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The Epistemology of the Arbour. On the Intersectionof Nature and Technology in
Adalbert Stifter

I would like to begin with two bold propositionsh& first one goes like this: in addition to
public museums, the institutions for the storag®cessing and transmission of collected
historical materials, as well as materials of fgrecultures, the arbour, as a space of nature in
which nature and technology peculiarly interseahks as the other, and equally important,
central institution of the 1®century. This importance is nowhere more manitean in
Adalbert Stifter's work. By virtue of their affiryt in Stifter’ work, the museum and the
arbour become models for the literary work or fokiad of literature in general which is,
according to conventional literary historical caiggs, labelled as “Biedermeier literature”.
The second proposition bears on this literary hisab category. If we recognise the
connection between museums and exhibition spacgeeonne hand, and the arbour on the
other, we may arrive at the conclusion that “Biedeier literature”, which was invented at
the time of the German literary critical movemdbeistesgeschichtehad never actually
existed in the form in which it was invented in #820s and 1930s.

These bold propositions may well require substdoha For at the time of the
invention of the Biedermeier, the phenomenon of “d®our” was primarily mentioned in
descriptions of Biedermeier everyday life or lifgstin order to refer to what Julius Wiegand
somewhat dismissively characterised as “Viennessd Rehicken-Gemdutlichkeit” (Wiegand
1928, 343). This phrasing sums up all the famiiigrary historical descriptions of this era
that speak about political and aesthetic consesvatia withdrawal into a non-political
privacy, metaphysical resignation etc. The arbagomes a symbol of the Biedermeier, and
the Biedermeier itself becomes a general term ¥eryhing “which can be united under the
heading of the philistine, the ‘arbour’, from thetary taste and a liking for Romanticism to
the nightcap and embroidered wall hangings” (Zolr@85, 27).

Yet despite the disparagement, both citations ptminthe fact that the arbour as a
construction became the epitome of new bourgeasyeday practices, or a new bourgeois
lifestyle, for it proved to be the ideal place be tadequate site for a variety of practices that
made up bourgeois everyday life. This constructias the preferred site for all kinds of
communal or solitary activities for members of theily as well as for guests and friends,
such as meals spent together, amiable chit-chatilyfecelebrations, solitary reading and
contemplation, handicraft etcAlready in the self-perception of the era, theoarbbecame
the emblem of a new social behaviour rooted inBigungsideethe idea of self-cultivation,
described by th&eistesgeschichis domestic idyll or non-political resignation.

It was therefore no accident that first a journani Leipzig (1853) and then a
Viennese journal (1867) borrowed its title fromstlgarden facility. These journals which,
like the majority of the genre, “conceived of thates as books of remembrance for culture
and education”, did not only set out to populassence and did not only supply the readers
with light fiction, but were thereby agencies oflipcal enlightenment too. The most
remarkable characteristic of these journals, howewvas that as widely distributed mediums

! Cf. for example Erasmus von Engaftiener Hausgarte(\Wiener Vorstadtgarteraround 1828—1830, oil on
canvas, Berlin, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin — Pisalifér Kulturbesitz, Nationalgalerie); Carl AugSsthaeffer,
GrolRvaters Geburtstagpil on canvas, 1863, Breslau).

2 Even Nemoianu’s description remains indebted i® approach to the everyday phenomenon of the tatbo
influenced by Geistesgeschichte, as he says thechibice of the journabartenlaubeexpressed the connection
between domestic idyll and educational didacticis§iiis revival [of idyllism] could use idyllism i serious
and didactic vein, as the more popular literatureGerman did, all the way down to tl@&artenlaube’
(Nemoianu 1984, 39)



of knowledge transfer they inscribed themselves ihé tradition of memory culture in such a
way that the peculiar graphic construction of therpal modelled different types of memory
and knowledge construction, and conversely, thdemifit arrangements of journal
construction engendered different types of knowdedgnstruction (Graevenitz 1993, 283,
296). In the case of th&artenlaube as opposed to thBlustrierte Zeitung Schorer’s
Familienblatt or theJahrbuch der lllustrierten deutschen Monatsheé&edirect reference is
created between the architectural constructionthadprinted “organ of the family and the
people, of freedom and progress”, as the subtftthe Austrian version has it. Therefore, it
may not be a pointless detour if we first do nahtto the question of how an immaterial
construction of knowledge is created by the prinp@ges of the journal, into which also
Stifter's essayDie Gartenlaube ignscribed which itself contributes to the shapirfgtiee
journal, but rather turn directly to the problemhaiw the very spatiality of the arbour as an
architectural construction is laid out.

For the moment, it can be stated with certaintyt taebours are transitional
phenomena. They are neither buildings with impetddr walls that completely encircle and
close off an internal space, nor are they buildimgghout any spatial demarcation and
hindrance to the transgression of these boundartesy are neither purely natural products
nor artefacts created by man alone. They are tranal forms and, consequently, forms of
mediation between an encompassed interior and #ari@x and thus between a human
construction and a natural formation. It might heta hasty conclusion if already at this point
| put forward the claim that it is precisely thdaur that makes us realise the process of how
solidified relations become instable and, accorgingow the distinction between culture and
nature blurs. The artificial and the human canreubambiguously assigned to an enclosed
interior as in the case of a residential building éxample, which encompasses an artificial
internal space by isolating it from an externalcgpahich is natural. And conversely, the
natural and the original, from which a human spaceupposed to be taken away by
cultivation, are not self-evidently external to thdbour, for the arbour is a facility which
precisely does not exclude nature, that is to $ag a human construction which is not
defined as the antithesis of nature. In the arbone, is simultaneously in a human space and
in the space of nature. It is only in the arbouhat is to say, in a state in which nature and
culture cannot be told apart — that a certain mthpe presents itself from which the
difference between nature and culture can finalyobserved. To be in the arbour means to
be able to observe this difference. In this setise,arbour is an “institution” that exists in
order to make the artificiality of the differencetwveen nature and culture apparent. The fact
that it can fulfil this “institutional” duty is du&o its “layout”, its structure. As a first step in
the substantiation of the above propositions, wes hia explore this structure.

In the German Dictionary of the Grimm brothers, thAdour as a transitional
phenomenon is first described from the perspeativarchitecture. Under the headword
“summer arbour” one finds the meaningréezy veranda, a space resembling a hall or a
saloon next to or in a houseand under “arbour”: ih the case of Bavarian and Swiss
farmhouses, the arbour is an external passagewalgohy, gallery around an upper floor
[...] in the case of urban or aristocratic housesisita gallery at the back of an upper floor
used for eating and business purposé&rimm and Grimm, vol. 16, col. 1542). As a
transitional form of architecture which breaks wiitle concept of encompassment, the arbour
represents the phenomenon which Walter Benjamingrases and describes as the pre-
eminent site for experiencing modernitymost frequently, however, as a covered
passageway of a street or a market with pointsatéf E..] in many towns there is still such a
thing, the name of which is supplemented with whatffered for sale in them, cf. ‘bread
arbour’, ‘cloth arbour’, ‘buying arbour’, ‘trade abour™. If we consider the transitional
phenomenon of the arbour from the other directioom the perspective of nature, we leave



the realm of house and urban construction andeamithat of garden architecturand so a
type of garden art reaching progress assumed thmenaalthough hardly before the 16
century, for the covered parts of the garden créditg means of bushes and tendrils [...] and
this is the usual meaning of the arbour until tigd tentury” (Grimm and Grimm 1984, vol.
12, col. 291-292).

