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Autorica u radu propituje spregu antropologije i putovanja s obzirom na putnicke prakse te
tekstualne proizvode te prakse. U radu se problematiziraju etnografski i putopisni autoritet
koji se temelji na iskustvu etnografa i putopisca te historijski i materijalni uvjeti terenskoga
istrazivanja i putopisanja s obzirom na praksu koja ih povezuje — putovanje.
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Mrzim putovanje i istraZivace
(Lévi-Strauss 1992 [1955]:17)

UVOD

Usprkos Lévi-Straussovu mrzovoljnom negodovanju protiv putnika
1 istrazivaca, ¢ak ni on ne bi mogao poreci koliko su antropologija i
putovanje intrinzi¢no povezani. Od “prethistorije” razvoja terenskih
istrazivanja, pa 1 od definiranja njihove moderne inacice, boravka
Malinowskoga na Trobrijandskom otoc¢ju', koje je promijenilo i u¢vrstilo
nac¢in samokonceptualizacije zapadne antropologije, putovanje (na teren, s
terena i ponovni povratak na teren) neodvojivo je od antropoloske prakse.

! Predodzba o “nastanku” terenskoga istrazivanja metodom promatranja sa sudjelovanjem
i uranjanja u istrazivanu zajednicu dugim boravkom na terenu prikriva postupni razvoj
metoda terenskoga istrazivanja (Urry 1972) te postupnu konceptualizaciju kulturne/
socijalne antropologije kao discipline ¢ije je identitetsko obiljezje upravo terensko
istrazivanje. Ovu predodzbu o nastanku umjesto o razvoju metoda terenskoga istrazivanja
Stocking naziva “mitskom poveljom” (Stocking 1992).
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Isto tako, antropoloska teorija i prikupljanje etnografskih podataka dugo su
ovisili upravo o putnicima, misionarima, trgovcima, s kojima su dijelili cak
i upute i upitnike za prikupljanje etnografske grade.

S druge, tekstualne strane ovoga odnosa, a uslijed pocetka zanimanja
za tekstualnu prirodu etnografije, koja se kao i svaki (drugi), pa i knjizevni
tekst, sluzi odredenim retorickim sredstvima, antropolozi upuéuju na
slicnosti izmedu takvih retorickih sredstava u etnografiji 1 putopisu te
pozivaju na razmatranje “oblik[a] i retorick[ih] pravil[a] etnografske
monografije (...) u kontekstu drugih vrsta pisanja [putopisa, misionarskoga
pisma, dnevnika i novinarstva] ¢iji sadrzaj joj je jako slican” (Thornton
1983:503).

U ovom tekstu Zeli se ukazati na slicnosti i dodirne tocke antropologa
1 putopisca, 1 to s obzirom na praksu — putovanje 1 terensko istrazivanje,
iskustvo putopisca i etnografa — te s obzirom na tekstualni proizvod —
putopis, odnosno etnografsku monografiju.

MATERIJALNI I INSTITUCIONALNI UVJETI PUTOVANJA
1 ISTRAZIVANJA

Dakle, 1 putopisac 1 antropolog/etnograf trebaju nekamo otputovati da
bi pisali’: antropolog/etnograf unutar onoga arhetipskog modela terenskoga
rada*, a putopisac u vecini popularnih predodzaba o etosu svojega “posla”.

2 Npr. Notes and Queries on Anthropology.

3 Veza izmedu putovanja/istrazivanja i pisanja nije jednostavna, neproblematiéna i
jednoznacna, no o tome nesto vise kasnije u tekstu.

4 Koncept terena se, medutim, u antropologiji promijenio od tog formativnog razdoblja.
Unatrag nekoliko desetljeca antropolozi su se okrenuli istrazivanju bliskoga, vlastitoga
i osobnoga, a neke nacionalne tradicije, na primjer hrvatska etnologija, od svojih su
pocetaka bile konstituirane kao znanosti o bliskome. Ovo naravno ne znaci kako su
razli¢ite paradigme terenskoga rada jedna drugu smjenjivale; one supostoje, ali se
propituju terensko iskustvo i njegovi paradoksi. Terensko iskustvo je, naime (ak su
i Haddon i Malinowski toga donekle bili svjesni), duboko problemati¢no, ali se ta
problemati¢nost donedavno nije propitivala u samim antropoloskim tekstovima. Cak
nisu postojali ni kolegiji o metodologiji istrazivanja na odsjecima socijalne/kulturne
antropologije (vidi npr. Gupta i Ferguson 1997). U posljednjih se nekoliko desetljeca
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U formativno doba konceptualizacije terenskoga rada i njegova
utemeljenja kao distinktivnog obiljezja socijalne/kulturne antropologije
(kao nacina uspostavljanja granica prema drugim disciplinama ¢iji
predmet istrazivanja su kultura/drustvo, ali koje koriste neSto drugaciju
metodologiju), antropolozi su putovali na “egzoti¢ne”, geografski udaljene
lokacije kako biuranjanjem uistrazivane zajednice (nazivane i primitivnima)
istrazivali razli¢ite aspekte njihova druStvenoga i kulturnog zivota’. U
“mitskoj povijesti” zapadne antropologije smatra se da je klju¢na figura
u ovome procesu bio Bronislaw Malinowski, koji je poCetkom prosloga
stolje¢a otputovao na daleko Trobrijandsko otocje i tamo, spustivsi se “s
verande u centar sela”, osmislio promatranje sa sudjelovanjem 1 udario
kamen temeljac modernom antropoloskom istrazivanju, StoviSe, identitetu
zapadne antropologije. U cijeloj pri¢i sigurno nije slu¢ajnostinaslov posuden
1z gré¢ke mitologije, Argonauti zapadnoga Pacifika, koji nam je zanimljiv
na nekoliko razina. S jedne strane, rije¢ je o “jednom od najuobicajenih
tropa u knjiZzevnosti putovanja, mitu o zlatnom runu (kako ga je ispricao,
na primjer, Apolonije Rodanin u svojoj Argonautici)” (Borm 2000:85). S
druge strane, on otkriva ponesto o tekstualnim strategijama Malinowskoga
1 onome S§to ¢e Clifford nazvati etnografskom alegorijom (Clifford
1986) te uvjerenju Malinowskoga kako etnografija “treba svoje rezultate
predstaviti na tocan, ali ne 1 suh nac¢in” (Malinowski 1979 [1922]:xi1).
Borm naslov i1 podnaslov (Prica o domorodackim poduhvatima i avanturi
u arhipelagu melanezijske Nove Gvineje) identificira kao “trop zadovoljstva

tako teren sve viSe pocinje propitivati kao konstrukcija, a sve manje kao datost (vidi npr.
Amit 2000). Terenski rad (sa svojom najznacajnijom i “najslavnijom” komponentom —
promatranjem sa sudjelovanjem) propituje se u kontekstu inter/kros/transdisciplinarnosti
u znanosti, a njegovo fetiSiziranje kao pokusaj uspostavljanja granica i ocuvanja
identiteta discipline u kontekstu u kojem se takve granice sve viSe zamagljuju (Gupta i
Ferguson 1997; Amit 2000). Propituje se i primjerenost antropoloskih metoda u kontekstu
mobilnoga, globalnoga, postkolonijalnoga svijeta (npr. Gupta i Ferguson 1997; Clifford
1997), metoda koje su, u vremenu svog ustolicenja, bile namijenjene proucavanju “toboze
malih drustava” (Gupta i Ferguson 1997:3).

> Neke druge socio-kulturno-antropoloske i etnoloske tradicije, medutim, nisu se (ni
u svom formativnom razdoblju, a ni kasnije) konstituirale oko terenskog istrazivanja
“dalekoga”. Primjerice, hrvatska se etnologija od svojih utemeljiteljskih impulsa (i
kasnije) konstituirala kao znanost o viastitome i relativno bliskome, barem u smislu da se
bavila vlastitom nacionalnom kulturom.
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1 poduke” (Borm 2000:85), prema Charlesu Battenu Jr. koji ga pronalazi
u osamnaeststoljetnoj knjizevnosti putovanja. Nadalje, ta dramatizacija
iskustva ima veze s talentom Malinowskoga za samopromociju. Naime,
upravo su “ambicija Malinowskoga i1 njegov ‘poduzetnicki talent’, a ne
intrinzi¢ne intelektualne kvalitete njegovog programa, bili ono §to mu je
omogucilo da osigura sredstva Rockfellerove zaklade (...) Sto mu je nakon
toga omogucilo i institucionalizaciju metode” (Gupta i Ferguson 1997:7).

