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O An Overvi ew
Nothing in life is a given. Everything instead nust acquire

a nore fixed state of "givenness," and nuseuns serve as sone of
the nost giving institutions in this process of draw ng out the
for-grantedness of our ontol ogical contracts in the New Wrld
Order. Gving knowable qualities to everything requires al
things to be pieced apart, albeit in sone clearly aesthetic
manner, so that the play of power through discourses of holistic
knowi ng can piece these parts together again, granting us fixity
in our reality's givenness. 1In a hyperreal tinme, when nodels
precede neani ng and maps cone before terrains, nuseuns function
as critically inportant nodelling agencies and mapping centers to
mel d ontol ogical nmeanings with cultural terrains. So we are not
surprised anynore to learn that there are over 7,000 up and
running in North America, and one or two nore open every week
(Bel cher, 1991: xiii). And, if there is one museumon this
continent, which mght singularly represent all of these
tendencies, then it is the Anerican Museum of Natural History in
New York City.

| ndeed, the Anerican Museum has done nuch over the past 125
years to define and popul ari ze the nature of humanity's place in
Nature for all Americans. Fromits early days as a material sign
of New York's G| ded Age philanthropists to its current
activities as an erstwhile defender of biodiversity, this private

scientific institution has been a central site for giving nodern



Anericans their understandi ng of Nature, history, nuseuns, and
even Anerica itself since it first opened its doors to the public
on Central Park West during 1877.

In many ways, the American Museum of Natural H story also is
t he nost well-known and highly regarded of any nmuseumin the
United States. O her nunicipal nuseuns in Boston, Charleston and
Phi | adel phia are ol der, Chicago's Field Muiseumis nearly as
i npressive and i nnovative, the Sm thsonian's many nuseuns contain
| arger collections; but, the American Museum of Natural Hi story
sits in New York, and many of its collections have been gathered

in wde-ranging, free-booting |Indiana Jones-style expeditions

that the Gty' s nmedia have cel ebrated for decades. Consequently,

Webster's Unabridged Coll ege Dictionary uses the American Miseum

of Natural H story, like the British Miseumin London, to
exenplify its authoritative definitions of the word: "museum"
As the noted biologist, Edward O W] son observes, "The Anerican
Museum of Natural Hi story: This is a nmuseumthat has thought big
about the world" (1995: 18). At the sane tinme, its big thoughts
about the world have done nmuch to shape the popul ar under st andi ng
of Nature and History in New York, the United States, and the
world at |arge. Because so many pieces of the worl d--dinosaur
bones, el ephants, totem poles, whales, huge neteorites--are
assenbl ed as foundational pieces of so many people's sense of
their world's fundanental reality in the displays and storeroons

of the Anmerican Museum this institution gives us one of the



wor| d's best venues to reconsider the politics of aesthetics and
know edge at the nuseum

Qur reconsideration of politics/aesthetics/epistemcs in
museuns i s inportant, because of the on-going "culture wars" that
are still wacking the body politic. James Davison Hunter argues
that "America is in the mdst of a culture war that has and w ||
continue to have reverberations not only within public policy but
within the lives of ordinary Americans everywhere," and this
cultural conflict can be understood as "political and soci al
hostility rooted in different systenms of noral understandi ng”
(1991: 34, 42). Al though he strangely ignores nuseuns, Hunter

argues that "it is in the context of institutional structures

that cultural conflict beconmes crystallized, because cul tural

conflict is ultimately about the struggle for dom nation" (1991:

173, 52). And, domnation always is well worth struggling to
attain within any institution, because it |eads to power.
Cultural fornms of power, however, are the nost potent, because
they carry a vital prerogative: "the power to define
reality....nothing less is at stake than a sense of justice and
fair play, an assurance that life is as it should be, indeed,
nothing less is at stake than a way of life" (Hunter, 1991: 52).
Most battles in the cultural wars do center upon defining "a
way of life" with noral authority. And, in the United States,
many have been sparked by nuseum exhi bitions, as the pitched

pol em cal battles over the Enola Gay exhibition at the National



Air and Space Museum during 1995 or "The West as Anerica" show at
t he National Miuseum of Anmerican Art in 1991 both illustrate.

Thi s paper, however, will not | ook at an obviously controversi al
show that has ignited sone serious spate of intense fighting.

I nstead, this discussion will exam ne an essentially uncontested
site--the American Museum of Natural History--to evaluate how it
exercises its vast powers to define reality such that it assures
all who visit that their life "is as it should be" in the
American "way of life."

Rat her than treating contenporary Anerica's culture wars as
sonme di screte event whose past causes, current processes or
future outconmes can be conpletely explained in one coherent
picture, it makes nore sense to weave theminto a "history of the
present” (1979: 31). As Foucault suggests, this history will not
exam ne sone freeze-dried slice of the present in order to
extract its underlying | aws of genetic causation or refine sone
under pi nni ng web of epochal outcones, presumng all along to have
shown how sone foreshadowed kernel of the present germ nated out
of a well-defined past that now can definitely sum up our
situation. The present nust rather be seen as |ayered tracings
of contenporary systens of discourse and discipline, marking
where power circulates, wins legitimcy, takes form and directs
the politics, culture, econony or society of the United States in
sonme specific fashion. The American Museum of Natural H story

shows how nuseuns are nmuch nore than the depositories of culture:



they are power's staging areas, commobn carriers, collective
assenbl i es, and expressive effects. |In playing out these roles

for power, nuseuns operate as "ontol ogues,"” or definitive
foundati onal expressions of what is "real,” which they then work
to make rational. The follow ng analysis explicates how t hese
ont ol ogues are witten, what the ontol ogues do, or whose
interests the ontol ogues articulate in the rhetoric of relics and
spect acl e of speci nens.

The American Museum s scientific field studies have carved
out many of the key tenets still circulating in the disciplinary
fields of nodern Anerica's sciences. |Its expeditions and
curators have defined much of our natural history: the origins
and identities of "early Anericans"” fromthe Bering | and bridge
to Anasazi pueblos of the Four Corners regions; the scope and
duration of the Aztec and Inca enpires; the exotic animls and
peopl es popul ating the Pacific Rim the decline and coll apse of
Paci fic Northwest Indian tribes; the location and qualities of
the North and South Poles; the diverse flora and fauna of Africa
and Asia; or, the ancient lives of dinosaurs from Mngolia to
Mont ana--all of these natural and historical realities have been
extracted scientifically fromthe field, disciplined technically
in the | aboratory, and then aestheticized formally as
"know edge, " vended and taken to be definitive and true, by the
powers of the American Miuseumis many authorities. As the premer

scientific institution in the myjor city of the twentieth



century's nost enduring superpower, the halls of the Anmerican
Museum are one of contenporary world culture's nost consulted
ontol ogues: what is real is finally established here, and here
is where Anmerica's nost basic natural and historical realities
are often first selected, shaped, and stabilized. The
di sciplinary capabilities of these productive powers, at the sane
time, can be studied closely and conpletely in such institutions
for they produce both the subjects and objects of nodern
technosci ence's secul ar hunani st reality. Mseumsites are
ont opes, nuseum di scourses are always ontonym c, and nmuseum
curators are ontocrats. Surely, the political dynam cs of their
aesthetic and epistemc practices are well worth studying in nuch
nore detail .

1. The American Museum of Natural History

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, many cities
featured "cabinets of curiosities" and "academ es of sciences" in
whi ch nature and society were poked and prodded by accunul ati ng
vast collections of oddities, curiosities, and relics culled from
all over the world. Mbst of Europe's great cities had built such
institutions during the Enlightennment, and by the m d-nineteenth
century so too did Phil adel phia, Boston, and WAshi ngton, D.C
New Yor k, however, was often dism ssed "as nerely a center of
crass commercialism incapable of producing a nmuseum of note,"
even though it featured Delacourte's Cabinet of Natural History

as far back as 1804 (Preston, 1986: 8-9). Yet, this snal



institution closed soon after opening due to financi al
difficulties, and Del acourte sold his notley collection to
Russi a.

The founder of the American Museum of Natural History,
Professor Albert S. Bicknore, created this unusually influential
institution nostly by the force of his extraordinary
entrepreneurial personality. Born in St. George, Mine during
1839, he attended Dartnouth, and then graduated from Harvard
after studying chem stry and geology. After a brief
apprenticeshi p under Louis Agassiz at Harvard's Miseum of
Conpar ati ve Geol ogy, he set off for the East Indies on a
col l ecting expedition in 1863, which was to accunul ate speci nens
that m ght stock a new natural history nuseumin New York
| ndeed, this nuseum project was, as one coll eague noted, "that
i ncessant preoccupation of his mnd, the new nmuseum building, its
future, its uses, howit should develop, howit would feed
school, college, and university...how it would expand
commensurately with the new continent's metropolis until it
outrivaled...the collective shows of all the world" (cited in
Preston, 1986: 16).

In 1868, many New Yorkers were thinking along the sanme |ines
as Bicknmore. Andrew Green, who headed the Board of Conm ssioners
of Central Park in New York City, resolved to build a Pal eozoic
Museum fashi oned after the great dinosaur panoramas of London's

Sydenham Park. To be devoted to "specinens of animals of the



pre-Adamte period," the Pal eozoic Museum was intended by the
conm ssioners to be "a nmuseum devoted to Anerican beasts" so that
t hose nodern Americans, who would visit the Pal eozoic Museum
could be rem nded of Tine's many divisions and passages by
feasting their eyes on concrete sinulations of the flesh that
once hung on pre-historic beasts such as those suggested by
recently discovered fossil bones: "for thousands of years nen
have dwelt upon the Earth w thout even suspecting that it was a
m ghty tonb of animated races that once flourished upon
it...CGenerations of the nost gigantic and extraordi nary
creatures...huge fishes, enornous birds, nonstrous reptile, and
ponder ous uncouth animals" (cited in Preston, 1986: 8, 11). The
project, however, never canme to full fruition, because WIIiam
"Boss" Tweed cane to power in Al bany. Tweed could not find a
means of getting nonetary kickbacks fromits contractors, so he
had its already constructed foundations plowed under and its main
pl anner, Benjam n Wat er house Hawki ns, harassed by thugs until he
abandoned the i dea.

Bi cknore, on the other hand, admred Louis Agassiz's
Har var d- based Museum of Conparative Zool ogy, but regretted its
out of the way location in Canbridge. "In Europe," he argued,
"the institutions of this character are placed in the political

and nonetary capitals of the several enpires,” so it stood to
reason that if New York was Anerica's "city of the greatest

weal th" that it probably was "the best |ocation for the future



museum of natural history for the whole | and" (Preston, 1986: 14-
15). To realize this vision, he resolved to set about making it
happen hi nsel f.