In the 18" century, the arbour in all its various forms -assade and as different types
of resting place — becomes a regular feature ofleyamrchitecture. In the ¥8and 14
centuries, it is discussed as an indispensablegbagarden architecture in all the important
treatises on the subject. The arbour becomes arajeteem for all the transitional forms
between house and garden, between culture ancenatsuch as the exedra, the pergola, the
veranda etc. (Mylius et al. 1894, 240-245; Lamled Stahl 1898, 87-91) — and the sole
reason for this is that it embodies in its own latyan its own structure the interconnection of
nature and culture, or nature and technology ieailar way, namely by intersection. To be
in the arbour means to be located in a place wlaistan encompassment, has its origin in its
peculiar spatiality which stems from the intersattof nature and technology. But how are
we to imagine this interconnection? The best wagrtewer this question is to have a look at
the article on the “arbour” in Kruenitz@economischen Encyclopadie

2. In High German, it is most commonly a hut sunaed by green plants; Latasa frondeaFr. Cabinet de
Verdure, Feuillée, TonnelleA green arbour, in contrast to the arbour in the first meaning; axbour-hut,
garden arbour, summer arbour, leisure-hut, a letbuilding constructed out of oaken pillars, unbdrand
extensively covered with neatly cut slats in a gardround which all kinds of shady trees and byshkih |
will show shortly, have been planted and raisedh hignd the foliage of which is tied onto the skxighat the hut
is covered by them from above and from the sidesne can sit in its shade as in a room. (Kruet¥z3-1858,
vol. 65 [1794], col. 638)

What is here somewhat verbosely described as “sxtely covered with neatly cut slats”, is
nothing else but a trellis-work, that is a framekvevhich forces the plants “raised high”
around the framework to take up a certain form, tben of a covered and arched
passageway, or alternatively, a similarly coverat m which the branches of the plants are
tied onto the slats of the trellis-work. The essentthe arbour consists in the fact that the
foliage completely envelops the trellis-work wherebe effect of naturalness arises from an
artificial, architectural form. This effect, theepnsists in an oscillation between the imitation
and the production of nature. For on the one h#ra arbour imitates phenomena found in
nature; passageways and spots covered and archethyofoliage in the forest. On the other
hand, the arbour confronts us with the fact thaatwlie perceive as natural and as a cosy
place to be, does in fact only appear as such Bedagan serve as a projection surface for a
culturally conditioned gaze. To put it another waig perceive formations as natural into
which we can project certain abstract, architettpatterns and what is more, nature is only
produced by this projection. The arbour itself he tmbodiment of the relation between
imitation and production. It makes this relatioregent in its own way: the slats and the
tendrils in the wall of the arbour intersect thensaway as imitation and production intersect
in the specific nature experience with which thigoar provides its visitor: in the arbour one
becomes aware that real nature, naturalness prapeesting place” for the human and an
ideal site for all kinds of social activities, isver to be thought of as the Other of artificial —
technological or architectural — production butay in intersection with it. Evidence can be
found for the understanding of the arbour from pleespective of its imitative character just

% The first meaning: “a building covered from aboaeshelter, a part of a building covered from abwe open
on the sides; [...] When such an arbour is vacaig,athall whose roof rests on many pillars, whare can
move around freely and has a free view on all sidlés also called a shelter [Schoppdngrgula Porticus®
(Kruenitz 1773-1858, vol. 65 (1794), col. 636—-637)



as well as for the stressing of its produced chiaraéccording to Hirschfeld, nature creates
its “arbours in woodlands out of the thick, spreadl and drooping blankets of the foliage. It
is precisely the freedom and artless carelessnigéissmivich it builds, that the landscape artist
should seek to imitate in his works” (Hirschfeld8D7 71). In his article on the trellis-work,
Kruenitz, by contrast, mentions, in addition toetatts manufactured by carpenters, trellis-
works whereby nature and technology cannot bendistshed from each other from the
outset, and which rather belong to the art of gairde

What we call trellis-work and arch-work, latticewoibolted framework, treillage in gardens, are ey
walls, arbours, portals, archways, berceaux andrailecorations which used to be made out of nasiais
planed and nailed together crosswise and, to aghietter durability, treated with oil paint, or whisome
skilful gardeners, using trees and hedges, withloeitassistance of carpenters, know how to put hegednd
keep in its neatly-cut form in the most delicatenmex and, as much as possible in accordance wéh th
architecture [...] Natural trellis-works and boltedhheworks, or those grown out of the green folizaye,
shaped by the branches, which are looped into et with great expertise and diligence using wdre, and
are supported by large lattices, tyres and polég;iwthus present covered passageways, archessvauinmer
arbours, halls, clefts, set of pillars and supplet®¢o the natural covers without any added visitd#is-work.
They belong precisely to the places where theiastiftrellis-works fit. (Kruenitz 1773-1858, vol8 [1779],
col. 560, 563-564)

The best-known example of this is probably Kuffsekrchitectura viv-arboreo-neo-synem-
phyteutica,a book dedicated in its entirety to the art ofducing architectural constructions
out of living trees (Kuffner 1716; fig. 1-2). Nonhly do trellis-work and foliage, that is
technology and nature, coincide there, but we dan abserve to what extent the abstract
principle of the trellis-work as the basis of amghatectural design is imposed upon natural
formations. While in a traditional arbour the sugjpu trellis-work is completely concealed,
just like the principle of the discrete division gfhace (Mahr 2003, 72) on which the lively
entwining and growing of the branches is based, ghinciple is here literally grafted onto the
living construction material: through grafting tbeanches themselves grow to be part of the
trellis-work.

As | said before, the arbour is a place of reflaxam how naturalness arises only from
the intersection of technology and nature. In g@gse, the arbour is also a place of reflexion
on media, which is illustrated, inter alia, by thractice of the “framed view” (Langen 1934,
Mersch 2010, 116, 215). It may well not be a caleoice that the arbour and the framed view
have always been corresponding phenomena. TheHattt was an essential element of
arbours, that due to its placement the arbour edfex more or less framed view of the
scenery, is not only attested by encyclopaediashandbooks (Kruenitz 1773-1858, vol. 65
[1794], col. 640; vol. 55 (1791), col. 512; Mylie$ al. 1894, 241; Lambert and Stahl 1898,
89) but there are plenty of literary descriptiorfsitoas well. Brockes’s poenbie Allee
establishes a connection to this topic, even imfr@ somewhat odd perspective. The poem
gives a detailed description of an architecturahde, built step by step in accordance with
the guidelines, in which the foliage, in full corgpice with the basic principle of the arbour,
completely conceals the trellis-work, in this cades natural trellis-work of branches and
trunks.