No, prije nego zapadnemo u “pretjeranu determinaciju”®
Malinowskoga, natuknimo samo neke smjernice za demistifikaciju koju
nam nudi povijest antropologije. Ideja “detaljnog istrazivanja ograni¢enog
podrucja” potekla je ustvari od prirodnih znanstvenika (natural scientists),
napose tima koji je krajem 19. stolje¢a u Torresovom tjesnacu istrazivao
zooloske teme (Stocking 1992). Taj se tim, ¢iji su najprominentniji
predstavnici bili Alfred Haddon, William H. R. Rivers i Charles Seligman,
a koji ¢e kasnije postati poznati kao “Skola iz Cambridgea”, prvi put 1888.
uputio u Torresov tjesnac s namjerom ekstenzivnog “proucavanja faune,
strukture i nac¢ina formiranja koraljnih grebena” (Stocking 1992:21) u
evolucionisti¢koj tradiciji. Druga njihova ekspedicija u Torresov tjesnac bit
¢e motivirana iskljuc¢ivo prikupljanjem etnografskih podataka. Kratko prije
ove prekretnice u antropologiji — koju je pak potrebno, po misljenju Henrike
Kuklick, promatrati u Sirem kontekstu tendencija u prirodnim znanostima
krajem 19. stoljeca, kada dolazi do specijalizacije unutar prirodne povijesti,
formiranja disciplinarnih granica i povecane svijesti za potrebom terenskog
istrazivanja u novim uvjetima sve vece disciplinarne definiranosti (Kuklick
1997:49) — situacija je u antropologiji bila znatno drugacija. Ve¢inom
“salonski” antropolozi gradili su teorije koje su na terenu prikupljali
vladini sluzbenici, misionari, putnici. Postojala je, dakle, podjela rada: prije
“fuzij[e] uloga promatraca i teoretiCara” (Kuklick 1997:59) akademska
elita na vrhu piramide bavila se gradnjom teorija na temelju podataka koje
su prikupili oni na njezinu dnu. Taj terenski rad zasnivao se na uputama za

¢ John Hutnyk pise kako je uslijed tekstualne “revolucije” u antropologiji, koja je
doduse bila potrebna i dobrodosla za raskrinkavanje objektivizma, “Malinowski postao
karikatura” te kako je uslijed analize tekstualnog uspostavljanja autoriteta etnografa i
retorickih sredstava koriStenih u antropoloskim tekstovima (napose Malinowskoga),
“Citanje Malinowskoga [...], zahvaljujuéi Cliffordu i drugima, postalo pretjerano
determinirano” (Hutnyk 2004:19).
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istrazivanje kakve su bile, na primjer, Notes and Queries on Anthropology’.
I Haddon, ¢lan spomenute $kole iz Cambridgea, koja predstavlja svojevrsnu
prijelaznu fazu, Cesto se oslanjao na kazivanja putnika i misionara. Tek je
Malinowski, sa svojom predanos$cu prekidanju svih veza sa zapadnjacima?®
1 u¢enjem domorodackoga jezika kao sastavnoga dijela nove metode
istrazivanja, dokinuo ovu praksu’ —iako je i on prosao kroz fazu salonskoga
teoretiziranja. U to se vrijeme, dakle, iskustvo profilira kao “odrednica
istinskog znanstvenog istrazivanja” (Kuklick 1997:59).

S obzirom na ve¢ receno o kontekstu u kojem je metoda istrazivanja
tipa Malinowskoga, izmedu ostaloga, 1 ekonomski determinirana te prije
nego $to se pozabavimo unutartekstualnim osobitostima etnografije 1
putopisa, vrijedi promisliti o materijalnim uvjetima u kojima se danas
odvija terensko istraZzivanje u antropologiji, znanstveni rad opcenito te
pisanje putopisa, s obzirom na to da smo ustanovili kako izmedu tih
dvaju podrucja postoje neporecive dodirne toc¢ke. Rijetko se, ako i ikada,
u etnografskom 1 putopisnom tekstu moze pronaci osvrt na upravo ove,
materijalne uvjete proizvodnje znanja. Oni su, medutim, od iznimne, ako
ne i klju¢ne epistemoloske vaznosti. Ako se prisjetimo prijasnje opaske o
nacinu na koji je metoda istrazivanja Malinowskoga institucionalizirana

7 Prirucnik za terenska istrazivanja, koji su zajednicki izdavali Britansko udruzenje za
unapredenje znanosti (British Association for the Advancement of Science, BAAS) i
Kraljevski antropoloski institut dozivio je brojna izdanja. Notes and Queries nastavlja
se na dugu tradiciju upitnika i uputa koje su razni vladini sluzbenici, putnici, misionari
itd. nosili sa sobom na putovanja i misije i prema njima biljezili etnografske podatke u
(uglavnom) kolonijama, a i sam taj prirucnik isprva je bio namijenjen putnicima i ne-
antropolozima koji su na temelju njega prikupljali podatke $to su salonskim antropolozima
sluzili za gradenje teorije (Stocking 1992)

8 Dnevnik Malinowskoga koji je otkriven i objavljen 60-ih (Malinowski 1967) otkrio je,
medutim, izmedu ostaloga i da Malinowski nije bio bas posve u izolaciji od bijelaca.

° Potrebno je napomenuti kako, zahvaljujuéi istrazivanjima iz povijesti antropologije
u proteklih nekoliko desetljeca, postaje sve jasnije kako su za utemeljenje i ucvrséenje
paradigme Malinowskoga istrazivanja u antropologiji te promatranja sa sudjelovanjem
bili zasluzni brojni ¢imbenici koji nisu svi imali veze s inherentnom vrijedno$cu te
metode. Stocking, na primjer, navodi podatak kako je istraziva¢ima Medunarodnoga
africkog instituta uvjet za financiranje bila godina dana na seminaru Malinowskoga
(Stocking 1992:58). Isto tako, ¢ini se kako je promatranje sa sudjelovanjem proces koji
je Malinowski postupno razvijao na temelju terenskih iskustava drugih znanstvenika i
“rezultat njegove [vlastite] prakse na terenu, a ne prirodan ishod njegovih prethodnih
teorijskih ideja” (Roldan 1995:143).
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i ¢injenice kako su za to postojali sasvim odredeni materijalni uvjeti
financiranja, bez kojih takva istrazivanja i njihova institucionalizacija ne bi
bili moguc¢i, te ako uzmemo u obzir trenutno stanje financiranja znanstvenih
istrazivanja i znanstvenoga rada opcenito, bez obzira na to je li rije¢ o, u
slu¢aju kulturne antropologije, istrazivanju dalekoga ili bliskoga, postat ¢e
nam jasno da znanstveno istrazivanje ne postoji u ekonomskom vakuumu
te da je za njegovo postojanje i1 za epistemoloske implikacije bilo kojega
istrazivanja u bilo kojemu znanstvenom podruc¢ju klju¢na jedna sasvim
“prozaicna” stvar — novac. Sli¢no je i s putopisanjem, s tom razlikom da
putopis u svojoj uknjizenoj formi funkcionira u ponesto drugacijoj trziSnoj
situaciji od etnografskoga teksta u Casopisnom ili uknjizenom obliku.
George Stocking je u svojim prikazima razvoja terenskih istrazivanja
minucioznim arhivskim radom pokazao neke od uvjeta i okolnosti na
kojima je pocivala institucionalizacija i u¢vrs¢enje terenskoga rada
malinovskijevskog tipa u britanskoj antropologiji (Stocking 1992), koji
se zatim proSirio na druge nacionalne disciplinarne tradicije te postao
identitetsko obiljezje prepoznavanja kulturne antropologije kao discipline,
¢ak 1 popularnim predodzbama. UtjeSno bi bilo misliti kako se upravo
takva metoda u antropologiji ustoli¢ila zahvaljujuéi svojoj “inherentnoj”
kvaliteti 1 primjerenosti upravo ovoj disciplini. Stvarnost je, medutim,
nesto drugacija od ove harmoni¢ne predodzbe o osamljenom znanstveniku
koji, neometan izvanjskim podrazajima i realno$¢u, sjedi u svom Satoru,
razgovara s kaziva¢ima i onda, u miru svoje radne sobe, pretace biljeske
s terena u etnografski tekst. S jedne je strane takva neproblemati¢na
predodzba jednoga neurednog, teSkog i nekoherentnog (inter)subjektivnog
iskustva kao $to je terenski rad (i jednako problemati¢ne translacije takvoga
nekoherentnoga iskustva u koherentni tekst, sa svim implikacijama, na
razini znanstvenog autoriteta 1 drugima) dovela do cijelog niza zabluda 1
paradoksa koje kulturna antropologija jo§ uvijek razrjesuje, a koji se ne
mogu jednostavno staviti ad acta tekstualnom analizom uspostavljanja
autoriteta etnografa ili svijes¢u o “fikcionalnoj” prirodi etnografskoga
teksta. S druge je strane, ¢ini se, ona doprinijela predodzbi o materijalnoj
1 inoj neproblemati¢noj prirodi znanstvenoga rada kao takvoga, udaljila
znanstvenika od materijalne i drustvene realnosti ukojojnjegovrad postojii, u
konacnici, zatvaranju znanstvenika i znanosti u kulu bjelokosnu znanstvene
produkcije koja postaje sama sebi svrhom i koja je liSena drustvene i

