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Introduction

Branding became a crucial technique both in the economic and in the sociocultural realm over the course of the twentieth century. Initially treated as a set of strategies to sell products or to stimulate “needs” and “wants” in customers, it became a general mindset, a common way of presenting not only products but also ourselves in professional as well as private settings. It changed the way we perceive politics and goods but also people, works of art, and authors. However, in a world in which everything is branded, and in which the branding of everything is becoming more and more accepted, it has seriously called the traditional idea of authenticity into question as well as the adversarial intention to resist capitalist marketing and branding practices. In this book, I examine the economic and cultural shifts that influenced and supported this development in the twentieth century, exploring the extent to which an author like Heiner Müller adopted marketing and branding strategies to present himself in the public sphere and investigating the impact that this had on his public persona.

By focusing on Müller, I will examine the self-presentation and promotion of an adversarial author who drew on the ideals of the avant-garde and the artistic critique of capitalism, thereby suggesting that he stood in opposition to societal conventions. He was known for the critical stance he took toward the bourgeois lifestyle and materialist values, an opposition that he expressed in his works and at times through his behavior as well. Yet he also tried to insert himself into the mainstream public sphere and the media, arenas that are highly influenced by the laws of the market. My research asks whether his use of marketing methods and media environments undermined his outsider credibility and therefore the integrity of his work, or, alternatively, how he may have been able to develop strategies to engage with marketing principles and the media in ways that allowed him to remain subversive nonetheless: was he able to work within the system and against it at the same time?

Müller was one of the very few East German authors who, from the 1970s, was able to pass through the Iron Curtain and present his work to West German audiences. He was celebrated and supported in the West as an East German dissident and as the somewhat brutal and mystical playwright of German history, but the West German (and North American) left also respected him as a fierce critic of capitalist society and as the aesthetic advocate of utopian and revolutionary alternatives to the status quo. The pivotal plays that he published in the 1970s such as Germania Tod in Berlin [Germania Death in Berlin] and Hamletmaschine [Hamletmachine]1 disturbed and fascinated audiences and theater practitioners alike, and eventually turned him into a world-renowned author. Throughout these successes, Müller managed to keep an air of exoticism, mystery, and adversarial integrity about him. This book examines the strategies that Müller drew on to maintain this image of the radical, avant-garde critic of capitalist society even while being awarded and accepting the most prestigious German literary awards in the 1980s and establishing himself as a public persona who was highly visible in the mainstream media of the 1990s, eventually becoming a truly iconic figure.

I interpret Müller’s experiments with the media system of capitalist bourgeois society in the 1980s and 1990s—how he created and positioned the avant-garde brand “Heiner Müller”—as an artistic practice that intentionally addressed the core contradictions of public avant-garde self-presentation and the expression of the artistic critique of capitalism in the age of brand culture and network capitalism. This “public performance,” the Gesamtkunstwerk Heiner Müller, is therefore not only the most important piece of Müller’s late work but was also the most advanced formulation of the avant-garde question at the time, which in many regards remains valid today. My analysis focuses on Müller’s self-presentation in West Germany and reunified Germany after 1990 in order to carve out the strategies he used to engage with the media and the public sphere under capitalist conditions.

Müller’s self-presentation in the East and the interplay between his public appearances in the West and the East are not at the heart of this analysis. Although these are unquestionably interesting topics that could be addressed in more depth in another project, my book only touches upon them at times. This choice is justified by the fact that Müller was very aware of the importance that the West German public sphere played for his persona and work. As I will show, he made many statements about his aesthetic strategies, particularly in his later years, by making reference to the conditions of the market economy and the capitalist public sphere—he clearly had capitalist structures in mind in his attempts to resist the instrumentalization of human beings by means of art and literature. Most importantly, my analysis of how Müller dealt with the commercial media system as an avant-garde brand and the contradictions inherent to his approach tell us something about the ways in which contemporary adversarial authors and artists (may) maneuver through the difficulties of engaging with marketing and branding strategies while trying to promote critical and subversive political values and actions. In this sense, the focus on how Müller engaged with the media and the public sphere in the bourgeois German society of the 1980s and 1990s is intended to provide a better understanding of the difficulties of presenting avant-garde aspirations and the artistic critique of capitalism in the media public sphere of the twenty-first century. It does not aim to present a historical analysis of the GDR public sphere or Müller’s strategies for working within it.

