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the development of discrete scientific disciplines – this we know from our own experi-
ence – is influenced to a certain extent by coincidence, but of course it is also shaped by 
structural changes in the research landscape. right now in germany there is enormous 
pressure to internationalize, for example. at the same time, the discipline and its depart-
ments are under increasing pressure to cooperate with other departments due to reforms 
as part of the bologna process, that is, the introduction of new bachelor’s and master’s 
degree programs, and due to the now dominant form of funding research, which is in large 
interdisciplinary projects, so-called “Collaborative research Centers”.1 this cooperation 
especially affects the field of our more or less small discipline – cultural anthropology or 
european ethnology or Empirische Kulturwissenschaft (johler and tschofen 2008).

With these developments, the geography of Volkskunde in the german-speaking coun-
tries is undergoing a decisive change. although i would guess that in the coming years, the 
number of Volkskunde departments will remain at large constant, i suppose that their role in 
the academia will change. this can be attributed to a “loss of the distinctive image” of the 
discipline, as some of the older members of our field believe, which has turned Volkskunde 

1 i was involved in the interdisciplinary tübingen Collaborative research Center for War experiences 
(sFb 437) from 2005 to 2008. Cf. for the results: schild and schindling (eds), 2009; johler et al. (eds.), 
2010. in 2012, the new Collaborative research Center Bedrohte Ordnungen (threatened orders) started. 
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into a “discontinued model” (brückner 1992). i am personally not of this opinion, though 
it is obvious that the era of german Volkskunde as German Volkskunde, this special sort 
of academic development, is in fact over. this became evident when in recent years most 
departments in the german-speaking countries, in a kind of grand “clearing out cam-
paign”, gave up the name “Volkskunde” and replaced it with european ethnology, Cultural 
anthropology, or popular Cultures (bendix and eggeling 2004). another indication for the 
end of Volkskunde is that we have lost either completely or to a great extent some key basic 
elements: the close cooperation with museums, for example, the importance of folklore as 
a sub-discipline, and the emphasis on “long” history as a field of study, going back as far as 
early modern times. and as a side note: through the political revolution of 1989, german 
Volkskunde also “lost” the ethnography of east germany (johler 2005).

some things disappear. such is life, and such is academia. i believe, however, that a 
european ethnology that focuses on the present time has a future in the german-speaking 
countries as a small discipline with, i must admit, a rather weakly defined “cognitive 
identity”, precisely because it studies the complex cultural processes i mentioned at the 
beginning. sometimes, however – and this is the greater difficulty – the scholars themselves 
also disappear before the questions that they asked have really been answered. the german-
hungarian ethnologist peter niedermüller, for example, asked in 2002 the right question 
in my opinion. he asked whether the comprehensive transformational processes of the 
last decade require only a modernized version of european ethnology, or whether indeed 
a completely new european ethnology was necessary, one that had yet to be “invented”. 
because, he argued, “modern” sciences are methodologically and theoretically ill-equipped 
to produce knowledge about a “postmodern” society. the “new” european ethnology that 
niedermüller calls for aims, for this reason, directly at this “self-radicalizing modernity” 
(niedermüller 2002).

this brings me to the point in this paper in which the larger cultural processes of the 
present time are connected with the metamorphosis of the discipline and which, depend-
ing on its effects, can cause an upswing or a serious crisis in the field. For now, the only 
thing that is certain – from the point of view of european ethnology as it is practiced in 
germany, at least – is that we will have to make more of an effort regarding the content 
of this field in the future.