Bi cknore's fundraising activities anong weal t hy New Yorkers
who could help with his plans, including J. Pierpont Mrgan,
Theodore Roosevelt, Sr., Mirris K Jesup, and Sanuel J. Tilden,
soon garnered enough pl edges to support a worl d-cl ass
institution. "Boss" Tweed ran its charter through the state
| egislature in 1869, and Al bany al so gave Manhattan Square, a
si xteen acre of |and adjacent to Central Park on 79th Street, to
the Museum On June 2, 1874, President Grant laid the
cornerstone for its new building in a cerenony attended by three
menbers of his cabinet, the governor of New York, and the Muyor
of New York City all of whomwanted to hel p | aunch a nationa
institution devoted to accumulating "a collection of objects of
scientific interest second to none other in the world" (Preston,
1986: 19).

Haraway' s (1989: 26-58) fascinating analysis of the Anmerican
Museum of Natural Hi story as an expression of shared anxieties
about the death of organic nature and racial contam nation
percol ati ng through the upper crust of Glded Age Anerica's
robber barons deci phers many of its nore fanous displays as
object lessons in race, gender, class. These interpretations are
conpel ling, but they do not begin to exhaust all of the Miseunis

meani ngs. The multivocal polyval ence of the Theodore Roosevelt



Menorial, lurking behind its declared institutional engagenent

wi th TRUTH, KNOALEDGE, VI SION on the walls around the Anmerican
Museum s Central Park West entrance, does nuch nore than sinply
deploy the arts of taxiderny or politics of eugenics against
decadence. Consequently, our investigation nust | ook beyond
Haraway' s intriguing reappraisal of the dynam cs of social class
in nature's historical dynamcs, nanmely, its generation of a new
ontol ogi cal program for nodern industrial society. |Its
chronicles of natural history, in fact, unfold in various
chronol ogi es that historicize Nature, giving us "the givens" of
an Anmericani zed natural reality.

This nuseumis one nmechani sm by which the disorder of
beings, ordinarily known as "Life," has been reshaped into an
order of things in the collections and displays of its hol dings.

Most inportantly, these nuseunol ogi cal orderings of things both
express and enforce the dom nant political neans for coping with
di sorderly beings in the |life of the state by normalizing "a way
of life" in their aesthetic and epistem c representations of
Nature. So the highly touted discursive accessibility of the
Museum s many exhibits derive fromclear political agendas ai ned
at satisfying the educational expectations of a wealthy railroad
magnat e and banker, Mrris K Jesup, who was a Miuseum founder and
one of its nost inportant presidents. A self-nade mllionaire
who | eft school at age twelve, Jesup saw i nmedi ately how t he

Museum coul d becone "a power of great good" in New York, and he
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set hinmself up as the neasure of its teachings, claimng "I ama
plain, unscientific man; | want the exhibits |labelled so | can
understand them and then | shall feel sure that others can
understand" (cited in Preston, 1987: 22-23). Geat power and
wealth in New York's ruling elites, then, demanded sinple
accessi bl e statenents about the reality they sanctioned, and the
Ameri can Museum has provided themfaithfully for many decades.
Clearly, the American Museum of Natural History has enbodi ed
Jesup's plain unsophisticated pursuit of scientific truths for
over 125 years: "catal oguing species, describing their
di stribution, and enunerating their famlial relations and
physi cal evolution--the primary scientific tasks of the Miseunt
(Rexer and Klein, 1995: 29). Yet, fixating upon "the facts, just
the facts" reveals a very factualized justice, whose fair play in
"the Anerican way of life," assures all that "life is as it
shoul d be." As a vast observatory of disciplined |life-forns,
which will be, in turn, subjected to science's always on-goi ng
di sciplinary investigations, the Anerican Miseunis many
collections constitute a catal ogue of beings--past and present,
ani mal and plant, human and non- human--whose scope and depth
represent contenporary humanity's socio(onto)logy fromthe
pal eo(onto)l ogy of dead di nosaurs once native to America to the
neo(ont o)l ogy of noribund Native Anerican tribes (Agger, 1989).
Its disciplinary role in creating nore infornmed subjects al ways

has been in play, but the dynam cs of these powerpl ays nust be
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made nore manifest. Plainly, "the Miseumwas, first of all, a
repository of facts--tangible, visible evidence of a world beyond
New York City that many of the visitors would never see.

Sonehow, seeing the Great Auk, its founders believed, would make
New Yorkers and all Americans better citizens, nore diligent

wor ker s (Rexer and Klein, 1995: 25). So the Anerican Miseum
al ways has sustained a specific political order as it created its
new epi stemc order in its highly aestheticized recreations of
Nat ur e.

I11. Politics and Epistem cs

Museuns of natural history, |ike New York's Anmerican Miseum
are intimately connected to the epistemc rupture in the
seventeenth century that marks the rise of nodern know edge
systens (Foucault, 1979: xv-xxiv). Rejecting the cosmc
synt heses of simlitudes and resenbl ances once used to establish
know edge in the theogeni c Book of God and/or autogenic Book of
Nat ure through herneneutic sem ol ogi es, Cartesian know edge-
systens shifted to a nore purified rationalistic system of
enpirical conparison rooted in an anthropogeni c and
ant hropocentric regi me of mathemati cal neasurenent and tenporal
genesis. Semotic exegesis is displaced by rational observation,
turning herneneutical signs into analytical tools. Rational
observation, mathemati cal nmeasurenent, and diachronic narratives
reconfigure know edge: "the sinultaneously endl ess and cl osed,

full and tautol ogical world of resenblance now finds itself
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di sassociated and, as it were, split down the mddle; on the one
side, we shall find the signs that have becone tools of analysis,
mar ks of identity and difference, principles whereby things can
be reduced to order, keys for a taxonony; and, on the other, the
enpirical and nurmuring resenbl ance of things, that unreacting
simlitude that |ies beneath thought and furnishes the infinite
raw material for divisions and distributions. On the one hand,
t he general theory of signs, divisions, and classifications; on
the other, the problem of imedi ate resenbl ances, of the
spont aneous novenent of the inmagination, of nature's repetition.
And between the two, the new fornms of know edge that occupy the
area opened up by this new split" (Foucault, 1970: 57-58).

In the split, natural historians slowy gave up interpreting
Nat ure through arcane docunents, Biblical parables, or ancient
myths to accunul ate objects fromvarious discretely bordered
spaces, like nation-states or their inperial territories, in
ordered collections for rational analysis and neasurenent. As
Franci s Bacon cl ai ned, the objects and speci nens gat hered
together in such a nmuseum cabi net changed hunan society's
relations with and know edge of Nature: "And so you have in

smal | conpass a nodel of the universal nature nmade private"

(cited in Inpey and MacG egor, 1985: 1). Appropriating this
uni versal nature, and then making it private to renodel its forns
within a small conpass, in turn, soon assuned national and/or

statal forns as the English Royal Society (founded in 1660)

13



recruited scientists and taxonom sts (beginning 1669) to create
an "lnventory of Nature" (started in 1666 and in published
cat al ogue by 1681) of the British Isles. Elias Ashnole used a
simlar national logic for collecting at Oxford' s Ashnol ean
Museum (founded 1683), and this practice gradually spread to the
Continent (St. Petersburg, 1764) and North America (Charl eston,
1773) .

Wth the bourgeois revolutions of the eighteenth and
ni neteenth centuries, the analytics of finitude unlease "Mn"
fromthe constraints of Renai ssance Humani sm and C assi ca
rationalism creating "man, as a prinmary object with his own
density, as the difficult object and sovereign subject of all
possi bl e know edge" (Foucault, 1970: 310). In folkloric culture
museuns, art nuseuns, or natural history nuseuns, abstract atomc
i ndi vidual s and concrete national collectives could cojoin their
collective imaginations in the "imagi ned community" of nations
(Anderson, 1983). Here, nuseuns begin to operate, on the one
hand, as ethnol ogi cal generators, collecting objects and
classifying events fromtheir newy historicized nations "to
whi ch they give political expression always | oomout of an
i mrenorial past, and still nore inportant, glide into a limtless
future" (Anderson, 1983: 19). On the other hand, they also start
serving as cosnol ogical nenorials, interpreting genetic process
and exposing objects in evolutionary progression so that

i ndi vidual death and collective life for Man and Nature in the
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Nation transform"fatality into continuity, contingency into
meani ng" (Anderson, 1983: 19). As Prosler observes, national

museuns of art, culture or nature take on the forns of "a
conplete mcrocosmc representation of the nation state. The
coll ected objects in the nuseum docunent a human comunity
extending in tinme and space: the nation....the building contains
representatively everything in the state territory--and in this
way becones itself a synbol of the power relationship" (1996:

35). Preston suggests, once these ontol ogical chains of descent
and schedul es of progression are positioned in the Anmerican
Museum of Natural History, "a scientist can reconstruct evol ution
or figure out how a species fits into the staggeringly conpl ex

pattern of life on Earth by |ooking at collections. These

collections are the corpus deliciti of natural science" (1986:

Xii).

Preston's cel ebratory assessnment of the American Miuseum of
Natural Hi story as a center of natural science supports this
sense of its disciplinary practices.

More than anything, natural scientists of the late

ni neteenth century believed deeply in the val ue of
collections. To them collections were facts. They
hel d secrets about the world; secrets that could be
extracted through careful study. Collections would
reveal the relationships anong all life on the planet,
i ncl udi ng human bei ngs. They would be a resource for
scientists centuries into the future, long after such
things no |longer existed in the wild (1986: 24).

Such di sci plined nuseunol ogi cal practices are the foundation of

the American Museumis "positivity." Each fragnentary piece in
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every coll ection becones a factual bit of reality, making
possi bl e various scientific statenments about natural beings and
their many relationships with the Earth.

The Museum s sel f-professed m ssion, nanely, "the natural
hi story of our planet and its species is revealed in nore than
forty exhibition halls" (Anmerican Museum of Natural History,
1995: 3) enables the enunciative nodalities of its discursive
di splays to go to work upon both its professional enployees and
visiting patrons. W find in natural history nuseuns "a field of
regularity for various positions of subjectivity," and di scourse
there is not "the majestically unfolding manifestation of a
t hi nki ng, know ng, speaking subject, but on the contrary, a
totality, in which the dispersion of the subject and his
discontinuity with hinself nmay be determned,” nmaking it
preem nently "a space of exteriority in which a network of

distinct sites is deployed" (Foucault, 1972: 55).

