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Foreword:
First Season of The Publicness of Everyday Life

From the 19th century onward, art has acquired a certain degree of
autonomy within the Western context. This is generally understood
within the framework of “the birth of modernity”. In the late 18th
century, Kant's Three Critiques entitled Critique of Pure Reason,
Critique of Practical Reason and Critique of Judgment seemed
to indicate three separate fields of modernity: cognition, morality
and aesthetics. Cognition was aimed at the subject-object relation
between man and the world, whereas morality had to do with issues
concerning behavioral principles of the individual and the collective.
Aesthetics, in turn, linked up the scientific understanding of the
world with a moral understanding of the self.

Since the toppling of our world’s erstwhile sacred haloes, things
in the universe no longer keep to their quarters as originally set
out in god's all-encompassing design. Things no longer emanate
mysterious light. They've become objects of perception by mankind,
who in turn can be regarded as a new subject. As objects, they can
either be rationally perceived, incorporated into an ethical code, or
altogether become the object of man’s pure aesthetic appreciation
and adoration.

How exactly objects are supposed to be perceived, depends on
the framework in which we observe and interpret them. The three
aforementioned frameworks have developed into three systems,
i.e. science (empirical understanding), politics and law (ethics)
and art (aesthetics). In the West, this division is ensured by three
organizational structures. They are oft-professed as ideal patterns,
yet in the reality of everyday life their distinctions never as neat and
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clear-cut. Within this supposed trifecta, the development of art is
encompassed by our ever so familiar museums, galleries, art spaces,
art institutes, art auctions, art criticism etc. These are generically
designated as art's institutional strongholds. Only within the
boundaries of such “specific sites” is art granted the titular blessing
of “artwork”, along with value exceeding that of ordinary goods, all
of which turn it into a sacred relic. Shapes and images only exude
their profound "realm” if placed within a pre-ordained frame or
mounted atop a pedestal. Only within these framed restrictions
do people turn their heads to observe the connections between
themselves and the world. Beyond that, they're merely ordinary daily
commodities.

Hence the question: which things can be incorporated for closer
scrutiny into this system of art, and which end up rejoining the
myriad object-images of everyday life? Perhaps they cannot
be admitted to the system of art, yet they're endowed with an
alternative purpose, or made into a kind of political propaganda or
commercial publicity, or used to implement some or other ethical
indoctrination, i.e. the so-called 'instrumentalization’ of the object-
image.

In this era of proliferation, accelerated circulation, reproduction
and reconfiguration of object-images, object-images cannot be
formulated as having a sole, specified meaning, nor can they take
on a timeless existence. They constantly assume new meanings and
are re-labeled against different contextual backdrops. As a result,
the spectrum of this [echoing] motion ranges from instrumentalized
images and shapes all the way to images and shapes for
appreciation’s sake. Whether or not objects are defined as art,
depends on the precise system and contextual setting in which
they gain recognition and operate, that is to say the hermeneutical
framework in which they're interpreted.

Today, the multifarious praxis of everyday life can be identified
as commercial undertakings, political propaganda and ethical
indoctrination. They can just as well be understood as social
activities, or packaged as artistic projects. In this book, we focus
on the perceptual layer of objects, which will hopefully allow us



to probe into this complex, multi-dimensional reality: on the level
of sensibility - which serves as intermediary - awide array of ties
connects people to the world and to one another.

In reference to the above mentioned premise, the Public Art
Coordination Center (hereon referred to as PACC) and Shanghai
Academy of Fine Arts joined handsf rom June to December, 2016
toorganize a series of talks on The Publicness of Everyday Life.’
Everyday Life’ and 'Publicness’ were deemed keywords of this series
of talks.

The concept of ‘everyday life' (alltdgliches Leben) and ‘the world
in which we lead our lives' (i.e. life-world or Lebenswelt) first
appeared in the research of phenomenologist Edmund Husserl. The
Lebenswelt, compared to the objective world of science and the
world of abstract, logical notions, is a subjective world of direct,
sensorial perception. It was proposed in response to instrumental
reason, which prevailed in the first half of the twentieth century.
Compared with the one-dimensional and efficiency-oriented
instrumental reason, it has rich and multitudinous dimensions. Post-
WWI Europe was forced to reflect on the eerie gloom left behind
by the dazzling era of modernity. Mankind’s instrumentalization
of his surroundings had gone so far as to make it and others into
instruments, eventually subjecting itself to tyranny.