This focus has also determined the concept of the avant-garde that undergirds my considerations. In the first chapter of this book, I will revisit Peter Bürger’s Theory of the Avant-Garde in order to draw out the elements of his theory that are essential to my analysis of avant-garde authors’ self-presentation in general and Müller’s case in particular. Bürger’s interpretation of the historical avant-gardes as an artistic movement that ultimately aimed at the “total abandonment of the capitalist regime” (Boltanski and Chiapello 2007, 39) has been crucial to my understanding of Müller’s aesthetic strategies, particularly with regard to the “withdrawal of meaning” (“Sinnentzug”) as an aesthetic practice. However, I will broaden and update Bürger’s approach by including arguments put forward by thinkers such as Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello, Sarah Banet-Weiser, and Douglas Holt to determine the extent to which changes in the “spirit of capitalism” (Boltanski and Chiapello) and the rise of brand culture in Western societies have changed the playing field for the deployment of avant-garde strategies.

In my second chapter, I will show the extent to which Heiner Müller drew on avant-garde aesthetics in his literary work of the 1980s by analyzing his seminal text Bildbeschreibung [Description of a Picture]. Here, I will focus on Müller’s strategy of overloading readers with contingencies, thereby forcing them out of passive modes of consuming content into the active process of participating in the co-creation of the work. Furthermore, I will present the “withdrawal of meaning” employed by Müller in the use of complicated forms inherent to this method as a form of media criticism that expresses elements of the artistic critique of capitalism as outlined in Chapter 1.

In the third chapter of my book, I will investigate Müller’s strategies when presenting himself in the West German public sphere and discuss his relationship with the institution of art by analyzing his performance at the award ceremony for the prestigious Georg Büchner Prize in 1985. I will examine the extent to which this literary prize actually posed a threat to his image as an avant-garde author, political anarchist, and critic of capitalist society, and consider the ways in which he tried to react to this danger, by interpreting a public reading in which Müller took part the day after the ceremony. Exploring these circumstances illustrates the double-edged nature of institutional recognition for avant-garde authors and the obvious dilemma in which it puts them, as the gains in publicity and “brand recognition” that come with it harm their aesthetic and political credibility. However, they can also be used as a means to a political end. The ambivalent relationship toward avant-garde values and public recognition that Müller exhibited here persisted long afterwards and became integral to his interactions with the public in later years, as I will show in the subsequent chapters.

In Chapter 4, I will analyze Müller’s publication record in order to examine the extent to which accepting the Büchner Prize helped him to expand his presence in the German public sphere and to gain access to the mainstream media. On the basis of metadata on the publication of his public-oriented writings and interviews, I will present graphs and visualizations that can explain Müller’s publication strategies with regard to these texts and provide insights into his relationships with publishers (Rotbuch Verlag, Verlag der Autoren) and collaborators (Alexander Kluge, Frank M. Raddatz) who were essential in the establishment of his authorial persona and his public success. Müller literally dove into the public sphere and the mainstream media after receiving his literary awards of the mid-1980s (the 1985 Büchner Prize in West Germany and the 1986 National Prize of the German Democratic Republic) and became a truly public figure in spite of the critical stance that he publicly expressed toward the media public sphere in bourgeois society.

In the subsequent chapter, I will then show how Müller employed a set of performative self-contradictions in his interviews in order to frame these interviews and his public appearances in the German public sphere as aesthetic and political performances. This strategy allowed Müller to position and discuss certain controversial and provocative issues in the public sphere without being held directly responsible for his opinions: he created space for himself to engage in public artistic “play” or “experimentation.” These performative self-contradictions therefore constituted a performative armor that allowed him to address political issues in the public sphere of reunified Germany that he considered to be hostile to his own ideas and political convictions. Furthermore, these performative self-contradictions as aesthetic and political performances allowed Müller to display the extent to which claims made in favor of traditional understandings of authenticity and the emphatic expression of the artistic critique of capitalism had become untenable, since they inevitably undermine themselves and become meaningless in the media public sphere of advanced capitalist societies. Highlighting these contradictions in his public performances and appearances within the branded environment of the media landscape in an ambivalent manner that consisted of a partial critique of and simultaneous cooperation with the “system” ultimately established the avant-garde brand “Heiner Müller.”