Even though many of the American Miuseum s expeditions have
been | aunched with the hopes of procuring the raw totality of
life' s many speci nens, establishing sone transcendent foundation
for life, or discovering ultimate life's origins, one can stand
back, and see the collecting process as nore significant than the
products of collecting. Therefore, "by substituting the analysis
of rarity for the search for totalities, the description of

relations of exteriority for the thene of the transcendent al
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foundation, the analysis of accunul ations for the quest of the
origin" (Foucault, 1972: 125), we can begin to see the ontogenic
positivities that the American Museum di scursively fabricated
during and after its expeditions of discovery.
The enmergence of Man in the | ate eighteenth century
necessitates the coterm nous creation of his collective
consci ousness, including nationalized registers of nmenory,
contenporaneity, and futurity, which nuseuns help to articul ate
and communi cate in many possi bl e branches of positive know edge.
As the natural, mathematical, physical, and social sciences
devel op out of the Enlightennment, "a nmultiplication of the
ef fects of power through the formation and accunul ati on of new
forms of know edge" (Foucault, 1979: 224) explodes in the
proliferation of nmuseuns. Each and every aggl onerati on of
muni ci pal, provincial or national Man finds its nmenory in the
observatories of art, culture, history, nature, or science
museuns. The nuseum sinply articul ates one nore specific
nmodal ity of disciplinary power "whose general fornulas,
techni ques of submtting forces and bodies, in short, 'political
anatony,' could be operated in the nost diverse political
regi nes, apparatuses, or institutions" (Foucault, 1979: 221).
The American Museum of Natural History, like the British
Museumin 1753 or the Musée National de L'Hi storie Naturalle in
1793, energed in 1869 with a clear founding mssion: "For the

pur pose of...encouragi ng and devel opi ng the study of Natural
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Sci ence, of advancing the general know edge of kindred subjects,
and to that end of furnishing popular instruction"” (Amrerican
Museum of Natural Hi story, 1995: 1). Sinply stated, its basic
goals are totalizing and particul arizing: "Miseum scientists
have sought to identify and describe the Earth and its life forns
and to explore human cul ture” (Anmerican Museum of Natural
Hi story, 1995: 2). So the American Museum has hel ped to
systemati ze all of the disparate know edges that |ater canme to be
known by new disciplinary nanes, |ike zool ogy, geol ogy, botany,
ar chaeol ogy or ant hropol ogy.

Modern enpiricities, which take the origins, nature, and
evolution of |ife, |abor, and | anguage as their object, energe

along with Kant's three existential questions in his Logic: What

can | know? What nust | do? What am| permtted to hope?
Implicitly, a fourth question energes fromthese three: W0 is
this knowi ng, acting, hoping "I," or what is Man? The thought of
Man necessitated reordering all that Man m ght think, creating a
new order of things tied to the History of Man. As Foucaul t
notes, "since the human bei ng has becone historical, through and
t hrough, none of the contents anal ysed by the human sci ences can
remain stable in itself or escape the novenent of Hi story" (1970:
370). In this manner, Natural H story energes as a body of

knowl edge or an anbit of power connected to this Man's

hi storicization of nature. Beginning before and beyond the

nodern university, nuseuns of natural history are essentially
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attenpts to collect all of the world's facts, as artifacts,
speci nens or exanples, and then classify, organize, and interpret
their neanings in an effort to answer Kant's questions about
humani ty' s know edge, action, hope, and, inplicitly, identity.
In this way, as Castafleda argues, the nodern nuseum can be
reaffirnmed "as a 'theater of the real' (versus of nmenory-inages)
in which the representation of the world is triangulated by the
categories and qualities of Nation, GCvilization, and Man that
are not displayed directly in inmages, but evoked through reali st
i mges of objects” (1996: 103). So it is Anerican Man and
Civilization whose know edges, actions, hopes, and identities are
(re)presented on Central Park West in New York City.

The divisions and disciplines of the Museum's coll ecti ons,
reflect Anmericani zi ng know edges about the history of human and
non- human nature that need to be defined or discovered in order

to understand Man. "Discipline 'makes' individuals," as Foucault
argues, "it is the specific technique of a power that regards

i ndividuals as objects and an instrunments of its exercise"
(Foucaul t, 1979: 170). The disciplines of natural history, which
so many activities of the American Museum of Natural H story
show, are so remarkabl e, because they nobilize scientific

anal yses as "killer applications”" of ontol ogical determ nation.
They oddly remake col |l ective statenments out of individual

speci nens that nostly are dead in exercising their institutional

expl anatory powers. \Wether one sees dinosaur fossils, |eopard
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skins, conch shells, gorilla carcasses, primtive cultures, or
pi ckl ed fish, wherever one | ooks, the natural multiplicities that
t he Museum surveys, assesses, classifies, or judges are dead.
Ironically, then, the self-understanding of humans in the
worl d's greatest nodern netropolis has been grounded upon
bui | ding one of the planet's nost extensive necropolises. In
celebrating its disciplined collectors, Preston naively
inventories this dark side of discipline s enlightennent:

Any attenpt at enuneration of the itens in the
coll ections quickly beconmes absurd. Butterflies? The
Museum has 2 million of them (in addition to its 1.6
mllion beetles, 800,000 flies, 1 mllion spiders, and
5.5 mllion wasps. Bones? The Miseum stores roughly
50 mllion of them including 330,000 fossi
vertebrates, 100 conplete el ephants, and the | argest
skel etal collection of Manhattan aborigi nes, anong
ot hers.

It also has one mllion birds, 600,000 fishes in
jars of alcohol, one thirty ton neteorite, eight
m | lion anthropol ogical artifacts, one bal di ng
tarantul a named Bl ondie, two skulls of Tyrannosaurus
Rex, several dozen di nosaur eggs, 4,000 Asian shadow
puppets, 264,000 anphi bians and reptiles, a stuffed
gray parrot that once belonged to Houdini, the skel eton
of Junbo the el ephant, 120,000 rocks and mnerals, the
Star of India sapphire, a grasshopper found on the
observation deck of the Enpire State Building, 8.5
mllion invertebrates, one Copper Man, 250,000 mammal s,
and one dodo bird....it has the | argest hippo on record
(Caliph, who died in a zoo in 1908 of acute
i ndi gestion); the largest collection of skunks in
for mal dehyde, the |largest collection of non-Wstern
snoki ng pipes; the largest crab (twelve feet fromtip
totip); Raffles, a starling that spoke nore | anguages
than any other bird; the | ongest el ephant tusks; a
hermaphroditic cloth (about 4,500 years old and replete
with nummfied lice); the nost slowy cooled neteorite
known (the Enery, found by sex researcher Al fred
Ki nsey); the finest collection of birds of paradise;
the finest uncut enerald; the |argest piece of polished
j ade; the largest azurite specinen (the Singing Stone,
wei ghing 4.5 tons); the only red topaz; the | argest cut
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genstone (the Brazilian Princess); the only two
Pachycephal osaurus skulls in existence; and the best
fossil horse collection (Preston, 1986: x-xi).

This inventory is alnbst as startling as that Borges passage from
a certain Chinese encycl opedia, which | aunches Foucault's The

Order of Things, because it too denpnstrates the exotic charm of

anot her system of thought: one that has pieced together a
conprehensive vision of Life by piecing apart so many things and
beings in the domain of Death. What systens for thought and

unt hought woul d chronicle the history of nature by filling, in
defi ance of "reasonabl e description and enuneration," vast
storeroons with "the nost spiders, the nost beetles, the nost

di nosaurs, the nost fossil mammals, the nost whal es, the nost

pl ant bugs, and the nost birds of any nuseumin the worl d"
(Preston, 1986: xi)?

The organic reality of pre-industrial traditional societies,
whi ch Haraway rightly criticizes the American Miuseum for
struggling to docunent, is dying, if it is not indeed already
dead, when the institution was at its apogee fromthe 1880s to
the 1930s. Inperialismhad by 1885 parcelled up every | ast

corner of terra incognita anong the major capitalist powers,

machi ni ¢ industry and agriculture were already polluting vast

regi onal ecol ogies, and nost terrestrial bionmes featured

t remendous ant hropogeni ¢ changes of renmarkabl e scope, depth, and
duration. Fromthe beginning, then, the American Miseum has been

a menorializing nonunment; indeed, a headstone marking the passing
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of pre-capitalist Nature with its vast accunul ation of dead bits
and pieces fromMNature's not yet fully nortified corpse. |Its
conservatorial intentions are to accunul ate the best or the

greatest fromthe corpus deliciti so that its nethodica

norticians in "the Museum s nunerous scientific departnents”
(American Museum of Natural H story, 1995: 3) m ght put them on
di spl ay under glass in perfect taxidermc taxonom es.

Even nore ironic, these treasure troves of historicized dead
nature are now regarded as "not only nore fragile than previously
t hought, but also far nore val uable" (Preston, 1986: xii). After
the death of Nature, the dead from Nature "have becone absol utely
priceless froma scientific point of view, since they could never
be replaced or duplicated,” and many artifacts or specinens "have
becone highly sought after by private collectors and deal ers who
pay hundreds of thousands of dollars for even nediocre artifacts”
(Preston, 1986: xi). Merchant's fairly intellectualized
renderings of "the death of Nature" (1980) can be noved into far
nore concrete realns of material practice by reexam ning how the
col l ections of natural history nmuseuns are built. Piece by
pi ece, specinmen by specinmen, the death of Nature is registered as
bits of dead nature as it is pinned, picked, or pressed in the
st orage cabinets of countless taxonom cal tonbs. 1In the
cataconbs of classification, out of the norticianship of
nor phol ogi cal categorization, through the crypts of

conceptual i zation, the dead define the not yet dead that the
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Museum s various di splays use to depict "Earth and life forns"
(American Museum of Natural Hi story, 1995: 3).