The idea of ‘publicness’ originated in philosopher Jurgen Habermas'
1962 examination of Nazi despotism and the principles that proved
crucial in West-German democracy. [His research] greatly benefited
from Hannah Arendt’s ruminations on the behavior (Handlung)
of the masses. For Arendt, politics was by no means a one-sided
operation, but a negotiation between the masses, with the intent
of unlockinga shifting public domain. In Habermas' discussions
on the topic of democratization, publicnesss imilarly is an equal-
footed, open-ended dialogical relationship between people.
Toward the middle [of his career], Habermas invoked the concept of
Lebensweltyet again, backed by the idea of publicness. He pegged
it as being contrary tothe'system’, and believed that if the system
was man's instrumental rationalization, then Lebenswelt must be the
interrelation between subjects. This meant a further development



AEEEPH AT

and advancement of his prior concept of ‘publicness’.

Habermas had a distinct and profound understanding of the crisis of
modernity. He believed that the crux of modernity’s crisis lay in ‘the
colonization of the Lebenswelt by the system: relationships among
people were constantly erodedby instrumental reason, especially
under the ever-watchful eye of capitalism, in which aformerly
unsellable objectcould unexpectedly become a marketable
commodity. All multi-dimensional, perceptual connections had been
reduced to a mere relation of “means & ends”.

In brief, “everyday life” and “publicness” both refer to a relation
between people, i.e. the issues that occur between subjects. Both
of them are introspective concepts devised amid the constant
expansion of instrumental reason. How are we to gain a steady
foothold if the relationships between people are distorted and
made into instrumental relationships? The way Kant saw it, if we
interpret the perceptual and the aesthetic as bridgessynthesizing
the relation between people and the worldand people amongst one
another, then they're bound to have multiple, complex dimensions
and possibilities. Compared with the singular phenomenon of
instrumental rationalization, we have to pay close attention to
perceptual object-images, whether displayed by means of artistic
methods, or integrated into daily life via other approaches. By
bestowing attention on them, we can expose their potential tocreate
a future rife with possibilities.

In this half-year series of publicly held, theoretic talks and workshops
&hands-on activities on the subject of The Publicness of Everyday
Life we attempted to tackle the topic from different angles, hoping
to address this cluster of issues from a wide range of facets.
We invited expert researchers from different fields to engage in
interdisciplinary talks and discussions on the topic of everyday life
and publicness, from the vantage point involving history studies,
sociology, architectural studies, art studies, political science, art
practice and social practice.

First and foremost, to thoroughly delve into the term ‘publicness’,
we invited Nankai University philosophy professor Xie Yongkang to
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address the topic via the two above-mentioned strands of Hannah
Arendt and Jurgen Habermas. Both of them treated the totalitarian
rule of the Nazis and the Third Reich as a crucial backdrop for
their musings on public life. The focus that lay at the core of the
idea of a”public sphere” was how to avoid the menacing force
of homogenization and achieve a pluralistic interaction. Their
musings were rational reflections on totalitarian rule, as well as vital
investigations into the rebuilding of democratic life in the aftermath
of WWII. Professor Wang Jun from Zhejiang University in turn shed
his light on the topics of ‘everyday life’ and ‘Lebenswelt’ from the
angle of phenomenology. Although originating in phenomenology,
the term Lebensweltwas borrowed by Habermas. This then further
evolved from his early concept of “the public sphere” into an
intersubjective relation guided by communicative reason. For him,
the term ‘Lebenswelt’'meant the interpersonal, quotidian goings-
on that could not be reduced, instrumentalized or commodified.
Through his reflections on the birth of citizens' emotional life and the
social effectiveness of aesthetic education, philosophy researcher
Yu Yue (Sichuan University)explored issues relating to revolution and
the resetting of social normativity. Taking his research on Friedrich
von Shiller as a starting point, he arrived at the following theoretical
understanding: any wonderful concept must adhere to a certain
perceptual game. Slowly, through continuous practice, it then
permeates into the depths of social consciousness, thereby giving
norms a new lease on life after they've fallen into disarray. Just as
discussed by Habermas, an equal-footed, open-ended public sphere
originates in the appreciation and discussion of art and literature.
Shiller also opined that for the construction ofsocial normativity,
recourse should be taken to art and free, perceptual games. In
such games, the ideal way involves mankind’s abstract visions being
carried out at the level of every practicing individual. Gradually, a set
of brand-new social regulations takes shape among the interacting
subjects.

