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To see is to know.'

he ‘human zoo' is exceptional in combining the functions of

exhibition, performance, education and domination. Its study
crosses disciplinary boundaries, drawing on the fields of history, anthro-
pology and sociclogy, and it is as much a factor in the sociology of mass
cultures as it is part of colonial history.* In embarking on the study
of this phenomenon it is important to consider from the outset how
it fits into a wider history of such practices. Linked, as it appears to
be, to different types of display and areas of knowledge, the exhibition
of ‘exotic’ humans can be said to number among the practices which
contribute to the production of knowledge.}

This type of exhibition made its first real appearance as the result of
a conjunction of political, sodal and economic factors in the nineteenth
century, a period well known for its interest in distant lands, the
discovery of the unknown, and the strange. This taste for far-off places,
for exoticism, for the Other is, therefore, essential to our understanding
of the links which can be established between ‘human zoos' and earlier
phenomena, such as the chambers of marvels which appeared in the
great courts of Europe at the end of the sixteenth century,* the cabinets
of curiosities which succeeded them and multiplied throughout the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, bringing together entirely
random groups of rare and strange objects drawn from the animal,
vegetable, mineral and human worlds, or, again, menageries, zoological
gardens and circuses.

In this long line of predecessors, the cabinets of curiosities are partic-
ularly important. First, such atiractions, which were as diverse in their
form as in the objects they contained, fourished throughout Europe
from the end of the Renaissance. Second, it was these eclectic collec-
tions (containing juxtapositions of the most unlikely objects brought
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together by an all-consuming curiosity) that first motivated their owners
to seek to understand their contents and to create systems of classifica-
tion and hierarchies, making them the precursors of the museurm.’ Last,
their compulsive attraction to the marvellous and their fascination with
the curious provide us with part of the explanation for the emergence of
human zoos, and for their success.

Early menageries - those collections of a variety of animals which
were initially reserved for the enjoyment of Western aristocrats — also
contribute to our understanding of those exhibitions of humans which
were staged in zoological gardens. With the French Revolution, an
upheaval occurred in the history of these menageries, which spread
throughout Europe. In France itself, the animals from the Royal Menag-
erie at Versailles were transferred to the Jardin des Plantes in Paris, with
the intention of furthering popular education and breaking with princely
privilege. In the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, London
and other major cities in Europe gradually followed suit, opening zoos to
the public. Such zoos were free, or charged a small entrance fee.

Another contributing factor to the growth ofzoological gardensincities
was the urban development resulting from the first Industrial Revolu-
tion. These urban zoos became sites for combinations of collections that
would not occur in the natural world; instead, they ordered Nature in
accordance with the conceptions of eighteenth-century natural science.
This recourse to a reconstructed nature corresponded to a deep sacial
need brought about by the uprooting of millions of country people
who came to work in the cities. Zoological gardens thus responded
to a nostalgia (for nature), but also to the need to create an ‘elsewhere’
that could serve as the unlikely image of a lost paradise, a Noah’s ark
revisited by the Enlightenment, in which increasingly varied species
of animal were to be found side by side, displayed in exotic settings.
These were more the result of a desire to express the prodigality of
nature than of any concern to recreate the natural environments of the
animals on show. The animal zoo was thus a space both of curiosity and
of fantasy, allowing the imagination free rein. It provided a divided and
labelled space to which the public could come to contemplate advances
in the knowledge of nature and the domestication of various species.
And it was precisely at this juncture between exoticism and knowledge,
between fantasy and rationality, that the human zoo appeared.

While the different zoological spaces were made available to scien-
tists so that they could study or familiarize themselves with strange
and wild beasts (and also confirm or disprove existing theories of the
organization of life), they were soon opened to the public for purposes of
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entertainment and education (Bluntig7y6; Baratay and Hardfxuin-Fugier
1998; Baratay 1999; zooz).6 Now that the vegetable and animal worlds
were becoming better known to scientists and the public, ther.e was an
increasing interest in the diversity of human morphology, stimulated
by discoveries of new countries and colonial conquests, But human
morphology needed to fit into current explanatory models of the worl_d,
and nineteenth-century physical anthropologists attempted to explain
this diversity in scientific terms. Humans became a central topic of study,
at first using skeletons or cultural artefacts; later moving on to recon-
structed, desiccated or mummified bodies; and, finally through the use
of ‘live specimens’. These 'specimens’ were first studied in their ‘natural’
environment, before being ‘transported’ and exhibited in the West.

In North America (where there were two local types of ‘exotic’ popula-
tion: the African-American descendants of slaves and the Native Ameri-
cans) the pattern was not the same. Here, towards the middle of the
nineteenth century, the spectacle of ‘elsewhere’ was to be encountered
in travelling circuses. These followed the European tradition of showing
animals at fairs, but they did not retain the scientific and educational
purposes of such shows. It was in these circuses that ‘ethnic shows’ and
‘freak shows’ would meet and cross-fertilize, producing the first popular
manifestation of a systematic representation of human difference (if we
exclude European cabinets of curiosities and a small number of shows
for the benefit of the nobility). The similarity between ethnic shows
and ‘freak’ shows demonstrates, moreover, the underlying connection
between visual pleasure in exoticism and/or strangeness, and the (at
least superficial) aim of acquiring knowledge through exhibition.

The reference point for such practices remains Phineas Taylor
Barnum (who gave the anthropozoological model its name) and his
enterprises, but we should also remember Buffalo Bill's Wild West
show, which extended its influence across the world (Brown 1976). Of
North American extraction, these ‘professionals of the strange’ were
to organize worldwide tours and would travel to the greatest European
cities, developing a new concept in mass culture. Their method was to
exhibit the most ‘savage’ or ‘outlandish’ beings, hybrids of the human
and the animal, who fascinated a still relatively naive public. The Wild
West show transformed this model by integrating it into the techno-
logical progress of the industrial world and the concept of American
nationhood, setting up an opposition between ‘modern’ America and
‘Indian savagery'.

On both sides of the Atlantic, almost simultaneously, but in surround-
ings which were distinct and specific to each culture, there emerged
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the basic principles of a modem type of ethnographic exhibition that
carried an identical message concerning exotic peoples.

The Genesis of Human Zoos

Of course, the Other has always been exhibited, shown and staged.
Already, in Ancient Egypt, black ‘dwarves’ from the Sudanese territories
were exhibited, just as, during the Roman Empire, conquered ‘Barbar-
ians’ and ‘Savages’ were paraded through the streets of Rome in order
to reinforce the message of Roman superiority and hegemony over the
rest of the world. Later, during centuries of discovery and conquest,
travellers and explorers brought living or dead human ‘specimens’ to
the courts of the European monarchs. The strange, the different and the
monstrous have thus long been objects of a lively curiosity,

Thefirst ‘exotic specimens' tobe presented inthe great courts of Europe

established near Frankfurt in 1784 by Frederick 11 of Hesse-Cassel, in
order to observe both their habits and their morphology (the bodies of
some of their number were studied by Samuel Thomas S6mmering, see
Blanckaert 2002: 229).# These cases illustrate a pattern that was slowly
but inexorably being established in the West, along with the development
of a passion for difference and exoticism.

The arts and the sciences were fully engaged in the study of humanity.
Indeed, artists (such as Charles Le Brun) complained at the difficulty of
gaining access to samples of all the full range of human forms which
populated the earth and, in particular, to different ‘racial’ types. Their aim
was to understand the relationship between the body and the soul. In
the eyes of scholars and artists of the time, Europeans had the ‘highest’
type of facial structure, providing proof of their own genius compared
with the abilities of other peoples (Baridon and Guédron 1999). But
such hypotheses required confirmation through comparative study,
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llections. The naturalist Johann Friedrich
creating;l n;eiizrt{fefi;eciiec;c:lsdous of the importance of forn'.u'ng an
s ]?tC ical collection containing a large number of ‘speamens;
an.thIOPD o n contained portraits of individuals from ‘various races
= c'ouec'zz of place, 82 skulls. In France, museum professors r'ushed
S pl? ir owi ant,hropological collections. Georges Cuvier, Et.lenne-
by for'm tSerres and, later, Jean Louis Armand de Quatrefages built one
Sl et famous' such collections in the world (Quatrefages 1867).°
& the‘mos of the Other by means of these collections of human
i dlscol::zme standard practice in the scientific world ata .time when
SREIPitonswere seeking to establish and understand human hierarchies.
2 arihieve this end, scientists needed anthropological and ethno-
raTc;ﬁac collections, but they also needed to be able to see, tmflcjlll,
i and study living humans. There were only .two possi E,}
mfa:ilcl)fs to this problem: either it was necessary to ‘go 1lnto the field
i uhich meant long, arduous and costly expeditions, available only to
t_h\;se with substantial means; or the obj_ects of stud‘y had t?-h be bﬁugitl;
to the scientists. The desire at the beginning of the nineteen E;n ?:1 a-
‘collect’ and ‘display’ the various ‘races’ was strengthened by hl.S si -
tion, as is demonstrated by an early project .for an f:thnogfali1 ic paCh,
recorded by the French architect Edme Vemlgt-xet in 180.2, where e;and
man would be dressed according to the tradltfor,ls of hl.S courgry,. -
placed in a setting appropriate to his way of life (Vermqluet 1802: 23;
see also Baratay 2002: 36-37)."° Elsewher‘e, an ethnc?loglce-;ll ?l'mseu_m
of the ‘Scandinavian peoples' was created in S.wed:s:n ina sunl-ar vein,
and various projects to forrn ‘human collectiops (whethe.r Ef]mgﬁ oz
not) were set in motion in Europe and the U_mted States in ef ;s
half of the century. Although none of these en_yoyed tI.le success ? ih e
American Museum founded by P. T. Barnum in 1841 in New Yorl, the
vertheless begun.
pr?[c'}?zsl\];:rc:hnimerican modg; was central to this de_velopmfznt. In New
York, the American Museum, founded by Bamtfm in 1841 in the hea.rt
of Manhattan, became the most popular shov-v in the countryG(I-Ilarrzls
1973; Lindfors 1983a). ‘Freaks’ were the lynchpin of the.sl-fow ( ferr;nin
Thomson 1996). Barnum’s invention was to stagF his ‘mons .
an entertainment area, while simultaneously showing a programme o
‘scientific’ lectures, magical tricks, dancing and t:_heatncal reconstruc-
tions. It was a new type of urban spectacle” and it w.oul.d be takenéllp
very quickly by the travelling circuses which were beginning to toudr he
whole of the United States and Europe. In 1884, Barn.um_create ht e
Grand Congress of Nations, a sort of ideclogical culmination of these
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early commercial exhibitions, presenting ‘strange and savage tribes’
on a national scale. In it, he presented the American showman R.A.
Cunningham’s Australian Aborigines," ‘ferocious Zulus', Sioux Indians,
a ‘savage Muslim’ ‘Nubian’, and several other ‘exotic specimens’,

In Europe, a similar process had begun in the early years of the
nineteenth century with the exhibition in London and Paris of the
Hottentot Venus (1810-15), whose body would become an object of scien-
tific study.” London rapidly became the capital of these ‘exotic shows’
(see Durbach in this volume; see also Altick 1978), with exhibitions
of ‘Indians’ (Native Americans) (1817)," Lapps (Sami) (1822), Eskimos
(Inuit) 1824), Fuegians (1829), Guyanese (1839), Bushmen (1847), and
also several groups of Zulus, including in the major exhibition of 1859,
which inaugurated a ‘grand tour’ through Europe (Lindfors 19g9ga:
205).% This tour fascinated Charles Dickens to such a degree that he
later produced a pamphlet in which he argued against the myth of the
‘good savage',

It was during the nineteenth century that the paradigms for a normal-
ization of the natural world developed in both the Old and New Worlds.
In these, the world's visible phenomena were transformed into a combi-
nation of popular spectacle, science lesson (with the emergence of
learned societies),'® and explicit demonstration of the well-foundedness
‘of existing colonial hierarchies and racial distinctions. Although seciety
was progressively moving away from the age of slavery, through aboli-
tion, it was entering the age of empire, and the world order was divided
into exhibited peoples on the one hand and spectators at the exhibition
on the other. At the 1851 Great Exhibition in London (the first of its kind)
the pavilions devoted to the Middle and Far East surprised the visitors by
the quality of their artistic production. By contrast, the Egyptian pavilion
was set apart from the technological progress of European industry.
In addition to the antiquities on show, which were already familiar to
Europeans, this pavilion caused a sensation with its imitation of a Cairo
street, filled with traders, and with its own mosque, shops, dancers and
cafés. This formula would be repeated at every subsequent universal
exhibition. In Paris, Chicago, San Francisco, Berlin and Milan, the
conventional exoticism of this Cairo street would draw hundreds of
thousands of visitors (Aimone and Olmo 1993), and would stimulate
a taste for exotic reconstructions which would persist throughout the
period of great Western exhibitions.
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A Changing Pattern

By the middle of the nineteenth century the pattern of shows was still
a piecemeal affair (even though the Zulu tour of 1859 hinted at a new
model to come) and had not yet developed into a fully fledged ‘industry’,
with its own codes and professionals, playing an integral role in major
colonial displays. The shows still staged essentially ludic displays of
strength, strangeness, curiosity or cruelty. However, in the second half
of the century a pattern emerged which led to the full development of
the model of the human zoos as human exhibitions of ‘exotics’ with a
certain racial element ({from ‘ethnic shows' to ‘negro villages'), which
were either independent or formed part of larger performances, such as
the universal and colonial exhibitions.

The first troupe of this type was shown by Carl Hagenbeck in
Hamburg in 1874, the year of Barnum’s arrival in Europe. This date
therefore acted as a watershed in the development of human exhibi-
tions. Hagenbeck's troupe was composed of a family of six Lapps (Sami),
accompanied by about thirty reindeer. As a result of the success of this
exhibition, Hagenbeck exported his shows from Germany (not least to
the Jardin d’Acclimatation in Paris, in 1877),7 professionalizing them
under the title of ‘anthropozoological exhibitions’.'® Almost simultane-
ously, in Philadelphia in 1876, Charles Rau of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion proposed a number of exhibitions of the same kind for the Phila-
delphia Centennial Exhibition, in order to demonstrate the ‘extremely
low level of our distant ancestors’ and to facilitate the measurement of
the degree of evolution of Western societies compared with ‘primitive
societies’ (see Rydell 1984).