Des grinen Kerckers holde Lange

Treibt den gefangnen Blick in eine schdne Enge;

Er hofft, voll slisser Furcht, dal3 gar kein Ende sey
Und wird, wie matt er gleich, dennoch mit Unmutéyfr
In diesem angenehmen Steige

Gehorcheten nicht nur

Die schlancken Baume, Stamm’ und Zweige,

Nein, gar die Blatter selbst der gleich gezog’'nehrfir.
Die Aste sind durchs Laub verdeckt,



Worinnen gar die Stamme selbst versteckt.
Dahero scheints, als ob das griine Laub
Sich, ohne Stamm, auf Sand und Staub,
Als war’ es aufgemauert, griinde.

The leaves “cross each other” in the wall of thasgageway and the peculiar construction of
the arbour creates a kind of mixed world in itsc@npassed) interior; “heat and coldness,
light and night” mix in it. In a self-address ah&erful soul”, the lyrical | encourages himself
to correspond in his inner self to this mixed wodt the arbour by letting “reflexion”
“couple” with “enjoyment” and “pleasure with meditan” in himself. This creates the basis
for a possible play of substitutions. Not only e tndividual elements of these oppositions —
heat/coldness, light/night, reflexion/enjoymentegdure/meditation — become substitutable
and not only are these ready for chiastic invessitiit the interior of the arbour, in which the
beholder himself sojourns, also becomes intercharigewith the inner self of the human
being. If we further follow the logic of this suliatability, we may find a possible correlation
between the human being, who is something extamralation to his or her inner self (his or
her soul) and the arbour which is something extamaelation to the human located in it.
And since the structure of the interior of the anbfwllows directly from the structure of its
exterior, of its encompassing surface, that isblleading of heat/coldness, light/night follows
from the intersecting of the leaves, the humarhenarbour can experience himself or herself
as a being whose inner (spiritual) structure fo#ladvwrectly from the structure of his or her
encompassing surface, in other words, from theusgrngerception of his or her body, and
consequently his or her self-reference is also qagsible through the mediation of this
surface:

Ich fuhlt’ und sah in diesen Blischen,
Wie durch der Blatter griine Pracht

Sich Hitz’ und Kalte, Licht und Nacht,
Nach langem Kampfen, endlich mischen,
Und unter den belaubten Zweigen

Die Kihlung und die Damm’rung zeugen.

On the one hand, due to the wording “I felt and"stéae process described here can refer both
to the interior of the arbour and to the inner sélfhe human sojourning in the arbour. On the
other hand, the wording displays the gradual blegdif the sensuous (sight) and the non-
sensuous (feeling) in the human self-references tlhe cognitive achievement of the arbour
that due to its layout the human being can expeednmself or herself as such a compound
phenomenon.

The way sight and the object of sight are stagethé poem corresponds to this
specific kind of self-experience. The alley stratghforward for a long distance is described
as a prison of the gaze since it confines the fafldision and thus determines the line of
vision. This external and, as it were, violent deieation of the line of vision is, however,
experienced as a kind of safety and the gaze, pifiexb as a prisoner, anticipates its own
liberation at the end of the passageway “with disent”, where the field of vision can
expand into the unknown, so to speak, althoughetite of the passageway appears as the
“goal” of the eyes. It even “hopes” that the coefiment of the field of vision will not cease
and it will be able to grope forward infinitely the passageway. Due to the personification of
the gaze, this staging suggests the allegoricatprgtation that the alley is the road of life
and the gaze groping forward is the human being tsdnels on his or her road of life and
hopes that he or she will never have to reach tigeoé the road. Even though the fact that
there is a predetermined route for life and a pexdened direction for the gaze appears as
imprisonment, its liberation, that is death whelne gaze can dissipate aimlessly is more



terrifying than the pursuit of this predestinedhpakhe answer to the question ‘what causes
this discontent of the gaze at the end, at the gbabs course?’ is to be found in the scenes
that befall the beholder. Figures appear crossiegpassageway as if coming and going
through the invisible doors of the green wall. Tdhesenes prompt the beholder to ponder life
and he interprets the sudden emergence, the dagrtand the swift disappearance of the
figures as the model of human life as such. THat &s a whole can be grasped by the
beholder is down to the spatial arrangement oaitheur and to the framed view it enables. It
is only for a gaze imprisoned in the passagewalyliieacan appear as purposeful, it is only
the framed view imposed upon the beholder thatlesdbm or her to grasp life as a whole,
in other words, to make an image of life: “Es sokeidies Gesicht ein Bild / Von unserm
Lebens-Lauf zu seyn.” (Brockes 1753, 233-234, ZB&6s opportunity, however, persists
only as long as one stays in the passageway thattlsee imprisonment of the mediatised
gaze. For only this mediatisation allows one —airse never in relation to one’s own life,
but always in relation to the lives of others —irtagine life as an image and to attribute a
kind of teleology to life. If the direction, the thaof the gaze was not predetermined, one
would not be able to experience the lives of otlasran image and to imagine one’s own life
as such. Brockes’s poem speaks of the human aglg gensuous and partly non-sensuous
mixed being whose exclusively immaterial self-refere is impossible, as well of the fact that
the idea of life as something teleological can oahsue from a mediatised perception
imprisoned by dispositives. In the course of tkiig arbour, or as Brockes calls it, the alley
appears as an incubation space of this double iexger

We can find evidence for the connectedness of thedd view and the arbour in
Stifter, for example in the short-story entitlédius

She showed him her fish in the ponds, and thedlfishe guided him upwards on a path arched oveddrk
green chestnut trees until they reached the arlbeurfavourite place where she knitted, drew, aatirGel3ner
and Haller. And indeed, you had to admire the fgirlfinding a place for reading that harmonisedasdl with
these minds. The arbour is set on a little hilkthe shadow of two giant lime trees and overlooks rtfanor
house through a natural or artificially cut openinghe park, as well as the most beautiful pathefvalley and
its mountains which, crossing the distant high maims from a very sharp angle, offer a surprisiegspective.
But what made the sight of these mountains towearirgyich a noble way impressive beyond all desongust
as our young couple reached the arbour, was treuelyi favourable illumination. [...] The river psilk silver-
white ribbon through the larger valley, and the gwappear in the landscape like polished crystdaépl
Watching the sublime tableau arranged by the gseafeall painters, the two of them stood there linghe view
until the young man broke the silence: “A scenetlierbrush of my friend, indeed”. (Stifter 2002-28)

This description makes clear that it is integrakhe essence of the arbour that the natural
formations and the human contribution to these &tioms are indistinguishable in it. They
are entangled in each other and the specific dognitotential of the arbour is precisely due
to this entanglement. This entanglement is alstecefd here in the fact that it remains
completely undecidable whether we are dealing thighobservation and description of nature
or images. Stifter draws on arbour scenes in otherks as well, which confront the
interpreter with similar complications. In one a$ fate works he confesses that he himself is
“not free” from the sin of writing “love stories ithe arbour”. He makes this confession in an
essay on the arbour entitléslartenlaubeand published in the first issue of the Austrian
periodical Gartenlaube We have to go into this essay at length now olepto expose the
arbour as a basic principle of Stifter's poeticd.fibst glance, this essay indeed seems to
evoke over a couple of pages that “Viennese friedken-Gemiuitlichkeit” which represents
Biedermeier lifestyle or attitude towards life fémose who sought to conceive of the
Biedermeier in literary or cultural historical regp as an unoriginal era or as an afterglow.
This impression primarily stems from the fact tBafter describes a number of characteristic
situations which have the arbour as their ideal Sihese brief descriptions are all composed



in a way that they constitute a succession of geceses considered to be typical of the era,
thereby creating a chain of images, as it were.