In order to better fathom the case of China, we invited professor
Wang Dongjie from the Department of History at Sichuan university.
He adopted the contextual vein of the mainland (from Qing
dynasty, via the Republican era, upto the present) to discuss the
developmental history of the public sphere over the course of
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China‘s modernization. China’s public sphere absolutely differs from
Western publicness. It uses another kind of organizational approach
to implement a similar social intermediary function, linking up and
adjusting hierarchical relations. Professor Jiang Yuhui of Huadong
Normal University addressed present-day issues of publicness from
the angle of Foucault's Discipline and Punish, particularly within the
social monitoring systems of our digital age.

In the field of art history, we also invited such art historians as Dr.
Mao Qiuyueto shed light on the rise and success of America’s post-
WWII abstract expressionist art from the angle of mass ideology.
Cold war rhetoric helped construct collective ideological structures
of the public sphere. Avant-garde similarly asserted its own historical
position and valid logic within a full-fledged set of contextual
parameters. Taking as his angle the formation of neo-sensibilities in
the 1930s, Dr. Julian Huss of Humboldt University(Germany) talked
about European urbanization (the case of Berlin) and [the resulting]
changes in public perception structures. Without a doubt, this
characteristic simultaneously occurred in metropolitan Shanghai in
the 1930s. Rapid and complex urbanization forged a new perceptual
structure: synchronous perception substituted diachronic, linear
perception. Daily life, with its fragmented, rapid revolutions,
substituted the holistic, pastoral narrative. Industrial aesthetics took
the place of agricultural systems of perception. Representing the
Architectural Studies Department of Tongji University, Professor Lu
Yongyi described the development of the "big four department
stores” in 1930s Shanghai from the angle of architectural studies,
drawing parallels with Berlin as presented by Julian Huss.

Drs. Gerd Blum and Thorsten Schneider from the University
of Fine Arts Miinster delivered a lecture detailing the Skulptur
Projekte Minster exhibition, in which they spoke about the
transformations of the functions of art in the urban, public space:
from civilian enlightenment emerging at the 1977 opening, up
to today’s promotion of the city’s name cards and life's economic
aestheticization. Mr. Shi Hantao, a veteran in museum circles who
practically lived through and witnessed the birth, development
and flourishing of Shanghai’s contemporary art. He presented us
with a lecture on the developmental history of Shanghai's urban
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and local art museums. Finally, professor Wang Ruihong of the
Department of Social Work at East China University of Science and
Technology(ECUST) discussed the reconstruction of public life from
the perspective of community service and aesthetics, particularly in
the context of rebuilding after a disaster. Public art and social work,
along with social activities, are mutually intertwined. Nowadays,
their boundaries have become largely obscured, so the more
critical issueis now in which frame of reference to discuss them, as
this will also decide how they appear in the arena of discussion.
Furthermore, despite his absence due to various objective reasons,
professor Yuk Hui of the University of Lineburg(Germany) has
nonetheless contributed a splendid article on “urban public spaces
and gentrification movements” to our yearly periodical.

We hereby express our most sincere gratitude to all distinguished
scholars who accepted our invitation. Meanwhile, we wish to thank
all audience members who attended the lectures and discussions.
They not only helped us access various perspectives from which
to look at the issues at hand, but also provided helpful insights. It
goes without saying we're also indebted to our staff, who worked
painstakingly throughout. Their names are listed on our credits
page, so I'll refrain from specifying them one by one.

In conclusion, we hope this 2016 lecture journal can provide new
dimensions of thought for practitioners of public art, as well as serve
as a discussion platform for workers from all fields with an interest in
“art and publicness”. The 2016 talk series “Publicness and Everyday
Life / Lebenswelt” is but a beginning. We'll come up with a new,
concept each year in keeping with our “public” discussions. This
is our attempt to engage in a long-lasting dialogue pertaining to
a series of questions: how are we - within the Chinese context - to
deal with so-called modernity, as well as the century-old process
of modernization? How are we- within the context of daily life - to
comprehend publicness and perceptual object-images that crop up
in the public space? Does China have a “publicness” as coined by
the West, and if so, what is publicness with Chinese characteristics?
Is it worth for us to research and draw conclusions from the century-
old throes of European modernization? Could it be that, amid the