Alongside the German ‘king of the zoos’ and American Barnums,
many impresarios would gradually establish themselves and develop
their own companies (including those who were themselves from
colonial backgrounds, such as John Tevi or J. C. Nayo Bruce).'? From
this time, the formula of the human zoo spread rapidly, becoming an
historically significant pattern in just over a decade. The great novelty
of these moments of scientific excitement, when compared with the
eighteenth century and the first half of the nineteenth, was that travel-
lers' tales and engravings were no longer enough to satisfy the public.
Instead, a form of display was created which combined science with
theatre and was staged in both private and public spaces, where men
who were different were put on show,

This brought about a decisive transformation in the status of alterity,
of Otherness, which became rationalized and rationalizable by means
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of a racial typology established (or in the process of being established)
through science. The yardstick of this typology remained Western
man and, in particular, Caucasian man, in whom the French naturalist
Georges-Louis Leclerc, Comte de Buffon, perceived and admired a
physical harmony. But the ‘science of the races’ would be overtaken
in turn by Progress and the interests of international strategy. Accord-
ingly, Japan, as an emerging modern power, would be included in the
dominant model from the World's Columbian Exposition of 1893 in
Chicago onwards.*® To exhibit the Other became a visible and simple
sign of modernity and greatness. Conversely, Russia refused to allow
its citizens to feature in the shows, believing that this would diminish
their status. The scientific rationalization of alterity produced a racial
hierarchy at that time, which was then transposed and vulgarized in
ethnic shows, bringing together a combination of features drawn from
imaginary constructs of exoticism and the ‘savage’ (Courcelles 1997;
Bensa 2006).*

The display of exotic peoples also suggested that they were inferior
in status to the Europeans and therefore colonizable, even though there
were doubts among some scholars concerning the state of ‘backward-
ness’ of some of them. One French anthropologist, Abel Hovelacque,
explored the question of those peoples who represented ‘the last {or the
first) stages on the human ladder’ (Hovelacque 1882: ii). In his work, he
made reference to Australians, Veddas, Bushmen and the Botocudo of
Brazil, whose material culture was, in his view, close to that of beasts:
‘Is it not clear, is it not obvious that the most sophisticated dwell-
ings of the Australian, the Bushman, or the Andamanite, are hardly
superior in architectural form and comfort to the nests of anthropoids?”
(1882: 266).

The appearance and the very rapid spread of human zoos has close
links with other contemporary phenomena, for example, the quest
for identity associated with the construction of nation-states, which
affected the societies of the Old World; the affirmation of ‘American
specificity’ following the end of the War of Independence; and the
concept of Meiji modernity in Japan from 1878, These ethnocentric
visions were consiructed on the many fears that resulted from the
combination of staggering advances in science and sudden social shifts.
The new paradigm overturned all reference points: concepts of space
were changed by the break between town and country and the devel-
opment of transport networks; concepts of time were altered by the
unprecedented speed of travel, the conquest of colonial spaces, and the
acceleration of the rhythm of labour in the cities; concepts of society
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were changed by the emergence of t%le industr‘ial V\Iforking.c]asses and
the decay of communal and, sornehn?e.s, family ties; while concepts
of culture shifted as local country traditions were replaced by a peWIy
created political transcendence which lay at the heart o.f the creation of
nation-states. These transformations, which ocgurred in the course of
just two generations, were of a hitherto unexperienced brutahty: Scien-
tific positivism and faith in progress can be understood o'nly against the
backdrop of the profound anthropological concerns which permeated
the social fabric, undoing the collective psyche and obscuring the future
from view. Human zoos were part of a larger attempt to provide reassur-
ance concerning identity.

In the case of the United States, which was both imperial and
colonial in character, with a significant Afro-American minority and
its own ‘savages’ in the form of Native Americans, it was necessary to
define the essential form of the identity of the nation and its peoples,
while confirming a racial model based in many respects on eugenics.
In Japan we find a dual approach. First, it was important to establi"sh a
Japanese racial model (in which the Japanese were essentially supent.nr),
in contrast to the ‘backward peoples’ of the surrounding countries.
Second, those peoples who were ‘potentially’ colonizable by the new
elite groups in power were put on display, in particular, those whose
countries were geographically close to Japan (Koreans, Taiwanese,
Okinawans and Chinese}.

The First National Industrial Exposition in Japan was held in Tokyo
in 1877, but it was after the war with China of 1894-95 that exhibitions
became more frequent, and ‘colonial’ exhibits appeared. Accordingly,
the Okazaki {Kyoto) exhibition of 1895 included a pavilion of ‘foreign
colonial specimens’ and also, for the first time, a pavilion representing
Taiwan. This was only a year after the Chicago exhibition, where the
Japanese pavilion had had such an impact on its visitors, influencing
international opinion. This pattern was confirmed in 1903 at the Fifth
National Industrial Exposition in Osaka, where the Japanese public
first encountered an exhibition of colonial ‘natives’ and ‘exotic’ peoples
in the Anthropological pavilion. The pavilion was supervised by the
Tokyo Anthropological Society and linked to the Taiwan Pavilion and
the Specimens Pavilion.?? In it, the public could encounter Chinese,
Ainus, Taiwanese, Okinawans, Koreans, Malays, Indians, a Javanese, a
Turk and even a man from Zanzibar.

In Europe, the great powers supported their colonial choices through
their exhibitions. Britain showed its links with India; France did the
same with Algeria, Indochina and sub-Saharan Africa; Holland with
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the Dutch Indies; and, later, Belgium with the Congo; Germany with
Togo and Cameroon; Italy with north-east Africa; and Portugal with
east Africa. Meanwhile, Europe sought to reinforce its world hegemony
by declaring its mastery over other ‘races’, whose destiny involved a
simple choice: to be brought under colonial rule or to disappear. Each
of the great centres of Western imperialism exploited this chance to
‘exhibit difference’ in order to reinforce its self-justificatory arguments
concerning its policies overseas.

A Strange Strangeness ...

As the nineteenth century progressed, displays of difference were ratio-
nalized and commercialized. Circuses, fairs, exhibitions and carnivals
prospered throughout the Western world, particularly in America,
bringing greater pleasure to the crowds and greater profits to their
organizers. This popular craze for monstrosity cannot be separated from
the distancing of various forms of alterity, and of this Guillermo Farini
was without doubt a master (Peacock 1995; and the same author in
this volume). First known as a tightrope walker and as the inventor
of the ‘human cannor’, he later reinvented himself as an exhibitor
of the monstrous and the exotic. In 1879 in London, for example, he
exhibited a troupe of Zulu warriors, before going on to specialize in
the exhibition of Bushmen whom he had himself sought out in the
Kalahari Desert. Changing course again, he directed a touring troupe of
blackface minstrels (white performers in black make-up), who travelled
throughout the English-speaking world, including South Africa. His
personal evolution (from the circus to ethnic shows and then to the
minstrel shows) encapsulates the development of the genre at the turn
of the century.

The concept of the ‘monster’ changed with the appearance of the
ethnic shows (Twitchell 1990). The exhibition of the monstrous had,
of course, been a form of popular culture since the sixteenth century at
least, but it developed renewed vigour in the first half of the nineteenth
century, as we have emphasized.® The arrival of the ethnic shows thus
extended the characteristics of radical Otherness, which shifted from
‘physical monsters’ {Hevey 1992: 53) to ‘exotics’.

In a dialectic process, the distancing of the ‘abnormal’ at the end of
the eighteenth century was accompanied by its greater visibility in the
form of the ‘monster’ (Truzzi 1979; McNamara 1974). Siamese twins,*+
the Last of the Aztecs,? the two ‘savages of Borneo',*® the ‘cannibal
warrior of Dahomey’,*” and troupes of ‘Albino Africans’ acted as links
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between the world of ‘ngaks’ and that o.f ‘Ethnic?'. "ljhecsie attrafvt;(;:;
were staged by Barnum?* and by ot'.he.r impresarios in decors ”
were usually inspired by ‘savage societies ' with app;;)opnatt? cos mez
and scenery (Barnum 137fzt;h5ax0n111980; Reiss 2001),*? opening up nev
ing of the world.
spac]e;lf?lr :]ilfédgnr;milized Otherness of the ethnic shows could be
o a; ai anthropological necessity, it also gave rise to stereot.ype.s.
i xtension and redefinition of radical Otherness was cumulative in
I:tllslrz. We should note that ethnic shows, as new spaces for the disp_]ay
of difference, were the most recent ]_::rodu?ts of a lengthy process, wh1_ch
began in the eighteenth century, in .whlch m‘admen ar}d those with
disabilities were subjected to exclusion and incarceration (Foucault
1961). This segregation profoundly char}ged the face.of rural‘ and_ urban
societies, where such figures had prevmuslx Of:cupled a minority, but
nevertheless legitimate, position as intermediaries for the sfupematural.
The disappearance of the ‘abnormal’ from the heart of social structures
made it all the more imperative that a new for@ of Othen.less should
be displayed. Otherness was not simply a state, it was the alien elem?nt
which resisted assimilation and made it possible to construct social,
cultural and physical identities. .
Thus, towards the middle of the nineteenth century, the exhibition
of a ‘cannibal from Oceania’ in London or the ‘monkey-woman’ at Luna
Park in Paris produced as many, if not more, thrills as (or than) the
‘trunk-man’, the ‘Lilliputian’ or the ‘pig-womar’, for it suggested ﬂ*{at
a whole people shared these physical, cultural and mental charflctens-
tics. The ethnic shows moved away from the display of exceptions or
mistakes of nature; instead, they showed the extraordinary norms of the
worlds surrounding the West, worlds which it would soon be necessary
to dominate, colonize and change. - .
The colonial project was part of this urge towards uniformity, setting
out to remodel the world in the West's own image, to make the ‘savage’
disappear, as the ‘cripple’ or the 'degenerate’ had already done. Tl.]is was
a project based on Western reason and fed by the utopia of scientific
transparency, which denied the need for the presence of the Other as
testimony to what we are through what we are not. .
Today it is hard to imagine the pull exerted by the theatricalization
of fairground attractions in the visual culture of the second half of the
nineteenth century. Despite the fact that, as Gilles Bogtsch suggests
in this volume, it is hard to know the response of the vast majority of
visitors to these exhibitions since they left no record of their reactions,
only that of their presence there, three indicators are nevertheless avail-
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able: the impressive (and profitable) sales of postcards of the exhibited
peoples at the sites of the shows; the invariably large number of articles
in the national and local press about such displays; and the consistently
high number of visitors to all types of venue, be it a makeshift stage for
a travelling troupe, a theatre or an official exhibition site.

A Contribution to Mass Culture

Such quantifiable information underlines the popularity of these
shows,* including those in small towns,” and the financial benefits
they brought to their many promoters are obvious. It tells us that profits
tose steadily until the beginning of the First World War, and that the
growing number of troupes and universal or international exhibitions
from the 1880s generated a tenfold increase in the opportunities for the
public to see the ‘exotics’.

There remains, however, the complex issue of what this same public
thought of the shows, given the lack of documentary evidence on the
subject. It would appear that very few visitors or writers were critical of
these exhibitions at the time. There were, nevertheless, a few exceptions
in France (intellectuals and colonials), the United States (some religious
groups), and Britain (anti-slavery groups). For example, Louis-Joseph
Barot, a prolific French writer on sub-Saharan Africa and French
colonial activities, who would later become Mayor of Angers, denounced
‘ethnographic exhibitions’ for treating the presentation of Africans as a
masquerade. In his view, such exhibitions were nothing but ‘gross carica-
tures’, where ‘specimens of the human race were presented alongside
performing dogs and anatomical museums’ (Bergougniou, Clignet and
David 2001). And he concluded, in19oz2, that ‘Blacks should not be judged
by the specimens which can be seen in the Dahomean and Senegalese
villages that are touted from one town to the next in Europe’,

With regard to the opinions held by the general public, we can
glean a range of reactions from newspaper articles (while recognizing
the limitations of the use of such sources) that appear to form the
background to public perceptions of these shows (as several contribu-
tions to this volume demonstrate). First, opposition to this sort of exhibi-
tion appears to have been the exception and, when it did occur, it was
in special circumstances, such as the exhibition of men or women who
were clearly sick, or their deaths as the result of the harsh conditions in
which they were displayed. Most writers accepted the exhibitions and
they show a nuanced range of responses, from open disdain to sincere
admiration, in the vast majority of visitors.3?
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Although these exhibitions may appear shocking.today iln their
conception and in their execuﬁqn, they largely emb'od;ed the ideas of
the day, Any analysis of the negative aspects of the attitudes the.y express
towards the Other should take account of this. On a practical lexlrel,
there are many suggestions that exhibited peoples were on occasion
treated with cruelty. We thus encounter the use of cages (extremely
rare); the use of wire fences (these were more common, and were
intended to separate and protect visitors and those on show); the d.eath
of performers; the dramatic conditions in which some troupes lived;
suicides while on tour, or on the performers’ return to their native
lands, along with significant trauma;® accommodation on the site of
the exhibition itself, or in stockyards;* groups captured by force¥ and
transported against their will (these were isolated cases, which ceased
with the new cerﬂ:ury)?6 recruitment through a single agent under a
one-sided group contract; studies carried out on living or dead bodies
at the exhibitions;37 the presence of children or publicly reported births
in the ethnographic shows; and women deliberately stripped of their
clothing in the travelling villages. Although the deaths in Tervuren in
1897, in Paris in 1892 (among the Kalifia), and in Barcelona in 1896,
are proven facts, along with the smallpox outbreak in Chicago in 1893
and the dramatic tales of the Hottentot Venus (Coleman 1904; Strother
1999), Ota Benga,}® and the pygmies presented at the Italian court in
1883 (Puccini 1999), these examples should not lead us to atiribute the
deaths involved only to the rigours they describe.

Very soon, though, two factors intervened to change the condi-
tions under which ‘performers’ were engaged. First, the organizers
recognized that, even more than deaths, sick people were bad for the
financial health of their businesses. They led to damaging publicity
surrounding the show and created distrust (and sometimes rebellion)
among those on show, not to mention public concern (over infection)
and compassionate impulses. A system of self-regulation developed to
protect the major capital asset of these shows: the exhibited peoples. We
can see this in Hagenbeck's response to the death of a whole troupe of
Eskimos (Inuit) and many Fuegians. He was subsequently careful to
vaccinate his ‘performers’ and to publicize the vaccination of the partici-
pants in the ‘negro villages' he sent on tour in France, immediately
on their arrival in each town. This public vaccination was intended to
demonstrate the good conditions in which the participants were kept,
but also to reassure the spectators concerning their health and, in
particular, that they were not carrying any infectious diseases.

The second factor which improved conditions was the growing practice
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among the organizers, when faced with discontented performers, of
recruiting whole families with children for their troupes (the presence
of family members was believed to inhibit rebellion and desertion). A
secondary effect of this was to make the shows more attractive to the
spectators. Last, there was an increase in legislation by some colonial
authorities against the recruitment of ‘savages’ (in the Belgian Congo
in 1897, the German colonies in 1910, and the French Empire in 1931)
and specific bodies were set up elsewhere to oversee the organization of
such exhibitions (in the United States in 1893 and in France in 1906).

The troupes rapidly became professional and, from the 188as,
contracts were entered into with the recruiters, the performers often
being represented by a third party. The use of contracts suggests a
new perception of shared interests and of the relationships between
the organizers and participants. While such relationships remained
unequal and exploitative, we nevertheless see some troupes demanding,
in addition to their contractual wages, special ‘exhibition conditions’
(refusing to perform in bad weather; striking in order to obtain a pay
rise in Switzerland; calling for supervisory care of the animals on rest
days; and demanding the payment of bonuses for all additional perfor-
mances). Legal differences could lead to the formal prosecution of an
impresario.