36



Stud. ethnol. Croat., vol. 24, str. 31-44, Zagreb, 2012.
Ivona Grgurinovi¢: Antropologija i putovanje: praksa i tekst

politicke relevantnosti u Sirem javnom polju. Takve su predodzbe uvelike
zamaglile materijalnu pozadinu istrazivanja koja je politicki uvjetovana.
Naravno da su za svaku disciplinu propitivanja vlastitih paradoksa, ustaljenih
predodzaba, vlastitoga autoriteta i sl. korisna, u konac¢nici i neophodna radi
gradnje vlastitoga kritickog habitusa, medutim kada ona postanu sama
sebi svrhom i kada nisu “osvjetovljena”, vrlo brzo se disciplina zatvara u
hermeti¢ni zacarani krug. To je jedan od razloga zbog kojih je potrebno
ovakvu predodzbu demistificirati, a znanstvenike i njihovo znanstveno
djelovanje staviti u drustveni, politi¢ki 1 materijalni kontekst koji ovisi o
cijelom nizu ¢imbenika. Neki su od njih ve¢ spomenuti nuzni financijski
preduvjeti da bi neko istrazivanje uopc¢e zapocelo. Drugi ¢imbenici, ali
od financijskih uvjeta proizvodnje znanja neodvojivi, jesu tendencije u
proizvodnji znanja opcenito, koje su u suvremenom trenutku neraskidivo
vezane s teku¢om krizom i njezinim uzro¢nicima — logikom kapitala (koja
redefinira prioritete znanja koje bi, navodno, trebalo krizu razrijesiti).
U takvim uvjetima financiranje postaje izrazito nesigurno, oskudno i
disperzirano, a rezultati istrazivanja, njegova dinamika i epistemoloske
implikacije moraju zivjeti u nelagodnoj sprezi s ocekivanjima financijera. U
takvoj situaciji, kada je znanstvenik prisiljen balansirati izmedu ocekivanja
izvora novca, vlastite znanstvene zajednice 1 vlastitih ocekivanja, tesko
uspijeva u tu jednadzbu smisleno 1 eti¢ki opravdano ukljuciti 1 subjekte/
objekte istrazivanja. Materijalni 1 politicki uvjeti proizvodnje znanja i
prioriteti blagajni (razlicitih centara moc¢i) namijenjenih znanstvenom
istrazivanju drugaciji su od vremena u kojem su istrazivali Haddon, Rivers
ili Malinowski, vremena “visokoga imperijalizma” (Mills 1991:1).

Dodajmo ovim uvjetima i kontekstu proizvodnje znanja sve ucestalije
zahtjeve za znanstvenom mobilno$¢u koja bi, toboZe, trebala unaprijediti
znanost, znanje i znanstveno istrazivanje, a koja se u akademskom svijetu
konceptualizira i predstavlja harmoni¢no, kao prilika za Sirenje vidika
(kako je, uostalom, i samo modernisticko putovanje konceptualizirano) i
stjecanje novih znanja, dok je u stvarnosti ona uvjet koji se postavlja pred
sve prekarnije akademske radnike, sluzi nominalnoj svrsi “prikupljanja
bodova” u pokuSaju zadrzavanja posla, a te iste izmjeStene prekarnike
pribraja moru izmjeStenih koji remete romantizirane modernisticke
monolitne predodzbe o putovanju kao uzitku. Ne Zelim, dakako, izjednaciti
mobilne znanstvenike s prisilno izmjestenima, poput izbjeglica, ali ostaje
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¢injenica kako se 1 nekadasnje romanti¢ne predodzbe o odlasku u sveucilista
1 istrazivacke centre koji prSte intelektualno poticajnom atmosferom
razmjene znanjaiideja ubrzano ruse pred navalom znanstvenoga prekarijata,
komercijalizacije znanosti 1 znanja te posvemasnje egzistencijalne
nesigurnosti. Ovakva konceptualizacija mobilnosti, romanti¢nije nazvane
egzilom, ima veze s modernim slavljenickim diskursom o “umjetniku u
egzilu” 1 egzilu kao “ideologiji umjetni¢ke [i znanstvene] proizvodnje”
(Kaplan 1996:28). Moderni kriticki diskurs koji problematizira pitanja
egzila ima tendenciju “da se odstrani iz politicki i historijski specificnih
okolnosti kako bi generirao estetske kategorije i ahistorijske vrijednosti”
(ibid. 28). Ta moderno-romanti¢na predodzba o egzilu kao produktivnome
1 poticajnome, medutim, daleko je od stvarnosti u kojoj se zatjeCe danasnji
mobilni znanstvenik, i sam vjerojatno ¢esto uhvacen u klopku diskrepancije
izmedu romanti¢ne predodZzbe i vlastite realnosti.

ETNOGRAFSKO I PUTOPISNO ISKUSTVO I NJEGOVA
TEKSTUALIZACIJA

Usvojemtekstuukojemproblematizirarazli¢itemoduseuspostavljanja
autoriteta u etnografskom tekstu, Clifford identificira Cetiri vrste autoriteta
etnografa: iskustvenu, interpretativnu, dijalosku i polifonu; “[n]ijedan nije
zastario, nijedan nije Cist” (ibid. 54)'°. Iskustveni autoritet se ustanovljuje i
ucvrséuje u razdoblju od kraja 19. stoljec¢a pa do 50-ih godina 20. st. Poceci
njegova formiranja podudaraju se, dakle, s po¢ecima razvoja terenskih
istrazivanja u antropologiji 1 “fuzijom uloge promatraca i teoreticara”
— terenskoga istrazivaca koji prikuplja etnografske podatke i koji je
oboruzan i legitimiran znanstvenom objektivnoscu 1 teorijom, a “knjizevna
povelja ovog novog autoriteta je prvo poglavlje Argonauta, s istaknutim
fotografijama Satora etnografa podignutog medu kirivinskim nastambama”
(Clifford 1988:28). Nakon $to su, dakle, antropolozi odustali od oslanjanja
na zapise sakupljaca podataka na terenu, putnika i raznih tumaca, njihov
autoritet poceo se temeljiti u iskustvu terenskoga rada: “Iskustveni autoritet
temelji se na ‘osjecaju’ za strani kontekst, na nekoj vrsti akumuliranog

" Drugim rije¢ima, razli¢ite forme etnografskog autoriteta ne smjenjuju se kronoloski, one
supostoje, ponekad i unutar jednoga etnografskog teksta.
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razumijevanjaiosjecaja za stil ljudi i mjesta” (Clifford 1988:35), a “iskustvo
istraziva¢a moze sluziti kao objedinjavajuci izvor autoriteta na terenu”
(Clifford 1988:35). Upravo se u iskustvu putovanja, iskustvu bivanja na
drugom myjestu, u stranoj kulturi, temelji autoritet putopisca i putopisnoga
teksta, iskustvo je ono $to njegov tekst €ini vjerodostojnim. S druge strane,
iako je “tesko bilo Sto reéi o iskustvu. Ono je, poput ‘intuicije’, nesto §to
imas ili nemas, i zazivanje iskustva ¢esto smrdi na mistifikaciju” (Clifford
1988:35), to moze biti to¢no za etnografiju, ali za putopis zazivanje iskustva
nije tek nestabilna podloga autoritetu. Drugim rije¢ima, u “znanstvenomu”
tekstu kakav je etnografija, koju podupire (ipak) ne samo iskustvo, vec 1
institucionalna 1 disciplinarna povijest, autoritet racionalne znanosti kao
takve, nema mjesta iskustvenim subjektivizacijama, dok na putopisca
djeluju drugacije silnice i nesto blaza ogranicenja.

Etnografski i putopisni tekst povezuje i jedan od temeljnih paradoksa
habitusa antropologa. Naime, terenski se rad, kao Sto je ve¢ receno,
temelji na osobnom iskustvu, a s druge se strane upravo to osobno uporno
nastoji protjerati na margine etnografskoga teksta, Ciste¢i ga od tragova
subjektivnosti. U tekstu u kojem skrec¢e pozornost na diskurzivne prakse
koje je etnografsko pismo posudivalo i jo$ uvijek posuduje od drugih
zanrova, primjerice “putopisa, memoara, novinarstva te zapisa misionara,
naseljenika, kolonijalnih sluzbenika i slicno” (Pratt 1986:27) te na
prisutnost “tropologije putopisa” u etnografskom tekstu, Mary Louise Pratt
primjecuje kako se osobni narativ u tradicionalnim etnografijama, ako mu
nije posvecena zasebna knjiga upravo o iskustvu terenskoga rada, obicno
javlja u uvodnim poglavljima monografija, u pricama o dolasku na teren,
upoznavanju sa stanovnicima i potencijalnim subjektima istrazivanja,
poteskocama s kojima se istrazivac susrece itd. (vidi Pratt 1986). Pratt ovaj
tekstualni zahvat, odnosno kombinaciju “osobnog narativa i objektivnog
opisa” povezuje upravo s putopisnim tekstovima u kojima je ve¢ do 16.
stoljeca postalo uobicajeno kombinirati ove dvije tehnike. Ta “dualnost
pripovijedanja i opisa” zadrzala se u putopisnim tekstovima do danas, iako
u razli¢itim omjerima. Dok je, piSe Pratt, u tim starijim putnickim zapisima
pripovijedanje dominiralo nad opisom, “do kraja 19. stoljeca su ova dva
nacina imala otprilike jednaku vaznost u putopisima pa je bilo uobicajeno
da putovanje rezultira dvjema odvojenim knjigama” (ibid. 35). Suprotno
od putopisnoga teksta, medutim, u etnografijama je opis bio nadreden
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naraciji, koja je ostala ogranic¢ena na “price o dolasku” koje “pokazuju jasan
kontinuitet s putopisom” (ibid. 35).

