium or in open air is enjoyed in
the private room.

These changes [...] devalues the here and now of the
artwork. (2002: 103)

Mediation/Disembedding

Due to new media everythingis repeatable, nothing
IS unique

The artwork (and things more generally) are
detached from their "here and now", they become

"homeless" intime and space, start to circulate,
loose their "aura” (unicity)...

* The artworkis devalued (its aura disappears). It is
no cult-object anymore; no respect for the
bourgeois institution...

* Butitis alsoreintegrated in life (end of bourgeois
art institution).



2) Reproduction Technology
The Camera

Our bars and our city streets, our offices and furnished rooms, our
railroad stations and our factories seemed to close relentlessly
around us. Then came film and exploded this prison-world with the
dynamite of the split second so that now we can set off calmly on
adventures amongits far-flung debris. With the close-up, space
expands, with slow motion, movement is extended. And justas
enlargement not merely clarifies what we see indistinctively "in any
case"”, but brings to light entirely new structures of matter, slow
motion notonly reveals familiaraspects of movements buthave a
curious gliding, floating character of theirown. [...]

Thisis where the camera comesinto play, with all its resources for
swooping and rising, disrupting and isolating, stretching and
compressing a sequence, enlarging and reducing an object. Itis
through the camera that we first discover the optical unconscious,
justas we discoverthe instinctual unconscious through
psychoanalysis (2002:

The camera or "apparatus" (changes our way of
seeing).

Investigation into the unconscious mechanisms that
controls our gaze and our relation to objects).

llluminates our taken for granted, bodily/perceptual
relations with the object world (the "optical
unconscious")

Makes our gaze more controllable, scientific / rational
Less "cultic"!

Breaks up the power "things" have over us (we CAN
change our world, the "order of things")



Good versus bad use of technology

Aestheticization of the political:
* Technologyusedtocreate cult. Hitler.
* Mass ritual. Manipulating the masses, top-down. Leni Reifenstahl

Politicisation of the aesthetical:
* Turningart into something political,

* using new technology of film to empowerthe masses, integrate
theminthe political process

*  make new democratic forms of participation possible.

(think about internet utopian ideas about radical democracy, flat
organizational structures, anarchic organizations, bottom-up effects)...



4) Hebdige om Bricolage

Dette er efter min mening det svaereste spgrgsmal. Hebdige har begrebet om bricolage fra
Levi-Strauss og "the savage mind". Det ma de gerne nzavne.

Selve forbindelsen fra Levi-Strauss til Hebdige er imidlertid sveer at genfremstille. Hvorfor
Hebdige betragter subkulturens appropriation af trivielle "commodities" som en form for
bricolage i Levi-Strauss forstand er ikke helt klart for mig. Den "primitive tanke" fungerer ved
hjelp af analogier; enhver uforudset handelse, enhver ting der sker, kan indordnes or
rangeres ved brug af analogier; "ligesom mennesker og dyr far bgrn, sa far ogsa solen bgrn
(alle stjernerne)", "ligesom hjertet far anden frem i den enkelte sdledes far trommen de
afdgdes ander frem" etc. Pa den made kan nye begivenheder indordnes, forstas, placeres
meningsfuldt. Dette er bricolage i henhold til Levi-Strauss.

Hebdige mener nu at ogsa den subkulturelle stil er bygget pa bricolage. Den subkulturelle
deltager saetter objekter sammen i en bestemt orden: det er netop derfor den har stil.

Pa den anden side er det temmelig forvirrende, at Hebdige sa opfatter subkulturens objekt-
appropriationer som destabiliserende og dekonstruerende. Han taler, med Umberto Eco, om
en "tegnenes guerilla krig". Subkulturen river tingene ud af deres vante brug, de bedriver
dermed, mener Hebdige, igjnefaldende, "intentionel" kommunikation (hvad enten
subkulturens medlemmer er klar over at de kommunikerer eller ej). Men det, de
kommunikerer — udover modstand mod forzaeldregenerationen, demarkation og tilhgrsforhold
til en subkultur — er i sidste ende den normale ordens kontingens. De viser at verden kunne
vaere anderledes. Det vi tager selvfglgeligt og opfatter som "anden natur" (Althusser), er det
ikke. Det kapitalistiske samfunds dybeste fundament — den made hvorpa magtforhold
gennemtraenger tingsverdenen, "tingenes orden" i bogstaveligste forstand — rystes nar
subkulturen flytter om pa ting og objekter.