Economic interests were thus shared, albeit unequally. From now on,
the troupes would, with good grace, travel from place to place playing
the various roles assigned to them (cannibals here, native warriors
there, or burlesque savages on a music-hall stage), illustrating the fanta-
sies and projections constructed around the concept of the ‘savage’ by
the Western imagination of the day. Some troupes remained on tour for
a number of years and ‘village chieftains' (Mamdou Seck, for example)
directed dozens of villages in turn, crossing the Atlantic and travelling
from one country to the next, communicating the skills they acquired
to their descendants. The title of ‘native performer’ was, at the turn of
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, applied to a profession which
employed 2,000-3,000 individuals a year on average in the dozen or so
countries concerned.

It can be seen that a real economic system developed, involving
recruiters in Africa, Asia, Oceania and South America, transporters,
negotiating agents who entered into discussions with officials in towns
and cities, and exhibition organizers, over the provision of troupes,
each with its ‘native’ village headman and its ‘performers’ {with their
families), and local businesses, which constructed the villages. ‘Placed
alongside all kinds of objects and products, colonial natives quickly
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became a standard part of world fairs, for the education and entertain-
nfent of Western citizens', writes Raymond Corbey in this volume. In
the end, 20,000-25,000 performers from every part qf th‘e world were
exhibited in the West in this way, over a period spanning just over half
3 c?fizusriyr-nilaritybetween exhibition models and schemata for the percep-
tion of the ‘exotic’ in operation throughout the northern heTmslphe.re
demonstrates a process of cultural transference and homogem.zanon in
the West. The contributions to this volume shf)w that the creation of an
imaginary construct of the Other based on difference not on.]y accom-
panied but sometimes preceded the great movement .Of col.omza’go'n by
the European powers, as well as Japanese and American imperialism.
We can propose that exhibitions of the exotic were not, theref(')r.e, a
consequence of imperialism, but, rather, one of the Fult'ural conditions
which made it possible by demonstrating the inferiorlt.y of many human
groups and thereby legitimizing their future submisspn. .

Indeed, on reading the chapters which follow, it will be noticed that
from the nineteenth century onwards, the wild animals with some
claim to exoticism3? and the small number of inhabitants of distant
lands offered for the entertainment of Western elites were replaced
by ‘specimens’ — representatives of a race (or a peop‘le), in a group or
family, mostly displayed in an original frame or setting. This practice
was widespread in nearly a dozen countries in Asia, Eu.rop.e and the
United States, and involved another twenty or so countries in a more
marginal way, as the pioneering research of Bemtlll Lindfors*® and
Raymond Corbey* has shown, and the studies in this volume 'arnply
confirm. There is nothing anecdotal about this practice, then. It is Part
of the development of mass culture constructed around the expansion
of different modes of communication, including periodicals, exposi-
tions and specifically human exhibitions. At the turn of the century,
ethnological exhibitions constituted a key stage in the COHSt.I'L.lCtl()I’l of
an imaginary Other based on a vision which brought exoticism and
racism together and, from the outset, was confirmed al.most universally
by scholars and anthropologists (Brace 1982), allowing it unprecedentgd
exemplary value. o

From the middle of the nineteenth century, the vast majority of
Furopeans, Japanese and Americans had their first visua% contact with
exotic peoples (who would soon mostly be of colonial origin) through
the wire fences and other measures which kept them apart from the
‘savages’. The ‘savage’, who had been a mythical figure until that time,
appeared in the flesh before the fascinated or fearful eyes of Westerners,
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reaching the height of his glory, in various guises, throughout the entire
northern hemisphere, from Tokyo to Hamburg, from Ziirich to Paris,
and from London to Chicago.

Between Science and Spectacle

The status of the Other within these exhibitions also gradually changed.
At first reified as a ‘savage’, the ‘exotic’ figure was gradually ‘tamed’
during the period of colonial conquest and then ‘civilized', in order to
demonstrate the achievements of the colonial ‘civilizing mission’. By
contrast, those races who, in the contempoerary view, were embarked
on an irrevocable decline continued to be portrayed as ‘savages’, in
anticipation of their disappearance when confronted with a civilization
destined to act as guide to the whole of humanity. In the nineteenth
century, the West was attempting to make sense of the world, while in
the twentieth century it more obviously constructed it according to its
own models, beliefs and interests. Against this backdrop, human zaos
adapted themselves to the views of the time, the political context and the
expectations of their visitors.

Scientists were, at first, essential to the legitimization of ethnic
shows. Following the visits of certain French scientists to the Jardin
d’Acclimatation in Paris, the Paris Exposition Universelle of 1878 gave
them greater international exposure and provided them with a voice
in the press: ‘It will be an honour for our country to demonstrate that
France is the chief home of the “science of mankind”’ (Martin 1878: 8),
Objects from the Stone Age, the Neolithic period and the Bronze Age
were displayed. Alongside these relics of man’s past and evidence of his
evolution (Bordier 1878c), visitors could also encounter ‘Foreigners of
distinction, a native Prince from Java, Spahis, Turks, etc. These included
living examples of distant races’ (Mortillet 1878: 221). The exhibition was
constructed along the same lines as those in the zoological gardens,
where ‘exotic races’ were, by definition, interesting to see.

Indeed, since the innovative work of Linnaeus and Buffon in the
eighteenth century, human beings had become proper objects of scien-
tific investigation and anthropologists had begun to examine both
objects and bodies (Blanckaert, Ducros and Hublin 1989). In the second
half of the nineteenth century, the principle problem for scientists who
were no longer content with travellers’ narratives, ethnographic objects
or skulls was how to gain access to living subjects. Human zoos thus
arrived at a moment in the history of science when anthropology was
in need of proofs, and were transformed from commercial fairground
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henomena to objects of scientific study. A shift Of:curred'from disp!.a}I
> s tion, and from entertainment to education, which was facili-
2 lr;lv;sntii int;erest of some anthropologists, and this situation lasted
lt;:;] tl‘fre early years of the twentieth century. .
thropologists did not remain idle w‘hfen presented with the
'Ijhese o ds for study provided by such exhibitions, and turned them
f‘emle gr(Jl:;leastj into extensions of their own laboratories. This practice
B sommon in Paris from 1877 and in 1883, Ernest Chantre
beCﬂf_T;e lsewhere, taking advantage of the arrival in Lyon of five Zulus
22 Icl ertake anthropometric measurements of his subjects (Chantre
tggur)l ;in 1893, the director of the Sudanese exhibition on the Che_lmp
Ee 1316-11‘5 invited the members of the Société d’Agﬂnopo.logle de Paris tc-p
come and view the several hundred ‘negroes’ it contained {SEAP':895.
~9). Paradoxically, the majority of ‘races’ presented and sturflled in the
?’aris Jardin d’Acclimatation were not from the French Emp'n‘e.. At ‘that
time, rarity was valued, especially in thelsea.rch for .the missing }'mlc,
which was the essential element in evolu‘nor.ust thinking of the penod-.

Quite quickly, however, most anthropologists stepped back‘ from their
association with such displays, especially Wlth regard to their commer-
cial aspects (Copans and Jamin 1978).43 T-'hlS 0ccu1l*red bet\:r;aen 1885
and 1890 in Western Europe*4 and some t1m.e later in Iapa‘n a‘nd the,
United States.4® Anthropologists also complained that the. specimens
on show were lacking in ‘authenticity’# a criticism made, in parhcu]a?r,
by Paul Nicole about the Fuegians (Bulletin de la Société d%r:lthrf)pologw,
1880) and by the French anthropologist Léonce Manm'nrner in 1882,
Concerns were thus focused on the ‘quality’ of the ‘specimens’ shown.
Gilles Boétsch comments, accordingly, on the debates which raged
among the members of the Société d’Anthropologie de Paris on tl:le
ethnographic exhibitions held from 1882-83. Its members refused in
1886 to visit the Ceylon (Sri Lanka) exhibition, not for any morz_ll reasons,
but because they considered it to more closely resemble a circus than
an ethnographic exhibition. He concludes that ‘in less t‘han twenty years
{from 1880 to 1900}, anthropologists constructed a view of_ the world
and a way of thinking about mankind which drove the chief mecha-
nisms underlying colonial culture’ (2003). It is for this reason that the
Anthropology pavilion in the 1889 Paris Exposition Universelle took on
a new sipnificance in the minds of scholars.

In 1889, the vision the anthropologists wanted to promote was no
longer one which demonstrated men’s achievements in the ﬁeld. of
technology, as had been the case in1878. Instead, as Georges Bergt?r cites
in his account of the exhibition’s themes: ‘The retrospective exhibition
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of labour [...] should re-trace [..] the different stages of the genius of
Man’ (Girard de Rialle 1890: 28¢). We can infer from this that anthro.
pologists wanted to situate their work within the field of modernity,
even if some, such as Deniker and Laloy, continued to take measure.
ments of ‘45 individuals from a wide range of races’ (189:: 257), despite
the fact that they had no clearly defined scientific goals.

These ‘scholarly’ preoccupations met with those of nation-stateg
which needed to justify their conquests. Racial difference was a key
argument frequently used in official colonial discourse. In the years
between 1880 and 1910, an active link developed between the aims of
the old colonial powers and the United States {in continuing the War
of Independence and in completing the pacification of the West) on the
one hand, and the requirements of the human sciences and the inter-
ests of private promoters on the other.

As Henry de Valigny emphasized in La Nature, writing on a visiting
troupe at the 1889 exhibition: ‘never in their lives had natural men been
more squeezed, manipulated and examined, and I shall long remember
the intense curiosity with which one of the most eminent scientists
in Vienna helped himself to each native who came within his reach,
manipulating their skulls as though he wanted to crush them’ (1889).
The anthropologists involved (we should remember that they were not
in any way the shows’ organizers)*® supported and validated such shows
until 1885-9o in France (Osborne 1994) and Britain, and for some time
after in Japan, Italy, Portugal, the United States and Germany, despite
the disapproval of some of their number for the policy of colonial expan-
sion.*? The twentieth century was beginning, and although the criticisms
of scholars were increasingly loud, it was too late for them to have the
least effect on the growth of such exhibitions. Moreover, as we have seer,
Paul Topinard was still expressing satisfaction at the interest taken by the
general public in ‘savages’ who, he anticipated, would soon disappear.

Although differentialist models cannot be laid at the door of the
physical anthropologists of the late-nineteenth century alone (Affergan
1987;1991) (they had been circulating since the beginning of the century
through travel narratives, descriptions by geographical societies, and
popular literature, and were already well entrenched in the popular
psyche), there can be no doubt that physical anthropology would estab-
lish the differentialist concept in the field of science. Hierarchies,
both biological and cultural, were at this time combined with a range

of anthropometric experimental techniques which provided racdal
discourse with a new regime of truth, just at the time when anthropo-
logical exhibitions were becoming common.
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For the physical anthropologis.ts, cul‘tural ph.enor.nena were the dir;:ct
nces of biology. Accordingly, in a soc1olog1ca] .work by Charles
Sl we find that the opening pages contain a list of the human
Letou,r!lea;ll ,observations on their geographical distribution (188ob).
jLaceonss lanatory model of the difference between the human races,
?n o i{z] and artistic capabilities, political organization and technical
2 are linked to the particular physiology and morphology of
pr‘c:)}glreasse He thus suggests that ‘only the white races have completely
e; éone.d primitive savagery, at least at the level of society as a whole.
?2;;2 is thus more influential than environment in sociological develop-
m?: t{iigsg::)c:;t‘:cjt, the exhibition of the Other served to establish him
or her as part of a logical order (that of reason and ratiqnality), and
objectivized him or her within a hierarchy_(ﬁrst as a.dew.fmt, degf:n—
erate or madman, and later as a representative of thf: ‘inferior Taces’, a
‘primitive’ or ‘savage’), while setting him or her against the sub]edfwe
world of popular representations of the Other, and e]sewh.ere, creating
a theoretical system of connections between learned discourse and
the most recurrent stereotypes. Here was the reason why it was essen-
tal to exhibit the Other. To do so was to acknowledge that she or he
had individual status and interest, but at the same time it legitimized,
proved and stabilized supposed facts, effectively demonstrating an
immeasurable difference.’® In the first part of the nineteenth century,
physical deformities, non-normative bodily or mental states, unL%sual or
‘exotic’ physical characteristics, signs of flexibility, strength or skill, fmd,
in addition, social practices considered strange, such as cannibalism,
formed the essential elements for display. Difference (because it crystal-
lized both attraction and repulsion) was now an object of curiosity.

Human zoos are thus situated between popular representations of
alterity and such scientific discourse (Blanckaert 2002). They provided
a vulgarization of the hierarchical pattern, which, in the early years, was
actively supported by anthropologists (in particular in Paris, London,
Rome, Berlin, Vienna and the United States), while playing on the
established tropes of exoticism and savagery. As a result, human zoos
pandered to curiosity and aesthetic sensibilities, inducing surprise in
the visitor while illustrating the hierarchy of races.”

The founding narrative structure of the human zoo, before forms of
display became more complex, did not really need to be spelled out; the
staging spoke for itself and communicated the underlying principle of
difference more efficiently than words. Scientific interest, the contem-
Pporary colonial situation and political will were not alone sufficient to
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bring in the public, as was demonstrated by the failure {in terms of
visitor numbers) of the Bella Coola exhibition in Germany, the Kalmyks
in France, the Eskimos (Inuit) in Great Britain and the Egyptian caravans
in the United States, none of which were considered by the genera]
public to be sufficiently exotic, sensational or original.

From the 18gos, human zoos entered into a period of intensive
spectacularization. Exhibitions had to be renewed constantly, new
troupes had to be found, scenery had to be transformed, narratives had
to be created (for example, the widespread staging of religious ceremo.
nies, or the birth of children to members of the troupes). Ethnic shows,
and ‘negro villages’ were increasingly billed as attractions, on a par with
those of the fairground, at international exhibitions and world fairs,
ceasing to be presented as strictly zoological exhibits. Although we can
outline these underlying characteristics, we should not confine our
interest to the ancestry of the human zoos alone. As the contributions to
this volume demonstrate, the exhibition of the Other cannot be reduced
to a simple demonstration of the hierarchy of races. It is part of a far
more complex process.

It is a fact that some exhibitions led to fascination, even reverence
and admiration. Many shows at the end of the nineteenth century
laid great emphasis on the beauty of the bodies on display and their
eroticism (see Bancel and Sirost 2002), on the admirable nature of
the cultural artefacts on show, or on the physical skills of those exhib-
ited (Bal 1996). There was thus a shift in the status of the Other, who
changed little by little from an exotic object of curiosity into an exotic
body which allowed the projection of Western fantasies (demonstrated
by the immediate attraction of early cinema to such subjects).>* The
Other provoked desire (Gidley 1992). In this attraction towards the body
of the Other, the ‘savage’ body was staged in such a way that it was
eroticized, displayed naked or semi-naked, and made to move in ‘ritual
dances’ in a way which escaped all the canons of Western movement. In
order to understand why audiences were drawn towards bodies which
were first exoticized and then eroticized (a major factor in bringing in
the crowds) we need to remember that a physical norm had developed
in nineteenth-century Western societies.