I will conclude my analysis in Chapter 6 by examining Müller’s involvement in cultural politics and the media public sphere in the 1990s. I will highlight the extent to which his expression of a social or Marxist critique of capitalism was an essential part of the way in which he used his positions in important and influential cultural institutions such as the Akademie der Künste (Ost) and the Berliner Ensemble. The tactics he applied while he held these positions are good examples of his communication strategies as an avant-garde brand. The same holds true for Müller’s attempts to position provocative topics in the media public sphere through his interviews and public-oriented writings, as I will show with regard to how Müller staged the topic of his own death in interviews with Alexander Kluge and his multifaceted critique of capitalism in newspaper articles and interviews with Frank M. Raddatz. Finally, the ambivalent nature of his presence in the media public sphere of the time and the paradoxical essence of his avant-garde brand will become visible when I discuss Müller’s cooperation with and appropriation by the media system by looking at the example of an at-home interview with the German tabloid newspaper BILD and his appearances in mainstream television shows.




1  Cf. Heiner Müller, Werke, ed. Frank Hörnigk, 13 vols (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1998–2011); hereinafter referred to using the abbreviation “HMW” followed by the volume number, for example, HMW 1–13.






CHAPTER 1

The Avant-Garde and Marketing—A Critical Relationship

The relationship between avant-garde aspirations and marketing in the twentieth century was a difficult one. The core concern of avant-garde projects was articulating a radical critique of capitalist ideals and practices. However, in order to voice this criticism and for it to have an impact, attention needed to be drawn to it and the word spread. In order to do so, avant-garde artists and authors had to develop and employ strategies to engage with the media and the public sphere that ultimately both informed new marketing techniques and resembled existing ones, therefore potentially undermining the initial goal of presenting a morally sound aesthetic critique of capitalism.

By discussing pivotal theoretical approaches to the avant-garde question by Peter Bürger, Daniel Bell, Don Slater, and others in this first chapter, I would like to lay bare the basic contradictions of this relationship. Works by Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello, Douglas Holt, and Sarah Banet-Weiser will help me to further broaden and update these approaches, in particular by allowing me to identify the difficulties of presenting avant-garde aesthetic strategies and oneself to the public under the conditions of “network capitalism” (Boltanski and Chiapello) and “brand culture” (Banet-Weiser). The latter aspect will be especially important for the chapters that follow since my analysis of Heiner Müller’s aesthetic practices and public persona focuses on the late 1980s and early 1990s, and therefore on the very circumstances of advanced capitalism that the above-mentioned authors describe. I will start this chapter by introducing the “artistic critique of capitalism,” a term coined and outlined by Boltanski and Chiapello. This overarching concept is critical to my study as it encompasses the kind of avant-garde approaches that are relevant to Heiner Müller’s work and his public self-presentation, as I will show in later chapters.

The Artistic Critique of Capitalism as the Foundation of Avant-Garde Aesthetics

The Artistic and Social Critiques of Capitalism

In their book The New Spirit of Capitalism, Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello (2007) describe the archetypal forms of criticism that may be directed at capitalism and the different issues they address. Boltanski and Chiapello argue that authors and artists predominantly express two out of four points of criticism both in their artworks and their self-presentation, which they accordingly summarize under the category of artistic critique. They bundle the two remaining sources of criticism under the category of the social or Marxist critique of capitalism. The latter addresses the growing poverty and inequality in modern societies based on exploitation and opposes the opportunism and egoism on which bourgeois society supposedly rests. Capitalism’s focus on self-interest, and the associated lack of social bonds and collective solidarity, is the main target of this kind of critique (Boltanski and Chiapello 2007, 36–40).

Artistic critique, on the other hand, primarily draws on two different sources of indignation. Boltanski and Chiapello argue that the first one highlights capitalism as a source of disenchantment and inauthenticity, which devalues objects, people, emotions, and the overall existence that it generates. The second one emphasizes that capitalism is a source of oppression that stands in opposition to “the freedom, autonomy and creativity of human beings and subjects them to the domination of the market and the condition of wage-labor” (73). Specifically, subordination to the profit-maximizing, instrumental rationality of the market, which, on the one hand, fixes prices but, on the other, also generates products and suitable human beings, is denounced as inhuman (73).