Hebdige's forbillede er her den surrealistiske bevaegelse og ideerne om de friggrende kreefter i
mgdet mellem helt forskellige genstande eller genstande fra forskellige veerens-regioner (taenk
pa Salvador Dalis Hummer/telefon). Vi har set lidt pa surrealistisk kunst for at forsta, hvad der
menes (se slides). Hebdige mener at subkulturen excellerer i sadanne surrealle
objektsammenst@d. Han paralleliserer direkte bestemte objektpraksisser fra Mod-subkulturen
med sadanne surrealistiske objekt sammenstgd: At slibe en aluminiumskam som en kniv
(Kam/kniv); at river huller i T-shirts (Hul/T-shirt) osv. Man kan selvfglgelig diskutere, hvorvidt
dette er en "overfortolkning"; men der er ingen tvivl om at Hebdige mener at subkulturens stil
i sidste ende er at sammenligne med surrealistisk kunst.

Forbindelsen tilbage til Levi-Strauss er, som sagt, sveer at finde. En mulig opsummering kunne
veere at den "primitive" bricolage fungerer pa basis af analogier, mens den subkulturelle
bricolage i sidste ende fungerer pa basis af surrealistiske principper der repraesenterer et
fundamentalt oprgr mod tingenes orden — som dog er sa abstrakt at det er uden politiske
konsekvenser.

Her fglger de relevante slides:



Hebdige about subcultural use
of signs

Commodities are used differently than in ‘normal’ sartorial
communication:

As "advertisments” versus normal photo. As infentional communication:

"However the intentional communication [of a subculture, BSA] is of
a different order. It stands apart — a visible construction a loaded
choice. It directs attention; it gives itself to be read.

This is what distinguishes the visual ensembles of spectacular

subculture from those favoured in the surrounding culture.”
(Hebdige 1979: 101}



Hebdige's concept of Bricolage

From Levi-Strauss (French Structuralist anthropologist)

= "Bricoler”: "tinker” ["rode med”, "flakke sammen”]

= Rational yet according to another "logic”

= Interpretation of reality on the basis of a limited mythical "tool-kit" of
explanatory templates. Everything can be explained or ordered as
we go along; using old mythical ordering templates in new ways,
creatively, constantly creating new interpretations...

= Constant crossings between the order of society and the order of
nature (no difference)

= But also in modern everyday-life things belong with certain other
things — there is a "system”; not just in clothing. Certain things occur
in certain settings, inside certain regions, different places,
destributed around certain functions etc.

It is this order subcultural bricolage disrupts and reorganizes.
Bricoleurs of a mew order; shatters the old!

But is there a system; an new order, a punk system?



Hebdige

Bricolage = "transformation”, "replacement”, “appropriation”
To give an object a new meaning by placing itin a new/other context...

This iswhat subcultures do I (of course the objects have new and
different meanings for them)

Mote: Mo interviews, as tothe punks own ideas regarding their use of
objects and their "meanings”...

The mods

[Tlhe mods could be said to be functioning as bricoleurs when they
appropriated another range of commaodities by placing them in a
symbolic ensemble which served to erase or subvert their original
straight meanings. Thus pills medically prescribed for the treatment of
neuroses were used as an end-in-themselves, and the motor scooter,
originally an ultra-respectable means of transport was turned into a
menacing symbol of group solidarity. In the same improvisatory
manner, metal combs, shoned to a razor like sharpness, turned
narcissism into an offensive weapon. Union jacks were emblazoned on
the backs of grubby parka anoraks or cut up and converted into smartly
tailored jackets. More subtly, the conventional insignia of the business
world — the suit, collar and tie, short hair, etc. — were stripped of their
original connotations — efficiency, ambition, compliance with authority —
and transformed into empty fetishes, objects to be desired, fondled and
valued in their own right.

At the risks of sounding melodramatic. we could use Umberto Eco's
phrase 'semiotic guerilla warfare” [...] (1979 104-105).



The subcultural bricoleur

The subcultural bricoleur, like the "author’ of a surrealist collage,
typically juxtaposes two apperently incompatible realities (i.e.
flag/jacket; holeft-shirt; comb; weapon) on an apparently unsuitable
scale and it is there the explosive junction occurs’. Punk exemplifies
maost clearly the subcultural uses of these anarchic modes. It too
attempted through ‘perturbation and deformation” to disrupt and
reorganise meaning. [...] But what, if anything, were these subversive
practices being used to signify. How do we read them? (1979: 106)