Although the Other was described as unreceptive to Progress,
lacking the necessary mental ability, he or she was possessed of a body
which could be seductive in its strength, resistance, and sensitivity to
musical rhythms. The armed forces would consider the exotic body
to be a type that was well adapted to physical activity and, therefore,
to combat. ‘Exotic’ women already had an established reputation for
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and sensuous (Yee 2000). As a result, the body of the
: ¢ appeared to have greater freedom thz.m those of its audlen.ces,
sava% fovoking desire in the visitor. Likewise, sexual transgressions
ther.e lei to ‘savages’ (such as polygamy, excessive sexual appetites,
attrlb.ute st), while reinforcing the divide between them and us, also
tmdl}:gea lzzss constrained sexuality, acting as a source for fantasies
Y ! hout the century (Le Breton 2001; McClintock 1994). We should
tthh;):f%re distinguish between overtly stigmatizing shm.rvs Witl‘_; ‘st.rgng
racial connotations and those that were paT't of a logic of c1V1]121.ng
colonialism, not to mention other, more ambivalent appr‘o.ach’es, wlh1ch
mixed the objectification of ‘race’ with forms of ‘recognition’ of differ-

ence that had no pejorative force.

peing beautiful

The Nature of ‘Human Zoos’

We should remember that those human zoos which played on the trope
of the exotic, and ‘negro villages', in particular, appeared in Western
Europealongside faux Breton, Alpine, Flemish, Sicilian, Japanese (H9ﬁa-
Lister1999), Irish, Alsatian, Swiss (Minder 2002}, Scottish apd Co.rs1can
villages. This pattern was born of 2 complex set of attitudes, in which we
find the combination of aninterestin ethnographic conservation (Clifford
1986) and a promotion of ‘the land’ and ‘regional heritage’, which also
stemmed from a devaluation of regional cultures (when compared with
theadvances of urban modernity promoted by the dominant mid-century
Positivist ideology) in favour of national identities.

Despite this context, there are, in our view, several essential differ-
ences between such exhibitions and the type of exhibition which grew
up around ‘exotic’ villages. First, the human zoo was characterized by
the explicit exploitation of racial difference. For the first decade of such
shows, the exotic individual on display was seen as him- or herself, to
a cerfain extent, without resort to a guiding narrative or staging (other
than the scenery, which was supposed to recreate his or her environ-
ment). Here, the central focus was the representation of physical differ-
ence (Hartog 2001). Second, the initial scientific endorsement of the
human zoos (founded on a biological racial hierarchy) was absent from
the presentation of the ‘regional villages'. This suggests that ‘human
zoos' were a new way of performing Otherness, with their own specific
type of radical alterity.

The staging of ‘minority cultures’ in Europe demonstrates the sense
of 'security of the unifying nation-states, sufficiently confident in their
hegemonic power to be able to display their marginal populations as
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testimonies of the past, the Jast symbols of the ancient world. In a way,
the ‘exotic village’ (in addition to its increasing conformity to coloniy)
ideology) clearly demonstrates that the quality of strangeness Wwas, ip
these final years of the nineteenth century, slipping away from Provin.
cial and European spaces and moving beyond Europe to more distant
colonial spaces. This move anticipated a process of normalization which
had yet to occur, Projecting a colonizing and unificatory ideal intg the
future,

While it is thus necessary to make a distinction between anthropg.

zoological exhibitions (De I'Estoile 2007), colonial pavilions at worlq
fairs, travelling fairground and circus shows, and ‘exotic villageg', ip
terms of form and content, these different phenomena are neverthelegg
linked by their ultimate effect, whether explicit or implicit, which was to
demonstrate the superiority of the white race and/or of Western civil;.
zation. We should therefore think of the broad range of such exhib;.
tions within the context of such ends (along with admiration for some
civilizations and reverence for the aesthetic beauty of some peoples),
while remembering their function as creators of myths and fantasies
based on archetypes of Western culture, going beyond their hegemonic
role (De I'Estoile 2007). In this last case, the ‘savage’ was not just a
menacing, limited, childlike, or animal figure, he or she also functioned
as the irrepressible element in a desire to go beyond the rigidity and
bodily constraints generated by the emergence of modernity (see Bance]
and Sirost 2002), the metaphor for lost innocence, or for an Elsewhere
which was the counterpart to the invasive rationality of the last years of
the nineteenth century.

It is also important, faced with the diversity of forms taken by our
definition of ‘human zoos’, to emphasize the chronological limits of the
phenomenon. In the first edition of this book, we wrote with regard to
this topic that human zoos, in their historical and etymological sense,
occurred only in a precise period, from the early nineteenth century
to the 1930s, if we accept a broad definition of their nature, thereby
opening the debate on the concept of human zoos itself, It must be
said that the problem of the categorization of human zoos was not fully
resolved in that first edition and, moreover, the opening up of deliber-
ately broad historical perspectives on the topic, which linked human
zoos to the present day, may have led to confusion, despite our precau-
tonary remarks in the Introduction, It is therefore necessary to continue
here our attempt to provide a definition of the concept.

Theissues of chronological limits and of the categorization itselfled to
debates and objections from the June 2001 French conference. Scholars
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criticized the breadth of the category (Merle ‘and Sibeu‘d 312003; in thsis
; ith an unfortunate lack of epistemological awareness),
PR \;(qwith the ‘fact of colonialism’ (Liauzu 2004). Others
butlalso/the ]mthe official colonial exhibitions of the interwar years
bichecs thatluded from the category, as they were more ‘humanist’
s eche LEstoile zo0y; Blanckaert 2002; Bergougniou et al.
o d—lamcie;c(abert Rydell had already largely dealt with these points at
o ce, as had many other participants, criticizing the ‘recent
foe conf?re? ’cho]arship to treat world's fairs as theatre settings with
e m}fo entertained crowds’ (see Rydell in this volume), with
P gem t to discover their meanings and ideological implica-
o ﬁm}ltlegzuld lfe made clear that this tendency is confined to a fle‘:v
tlon5r{c1h:rs in France and Germany). The form of the human fexhﬂn:
o f ‘exotics’, which included ethnographic shows, ‘negro villages
‘mcrl1 t?qeairical pjerfonnances within the specified time frame, seems to
ant constitute a genuine historical pattern. But it is, of course, harld to
= (l))lish the limits of the phenomenon with absolute certainty, given
El’sl:ii the human exhibition of ‘exotics’ is effectively more a pattern and a
it is a category in the strict sense.
Pffg::; ttl}izriellt‘r]r? f;lilmagnrzyoo', inspired by Hagenbeck’s formula of the
‘anthropozoological exhibition’, seemed to some t.o be too 'strlong’ (eve]n
though it is really only rewriting a term of the.p!erlod) or applicable only
in'a narrow sense to purely ‘zoological EXhiblflOIl?. On the contrary, as
we wrote in 2002, ‘to place a man, with the intention that he shokﬂd bE
seen, in a specific reconstructed space, not becau_sci of what he “does
{an artisan, for example), but because of what he 1s (seen through t_he
prism of a real or imagined difference) is in our view the most precise
definition of the human zoos’ (Blanchard zooz: 419): We undf:-rstand
this concept to express a separation, ‘a relationship of 1_nducec! distance
and exteriority, materialized through a physical spatial device (bars,
fence, barrier, screen)’ (2002: 41g), which leads us to ‘construct an
invisible but tangible boundary between “them” and “us” (2002: 420!.
In the context of this broad definition, the specification of the ‘exoti-
cism’ of the exhibited peoples and the precise time frame seem to us to
be powerful enough tools to delineate the pattern of human zoos.”

In a recent study Benoit De I'Estoile (2007) sets out a reasoned
argument which questions whether a single concept (that of %u?man
2005) should include the different forms of exhibition, describing a
Process which extended from the most racist of exhibitions to those
which manifested respect in their reconstructions of other cu]turf:'s
(exemplified by the French Colonial Exposition of 1931 in Paris).* His
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critique is indicative of an ongoing debate among a small number of
scholars, which, because it is still in progress, we feel it is appropriate
to address. Without denying that exhibitions took different forms (as we
have remarked here already), we believe that the concept of human zags
does not imply any sense of particular degrees of racism (or humanism),
which varied from one exhibition to the next. Instead, it represents 3
common process and similar devices. This is why, indeed, in the mosaic
of human zoos, we encounter the juxtaposition of strongly racialized
displays, and of exhibitions which were more ethnographic in character,
sometimes allowing a degree of admiration for the civilization of those
on show.

This process is in any case well documented in this volume by
Boétsch and Ardagna, who show that the move towards a ‘more official
image of the colonies’ which euphemized ‘types’, or more specifically
‘races’, was in evidence in France from the 1906 Marseille Exposition
Coloniale onwards, and would emerge fully at the 1931 exhibition, as
Lebovics demonstrates here in this volume (see also Lemaire 2002a).
This does not alter the fact that in all their complex manifestations,
human zoos led to the redefinition of the status of the Other, instituting
a boundary between two different humanities (Blanchard, Blanchoin,
Bancel et al. 1996).

Amusement, Information, Education

The spectacle of ‘racial’ diversity in the form of ethnographic scenes was
constructed around three distinct functions: to amuse, to inform and
to educate, appearing in different configurations in the various types
of exhibition. The same troupe could pass from the zoological gardens
to the music hall (Chalaye 1998; 2002}, from the scientist’s laboratory
to a ‘native village’ at a world fair, or from a colonial reconstruction toa
circus act. Boundaries were unclear, genres were mixed, and interests
varied. For the purposes of analysis, though, we need to separate the
tangled threads of this narrative. For, at the beginning of the twentieth
century, a visit to the zoological gardens, to the circus or to a ‘negro
village', was not just a chance to witness the diversity of humanity, it
was an opportunity for the visitor to understand not only the Other’s
place in the world, but also his own (Barthe and Coutancier 1995).
Visitors to the exhibitions had little sophistication. They shared a
general idea of a European physiological norm and were influenced
by the new industrial and colonial culture. They were encouraged to
interpret what they saw as a demonstration of the progress of humanity
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from savagery to civilization. The integration of savagery into the enter-
tainment world had opened up new horizons.’ Exhibitions were no
ssive, as they had been in the zoological gardens, but became

longer pa . ‘ '
A (Bogdan 1988). The entertainment value of the ‘savage’ was
increased by activities considered to be primitive in nature, such as

dance, music, games and traditional physical pursuits, in which the
body of the ‘savage’ was the key element. This body was presented as
the reflection of a universe far removed from the technical progress of
the West and close to nature, where man's survival depended on his
physical prowess. | ‘ L

Although Otherness is itself an ancient concept, that of exoticism is
more recent. The latter belongs to a European conceptual framework,
which was expressed through waves of public interest in particular
countries or peoples. Persia, China and the Ottoman Empire were in
vogue in the seventeenth century, and were considered to be myste-
rious and fascinating. Well before the bodies of foreign peoples were
put on show, their metalwork, clothing, fabrics and drugs’® were at
first objects of curiosity, then became sought-after luxury goods and
were appropriated by the arts. The colonial period gradually constructed
a different kind of Other, which was less strange and more everyday
in nature, since it had to form part of a colonial and racial hierarchy
dominated by the white peoples. This construct became fully integrated
into Western thought, permeating the popular imagery of the period
and being perceived as a legitimate object of scientific study.

The anatomical criteria for the definition of different human catego-
ries were the same in physical anthropology and the figurative arts, both
of which were based on appearances. Morphological analysis allowed
the appearance of the human body to be broken down into a certain
number of visible characteristics. In order to succeed in this observa-
tional undertaking, intended to determine the biological characteristics
of each human type, physical anthropologists created a scientific classi-
fication system in which chromatic scales were utilized to categorize the
colours of the skin and eyes, and measuring apparatus, tape measures
and slide callipers were employed for the measurement of the body.

Amajor change in the gaze occurred with the emergence and estab-
lishment of the photographic medium, which was soon transferred to
Fhe cinematograph. The photographic image satisfied a need to capture,
iventory, reproduce, study and distribute the ‘true’ forms of people and
Ol?lects that haunted the minds of the curious, which were already filled
with the nineteenth-century concepts of universalism and rationalism.
Half scientist and half artist (the status of the former was still not fully
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established), the enlightened amateur would, through photography,
photogravure and, later, the cinematograph, provide the dominapy
Western discourse with an extraordinary tool. Practitioners addresseq
an unsophisticated public, employing an iconographic style which coulg
be immediately understood. Purporting to be expressions of the truth,
available for rapid distribution in a variety of forms, photographs and,
later, films, would provide a definitive validation of a particular repre.
sentation of the world, complete with its human hierarchy, its sceng.
graphic devices, and its moral dramaturgy. These mechanisms, which
were successfully tried out at world fairs (in particular by the Lumiére
brothers in France in 1896), thereafter became an important source for
all modes of discourse, communication and identity.

Gradually, comparative anatomy and research in the natural scienceg
reduced the role played by fantasy in the Western understanding of the
world and the bodies of others. But in order to be aware of the diversity
of mankind and to portray it, a line still had to be drawn between the
human and the animal worlds. Here, those who were considered to be
at the limits of humanity would continue to cause problems in classifi-
cation for scientists whose understanding of anthropology was founded
on the European body.

In the field of artistic representation, this led to problems in the
construction of normative human figures which were supposed to illus-
trate the typical morphology of each ‘race’, given that human groups
could be expected to be as susceptible as individuals to changes in their
environment or in social practice. For artists, the representation of the
human body was expected to correspond to established canons, leading
to a problem in portraying Otherness of whatever type, be it deformed,
monstrous or savage. Indeed, within the context of an aesthetic where
the body illustrated the work of the gods or of God, art could only be
derived from perfection, and the canons were consequently composed
of representations of perfection, leaving no place for alternative forms.

Thecommoninterestoftheartistand the natural scientistin thehuman
body had led them to follow parallel paths, at least until the beginning
of the nineteenth century, which saw a rationalization of knowledge
and a shift from qualitative approaches to quantitative methodologies
in the field of science. From this time on, anthropology held itself apart,
adopting a classificatory approach founded on a typological paradigm.
Measurement did not, as it does today, allow the analysis of the spectrum
of human biological diversity, but instead demonstrated the processes of
degeneration (of hybridization) compared with ‘pure types’.