Boltanski and Chiapello proceed to describe the artistic critique that arises from these forms of indignation as something based on the ideal of a bohemian lifestyle that primarily developed at the beginning of the twentieth century. Artistic critique foregrounds


the loss of meaning and, in particular, the loss of the sense of what is beautiful and valuable, which derives from standardization and generalized commodification, affecting not only everyday objects but also artworks […] and human beings. It stresses the objective impulse of capitalism and bourgeois society to regiment and dominate human beings, and subject them to work that it prescribes for the purpose of profit, while hypocritically invoking morality. To this it counterposes the freedom of the artist, their rejection of any contamination of aesthetics by ethics, their refusal of any form of subjection in time and space and, in its extreme forms, of any kind of work. (38)



As the authors point out, artistic critique is based on an intrinsic and particularly modern individualism and poses a radical challenge to the values and reality of capitalism: “As a rejection of the disenchantment generated by the processes of rationalization and commodification of the world inherent in capitalism, it presupposes their interruption or abolition, and hence involves a total abandonment of the capitalist regime” (39). We will see in the following passages and chapters that this pursuit of the “total abandonment of the capitalist regime” is right at the heart of the avant-garde aspirations that Peter Bürger analyzes and on which Heiner Müller drew in his literary works as well as in his public self-presentation.

Peter Bürger’s Theory of the Avant-Garde

The historical avant-garde engaged in this project, at least according to Bürger, who interprets its works and public lifestyles as an attempt to radically criticize the utilitarian “means-ends rationality” of modern capitalist society (1984, 34). In his groundbreaking book Theory of the Avant-Garde, Bürger claims that the manifestations of Dadaism, which he sees as the most radical European avant-garde movement at the beginning of the twentieth century, were intended as a fundamental and structural provocation to the bourgeois organization of life. Essential to Bürger’s theory is the premise that society was divided into the subsystems of the economic, the political, and the cultural realms over the course of modernity. This development of bourgeois society was accompanied by a “concurrent specialization of function” (Bürger 1984, 33) in those respective fields, which drew them even further apart over time. This separation can be regarded as positive, since it allowed the arts to be released from their former representational obligations toward the social institutions of religion or courtly society, and was therefore the precondition for autonomous art. It was, on the other hand, also the reason for this subsystem’s complete lack of social impact: the rise of aestheticism with its self-referential focus on the forms and methods of art itself marked the peak of this process of division and of art’s dearth of social influence (47–9). Subsequently, the historical avant-garde’s most central theme became revealing and criticizing this “nexus between autonomy and the absence of any consequences” (22).

The historical avant-garde reacted to this development by confronting rational, utilitarian bourgeois society with its complete opposite, namely the politically and economically irrelevant aesthetic experience developed in aestheticism, which “rebels against the praxis of life” in its rejection of usefulness and applicability (34). In Bürger’s understanding, this re-immersion of art in life with its juxtaposition of two contrasting logics had strong political implications. Key to this undertaking was the avant-garde’s use of the element of shock. Bürger argues that its works and manifestations challenged the recipient’s will to generate a coherent interpretation of the particular work of art by subverting his or her ordinary modes of perception. This refusal to provide (easily accessible) meaning was “experienced as shock by the recipient” (80) and drew on the destruction and/or recombination of established artistic forms. Bürger argues that this approach was utilized in the hope that such a “withdrawal of meaning” (“Sinnentzug”) would “direct the reader’s attention to the fact that the conduct of one’s life is questionable and that it is necessary to change it” (80). The shock caused by the injection of the artistic experience into the practice of life was thus meant to have a far-reaching impact on the life of its recipients and to not only alter their consciousness but also lead them to take concrete action to change society. This idea of the sublation of art and life in the Hegelian sense was meant to merge art and the practice of life, and to therefore transform society in a way that would put an end to both the former separation of the two realms and the “means-ends rationality” of bourgeois society (49–51). “[W]‌hen the praxis is aesthetic and art is practical” (51), as the idea went, the purpose of the avant-garde would vanish as well.