Crisis and upWard trends in the german VOLKSKUNDE

that the current transnational processes also restructure the academic landscape – that they 
create winners and losers in academic globalization, so to speak – has been frequently stated. 
to paraphrase roughly the viennese anthropologist andre gingrich (1999), globalization 
and with it the second modernity not only weakened the nation-state but also made the 
“national” disciplines “unattractive and outdated”. instead, internationally institutionalized 
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social sciences that compare the “local”, the “transnational” and the “world” transculturally 
and interculturally – like social or Cultural anthropology – moved into the “center of public 
and academic discourse”. and while social and cultural anthropology are having a worldwide 
boom, (national) Volkskunde finds itself in a crisis. its “transition” to a european ethnology 
is in the eyes of gingrich still for the most part open and unclear (gingrich 2000) – a fact, 
incidentally, that european ethnology has in common with the “european sociology” that 
ulrich beck, anthony giddens, and scott lash have formulated as a future project. the 
main question from beck, giddens, and lash – “does sociology still exist? has it come 
back?” (beck et al. 1996) – is also easy to apply to (national) Volkskunde whose “crisis” has 
become unmistakable and repeatedly noted of late, particularly in connection with the fall 
of the “iron Curtain” and the german reunification. tamás hofer for instance has lamented 
the absence of a “critical revolution” in hungarian Volkskunde since 1989 (hofer 1999) – and 
this can also be confirmed for its sister disciplines in eastern and Central europe (köstlin 
et al. 2002) – but at the same time, has drawn attention to a pivotal change, which is of 
great significance to german-language Volkskunde: english has replaced german as the 
academic language in hungary; and furthermore its neighbors (germany and austria) no 
longer set the orientating framework for the field, but rather the “Far-West” (the usa) and 
the north (scandinavia). For in fact german-language Volkskunde has modernized, but – as 
berlin ethnologist Wolfgang kaschuba (1999) showed in his “introduction to european 
ethnology” has hardly europeanized, or to be more precise, has hardly become european 
at the institutional level, so these current developments in the various types of Volkskunde 
in europe after 1989 amount to a certain international isolation and with it, a continuation 
of the “german Sonderweg“ in this academic field (johler 2001).

a german SONDERWEG?

actually, talk of a Sonderweg (a special path) in german Volkskunde is nothing new – not 
in germany itself, where thomas nipperdey once described the field as a “curious ger-
man Sonderwissenschaft” (a science peculiar to germany, cfr. korff 1996 ), and it is not 
new in an international context: tomas gerholm and ulf hannerz for instance called it 
the “Volkskunde/Völkerkunde split” (gerholm and hannerz 1982: 22) when they spoke 
about the division of the ethnological fields that is known in other parts of europe but is 
unusual in the international arena. and at the same time, they used the german language 
when they compared the “fairly isolated Volkskunde” (gerholm and hannerz 1982: 24) 
which does without a “wider comparative perspective” regarding content as well as its in-
stitutional structure when studying one’s own culture, while in other countries there has 
been a customary integration into a “world order of anthropology.” that is why it takes 
little imagination to position german Volkskunde, characterized as such, on the map clearly 
outlined by gerholm and hannerz:
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It seems that the map of the discipline shows a prosperous mainland of 
British, American, and French anthropologies, and outside the archipelago 
of large and small islands – some of them connected to the mainland by 
sturdy bridges or frequent ferry traffic, others rather isolated. (gerholm 
and hannerz 1982: 6)

the Volkskundler gerhard lutz from hamburg also spoke of a “Sonderweg” for german 
Volkskunde as early as the 1970s and saw its origins in the complex, contradictory relationship 
of german Volkskunde to cultural anthropology, or rather to european anthropology. this 
is not the place to outline the highly divergent and moreover hardly clearly defined contents 
that have been associated with european ethnology since then, nor can the emergence of 
“european ethnology” in the differing scenarios offered by the various national schools 
of european Volkskunde be described here in detail. but what remains to be emphasized 
is that european ethnology, which was first conceived in 1937 by the Volkskundler sig-
urd erixon in the swedish context as “regional european ethnology” (erixon 1937), has 
demanded the attention of german-language Volkskunde in several waves, each of which 
had their origins outside the discipline: in the early 1950s in connection with the Congress 
of arnhem, in the 1970s in the discussion over the naming of the discipline, and in the 
1980s and 1990s in the ethnological challenge of an “ethnology of europe,” that is to say, 
“anthropology at home.”