In this environment, colonized peoples became worthy of a second
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for they could not remain for to? long in the category o‘f the
; ' or the ‘barbarous’, given that this would have been a denial of
saxee rinciples of the colonial mission (August 1979). They gradu-
b e the subjects of colonial empires, turning into ‘the natives’.
ally bgcagcusi“g too closely on the colonial act in its strictest sense,
i searchers (in France in particular) have neglected the fact that
some r'el culture grew up in the home countries that fixed the status of
? :o!orf:lnd ‘natives’ and popularized this discourse through the visual
'racefé 57 As Lebovics remarks in this volume: ‘Living as we do in the
lrmlf:o.lmnia] period, we tend to underestimate the sometimes Hercu-
;::51_] efforts of the imperial propag-andis:ts to gain the' support of the
people for the conquest and administration of an empire and to make

them accept their destiny as an imperial race.’

look,

Understanding a Process

One of the major goals of our approach, it will have been understood,
is to be able to question the representation of the Other through time
and to understand the different forms which illustrate the concept of
human zoos through their close relationship with racializing and/or
eugenicist discourses, with arguments for colonization, and the creation
of national identities. This approach also opens up a fresh spectrum
of analysis through the study of new materials, enabling us better to
redefine and understand the colonial space.

To allow the reader a cumulative understanding of this process,
we have organized this volume on chronological-thematic lines into
three major sections. We start the first part with an introduction of the
particular characteristics of our core concept, which are to be looked
for in a wide range of cultural forms (see Garland-Thomson), particu-
larly in shows containing ‘freaks’ in circuses and fairs (see Bogdan and
Corbey),*® but also in the history of the importation to the royal courts
of Europe of ‘exotics’, which merged with the frame of the animal zoo
to become human zoos. Three events (two in Europe and one in the
United States) appear to have served as turning points in this process:
the exhibition of the Hottentot Venus between 1810 and 1815 in Britain
and France (see Boétsch and Blanchard);?? the encounter between
Barnum and Joice Heth in 183y, with the model that was subsequently
established in the United States (see Reiss); and the professionalization
of the phenomenon by Carl Hagenbeck in the early 1870s in Hamburg
(see Thode-Arora),

The models for the exhibitions were not constructed on identical
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lines, nor did they precisely coincide chronologically. They wer,
affected by local expectations, by the type of peoples who were displayeq
(although black Africans made up more than half the troupes or indivig.
uals on show), and by the spaces in which they were presented to the
public (reconstructed villages, travelling troupes, exhibition paviliong
circuses). This is demonstrated by the contributions collected in thé
second part of this volume. In this vast panorama, we encounter formyg)
adaptations of the model of the human zoo, which responded to logy
requirements and contexts. These include Buffalo Bill's Indians in hjs
Wild West show (see Maddra in this volume; see also Moses 1996); the
shows held in Germany in the last part of the nineteenth century (see
Ames in this volume); exhibitions which were regularly held in partic.
ular Iocations, such as the Paris Jardin d'Acclimatation, which organized
more than thirty exhibitions from 1877-78 onwards (see Schneider in
this volume);®° those which took place in Ziirich and Basel;% the ethnic
shows at White City in London (see MacKenzie in this volume);®* and,
of course, the dozens of troupes and villages which Hagenbeck sent
out throughout Europe and the United States from 1874 until midway
between the two world wars {see Thode-Arora in this volume).

There were also performances in a different style. The exhibitions
of Aborigines, Kanaks or Dahomeans throughout Europe; the exhibi-
tions of Onas in the Netherlands (see Mason in this volume) and
Kalifias in France (Collomb 1992; 1995); anthropological inventions
such as Dr Kahn's Niam-Niams (see Lindfors in this volume); or the
position occupied by Indian (or Sinhalese) troupes and populations in
the West (Assayag 1999), all responded to the expectations of particular
audiences.®? Beyond these different models, the specific characteris
tics of each nation-state also affected the evolution of the process. The
spread of different models was accompanied by variations in the staging
of the Other and of the exotic in all fields of popular culture. From
photography to cinema (see Edwards and Deroo in this volume),%4 from
postcards to museums, the range of media in which they appeared goes
far beyond the simple exhibition, affecting all cultural spaces at the turn
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

In the third and final part of this volume, we have looked more closely
at national identities and their relationships with local identities and
exhibition models. Faced with a wide range of forms, it is not possible
to infer a progression of types from the end of the nineteenth centuryto
the current day, but some more recent hybrid forms suggest the persis-
tence of the racial model, each adapted to its particular context. Most of
the European exhibitions (more than three-quarters of the shows took
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the continent of Europe) were based in four countries: Switzer-
face cm't in (see MacKenzie and Servan-Schrieber in this vo]urme};GS
lend anztae Lebovics, Boétsch and Blanchard, Blanchard, Bancel
et (aire and Schneider);%® and Germany (see Thode-Arora and
A Legfl Ou,tside Furope, Japan (see Nanta) and the United States®®
Ame;)[- ddra, Emin, Rydell, Delsahut and Arneldi) experienced compa-
I Elimws 'but for shorter periods (until the First World War in the
mb%e :1 States, and until the Second World War in Imperial Japan).
Un;ti;ally, 2 last group of countries which were more peripherally
concerned with human zoos are presented, in particular ]?oelglum
(see Jacquemin), Spain (see Moyano), and Italy (see Abbattista a_nfil
1abanca).®? Elsewhere, only the occasional touring troupe mrould visit
(perhaps while on a grand tour of Europe), and there were just a f?ew
local world fairs. Examples here are the Austro-Hungarian ];mpare,
Poland, Portugal, Russia, countries of northern Europe, Australm., Ne-w
Zealand, Argentina, Canada, India, Algeria (in 1930}, Sm}tlh Africa (in
1936) and even what used to be French Indochina (Hanoi in 1901) and
Upper Volta (now Burkina Faso) in 1934.

National Developments and Variants

With the fashion for colonial exhibitions and travelling ‘negro villages'
(including those in the United States, see Rydell 1999) the ‘savage’
was gradually transformed into a ‘native’, under the spectators’ gaze.
In Europe, these exhibitions were dreamed up in order to glorify the
achievements and projects of the colonial powers, particularly those of
France (Bancel, Blanchard and Lemaire 2000), Italy (see Abbattista and
Labanca in this volume; see also Labanca 1992; Palma 1999); Britain
{MacKenzie 1984); and Belgium (Jacquemin 1985; 1991). In the case of
the Koreans exhibited in Japan and the Filipinos exhibited in the United
States, the same process was in evidence. Although the lifestyle, clothes,
dances and artisanal techniques were ambivalent in their function (both
recognizing certain cultural aspects of the colonized nations, and stll
associating them with the burden of their archaic nature in comparison
with Western modernity), skin colour (or racial differences) remained
the emblematic sign of difference. In the nuanced palette of colours
which determined the races, the graduation ran from the darkest to
the lightest of skins. The blacker the individual, (or the blacker he or
she was perceived to be), the more limited or non-existent his or her
capacity for development was judged to be.

The spectacularization of the Other was far from homogeneous,
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varying according to period and place. In France, there was a Notice.
able shift in the presentation of colonized peoples at the 1922 Exposi.
tion Nationale Coloniale in Marseille, where racial stigmatization Wag
largely glossed over in favour of a paean to the ‘civilizing missiory,
This continued in 1925 at the Paris Exposition Internationale deg
Arts Décoratifs, and at the 1931 Exposition Coloniale Internationale in
Vincennes, outside Paris, becoming even more pronounced at the Salgp,
de la France d'Outre-mer in Paris in 1935, and reaching its height at the
1937 Paris Exposition Internationale des Arts et Techniques dans la Ve
Moderne. By 1940, ‘native exhibitions’ would completely disappear, tg
be replaced by a purely economic focus.

In addition to France, which specialized in universal or internationa|
exhibitions (1855, 1867, 1878, 1900, 1925 and 1937) and vast colonia|
exhibitions and salons (1894, 1895, 1901-2, 1906 (2), 1907, 1909, 191,
1914, 1922, 1923, 1924, 1927, 1930, 1931, 1935 and 1940), not to mention
its travelling ‘negro villages', Germany and Switzerland also became
specialists in ethnic events, while Britain developed a hybrid genre
between the universal and the ethnic. As John MacKenzie sugpests in this
volume, the British ‘great exhibitions’ gradually became dominated by
the theme of Empire, building on their combination of ‘entertainment,
education, and trade fair on a spectacular scale’. As well as the exhibi.
tions organized in Britain itself (for example those of 1886, 1888, 1901,
1907 and 1938 in Glasgow,”® and, in London, the 1899 Greater Britain
Exhibition, the 1908 Franco-British Exhibition,” the 1909 Imperial
International Exhibition, the 19u Coronation Exhibition, the 1914 Anglo-
American Exhibition, and the 1924-25 British Empire Exhibitions at
Wembley, which had 25 million visitors), this type of event was staged
throughout the British Empire: in New Zealand (on three occasions); in
Jamaica (1891); in Australia and Tasmania (1879, 1888, 1891, 1894, 1897);
South Africa (1877, 1936); and India (1883, 1910).

For the British Empire, the most important development occurred
between the Colonial and Indian Exhibition of 1886 and the Greater
Britain Exhibition of 1899 in London. At the latter, the central feature
(created by the master of the genre, Imre Kiralfy) was the Kafir Kraal,
which portrayed ‘savage’ South Africa tamed by the white man. It was 50
successful that it was repeated in Paris in the following year at the Porte
Maillot under the title of ‘Savage Africa’. In 191, visitors to the Festival
of Empire Exhibition at the Crystal Palace in London experienced
another significant innovation: being conducted on a complete tour of
the Dominions and having the chance to view the riches, landscape and
peoples of each colony. After the First World War, the British Empire
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Exhiibitions of 1924-25 at Wernbley marked a cl?ange in the charact(?r

of colonial exhibitions. As in France, the follo“f}ng deca.de saw ethnic

villages gradually relegated.to thf: ba.ckground. dlsappea‘rmg in the face

of an imperial pageant w'hlch highlighted the economic progress and
of the British Empire.

power ;

In the United States, the process was more complex, although we
can locate the change in the exhibition of the ‘exotic’ (albeit with many
caveats) at the Panama-Pacific In‘fernaﬁon?l E)fbibiﬁ?n, San Francisc‘o,
of 1915 (Benedict 1983). Thg staging o?’ minorities, like that of ‘exopc’
peoples, gained a new quality after this time, before gradually fac-lmg
away as modernity became the central theme of the great American
exhibitions. It was, above all, in the world of theatre, the circus and
also the cinema that the invisible boundary between ‘them’ and ‘us’
continued to exist. ‘Egyptian pavilions’ and ‘Red-Skin shows’ were still to
be encountered, but the dreams and spectacle of the Hollywood invita-
tion to travel to foreign lands now dominated the minds of audiences.

Where Japan was concerned, colonial and ethnographic pavilions
became common in exhibitions from 1914 until the Second World War
(see Nanta in this volume). At the Tokyo-Taisho exhibition in 1914 there
were pavilions from Taiwan, Karafuto (Sakhalin Island), Manchuria and
Korea (as well as an ‘enhancement’ pavilion). These were the regions
which were shortly to become part of the Japanese Empire. At the 1922
exhibition, the new Nanyo (South Sea) and Siberian pavilions also
contained ethnographic features.

In these different geographical areas, the ‘ethnic village’ was the chief
vehicle for the display of ‘exotics’, being the easiest form to include
in both official exhibitions and local shows. From the Paris Exposition
Universelle of 1878 onwards, there were calls for indigenous peoples to
be included as part of the entertainment in colonial pavilions, and we
can note that there were also plans to create ethnographic reconstruc-
tions on this occasion.” But at this time the link between private opera-
tors such as Hagenbeck and the public organizers of such exhibitions
had not yet been forged.

It was in 1883, when East Indian peoples were presented at the
Amsterdam International Coloniale en Uitvoerhandel Tentoonstelling,
andagain in 1886, at the Indian and Colonial Exhibition in Britain (with
over five million visitors), that the first villages began to appear in official
imperial displays. In France, the first formal villages appeared at the
1889 Paris Exposition Universelle on the Champ de Mars, in particular
the Kanak village (Bullard and Dauphiné 2002) and the Javanese village
With its troupe of dancers (Labrousse 2002: 171-72).73 Four years later
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in the United States at the 1893 Chicago World's Fair, the same type of
village was to be found (Bergouniou, Clignet and David 2001; Gilbert
1993; Rydell 1993; Scott 1991).74 Last, in Lyon the following year (1894)
an organized and structured Indochinese village was placed opposite an
apparently archaic and savage ‘negro village’ with its ‘one hundred and
ten natives’ (Bancel, Bencharif and Blanchard zo07).

In a single decade, the village model was not only rolled out to official
exhibitions across the world but also appeared in most of the major
cities of Europe (not to mention the United States) under the aegis of
thirty or so private impresarios, most of whom were German, French
and Swiss. The pattern was thus established and ethnic villages were to
be found everywhere in the universal, national, and colonial exhibitions
which followed, a fact which suggests that their surroundings were
interchangeable. Why? No doubt because at this time these shows were
already an international product, shared by the American and European
publics. No doubt, too, because this formula was an effective one and
responded to codes which had already been tried and tested in the private
sector. Such villages offered a developed form of a world in miniature,
which could now be visited without having to leave one’s home town.
These exhibitions had drawn closer to home, visiting small provincial
towns on the heels of the circuses and small travelling troupes which,
in the preceding decade, had prepared the ground for them, feeding the
popular hunger for the exotic.

All of Europe and North America was affected by this pattern. The
first to witness it were the cities of Basel, Berlin,’s Hamburg, Ziirich,
Anvers, Paris, Brussels, Lyon, Dresden, Frankfurt, Marseille, Stras-
bourg, London, and Turin, which alone saw several hundred ‘negro
villages’ or ‘exotic’ troupes presented as ‘villages’ (both individually and
at exhibitions). We can also cite European and American towns and
cities which hosted major shows, such as Barcelona, Budapest, Dublin,
Diisseldorf, Ghent, St Petersburg,’® Lyon, Freiburg, Geneva, Glasgow,
Gothenburg, Vienna, Hanover, Cologne, Lausanne, Leipzig, Ligge,
Milan, Brest, Munich, Oslo, Moscow, Warsaw, Naples, Copenhagen,
Palermo, Prague, Rotterdam, Stockholm, Chicago, Brussels, Bordeaux,
Rouen, St Louis,”” San Francisco, and Buffalo (Leary and Shones 1998).
We should add to this number the Japanese world fairs, and those
organized in the British Empire such as the Empire Exhibition of 1936
in Johannesburg,”® where ethnic villages were constructed.