Bürger leaves no doubt as to his belief that the utopian project of the historical avant-garde failed (57). The avant-garde was neither able to merge art and life to generate a completely new society, nor was it capable of destroying art as an institution of bourgeois society in which works of art are sold as commodities (57–9). He sees one of the reasons for this in the fact that shock only triggers a non-specific reaction (if it generates any reaction at all) (80). It does not lead people in a certain direction or give concrete political advice. The reasons for this are of course inherent, since the core of the avant-garde’s project was precisely its anti-utilitarianism, its inapplicability. This movement was not a political party. On the contrary, it mocked the ideas and structures at the heart of all political programs. It was for these reasons that many of Dadaism’s provocations were met with a total lack of understanding and therefore partly reinforced existing attitudes and prejudices. In this sense, these works of art often cemented the walls they intended to break down. Changes in how ordinary people led their lives were marginal, and there was barely any effect at all on the behavior of the masses, especially the workers.

For these reasons, Bürger’s opinion of the neo-avant-gardes and the use of avant-garde strategies following the historical avant-garde is harsh and shattering.1 Since the historical avant-garde failed to unite life and art, and art therefore remained an autonomous sphere with no or only marginal impact on life and society, Bürger believes that avant-garde art has to come to terms with this situation. It can, in his view, either “resign itself to its autonomous status,” which basically means giving up any kind of political intention and becoming reactionary, or “‘organize happenings’ to break through that status” (57). Bürger’s rather condescending reference to “happenings” in this passage rests on his belief that these pseudo-avant-garde practices apply the procedures invented by the original avant-garde, but without its original radical political intentions, and ultimately create works of art that affirm the status quo of bourgeois society. In the wake of the historical avant-garde, protests against art as an institution were accepted as art by the institution itself, and the repetition of this protest can therefore, in Bürger’s view, only be seen as inauthentic: “the neo-avant-garde institutionalizes the avant-garde as art and thus negates genuinely avant-gardist intentions” (58).

Bürger’s analysis is, without question, profound and sharp-sighted, especially when he points to the threats that the neo-avant-gardes face. He believes that, after the failure of the avant-garde and its political project, art, if undertaken seriously, “cannot simply deny the autonomy status and pretend that it has a direct effect” (57) on society. Nor can it repeat the same avant-garde procedures without being aware that their revolutionary implications have been seriously undermined or even completely aborted since the cultural institutions of bourgeois society have appropriated and therefore disarmed and mitigated them. As Bürger points out, the repetition of shock turns into the opposite of provocation and runs the risk of becoming a vehicle for supporting the forces that the avant-garde initially tried to fight (52).

Bürger’s very pessimistic take on the use of avant-garde methods after the historical avant-garde is grounded in the high importance that he ascribes to its political project of changing capitalist society through art and is thus closely related to the idea of the artistic critique of capitalism. In his foreword to Bürger’s book, Jochen Schulte-Sasse alludes to Bürger’s overarching demands by pointing out that Bürger wrongly denies that art can have a critical influence on society under bourgeois conditions (Schulte-Sasse 1984, xl–xlvii). Schulte-Sasse mentions the approach taken by Alexander Kluge and Oskar Negt in Public Sphere and Experience (2016) but also Bertolt Brecht’s theater as potential ways in which art can actually have an impact on bourgeois society and generate critique from within the system (Schulte-Sasse, xli).

To these general thoughts, I would like to add some reflections on Bürger’s interpretation of the actual substance of the historical avant-garde’s political project. The idea of merging art and the practice of life was a utopian project that lacked concrete steps or policies for changing society from the beginning (for intrinsic reasons, as mentioned above). It was a revolt, a critique, a provocation and, in this sense, very legitimate, but it was much less so a tangible political movement. Bürger’s remarks misleadingly pit the supposed “purity” and authenticity of the historical avant-garde’s radical political intentions against the reactionary “sell-out mentality” that he attributes to the neo-avant-gardes and those who have applied avant-garde methods in the wake of the historical avant-garde. The historical avant-garde was, however, not only a literally utopian movement and therefore one without any concrete political form, it was also a project carried out by a cultural and intellectual elite that did not attempt to win over wider social strata. It eventually succeeded, though, in establishing new forms of art and in creating markets and positions for its protagonists. Bürger not only overemphasizes the political intentions of the historical avant-garde and its virtuousness, he also neglects its protagonists’ de facto “marketing” objectives and efforts. These artists and authors intentionally presented their artworks, readings, performances, and publicly displayed (bohemian) lifestyles in order to generate attention and to position themselves within the cultural field of their time. As such, marketing, or public self-presentation, thus emerges as a crucial part of the historical avant-garde and its success. Bürger’s focus on the historical avant-garde’s supposed immaculate political intentions and opposition to the institution of art is therefore not a fair basis on which to judge the continued use of avant-garde strategies after the historical avant-gardes. However, Bürger is certainly right when he points out that the artists and authors who have come since the historical avant-garde have had to come to terms with its historic failure and its appropriation. I would argue that it is precisely the way in which they have tried and are trying to do so that determines whether their work is relevant and whether they can be labeled as truly avant-garde or not.