Nadalje, 1 etnograf i putopisac nalaze se pred teSkocom pretakanja
iskustva u tekst. Problemati¢nost, viSeznac¢nost i1 intersubjektivnost
terenskoga rada zamagljene su upravo koherentnos¢u i organiziranoséu
etnografskoga teksta, a u spomenutom raskoraku izmedu subjektivnosti
iskustva terenskoga rada i objektivnosti kojoj tezi i koja se namece
kona¢nom proizvodu terenskoga rada — etnografiji, te procesu pretvaranja,
uredivanja jednog u drugi, “mnogo toga se mora izostaviti” (Pratt 1986:33).
U etnografskom, kao u i putopisnom tekstu, u ovom kompleksnom procesu
translacije iskustva u koherentni tekst autor je krajnji autoritet koji odlucuje
o tome Sto ¢e biti u njega ukljuceno, a Sto izostavljeno. Ponekad na takve
odsutnosti i selekciju upuéuje sam autor'' (etnografije ili putopisa), a
ponekad ih paZljivi Citatelj moze tek naslutiti. Na primjer, mozemo se
zapitati §to je tocno iz svog putopisa “ispustila” Dervla Murphy, koja je
nekoliko puta posjetila nase prostore'? i koja nam cesto u svom putopisu
daje do znanja kako je tekst rekonstruiran dijelom iz biljezaka i dnevnika
koji je vodila za vrijeme putovanja (biti tamo — pisati ovdje). Sto je
rekonstruirano, dodano, oduzeto, dramatizirano u dijalozima koje “citira” u
tekstu? Sto je preuzeto iz “putnickih 3alabahtera”, putopisnih (nezaobilazna
Rebecca West), povijesnih 1 drugih referenci koje je €itala prije, za vrijeme 1
poslije putovanja (buduci da je ne ogranicavaju uzusi znanstvenoga teksta,
nije nam referencama trebala signalizirati je 1i neko zapazanje ili zakljucak
njezin vlastiti)? Sto se dogodilo izmedu putovanja (1991.1i 1999.) i nastanka
teksta (opet biti tamo — pisati ovdje)? 1 tako dalje.

Etnografski i putopisni tekst dijele 1 zanrovsku hibridnost. Na primjer,
Jan Borm u svojoj analizi dodirnih to¢aka putopisnoga i etnografskoga

'Napomena Malinowskoga u predgovoru Argonautima samo je jedan od primjera: “Kao
preliminarna monografija, ovaj opis je izdvojen iz etnografskog materijala koji pokriva
Citavu oblast plemenske kulture odredenog podrucja.” (Malinowski 1979 (1922):xii).

12 “Prvi put sam se ovom cestom vozila biciklom 1963. [na putu prema Indiji, op. . G.] —
zatim autobusom u srpnju 1989. na putu u posjet kceri koja je tada zivjela u Skopju — te
ponovno autobusom u ozujku 1990. na putu u Rumunjsku.” (Murphy 2002:4-5). Ovaj je
citat uzet iz prvoga dijela njezine knjige Through the embers of chaos. Balkan journeys
u kojem pripovijeda o putovanju u Hrvatsku 1991. godine. Vratila se 1999., kada je
Hrvatskom prolazila na putu prema Srbiji.
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teksta, prepoznaje i etnografski i putopisni tekst kao hibridan. Citanjem
Argonauta, Leirisove L ’Afrique fantome, Lévi-Straussovih Tuznih tropa i
polemizirajuc¢i s Mary Louise Pratt i Jamesom Cliffordom (oboje su takoder
pisali o paralelama izmedu putopisnoga i etnografskoga teksta), zakljucuje
kako se ova dva hibridna zanra umnogome preklapaju (pri cemu zanr,
u knjiZzevnoteorijskom smislu, shvaca fleksibilno) te da se razlike medu
njima ocituju u “pretezitosti odredenih elemenata ili skupova komponenti
nad drugima” (Borm 2000:92), a Leirisovu L’Afrique fantome i Lévi-
Straussove Tuzbe trope smjesta negdje izmedu etnografije 1 putopisa. Ve¢
je prije u tekstu naznaceno kako etnografski tekst upravo od putopisnoga
posuduje odredene narativne 1 diskurzivne tehnike (Pratt 1986), a1 putopisni
se tekst Cesto definira, ili izbjegava definirati, upravo kroz svoju hibridnost.
Naime, uslijed obnove zanimanja za putovanje, izmjestenost te tekstualne
proizvode tih praksi — putopis, u postdisciplinarnom polju u kojem se
putovanje i putopis promatraju u kontekstu problematiziranja identiteta,
(post)kolonijalizma, imperijalizma 1 sl., zaboravljena je definicija Zanra pa
se ona nadaje “poput presutne pretpostavke ili neverbalizirane ocevidnosti”
(Duda 1999:1). Putopis se tako kao hibridni zanr u¢estalo definira “izmedu”
zanrova i diskursa, kao “zanr sastavljen od drugih zanrova” (Campbell
1988:6), na razmedi etnografije, knjizevnosti, historiografije i publicistike,
¢esto 1 kao kombinacija takvih razli¢itih diskursa unutar jednoga putopisnog
teksta.

POLITIKA I POETIKA PUTOVANJA U KONTEKSTU
ETNOGRAFLIJE I PUTOPISANJA

Odnosom antropologije i putovanja mozda se najeksplicitnije bavio
James Clifford, upozoravajuci, izmedu ostaloga, na vaznost putovanja za
antropoloski terenski rad te na potrebu rekonceptualizacije terenskoga rada
(1 kulture) kao prebivanja u putovanju (engl. dwelling in travel) (Clifford
1997). Na taj se nacin detronizira predodzba o lokalnosti i omedenosti
kulture i naglasak na staticnosti kulture, a prakse izmjeStanja nadaju
se kao konstitutivne za kulturu. Isto tako, demistificira se predodzba o
postojanju omedenih kulturnih regija koje bi postojale kao definirane, s
vlastitim identitetom, prije uspostavljanja kontakta s drugim zajednicama:
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“Kulturni centri, zasebne regije i teritoriji ne postoje neovisno od kontakta,
kontakti ih odrzavaju, prisvajajuci i discipliniraju¢i nemirno kretanje ljudi
1 stvari.” (Clifford 1997:3) Ovo detroniziranje omedene regije (koja se
nalazi drugdje) kao nosioca kulturne razlicitosti vazan je kriticki moment u
kulturnoj antropologiji, koja je, kao regionalna znanost (Gupta i Ferguson
1997), pocivala na “naturalizaciji kulturne razli¢itosti inherentnoj razli¢itim
geografskim lokalitetima” (Gupta i Ferguson 1997:8). Antropologija,
prema Cliffordu, treba osvijestiti ne samo vaznost putovanja i izmjestanja
za terenski rad, ve¢ i na planu teorije jer su “putovanje i kontakt klju¢na
mjesta nedovrSene modernosti” (Clifford 1997:2), a lokalizacijom kulture
posljedi¢no se brise povijest kontakata, kulturne razmjene 1 medukulturnih
utjecaja. Clifford drzi kako se antropologija treba fokusirati na “hibridno,
kozmopolitsko iskustvo, jednako kao i na ono ukorijenjeno, nativno”
(ibid. 24). Medutim, ostaje pitanje (na koje Clifford, istina, moZzda nije ni
mogao odgovoriti u vrijeme kad je njegov tekst nastajao) — §to je s novim
oblicima izmjeStenosti uvjetovanima novom logikom kapitalizma?