Visitors came to these villages not only to learn but also to gaze atand
to ‘encounter’ the Other. For, as the New York Times wrote on a Senega-
lese village which appeared at the Pan-American Exposition in Buffalo
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in 1901, nothing had previously been. seen whichhgaze thfi such t;n
impression of brutal savagery. In the w.llages, a touch of exoticism, the
odd example of native crafts for the tclvur'lst, and a few rags to support the
message of an ongoing civillizing mission were the esse:nnal elements
of the programme, along with, of course, regu_lar. attrzfctlons and enter-
tainments. They functioned along roughly 51-rru1ar lines: dances and

rocessions with a musical accompaniment; picturesque costumes and
interchangeable names for the troupes; reconstructed battles; close
agsociation with animals in an exotic setting; cultural or cult attra.c-
tions; crafis designed as souvenirs, or reproductions of .schools, in
which children attempted to learn the alphabet. The attractions r:'mged
from children diving into a pool to retrieve coins and the prepar?tmn of
meals by the women, to ‘village births’. They adapted equally to dlfferfent
places, cultures, current events and popular demand. "_I'hus, fC‘)H-O'.WII'lg
a practice which had been common among the travelling exhibitions,
the same troupe could, for example, be ‘from Dahomea’ in France and
‘from Togo' in Germany.

This was a euphemized form of the anthropozoological exhibition,
which followed new codes. But essentially, despite the claims of some
scholars (De LEstoile 200%), there was no break with the earlier period,
and the ethnic villages (especially those at exhibitions) continued to
have an undeniably ideological function, namely to demonstrate who
was already civilized and who still needed to become so. Of course,
visitors could sometimes talk with those on show, craftsmen could
explain their work, ‘natives’ could leave with their medals, or visit the
local town (the visit being itself an atiraction advertised by the press),
but this did not serve to break down barriers, it only reduced the degree
of distance between observers and exhibits. We also see an attenua-
tion of the racializing elements, with interest being extended to cultural
artefacts (objects, architecture, clothing and so on) and to productions
which increasingly created a narrative. This accounts for the fact that,
in most of the souvenir books and other official guides for exhibitions,
these villages were classed among the attractions, sending a clear signal
as to how they should be received (and perceived) by visitors.”? The
First World War seems to have acted as a turning peint in the evolution
of ethnic shows, as much in the United States and Japan as in Europe,
although we should remember that ethnic exhibitions continued beyond
this time in the context of circus performance, with little change in the
forms they took.®® With the increase in prominence of soldiers from the
colonies (in France, Britain), minority groups from the United States,
and contract workers from countries such as China, the discourse of the
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cher took on new forms and exploited new media. Everywhere exhib;
tions were adapting to national contexts (Benedict 1991). i

The Demise of Human Zoos

In T.he event, exhibitions of al] types, whether international colonia]

natlon'al, Wwere used as a vehicle by every state to show off its’ socja]Ia !
-somehrrlles ‘racial’ or eugenicist) projects (Celik and Kinney ; .
Impose its own view of the world, and to legitimize its overseasgi?). 2
or the Practice of racial segregation. In the United States an;ﬂ S!Gtts
t_he Practice reveals significant differences from elsewhere (,Searsy b
hn-ke.d to the presence of ‘ethnic minorities’ within the home C01997),
I? Is indisputable that the American nation was constructed ons !
sive .fonns of exhibition, from ‘freak shows’ to eugenics,® anduf?:;i

as in France, Britain Belgium and Ita] i
_ » Britain, ¥, the link between the oten.
tial for colonization and the designation of peoples as ‘approl;rj:l

s 8 - .
exhibited peoples,32 Thus, in different but concomitant ways, human

Z00s were created in particular contexts. feed;
: ; , feeding th i
national identities, 5 constciond

E
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with some variation from country to country. For example, in 1934
FOO Colonial Portuguesa) and 1940 (Exposi¢io do Mundo Portu-
{Eﬁip ?swgo]_éonard 1999), Portugal somewhat belatedly organized the
g_ue;& ?eseveral ‘native’ troupes intended to support its colonial opera-
::j:soand to raise public awareness. Likewise, Ttaly, engagled in a wave
of conguests in Ethiopia, maintained the presence of ‘Af%ncan \.fﬂlages’
at its great exhibitions, the last of these being the East African village at
the Naples exhibition of 1940. In Germany, (with the Deutsche Africa-
Schauy; see Forgey 1994) and in Switzerland (see Minder in this volume),
where there was still a public for traditional ethnographical exhibitions,
human zoos continued, but with reduced frequency.

But the time of great colonial exhibitions had passed and in Britain
and France the display of ‘native populations’ was relegated to the
background. In France, for example, a decision was made (imposed by
L)'autey]33 to exclude all exhibitions of an ‘ethnic’ character from the Paris
1931 Exposition Coloniale Internationale. These included the ‘negresses
with lip plates’, Indochinese rickshaw boys (in response to a direct
request from the League for Human Rights) and ‘Kanak Cannibals®+
{(Hodeir and Pierre 1991; Blanchard and Lemaire, 2003). Their exclu-
sion was intended to act as a gesture which would emphasize ‘colonial
humanity’. However, for the 2,000 ‘natives’ at the Paris t-;xhibition, of
whom a large number were soldiers, while it can be said that the ‘condi-
tions of presentation had changed’ as De L'Estoile underlines (2007: 61),
itwas nevertheless the case that they were still actors in a staged display,
performing ina colonial show created by ‘white’ producers. Effectively, as
Lebovics writes in this volume, this exhibition was like all other colonial
exhibitions in that it remained a human zoo, in which the strange beasts
of the colonies (and France) were on display.

Although the presentation changed, replacing racial inferiority with
the quaint habits of ‘native’ cultures, the general aim of the demon-
Stration. was still to glorify the ‘civilizing mission’.? It is indisput-
able; though, that Lyautey also wished to pay homage to indigenous
cultures,* without, of course, questioning in any way the legitimacy
of colonial rule. The Vincenrnes international exhibition thus presented
many facets: it was propagandist; it presented other cultures as quaint;
it was educational {thousands of photographs, hundreds of films, and a
multitude of ethnographic objects were on display in the various pavil-
lons); but it was also admiring of certain other cultures.

Some scientists (such as Henri Vallois), not placated by the presence
of pirogues on the lakes, were still nostalgic for the old-style ‘negro
villages!, regretting their absence and bemoaning the fact that the
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organizing committee would not allow scientists to study the ‘nativeg’
thereby preventing the continuation of the ‘fine studies by Denike;
and Laloy relating to those displayed in the 1889 exhibition’ (Valloig
1932).%7 A report on the plans for the pavilions of Togo and Camerogy
by André Bonamy in 1929 had already warned that ‘exhibitions’ woulgd
be forbidden at the 1931 Exposition, so as to provide a more ‘modery
message concerning the French colonial endeavour and to emph;.
size France’s civilizing influence. The concept of modernity was set in
opposition to the vulgarity which was now considered to accompany the
culture of the gaze generated by such shows.

It is clear to us, here, that we have a mixture of genres, b]endjng
scientific activity with the independent private tour (along the lineg
of a travelling circus) and official reconstruction. The days of the o]d
ethnic shows were over. De L'Estoile comments in this respect that
from 1931 ‘the negro village was seen as outmoded’, suggesting thaf
this exhibition ‘marked a shift in the presentation of the colonized’, He
argues that the performer had now been transformed into an ‘artisy
who had a particular role to play in the exhibition. The ‘static display’ of
natives had disappeared (if it really ever existed), and performers ‘were
presented in active roles which emphasized their artistic abilities’. He
concludes that this evolution demonstrates the fact that the ethos here
was no longer that ‘of the zoo', but rather that ‘of the music and folk
festival’ (z007).

It is nevertheless necessary, in our view, to introduce a degree of
nuance to the analysis of these changes. We cannot simply describe the
1931 exhibition as a ‘music festival’, interpreting it as an epistemological
break with the human zoos. Instead, we must ask what it shared with
these, and recognize that every era adopted different forms of such exhibi-
tions. Indeed, as Lebovics remarks in this volume, we should probably
view this exhibition as ‘an imperialist ceremony of self-validation and
the initiation of French visitors into the new society of spectacle’. It was
therefore necessary to bring new life to the genre, and to emphasize,
above all, that ‘native peoples’ were, thanks to France, on the road to
‘colonial progress’. As Lebovics concludes, the organizers ‘wished to
see the reproductions of the Bois de Vincennes become a reality for the
peoples of the Empire, and one which was centred on France.'

The homage to other cultures thus needs to be understood not only
within the context of an unspoken intention to achieve political domina-
tion (legitimated by the intrinsic superiority of Western civilization),
sealed by an inevitable ‘common future’ with France (see Lebovics in
this volume). The change from the naturalizing archaism of the first
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human Zoos to @ More m(zdern presentation was, in the ﬁna}l al?aly,sis,

of demonstrating ‘the benefits of colonial modernization’ to
L itor in visible form, transforming the passive ‘savage’ into an
.th;l:;i at work (in the exhibition and, by extension, in the colony). This
a dency was already present in the Marseille exhibition of 1922, and
lenc_;ec?its height in France at the 1931 Exposition. The ‘savage’ could
::,alonger be displayed; hje needed to ha.ve .d‘isappearecl under ’Ehe i‘nﬂu-
ence of Western civilization, for the pnmmve‘ peoples of earlier times
had become both ‘good Christians’, under the influence of the mission-
aries, and ‘good soldiers’, who would demonstrate their valour in war, as
they had during the colonial conquests (Deroo and Champeaux 2006).
women who had once been displayed in ‘primitive’ nakedness were now
clothed and imbued with the moral values of Western society (Boétsch
and Savarese 1999). The two powerful lobbies involved in this process
the Church and the Army) expected colonized peoples to be treated
with dignity, thereby becoming valuable economic assets. The presenta-
tion proposed by the organizers was influenced by these factors.

As a result, although we should rid ourselves of the idea of a radical
shift in the perception of the ‘native’, we can note a change in the objec-
tives of colonial propaganda which now set out to demonstrate that
that the ‘native’ was on the road to civilization (see Lemaire 200zb),
proof of which was provided by the military and religious organizations
associated with colonial policy. The new mode of presentation in 1931
was now in line with these objectives and the desired image of a ‘Pax
Colonica’. The new ‘humanism’ which can be detected in this trans-
formation cannot be dissociated from the process of colonial domina-
tion which, in this particular case, perpetuated the exhibition of the
Other in accordance with the new pattern constructed by the colonizers
for their relationship with colonized peoples.

In effect, six years later, in 1937, the presence of ‘exotics’ in Paris at
the international exhibition made it resemble a ‘village of craftsmen’®®
accormipanied by a theatrical troupe more closely than an ethnic show
(Lusenbrink 2002: 260-61), but this process is more properly part of
a shift in the colonial relationship than it is the affirmation of a form
of ‘colonial humanism’ supported by the French colonial authorities.
Between the two exhibitions, the sidelining of human zoos by French
exhibitions seems to have been completed. As Lemaire suggests:
:nat‘ives, who had previously symbolized the trophies of colonization
& the period of conquest, had now become the trophies of civilization,
displayed as visual proof of the rightness of activities in the colonies. It

18 true that they remained “inferior”, but they were tamed, domesticated
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and moving towards progress’ (Lemaire 2002b: 278).

To reinforce the message that these were 'new tmes’, there Were
displays on colonial projects and the development of indigengy;q
peoples under the colonial mission {demonstrating progress in COnver.
sions to Christianity and in education), but the role of these Peoples i
the accomplishment of the mission was also shown. This role was, of
course, modest (represented by crafts, dances, and enrolment in the
army), but was also a moving one, testifying to their enthusiastic partici.
pation in the establishment of their own domination.

The Legacy of the Gaze

The final manifestation of this process was Expo 58, the great Belgjan
Universal and International Exposition of 1958. Here, on the eve of the
end of empire, ‘native’ performers were called on for the last time tg
participate in the general presentation of a colonial power. As we haye
seen, itwas from the 19305 that the general public became tired of humap
zoos and that the latter found themselves increasingly out of step with
social needs. In particular, the failure of Hagenbeck’s two final shows i
Germany (a troupe of Kanaks who came from Francein1931,and atroupe
of Tcherkess riders in 1932) marked the sad ending of a story which
had included more than seventy ethnic shows (see Thode-Arora in this
volume). 39 The last ethnographic tours in Europe appear to have failed to
attract the large numbers of visitors of the previous peneration, whether
in Basel (Switzerland), Stockholm (Sweden), Cologne (Germany - with
a troupe of ‘Sara Kaba negresses with lip-plates’) or Milan (taly).

In the United States, the same situation prevailed. The model estab-
lished at the World's Columbian Exposition, Chicago, in 1893 (see Rydell
in this volume) had changed and was no longer effective. In the 1893
Great White City of Chicago, everyone had been allocated his or her
place in the world. The villages and exotic pavilions had occupied the
centre of the exhibition space in a layout that underlined the metaphor
of civilizing progress on the march. Thus, alongside a variety of attrac-
tions from Hagenbeck’s menagerie, and sixty or so Dahomeans (both
male and female) who had symbolized the defeat of Darkest Africa by
the colonizing West, had been found the Sioux chieftains who had been
defeated in 1890 at Wounded Knee (see Preston Blier in this volume;
see also Rydell 1993).

That world of display had disappeared. Now, domination was pre-
sented in a more subtle fashion. The Other was no longer a ‘still-savage’
defeated figure, but a ‘pacified native', enthusiastically rushing forward
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under the Jeadership of his o’r hEIt benelectt}lr to follgw the pa’cl'cl1 traced
. towards ‘progress’. This was the figure who appeared, as we
pyibhorfis d. at the Paris Exposition Internationale in 1937, at the
have emphaSlZEHr] ire Exhibition of 1936, at the Naples exhibition of
J“hanHESburGg] g (Ew Empire Exhibition of 1938,9° and at the Deutsche
194905 s talling in 1939, now that the brutal tone of ethnic exhibi-
iz Ausj Tonger appropriate for the demonstration of activities
ions w;a SEl:hnic shows had now become part of the heritage of both
s ocieties and ex-colonies: their day was past.?'
Westt;rinti of human zoos cannot, however, ignore how aspects of
thi:phinori]enon have continued in our culture, even to the present
day (Blanchard and Bancel 1998b; Bancel zoo7y). I.t would certainly be
simplistic to propose a continuous line from ethnic shows to mode{-n
forms of the display and perception of the Other (Moussa -zooz). It is,
nevertheless, still possible to propose that there are thematic threads in
the representation of the Other which extend across the century (Alloula
1986; Blanchard zo00z). As a consequence, all contemporary represen-
tations of the Other (in the cinema, live performances, ad‘ve‘r‘hsmg, the
tourism industry,?* sport, media images, ethnographic exhibitions®? ar.ld
museums of world culture) should be subjected to a long-term empir-
ical analysis (Gosden and Knowles 2001) which, alone, can allow us to
understand their ancestry and their transformations (Mason 19938).
Thelack of interest (in colonial history, in the history of mass cultures,
and the history of stereotypes) accorded not only to the mass phenom-
enon of human zoos (nevertheless one of the cultural conditions
necessary for the growth of empire) but also to their influence, is still
surprising. 1t would appear that the relationships between communities
in Western societies need to be (rejconsidered as a diachronic process,
and any such study should include these exhibitions, which constituted
a fundamental stage of the process at the turn of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries (Boétsch and Villain-Gandossi 2001). The stereo-
types which created images of the Other until the time of decoloniza-
tion made a significant contribution to the construction of the collective
imagination and legitimized colonial practice in the eyes of the public.
Human zoos raise questions concerning spectacle and the creation
of popular culture, but they also raise questions about a form of racist
thought which spread across the globe (from Tokyo to Hamburg, from
London to Chicago) in just three generations. This fact calls for the
analysis of the building blocks of the construction of societies themselves
Or, put another way, the archetypes that contribute to a collective imagi-
nation that defines us, thereby allowing us to recognize and position
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ourselves in the world. Human zoos are, in the final analysis, the CTysta).
lization of a shifting barrier between the ‘civilized’ and the 'savage’
between the ‘modern’ and the ‘archaic’, and these distinctions are still
very much in force.