The first group of these genre scenes is made wgitwations in which the arbour is
represented as a place of withdrawal, as a placgafoying out lonely practices which consist
in the increased activity of fantasy. This is hdwe tlearned bachelor” sitting in the arbour is
described as “he has Grecian, Roman and Indichar atyllables with him, or even Greeks
and Romans and Indians and other peoples”. And weedoes not “carry out hard work”,
that is when things past are not made present ghréloe mediation of written documents,
then this “man of scholarship” is visited by “th@adges of those who had great thoughts
before him, the images of the wise, the statesithenscholars, and with the images comes a
certain loftiness that they engendered”. It is mstbeneficial to the fantasy of the poet when
he visits the arbour and “when he lies down to, rastl the external gets through only in
snippets, he is faced with gentle figures that vearedound in his artistic imagination”. The
same happens to the ,history scholar“. When heosads himself with historical records,

a leaf murmurs, a breeze fans him, a sunbeam sggairklsuch a way that they lead him back into @&, o

which a leaf also murmured and which a breeze falsned and to which the sun also sparkled, and igh
unconscious powers he can look back into the tigoe®e by more assuredly within the lively restraiotghe

arbour than he can with his conscious mind withinlifeless restraints of his room.

This group includes the lonely reader as well, vghioot professional anymore, but naive, and
who visits the arbour in the evening and in thetgotion of the loneliness of the arbour
immerses himself or herself in his or her readilagd most of the time he does not interrupt
his reading anymore, a different world emerges radum than the one that was there during
the day, and this world leads him into a purer hoitgalets him see himself more clearly,
and rewards him”. And finally the group also inadsdand the visual artists and composers
who are directly inspired by the structure of thieocair. For them, this structure represents a
kind of stockroom of a variety of forms, it is a hitude, acopia of future representations:
“The architect, the painter, the sculptor see shapel ideas in the web of the tendrils of the
arbour, in the changes in illumination, in the atmmce of colours, which may blossom in
future works, and the leaves whisper dreams ofersongs full of soul to the musician”.

The second group of these images is made up ofesceh social life: the
“paterfamilias” is visited in the arbour by his sjse to speak about the household while the
children are playing; housewives are sitting alonen the company of their children and
carrying out their housework, they are making endanes for instance, the lunch is being
eaten together in the arbour; older women, whor@amore go to church, are reading their
prayers in the arbour; veterans are telling stawesach other about their war adventures in
the company of a bottle of wine; lovers are writioge poems, indulge in their reveries or
make their confessions of love in the arbour.

This series of genre scenes, which is at the same an enumeration of everyday
practices — which in itself makes this text fastimg for research in cultural studies —,
presents the arbour as a multifunctional spacanadeal stage for a variety of practices. But
what is at the core of this multifunctionality? Taeswer to this question is to be found in the
introductory part of the essay, before the imagéseweryday life unfold. The nature
experience in or through the arbour is contrastigd thhe panoramic nature experience:

It is the flight from the distant to the narrow atie limited. If one, trying to lift one’s spiritglimbs up a high
tower which offers an overview of the town andeats/ironment, if one climbs a high mountain surraeahdby
the vastness of space, if one loves the see ahvegipiace is poured out all around one, or eveneéfarifts in a
balloon like a tiny dot across the mighty sky, [.ohe also likes to retreat into small and confiokdmbers in
order to be alone with oneself [...].



The nature experience of the arbour is presentednirast to the panoramic view of nature
which, as described by Richter, as an heithioria the spiritual view of the cosmos as a
whole, is based on a distance between the obsanetrthe observed. In the arbour this
distance is suspended for here it is not abougla sippearing as an image before the eyes of
the beholder but about an encompassment, eveveifyaspecial one, and consequently about
an internal space of nature in which the subjegtearncing nature sojourns. To be in the
arbour means “to be alone with oneself”, in otherdg “to arrive to oneself” or “to return to
oneself” where the whole thing is based on a kihldeing-in-there and not on distance. If one
stops off at this self-encompassment of nature,aoriees to oneself and becomes self-aware.
As Stifter describes it with regard to the naivader: “a different world emerges around him
than the one that was there during the day, arsdwbrld leads him into a purer humanity,
lets him see himself more clearly, and rewards hifgwever, there is something remarkable
about this formulation. For it does not speak at@ouiorld being established “in” the reader,
in his or her inner self or in his or her imagioati but about a world becoming present
“around” the reader. The fact that this is a questif something conceptual, is also supported
by the aforementioned passage about the learneueloacwho not only has his written
documents that he studies “with him”, but also “€k® and Romans and Indians and other
peoples”, which otherwise should be “in” his imaagion. The presentification of the past is
accompanied by a paradoxical relation between ttheriand the outer, or to put it more
precisely, it has its origin in this paradoxicdbten and thus it is to be regarded as its effect.
This paradox can be described as follows (andWwerencounter the play of substitutions that
we found in Brockes): the inner imagination becomsstitutable with the internal space of
the arbour which, however, is an external space®suoding the one in it. If we further follow
the logic of substitutions, the human and the arladso become substitutable, just like in
Brockes. Accordingly, to be in the arbour meansxperience oneself as a human in the
intersection with the arbour, with an external gpacwhich, in this case, is an enclosing
internal space (of nature) — in which the self-eipee takes place. This is how “purer
humanity” ought to be understood: it is a selfrefiee which does not have a fully closed
human inner self which as a prerequisite but arefomner-self’ — paradoxical as it may
sound — that is to be grasped as an intersect®maediacy, of external dispositive and
inner imagination. For the internal space of thieoar, again in the sense of Brockes, is a
mixed world in which an immediacy of the inner @hd outer arises and the experience if the
inner as something “mixed” with the outer becomessible:

As the ancients had creepers painted on the edgeers and sills of their little chambers, so the arbours
covered with real ones, and as the shape and sobfthe painted plants affect the flow of the esadf mind of
the resident, so do the colour and shape of tlrglitendrils in the arbour intermingle with the {gen of the one
dwelling there, as well as the light gently spreadiand even more frequently, the trembling ofaheour, and
from time to time a soft sough reaches the innétls®ugh the ears.