Because power establishes its dom nion through the unfolding
of life, "death is power's Iimt, the noment that escapes it;
deat h becones the nost secret aspect of existence, the nost

"private (Foucaul t, 1980: 138). Natural history nuseuns, |ike
the Anerican Museum constitute one decisive nmeans for power to
de-privatize and re-publicize, if only ever so slightly, the
real ms of death by putting dead remains into public service as
soci al tokens of collective |ife, rereading dead fossils as
chronicles of life's everlasting quest for survival, and
canoni zi ng now dead i ndividual s as nonol ogi cal enblens of stil
living collectives in Nature and Hi story. An anatono-politics of
human and non- human bodi es is sustained by accunul ati ng and

cl assifying such necroliths in the nuseun s
observational / expositi onal performances. Thus, the Anerican
Museum's 30 mllion cultural artifacts and scientific specinens
are strange superconductive conduits, carrying the elan vital of
cont enporary bi opower between "the disciplines of the body and
the regul ati ons of popul ation,” or those "two poles around which
t he organi zation of power over life" directs "the perfornmances of
the body," either living or dead, supplant sovereign power's
mnistrations of death with disciplinary power's "cal cul at ed

managenent of life" (Foucault, 1980: 139-140).
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V. Fromthe Disorder of Being to the Order of Things
Foucault's investigations of disciplinary society
i ncessantly underscore its pervasiveness, stressing how "the
di sciplinary nodality of power has replaced all the others" so
t horoughly by "linking themtogether, extending them and above
all making it possible to bring the effects of power to the nost
m nute and di stant el enents” (1979: 216). The hierarchical
classification, normalizing judgnent, and exam nation routines of
natural history show how infinitesimally distributed these power
rel ati ons have becone in ordering and reifying everything from
Pal eozoic pre-history to the biodiversity threatened fast
capitalist present in "the order of things" represented by
natural history. Nature is not nerely discovered, instead it
must be neticul ously manufactured out of endless series of
di sciplinary decisions. Inclusion in the collections of the
Ameri can Museum of Natural History constitutes both Nature and
Hi story, as Preston celebrates in the work of Henry Dybas, a
Museum curator from Chicago's Field Museum as he canonically

stabilized Banbara intricata, a mnute feathering beetle fromthe

Bimni Islands, for the American Miuseum
For four nonths in 1951, Museum entonvol ogi sts trapped
109, 718 insects and 27,839 arachnids on the Bimni cays,
di scovering six species of feathering beetles anong the thousands
they captured. By exam ning, sorting, and classifying them

Dybas "was able to illum nate the conpl ex workings of a snmall
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corner of the natural world" (Preston, 1986: 5). After borrow ng
a nunber of the Anerican Museumis specinen vials in the md-
1960s, Dybas conducted norphol ogi cal and behavi oral studies of
the feathering beetles that turned up a new species, hitherto
unknown to science. In turn, he selected a "type" specinmen to
represent B. intricata in the American Miseumis collections in
conplete conformty wth Foucault's sense of disciplinary
practice. To select, shape, and stabilize "a small corner of the
natural world," Dybas chose "the nost normal, the nost average

i ndi vidual he could find, and designated it the type. 1In doing
so, he nmade an utterly insignificant beetle--an al nost invisible
brown period--a scientifically priceless specinen....locked in
its cabinet, resting in perpetuity as the official representative
of all its kind" (Preston, 1986: 6).

This strategic alliance of the Field Miseum and Aneri can
Museum of "natural history” shows how the nuseumis little nore
than a vast observation machine, classification engine, or
preservation apparatus. Nature acquires by neans of this
di sciplinary procedure a history, resting in perpetuity in the
cabinets of a culture which conpares and contrasts the ot her
i nnunerabl e living beings of its world against the thoroughly
enunerated dead in such hierarchical normalizing judgnents. As
Preston asserts, the Anerican Museum of Natural History takes the
chaotic, irrational pre-history of Nature to the bar of such

exam nations and creates a calm rational history for Anmericans,
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and all other nodern humans, of Nature. That is,

The Museumis the guardian of thousands of such
seem ngly insignificant specinens, but as each bone in
the m ghty Tyrannosaurus is just a piece in the puzzle
of the whole, each tiny bug is an indispensable link in
the chain of know edge that exists in the collections
of the American Museum Like the beetle, virtually
every Museum specinen is invested with significance and
a history. (lndeed, specinens without a history are
often thrown out)....B. intricata...is an exanple, in
m crocosm of what the Miseumis (Preston, 1986: 6-7).

Preston is, ironically, dead right in these observations. Typing
speci nens from Nature to specify the significance and history of
Nat ure ant hropogenically is what the Museumis about. Those
speci nens without a history then can be thrown out of this

hi storicized nature by the guardian of these well-disciplined
dead beings. Nature, however, is never "wild Nature" per se. It
is a pastiche of historicized representations, whose specific
identities and various comonalities energe fromthe normalizing
judgnents of hierarchically authorized exam ni ng powers, who
deputi ze one typical specinen, who "becones the physical and

| egal representative of all of its kind" (Preston, 1986: 6) to
serve in the cabinet of definitions appended to the parlianent of
t hi ngs permanently constituted in the Miseunis storeroons. In
turn, these highly disciplined dead del egates are enpowered for
life "to describe what the new species |l ooks like," and it is
these individuals "that all others will be conpared or contrasted
wi th, and measured against, for the rest of tinme" (Preston, 1986:
16) .

These deat h-deal i ng dynam cs of definition, however, are
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applied to nmuch nore than tiny insects, common songbirds or
ordinary plants. Charismatic negafauna, |ike el ephants or
gorillas, also are invested with significance and a history, in
the taxidermc theater of habitat groups. The Museum s worl d-
renown Akeley Hall of African Mammal s, which includes the

i nfanous CGorilla Goup that inspired Haraway' s attacks on the
Museumi s "teddy bear patriarchy" (1989: 26-58), was nodell ed on
the smaller habitat studies in the Museumis Hall of North
American Birds. Begun not long after the turn of the century,
the idea of such "habitat groups" was to show animals and pl ants
in the native surroundings against realistically represented
backgrounds, and "by 1909 the techni ques of duplicating plants,
flowers, rocks, trees and backgrounds had been perfected"
(Preston, 1986: 81). Carl E. Akeley, a remarkably innovative
taxi derm st working for the Field Museumin Chi cago, was
conmi ssi oned by the Anerican Museumin 1909 to procure and nount
a group of elephants. In planning of his display, Akeley
intended to push an aesthetics of duplication beyond technically
perfect taxidermy in static and unreal settings into the real mof
hyperreal simulation, creating habitat groups "on a huge scal e,
and he wanted themto be bursting with vitality and spontaneity,
to be aesthetically beautiful as well as scientifically accurate"
(Preston, 1986: 81). Instead of stuffing animal skins, like old
sof as, he re-nodelled them over realist armatures, whose life-

i ke sub-scul ptures give the skins the hyperreal role of natural
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costunes in an materialized play of concrete organic matter. The
Gorilla Goup, for exanple, sinulates an actual clearing in the
Ki vu Vol canoes of Zaire, two mles up the rain-forest covered
side of Mount M keno during the day late in the afternoon.

The American Museum had African exhibits already on display
when Akel ey signed on to create its new el ephant group. However,
they were the usual static showi ngs of dead animals, killed and
stuffed for exposition, as representative exanples of the many
nore live ones still on the hoof out in the wild. After nearly
being killed in Kenya by an old bull el ephant he had tracked down
for the exhibit, Akeley had a revel ation about animals,
taxi dermy, Africa, and Nature during his |engthy recuperation.
Things were changing in Africa too quickly; then, on the eve of
Wrld War |, Akeley realized that too nuch had changed since his
first trips to Africa as a young man. Farm ng and ranchi ng were
di spl acing gane very rapidly, and the wildlife of Africa was
dooned, soon to be replaced by the agriculture, herding, mning
or town buil ding brought by European colonialism Hence, the
prem se of the Anmerican Miuseuml s existing African exhibits were
becom ng invalid. As Akeley told a friend, "everything that has
been done in the Anerican Museum of Natural Hi story in the way of
African exhibits must be thrown out and conpl ete discarded: we
must start over again" (cited in Preston, 1986: 81).

Akel ey's new African aesthetic, then, nenorializes the

ant hr opogeni ¢ (Anericani zi ng) transformation of Earth by (Modern)
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Man. Africa in its unspoiled state already was becom ng a
menory; hence, Akeley's bizarre taxidermcal art was nobilized to

simulate it in a series of hyperreal tabl eaux nordant to preserve

realist representations of African wildlife for future
generations. Africa' s once vast biones and robust biota
therefore had to be renenbered as they perhaps were before being
di smrenbered by gl obal capitalist exchange and European
inperialismin Akeley's galleries of charismatic negafauna. Each
of his mcrocosm c necrotopes would realistically reproduce
representative groups of endangered wildlife in their

di sappearing habitats by sacrificing some nore of the precious
few remaining |ive exanples to serve as signs of the increasing
lost mllions of dead beings.

After convincing two wealthy patrons to fund the expedition
as well as serve as honored shooters of the specinens, Akeley |ed
Ceorge Eastman and Dani el Poneroy on the Eastman- Poneroy- Akel ey
African Expedition for the Museum during 1926. To shoot ani mal s,
gat her plant material, paint |andscapes, and map sites. Working
in harsh conditions from Cct ober through Decenber, the expedition
travel l ed t hrough Kenya, Uganda, and Zaire, collecting and
docunenting. Akeley died of fever in Novenber, leaving his wfe,
Mary, with coll eagues and assistants to conplete the expedition's
activities. She, in turn, devoted herself to making the CGorilla
Goup into a nenorial for her husband, docunenting the site he

had pi cked and gathering all of the plant materials for copying
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the location in New York. Before he died, Akeley corresponded
with the Museunis Director, expressing shock over how rapidly
things had slid even since 1921 when his safari collected the

gorillas he needed for the Gorilla Goup: "The old conditions,

the story of which we want to tell, are now gone, and in another

decade the nen who knew themw || all be gone" (cited in Preston,

1986: 84).

Here the nordant energies of the Museumreach their perfect
pitch. Like the Akeley Hall of African Manmals, the Hall of
North American Mammals, the Hall of Reptiles and Anphi bi ans, or
the Frank M Chapman Menorial Hall of North American Birds
simulate "the old conditions" of real beasts living unclassified
and free--a state now |l ong gone virtually everywhere--for animls
in their natural habitats. Preserved to be observed, these
scientifically stabilized ontogenic nodels represent to the urban
mllions "a way of life" being taken away fromforns of life,

li ke these real dead beasts, by the proliferating materi al
demands of scores of world cities, |ike New York. Ironically,

t hese di splays, once designed and built to represent the raw
prom se of Nature's wild fecundity at the dawn of the twentieth
century, now are being releveraged in the century's dusk to alert
t he urban nmasses to the nmuch nore refined threats from Nature's
tamed exhaustion in the Hall of Earth's Diversity.

On one level, the Nature that Akeley and other Anmerican

Museum exhi bi tion designers wi shed to depict should be unspoiled
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by "civilization," but, on another level, their centers of life
were grounded entirely upon these sanme spoilt civilized systens:

mechani sm capitalism instrunmentalism scientism elitism The
dioramas are neant to freeze time, slow ng or stopping
civilization's spoilage wth simulations of Nature played out in
conservationistic skits. Yet, as Haraway observes, the
positioning of male/female, young/old, charismatic/uncharismatic,
and powerful/clever animals in these dioramaturgi es have done
much to construct and confirm Anmerican society's contenporary
under st andi ngs of race, gender, class and authority (1989: 54-
55). The philanthropists of the G|ded Age funded such
naturalistic works of theater, because their realist narrative's
depi cted Man as the unseen seer, the transcendent terraformer, or
t he enpowered knower, who is, like the invisible hands in the

mar ket pl ace or the rational dissenbler in history's ruses, not
really in/of/for Nature, even though their observational vision
depi ct s/ di spl ays/drives these scenes.