to understand the unclear use of european ethnology in german Volkskunde, it is 
worthwhile to take a look at the 1950s as gerhard lutz (1970) did – that is, when the 
first attempt to establish a european ethnology was made. For at that time, lutz tells us, 
german Volkskunde reacted with rejection and a lack of understanding to the challenge 
from foreign colleagues to see itself as “ethnology” and thus to integrate itself into the 
international academic landscape; and in an “almost psychopathological sense of the word” 
– lutz summarizes – this wish was “repressed” and the “matter” itself soon “hushed up” 
for one reason: in the eyes of german-speaking Volkskundler at this time, ethnology stood 
for non-european Völkerkunde, or cultural anthropology in the classic sense, thus seen as 
a field dedicated to describing the “primitive”, and the treating of this as an equivalent 
to european Volkskulturen was fiercely rejected. recently, my tübingen colleague bernd 
jürgen Warneken has shown in an analysis supported by substantial sources that this strictly 
disapproving attitude itself was already controversial early in the history of the academic 
field. he has rediscovered the comparative, “non-völkische Volkskunde”, a non-national 
Volkskunde of the turn of the 20th century, supported by jewish-german researchers, and 
maintains that it even shows a future perspective for the present day, because the convergence 
between Volkskunde and anthropology that can be noted in many places does not mean 
“a break with the history of the discipline, but rather a linking up with its best tradition” 
(Warneken 1999: 196).

however, such a linking up with anthropology – and this was especially clear in 
the attempts in the 1950s – does not just mean a stronger integration of both academic 
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fields, but rather aims most of all at an internationalization of the discipline. european 
ethnology was initially a loose, communicative integration project of the various national 
disciplines of Volkskunde in europe; at the present time it has to define itself within the 
framework of an anthropological/ethnological “world order.” a key word – and for the 
moment not necessarily a concept – in this regard is certainly “europe.” and that german 
Volkskunde has hardly reflected on that up until now can be seen as a continuation of the 
“Sonderweg” – a Sonderweg, though, that is definitely shared by many other volkskunde 
disciplines in europe: martine segalen for instance has stated – in clear contrast to the 
social anthropological studies of british provenance which she presents – a lack of interest 
by the “ethnologie francaise” for the “ethnologies européenes” (segalen 1997), and even less so 
for europe. according to segalen, one could indeed ascribe to this fact something of the 
perceptiveness that is particularly well developed in the national schools of ethnology – as 
europe is at the moment nothing more than an “ideal type” at best; however, one could 
just as well see this deficiency as an ethnological “lack of interest”, with which the current 
european unification process, the “new europe”, will be overlooked.

diFFerent ethnologiCal “speCial paths” in europe

gottfried korff convincingly explained that in the 1950s the internationally agreed upon 
introduction of european ethnology is to be seen in the context of the early european 
unification process itself and thus, “10 years after the ‘völkisch’ (the national) disaster,” as 
an attempt to end the „german Sonderweg“ in europe with regard to Volkskunde (korff 
1996). german Volkskunde, however, as i have already mentioned, took a different path – 
that of a decided modernization and in connection with that the de-nationalization of the 
field. in retrospect and most of all from a comparative point of view, however, these efforts 
at innovation, as noted by tamás hofer, were shaped by a “germanness” of the debate:

When in the 1970s traditional ethnology in many parts of Europe moved 
closer to the social sciences and established new contacts with (mostly 
English speaking) anthropologists, the German ethnologists were already 
immersed into their own critical revolution and were constructing their 
own new theoretical research frame, mostly of home-made materials. The 
original impetus for the German reform (or revolution) in ethnology came 
from a negation of German nationalism. Because of the success of the 
reform-movement, however, contemporary ‘new ethnology’ in Germany is 
making less use of ‘ international’ anthropological inspirations than most 
other European countries. (hofer 1996: 95)

hofer aptly labeled this unwanted continuation of a Sonderweg as a typical “latent ethnicity” 
for the “national schools of european ethnology” (hofer 1996) and thus confirmed the 
findings of orvar löfgren, who found that the efforts in sweden to introduce an european 
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ethnology, although started at the same time, developed completely differently than in 
germany and has lead to highly different results – a circumstance which allows löfgren 
to speak of ethnological “tribes” in europe, which are shaped by different “styles of doing 
Volkskunde” (löfgren 1996).