Notes

1 Motto of the Anthropology pavilion, World's Columbian Exposition, Chicagy,
1893.

2 This research has followed a programme which began in 2000 and involves
number of academic research groups in Europe and America. It led to a firg
international conference at the University of Marseille 2 in June zoo1 under the
aegis of Research Group 2322 (Anthropology of the Representation of the Body)
of the CNRS (Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique) and the research
team at ACHAC (Association Connaissance de I'Histoire de I'Afrique Contem.
poraine).
This volume represents a shift in focus compared with the original French
edition, the revised French paperback edition and the Htalian edition (Bancel,
Blanchard, Boétsch et al. 2002, 2004 and 2003 respectively). In it, we have e}
out to refocus the analysis on the historical development of human zoos and a5,
consequence, we present here only half of the original contributions (21 articles
out of 47). Equally, in order to take account of our own continuing thoughts op
the topic and recent work in the field, we have included 1 new contributions,
which provide a broader view of the different geographical spaces and types
of exhibition and of their implications for the host nations, Ultimately, the 3
contributions published here, organized into three clear sections, allow a better
understanding of the phenomenon of human zoos in all its complexity and
specificity, providing a new perspective for readers.

4 See Falguiéres (2003) on this subject.

5 See Impey and MacGregor (2001 [1985]), and Martin and Moncond'Huy
(z004).

G As the director of the Marseille Jardin d'Acclimatation remarked in 1861, such
zoos were ‘made for the spectators, not the animals’ (Siépi 1937: 7; Baratay
2002: 32).

7 A similar story occurred in Britain in 1774. Another Tahitian called Omai
remained there for two years and was presented to King George Il and to the
University of Cambridge.

8 Some of this group died of cold, others of tuberculosis, while others committed
suicide.

9 In 1854, the Muséum national d'histoire naturelle collection contained 865
skulls. The largest known collection of the time was that of the American
polygenist Samuel Morton, which contained over 1,000 items (Meigs 1857). By
1867, though, the French collection contained mare than 1,500 skulls.

10 At about this time, the Chinaman, Tchong-A-Sam, was brought to Europe and
was studied by many learned societies.

1 See Bogdan in this volume,

12 See by Poignant in this volume.
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g-Aymar 2002b, and Beétsch and Blanchard in this volume.

See Fauvt‘lld that members of the Cherokee tribe were exhibited in London as

It is claime

. Fox 1989}). )
= 13:0171_16‘;:[((0(15 1?'1 this volume. The 2005 film by the French film director
See a

: ! an, is a semi-fictionalization of this 1859 visit.

Régls wm:]?:rhif: '[Ietaon?id anthropological ‘society’ was createg in France, It
m;i:ﬁ:':d the Société des Observateurts de 'Homme [Society of the Ob‘ss.ervers

f Mankind]. However, it disappeared in 1803 as a result of lack of activity. In
2 Dr W. E. Edwards published The Physiclogical Characters of the Races of
ﬁzgicind, wiﬁch viewed its subject matter from a historical pe'rspective and was
ery influential in scientific circles. This work led to the creation of thg Socl:ete
;'Emnﬂgraphie in 1839, which was also t}}e.result of contacts with E.nghsh scien-
tists (2 Society for the Protection o.f Abo'ngmes had.been founded in London.m
the previous year). The French society disappeared in 1848 after having contrib-
uted to the abolition of slavery in France. | e
gee Coutancier and Barthe 200z, and Schneider in this volume.
See Thode-Arora in this volume. N
There was, at that time, an autobiography by John Tevi. Tevi was one of the m.ost
noteworthy troupe directors, becoming a specialist in this area after having
himself been exhibited and having participated in the major international
exhibitions, Buffalo Bill's Wild West show, and Pawnee Bill's Wild West and
Great Far East show. His book was published as A Tour Around the World and the
Adventures of Dahomey Village. On this publication, see Rydell in this volume.
Nayo Bruce, who was originally from Togo, directed a travelling troupe for more
than twenty years, changing its name and its acts from country to country and
according to fashion. He died in 1919,
At the Chicago Exposition, Japan was considered to be on a par with the
Western powers and its pavilion was allocated the same exhibition area as
those of France, England, Belgium, Austria and the United States. The pavilion
contmined, moreover, an anthropology section and an Ainu village.
In 1995, an initial investigation of the display of the Other and the creation of
racial and colonial imaginary constructs was proposed within the framework of
an international conference entitled 'Scenes and Types', organized in Marseille
by the' ACHAC research group. The papers given there are to be found in
ACHAC (1996).

More than four million visitors attended the Osaka exhibition.

David Lynch's film Elephant Man provides a relatively realistic illustration of
this,
The mythology of Siamese twins was one of the major attractions in ‘freak
shows', from the Chinese twins exhibited by Barnum in New York, onwards
{Monestier 2007%). Later, the fate of Chang and Heng, brothers from Thailand,
who arrived in Boston in 1829, symbelizes the encounter between the worlds of
spectacle and science. Indeed, Professor John Warren of the Harvard Medical
School provided funding for this show and the tour of Europe which followed
itin 1830. In 1835 the brothers joined Barnum and then, becoming their own
managers, remained on show in the United States until 1869,

35 These were not, in fact, ‘Aztecs’, but were mentally handicapped.

These two brothers actually hailed from Ohio. They appeared in various shows
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from 1852 to 1905,

27 This was an Afro-American called Henry Moss. He was on show in Philage).
phia and noted for his dappled skin.

28 Barnum showed an Afro-American known as Vitiligo, who was an albj
was also microcephalic. He presented him as the ‘missing link' betwe,
and apes.

29 See also Reiss in this volume.

30 Hagenbeck himself, in his autobiography, was surprised at the high visito;
numbers and wrote of their ‘enormous impact’, remembering that in Berlin, iy

one day, close to 93,000 people attended one of these exhibitions, necessitatiy,

‘mounted police and foot patrols' {1951: 78; see Deroo in this volume), Likewice

just under one million paying and free visitors were recorded in the anny,

report of the Paris Jardin d'Acclimatation in 1883. Later, the 1900 Paris Exposi
tion Universelle would be attended by a little under 50 million visitors; ths

1931 Paris Exposition coloniale internationale would sell more than 30 millign

tickels; and the British Empire Exhibition of 1924-1925 at Wembley in Londg,

would receive nearly 25 million visitors.

For example, the French towns of Nancy in 1909 (2.5 million paying visitorg,

Roubaix in 1911 (1.7 million visitors), and Reims in 1903 (300,000 Paying visitorg

and an estimated 100,000 ‘guests’). These towns achieved greater visitgr

numbers for these ‘negro villages' than on any previous public occasion,

32 A majorlimitation in this research concerns the reaction of the exhibited peaples
themselves. Sources are patchy and, most important, produced at second-hang,
We cannot assume, as some researchers hepe to (see Bergougniou, Clignet
and David 2001) that purported interviews of the time with the participants are
reliable evidence. Orally transmitted memories, by contrast, are an importan
source in estimating the effects of these exhibitions. The Kanak remarks of 1931,
collected by Jo#l Dauphiné and Didier Daeninclkx {for his novel), demonstrae
this clearly. The oral memories collected by Gérard Collomb on the display
of the Kalifia are equally interesting, in that they show the handing down of
memories across several generations: “They were shut up so that the Whites
could see them. Nobody had the right to leave. Each day, the Whites would
gather to watch them’ (Maliana's statement, cited in Collomb 1992: 129). But
these few statements are insufficient to allow a systematic cataloguing of the
reactions of either the public or the exhibited peoples.

33 An opposing view was adopted by some anthropologists {themselves revealing
the attitudes of the day), who claimed that exhibited peoples became ‘civilized!
during the exhibitions. In 1881, Paul Nicole wrote on this lopic in the Bulletin
de la Société d’Anthropologie, commenting that initially ‘savage’ Zulus returned
‘crafly and cunning’ to their own countries (Bulletin de I Société d'Anthrapologic
1881: 775).

34 Robert Rydell reminds us that this occurred at the Pan-American Exposition,
Buffalo, New York in 1901, where 'natives’ were housed in an animal stockyard
until the construction of their villages could be completed and they could be
moved in. See Rydell in this volume.

35 Aboriginal Australians, pygmies and Hottentots in particular.

36 For example, the Fuegians and Galibi Indians presented at the Paris jardin
d'Acclimatation.
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ologists complained at the difficulties in dissecting

37 Parisian 'md Lor:gs%:ﬁl:io‘%ursg their p];rfomance’, while in 5t Louis in1goa,
those P“r:;;ﬁa:nmropulogist Ales Hrdlicka removed the brains of a number of
the Ame :

Filipinos (Rydell ]%84‘ ]61::)5.3 my who was displayed at the 1904 Louisiana
a was a Congolese pygrmy ; o th

42100 Sy sition in St Louis, Missouri, and was persuaded to remain in the
Burchosc Ehpob various Protestant groups and missions. He was ‘lodged for
piiied ?t;}l:; Sgrgnx zoo in the orang-utang cage and later committed suicide in
atimea e
1916 (B,lume }932.};25&12;33 (before it specialized in the exhibition of humans

9 The failure Dﬂicularly ‘exotic’ peoples), whose collection in the final years of the
aled, rnor; pacntul? {Oc'used on European animals, reminds us that the visitors of
Nt ::e interested in ‘exotic’ species, and the public wanted ‘strange savage
lh'c ume\:' very different from European species, so that they could escape their
giobees S"rirl(':ynrnent and dream of distant lands’ (Baratay 2002: 33).
evcry:da_y ‘::wative work, Lindfors, a specialist in African literature, brought

8555 11111;5 :vnnumerous writings on the exhibition of Africans in the West.'m.ust

: l?g:;;;h were published under the aegis of the African Studie§ Assqcmtio.n
?Ljndfors 1999a). An article by Lindfors on Dr Kahn's famous Niam-Niams is
in this volume.

A ;I;l;dyu: Ef—[i;?nal article, ‘Ethnographic Showcases. 1870—_1930’, which a.ppealrfld
in Cultural Anthropology in 1993, has been I‘EV-ISEd fn.r this volume. This article
was, for the editors of this book, the real starting-point for research on human
7005, beginning in Marseille with the ACHAC research group and continuing
in collaboration with the CNRS research group GDR 2322 from 1999 (see

2 Zbas;]inze Lt the scientific journals u?f thfls,- day,‘ such as La Nature, le)?e'
d'anthropolegie, Le Journal illustré, La Science lI!us-tres, and the Bulletin de la Soczcre
d:Anthropologie, is sufficient to identify the major contemporary names in the
field of anthropology, associated with reports on various troupes.who were on
show in the capital (more than eighty articles appeared in the _p'enod to19og in
French scientific reviews on the Jardin d’Acclimatation exhibitions alone). See
Bobtsch and Ardagna in this volume. . .

43 The members of the Société d'Anthropologie de Paris very quickly made t.he
distinction between ‘good anthropological attractions’ and the othfers. as BOI‘C!]E-I'
writes in the society’s bulletin of 1877: ‘The superiority ofthes.e sc1ent1ﬁc exhibi-
tions compared with those which are just Barnum shows [is] wh:.x.t is sought
here, neither a standard staging, nor the false lacal colour of armchair travellers,
but the pure and naked truth’ (Bordier 1877a). _

44 In Germany, for example, the cambination of spectacle and science reached 1?5
height in1889. In that year, the Munich Ethnographic Exhibition was held. This
Was a sort of human gallery on a world scale, where the mummified body of th.e
gorilla woman', Juliana Pastana, was displayed among other ‘exotic peoples'.
She was born in Mexico in 1832 and was thought by some to represent the
missing link. .

45 I Japan, the Tokyo Anthropological Society was not formed until 1884, .but it
played a major part in the ethnographic exhibitions subsequently staged in the
archipelago {Nanta 2001).
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Columbian Exposition, Chicago, of1893.

‘While the anthropologists of the time often went to great lengths to collect the
specimens, less attention was devoted to the documenting of the sou,
previous location of the specimens, whether through negligence or becauge
clandestine nature of some of their collecting methods prevented such inform,
tion from being available’ (Langaney 2002: 376).

In a review of the original French version of this book, entitled 'SPEClacla
ethniques et culture de masse au temps des colonies', in Revue d'histoire et doy

sciences humaines, 7, (2002), pp. 223-32, the French historian of science, Clingelt

Blanckaert, suggests that the book is no more than a series of articles which

are ‘tedious simple repetitions, page after page on the “staging” of the “Othepr

He suggests that the book ‘claims to set out the logic of exclusion which Wiy
carefully orchestrated by the anthropologists of the end of the Nineteenyy
century’. Beyond the reductive nature of this criticism concerning the richnes
of the contents of the volume, it misunderstands something which is explaineg
in almost all the contributions. In fact, anthropologists did not ‘orchestrate’ such
exhibitions, they validated them, initially in a spirit of opportunism, chiefly oy
of interest in the ‘specimens’ displayed, and in the anticipation that such shows
would make the general public, as political decision-makers, more aware of
scientific research.

Here, again, Blanckaert's review, which suggests that many anthropologists
were not in favour of colonization (believing that each ‘race’ should live in iis
own healthy environment), does not seem justified to us, as the author purports

not to understand that the opinion of these scientists and the nuances of thejr ¥

individual judgement actually have little importance. What was essential for
the world of entertainment was that they should support the principle of racii]
hierarchy which governed these shows, a principle that was endlessly repeated
by the theorists and practitioners of colonial expansion.

The Other and his or her body, by escaping from Western norms, becamea

cultural construct, As Singleton comments: ‘the pig, which we think we can
objectively classify as an animal, is, in the ontology of some Papuans, grouped

with humanity; whereas some Papuans, whom we think we can objectively

classify as humans, are, in the ontology of the Asmats (other Papuans), grouped
with edible foodstuffs’ (Singleton 2004: g).

Hilke Thode-Arora provides an excellent explanation of the initial pattern of
these exhibitions, recalling the three main criteria for the selection of a group,
namely strangeness, particular characteristics, and picturesque customs. Se¢
Thode-Arora in this volume.

See Blanchard and Deroo’s 52-minute television documentary Zoos hummins,
broadcast by ARTE in December 2002, which contains archive film footage.
The film received an award at the Festival du Film Ethnographique de Paris,
organized by the Musée de 'Homme in 2003.