The fact that such an experience is possible atsalue to the structure of the arbour; its
interior stems from its specific way of encompassim&his is not an encompassment which
aims to take some space away from nature to ctétitaand thus to confront nature and
culture. For the boundary of the encompassed spiaeayall of the arbour does not so much
resemble a wall of building, but rather a membrareéch does not belong to any of the
separated sides. For it consist of trellis and tpla the same time, which are inextricably
intertwined, and it is only due to this intertwinem, which is by no means a proper boundary
between the inner and the outer, that is culturd aature, that these distinctions are
impossible in the internal space of the arbour, #wd correspondingly, only through this
suspension of the distinction between internal arternal does the mixed inner world
become place of liveliness: its “lively restrictess” is contrasted by Stifter with the “lifeless



restrictedness” of the room, and its mixed worldaisvorld of “unconscious powers” as
opposed to the “conscious understanding” of theroo

At this point we can return to the question of wbahsequences it has for a journal
and for the specific construction of knowledgedheeys or in which it invites its readers to
enter that it presents itself as an arbour. THereace is brought into play by Stifter himself:
“And may the Gartenlaube, on the slats of whictavéhtied this page/leaf [Blatt], bring all
the benefits that its sisters bring in the gardans, may it blossom happily when its sisters
stand there as a withered trellis or covered withwhiteness of winter” (Stifter 1935, 288—
294). Stifter calls th&artenlaubethe sister of the arbours which stand in gardewlsvéshes
the journal persistence by means of an implied anafyan evergreen arbour which the
journal should be. His wording opens up the way dar analogical relation between the
arbour and th&artenlaube since Stifter refers to his essay, his text dBlatt” — meaning
both leaf and sheet of paper in German —, the masdreets, the pages of the journal acquire
the position of the slats, that is the trellis-wark the arbour. This is only reinforced by
naming the sections of the journal: since the fissue, we have the section “Blatter und
Buthen” [leaves (or pages) and blossoms], and fiteensecond year on the section “Ranken
und Knospen” [tendrils and buds] as well.

As mentioned above, the peculiarity of the arb@iaaonstruction or a specific type
of spatiality consists in the fact that it markd@undary between culture and nature. This
boundary, however, belongs to neither of the sifitegts peculiar structure cannot be derived
from either of the components alone. Neither frone thatural component, from the
intertwining and enwreathing plants, nor from théfiaial one, from the technologically
produced and dead trellis-work. From the perspeatifvsystem theory it can be pointed out
that this boundary as a distinction between culamd nature itself contains a distinction.
This distinction, however, is not dominated by afyhe two sides, in other words: it is not
organised solely according to the logic of eithethmse sides. In fact, its peculiar structure
arises from the intersection of these componerftgshese sides. The analogical relation
between the arbour and tlartenlaubenot only implies that the relation between the {ex
network of meanings) and its medium (the paged®faurnal) can be described as a similar
intersection, but it also means that the readinthefjournal forms an analogical relation to
the sojourn in the arbour as well. And this is Weey point where the question about the
cultural role of arbour changes into a literary ,ooemore precisely, it is at this point that the
intersection of these questions emerges. For isteurn in the arbour makes a specific self-
reference possible which is, as described aboveedb@n the intersection of the outer
dispositive — the mixed boundary encompassing theus from which a mixed world arises
in the interior of the arbour — and the inner sélfthe human in the arbour, then a similar kind
of self-reference is ought to stem from the readihghe Gartnelaube While in the case of
the arbour the specific membrane-boundary consisés intersection of nature and culture,
in the case of thé&artenlaubewe are dealing with a boundary which stems from th
intersection of the text (the network of plantsil dhe medium (the trellis of sheets of paper).
This is substantiated by the headpiece of the glumwhich the letters of the title seem to be
attached to the trellis-work, similarly to the teitglsurrounding them (fig. 3-4).

Thus, theGartenlaubehas a direct reference to a certain architeceoatruction of
garden art which became popular in all classesoofey®> By evoking this architectural

* The title page of the LeipziGartenlaubeinstead of stressing the intersection of thdisrelork and the plants,
is organized according to the principle of the lmante (Graevenitz 1993, 296).

® This popularity is, for example, indicated by fhet that at the end of the l@entury there were serially
produced “light arbours made out of trellis-worl&bel 1893, 83) on offer, requiring only the appriapz plants
to be put around them. Or see also William Morrs'st tapestry plan, the “Trellis”. As we will ségter, the
rose house ilndian Summecould well have been decorated with this.



reference, it also establishes a link to the ti@awalito which most journals and popular editions
of the era belong. While most pocket books — dsar@@manacs — are, as demonstrated by
their titles, based on the principle of the antgglahere are a number of “museums” among
journals as well. Both popular publication formkda specific kind of collection as a model
which they deem to be characteristic of their peoéind, accordingly, present themselves as
its portable exhibition space. But what specifipeyof collection does th@artenlaubehave

as its model, and what does its exhibition spacar(€ 2000, 118) put on display? In Stifter’s
account, the arbour is identified as the ideal eefun a great number of everyday practices,
and thus as the collection site of these practitesnost striking characteristic is, however,
that it enables a specific type of human self-exfee. Accordingly, th&artenlaubeis a
portable exhibition space of everyday practices,amove all of the human being that carries
out these practices. Or more precisely, it presigepddf as an exhibition space of the human
being involved in and defined by everyday practices

This intertwinement of arbour and exhibition spanay seem odd at first sight.
However, the structural similarity between the ediion not deprived of its performativity,
that is its exhibitory character, and the arbourcwimakes a certain kind of self-reference
possible, suggests that the arbour is to be uratetsts a place where one can experience
himself or herself the way exhibits present themeslin a collection. For collecting as a
cultural practice creates a place for a peculiad kof appearance. The peculiarity of this
appearance consists in the fact that the exhilpéapng in the collection does not block out
the surrounding space or the medial framing in Whi@ppears, that is it does not emerge in
a way that it completely veils the exhibition spaite very condition of its appearance. This
is “media reflexivity”, which means that in additido the thing that appears, the conditions
of the appearance also manifest themselves indlfection, and this very fact constitutes the
performativity of the collection. The exhibit ant$ istaging appear simultaneously in the
collection, whereby the exhibition space becomddnd of “mixed world” in which the
exhibit contained (enclosed) and the containingl@sing) staging permeate one another, in
other words, they intersect. It is not supposetidalecided, and indeed it is undecided, to
what extent the exhibit and the staging participatie actual appearance.

From this perspective the structural similarityvbegn the exhibition space and the
space of the arbour becomes apparent. For in teuapne appears for oneself as someone
whose appearance is not independent of the wayisostaged, that is of the dispositive in
which one is currently situated. Due to the playpos$sible substitutions described above, it is
impossible to determine to what extent is the arbothe staging —, by means of its peculiar
construction, and to what extent is the human be&sgonsible for the actual appearance of
the human. And consequently, the idea of a “natnatlralness” of the human is also
subverted. For as Stifter says, the sojourn inatieur leads one to one’s “purer humanity”,
that is to say to one’s true nature. Due to itsstmction, the arbour is a transitional
phenomenon, or rather a mixed phenomenon of cutndenature. And if in the appearance
of the human the role of the staging and the rdlédhe human himself or herself are
indistinguishable, the cultural-technological elemand the natural element also become
inseparable in the appearance. What one realisethanarbour, that is the cognitive
achievement of the arbour is nothing else thanirteght that for man naturalness means
precisely this intersection of the natural anddbkural element.lt is in this intersection that
one feels at home. In other words, it is being ispldy that one perceives as natural.