Consequently, the stated diversity of contemporary european ethnology is to be 
explained by divergent national academic traditions, but also by the current “cultural back-
ground” of national academic output. however, one is currently not only able to observe the 
national Sonderwege in european ethnology but also in the clearly internationally organized 
field of anthropology. in this regard, tomas gerholm and ulf hannerz asked whether the 
“plurality” of national practices in anthropology, which actually fundamentally contradicts 
a universal “world order of anthropology”, exists precisely because of the dependence of these 
anthropologies on their respective cultures – and that there is a yet to be defined “unity” of 
the field within this very “diversity” (gerholm and hannerz 1982). since then, answers to 
this question have been given in particular in the “postcolonial debate.” in this debate “local 
knowledge” is no longer seen as backward and its producers, the national anthropologies, no 
longer as irrelevant – on the contrary: the voices of these national anthropologies are under-
stood as an expression of “cultural diversity” and their academic interpretations as well as 
their theoretical concepts seen as necessary local adaptations of anthropological meta-theories 
shaped by the national context. local and/or national “self knowledge” – and with it the for 
european ethnology so characteristic “license to talk about oneself” (lindner 2000) – gains 
in this way an increasing importance in the global anthropological community. and thus, 
in the national Sonderwege of european ethnology appears to lay a specific opportunity for 
the discipline. though to be sure: on its Sonderwege, european ethnology will not be able 
to solve its problems of content.

and thereFore europe?

orvar löfgren presented an overview how swedish european ethnology orientated itself 
increasingly more internationally and anthropologically in the early 1970s and how, in doing 
so, however, it also became more swedish with regard to its geographical area of research. 
in this rather paradoxical situation, as löfgren summed up, the prefix “european” which 
was adopted from sigurd erixon amounts just to rhetoric and no longer had any meaning 
in regard to content. and in fact, a new interest for europe was not established in sweden 
until after the “political turn” of 1989 and thus a european ethnology has once again come 
up for discussion and – as in other parts of europe – has become a topic (löfgren 1996).

as this last example should illustrate, the existing diversity of the represented posi-
tions, like the incredible diversity of Sonderwegen of the ethnological and meanwhile also 
anthropological disciplines in europe may be an actual expression of that attitude which 
ernest gellner referred to with regard to the founding of easa in 1989 as an – arguably not 
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unproblematic – “particularistic love of culture in contemporary europe” (gellner 1993). 
however, the different anthropological and ethnological traditions in europe should – as 
thomas hylland eriksen (1991) pointed out on the same occasion – be seen less as an obsta-
cle than as an intellectually active and also epistemologically productive field. What needs 
to happen is the development of a “network of perspectives” in a “european ethnological 
dialog” (segalen 1989) and thus the discovery of a “unity” in respect to content within the 
disciplinary “diversity”.

“unity in diversity” – this phrase borrowed from eu-propaganda (mcdonald 1996) is 
more than a play on words, it indeed refers to a central problem. For european ethnology 
reflects the history and present day of europe from the nation-state segmentation to the 
division of the continent in “east” and “West” to the european unification process – and 
is as such positioned (perhaps even stronger than anthropology) “among the powers”. the 
communication and translation project “european ethnology“ suggested here – which 
must also be indirectly understood as institutional reaction to the currently emerging 
“european research area” – can only withdraw itself with great difficulty from this not 
wholly unproblematic involvement. as this european ethnology is also effectively inspired 
by this europeanization process, it is also subjected to a crucial change right now in its 
categorical basis – exemplified by terms such as “territory” or “people-hood” (borneman 
and Fowler 1997).

europe as a “master symbol” is politically fiercely fought over – and a european 
ethnology which deals with this “europe” is inevitably involved in these discussions. but 
europeanization which not least was made possible by the “political turn” of 1989 is also very 
much part of a transcending process of trans-nationalization. a “new” european ethnology 
has yet to position itself toward it with regard to content. in doing so, it must not see europe 
as isolated, but rather understand itself institutionally as “cumulative microstructuring of the 
global ecumene” as an “ethno-anthropological” discipline, that is to say, one which makes the 
“simultaneity of the asynchronous” (of nationalism and transnational processes, for example, 
or of the “first” modernity and “second” modernity) a central issue and in so doing, knows 
how to use the resources of the “old” european ethnology that was Volkskunde.

so, i have arrived at a different answer than peter niedermüller. as a reminder: in the 
face of current transformations, niedermüller had called for the establishment of a genu-
inely “new” european ethnology. this would devote itself: one, to research on “complex 
societies” while, two, limiting itself to its “own society” and, three, to an “expanded present 
time”. the research should, four, foreground the “cultural construction” of late modern and 
“glocally” constituted european societies, which, five, should be examined by methods of 
discourse analysis and an ethnographic approach (niedermüller 2002).