Clifford ne predlaze fetiSizaciju putovanja naustrb stati¢nosti/
prebivanja. Medutim, teSko se oteti dojmu kako njegovo “stavljanje naglaska
na putovanje”, uslijed kojeg “’kronotop’ kulture [...] pocinje nalikovati
jednako mjestu putnickih susreta kao i mjestu prebivanja; manje nalikuje
Satoru ili kontroliranom laboratoriju ili mjestu inicijacije ili stanovanja, a
viSe predvorju hotela, gradskom brodu ili autobusu” (ibid. 25), ipak sadrzi
odredene elemente nekritickoga 1 univerzaliziraju¢ega zapadnjackog tropa
putovanja, implicitno ga glorificiraju¢i. U tom smisluu znatnoj mjeri previda,
na primjer, rijeke ljudi koji su svakodnevno “u tranzitu” (od ku¢e do posla i
natrag), ali su njihov identitet i socijalna/historijska situacija vise obiljezeni
egzistencijalnim problemima, nego pitanjima vlastite izmjestenosti. Drugim
rijecima, dok su nase oci uprte u dinamiku hotelskoga predvorja, simbolicke
prakse koje se u njemu odvijaju, izmjenu suvremenih flaneura, skriven
nam ostaje svijet sobarica, ¢istacica, nosac¢a. Kako kaze i sam Clifford:
“Svaki fokus zatvara; nema politicki nevine metodologije interkulturne
interpretacije” (ibid. 19). Medutim, antropolog u sadasnjem trenutku ipak
treba odabrati hoce 1i njegov fokus biti, takorec¢i, u hotelskome predvorju
ili ¢e zaci iza. Bilo bi nepravedno tvrditi da Clifford nije svjestan kako
je trop “putovanja” povezan s “povijes¢u europskih, knjizevnih, muskih,
burzujskih, znanstvenih, herojskih, rekreativnih znacenja i praksi” (ibid. 33)
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ili da ne pokusava destabilizirati takvu zapadnocentricnu konceptualizaciju
sasvim odredene, pozitivhe vizije putovanja trazec¢i i identificirajuci i
njegove alternativne, represivne i nedobrovoljne, rije¢ju — negativne vizije,
medutim, ipak ostaje dojam kako nesto izmice njegovu fokusu." Cliffordov
pokuSaj da zapadni (elitisticki, rekreativni) koncept “putovanja” proSiri
na njegove represivnije oblike (primjerice, trgovinu robljem u Atlantiku,
imigrante, ratne izbjeglice itd.) ne odusevljava ni Johna Hutnyka: “Ako samo
uzmemo u obzir apsurdnost ukljucivanja rasistickog nasilja i okrutnosti
trgovine robljem u bilo kakav preradeni koncept ‘putovanja’, shvatit cemo
neprikladnost generalizirajuéih proSirenja tropa putovanja u njegovom
euro-americkom obliku” (Hutnyk 2004:23). Priznaje, medutim, kako ova
pitanja (npr. moze li se 1 nasilna trgovina robljem smatrati putovanjem)
ipak svracaju pozornost na “nasilje koje je u pozadini svakog putovanja,
ukljucujuéi 1 ono koje omogucuje etnografski projekt, kao Sto je primjerice
kolonijalna vlast koja svijet ¢ini sigurnim za etnografe i turiste” (ibid. 23).
Sli¢an problem vidljiv je 1 u postdisciplinarnom polju koje se bavi kulturom
putovanja i putopisom. Diskurzivnom polju znanstvene produkcije koja se
bavi praksama putovanja, izmjestanja i tekstualnim proizvodima tih praksi
1 koja je te prakse promatrala u kontekstu problematiziranja identiteta,
(post)kolonijalizma, imperijalizma itd. u suvremenom je historijskom
trenutku potrebna rekonceptualizacija. Osim Sto se, kako kaze Caren
Kaplan, u raspravama o putovanju i izmjeStanju u zapadnoj kriti¢koj
praksi rijetko uzimaju u obzir materijalni uvjeti u kojima te prakse postoje

13 Posvetimo se na trenutak razradi Cliffordove metafore hotela. U jednome dijelu svoga
teksta Traveling Cultures, promisljajuci i vracajuci se kulturi kao mjestu istovremeno
prebivanja i putovanja (a u kontekstu prijasnjeg zanimanja za nadrealisticku umjetnost
u kontekstu Pariza), dolazi do &otela kao epitoma “odredenoga ulaska u kompleksnu
povijest putujucih kultura (i kultura putovanja) u kasnom dvadesetom stoljec¢u” (ibid. 31).
Iako priznaje suvremenu problemati¢nost predodzbe hotela u smislu “klase, roda, rase,
kulturne/historijske lociranosti i privilegije” (ibid. 31) te predodzbe hotela kao “starije
forme dzentlmenskog zapadnjackog putovanja, kada su dom i inozemstvo, grad i drzava,
Istok i Zapad, metropola i antipodi, bili jasnije odredeni” (ibid. 31), u nabrajanju aspekata
problematic¢nosti opet mu izmice jedan: Sto je s hotelom kao mjestom klasne nejednakosti
i nepravde u onome ranije spomenutom smislu, u kojem nam, dok gledamo putnike (zene,
muskarce, crne, bijele, na Istoku i na Zapadu), izmicu svi oni koji ostaju, svi oni koji
rade iza kulisa ovoga stalno-mobilnog svijeta, oni koji ostaju u svijetu onih koji putuju
(dwellers-in-the-midst-of-travel)?
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1 traju (Kaplan 1996:1), o njima je trenutno nemoguce promisljati u istim
terminima u kojima se to radilo unazad nekoliko desetlje¢a, kada su
materijalni 1 povijesni uvjeti putovanja, proizvodnje znanja i cirkuliranja
ideja na znanstvenom “trziStu” bili znatno drugaciji. Isto tako je, barem
u europskom kontekstu, nemoguée o njemu razmisljati ne uzimajuci u
obzir politicki projekt Europske unije, zatvaranje i otvaranje granica i
geopoliticke promjene koje su se dogodile u proteklih nekoliko desetljeca te
recentnu ekonomsku, politicku 1 drustvenu, kako europsku, tako i1 globalnu
situaciju. Nadalje, u literaturi o knjizevnosti i kulturi putovanja postoji
tendencija mitologizacije i fetiSiziranja putovanja, a referentni su momenti
uglavnom elitno, individualisticko zapadnjacko rekreativno putovanje
iz uzitka, uz Ceste (kako od strane autora putopisaca, tako i od strane
onih kojima su njihovi tekstovi znanstveni interes) lamentacije o tome
kako je procvat turizma doveo do degradacije “autenti¢nog” putovanja te
povlacenje distinkcije izmedu “pravog” putnika i turista konzumenta. Ipak,
i uz globalnu i lokalnu sveprisutnost turizma, postoji mnogo vise ljudi koji
putuju, krecu se, izmjestaju, kao ekonomski imigranti, radnici, izbjeglice
pred ratovima, prirodnim katastrofama, “humanim preseljenjima” itd.
Dakle, rijetko se u okviru ovoga postdisciplinarnog polja problematiziraju
prisilna izmjeStanja motivirana negativnim politickim i1 druStvenim
pojavama, a razliCite kategorije putnika poput “zapadnjackog etnografa,
modernistickog pjesnika u egzilu, pisca popularnih putopisnih tekstova ili
turista sve sudjeluju u [istoj] mitologiziranoj narativizaciji izmjeStanja, bez
propitivanja kulturnih, politi¢kih i ekonomskih pozadina njihovih razli¢itih
profesija, privilegija, sredstava i ograni¢enja” (ibid. 2). Tako “euroamericki
diskursi izmjeStanja apsorbiraju razlike i stvaraju historijske amalgame”
(ibid. 2), a putovanje se u njima nadaje kao “mistificirani univerzalizam”.
Kaplan nudi korisne terminoloske smjernice za dehomogenizaciju 1
razbijanje monolitnosti konceptualnog polja putovanja, razmotrivsi u svojoj
studiji “razli¢ite historijske konstrukte modernog izmjeStanja, primjerice
rekreativno putovanje, istrazivanje, ekspatrijacija, egzil, beskuénistvo i
imigracija” (ibid. 6). Medutim, kao 1 Hutnyk, moramo se zapitati moze li se
zapadnjacki trop putovanja “o€istiti” od svoje popudbine kako bi ukljucio
1 ove “negativne” vizije putovanja ili nam je potreban sasvim novi koncept
koji bi ih obuhvatio na nacin osloboden od “povijesti europskih, knjizevnih,
muskih i rekreativnih znacenja” (Clifford 1997:33).
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ANTHROPOLOGY AND TRAVEL: PRACTICE AND TEXT

(Translation)

The author reflects on the relationship between anthropology and travel
with regards to travel practices and their textual products. The text analyzes
ethnographic and travel writing authority founded in the experience of the
ethnographer and the travel writer, and the material conditions of fieldwork and
travel writing with reference to the practice that relates them — travel.

Key words: ethnography, travel writing, travel, field work, ethnographic authority,
travel writing authority

1 hate travelling and explorers.
(Claude Lévi-Strauss 1992 [1955]:17)

INTRODUCTION

In spite of Levi-Strauss’s grumpy protesting against travelling
and explorers, not even he could deny that anthropology and travel are
intrinsically connected. Since the ‘prehistory’ of the development of field
research and even since the emergence of its modern variant, Malinowski’s
stay on Trobriand Islands', which has changed and framed the self-
conceptualization of Western anthropology, travel (to the field, from the field
and return to the field), has been inseparable from anthropological practice.
Furthermore, anthropological theory and gathering of ethnographic data
have long depended on travelers, missionaries and merchants, with whom
they have even shared the guidelines and queries for the collection of
ethnographic data."

14 This idea on the sudden ‘emergence’ of the field method of participant observation and
immersion in the researched community through the prolonged stay on the field, covers up
amore gradual development of the methods of field research (Urry 1972) and more gradual
conceptualization of cultural/social anthropology as the discipline the identifying feature
of which is field research. The idea on the emergence, rather than gradual development of
the methods of field research is referred to by Stocking as ‘the mythical charter’ (Stocking
1992).

'S For example: Notes and Queries on Anthropology.
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On the other, textual, side of this relationship, and due to the emerging
interest in the textual nature of ethnography which, as any (other), even
literary, text, uses certain rhetorical techniques, anthropologists have pointed
to similarities between such rhetorical techniques used in ethnographies and
travel writing and discussed “[t]he format and rhetorical conventions of
the ethnographic monograph [...] in the context of other types of writing
whose content was often very similar [travelogue, missionary letter, diary
and journalism]” (Thornton 1983:503).

The aim of this article is to point to the similarities and analogies
between an anthropologist and travel writer, with regards to the practice —
travel and field research, the experience of the travel writer and ethnographer,
and the textual product — travel writing or ethnographic monograph.

MATERIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS OF TRAVEL
AND RESEARCH

Both travel writer and anthropologist-ethnographer have to travel in
order to write:'® anthropologist/ethnographer within the archetypal model
of fieldwork'” and travel writer in all those popular notions about the ethos
of their ‘job’.