If we conceive of the arbour as a transitional ored phenomenon, and if we begin to
appreciate its overall significance for everydaitune, all narratives of literary criticism that

® Graevenitz’s maxim according to which ,the litenat of Realism does not portray reality, but thestaiction
of reality” (Graevenitz 2002, 158) can be parapbdas this way: the literature of Realism doesputray
naturalness, but the construction of naturalness.
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seek to describe the transition from RomanticisnRé&alism as a transition from an open
space to a closed one become at least problerkaticue to its structure, the arbour cannot
be an interior placed outside, or an outdoor spaabjugated to the laws of the enclosed
internal space”, and cannot be an outside worldhef “surrounding primordial nature”
(Kersten 1996, 159, 124; Koschorke 1990, 282—-288gems to be quite the opposite. In the
case of the rose houselmdian Summer which is a residential housed a museum at the
same time (Mclsaac 2007, 89—125) — one has theessjmn that it is much rather the arbour,
or the principle of the arbour that seems to conguternal spaces and solid stone buildings,
and that the human being feels at home only intoacisons that are fashioned according to
the characteristics of the arbour.

The rose house is in principle an imitation of suenmer house — and accordingly, a
space for remembering time — which in Risach’sosgiection appears as a symbolic place for
the unfulfilled love between Risach and MathildéeTovers regularly went for a walk in the
“grapevine arbour” which once appeared to Risactagmlace from the exotic Orient” and
another time as a “sanctuary”. It is hardly a siggthat the relationship of Heinrich and
Natalie has a similar symbolic place, namely thattgrwith the “marble nymph” as well as
the “ivy wall” and the arbour behind it from whi¢hou could see the mansion framed by the
oaks”. The rose house acquired its name afterdee espalier attached to the wall of the
house, covering the wall up to the windows of tinst floor and thus creating “a wondrous
cloak to the house”. In the rose house itself,ghera room imitating the rose wall; it is
supposed to simulate an opening in the rose watl, thus an encompassment, as it were,
which one could enter, similarly to a proper rogsoar:

The tiny room was very beautiful. It was done castglly in soft rose colored silk, and the designshia

material had just a somewhat darker color. A custdobench made of light gray silk bordered by & pgéen
stripe ran along the light rose colored silk. Eabygirs of this type were also here. The gray silthwgray on
gray designs stood out in the light and lovelyafefiom the red of the walls; it made almost themsampression
as when white roses are besides red ones. The girggss were reminiscent of the roses’ green legve] The

floor was covered by a fine green carpet whose sumgg color stood out only slightly from the gresfrthe

stripes. It was like the carpet of lawn with théoc@f roses hovering over it.

The rose espalier, that is to say the second Walleohouse, which consists of “trellises” and
the rose trees “constrained and tied onto trelljsasrges with the window bars of the ground
floor which themselves imitate entwining rose blfax and blossoms. These trellises “were
gently curved with a flat arch on top and bottond éinen flowed together into a beautiful
rose-shaped type of cornerstone in the centerft¢B2006, 425, 188, 32, 101-102, 85, 241).
This blending is not without significance. For ttrellis-work and the plants are different
components of the espalier, even though their mtsggeroles are not determinable in the
overall structure. On the contrary, these two aaralgte in these window bars in such a way
that with regard to the rose-covered window bare oan no longer differentiate between
supporting and supported, base and constructiap ducture and surface, as was the case
with the duality of rose and bat&-his amalgamation of the espalier, which, as aedklto the
house”, is separated from the house itself, with whndow bars which forms a part of the
house, is a metonymical point of contact betweerhtbuse and the arbour. It is not by chance
that the place of this metonymical connection, Whewen allows a chiastic blending, is the
window opening in front of which the bars are ifisth as a specific way to retain the
encompassment of the house. Due to the amalgametitiee window bars with the rose

" On Risach’s property there is a glasshouse wisigsio partly covered with roses and ,looked liKitie rose
house in miniature* (Stifter 2006, 38).

® The interpretation outlined here does not tryetieenl “symbolic deep structures” behind the “ddtacs of the
stimuli belonging to the psychology of the seng@&igel 2008, 48, 50).
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espalier, it is no longer possible to differentinegween the “cloak” as encompassing and the
house as encompassed, between arbour and house.ntit only two structures that
amalgamate with each other, namely the espalierevbee can still differentiate between
supporting and supported — bars and rose — andititdow bars where this differentiation is
no longer possible, but the encompassed — the heitisevindows — also amalgamates with
the encompassing, the rose espalier. As a rebeltrdse house turns into a kind of mixed
space; in its internal space, one can no longeferdifitiate between encompassing
(supporting) and encompassed (supported). If waiden that the rose house embodies the
principle of museification — it is meant to preseevbuilding that was there earlier in order to
presentificate a time passed —, we will be ablgr&sp its peculiar kind of spatiality, in which
the indiscernibility of the exhibition space anchiited, including the people sojourning in
it, prevails. Furthermore, we can also observereespondence between the grotto with the
marble nymph and the recess built in the landinghefrose house which was specifically
built for exhibiting the marvellous marble figure.

Besides these forms of the arbour, there is oneermomdian Summernamely in
Heinrich’s home: “[...] the little room that was paity glass, partially wood where the old
weapons bedecked with ivy were hanging and whickichlly formed the outermost
beginning and at the same time an alcove of th# ngng of the house on the garden side.”
After the reconstruction instigated by Heinrichathfer, the ivy “was again brought up on
moldings and peeked in through the glass in maaggs. They didn’t open in and out as
before, but now slid open” (Stifter 2006, 260yhis part of the house usually resembles a
veranda which is a partly open, partly glassedbimalternatively fully glassed-in building in
front of a house. However, what distinguishes #rtsour is the wood panelling placed here,
the first pieces of which Heinrich collected in tti@untains, and the missing parts of which
Risach reproduced and gave to Heinrich’s fathercé&the interior and exterior of the house
are structured according to the amalgamations aantliahreflexions in the rose house, it
might not come as a surprise that the panellintpilesl onto the inner wall of the veranda
depicts an arbour: “Exquisite figures of angels aogs in deep relief surrounded by foliage
design were on a base supporting delicate windtsV §&tifter 2006, 182). In the interior of
the arbour — the veranda — there are carvingsdépict the sight of an arbour from the
outside. The sojourn in the arbour of Heinrich’thé has a paradoxical experience, as if one
was between outside and inside, between naturewanhde, that is at a boundary which has
spatialised and created an encompassment whicheveowis no encompassment in the
proper sense, for the difference between inteppate and external space is not dominated by
either of those sides. The carvings, however, whighto be held responsible for this space
experience, are exhibits at the same time. Thus, atbour functions primarily as an
exhibition space. Given the background of this ndea it is hardly surprising that a certain
correspondence between the arbour and the exmlspace was there from the very outset
inasmuch as the weapons collection of Heinrichtselahad always been there.