Plainly, nuseuns, like the telescope, the lens, or the
m croscope, energe in the early nodern era as one of science's

nmost i nmportant "observatories," because they too are "an
apparatus in which the techniques nake it possible to see induce
effects of power, and in which, conversely, the neans of coercion
make those on whomthey are applied clearly visible" (Foucault,
1979: 170-171). Curators also serve, in keeping with a key

original meaning of the term as "overseers," whose oversight is
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concretely arrayed through the galleries of their institutions in
accord with "the mnor techniques of nultiple and intersecting
observations, of eyes that nust see w thout being seen”
(Foucaul t, 1979: 171). Shrewd curating, then, designs displays
so that every gaze cast by any visiting patron would see through
specific sorts of eyes, which always see w thout being seen, and
form"a part of the overall functioning of power" (Foucault,
1979: 171). Likewise, the entire problematic of nmuseum
architecture after the Enlightennent shifts fromregisters of the
dynasti c sovereign--royal storehouse, curiosity cabinet, or
famly hoard--to one of a national people--open exposition,
chanbers of chronol ogi cal progress, or discursive display--as the
di sciplinary intentions of nuseum observations diffuse into the
built rhetorics and concrete |logics of nore nodern nodalities of
power. Architectural design begins to function wthin the
cal cul ated econom es of disciplinary power inside of which one
sees,

an architecture that no longer is built sinply to be

seen (as with the ostentation of palaces), or to

observe the external space (cf. the geonetry of

fortresses) but to permt an internal, articulated and

detailed control--to render visible those who are

inside it; in nore general ternms, an architecture that

woul d transformindividuals: to act on those it

shelters, to provide a hold on their conduct, to carry

the effects of power right to them to nake it possible

to know them to alter them Stones nmake people docile

and knowable. The old sinple schema of confinenent and

encl osure...began to be replaced by the cal cul ati on of

openings, of filled and enpty spaces, passages and

transparenci es (Foucault, 1979: 172).

Li ke schools or hospitals, which were erected as pedagogi cal
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machi nes or therapeutic operators, the museumis renmade into a
remenbr ance observatory.

What once was nerely a hoard of precious keepsakes or exotic
curiosities becones a nationalized place of nodern humanity's
training, recording, and observing in which the objects to be
known and the knowi ng subjects who nmust gain know edge are
correlated at one site where nornmalizing judgnents and
di sci plined exam nations are hierarchically organized by formally
aut hori zed overseers. "The perfect disciplinary apparatus,"” as
Foucault asserts, "would nmake it possible for a single gaze to
see everything constantly" (1979: 173). The nature nuseum
approaches perfection as once chaotically interm ngled
curiosities are subdivided into topically dedicated galleries,
thematically focused centers, or theoretically reorgani zed
expositions. The art nmuseum nature nuseum Science nmuseum
hi story nmuseum or culture nuseumenerge, in turn, as "a sort of
apparatus of uninterrupted exam nati on" whose disciplinary power
is exercised "through its invisibility; at the sane tine it
i nposes on those whomit subjects a principle of conpul sory
visibility" whereby disciplinary power "manifests its potency,
essentially, by arrangi ng objects"” (Foucault, 1979: 186-187).
These themati zati ons of discourse and discipline, at the sane
ti me, enabl e nmuseunol ogi cal discourses to push beyond cl assic
styles of textual legitimcy by grounding their studies in

coll ections of epistemcally real chronol ogies of "things."
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(bservation, preservation, and conservation all coalign in the
wel | -disciplined or clearly focused nmuseum permtting
scholarship tied to nmuseuns to now "abandon its textual character
and take its references not so much fromthe tradition of author-
authorities as froma domain of objects perpetually offered for
exam nation" (Foucault, 1979: 186).

The museum pushes the panoptic probl emati que of
operationally into many new di nensions: pantenporal,
pancul tural, panspatial, panspecies, pandisciplinary,
pant echnol ogi cal. The state-centered man of national nodernity
needs equal ly abstract settings, othernesses, pasts, presents,
futures, or products that are as carefully fabricated as man
himself. Plainly, the nmuseum |ike society, is not a venue of
spectacle but rather a site of surveill ance:

under the surface of inages, one invests bodies in

dept h; behind the great abstraction of exchange, there

continues the neticul ous, concrete training of useful

forces; the circuits of comrunication are the supports

of an accunul ation and a centralization of know edge;

the play of signs defines the anchorages of power; it

is not the beautiful totality of the individual is

anput ated, repressed, altered by our social order, it

is rather that the individual is carefully fabricated

init, according to a whole technique of forces and of

bodies. W are neither in the anphitheatre, nor on the

stage, but in the panoptic machine, invested by its

effects of power, which we bring to ourselves since we

are part of its mechani sm (Foucault, 1979: 217).
Not surprisingly, then, we speak of the American Miseum of
Natural Hi story, the British Miseum or National Ar and Space
Museum because these panoptic machines help to construct us--as

Americans, Britons, or nationalists--even as we take their
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partitions of know edge--natural history, antiquity, air and
space craft--as what is "the given" by piecing together their
powerful narratives as the nechanisns grant us such realities.
Di sci pline does make individuals: both the |iving and the dead,
museum obj ect or nuseum subject, the seen and the seer, curator
and visitor.

For societies in which community or public life are eclipsed
by private individuality or statist adm nistration, relations
must be regul ated in non-spectacul ar forns, and nmuseuns provide
excel l ent answers to Bentham s panoptic prograns of technified
control. So states--cities, counties, provinces, nations--build
vast panoplies of institutions, |ike rmuseuns, through which "the
ever-growi ng i nfluence of the state, to its ever nore profound
intervention in all the details and all the relations of social
life, that was reserved the task of increasing and perfecting its
guarantees, by using and directing towards great aimthe building
and distribution of buildings intended to observe a great
mul ti tude of men at the same tine" (cited in Foucault, 1979: 216-
217).

Museuns al so are apparatuses devoted to the disciplinary
training of menory. Their thematic subjects--art, culture,
hi story, or science--are not bent into a single uniformmss; on
the contrary, the nuseum "separates, anal yses, differentiates,
carries its procedures of deconposition to the point of necessary

and sufficient single units" (Foucault, 1979: 170) in its
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curatorial observations. By organizing what are "noving,
confused, useless nultitudes of bodies and forces into a
mul tiplicity of individual elenents,” nuseum pi eces energe as
menor abl e fragnents to be renenbered purposely through carefu
curatorial intervention in "small, separate cells, organic
aut onom es, genetic entities and continuities, conbinatory
segnents" (Foucault, 1979: 170). Once collected and displ ayed,
t he museum expositions reveal all of the nodalities of
di sci plinary power--hierarchical observation, normalizing
judgment, and routinized exam nations--in their everyday
oper ati ons.

V. Politics and Aesthetics

The aesthetic nmonunentalities of the Muiseum |ike nmuch of
nmodern anthropology in its many pal eontol ogi cal, archaeol ogi cal,
physi cal or cultural flavors, distance Industrial Anerical/ New
York/ I nternational Mdernity fromall of the objects it observes
withinits displays. In order to "furnish the popul ar
instruction" of "Natural Science" and "of kindred subjects,” a
shared tinme and space is ruptured by the overseei ng anal yti cal
classifications of its curators. The referents of its
m ner al ogi cal , pal eontol ogi cal, zool ogi cal, and ant hropol ogi cal
di scourses are otherized and instrunentalized by relegating them
all to "a Tinme other than the present of the producer” of such
scientific discourses (Fabian, 1983: 31) slowing and fixing their

i mages apart fromthe globalized econony's fast capitalist tines
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such that they hold "still like a tableau vivant" (Fabian, 1983:
67). These noves sinultaneously place the visitor/viewer in
spaces of acceleration, activation, and appropriation, whose

di fference authorizes the synbolic and material utilization of

t hese ot heri zed observational objects.

This allocentric pose saturates the entire American Miuseum
of Natural H story. Looking at its nore than forty halls, al nost
all of themdepict images or dictate stories fixed in registers
of "long ago"” and/or "faraway." The Arthur Ross Hall of
Met eorites show | ost fragnments of the extraterrestrial cosnos
that have inpacted |life on Earth. The Harry Frank Guggenhei m
Hal | of M nerals shows how earth's inorganic formation brings
useful materials fromearth's genesis into our daily economc
transactions as treasured gens in the suitably named John
Pi er pont Morgan Hall of Gens and m ni ng- m nded Guggenhei m M nera
Hall. The Hall of Human Bi ol ogy and Evol uti on shows humanity
evol ving through lost mllennia into the sentinent
consci ousnesses of the present. The Eastern Wodl and | ndi ans,
Pl ai ns I ndi ans, Northwest Coast |ndians, Eskino, Mexico and
Central America, South American Peoples, African Peoples, Asian
Peopl es, and Pacific Peoples Halls m x contenporary ethnic and
geographic |l abels to freeze franme all of these humans in
ot heri zed tinmes/spaces/ ecol ogi es/ econom es before, beyond, or
beneath the universalizing transformative influences of North

Atlantic capitalismerase themthrough trade or war. And, of
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course, the dinosaur and Extinct Manmmal Halls resurrect the Sein

und Zeit of non-human beings known only through the arcane
hermeneutics of fossil analysis.

In its displays of the Human Famly in all of these
et hnol ogi cal or pal eontol ogical halls, the American Miseum of
Natural H story privileges the nation-state, or, in particular,
the Anerican nation-state, in a naturalized history of social
progress. |Its collections are the definitive point of
cl assification, docunentation, and interpretation by which a
nodern nation-state reimgines all other forns of human
communi ty--groups, bands, tribes, races, cultures, civilizations-
-in grades of growi ng conplexity, sophistication, and power.
Li kewi se, all of Nature is reaffirmed in nmenory/ know edge as
"native to Anerica" or "foreign to Anerica" in the process of
reveal i ng how Americans' bi ophysical environnents cane to becone
what the contenporary nation-state finds as its standing reserves
of technoscientific action.

As Cast afileda suggests, the nodern nuseum forns "a natura
hi story in which Man is sinmultaneously centered in the universe
yet decentered through naturalization"” (1996: 101). The tone of

the Anmerican Museum s tabl eaux vivant, however, resonates with an

externalization of biopower in which an expansive American
mul tinational comercialismfinds "the natural history of our
pl anet and its species" (American Miuseum of Natural History,

1995: 3) as an ontogenic space of novenent for its econony and
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society to assune "responsibility for the life processes and
undertook to control and nodify thenmt (Foucault, 1980: 142). The
lifetime of the American Miuseum begi ns at that nonent when:

Western man was gradually |earning what it nmeant to be

a living species in a living world, to have a body,

condi tions of existence, probabilities of life, an

i ndi vi dual and collective welfare, forces that could be

nmodi fied, and a space that could be distributed in an

optimal manner. For the first time in history, no

doubt, biol ogical existence was reflected in political

exi stence; the face of |living was no | onger an

i naccessi bl e substrate that only energed fromtine to

time, and the randommess of death and its fatality;

part of it passed into know edge's field of control and

power's sphere of operation (Foucault, 1980: 142).
Not surprisingly, then, the Anerican Museumis focus is on
"fundanmental issues that concern us all,"” that is:

* the evolution of the human species and of human culture

* past and present extinctions of plant and ani nal species

* patterns of social and biol ogi cal adaptation

* processes that shape the earth and provide the

environnental franme work for the evolution of life
(Official Guide, 1993: 1-2)

The American Museunmi s dioramas rationalize the randomess of
death and its fatality, redirecting the outcone of extinction and
evolution into know edge's control and power's intervention. |Its
ont ot opi ¢ chanbers teach through these fundanental issues what it
means for nodern Anericans to have a body, conditions of
exi stence, or probabilities of Iife by showwng all of the forces
t hey have nodified--other human and non- human--and all of the

spaces--present, past, and future--that they mght redistribute
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in an optimal manner.