this new european ethnology has for various reasons never been discussed. i view these 
five points with some skepticism. most of all, however, i do not see sufficient evidence to 
justify a call for a “new” european ethnology. at the same time, however, i see it as indis-
putable that current transformational processes are profoundly changing not only our field 
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of research, but also our academic discipline. For the Volkskunde of the german-speaking 
countries, as i have argued, this means – to put it somewhat dramatically – its end, the end 
of a long, in many ways also successful Sonderweg. this “end” is evident not least in the 
fact that an increasing “anthropologization” of the research, and of our understanding of 
the discipline, can be observed at the current time. thus, german Volkskunde understands 
itself, much like some “sister disciplines” in other countries – to use the term coined by 
famous Croatian ethnologist dunja rihtman-auguštin – as an ethno-anthropological 
discipline. it is “anthropological” because it has its place in international anthropology, and 
it is ethnological – and this appears to me to be a specific feature in europe – because it 
will still be focused on it “own”, perhaps on “european” society (rihtman-auguštin 1999).

thus, i am arguing for a further, perhaps even indeed a new Sonderweg – “Sonderweg” 
of european ethnology. i have tried to characterize this european ethnology as a com-
munication project, a “network of perspectives” (johler 2003). as such, it shows, perhaps, 
a convincing european “unity in diversity”. i admit, of course, that the shared european 
“umbrella” i am asking for is not without its own problems, since it clearly stands within 
the context of the more or less well-liked political process of european unification. this 
can be an opportunity or a risk, but it is clear, at least from the perspective of a european 
ethnology in the german-speaking countries just in the process of finding itself, that such 
a common “umbrella” over the disciplines is urgently necessary, not least in the face of the 
present pressure to internationalize.

but one other thing is also clear: this “european” european ethnology is not very 
well positioned at the moment. it has no real intellectual center and the number of shared 
projects and networks that go beyond concrete research topics is limited. our only flagship 
at the moment seems to be the “ethnologia europaea”, but also the sieF and the easa. 
but of course the old, but modernized national schools – like slovenian ethnology and the 
ljubljana institute – have been in this regard the spearhead in the past and could be the 
spearhead in the future with others. and that would be – in my mind – a good as well as 
a realistic vision for us: in the current times of change we do have an urgent need for new 
centers of ethno-anthropological thinking in europe.

ConClusion: birthdaY Wishes

jubilees – such as the sixtieth anniversary of the institute of slovenian ethnology – allow 
us foremost to take a proud look back. one can be proud of one’s own past and the scholarly 
achievements of the present. but just as important is a look towards the future. the future 
of our discipline is, however, certainly european. the road that we must take – as argued 
from a german perspective in this paper – is a “european dialog”. this dialog does not have 
to be completely reinvented, but rather can be based on – as a look at slovenian Volkskunde 
reveals – a long tradition, renowned representatives as well as important research projects. 
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From the german (and also austrian) view, a synopsis of slovenian volkskunde (similar 
to that for Croatia; cf. johler 2003) would be just as important as the continuation of the 
historiography of Volkskunde that had started together (johler and Fikfak 2008) or the 
implementation of collective european research on the present (johler 2012).

reFerenCes

Ulrich Beck et al. (eds.)
1996 Reflexive Modernisierung. Eine Kontroverse. Frankfurt a. M.: Suhrkamp.

Borneman, John and Nick Fowler
1997 Europeanization. Annual Review of Anthropology 26: 487–514.

Bendix, Regina and Tatjana Eggeling (eds.)
2004 Namen und was sie bedeuten. Zur Namensdebatte im Fach Volkskunde. Göttingen: Schmerse-Verlag.

Brückner, Wolfgang
1992 Volkskunde im Abwind. In: Bayerische Blätter für Volkskunde 19: 193–196.

Eriksen, Thomas Hylland
1991 A Community of European Social Anthropologists. Current Anthropology 32: 75–78.

Erixon, Sigurd
1937 Regional European Ethnology. Folkliv: 89–107.