This is demonstrated by the behaviour of the Cossacks in Paris and of the
Japanese in London in 1908, who insisted on being presented in a differentway,
not as ‘savages’ who were part of another sort of humanity.

See also De I'Estoile (2003), where he is far less critical of this pattern of ethno:
graphic and colonial exhibitions.

e angd
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own way, the grand European tour of the Egyptian Pasha’s three

55, It was, in 115;7-28 which began this process, firmly embedding the ‘exotic’ in

Biﬂm.'s in 18;_ ald
rmarce. ’ :
Western pe(fco-ramac'g recent work on this subject (zo007).

6 See Ficrrele of this attitude is to be found in an unpublished paper by Isabelle

An examp

Jeand Emmanuelle sibeud (2003). According to these scholars, this research
Merlean

o ialy boils down to a ‘predilection for questions of presentation’,
e u“?ma tsyfrom real research on colonization and is mere ‘guilt-ridden
yilich d:sltIr_a 5 /| Humnan zoos are, in their view, a ‘deliciously fascinating ghost
lou!—,seafc_ ;ng;s hardly any impact on the history of the colonial fact, 2 sort of
'mp, ! wh;c ]ical chauvinism [sic]’ whose sole aim is to focus the analysis of our
fepieCn agt on relationships of ‘domination’. These are somewhat surprising
el pasjf their authors wish to say that the historical topic human zoos' is
;.;gumenl: worth studying, because it ascribes guilt and distracts from the real
s:mpl)’. nfucolonization. Is this position not itself purely and simply chauvinistic?
hlstor),:rq to us that the cultural productions linked to imperialism (images,
:;;ﬁi;ons literature, the general press, and so on) are worthy of ;mai.ysis. The
West legitimated the ‘right to colopize' througl? these (.:l:l]lural productions, and
the creation of colonial culture which occmed in the c1tfes demands a thorough
analysis if we are to understand the 'colnl:»mal.fact’. “{'he vu_:lence of the a_rtacks on
the Human Zoog research programme in th.IS text is a fair representation of the
conservatism of some scholars of the ‘colonizal fact’ on these matters.

58 See also Bogdan (1988) and Cotbey (1993), which is an earlier version of Part1,

Chapter G, in this volume.

9 Seealso Fauvelle-Aymar (2002b); Badou (2000a); and Lindfors (1983a).
6o See also Gala (1980). Some schelars have assumed, somewhat hastily, and on

the basis of a single study (Osborne 1994), that the exhibitions at the Paris
Jardin d/Acclimatation were commercial failures, and have drawn rapid conclu-
sions concerning their lack of impact in France. Although there were no signifi-
cant financial returns for the Jardin in the first two years, this was only because
this new activity was in its infancy and required considerable capital expen-
diture (in bringing the foreign troupes over from Germany). After this, for
nearly 6o years, troupes appeared regularly at the Jardin and this supplemen-
tary activity allowed it to balance its (annual) budgets, to renew its facilities, to
repay its debts, and to rebuild following the collapse brought about by the 1870
Franco-Prussian war (Gala 1980). With regard to the year 1883, with four or so
troupes on the annual programme and a more than positive review, the director,
Geoffroy Sainte-Hilaire, was able to report to his administrative board that ‘the
operations were profitable from a purely financial standpoint as well as a scien-
tific one". This reference is easy to consult, as it is to be found in the chapter by
Schneider in this volume. For the original source, see Saint-Hilaire (1871).

61 Although Switzerland had no colonies, it nevertheless acted as a major centre

for ethnographic exhibitions, both at various regular sites where dozens of
troupes appeared, and in the context of official national exhibitions (Debrunner
1979} Briindle 1992; 1995; 2002; Stachelin 1993). Work in Switzerland on the
whole process of display is still patchy. See Minder in this volume. See also
Brindle (2002); Arlettaz and Barilier {1991); and El-Wakil and Vaisse (2000).

62 See also Shyllon (1977).



46 Human Zoos

63 The success of the Dahomeans was phenomenal, as is underlined by Presi ¢

Blier in this volume. In particular, their exhibition in Paris in 1893 TeCeiveq
more than two and a half million visitors. See Preston Blier and Poignant iy, thiy
volume. See also Bullard and Dauphiné (2002) and Bullard (19g7; 2000),

64 See also Banta and Hinsley 1986).

65 The permanent exhibition ‘Empire and Us' at the British Empire and Commgy,
wealth Museum in Bristol covers the colonial period, international exhibitjgy,
and colonialist propaganda, ending with postcolonialism and immigratiop A
mural sums up this progression, emphasizing that our imperial heritage liyeg
on in our multicultural society (in addition to the chapters in this volume, ge.
also Walthew 198x; Woodham 1989; and Hoffenberg 2001).

66 See also, among the many works on this subject: Lusebrinck 199s; Leprun g8,
Lemaire 2002b; and Ruscio 2002. See the General Bibliography for ﬁm_h,:;
works.

67 See also Eissenberger 1996 and earlier works in the General Bibliography.

68 See also Bigham 2000. We should make it clear that many of the ‘exatic’ exhibis
tions in the United States were organized for profit by the International Anthy,
pological Exhibit Company.

69 See also Delgado, Lozano and Chiarelli 2002 on Spain and Italy. Human 00§
took a specific form in Italy (combining with missionary discourse) and there.
fore continued for longer than elsewhere in Europe, being linked to Mussolins
conquests in Ethiopia and their associated propaganda (1934~40). Nevertheless.
as Chiarelli (in Delgado, Lozano and Chiarelli 2002} emphasizes, almost all the
colonial international exhibitions in Italy included ethnic villages, in particular
those held in Turin in 1884, where Nubians and Ethiopians were on show, and
in Palermo in 1894 and Turin in 1928, where Abyssinians were displayed, Iy
Naples in 1940 it was the turn of a Somali village (as it had been in 1934 and
1933), while ‘African villages’ were on show in Genoa in 1892 and 1913, and
in Rome in 1931. Last, at the Turin exhibition of 1898, the whole of humanity
was on display, with Indians, Chinese, Libyans, Nubians, Brazilians, Eritreans,
Ethiopians and Bolivians (see Castelli 1998; and Labanca 1992).

70 The 1938 Empire Exhibition in Glasgow, despite the decline in interest in
colonial exhibitions, nevertheless attracted 12 million visitors.

71 On the Franco-British Exhibition of 1908 in London, see Greenhalgh 198;.

72 Blanckaert {2005) writes that from the 1867 Exposition Universelle in Paris
many French scientists, including Armand de Quatrefages, were keen for
there to be a presentation of specimens from ‘living races on earth'’. The plan
was apparently blocked by the French Empress, who found the idea morally
unacceptable (Chinese participants were nevertheless on show at the Chinese
pavilion). In 1878, the explorer Joseph Bonnat proposed the exhibition of @
troupe of Africans, but this proposal was not retained by the organizers of
the exhibition, a fact lamented by the reporters of the Petit journal, the first
French newspaper, on 30 July 1878. By contrast, at the same exhibition, Algerian
soldiers greeted the public in the Algerian pavilion.

73 The Pall Mall Gazette described this exhibition as 'colonies of savages’ which the
‘French’ were trying to 'civilize'. At this time, the ‘Hairy Man of Burma’ was the
major attraction in the Paris café-théatres.

74 Beyond the significant impact of the 1893 Chicago World's Fair, it should be
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ic collections presented there formed the basis of the
noted that L emﬂ;irfcild go an to develop ethnographic studies and would,
Field Museur, W rmanent gallery of the ‘races of humanity’ (Arnoldi 1997).
4 createca E;Snaﬂ colonialism was without doubt to be found at the Berlin
75 The hciGh; Dsrse:eliun gof1896, where ‘specimens’ from throughout the German
Ge“‘f‘be' 5 on show in their ‘natural surroundings',
Empire were Preston Blier reminds us of the familiarities which cccurred
76 [riChapics 13;u:liences and the Amazons in St Petersburg and Hamburg,
between the 3 nd Corbey in this volume. The 1904 Louisiana Purchase Exposition
See Dc]sa}-mt;in st Louis, Missouri, to coincide with the Olympic Games. During
was Organise which wasamong those with the greatestnumber of native exhibits,
ﬂ.u.ahlbmuciglwatch Igorots from the Philippines eating dog meat and African
v:s:mr_s co! ulating beheadings (see Corbey’s chapter in this volume).
o s}’mjohannesburg Empire Exhibition there was a village encampment
78 Atthe ;193.:71 which Goo,o00 people visited. Hs primary aim was to justify the
g at:e a reserve for the ‘prehistoric’ populations of the Kalahari.
e m’crtfs studies of cases specific to France, we recommend a series of works
R a significant corpus of images, in particular Le Paris Noir (2001), Le
<irian Paris Asie [2004), Marseille porte Sud (zoos), Sud-Ouest

ris arabe (2003), Le . I
Pam des outre-mers (2006), Lyon capitale des outre-nters (2007) and Frontiére

‘Empire (2008). ) )
80 &!i"gln c(ite the example of Klikko, a young Khoisan, who was on show in

Europe and Cuba. He was the star of the Wild D:m(_:ing Bushman show in.191-3.

before joining Barnum and Bailey's company. He died, a hallf-crazy alcoholic, in

New York in 1940 {Parsons 1988). Another example is provided by Joseph Lee,

the Afro-American who played the ‘African Savage' from Dahomea and became
uine star in the United States.

B aBE;:'leen 1910 and 1935, the link between eugenics and the exhibitit?n of
imonsters' or 'exotics’ was an enduring feature of the activities carried out in the
United States by the Eugenics Record Office (ERO). The activities of this body
were intended to contribute to the definition of the ‘necessary homogeneity’ of
the American nation {see Emin in this volume; see also Wiebe 1967, and Haller
1984). After a period of research between 1910 and 1920, national campaigns
in favour of eugenics gave value to white identity, denouncing the dangers of
miscegenation and the black presence (with, for example, the film The Black
Stork of 1017), along with the risks of degeneracy linked to the transmission of
mental illnesses. Conference series, exhibitions, films, databases and studies on
migrant populations or 'healthy families’ followed. Countless photographs were
displayed from the ERO's photographic collections of ‘exotics’ in circuses or
shows, not least those at Coney Island, just a few minutes away from the ERO.
From 1935, the influence of the American eugenicists declined for a number
of reasons: lack of income; few concrete results which could be brought before
the public and federal authorities; an ambiguity in their relationship with the
politics of migration, which had been established on a national level; and an
increasingly clear link between their discourse and Nazi eugenicist theories
which dominated the international stage.

82 For example, the Dahomeans were exhibited in many eshibitions and shows
between 1891 and 1894, following Behanzin's defeat fa troupe was sent to the
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Chicago World’s Fair in 1893 after appearing at the Casino de Paris), o groy %
of Madagascans were exhibited after the conquest of their island, ang T“ﬂrep
toured Paris and elsewhere following the fall of Timbuctoo in 1894. o

83 Marshall Lyautey, who had been Resident-General in Morocco, was appoinieq
the French government in 1928 as general commissioner for the Paric Colonjy 2
Exposition planned for 1931. :

84 De I'Estoile (2007) suggests that the Kanaks were brought to Paris Privalgy
In 1931, with the original intention of participating in the exhibition. I fa ! ]
as Dauphiné (1998) has amply demonstrated, the manner of their aTrival ya
quite complex, They were recruited by a society of ex-colonials, with the apres,
ment of the colonial authorities in Nouvelle-Calédonie. It was later, rOHOWing
the dramatic circumstances of their exhibition in Germany (where part of the
troupe had been sent), that the authorities acted to forbid the recruitment of jj,
natives of Nouvelle-Calédonie (circular of 27 July 1931). This decision followeg:
the statement made by the Minister in charge of colonial affairs, Paul Reynayg,
who denounced exhibitions of ‘inferior human types’, and called on the admip,
istration to refuse to respond favourably to what he described as the Promoters
of ‘unhealthy curiosity’ (Hale 2002: 317). In Paris, the Kanaks were presented
at a show (with an explanatory brochure} in the Bois de Boulogne, which hyg
the unequivocal title: ‘Cannibalism’. Nevertheless, from September 1931, they
would attend the exhibition in Vincennes every afternoen, on special occasions
and for evening shows, in order to represent their island in various perfor-
mances (Bullard and Dauphiné 2002: 125). These performers had, in short,
interchangeable roles: in the moming they were ‘cannibalistic savages’ in the
Bois de Boulogne; in the afternoon they were the ‘picturesque representatives.
of Nouvelle-Calédonie in the Bois de Vincennes,

85 See, on this topic, the retrospective exhibition which was held in Parig from
December 2006 to February 2007 in the Bois de Vincennes, by the City of Paris
in collaboration with the ACHAC research group. Information on this project,
including the 30 two-faced totems created for it, is to be found on www.achac
com

86 Lyautey was a singular figure in the colonia] army world, He had always been in
favour of the preservation of the cultures of colonized nations (at a time when
many foretold their disappearance) and set up a very modern form of indirect
rule in Morocco which, in many ways, anticipated the changes in colonial
strategy which would be introduced during the 19508 (except in Algeria and
Indochina). See Rivet 1988,

87 Vallois was also extremely critical of the presentation of the Kanak dances;
lamenting their lack of authenticity, and of the general tendency to make indig:
enous cultures appear quaint in the publicity material for the exhibition.

88 The small number of artesans from Senegal was even criticized by e Périscope

Africain, which expressed its regret that this display bore no relationship with
the economic realities of the country, nor with the real work of local jewel
lers and shoemakers. The Paris-Dakar newspaper compared this new style (in
August1937) to that of the past: ‘No abscene dances, no English missionaries in
the pot. No cannibals behind bars, no death dances, no negro king seated on his
throne of skulls' (quoted in Lusenbrink z002: 265).

89 As Thode-Arora remarks in this volume, Hagenbeck's shows had tentatively
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.1 in the 19205, but had never regained their earlier complexity
started up again 10 5
ROOSUCCS R Indian temple and Zulu village on show there repre-

90 The ngh]and Yﬁ;‘izlnal’ form of Irllisp]ay than the Wembley villages, whlic‘h.
sented 2 770 lier, had continued to present the savagery and authenticity
only 15 y!:ars ea;lati.ons. But the most significant difference between the two
of impf:na] e one of scale. At Wembley, ethnic shows and villages were the
ehiblo wa: of the presentation, while in Glasgow they had become merely
u:n.ml feTmt:acﬁgns (see MacKenzie in this volume). .
anpherat; ¢ a recent special number of the French publication Sciences

iy 7o szember 2002) has as its title: ‘L'abécédaire des sciences humaines:

g"’;ﬁifwgie 4 Zoos humains’ [The ABC of the Human Sciences: from Aborigine
'ADOTIE

n) Zoo|.
;i%f;i ;)md Lemaire 2006, and Bancel 2006.
92

93 Gae Barlet and Blanchard 2c05.