The principle of the arbour therefore consist ie flact that the boundary drawn
between nature and culture belongs to neither efséparated sides due to its structure, the
intersection of trellis-works and foliage, and tlilails boundary creates an encompassment
which, again, does not belong to any of the sidestd the structure of the boundary and is,
therefore, an in-between, a space of continuoussitian and interpenetration of the natural
and the cultural-technological. | have tried to destrate that the arbour and the framed view
belong together inherently and are to be considasedhanifestations of one and the same

® The counterpart of the sash window of this veraadacorporated in the rose house. Its peculiaigiemakes
the room resemble the arbour, as Heinrich is cagtby a peculiar “feeling of the woods” in the ngtien room
during his first visit: “It seemed to me that | wssitting in a room at all, but outdoors in a gpatch of
woods.” (Stifter 2006, 35)
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discourse formation. If Stifter's recourse to th@nied view can only be understood properly
in its “decided animosity towards the Romantic udopf the dissolution of boundaries”
(Koschorke 1990, 282% then the role of the peculiar boundary betweemneaand culture
embodied by the wall of the arbour also has to tmexolear in this animosity.

As has been demonstrated, the peculiarity of thism\dary consists in the fact that the
relation of the trellis-work and the foliage canmet a hypotaxis, only a parataxis, in other
words, their relation cannot be grasped as depthsarface, but rather they create a single
surface in their intersection.

This does not mean, of course, that the motivéneftitellis or other trellis structures,
like for instance the motive of the web, appeary anthis configuration. There are several
examples to be found in Stifter where the trellsesl not appear as an element of an
intersection. There it is separable and also seggheather from the thing that it supports (in
which case the trellis is a supporter of somethmgjrom a surface on which the trellis is
placed (in which case the trellis is something sutgal), and in which the trellis inscribes
itself. The fact that Stifter’'s poetics is founded a repeal of such separability is also
substantiated by the works in which this sepangbidi addressed. For these texts are either
about something threatening that is inherent indinect experience of a supporting surface
which is detached from its symbolic inscriptionsalyout the threat inherent in the direct
experience of the supported inscriptions which detthemselves from their supporting
surface. These borderline experiences, these #miegtexperiences of a disconnection of the
“symbolic operations” from the surface of their ariptions are always shown in Stifter's
work to be necessary consequences of the “Romataa of the dissolution of boundaries”,
and thus always appear in relation to the panorgmarception of nature. To what extent
Stifter’s texts are written onto the contrasting ff a kind of “Romantic utopia” with the
revocation of the idea of the separability of thy@en®olic and the Real in mind — and thereby
opening a perspective for understanding — is mat@fefor example in the figure of the web
in The Village on the Heathn contrast to this figuration of the web, thetgudial of the
arbour can be properly grasped as offering a pamadior a perception of nature freed from
such a utopia.

At the beginning of the short story, the heathesadibed on which a shepherd boy,
entrusted with the supervision of a small herd @ftg and sheep, establishes an imaginary
“monarchy”. On the heath there is “slight ascenewehthe grey stones, common to those
parts, had been heaped one upon another in an astdon, so as to form something
resembling an orator’s rostrum with an overhangiagopy®. On this summit which offers
the best view of the heath ,especially towardssiigth the shepherd boy sculptured a kind of
throne: “Thus upon the hill of the Roszberg he fieoh his empire”. This foundation of an
empire means the obtainment of the rule over timonzena by populating the scenery with

19 The fact that it is not about a simple regressiotie solutions of pre-Romantic literature is gaded by the
portrayal of a scene in a framed view on the ginthe title page of the first edition Wfien und die Wiener
which does not exclude an ironic approach to tadition of the framed view. This print, which isnstructed
like a baroque emblem (Kaufmann 1994, 391-3925fjgdepicts a window opening with a pointed arigihh
above the city. A daguerreotype is placed upomwindowsill, and in the foreground, a jester shokes picture
of the city landscape made by the daguerreotypshter figures that embody various stereotypes ehieése
society. Due to this iconological arrangement,ahleady framed picture can be seen as a distartinmgr hold
against the residents of Vienna. In this print,\thalt in the tower corresponds to the arbour dédguerreotype
corresponds to the human being looking out of thewar through its framing, and the pictures of the
daguerreotype correspond to the pictures in humagination. On the one hand, this scene allows the
interpretation that new technological media perm#igesupplanted the nature perception conditiongthb
arbour and the framed view, and on the other hiamatko permits a reading that the pictures creatmrding to
the principle of the framed view have always beistodted mirrors compared to the pictures createthe new
media technology.
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imaginary creatures, which the boy achieves troliight dangerous element®, his “glowing
and powerful imagination”:

From his kingly seat he ruled over the heath; sonet he made journeys through it; sometimes from hi
rostrum or its canopy he looked down upon the sundong country, and as far as his eye could resehar his
imagination followed, nay farther, and wove oves tlistance a net of thoughts and fancies; andotingel he
stayed, the thicker became the net, until at lastlmost felt bewildered and entangled in its mag8sfter
1851, 258-259, 263, 264—265)

The condition of the possibility of such a foundatiof an empire consists in the fact that the
two components involved, the empty projection stefand the operations of its symbolic
filling, are disconnected from each other and tihatre is a relation of above and below
between these components. Stifter demonstratesdeitbate irony a possible result of this
disconnection, and in the process he hints at thdaries of a literature that renders such a
disconnection its condition; it may well happentthach a literature severely confines itself
and ultimately becomes unconscious in the enclosdirds web spun out of symbolic
operations. A certain kind of unconsciousness isculeed here by the overwhelming
intrusion of the Symbolic, but such an intrusiom ae&cur through the real as well. Such
intrusions in Stifter are always connected to teeadipling of the projection surface and the
Symbolic.

The figure of the arbour, on the other hand, regressan economy in which such
unconsciousness is unimaginable for the “princigfilehe arbour” is precisely based on the
intersection of the trellis-work and the foliagd,tbe supporting projection surface and the
supported Symbolic. It is not only that the entwiemt of the Symbolic and the Real is
embodied in the form of the arbour but also andhprily that Stifter realises that the very
condition of a human self-reference freed from “Rwitic utopia” is such a spatiality. A kind
of spatiality which, as encompassment, stems dyr&am the structure of this intersection. |
have already suggested that this phenomenon minitsslf as a literary problem and as a
problem of collecting at the same time. For thensgction of the foliage, that is the living
network of plants, and the trellis-work, that ig ttechnologically produced framework which
divides a surface into discrete elements, can bepgd as an intersection of the text, as a
network of meanings, and the medium, as a suppoftéris network. The very condition of
the self-reflexivity of this literature, which makehe intersection its topic and even more
characteristically its poetic principle, consigtsthe fact that this intersection does not allow
any deep structures.