' The relationship between travel/research and writing is not simple, straightforward or

unambiguous, but this will be discussed in more details later in the article.

17 The concept of the field in anthropology has, however, changed since that formative
period. Over the last several decades, anthropologists have turned towards the research
of the nearby, familiar and personal, and certain national traditions, including Croatian
ethnology, have been constituted from the beginning as the sciences of the familiar. This
does not mean that different paradigms were replacing each other, on the contrary, they
co-existed, but the idea of the field experience and its paradoxes have been under scrutiny.
Field research was always deeply problematic (even Haddon and Malinowski were partially
aware of that), but this problematic nature has not been discussed in anthropological texts
until recently. Even courses on methodology of research were not taught at departments
of social/cultural anthropology (see, for example Gupta and Ferguson 1997). Over the
last few decades, the field is increasingly being discussed as a constructed, rather than
as a given concept (see, for example Amit 2000). Fieldwork (with its most significant
and ‘most famous’ variant — participant observation) is discussed in the context of inter/
cross/trans/disciplinarity in science, and its fetishization is seen as an attempt at setting
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In the formative period of the conceptualization of fieldwork and
its establishment as the distinctive feature of social/cultural anthropology
(as a way of establishing boundaries with other disciplines which have
studied culture and society but used a somewhat different methodology),
anthropologists were traveling to ‘exotic’, geographically remote locations
to study different aspects of social and cultural life of a community,
immersing themselves into the researched community (also called
primitive)'®. Bronislaw Malinowski was the key figure in this ‘mythical
history’ of Western anthropology, when he, at the beginning of the 20
century, travelled to the remote Trobriand Islands, descended “off the
verandah” and into the village center and invented participant observation,
thus setting the ground for modern anthropological research, moreover,
for the identity of Western anthropology. The title borrowed from Greek
mythology, Argonauts of the Western Pacific, is probably no coincidence,
and it is interesting on several levels. On one hand, it is “one of the most
common tropes in literature of travel, the myth of the golden fleece (as
narrated, for example by Apollonius Rhodius in his Argonautica)” (Borm
2000:85). On the other hand, it reveals something about Malinowski’s
textual strategies and what Clifford will later call ‘ethnographic allegory’
(Clifford 1986), as well as something about Malinowski’s belief that
ethnography “ought to endeavour to present its results in a manner exact
but not dry”’(Malinowski 2004 (1922):xvii). Borm identifies the title and the
subtitle (4n Account of Native Enterprise and Adventure in the Archipelagoes
of Melanesian New Guinea) as a ‘trope of pleasure and instruction’ (Borm
2000:85), borrowing the idea from Charles Batten Jr., who detected it in the

boundaries and preserving the identity of the discipline in a context in which those

boundaries are increasingly blurred (Gupta and Ferguson 1997; Amit 2000). The
applicability of anthropological methods in the context of mobile, global, postcolonial
world (see, for example Gupta and Ferguson 1997; Clifford 1997) is also questioned, as
methods which, at the moment of their introduction, were aimed at the study of ‘supposedly
small-scale societies’ (Gupta and Ferguson 1997:3).

18 Some other socio-cultural-anthropological and ethnological traditions, however, have
not been constituted (neither in their formative periods nor later) around the concept of the
field research of the ‘far away’. For example, since its establishment (and after), Croatian
ethnology has been constituted as a science of the familiar and relatively nearby, at least
in that sense that it researched its own national culture.
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18™ century travel literature. Furthermore, this dramatization of experience
is related to Malinowski’s talent for self-promotion. It was “Malinowski’s
ambition and ‘entrepreneurial talent’, rather than simply the intrinsic
intellectual merits of his program, that enabled him to secure the support of
the Rockefeller Foundation [...] which [...] enabled him to institutionalize
his perspective”(Gupta and Ferguson 1997:7).

But, before we engage into the ‘overdetermination’' of Malinowski,
let me point to some of the guidelines for demystification offered by the
history of anthropology. The idea of the ‘detailed research of a limited
area’ came from natural scientists, specifically from the team of scientists
researching topics from zoology in the Torres Strait in the late 19" century
(Stocking 1992). That team, whose most prominent members were Alfred
Haddon, William H.R. Rivers and Charles Seligman, who would later
became known as ‘the Cambridge school’, travelled to the Torres Strait for
the first time in 1888 with the intention to study extensively “the fauna, the
structure, and the mode of formation of coral reefs” (Stocking 1992:21),
in the evolutionist vein. Their second expedition to the Torres Strait was
motivated exclusively by the intent to collect ethnographic data. Only shortly
before this breakthrough (which, according to Henrika Kuklick, should be
interpreted in a wider context of tendencies in natural sciences from the
end of the 19" century, with increased specialization in natural history, the
formation of disciplinary boundaries and an increased awareness of the
need for field research under the newly emerging conditions of increased
disciplinary stratification (Kuklick 1997:49)), the situation in anthropology
was significantly different. ‘Armchair’ anthropologists were building their
theories on the basis of the material collected in the field by government
officials, missionaries, travelers. There was, therefore, a division of labor:
before the “fusion of the roles of observer and theorist” (Kuklick 1997:59),
the academic elite on the pyramid’s top of the pyramid was building theories

19 John Hutnyk claims that, due to the textual ‘revolution’ in anthropology which was,
admittedly, necessary and important for demystification of objectivism, “Malinowski has
become a cartoon character” and that because of the analysis of the textual establishment
of authority of the ethnographer and the rhetorical techniques used in anthropological
texts (especially those of Malinowski), “reading Malinowski has become, via Clifford and
others, overdetermined” (Hutnyk 2004:19).
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based on the data collected by those at its bottom. Such fieldwork was based
on manuals, such as, for example, Notes and Queries on Anthropology™.
Haddon himself, the member of the afore mentioned Cambridge School,
frequently relied on the accounts of travelers and missionaries. It was
Malinowski, with his dedication to breaking all bonds with the Westerners?!
and learning the native language as an integral part of the new research
method, who put an end to this practice?’, even though he too went through
a phase of armchair theorizing. At that time, experience (of fieldwork) was
profiled as the “defining property of truly scientific research” (Kuklick
1997:59).

Taking into consideration what has been already said about the
context in which the research method of Malinowskian type was, among
other things, determined by economic factors and before we engage into the
analysis of intra-textual specificities of ethnography and travel writing, let
us briefly consider the material conditions under which anthropological field
research, scientific work in general and travel writing are conducted today,

20 A handbook of field research, jointly published by the British Association for the
Advancement of Science, BAAS) and Royal Anthropological Institute and reprinted
numerous times. Notes and Queries continued the long tradition of questionnaires and
guidelines which government officials, travelers, missionaries, etc. brought with them to
travels and missions and, following their guidelines, collected ethnographic data (mostly)
in the colonies. This handbook itself was primarily intended for travelers and non-
anthropologists who were collecting data which were used by armchair anthropologists
for building theories (Stocking 1992).

2 Malinowski’s diary, which was discovered and published during the 1960s (Malinowski
1967) has revealed, among other things, that Malinowski was not in complete isolation
from whites.

22 Tt is important to mention that, thanks to the research on the history of anthropology in
the last few decades, the establishment and incorporation of Malinowskian paradigm of
research in anthropology, including participant observation, was the consequence of many
factors, not all of which were related to the inherent value of the method itself. Stocking,
for example, states that the condition for financing of the researchers of the International
African Institute was to enroll in Malinowski’s one-year seminar (Stocking 1992:58).
Furthermore, it seems that participant observation was the result of the process which
Malinowski gradually developed on the basis of the field experience of other scientists
and “a result of his praxis in the field and not a natural outcome of his previous life or
theoretical ideas” (Roldan 1995:143).
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since we have established that there are undisputable analogies between the
two fields. Rarely, if ever, can we find in ethnography or in a travel account,
reference to those material conditions of the production of knowledge.
However, they are of extreme, if not even crucial, epistemological
importance. If we revisit the prior note on how Malinowski’s method of
research was institutionalized and the fact that certain material conditions of
financing enabled it, and if we take into account the current state of financing
of scientific research and scientific work in general, regardless whether it
was, as in case of cultural anthropology, a research of the faraway or the
nearby, it will become clear that scientific research does not exist in an
economic vacuum. There is a key, very ‘prosaic element in the existence
and epistemological implications of any research in any scientific field,
namely the money. It is similar with travel writing, the difference being
that in its printed form it is placed in a market position somewhat different
than an ethnographic text in a journal or in a printed book. George Stocking
has outlined the development of field research in British anthropology and,
through detailed archival work, has revealed some of the conditions and
circumstances on which the institutionalization and establishment of the
fieldwork of Malinowskian type was based (Stocking 1992). This type of
fieldwork has subsequently spread on other national disciplinary traditions
and has become the identifying feature of cultural anthropology as a
discipline, even in popular notions. It would be comforting to think that this
method has been established in anthropology due to its ‘inherent’ quality and
its suitability to the discipline. The reality is, however, somewhat different
from this harmonious image of the lonely scientist who, undisturbed by
the external stimuli and realities, sits in his tent, talks to the informants
and then, in the peace and quiet of his study, transforms field notes into
ethnographic text. On one hand, this simplified version of a messy, hard and
incoherent (inter)subjective experience that is fieldwork (and the equally
problematic translation of such incoherent experience into a coherent text,
with all its implications, on the level of scientific authority and all others),
has brought about a whole range of misconceptions and paradoxes which
cultural anthropology is still trying to resolve, and which cannot be simply
put aside by the textual analysis of the establishment of ethnographer’s
authority or by the recognition of the ‘fictional’ nature of the ethnographic
text. On the other hand, it seems that it has contributed to the image of a
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non-problematic nature of scientific work, materially and otherwise, has
separated the scientist from the material and social reality in which his/her
work exists, and finally, has placed scientists and the science itself into an
ivory tower of scientific production which exists for its own sake, devoid of
any social and political relevance in a wider public domain. Such notions
obscure the material background of the research which was politically
determined. It goes without saying that for each discipline the questioning of
its own paradoxes, established notions, one’s own authority, etc., are useful,
even necessary for creating a critical habitus, however, when they become
an end in itself and when they are disconnected from the ‘real world’, the
discipline soon becomes enclosed in a hermeneutical vicious circle. This is
one of the reasons why it is necessary to demystify this image and to put
scientists and their scientific work in social, political and material context
which depends on a number of factors. Some of them include the financial
conditions which are necessary for the research to start in the first place.
Other factors, which are inseparable from the financial conditions of the
production of knowledge, are the tendencies in the production of knowledge
in general, which are in the present moment inseparably linked to the present
crisis and its causes - the logic of capital (which re-defines the priorities in
the production of knowledge which should, supposedly, solve the crisis).
Under such conditions, the financing becomes excessively insecure, scarce
and dispersed and the results of research, its dynamics and epistemological
implications have to co-exist uncomfortably with the expectations of
financiers. In such a situation, when scientists are forced to balance between
the source of money, their own scientific communities and their own
expectations, the coherent and ethically appropriate inclusion of subjects/
object of research in the equation becomes extremely difficult. The material
and political conditions of the production of knowledge and the priorities
of the cash offices (of different centers of power) intended for scientific
research are different from the period when Haddon, Rivers of Malinowski
were doing their research, the period of ‘high imperialism’ (Mills 1991:1).