Fikfak, Jurij and Reinhard Johler (eds.)
2008 Ethnographie in Serie. Zu Produktion und Rezeption der „Österreichisch-ungarischen Monarchie in 

Wort und Bild“. Wien: Verlag des Instituts für Europäische Ethnologie.

Gellner, Ernest
1993 Anthropology and Europe. Social Anthropology 1 (1A): 1–7.

Gerholm, Tomas and Ulf Hannerz
1982 Introduction: The shaping of National Anthropologies. Ethnos 45: 5–35.

Gingrich, Andre
1999 Erkundungen. Themen der ethnologischen Forschung. Wien et al.: Böhlau.
2000 Überlokale Liminalitäten. Notizen zu Übergängen in der Welt und zu solchen in den Wissenschaften. 

Kuckuck 15: 24–27.

Hofer, Tamás
1996 National Schools of European Ethnology and the Question of “Latent Ethnicity”. Ethnologia 

Europaea 26: 89–96.
1999 Ein Jahrzehnt in der ungarischen Ethnographie. Österreichische Zeitschrift für Volkskunde 53 (102): 

500–510.

Johler, Reinhard
2001 Ach Europa! Zur Zukunft der Volkskunde. In: König, Gudrun and Gottfried Korff (eds.), Volkskunde 

’00. Hochschulreform und Fachidentität. Hochschultagung der Deutschen Gesellschaft für Volkskunde 
in Tübingen. Tübingen: TVV, 165–180.

2002 Wieviel Europa braucht die Europäische Ethnologie? Die Volkskunden in Europa und die „Wende“. 
In: Köstlin, Konrad et al. (eds.), Die Wende als Wende? Orientierungen Europäischer Ethnologien 
nach 1989. Wien: Verlag des Instituts für Europäische Ethnologie,150–165.

2003 European Ethnology: A Chance for an anthropological „East-West“-Dialogue? In: Anastasoaie, 
Viroel et al. (eds.), Breaking the Wall: Representing Anthropology and Anthropological Representations 
in Post-Communist Eastern Europe. Cluj-Napoca: EFES, 275–286.

reinhard johler, doing european ethnologY in a time oF Change. the metamorphosis oF ... 



254

2005 Re-thinking Socialism and Culture in Germany. An Ethnological Approach. In: Roth, Klaus (ed.), 
Sozialismus. Realitäten und Illusionen. Ethnologische Aspekte der sozialistischen Alltagskultur. Wien: 
Verlag des Instituts für Europäische Ethnologie, 213–222.

2012 „Hibridismus“. Istrien, die Volkskunde und die Kulturtheorie. Zeitschrift für Volkskunde 108 (1): 
1–21.

Johler, Reinhard (ed.)
2012 Wo is Europa?/Where is Europe?/Où est l’Europe? Dimensionen und Erfahrungen des neuen Europa. 

Tübingen: TVV.

Johler, Reinhard and Bernhard Tschofen (eds.)
2008 Empirische Kulturwissenschaft. Eine Tübinger Enzyklopädie. Tübingen: TVV (Untersuchungen des 

Ludwig-Uhland-Instituts der Universität Tübingen; 100).

Johler, Reinhard et al. (eds.)
2001 Kroatische Volkskunde/Ethnologie in den Neunzigern. Ein Reader. Wien: Verlag des Instituts 

für Europäische Ethnologie (Veröffentlichungen des Instituts für Europäische Ethnologie der 
Universität Wien; 22). 

2010 Doing Anthropology in Wartime and War Zones: World War I and the Cultural Sciences in Europe. 
Bielefeld: Transkript.

Kaschuba, Wolfgang
1999 Einführung in die Europäische Ethnologie. München: Beck.

Korff, Gottfried
1996 Namenswechsel als Pradigmenwechsel? Die Umbenennung des Faches Volkskunde an deutschen 

Universitäten als Versuch einer Entnationalisierung. In: Weigel, Sigrid and Birgit Erdle (eds.), 
Fünfzig Jahre danach. Zur Nachgeschichte des Nationalsozialismus. Zürich: vdf, 403–434. 

Köstlin, Konrad et al. (eds)
2002 Die Wende als Wende? Orientierungen Europäischer Ethnologien nach 1989. Wien: Verlag des Instituts 

für Europäische Ethnologie. Wien

Lindner, Rolf
2000 Die Stunde der Cultural Studies. Wien: WUV.