Gens, mnerals, plants, animals, and all other races are
taken control of through the political existence of Anmerican
nati onhood--a historicized nature becom ng a naturalized history-
-wor | dw de on expeditions of discovery and accunul ati on.
Capitalist efficiency plus inperial effectiveness recast Marx's
famous dictum taking all that was solid and vanishing into thin
air, or Life and its energies, by reconjuring its presence out of
the extinct, the dying, or the dead fromlong ago and faraway in
the solidified narratives of this nmuseum s thick descriptions of
"bio-history.” At this juncture in time, the Anerican Miseum
illustrates why ant hropogeni c changes are the nost powerful
forces at work on earth, as globalized ecol ogical colonialism
causes the extinction of non-human life and econom c inperialism
initiates an eradication of many human life forns, but it also
positions America at the center of these shock waves of
destructi on.

The American Museum therefore, provides a rich archive on
the regul ati on of popul ations, surveillance of energies, or
under st andi ng of bodi es which arise when we apply "the term of

bi o-history to the pressures through which the novenents of life

and the processes of history interfere with one another," forcing
us "to speak of bio-power to designate what brought life and its
mechani snms into the real mof explicit cal cul ati ons and nade

know edge- power an agent of transformative of human life"
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(Foucaul t, 1980: 143).

The exposition of life on Earth at the American Miseum al so
is shot through with biopowered systens of sexuality. Patterns
of bi ol ogi cal adaptation, sources of extinction, or origins of
evol utionary shifts are sexualized registers giving the Miseuni s
curators and scientists "a neans of access both to the life of
the body and the life of the species" (Foucault, 1980: 146). Its
pol yval ent natural historical discourses inplicitly enbed the
Mal t husi an couple in virtually every diorama of human and non-
human life just as procreative behavior is socialized by the
Anmerican state to support popul ati on dynam cs. Wether it is the

di oramas depicting the Austral opithecus afransis coupl e | eaving

footprints in the nud, upland gorillas in the m st of Munt

M keno, the African elephants in their taxiderm c charge through
the Akeley Hall, or the Konondo dragons preying on the wld boar,
the fertility of couples in famly groups interlock individual
bodi es and col | ective popul ations in biopowered histories of
extinction-avoi dance/ evol uti on-conti nuance as the Anmerican
Museum s exhi bits maneuver to "furnish the popular instruction”
in nationalized stories of survival.

The Hall of Human Bi ol ogy and Evol ution, for exanple,
continues these nationalized/statalized netaphors in its dioramc
di scourses about "the human body." The body is explored in
diagrans, |ike an engine or transmssion, to reveal all of the

conponenti ali zed sub-systens that have contribute to its overal
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physi ol ogi cal workings. Joints and nuscles are explored in a

vi deo of baseball players, revealing how joints, nuscles, and
tendons function |ike sinple nmachi nes conposed of fulcra,
pullies, levers, or hinges. The interplay of organism and

envi ronment show how humanity evolved from other primtes nostly
by denonstrating increnental increases in brain size, unusual
abilities for tool use, and conjugally-based famly societies.
The natural history of humanity, therefore, is recast in these
hi storicizations of human anatony as political substance:
muscl es are energies, joints turn into machi nes, brains are
information engines. Nature reveals itself as a cosmc
collection point of intelligent/energetic entelechy as the human
body's evolution for an Anericanized H story of the Natural is
one of the controlled insertion of machineries of production into
bodi es caught in technoeconom c processes.

The American gane of baseball stabilizes the hardball of
nmodern biopolitics, which needs to grow, donesticate, and access
such bi opowers anong i ndividual bodi es and popul ati on bodi es, by
usi ng conput er-generated gui des act as nmachines in baseball gane
pl ayi ng novenents. So dioramas of skeletal human famlies
wat chi ng conput er-generated cyborg cartoons in their suburban
home distill the Hall of Human Bi ol ogy and Evol uti on down into
DNA-driven chronicles of an evol ving bi otechnol ogi zed humanity.
This dioramaturgy reveal s how even dead bones can be charged with

bi opower --one nore exercise of biopolitics inits many forns, or
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"the investnent of the body, its valorization, and the
di stributive managenent of its forces" (Foucault, 1980: 141).

Here, the Anmerican Museum of Natural Hi story proves to be a
key capacitor for bio-power in the devel opnent of capitalism
inasmuch as its allocentric representation of reality segregates
various types of life and non-life, otherizes |living beings as
instrunments of exploitation or species for extinction, and
classifies renote societies or distant lands as likely sites for
further progressive devel opnment. The ontonym ¢ machi nations of
museum di oramas and ontocratic judgnents of nmuseum curators are
bi opolitical acts, helping to manage "the controlled insertion of
bodies into the machinery of production and the adjustnent of the
phenonmenon of popul ation to econom c processes" (Foucault, 1980:
141) .

Sonme American Museum exanples are quite suggestive: The
Hal | of Ocean Life depicts how even vast popul ation of marine
life nmust be managed carefully to econom cally/ecologically
sustain the insertion of these bodies into machineries of
production; the Akeley Menorial Hall of African Mammal s
guarantees that zebra, gorilla or elephant |life m ght survive as
representati ons even as encroachi ng human popul ati ons di spl ace
themfromtheir habitats wth mal adj usted econom c processes;
and, the GuggenheimHall of Mnerals presents the Earth's
i norgani ¢ substance as mnerals and crystals, which nust be

extracted to create many of the products we use. Turning all of
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the world under observation into a storehouse of treasures
charges econom es and ecologies with the disciplinary |ogics of
bi opower. The aesthetics and epistem cs of such dramaturgies in
t he Anerican Museum harness "processes that shape the Earth and
provi de the environnmental framework for the evolution of life"
(Oficial Guide, 1993: 2) in highly disciplined representations,
whi ch serve, in turn, as "nmethods of power capable of optim zing
forces, aptitudes, and life in general w thout at the sanme tine
making themnore difficult to govern" (Foucault, 1980: 141).

The pal eontol ogi es of the American Museum however, carry
many ot her neanings. At first blush, dinosaurs, |ike the cast of
the saurian plays from Andrew Green's pl anned Pal eozoi ¢ ParKk,

m ght be seen as tokens of human origins, representing pre-
Adamte life's highest attainnments. Yet, two other inplications
al so seemto follow fromthe vast scientific expeditions of
Ameri can Museum di nosaur, hunters, scurrying out across
Mongolia's or Montana's outbacks. First, these small-scale
searches for fossilized bones mmc the quest of |arge-scale
sweeps by Anerican capital through every renpte expanse of the
world in search of other organic goods fromthe Pal eozoic era,
i ke coal, oil, gas, or pre-Paleozoic inorganic mnerals, |ike
gold, silver, copper, bauxite, or iron. Just as the Anmerican
Museum of Natural Hi story excavated dinosaur fossils to bring
ancient life to nodern human awar eness, so too woul d Anoco,

Asarco, or Al coa extract other |ong-buried ancient treasures from
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other lands to let themdance in the nmarkets of Anmerica's mmjor
cities. And, second, the fixation upon dinosaurs, as fossilized
megaf auna, provided a uniquely scientized tonbstone for organic
life itself in the dawni ng age of human neganmachi nes. Like man
the hunter or gatherer, dinosaurs as hunter/gatherers were truly
awesone bei ngs, which were worth of remenbrance, but now they are
Pal eozoic. Neozoic life forms, |like the vast corporate
col l ectives of capitalist nmen and corporate nmachi nes that
actual ly exhune, exhibit, and explicate them are not singularly
organic life forms. In an era of global corporations, national
states, or international markets, sovereign individual nmen and
wonen al so may becone di nosaurs whose traces can appear nost
sensi bly at best in nmuseuns. O herw se, they are collaborating
cellular elenments of the new nmulticellular beings of contenporary
technoscientific capitalism Thus, "pal eontol ogy" parallels the
inplicit guidance | aid down for human bei ngs by the
"neopl ut ogr aphi es” of nodern negamachinic institutions.

VI. Miseuns of Naturalized Hi story/Hi storicized Nature

Museuns of natural history, particularly inasnmuch as they
function as definitive archives of historicized nature, nust
construct the visual rhetorics and discursive imgeries of al
the "sciences of man." The American Miuseum of Natural Hi story
shows how such nuseuns provide the nost conplete opportunities to
produce "the way in which individuals or groups represent to

t hensel ves the partners with whomthey produce or exchange, in
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the node in which they clarify or ignore or mask this function
and the position they occupy in it, the manner in which they
represent to thenselves the society in which it takes place, the
way in which they feel thenselves integrated wwth it or isolated
fromit, dependent, subject, or free" (Foucault, 1970: 352-353).
By positioning Man (Men) in Nature (Natures), the explanatory
| ogi ci ans of the Anmerican Miuseum of Natural H story marsha
t oget her many uni versal tokens of social exchange--cultural
costunes, fam |y househol ds, conmmunity buil dings, religious
rites, or donmestic inplenents--to investigate the partnerships of
i ndi vidual s and groups with animals, plants and settings.
Museunol ogi cal man is the man of /for the human sciences, or,
nore concretely, "that living being who, fromwthin the l[ife to
whi ch he entirely bel ongs and by which he is traversed in his
whol e being, constitutes representations by nmeans of which he
lives, and on the basis of which he possesses that strange
capacity of being able to represent to hinself precisely that
life" (Foucault, 1970: 352). Indeed, the ontol ogues at work in
accunul ating, archiving or articulating any given nuseun s
coll ection of objects and subjects struggle to capture as nmany of
the representati ons by which nmen and wonen live in order to
center their new nuseum c representations at the core any
col l ective understandings of this life. So nmuseuns of history or
nature do not have as their object "that many who, since the dawn

of the world, or the first cry of his golden age, is dooned to
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work; it is that being who, fromwth the forns of production by
whi ch his whol e exi stence is governed, forns the representation

of those needs, of the society by which, fromwhich, or against

whi ch he satisfies them (Foucault, 1970: 353).