To these conditions and the context of the production of knowledge
should be added the increasingly frequent demands for scientific mobility
which is supposed to improve science, knowledge and scientific research. In
the academy this mobility is conceptualized and represented harmoniously,
as an opportunity for widening one’s horizons (such was, after all, the
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conceptualization of modernist travel) and gaining new knowledge, while
in reality it is a condition which is put in front of the increasingly precarious
academic workers and serves the purpose of collecting ‘points’ in the
attempt to preserve one’s job, while those same displaced laborers are added
to the number of other displaced individuals which disturb the romanticized
modernist monolithic notions of travel as pleasure. Of course, my intention
is not to compare the scientists in mobility programs with involuntarily
displaced persons, such as refugees, but the fact remains that the past
romanticized notions about going to universities and research centers
which are bursting with intellectually stimulative atmosphere, in which
knowledge and ideas are readily exchanged, are rapidly collapsing before
the pressure of scientific precariousness, commercialization of science and
knowledge and overall existential insecurity. Such a concept of mobility,
more romantically called exile, is connected with the modernist celebratory
discourse on the ‘artist in exile’ and exile as the “ideology of artistic [and
scientific] production” (Kaplan 1996:28). Modern critical discourse which
problematizes the questions of exile has the tendency “to remove itself from
any political or historically specific instances in order to generate aesthetic
categories and ahistorical values” (ibid. 28). This modern-romantic notion
about exile as productive and stimulating is however, far from the reality a
mobile scientist is facing today, himself probably frequently caught in a trap
of discrepancy between the romantic notion and the shear reality.

ETHNOGRAPHIC AND TRAVEL WRITING EXPERIENCE
AND ITS TEXTUALISATION

In his article in which he problematizes different modes of the
establishment of authority in an ethnographic text, Clifford identifies four
types of ethnographic authority: experiential, interpretive, dialogical and
polyphonic; “[n]one is obsolete, none is pure” (ibid. 54)*. Experiential
authority was established and consolidated in the period from the end of
the 19" century to 1950s. The beginnings of its formation coincided with

2 In other words, different forms of ethnographic authority are not chronologically
replacing one another, they co-exist, sometimes even inside a single ethnographic text.
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the beginnings of the development of field research in anthropology and
with the ‘fusion of the role of the observer and theorist’ — a field researcher
who collects ethnographic data and who is armed with and legitimized
by scientific objectivity and theory, and the “literary charter of this
new authority is the first chapter of the Argonauts, with its prominently
displayed photographs of the ethnographer’s tent pitched among the
Kiriwinian dwellings” (Clifford 1988:28). Hence, after the anthropologists
have stopped relying on the accounts of field data collectors, travelers
and various interpreters, their authority was increasingly based on the
experience of fieldwork: “Experiential authority is based on a ‘feel” for the
foreign context, a kind of accumulated savvy and a sense of the style of a
people or place” (Clifford 1988:35), while “the experience of the researcher
can serve as a unifying source of authority in the field” (Clifford 1988:35).
It is on this experience of travel, the experience of being in another place,
in a foreign culture, that the authority of travel writer and travel writing are
based on, the experience is what makes his/her text credible. On the other
hand, even though it is “difficult to say very much about experience. Like
‘intuition’, it is something that one does or does not have, and its invocation
often smacks of mystification” (Clifford 1988:35), this can be true of
ethnography, but in travel writing invoking experience is not merely an
unstable background of authority. In other words, in a ‘scientific’ text, such
as ethnography, which is (after all) sustained not only by experience, but
also by institutional and disciplinary history and the authority of rationalist
science as such, there is no place for experiential subjectivizations; travel
writer is subjected to somewhat different forces and milder restrictions.

Ethnographic and travel writing texts are further connected by one
of the basic paradoxes of anthropological habitus. Namely, fieldwork, as it
has already been mentioned, is based on a personal experience, while it is
exactly the personal which is stubbornly being pushed to the margins of the
ethnographic text, purifying it from all traces of subjectivity. In her article in
which she emphasizes the discursive practices which ethnographic writing
has been borrowing and is still borrowing from other genres, such as “travel
books, personal memoirs, journalism, and accounts by missionaries, settlers,
colonial officials, and the like” (Pratt 1986:27) and the presence of the
‘tropology of travel writing’ in ethnographic text, Mary Louise Pratt notices
that in traditional ethnographies personal narrative, unless published as a
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separate book dealing with the experience of fieldwork, usually appears in
the introductory chapters, stories about the arrival to the field, meeting local
people and potential subjects of the research, difficulties with which the
researches was faced, etc. (see Pratt 1986). Pratt relates this textual strategy,
i.e. the combination of ‘personal narrative and impersonal description’,
with travel writing which commonly combined those two techniques by
the 16™ century. This ‘narration-description duality’ has been preserved
in travel writing until today, albeit in different ratios. While, according
to Pratt, in the older travelogues, narration dominated over description,
“[b]y the late nineteenth century [...] the two modes often had about equal
weight in travel books, and it was common for a trip to result in two separate
volumes” (ibid. 35). Unlike travel writing, in ethnographies description
was superior to narration, which remained restricted to the ‘arrival stories’
which “display clear continuities with travel writing” (ibid. 35).

Furthermore, both the ethnographer and the travel writer are faced
with the difficulty of translating experience into text. The complexities,
multiple meanings and intersubjectivity of fieldwork are blurred by the
coherence and organization of the ethnographic text, and in the mentioned
discrepancy between the subjective experience of fieldwork and objectivity,
as demanded and sought by the final product of fieldwork — ethnography,
in this process of translation, of editing one into the other, “[m]uch must be
left behind” (Pratt 1986:33). In an ethnography, as well as in a travel text,
in this complex process of translating experience into a coherent text, the
author is the final authority who decides what will be included and what
will be left out. Sometimes those absences and selections are revealed by
the author** himself/herself, and sometimes they can be only guessed by a
careful reader. We can, for example, ask ourselves what exactly has been
‘omitted” from her text by Dervla Murphy, who has visited our regions®

24 Malinowski’s note in the Foreword to the Argonauts, is only one such example: “This
account has been culled, a preliminary monograph, from Ethnographic material, covering
the whole extent of the tribal culture of one district.” (Malinowski 2004 (1922):xvi).

% “I had first traveled this road by bicycle in 1963 [on her way to India] — then by bus in
July 1989, on my way to visit my daughter when she lived in Skopje — and again by bus in
March 1990 on my way to Romania” (Murphy 2002:4-5). This quote was taken from the
first part of her book Through the Embers of Chaos. Balkan Journeys, where she described
her visit to Croatia in 1991. She returned in 1999, when she was passing through Croatia
on her way to Serbia.
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several times and who constantly reminds us in her writing that the text
has been reconstructed from field notes and diaries she was keeping during
her travel (being there — writing here). What was reconstructed, added,
removed, dramatized in the dialogues she ‘quotes’ in the text? What was
taken over from ‘traveler’s cheat sheets’, the travel writing (the inevitable
Rebecca West), historical and other references which she had read before,
during and after the travel (since she was not bounded by the restrictions
posed by the scientific text and did not need references to signalize whether
a certain idea or conclusion was her own)? What happened between the
travels (1991 and 1999) and the creation of the text (again being there-
writing here)? And so on.