What remains valid and important in Bürger’s interpretation of the historical avant-gardes and what has been useful for avant-garde strategies applied since the historical avant-garde is “the enigmatic quality of the forms, their resistance to the attempt to wrest meaning from them” (Bürger 1984, 81), an idea that Bürger carves out so well. This artistic method that he calls “defamiliarization” is absolutely critical to Heiner Müller’s aesthetic approach, and Müller applied this “withdrawal of meaning” by utilizing complicated forms with the very same intention that Bürger ascribes to the historical avant-gardes, namely as a trigger for a reflective thought process that may lead to the active questioning of personal and societal living conditions.

At the end of his book, Bürger points out that the historical avant-garde was particularly “successful” in two aspects: on the one hand, it established, as I mentioned, a set of aesthetic methods in the cultural realm and the institution of art, thereby changing the “concept of the organic work of art” (59) and paving the way for the success of its artists and authors. On the other hand, Bürger sees the avant-garde’s intention to combine art and life as finally realized but undermined in the form of “pulp fiction and commodity aesthetics” (54). The latter in particular forces a certain kind of consumer behavior upon the recipient that prompts him or her to buy things that he or she does not need based on the workings of marketing and branding. This combination of art and life therefore ceases to be “an instrument of emancipation and [instead becomes] one of subjection” (54), as Bürger observes. In the following sections, we will further explore this complicated interrelation between appropriation and inversion in which avant-garde aesthetics/aspirations and marketing efforts engaged during the course of the twentieth century.

The Cultural Contradictions of Capitalism

Bürger’s critical stance on the neo-avant-gardes connects him to a very different scholar, Daniel Bell, particularly in Bell’s The Cultural Contradictions of Capitalism (1996). Like Bürger, Bell’s point of departure is that society was subdivided into certain realms over the course of modernity and the development of Western capitalist bourgeois society. The title of his book refers to the contradictions between the technical-economic realm and the cultural realm. These two domains and their logics oppose each other, according to Bell, since the former is driven by the endeavor to rationalize processes and make them more efficient by dividing and further subdividing them. Specialization and bureaucratic organization follow this intent and reduce people to objects and labor power so that they eventually come to be seen “as instruments to maximize profit” (Bell 1996, xvi–xvii). The cultural sphere, on the other hand, is generated by the idea of the modern, self-expressive, and self-fulfilling individual, who measures every value in art and life against his or her own interest, feels severely restricted by the exigencies of the technical-economic order, and rebels against it (xvii). In Bell’s reading, this state of affairs has been brought about by modernism and the revolt of the historical avant-garde, since these forces disrupted the unity of morals and cultural representation that Bell believes were intact when the ascetic bourgeois values inspired by Protestant ethics, as described by Max Weber, were still in place (54–80). Bell believes that it was the values of the avant-garde and the connection between those values and the artistic critique of capitalism that, by “insisting on the autonomy of the aesthetic from moral norms; by valuing more highly the new and experimental; and by taking the self (in its quest for originality and uniqueness) as the touchstone of cultural judgment” (xxi), undermined the former state of unity. Bell imagines modernity/avant-gardism as a “rage against order” that attacked the established norms of society and that had a “devitalizing” effect on rationalism and economics in that it expanded aesthetic limits and tore down all the walls of historical taste, morals, and so on. Finally, he observes that these forces blurred the lines between reality and imagination, so that “murder, lust, perversity” (xxiii) were not only described in literature and art but also acted out by those who wanted to turn their life into art. To Bell’s regret, all this left society without “a symbolic expression of any vitality or a moral impulse that [could be] a motivational or binding force” (84).

It is obvious that Bell has a much more conservative agenda than Bürger; however, it is interesting and surprising that these two very different authors share a particularly negative attitude toward the neo-avant-gardes.
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