Löfgren, Orvar
1996 Linking the Local, the National and the Global: Past and Present Trends in European Ethnology. 

Ethnologia Europaea 26: 89–96.

Lutz, Gerhard
1970 Deutsche Volkskunde und europäische Ethnologie. Zur Wissenschaftsgeschichte der 50er Jahre. 

Ethnologia Europaea 4: 26–32.

McDonald, Maryon
1996 “Unity in Diversity": Some Tensions in the Construction of Europe. Social Anthropology 4 (1): 47–60.

Niedermüller, Peter
2002 Europäische Ethnologie. Deutungen, Optionen, Alternativen. In: Köstlin, Konrad et. al. (eds.), Die 

Wende als Wende? Orientierungen Europäischer Ethnologien nach 1989. Wien: Verlag des Instituts 
für Europäische Ethnologie, 27–82.

Rihtmann-Auguštin, Dunja
1999 Die kroatische Ethnologie und die Herausforderungen der neunziger Jahre. Österreichische Zeitschrift 

für Volkskunde 53 (102): 510–515.

Segalen, Martine
1989 Introduction. In: Segalen, Martine (ed.), L’autre et le semblable. Regards sur l’ethnologie des sociétés 

contemporaines. Paris: Presse de CNRS, 7–17.

on european ethnologY



255

1997 Ethnologie française – ethnologies européennes. Ethnologie française 27 (3): 367–373.

Schild, Georg and Anton Schindling (eds.)
2009 Kriegserfahrungen. Krieg und Gesellschaft in der Neuzeit. Neue Horizonte der Forschung. Paderborn: 

Schöningh.

Warneken, Bernd Jürgen
1999 Völkisch nicht beschränkte Volkskunde. Eine Erinnerung an die Gründungsphase des Faches vor 

100 Jahren. Zeitschrift für Volkskunde 95: 169–196.

evropska etnologija v Času sprememb.
spremembe disCipline (v nemČiji in evropi)

Na razvoj posamičnih znanstvenih disciplin do določene mere vplivajo naključja, seveda pa tudi 
strukturne spremembe v raziskovalni pokrajini. Tako je, npr., trenutno v Nemčiji opazen silen 
pritisk k internacionalizaciji. Hkrati gre za reforme, ki so del bolonjskega procesa, discipline 
in njihovi oddelki pod naraščajočim pritiskom sodelovanja z drugimi oddelki, tj. pri vpeljavi 
novih diplomskih in magistrskih programov, in prevladujočo obliko podpore raziskovanju, tj. v 
velikih interdisciplinarnih projektij v t. i. sodelovalnih raziskovalnih centrih. Sodelovanje posebej 
prizadeva polja bolj ali manj majhnih disciplin – kulturne antropologije ali evropske etnologije 
ali empirične vede o kulturi. S takšnim razvojem je geografija volkskunde v nemško govorečih 
deželah v procesu odločilnih sprememb. 
Trenutne spremembe se vpisujejo v daljnosežnejši razvoj. Le redke vede so doživele takšno spre-
membo paradigme kakor volkskunde na nemškem jezikovnem obmoju. To je povezano z njeno 
zgodovino (in njeno vpletenostjo v nacionalsocializem), mogoče pa jih je pojasniti tudi s korenito 
spremenjenim raziskovalnim poljem – od kmečke družbe h globaliziranemu vsakdanjiku 21. 
stoletja. Lahko se vprašamo, ali gre pri tem “posebna nemška pot” volkskunde h koncu? In, ali 
gre disciplina skupaj z nacionalnimi sestrskimi disciplinami kot evropska etnologija k skupni 
evropski prihodnosti?
Prispevek skuša na podlagi ozadja strokovnega razvoja v evropskem okviru osvetliti težave, a tudi 
možnosti za takšen evropski projekt. Po avtorjevem mneju so možnosti za »evropski etnološki 
dialog«, pri čemer ima prav slovenska etnologija kot posredovalka med različnimi strokovnimi 
izročili pomembno vlogo. Za to pa – in za sklep prispevka – moramo okrepiti skupne projekte.
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