Furthermore, it has to be noted that this intersectorresponds to the problem of
collecting in Stifter’s works as well. Since theasps in which the collections are located are
identical to the structure of the arbour in all teéevant buildings in the novel, the exhibition
spaces exhibit themselves along with the colleiteads exposed in them. Stifter’s radicalism
consist in the very fact that the human being afgpaa something involved in this economy,
and what is more, his or her “purer humanity” mesi$ itself only in the specific spatial
encompassment of such exhibitions or arbours. Ansequently, these are the appropriate
dispositives for the manifestation of the “realurat of the human which cannot be purely
natural. This economy is supposed to protect thmam being from the breakdowns of
signification, from “unconsciousness”. It followsom what | have outlined above that this
“protection” is not about the conservation, or 8& WINietzsche’s expression, museification of
the human at all. Stifter presents the arbour as@rbation space of fantasy in a way that the
thing imagined is there together with the fantagjdhuman in the same space, in the same
presence; the imaginations of the “learned bachelod of the “history scholar” are “with”
him and “around” him.
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The space of the arbour and, accordingly, the éxbib space are spaces of
presentification. They are “spaces of the presantt as such are dispositives for history per
se. This spatialization through presentificationh@dtory in the arbour and in the exhibition
space places itself beside Herder’'s idea of his&mya chain of images, as a genealogical
sequence of isolated events. Due to their pecsiracture, these spaces of presence, both the
arbour and the collection, possess a certain pedtivity which is, again using Nietzsche’s
expressions, “generating” and not “museificatingttbin relation to human beings and the
history conjured up by the them.

Transl. Balazs Rapcsak
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Figures

Figure 1-2.
Production of trellis-works and buildings out ofifig trees (Kuffner 1716, fig. nr. X1V, X).

Figure 3.
Headpiece of the Austrian jourrale GartenlaubgVol. 2, 1868, Nr. 27).

Figure 4.

Adalbert Stifter's essay on the arbour in the AlastjournalDie GartenlaubgVol. 1, 1867,
Nr 2).

Figure 5.

Print on the title page o#ien und die Wiener in Bildern aus dem Lel§8ifter 1842;
Adalbert-Stifter-Institut des Landes Oberosterrgich
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Jumilie wnd Wolk

Wnd reidyet Cudy die Hand!®

i
Motto: Der Deflerveidyer hat ein Vaterland, ESav
Und iche's, und hat aud) efacy’ es u lieben.

Berantwortliies Redakienr: Heinrich Penn, Sauptmitarbeiter: Sacber - Mafodh, Serausgeer: Jofef Podk.

Gine Gartenlaybe ift- miv von Rindheit an eines der
lieblichften. und Heimlidhften Dinge gewejen und idy dheine
Bierin: fo. wenig. ohne Weitgenoffenaft 3u fein, daf vietmehr
Miffionen * von Menfden meine -Sefithle theilen werden,
e, Yoo -ift eim Garten: oder,ein Gdrtdyen, ber nidt feine
Qanbe- b~ bas nidt-feiss Ranbden- hatte; von den Laubene
glngen. ugbd: dlenvon s bis
au bem fduhlanger Sigbrettden herunter, fber weldes fid)
fiif Stibdjen beugen, aus bdemen etwas Griines rvanfet.
Wnb fpridht 8- midgt gerade vecht lieblid) an bas Gemitth,
wenn man in einer Umzd neben einigen it
unb gelbbliihenden Wolfsbohuen und Topfen mit Rosmarin
cine gemidsumjdlungene Laube fieht, die, weil fie dodh
cine gewiffe Grofe faben muf, oft den gangen Garten auf
ijrem Riden forttragen fonnte. Wenn man and) jugeben
muf, baf Giebei die Nadjahmungsfudt fehr viel thut, fo
ware bod die Nadjahmung nidt jo aligecin, wemn fidy
widt ausgebreitete Gefithle an die Sadje Initpften.

PBaut nidt daé RKind neben der Wohnung feines
Baters ein Hanslein von Lehm oder Steindjen oder Hily
lein, und frent fid) der Aufengeftalt des twingigen Dinges,
jo baiit es nidjt ein Panslein aus Rartenbldttern auf dem
Tifde? Und wemn e8 fehr Heine Behaltniffe befommen fann,
bie Hausden dhneln, fperet e8 mnidgt Fliegen obder Kafer
ober bergieidien finein, al8 milfitees ihnen darin woh fein ?

Die Rinder bauen fih aus Garben auf dem Felde
ober aus Weidenmjroeigen ein Rammerlein und Hoden Hinein
und frenen fid) ober fie wiihlen eine. Hofhlung in den Heus
fdober, ober fie Frieden unter Steiniiberhange oder in den
Tanbenidilag ober gar in dic Hundehiitte, wenn fie leer ift
ober ‘mmter ein Brett ober irgend ein Wirthidaftsgerdthe,
wenn 8 cine Art Dichelden bildet.

Unbd wenn der Reide aus feinen grofen Salen in cin
febr fleines Rammerlein geht, dag er mit Seide audgefilitert

Dis Gartenlanbe.

Gine Stubie von Adalbert Stifter.

unbd fehr niedlich) eingeridytet hat, obder wenn er an feinen
Seldffern Grfer hat, die nur einige Menfdyen faffen Fonnen
ober wemn er dumefifde Hansder ober Thitrmdjen baut
ober fieine Sile in Gebiifden odber Rinbenbiitten, thut er
etmed Anderes al8 die Rinber?

e ift bas Fliihten von bem Weiten in das Enge
und Begrenzte. .

Wemn der Menfd), um fein Hecy 3u erheben, auf einen
hohe Thurm fteigt, der eimen Ueberblid iiber die Stabdt
und iire Umgebung erfaudt, wenn er einen Hohen Berg
erffimmt, um ben das Weite und Breite liegf, wenn er das
Weeer liebt, auf dem der Raum um ihn ausgegoffen ift,
wenn er gar mit einem Lufiballen, wie ein Pinftlein in der
ungebeuren Himmeldglode dwebt, ja wenn er aud) mur
von feinen grofen Silen auf bden freieren Soller hinaus:
tritt ober auf die Iuftige Flade feines Hausdades Hinauf-
fteigt: fo geht er aud) wicder fehr gerne in Fleine und
beengte ®elaffe, um mit fid) felber allein 3u fein, er geht
in ein Gcbitfd) des Waldes ober Gartens, er geht in ein
fleines fdmales Thal, er geht tn fein Rimmerlein oder in
feinen Grfer, ober in fein Sommerhauslein und vor weis
taufend Snf;renlg'mg . in fein Gemady, das fehr flein war,
bas feine Fenfter hatte, durd) bdie Thitre fein Ldt aus
Binteren Hofen oder Gdingen empfing und deffen Winde
liebliy und pradjivoll bemalt waren, wie man nod) Heute
in Pompeji fehen Fann. Und j2 begrengter unbd in fid) gefdloffencr
fo ein Reiumdyen ift, um dejto fieber fudyt man e8 auf, dbamit der
Wenfdy, um feiner andern Welt, der inneren, wie ein fic
aud) fein mbge, ein Beitdpen zu leben, von den dnferen
Dingen defto fiderer abgetrennt fei. Und find nidjt Garten=
lauben foldye Erler, Ra in unb janifde Gemdider?

Wie die Alten fidh an die Kanten, Eden uad Simfe
ihrer Fleinen Gemdder auserlefene Schlinggewddfe malen
tiefien, fo find die Qauben gleidy mit wirtliden bevedt, und

~ Jreibeil u. Sor(fchrill.

Motto: ,Sdliefit cinen heiligen Bund, Shr Natisnen,
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