Ethnographies and travel writing also share the hybridity of genre.
For example, in his analysis of the analogies between travel writing and
ethnography, Jan Borm concludes that both are hybrids. Reading the
Argonauts, Leiris’s L ’Afrique fantome, Lévi-Strauss’s Tristes Tropiques and
discussing with the works of Mary Louise Pratt and James Clifford (both
were writing about the analogies between travel writing and ethnographic
text), he concludes that those two hybrid genres are overlapping in many
ways (understanding the term genre as a flexible term in terms of literary
theory ), and that the differences between them are observable in the
“predominance of certain elements or sets of components over others”
(Borm 2000:92), while he places Leiris’s L’ Afrique fantome, Lévi-Strauss’s
Tristes Tropiques somewhere in between ethnography and travel writing.
It has been already mentioned that ethnographic text borrows from travel
writing certain narrative and discursive techniques (Pratt 1986), while
travel text is frequently defined, or escapes definition, by way of its
hybridity. Namely, due to the renewed interest in travel, displacement and
textual products of those practices - travel writing, in a post-disciplinary
field in which travel and travel writing are observed in the context of
problematizing identity, (post)colonialism, imperialism, etc., the definition
of genre has been forgotten and is given “as an implied assumption or
non-verbalized obviousness” (Duda 1999:1). As a hybrid genre, travel
writing is commonly defined “in-between” genres and discourses, as
a “genre composed of other genres” (Campbell 1988:6), on the border
between ethnography, literature, historiography and journalism, as well as
a combination of different discourses inside a single text.
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POLITICSAND POETICS OF TRAVEL IN THE CONTEXT OF
ETHNOGRAPHY AND TRAVEL WRITING

James Clifford was the one who has perhaps most explicitly engaged
into the relationship between anthropology and travel, emphasizing, among
other things, the importance of travel for anthropological fieldwork and the
need for the re-conceptualization of field work (and culture) as dwelling-in-
travel (Clifford 1997). In this way, the ideas of the locality and static nature
of enclosed culture are de-throned, while the practices of displacement are
presented as constitutive for the notion of culture. Furthermore, the idea
on the existence of enclosed cultural regions existing as strictly defined,
with own identity, prior to establishing a contact with other communities
is also demystified: “Cultural centers, discrete regions and territories, do
not exist prior to contacts, but are sustained through them, appropriating
and disciplining the restless movements of people and things.” (Clifford
1997:3). This de-throning of an enclosed region (existing elsewhere) as
the bearer of cultural difference is an important critical moment in cultural
anthropology, which, as a regional science (Gupta and Ferguson 1997)
has been based on the “naturalization of cultural difference as inhering in
different geographical locales” (Gupta and Ferguson 1997:8). Anthropology,
according to Clifford, should emphasize the importance of travel and
displacement not only in fieldwork, but also on the level of theory, because
“travels and contacts are crucial sites for an unfinished modernity” (Clifford
1997:2), while the locality of cultures consequentially erases the history of
contacts, cultural exchange and inter-cultural influences. Clifford thinks
that anthropology should focus on “hybrid, cosmopolitan experiences as
much as on rooted, native ones” (ibid. 24). However, the question (which
Clifford, granted, could not have answered at the time he was writing this
article) remains — what happens with new forms of displacement which are
the result of the new logic of capitalism?

Clifford does not suggest the fetishization of travel at the expense of
dwelling. However, it is difficult not to get the impression that his “tipping
the balance toward traveling” whereby “the ‘chronotope’ of culture [...]
comes to resemble as much a site of travel encounters as of residence; it is
less like a tent in a village or a controlled laboratory or a site of initiation and
inhabitation, and more like a hotel lobby, urban café, ship or bus” (ibid. 25),
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nevertheless contains certain elements of non-critical and universalist
Western trope of travel, implicitly glorifying it. In that sense he overlooks
for example, the flows of people in daily ‘transit’ (from home to work and
back), their identity and social/historical situation being more determined
by their existential problems, than by questions of their own displacement.
In other words, while our eyes are fixed on the dynamics of a hotel lobby,
the symbolical practices which are occurring in it, the fluctuation of
contemporary flaneurs, what remains hidden is the world of chambermaids,
cleaners, porters. As Clifford said: “Every focus excludes; there is no
politically innocent methodology for intercultural interpretation” (ibid. 19).
However, an anthropologist in the present moment still has to choose
whether his/her focus will be the hotel lobby or whether he/she will look
beyond it. It would be unjust to claim that Clifford was unaware of the trope
of ‘travel’ being linked to “a history of European, literary, male, bourgeois,
scientific, heroic, recreational meanings and practices” (ibid. 33), or that he
was not attempting to de-stabilize such Western-centric conceptualization
of a distinct, positive vision of travel by searching and identifying its
alternative, repressive and involuntary, negative meaning. However, the
impression remains that something is escaping his focus®®. Clifford’s
attempt of stretching the Western (elitist, recreational) concept of travelling
to the more repressive forms (for example, slave trade in the Atlantic,
immigrants, war refugees, etc.), did not particularly impress John Hutnyk
either: “Just considering the absurdity of including the racist violence and
atrocity of the slave trade under any revamped notion of ‘travel” would be

%6 Let us consider for a moment Clifford’s analysis of the hotel metaphor. In one segment of
his text in Travelling Cultures, revisiting the concept of culture as simultaneously a place of
dwelling and traveling (and in the contest of his past interest for surrealist art in the context
of Paris), he sees a hotel as an epitome of “a specific way into complex histories of traveling
cultures (and cultures of travel) in the late twentieth century” (ibid. 31). Even though he
admits the contemporary problematic nature of hotels in terms of “class, gender, race,
cultural/historical location and privilege” (ibid. 31), and of the image of the hotel as “an
older form of gentlemanly occidental travel, when home and abroad, city and country, East
and West, metropole and antipodes, were more clearly fixed” (ibid. 31), one problematic
aspect escapes him: what about the hotel as a place of class inequality and injustice in the
context mentioned earlier, in which, while observing the travelers (women, men, black,
white, Easterners, Westerners), we miss all those who stay behind, working behind the
scenes of this ever mobile world, the dwellers-in-the-midst-of-travel?
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sufficient to show the likely inappropriateness of generalising extensions of
the travel trope in its Euro-American modes.” (Hutnyk 2004:23). Hutnyk,
however, admits that those questions (for example, can slave trade be
considered travel) still turn our attention to the “violences underlying all
travel, including that which enables ethnographic projects, such as the
colonial power that makes the world safe for ethnographers and tourists”
(ibid. 23). A similar problem is visible in the post-disciplinary field which
deals with cultures of travel and travel writing. This discursive field of
scientific production which deals with the practices of travel, displacement
and textual products of these practices and which observed those practices
in the context of problematizing identity, (post)colonialism, imperialism,
etc., requires re-conceptualization in the contemporary historical moment.
Apart from the fact that, according to Caren Kaplan, discussions on travel
and displacement in Western criticism rarely take into account the material
conditions under which those practices exist and last (Kaplan 1996:1), we
cannot discuss them in terms we used to several decades ago, when the
material and historical conditions of travelling, production of knowledge
and circulation of ideas on the scientific market were significantly different.
Similarly, it is impossible, at least in the European context, to discuss those
issues without taking into account the political project of the European
Union, the closing and opening of borders and geopolitical changes which
have occurred during the last few decades, as well as the recent economic,
political and social situation, both in Europe and globally. Furthermore, in
the literature on travel and travel writing there is a tendency to mythologize
and fetishize travel, the reference points being mostly elite, individualist,
Western recreational travel for pleasure, with frequent lamentations on
how the tourist boom caused the degradation of ‘authentic’ travel and the
frequent distinctions between the ‘true’ traveler and tourist-consumer (both
on the part of travel writing authors and those who analyze their texts).
However, alongside the global and local presence of tourism, there are
many more people who travel, move around, change places, as economic
migrants, workers, war refugees, victims of natural disasters, ‘humane
dislocations’, etc. Hence, what is rarely analyzed in this post-disciplinary
field, are those involuntary displacements motivated by negative political
and social phenomena, and different categories of travelers such as “the
occidental ethnographer, the modernist expatriate poet, the writer of popular
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travel accounts, and the tourist may all participate in the mythologized
narrativizations of displacement without questioning the cultural, political,
and economic grounds of their different professions, privileges, means and
limitations” (ibid. 2). Thus “Euro-American discourses of displacement tend
to absorb difference and create ahistorical amalgams” (ibid. 2), representing
travel as ‘mystified universalism’. Kaplan offers some useful terminological
guidelines for de-homogenizing and challenging the monolithic nature of
the conceptual field of travel, analyzing in her study “a variety of historical
constructs of modern displacement: leisure travel, exploration, expatriation,
exile, homelessness, and immigration” (ibid. 3). However, following
Hutnyk, we have to ask ourselves whether the Western trope of travel can be
‘purified’ of its baggage in order to include those ‘negative’ visions of travel
or whether we need a completely new concept which would encompass
them in a way freed from “a history of European, literary, male, bourgeois,
scientific, heroic, recreational meanings” (Clifford 1997:33).
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