As speci al spaces devoted to what already has been done,
museuns fix and finalize the enpiricities of humani sm and
naturalismas conplex clusters of practicable representations,
carrying stabilized accounts of normalizing know edge. Every
contenporary nmuseum s formalized displays are organi zed to | ead
"the sciences of life, |abour, and | anguage back to that analytic
of finitude which shows how many, in his being, can be concerned
with the things he knows, and know the things that, in
positivity, determ ne his node of being" (Foucault, 1970: 354).
Consequently, like the human sci ences, nuseuns always deal "in
that stratum of conduct, behavior, attitudes, gestures already
made, sentences already pronounced or witten, within which they
have al ready been given once to those who act, behave, exchange,
wor k, and speak,"” which can, in turn, "sonmething like a
specul ati ve know edge of |ife, production, and | anguage"
(Foucaul t, 1970: 354) in the neta-epistenol ogical codes of their
di spl ays or expositions.

In fact, the American Museum of Natural H story is not
directed at Nature; it instead is "addressed to man in so far as
he lives, speaks and produces"” (1970: 351). Mising about Nature

in galleries devoted to its origins, diversity, and nysteries,
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human beings learn fromand are directed by the nuses of a
hi storicized nature. Fromencounters with the nuseum human
bei ngs pick and choose thoughts fromthe unthought. Miseuns of
natural history are the consunmate ontol ogue, revealing in their
expl anati ons and expositions how man grows as a |iving being,

...that he has functions and needs, that he sees

openi ng up a space whose coordinates neet in him in a

general fashion, his corporeal existence interlaces him

t hrough and through wth the rest of the |living world;

since he produces objects and tools, exchanges the

t hi ngs he needs, organizes a whol e network of

circulation along which what he is able to consune

flows, and in which he hinself is defined as an

i nternmedi ate stage, he appears in his existence

i medi ately interwoven with others, lastly, because he

has a | anguage, he can constitute a whole synbolic

uni verse for hinself, within which he has a relation to

his past, to things, to other nen, and on the basis of

which he is equally able to build sonmething |ike a body

of know edge" (Foucault, 1970: 352).
Once constituted as the expanses of whol e synbolic universes,
museuns expand their articulated activities, creating stories of
power and i mages of know edge as universal synbolic whol es.
Organi zed, institutionalized, stabilized, these relations of man
with other nen, things, and the past are taken as what is
epistemcally real, what should be narratively historiographed,
and what nust be logically explained. On these grounds, then,
museuns erect rhetorics in stone or cast logics in concrete.
Modern nuseuns of natural history are not, in turn, "an analysis
of what man is by nature; but rather an analysis that extends
fromwhat man is in his positivity (living, speaking, |aboring

being) to what enables this sanme being to know (or seek to know)
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what life is, in what the essence of |abor and its |aws consi st,
and in what way he is able to speak” (Foucault, 1970: 353).

Nat ural history nmuseuns with their fixation upon
evol utionary explanational logics richly resonate nodernity's
"adm ni strative and econom cs of control,"” nanely, "a social tine

of a serial, orientated, cunulative type: the discovery of an

evolution in terns of 'progress (Foucaul t, 1979: 160).

Evol ution, of course, was discovered to unfold in terns of sone
intrinsic logic of "genesis."” Natural history nmuseuns in many
ways are dedicated to careful discursive disclosures of many
genetic progressions fromthe intertw nement of nature and

hi story. As Foucault argues,

These two great 'discoveries' of the eighteenth
century--the progress of societies and the geneses of
i ndi vi dual s--were perhaps correlative with the new

t echni ques of power, and nore specifically, with a new
way of admnistering time and making it useful, by
segnentation, seriation, synthesis, and
totalization...."Evolutive' historicity, as it is
constituted--and so profoundly that it is still self-
evident for many today--is bound up with a node of a
functioning of power. No doubt it is as if the
"history-renmenbering' of the chronicles, geneal ogies,
exploits, reigns and deeds had | ong been linked to a
nmodal ity of power. Wth the new techni ques of

subj ection, the 'dynam cs' of continuous evol utions
tends to replace the 'dynastics' of solem events
(1979: 160-161).

Piecing apart nature into zool ogy, botany, geol ogy, neteorol ogy,
etc., and then arraying little serial genetic narratives of their
many constituent elenents in bigger totalizing explanations is

t he essence of the Anmerican Miuseum s synthetic representations of

Nat ur e.

49



Nat ural history nmuseuns do not accord us straight up

hi stories of Nature in their display cases and exhibition halls.
On the contrary, they becone nationalized sites to historicize
Nature, repositioning it in all of the nost useful and obvi ous
relations shared by the peoples who coexist with it. As T. R
Adam asserts, nature and science nuseuns can use famliar
"intellectual and enotional synbols" to inpress "great nunber of
people with their basic place in nature” with dranmatic displays
of systematized know edge that represents "the understandi ng
manki nd has achi eved of its relation to the rest of nature"
(1939: 93-94).

Hei degger' s net aphysi cal nusings about the "constituting"
(Gestell) of our world can be given a nmuch nore materialized
coherence in the discursive theatrics of nmuseumdi splays. His
overdeterm ned efforts to track the origins of the Gestell back
to Aristotle's allegedly teleocratic nodes of reasoning, for
exanpl e, ignore the far nore obvious constitutionalizing
conventions at work today in nodern nuseuns. The world as
"standi ng reserve" (Bestand) gets stood up everyday of the
nature, history, science or culture reserves of any serious
museum  Adam suggests that nuseuns are not theaters. They do,

nonet hel ess create "many fascinating and telling scenes,” to tel
their stories, using many "striking illusions of stagecraft" even
t hough "no one has yet witten the whole play into which these

separate sciences mght be cunningly fitted" (1939: 96). Adam
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of course, is mstaken. The whole play of Nature is witten, and
the museumfits all of its separate scenes into series of
naturalized narratives that constitute "the world" in essentially
hi storicized terns, standing all of its quiddities in reserve for
any and all fornms of technical manipulation. The Gestell becones
physis, as Adam's sinplistic sunmation of the dramaturgies in any
natural history nuseum suggests, that is, "the task of the
natural history nuseumin the field of public enlightennent is to
present a coherent synopsis of the environnmental background
nature has provided for the individual human bei ng" (1939: 96).
Nat ure as synoptici zed background, in which natural history
museuns ground their synopses back to the uses and needs of

atom zed individuals in nodernity's fully nobilized markets, is
al ready Gestell. Miseuns help constitute the constituting
constitutional constructs in their arrays of objects and

expl anatory narratives through which select standing relations
and stabilized reserve neanings are intertw ned as specific
privileged nodes of techkne (know how) and poein (doing).

Hei degger, then, can help us understand nore fully how
natural history nuseuns can operate as sites where historicized
natural scientific discourse beconmes "an instrunent of popul ar
j udgnment over the control of the nonhuman environnent" (Adans,
1939: 103). The presencing of technol ogy, according to
Hei degger, technol ogi zes all presences. "Everywhere everything

is ordered to stand by, to be immediately on hand, indeed to
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stand there just so that it may be on call for a further
ordering" (1977A: 298). As Bestand, or "standing reserve,"”
enfranmed presences m ngle power and know edge, starting "man upon
the way of that revealing through which the real everywhere, nore
or less, distinctly beconmes standi ng reserve" (Heidegger, 1977A:
305). The unconcealing of reality as the standing reserve of
t echnol ogy repositions nmuseuns in a very special place. [Inasnuch
as natural history nuseuns represent these representations as
know edge to human bei ngs, who are defined by and dependent upon
the powers that these representations capture, their rhetorical
technics serve as one vital register for the enfram ng, setting-
upon, and order of the world as standing reserve. Certainly, any
gquestioning concerned with technol ogy builds a way, but these
ways, once built, soon becone technol ogi es concerned with
relegitimzing this way of questioning: the nuseum constitutes
one authoritative way for such power questions and know edge
technologies to locate their dwelling in a building that lets
specific powers and general know edges positively represent
"man's everyday experiences" in these doubled dwellings as that
"which is fromthe outset "habitual "--we inhabit it, as our
| anguage says so beautifully: it is the Gewohnte" (Heidegger,
1977A: 325-326).

Museuns after all are built environnents, enclosed spaces,
or, if we choose to be Heideggerian about it, activated

localities. Always sited in specific places, their spaces are
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bui |l di ngs that mark the how, where, when, why, and what of
everything "that nortals are" by virtue of their settled
practices of building/dwelling/thinking. The ontol ogues of
museuns depict how nortals and their surroundi ngs are, because
they show and say that "in dwelling they persist through spaces
by virtue of their stay anong things and | ocations” (Hei degger,
1977B: 335). Men and wonen, located in relationships of society
and space, found and join spaces in their dwellings, which bring
forth, shelter, or house their being. So if "the essence of
building is letting dwell" (Heidegger, 1977B: 337), then a
natural history nuseum s building clearly has its own ontol ogi cal
tectonics. Miseuns are a technics of dwelling, built know edges
and power constructs, whose show ngs and sayings "bring forth or
produce" (as the Geek verb tikt_ directs) the power/know edge of
art/culture/ history/ nature/science as "sonething nade, as
sonmet hing present, anong the things already present" (Heidegger,
1977B: 337). If all spaces--artificial and natural, cultural and
cosmc, prehistoric and historic--pervade all human bei ngs, then
museum ¢ representati ons of these spaces as built space can begin
presenci ng those shaping them "spaces open up by the fact that
they are let into the dwelling of man" (Heidegger, 1977B:. 335).

Pi eced together out of the aestheticized displays of
specific artifacts, inmages or events, the nmuseunis many fragnments
are visited where they/we dwell. In turn, this is where they

unfol d through our popul ar reception as ontologues with their own
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authoritative registers of epistemc realism narrative
hi st ori ography, and | ogic of explanation (Canpbell, 1992: 4).

Aut omati ¢ acceptance of epistemc realismis not sone
arbitrary event. It is fabricated out of innunmerable practices
and beliefs, which transform netaphorical "as if" assunptions
into determ nate "as such" certitudes. A world where objects,
events, and beings are presuned to exi st independently of our
beliefs or thoughts about them may well be epistemcally real,
but we will never know this independent of sone discursively
realized epistenme. The built rhetorical environment of nuseuns
provide realistic registers of know edges, which are constructed
and comuni cated so conpellingly that their aesthetic performance
of many different realist epistenologies acquire the
authoritative permanence of a unified truth borne by epistemc
realism The social acceptance of an external reality, then,
exi stentially depends in part upon internalizing such materially
realized epistenmes during various visits to many different
museuns. Just as nmuseum di spl ays epistem cally reduce each one
of their various topics to realistic events and their
consequences to identify the material causes behind epistemcally
real occurrences, these realized epistenes can reduce their
authoritative reliability to the consequences that should
materialize fromtopically identifying wwth any one of many rea
museunm s events.

Narrative historiographies do not spring out of nothingness.
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A figuration of things such that they appear to speak for

t hensel ves self-evidently requires reified prefigurations of any
narrative's formand content. Miseuns are perfect sites to
propagate the nythos of narrative historiography in carefully
staged shows of force, whose authority and | egitimcy suffuse
spectacl es of self-evidence in every display case or wall nounted
exhibit. The curatorial role quite often is cast only as that of
the inpresario, who marshal s together sonme conpelling collection
of objects and/or imges. Taken together, these things are
presented in-thensel ves as self-evident exenplifications of the
topi cs under exam nation, exposing their truths as pictures or

pi eces arrayed in sonme natural narrative order. Yet, such
expositions, in fact, require sone historiographical narrator to
order their narrative historiographies. Even if things are
believed to speak for thensel ves, they never speak by thensel ves.
What ever truths they bear in thensel ves nust be sel ected, shaped,
and stabilized by many culturally contingent interpretations.
Curators pose as only inpresarios, but they also are necessarily
al ways interpreters whose pronotional selections of which

di spl ays to expose are the evidence that they choose thensel ves
in performng the pretense of self-evidence.

A logic of explanation is not sinply discovered and then

verified. It must be carefully created out of innunerable
operations ainmed at discerning, inventorying and them judging the

vari ous causes of events so thoroughly that its ordering of
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things justifies why it discovers its discoveries as well as how
it verifies its verifications. The nuseum becones a built
envi ronment enbodying the logic of explanation in all of its
gal l eries, depositories, and acquisitions. Eschew ng the
inmpossibility of never adequately explaining anything, all of its
maneuvers are directed at cultivating a definitive explanatory
| ogos for all of its patrons. Accumulating artifacts,
propoundi ng categories to anal yze them and organi zi ng spectacl es
to communi cate their many neanings are all activities ainmed at
accul turating explanationally-inclined visitors who map the
museum s | ogi cs of explanation incessantly over their world to
order things outside of the nuseum as the nuseum orders them
inside. Once again, the sociological rituals of organizing
things to be known, know edges of things, and people who know
these things this way generate | ogics of explanation fromthe
| ogi stics of explaining in these ritualized ways at nuseuns.

The world still does exist independently of |anguage. |Its
qualities precede and exceed all of our interpretations and
expl anations. These are realities, and they remain external to
us. We can never know these certainties with certitude, because
we are discursively-constituted, |anguage-using, and
interpretativel y-constrained beings. Being both in and of this
worl d, our external reality with all of its infinite qualities is
realized internally, finitely, qualitatively for us only through

di scourses, |anguages, and interpretations. This recognition
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foll ows Foucault, who asserts "we nust not imagine that the world
turns toward us a legible face which we would only have to
deci pher; the world is not the acconplice of our know edge; there
i's no prediscursive providence which di sposes the world in our
favor" (1984: 127).

Taking this position does not endorse any school of thought
t hat woul d reduce hunman thinking to a pure play of |anguage, as
sone conservative pundits claim where discourse is all that
there is or nothing is real. Despite Foucault's disclainers, the
wor|l d has been given a |l egible face, our know edge of it cones
fromcertain acconplished practices, and its favors are di sposed
di scursively to us. Therefore, we need to investigate how sone
di scursive providence sketches the visage of our world such that
it gains legibility, liveliness, legitimcy. Sonmewhere and
sonehow, the disciplinary reginens of discursive exchanges nust
construct and conmuni cate reality in many synbolic registers.
Wthin these spaces, as Canpbell observes,

sone statenents and depictions conme to have greater

val ue than others--the idea of external reality has a

particular currency that is internal to

di scourse....investnents have been made in certain

interpretations; dividends can be drawn by those

interests that have nmade the investnents;

representations are taxed when they confront new and

anbi guous circunstances; and participation in the

di scursive econony is through social relations that

enbody an unequal distribution of power (1992: 6).
Meani ngs circul ate through many venues: schools, theaters,
churches, sciences, technologies, and states all nediate the

exchange of this discursive econony. Miseuns, however, plainly
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provi de a decisively inportant conjuncture for such discursive
forces. The idea of external reality often is realized
internally first and forenost for us by nuseuns, which turn the
worlds of art, culture, history, nature, science or technology to
our favor, giving it a highly legible face, nanely, those shown
by the art nuseum nature nuseum or science nmuseum So while the
wor | d exists independently of |anguage, the nmuseum externalizes
our realities of it inside of the dispositions provided by our
| anguages and interpretations. These dispositions--epistemc
realism narrativized historiographies, and | ogics of
expl anation--often cone to us fromthe displays of the nuseuns.
They give us narrative glue to assenble totalizing oversight out
of fragmentary facts.

VIl. Sunmary

The fact that nore people probably | earn nore about art,
culture, history, nature or science fromnuseuns than they do
fromuniversities recenters our attention on the stakes of
culture war. They are ontol ogues, because nuseum di spl ays
create, control, and circul ate representations of other people's
hi story, environnent and culture. Consequently, their voice and
vision are acts of power/know edge, which often occl ude
subj ugat ed know edges and defl ect insurrectional powers. How
identity/difference, superordination/subordination
val ue/ val uel essness, and origins/ends are represented at any

museum creates terrains of contestability where, not too
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surprisingly, culture wars can break out as opposing
interpretative blocs each nobilize all of their synbolic and
material forces to conpel their opponent's to do their wll.

As centers of scholarly research, nmuseuns play a major role
in training both nmuseumvisiting publics and nmuseum nmanagi ng
professionals to accept particular representational practices as
mar kers for actual realities. Mst inportantly, as repositories
of human artifacts and/ or non-human speci nens, nmuseuns
resocialize people to accept displays of material objects and
natural specinmens as authoritative and legitimte neans to
understand the world. Miseuns reify reality. Reality, in turn,
becones a series of objectifications, reifications, or
constructions as these objects depict culture, those specinens
denote nature, or such apparatuses disclose science. Moreover,
museuns devel op a shared sense of particular spatial and tenporal
order, which energe and then endure in specific national places
and historical chronol ogies. As products and producers of
nati onal nodernization for the state, nuseuns are intimtely
involved in fabricating a mass consci ousness of shared spati al
contexts and tenporal chronol ogies.

Clearly, museuns can no | onger be viewed as isolated
enterprises. They are frontline fortifications in an unendi ng
war of position whose expositions continually reposition the
channel s of power and conduits of know edge to produce societies

of subjects as well as collectives of objects which are capabl e
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of circulating easily wth the disciplinary demands of nodernity.
Nat ural history nmuseuns are perhaps the nost central of these
enpl acenents, because they seek to collect, classify, and
conceptual i ze everything fromacross all of the tinme to
reposition Man, nost inportantly, as nations of nmen/wonen in
territorially containerized expanses of Nature. Qur natural
famliarity with this project cones from nuseuns, and their
natural history dioramas depicting prehistoric man evolving into

what is taken to be the "us" where we first or nost frequently

gain our powerful productive subjectification:

The nodern thenes of an individual who |ives, speaks,
and works in accordance with the |aws of an econom cs,
a philology, and a biology, but who also, by a sort of
internal torsion and overl appi ng, has acquired the
right, through the interplay of those very laws, to
know them and to subject themto total clarification--
all these thenes so famliar to us today and linked to
the existence of the 'human sciences' are excluded by
cl assical thought: it was not possible at that tine
that a bei ng whose nature (that which determnes it,
contains it, and has traversed it fromthe begi nning of
time) is to know nature, and itself, in consequence, as
a natural being (Foucault, 1970: 310).

Wt hout museuns |ike the American Museum of Natural History,
t hese ontol ogical constants could not construct and circul ate
with any sort of effectiveness.

This visitation at the American Museum of Natural History
has not sought to uncover hidden essences or recover | ost
treasures underneath the discursive dust coating all of the
Museum s di splays. The Museumi s exposition are not docunents,

serving "as the sign of sonething else, as an el enent that ought
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to be transparent,” but rather nust be treated a nonunent, a
solid and sustainable "discourse wwth its own vol une" (Foucault,
1972: 138-139). Instead, it sinply has sought to systematically
describe the objects and practices of its discursive
objectification of Nature vis-a-vis parallel currents in
Hi story's discursive subjectification of humanity. Nationhood,
possessi ve individualism progress, technoscientific know ng, and
reality are all clusters of constitutive practices enabled by the
subj ectifying nmuseum di splays of this historicized Arerican
nature at the American Museum of Natural Hi story. Thus, this
di scussion, as Foucault asks, is "nothing nore than a rewiting:
that is, in the preserved formof exteriority, a regul ated
transformati on of what has al ready been witten. It is not a
return to the innernost secret of the origin; it is the
systematic description of a discourse-object” (1972: 140).

Real enlightennent, as the American Museum of Nat ural
Hi story packages it, nmust be fascinating, easily digestible, and
noncontroversial, sunmng up everything every where for all tine
in alarge, albeit still one single, building. |If our ontol ogies
must be built, then this i mense structure very well|l represents
how to go about it. The capture and contai nment of otherness--
pl ant and ani mal, human and non-human, prehistoric and primtive-
-is the goal of the Anerican Museum which deploys its
exhi bitional authority to historicize nature and naturalize

hi story. GCeographically categorized peoples are intermngled in
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adj acent galleries on the sanme floors with geographically defined
species of birds, mammals, and fish. Everything is shown in
terms of "X and Qur World" from nollusks, mnerals and mammual s to
i nsects, ichthyology and Indians in representations of "Seven
Continents of Park Central West." Discovery is discoverable at
first, but it quickly settles into disciplinary rigidity. Once
brought into these halls, authority freezes excitenment with
interpretative orthodoxies and disciplinary certainties. Arts
and sciences collide in an alluring alliance of fictions in which
the world factually becones "our world" now, in the past, and
forever.

Unli ke the Anerican Museum of Natural Hi story, this study
cannot pretend to know what is real and unreal, and then
denonstrate how or why these know edges are true. Instead it has
exam ned this one nuseumas a strategic site where sone coal i gned
sets of enabling discourses constitute and then circul ate an
authoritative ordering of things, which represents what is
accepted as "the real"” and tags what nust be treated as "unreal ."

These subtle, but invasive, procedures of disciplinary
intervention, in turn, plainly enable the new specific social
identities and cultural differences to proliferate. Many of
power's constitutive relationships in the United States, then,
unfold in practices and phil osophies put into play by many
Anmerican institutions, but the know edges engendered, endorsed,

or encoded as "reality" at the Anmerican Museum of Natural History
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seemto be one of the nost significant sources of such productive
power. Furnishing popular instruction about Nature and its life
forms, then, gives us nore than a sense of our natural world. It

gives our natural world as well as our sense.
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